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FOREWORD

THE PRESENT TRUTH is an appropriate title for
this monumental work. It records historical movements and
issues that have troubled the Lord’s church for several de-
cades. As a teenage young man in middle Tennessee with a
desire to preach the gospel, I found myself in the midst of
issues confronting the body of Christ. The battle lines were
shaping up for the fight against Bollism, premillennialism,
the colleges in the budget of the churches, and the instru-
mental music question. Issues were clouded and hindered
by sentiments and attitudes to soft-pedal the gospel while
courting the favor of the denominational world. Some of
these sentiments on premillennialism were expressed by
brother G. C. Brewer while filling in for brother Wallace on
the Abilene Christian College Lectureship, February 1934,
reported editorially by brother G. H. P. Showalter in the
Firm Foundation, to which brother Wallace replied in his
editorial of March 22, 1934, pages 284-285, in the Gospel
Advocate. On page 285 brother F. B. Srygley replied to the
report of the Abilene lecture in an article entitled “Brother
Brewer’s Criticism.”

In those days there arose a giant in the person of Foy
E. Wallace, Jr. He had already distinguished himself as a
powerful pulpiteer. As an evangelist this young man had
but few if any peers. Like Paul, wherever he went he had
either a revival  or a riot!  He led the battle for truth and
righteousness from victory to victory. Well do I remember
the first time I heard him preach on premillennialism. He
defined it like this: pre means before--millennium means
a thousand years (reign)--and ism just means it ain’t so !
No man could more clearly define an issue, nor speak with
more poise and pathos than this man.

In August, 1930, brother Wallace became editor of the
Gospel Advocate and continued to edit this paper until
April, 1934.  It is then that he wrote under an artistic en-
graved heading--THE PRESENT TRUTH--from  2 Peter
1:12. During his editorship the  scholarly and brilliant B. C.
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Goodpasture began editing The Pioneer Pulpit department.
For the past thirty-five years this esteemed man of God has
been at the helm of “The Old Reliable,” and continues to
steer this great paper on the right course.

The question has been asked: “Does Foy E. Wallace,
Jr. write as well as he preaches?” The answer is definitely
affirmative. In fact, brother Wallace writes such good
preaching that it is not always  easy to distinguish his
preaching from his writing. Many soon learned that he was
mighty in word and pen. Scarcely have we had men so gifted
as a speaker and a writer. Through his articles and his edi-
torials he has made his readers, men, women, and preachers
alike, his deeply grateful debtors. This is well evidenced in
this historical issue.

After his resignation as editor of the Gospel Advocate,
by the request of brother John T. Hinds (the new editor),
brother Wallace prepared  the next several issues. It was by
request also that he replied to R. H. Boll through the pages
of this paper. There were four articles:

The Boll Movement NO. I: The Widening Breach.
(August 9, pages 764-765)

The Boll Movement NO. II: Millennial Heresy.
(August 16, 1934, pages 787-789)

The Boll Movement NO. III: Sectarian Tenets.
(August 23,1934, pages 812-813)

The Boll Movement NO. IV: The Missionary Situ-
ation. (September 13, 1934, pages 876-893)

During this era many great and grave problems con-
fronting the church were met and dealt with. Unflinchingly
this preacher continued to contend for “the present truth”
from the pulpit and by the pen.

In 1935 brother Wallace founded the Gospel Guardian
a monthly magazine. After twelve issues the original Gospel
Guardian was laid to rest, to rise never more. In 1938 he
began publishing the  Bible Banner.  For the next eleven
years the banner of the Lord was lifted up and the watch-
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word was: THEY SHALL NOT PASS!--and they did not
pass. Then in I950-51 he founded and edited the Torch. In
this he held high the torch as though it had been released
unto him by his godly father. Through these mediums he
presented The Present Truth. Error was exposed. People
could see plainly the militant church. The editorials and
articles from all of the papers edited by brother Wallace
make up this volume. Truly this will be a historical issue
for posterity.

Brother Wallace recognizes that we are heirs of the
past. To him his gospel heritage is something dear. No man
appreciates faithful elders and preachers more than this
man. He honored his father, Foy E. Wallace, Sr., a great
gospel preacher in the early years of the church in Texas,
and in Oklahoma before and after its Indian Territory days.
He looked up to his “big brother” Cled E. Wallace, one truly
worthy of being looked up to. He reveres those men who
restored the New Testament church through the preaching
of the seed of the kingdom. He is deeply hurt when men
criticise the pioneers of the faith and speak with contempt
of “the old guards.” It is his firm persuasion that what
twentieth century people need most is first century preach-
ing.

It is obviously reflected in his life, preaching, and writ-
ing  that we  are  the  possessors  of  the  present. Like Caleb
of old, his battle-cry is: Let us go up and possess the land.
If you do not think that he did this, just look at the men
whom he met in public debates. Chief of them were: Charles
M. Neal, Winchester, Kentucky and J. Frank Norris, Fort
Worth, Texas.

He, too, believes that we are guardians of the future.
Because of this at the approaching age of four-score years
he is preaching with power and vigor. His messages have
the good old Jerusalem ring. The certified gospel (Gal. 1: 11)
is still a favorite theme. He continues to warn against com-
promise and liberalism. Just as when he was a young man,
he warns against the attitude of preachers who use the

. . .
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“speak-softly, tread-lightly, step-carefully, method of ap-
proach, a kind of soft-pedal preaching.” To him the apostolic
way of preaching the principles of the kingdom is the only
right way to preach.

Therefore, these messages in The Present Truth have
the tone of the Psalmist when he said: “I believe there-
fore I have spoken.” Likewise, they have the tone of the
Apostles when they said: “We cannot but speak the things
which we have seen and heard.”

Happy am I to write these brief words of the Foreword
for this historic volume, and to breathe the fervent prayer
that God will crown its messages with far-reaching and
long-enduring blessings to humanity.

J. T. MARLIN

Duncan, Oklahoma
JULY, 1977
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AUTHOR’S PREFACE

An eminent theologian penned  the reflection that the
spiritual giants of the apostolic age are succeeded by men of
lower stature and poorer capacity. Neither do the fresh
powers and primitive gifts of the first century altogether
return to the church in the following centuries--except
through the communication of the Written Word.

The present volume entitled “The Present Truth” bears
the format of the front page article of the Gospel  Advocate
when the author was its editor and the writer of its front
page. Its purpose and spirit was then and is now couched in
the admonitory exordium of the apostle Peter in chapter
1:12 of his second epistle to the church of the dispersion:
“Wherefore I will not be negligent to put you always in re-
membrance of these things, though you know them, and be
established in the present truth.” Consistent with this senti-
ment the present book is written for the record of the years
then and now and later--past, present, and future.

Risking the odium attached to the oft-misused and
much-abused word relevant--the record herein chronicled is
relevant. Numerous references are names of the dead, but
the issues are not dead--they are alive. The premillennial-
ists  were stalemated and premillennialism was checkmated,
but a revival of millennialism is in process through adher-
ents and advocates that have reappeared. With little excep-
tion the professors in our schools and colleges offered no
assistance in the forensics in which we were engaged then
against the premillennial heresies, and comparably now they
are providing none in the current crucial conflict with the
liberalism stemming from the theologies of the theologians
of these pretended-translations and pseudo-versions. They
should have been leading the fight then and they should be
pressing the battle now; but they did not do so then and
they are not doing so now. This was then and it is now a
distinct disappointment to the sound brethren throughout
the brotherhood and it has resulted in the loss of confidence
in the doctrinal convictions of the multiplying number of
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faculty members in the Bible Departments who have ob-
tained their doctorate degrees from the Divinity Schools of
Yale and Harvard, and the Seminaries of Chicago and New
York. The hard lessons of history teach us, and the clarion
voices from the past warn us, that departures and digres-
sions incipient in the schools.  In  the  expanding  sphere
of influence and power of our colleges now, which an acqui-
escent and a subservient brotherhood is witnessing and al-
lowing,  the potentiality of taking the church as we know it
away from us is existent. This potentialis too rapidly devel-
oping into an actuality.

In the year 1930 Leon E. McQuiddy called me from Los
Angeles, California, to Nashville, Tennessee, to assume the
editorial portfolio  of the Gospel Advocate,  in which function
I served until mid-1934. After resignation from that office,
through the financial assistance of some interested breth-
ren, and the editorial cooperation of Cled E.Wallace--my
now deceased elder brother--the original Gospel  Guardian
(which has no relation to the present periodical bearing
that format, with which I have no connection) was pub-
lished over a period of months between 1935 and 1936.
Through an arrangement with G.H.P. Showalter the sub-
scription  list was  transferred to him and the original Gos-
pel Guardian  was merged  into  the Firm Foundation, and
Brother Showalter, its publisher and editor, assigned to me
the place of its front page writer. Some of these front-page
articles contributed to the Firm  Foundation  during  this  pe-
riod are reproduced in this collection of articles and edi-
torials.

In the year of our Lord 1938  Leon E. McQuiddy, the
publisher of the Gospel Advocate, initiated the Bible Ban-
ner, to be printed monthly by the McQuiddy Printing Com-
pany in Nashville, Tennessee, but published from Fort
Worth, Texas, as a personal medium for me to continue
writing on the growing ominous issues confronting the
churches. After a few issues, for personal reasons--more
fully narrated in another section of this book--Brother Mc-
Quiddy transferred the entire Bible Banner project to me
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and severed business relations with it, although he contin-
ued to support it for a limited period of time by private
contributions.

At this turn of events the publication of the Bible Ban-
ner proceeded from Oklahoma City under my sole direction
and responsibility. It was controversial and iconoclastic in
the spirit of the Jeremiah commission: “Be not afraid of
their faces ... to root out, and to pull down, and to destroy,
and to throw down to build, and to plant.” It was not my
temperament to be associated with business interests where
commercial considerations were necessarily involved. My
disposition was to be free of all such connections with their
resultant direct and indirect responsibilities--entirely free
to always write in my own way in my own time, and in my
own space, without fear or feeling of concern for any effect
on the interests and the involvements of others, to just com-
mit to print my own personal script--what 1 want to write,
as I want it written, and printed as I write it. For many
years I have so written and so preached. I have been too
long free to be subjected to either editorial or pulpit re-
straints. I desire to be unobligated, u n h i b i t e d ,  uncontrol-
led, and unintimidated--and free. Thusly, from 1938 to
1949, through a controversial and somewhat stormy period
of eleven years the Bible Banner was published and its cir-
culation covered the reading brotherhood from center to
circumference.

Subsequent to the discontinuance of the Bible Banner
from July 1950 to December 1951, twelve numbers of
TORCH, a thirty-six page pocket-size periodical, were pub-
lished as my personal medium for the purpose of general
indoctrination and continued discussion of current issues.
Since the termination of these monthly mediums the re-
stricted endeavor to further the cause of truth, aside from
pulpit proclamation, has been limited to the writing and
publication of numerous books, without financial profit or
pecuniary gain. as the only means for the continuance of
teaching and preaching the truth after the tongue is silenced
and the hand is stilled in the charnel chamber. Without this
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published work these polemics bearing on the essential is-
sues of past and present generations would reside in the
musty depository of papers and documents that will never
be read or seen again, and the purpose of their preservation
is for the beneficial worth to the present and future genera-
tions of the young (or older) preachers who sorely need the
knowledge and discernment of the intrinsic truths embed-
ded within the fundamental themes herein projected.

A conspicuous example for the urgent need of re-em-
phasis on doctrinal fundamentals is the existing bewilder-
ment concerning immediate influences and direct workings
and operations of the Holy Spirit, which is the embryonic
state of the miraculous charismatic movement in various
localities within the brotherhood. Some reputable writers
among us who advocate the immediate personal indwelling
of the Holy Spirit, separate and apart from and indepen-
dent of The Word, can be charged with the responsibility
for this miraculous trend--for if there is a direct immediate
infusion of the Holy Spirit without the medium of The
Written Word--it is of necessity miraculous, and if that is
true, miraculous endowment has not ended.

The recent argumentation that 1 Cor. 13: 8-10 and Eph.
4:8-16 have no reference to the cessation of the provisional
order of miraculous endowment, thus yielding to the perma-
nent and perfect order of full and complete revelation, has
served to succor the charismatics among us. It is too late now
to abandon the cardinal Restoration principle that in con-
v i c t i on  and conversion sanctification and edification, the
Holy Spirit operates only through The Word, and it is alto-
gether ill-timed to compromise this Plea by weak and un-
tenable dissertation. In the section of this work dealing
with the apostasy of certain missionaries supported by
churches of Christ mention is made that their defection
was the result of these views of immediate Holy Spirit in-
dwellings and infusions, with all of the attendant direct
influences and workings, the consequence of which was ac-
ceptance and espousal of the “Holy Rollerism” of the Holi-
ness. This has been the history of such doctrinal deviation.
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At this point some matters of fact for the record com-
pel the correction of things pertaining to the afore-men-
tioned publications. In a treatise entitled “History of the
Churches of Christ In Texas” the author connects me with
the “publishing again of the defunct G o s p e l  G u a r d i a n in
1949 at Lufkin, Texas,” and lists me “as co-editor” of it.
The author drew his remarks from the first issue of the
above-mentioned paper and can be scarcely censured for the
inaccurate entry into his history book since the removal of
my name from its masthead and columns, and my disclama-
tion of any connection with it, was not publicized. There
were other men of prestige whose names were listed with it
but afterward withdrawn--among them my universally re-
spected and esteemed brother, Cled E. Wallace, who was
listed as an associate editor or staff writer, but before long
removed his name. It was soon evident that we could have
no part in, or be a party to, such a movement or a periodical
representing it. A few factual observations here are in
order, and in fact required as a caveat (an explanation to
prevent misinterpretation) to all who are solicitous in refer-
ence to the truth in the circumstances:

First: The o r i g i n a l  G o s p e l  G u a r d i a n  was not defunct,
in the adverse sense of that term--it was merged into the
Firm Foundation, as herein-before explained.

Second: The 1949 publication under the adapted Gospel
Guardian format was not a revival or “publishing again” of
the real 1935-36 Gospel Guardian--over twelve years elapsed
between the merging of the original Guardian into the Firm
Foundation and the 1949 publication that adapted its for-
mat, during ten years of which period my own monthly
Bible Banner was published by me. The men who founded
the new publication obtained permission from G. H. P.
Showalter, who acquired in the transaction the ownership
of the original format, for its adaptation to the new paper.
I did not found it, and I do not subscribe to its party tenets.

Third: At the start of it my brother Cled and I were
amiable in attitude toward the paper and contributed to it,
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but my name was improperly appropriated to it as “found-
er” and “co-editor” neither of which was true.

Fourth: The misappropriation of my name was ap-
plied to articles rewritten by the paper's editor in his own
phraseology but printed under my by-line, in language not
cognizable to me as being authentic.

At the solicitation of the editor of the new paper, being
of complaisant disposition a “key-note” article was con-
tributed, and it appeared in print rewritten by the editor
in fragments. with the insertion of sentences and para-
graphs not of my diction. The following paragraph is an
example of such presumption:

“The new Gospel Guardian, edited by (unmentionable)
with myself as co-editor, will stand on these doctrinal issues
with the same vigor and determination that characterized
her predecessors. Her field will be expanded under the new
arrangement and her usefulness to the cause thereby in-
creased. But let not the enemies of the truth suppose for one
moment that a change in editorial set-up presages a change
in policy. (The unmentionable editor) will have the support
and backing of every right thinking man among us. M e n
who wrote for the original Guardian and the Banner (men
whose mettle has been tested in the fires of battle) will
stand beside him. They shall not falter; they shall not fail.
As for the editor himself, there is no living man outside the
circle of my own flesh and blood to whom I am closer and
in whose doctrinal integrity I have more confidence. The
name (unmentionable) has for too many years been synony-
mous with sound teaching for it to bring comfort to the
compromisers or hope to the heretics.”

For the sake of history and my own posterity I disclaim
the authorship of the foregoing. The editor of the new
Guardian composed those lines himself about himself and
inserted them into the article purportedly authored by me.
Though amity existed at the time no such priority in friend-
ship toward this new editor over others prevailed at any
time, and some of them were quizzical as to why such ex-
travagance toward him exclusive of them. But no personal
mention had been made at all of any, and when the new
editor was asked the reason for such an insertion he replied
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that he needed my indorsement, which had not been given
him, and he thought that is what I should have said! And to
cap the climax at the end of this rewritten fragmentary
article under my misappropriated name the significant
watchword, occasionally employed as a battle term--they
shall not pass--was inappropriately inserted before any-
thing was mentioned that should not pass, causing me to
appear  as a G.I. gone berserk yelling “they shall not pass”
to everybody that passed.

When all of this comedy was coming to pass I was in
California and three of these rewritten fragments had ap-
peared under my name before it came to my attention. I
immediately laid down my pen and requested the removal
of m y  name from the paper  in any connection. Soon there-
after under similar circumstances my brother, Cled E. Wal-
lace, acted accordantly and withdrew himself from their
editorial association. We had not been aware of the under-
lying formational plans for this defection in the emergence
of a new party--and as the author of the History Of The
Churches, of foregoing mention, said of G. H. P. Showalter,
after having commended the endeavor “he and many other
preachers soon opposed the teaching promulgated in the
Guardian"--so it was with us, Cled E. Wallace and Foy E.
Wallace Jr. were among that number, and it should have
been so stated in that History for our repudiation of the new
Guardian party had been repeatedly published in various
mediums, including the  F i r m  Foundation and the Gospel
Advocate ,  and being thus a matter of general knowledge, the
author of the History should have known it at the time of
the printing of his much later historical thesis.

Writing finis to these explanations, a confession is in
order. long ago made verbal and vocal. but here restated:
the most consequential mistake of my publication experi-
ences was made in allowing the subscription list of the Bible
Banner to become the property of the new Guardian pub-
lishers, for with my knowledge of the existing circumstances
at the time of its commencement, without it their venture
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could not have materialized. As for their further improper
appropriation of my name, they are sailing under a flag of
false colors and obtaining prestige and patronage under
false pretenses.

Another correction for the record pertains to a subtle
attempt of the author of a work entitled Mirror Of A Move-
ment to align my father, Foy E. Wallace Sr., with the anti-
orphan home contingent, by lifting a few lines from his 1927
ACC lecture on “The Church,” in which he praised its per-
fection as a divine institution. This ACC lecture was deliv-
ered before the present anti-orphan home faction was born,
and there is nothing in the lecture logically deducible to such
a conclusion and alignment. The perfection and all-suffi-
ciency of the church have been the subjects of gospel ser-
mons from the beginnings of gospel preaching on this conti-
nent and nothing that concerns the care of orphans in the
private or the public home arrangement is contradictory to
it. The reference of the author of The Mirror indicates that
there are some liberal doctors among us who do not adhere
to the perfection of the church and are critical of that scrip-
tural concept. But the refutation of the anti-isms is not
dependent on the denial of the perfection and all-sufficiency
of the church. Strange indeed, that it has come to pass that
present-day gospel preachers cannot preach or write on the
gospel theme of the perfection and all-sufficiency of the
church without being daubed with the stigma of the anti-
partyism, and that the sermons and essays of the pioneers
of the past are now subjected to the same misconstruction.

As for my father, at the turn of the century, preaching
for the Pearl Street church at Denton, Texas, he advocated
and announced that the fifth-Sunday quarterly contributions
of the church should be transmitted to the Jenny Clark
Orphan Home, the only orphanage among us then, of which
G. H. P. Showalter was one of its first trustees--and it was
so done. With me, these are matters of personal knowledge
and are not subject to contradiction or gainsaying--and
there is nothing in the 1927 ACC lecture nor any other in-

xii



stance of his sermons and sayings that are contradictory to
this life-long preaching and practice. His name has never
been connected with nor his influence appropriated to the
late defection or to any other faction. The malicious imputa-
tion of The Mirror is contemptible and loyalty to the filial
memory of my father requires its repudiation.

There are numerous indications that the author of The
Mirror  was “looking through a glass darkly” and that the
History Of The Churches is less factual than the academic
rating of its author should insure--both theses doing a dis-
tinct disservice to the churches of Christ in Texas and in the
nation, resulting in incalculable harm to the present genera-
tion of young preachers and to the youth into whose hands
this distortion of historical miscellanea should chance to
fall. The historiography of the author magnifies minor con-
ditions, in long range no more than blemishes in the charac-
ter of them, but minimizes vital principles in the nature of
them which identify the New Testament church and dis-
tinguish it as being more than a mere religious body. There
is a noticeable exclusion of some of the greatest names and
most noteworthy events in the history of the church and
apparently deliberate inclusion of insignificant names and
events undeserving of mention. It is more of a slanted par-
ody than a history, more farcical than factual.

The careless attitude of the author of the history book
to which reference is made is observed in his remarks on
names--that is, the designations of “Church of Christ” and
“Christian Church,” slanting the priority toward the Chris-
t i an  Church  wi th  the  impl ica t ion  tha t  the  des igna t ion
Church of Christ was adopted afterward as a result of the
division and subsequent separation. His history is in reverse
and the facts are just the opposite. Before Alexander Camp-
bell immigrated to America, at the end of the eighteenth
century (between 1790 and 1800),  Barton W. Stone con-
verted the members of his Presbyterian congregation, Bap-
tized them, called them Christians, removed the sign “Cane
Ridge Presbyterian Church” on the old frame meeting-
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house and replaced it withh “Cane Ridge Church of Christ.”
In the cemetery in the c h u r c h  grounds, on the tombstone of
the Rogers. its charter members, is engraved “united with
the Cane Ridge Church of Christ in 1804." Later, a congre-
gation was formed b y  the Campbells on Brush Run (Creek)
and the Campbells named it Brush Run Church O f  Christ.
Several years later the congregation moved into nearby
Bethany (Virginia) and on the cornerstone of the new
modest brick meetinghouse, where Alexander Campbell
preached until the day of his death, was  engraved Bethany
Church Of Christ which designation is there until this day
unless it has been removed since my own last visit to the
premises here mentioned a few years ago.

In his Memoirs it is recorded that Campbell addressed
some friends in the presence of preacher Luce with the stip-
ulation to Luce that their baptism must he performed “upon
a simple confession of faith in Christ” and according to “the
precise pattern of the New Testament,” and furthermore
in addressing them he read the passage of  Acts 2:38 which
plainly stipulates the remission of sins as the design of bap-
tism, to all of which Luce assented and consented, and
Campbell remarked that the occasion of the baptism of the
Campbell family and others with them was “no Baptist
Church meeting”-and he further commented that the per-
secuted Brush Run church was neither Paedobaptist nor
Baptist. All but the ill-informed know that it was called the
B r u s h  R u n  Church Of Christ and when moved into Bethany
on the cornerstone of the modest brick meetinghouse was
engraved: Bethany Church  Of Christ.  In reference to all of
these developments Campbell declared that they had “no
idea of uniting with the Baptists," and that in personal im-
pressions he had unfortunately formed a very unfavorable
opinion of the Baptist preachers as then introduced to his ac-
quaintance, and though that was still his opinion of the
Baptist ministry he wrote words of commendation for the
people who were called Baptists.

In the Memoirs Campbell comments that he w a s  t a u g h t
f rom t h e  Record i t s e l f  to d e s c r i b e  a Church of Christ. I n
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the same context and connection the procedure w a s  recorded
in the handwriting of Thomas Campbell for the dismissal of
several members of the Brush Run church, including Alex-
ander Campbell and his family, to institute a church of
Christ at Wellsburg, with its membership listed, in accord
with a previous statement by Alexander Campbell of his
view of the position that should be occupied by a Church of 
Christ. In 1831, incident to a meeting at Georgetown and
Lexington there was a transfer of property to a new congre-
g a t i o n  f o r m e d  u n d e r  the title of the Church of Chris t .

On the monument erected at the (Raccoon) John Smith
grave, Lexington, Kentucky, in 1868, beside the statue of
the early statesman, Henry Clay, these words were en-
graved: In Memory Of John Smith, An Elder In The Church
Of Christ--and the life story of John Smith reveals the use
of this designation of the church through his whole preach-
ing career, from his own conversion under the teaching of
Alexander Campbell in 1830’s until the date of his death in
the year 1868. This evidence is in my possession in the form
of hand camera photos produced on the scene. In court room
parlance these are Exhibits of events occurring within a
quarter to a half century from 1800--before the Christian
Church w a s  conceived and christened. References are made
to “the church of Christ” in the process of John Smith’s
gradual abandonment of denominationalism, in the repudi-
ation of which “the principles of the constitution of the
church of Christ” were described in his discussions between
1825 and 1830, before his own conversion through the teach-
ing and preaching of Alexander Campbell, and mention was
made that those who were baptized so constituted them-
selves, stating that in the renouncement of sectarianism they
assumed  the  position of a  church of Christ.  It is further re-
corded that in December 1834 a church of Christ was formed
by John Smith in Stockton Valley (Ky.), his “raccoon” home
territory, and mention w a s  made of the New Testament ex-
istence of the church of Christ during the ten years between
Pentecost and Antioch before the calling of the name Chris-
tian upon the Gentile disciples at Antioch.
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In The Life And Times Of Benjamin Franklin mention
is made of the Church of Christ in Centerville (Ind.) in
1844, as its original designation, and of the interest in its
history being accentuated by Franklin’s residence there as
a member of it. Mention was also made of the planting of
the Church Of Christ in Anderson (Ind.) in the year 1851,
and further mention was made that in certain instances the
attempted appropriation of the designation “Christian
Church” resulted in confusion and hindrance to the Restora-
tion cause.

I am weary of hearing the remark that we were not
called the “Church Of Christ” until we “went out” from the
“Christian Church”--which again is the reverse of the truth
and opposite the facts. When a “Christian Church preacher”
once made this remark to me I related an incident connected
with an address that I had been invited to deliver at a civic
club, to which the local Methodist preacher belonged. When
I was escorted to the table where they were all seated, the
Methodist preacher arose, extended his hand to me across
the table, and said: “Brother Wallace, we are glad to have
you speak to us today, but I am sorry you cannot eat with
us because we are serving chicken, and that is Methodist
food.” I replied, “well, if that is true, it is the only part of
Methodist doctrine that I have ever been able to swallow,
pass the chicken !” In this case the morsel that I cannot
swallow is that falsity: “You were not called ‘Church Of
Christ’ until you went out from us.” The opposite is the
truth: “They went out from us, but they were not of us;
for if they had been of us they would have no doubt con-
tinued with us: but they went out, that they might be made
manifest that they were not all of us.” (1 John 2:19)

In his tergiversations concerning Campbell and his
baptism and the Baptists the author of the History was
either ill-informed or else withheld the known facts. We
graciously allow him the benefit of the doubt. He avers that
Campbell was baptized by a Baptist preacher and that it
was not for the remission of sins. The facts are that Camp-
bell was not baptized by a regular Eaptist preacher, accord-
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ing to Baptist usage, and he was never a member of the
Baptist church--he was baptized by an obscure noncon-
formist preacher by the name of Luce, who “departed from
the usage” of the Baptist church for the same reason that
Campbell declined to join it. After separating from the
Presbyterians Campbell mingled with two Baptist groups
known as the Mahoning and Redstone Associations. but as a
result of his lecture on “The Law And The Gospel” his affili-
ation with them was broken and he severed all Baptist con-
nections, never having been a member of the Baptist church.
In the Fort Worth debate with the Baptist J. Frank Norris,
I refuted the charge that Alexander Campbell was once a
member of the Baptist church--and now a “historian” p r o -
fessor among us takes the Baptist side! The Campbells were
baptized by preacher Luce “upon a simple confession of faith
in Christ,” and with some of their neighbors, who also were
thus baptized, the Brush Run Church Of Chris t  was there-
after formed. The later declaration of Campbell that the
baptism service of himself and family was “no Baptist meet-
ing” and that they had "no idea of uniting with the Bap-
t is t"  should relegate that allegation forever.

There is a recorded instance of a highly respected Bap-
tist clergyman who conceded that baptism is for the remis-
sion of sins and his Baptist fellows filed a charge against
him for teaching Campbellism. In refusing to yield his con-
victions he replied: “that the scriptures have connected
baptism with remission in some sense it is worse than use-
less to deny.” When that one proposition--baptism for the
remis s ion  of sins--was the taproot from which all the prej-
udice against Campbell had sprung, and was verily the
source of the moniker Campbellites, there is a lack of con-
gruity in the claim that Campbell was not himself “in some
sense” baptized for the remission of sins. It has an implica-
tion of reflection on his own intelligence and to prattle such
propaganda indicates a lack of conviction concerning the
import of this primary command.

If the remission of sins was not the specified design of
Alexander Campbell’s baptism, its equivalent purpose was
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surely understood, for in his book entit led Christian Bap-
t i s m ,  c o m m e n t i n g  o n  baptism f o r  the r e m i s s i o n  of sins in
Mark1:4 ,  Campbell submitted the following exegesis: “Nor
is it only casually intimated that New Testament baptism
was ordained f o r  this purpose.  I t  i s  the only p u r p o s e  f o r
which it w a s  ordained,    whether in the hands of John or the

twelve apostles. What could be more plain or intelligible than
s u c h  forms of exp ression as the folloxving:-‘John did bap-
tize in the wilderness, and preach the baptism of repentance
for the remission of sins.’ It was not for remission of sins,
but for the remission of sins. The fixtures of language could
not more safely secure the intention of an institution. It was
not because your sins have been remitted, but for or in order
to the remission of sins. Nor was  this form of expression
peculiar to one Evangelist. Luke as well as Mark, uses the
same formula.” In  fur ther  ex tending  h i s  comments  he
wrote:: “No one is ever said to have been baptized for any-
thing  else, than for the remission of sins.” (Pages 249,  250,
2X-italics  all his own) Prior to this, in 1823, C a m p b e l l
said that baptism was “designed for putting the legitimate
subject of it in actual possession of the remission of sins.”
(The Christian Baptist, page 401)

These Campbell comments on Mark 1:4 should clearly
show that baptism has only one specific design--the  remis-
sion of sins--and all other phrases of  purpose, such as “shall
be saved” and “into Christ” are coequal in purpose, there-
fore the knowledge of one is equivalent to the understanding
of the one design. For the valid observance of any institu-
tion with design the understanding of its purpose is inher-
ent in the command. As an example, both the Lord and his
apostle Paul declare the design of the Lord’s Supper to be
in remembrance of Christ (Luke 22: 19; 1 Cor. 11:24). The
preposit ion  in is eis in both of these passages--“this do in
(eis) r emembrance  o f  me”- -and  eis means unto, into,  in
order to: This do in order  to r e m e m b r a n c e  of me. Without
the understanding of its purpose in relation to the memory
or remembrance of Christ the observance of it would be an
empty ceremony, a meaningless form-not valid. So with
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baptism,  without the purpose,  the understanding of its de-
sign, its administration would be equally meaningless--not
valid. The general purpose of any religious act  of all pious
people is to obey God, regardless of the nature of it, whether
offering sweet odors of incense o r  counting the beads of the
rosary--but the phrase to obey God is in no instance desig-
nated as the design of baptism--it  has one specific purpose:
the remission of sins--and without this understanding, or
equivalent terms, the result is not obtained.

In the premises of these lucid Campbell  declarations, if
Campbell  himself was  not baptized for the remission  of sins
his practice did not conform to his teaching. The author of
the History writes as though the design of baptism is insig-
nificant and unimportant. It is a p r o p o s  here to interpose the
query of why the History author was not disposed to use a
page of space to insert Campbell's own statements concern-
ing the design of baptism. His dealing with the "rebaptism"
i s sue  w a s  inadequa te  and  irresponsible. As a result of the
early valid b a p t i s m  debates the number of preachers and
churches that would receive Baptists o n  t h e i r  d e n o m i n a -
tional baptism is minimal.

In similar vein the history book under reference com-
promises the instrumental music question with an erroneous
initial  statement that the non-use of the mechanical instru-
ment in the churches in their  early n ine teen th  cen tury  ex-
i s t ence  w a s  because o r g a n s  were not available in the fron-
t i e r  days before the Civil W a r ! And that was the assigned
r e a s o n  f o r  "the failure" of the churches of Christ to use the
organ--but this "historian" failed to explain the "failure"
o f  t h e  c h u r c h e s  o f  C h r i s t  i n  t h e  f i r s t  c e n t u r y - - t h e  N e w
Testament churches--to use what he called "organs" and 
" m u s i c a l  i n s t r u m e n t s . "  H e  w r i t e s  i n  m o c k i n g  accent of “the
a n t i - o r g a n group"group"  and "anti-organ members" but with neu-
tral and conciliatory t o n e s  t h e  descriptions a re  apparently
slanted in favor of “the pro-organ disciples," and if the
author  of the “history” experiences any conviction from a
scriptural  viewpoint  for  orviewpoint  against the use of  mechanical
instrumental  music in “ t h e  churches of Christ" his book



does not disclose it. Like the comments on the design of bap-
tism there is a veiled implication that it is unimportant. The
slanted references reveal a  bias against the essential facts
and a prejudice against the vital truths involved.

This reputed historian comments on McGarvey's long
minis t ry  wi th  the  Broadway church in Lexington, but he
omits the mention that when the mechanical instrument was
introduced McGarvey with bowed head walked out, followed
by an impressive number of faithful members, who formed
the Chestnut Street church where they could worship with-
out the innovation of instrumental music. In the introduc-
tion to Sermons, published in 1873, his inscription reads:
“To the Broadway Church, Lexington, Ky., in whose pulpit
I have spent the most useful years of my life as a preacher,
and among whose members I count many of my warmest
friends, this volume is affectionately inscribed as a token of
gratitude for many expressions of Christian fellowship.”
But these “useful years” with the Broadway church were
precipitantly terminated by an abrupt impos i t ion  of  the
mechanical instrument. Is the failure to mention this signi-
ficant episode of history assignable to ignorance of vital
events, or was it deliberate design to withhold the facts and
developments connected with the history of the churches of
Christ? The one disqualifies one as a historian, the other
cancels any confidence in his trustworthiness as a chronicler.

The mocking manner in which the issues are treated
makes  a spectacle of the churches as objects of derision,
when they should have been praised for defending its con-
gregational purity in worship against the corruptions of the
innovationists. This purported “History Of The Churches Of
Christ In Texas” is a crude reflection on the dignity of the
church of Christ.

There is an inflowing of books authored by professors
who hold the doctorate degree, and flaunt the title, indica-
tive of a changing attitude in relation to the history of the
church in the true perspective of the restoration principles,
and an effective exposure of them is overdue.
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If a history of the churches of Christ in Texas, or any-
where and everywhere, should be written let it be authored
by a historian who knows the church and its history a n d
who can clothe it with delineations that will reflect its dig-
nity in terms of elegance of style and beauty of diction that
it deserves, with the purpose of preserving its scriptural
integrity. The thesis on the history of the churches, sub-
jected to these strictures, may have qualified the author for
his doctorate but it does not accredit him as a historian.

The party tenets of the recent defection center in the
opposition to the orphan homes, the joint efforts of church-
es, benevolence for poor non-members, or the collective care
of the poor (the novel “saints only” ideology)--and other
erratic assertions formulated into a crude doctrinaire. In
the course of these discussions there has been a continuing
agitation over a 1931 editorial in the Gospel Advocate en-
titled “The Truth Between Extremes” (which is included
in the reproductions of the following pages in the order of
dates), with an eager exertion to commit me by means of
this article to their party camp. But the circumstance that
disconcerts them so is that in 1939 (six years after the date
of the article), Brother B. C. Goodpasture, the editor of the
Gosl)cZ  Advocrrte, reprinted the article in full with his un-
qualified indorsement, which should settle the point: That
there is nothing in the article to aid the antis! And on this
same point, in the 1927 ACC lecture of Foy E. Wallace Sr.,
from which extracts were lifted by the author of the Mirror
Of A Movement, he made this inclusive and conclusive state-
ment: “The church at Antioch relieved the brethren in Judea
in time of distress ‘sending it to the elders by the hand of
Barnabas and Saul’ (Acts 11:29).  Thus may churches
through their elders cooperate in the work of the Lord.” For
obvious reasons these statements were not quoted, for to
have done so would have obviated the palpable purpose to
commit him to the camp of the defection party, and there-
fore have foiled the accomplishment of their aims: the stig-
matization of every man of influence who opposes their
liberalism and who stands in their way.
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Another instance of such malfeasance in perverting the
positions of men is the elimination by omission of a complete
paragraph in quotations from my 1950 treatise in Torch,
the caption of which is “A Compendium Of Issues” (also
included in the reproductions of the following pages in
the order of dates), and the paragraph reads verbatim as
follows:

“The references that have been made to “cooperative”
gospel meetings held and to be held in some of our cities do
not parallel the missionary programs of these brotherhood
elderships. If the eldership of a church in a Texas city should
siphon funds from churches to sponsor a “cooperative”
meeting in Oklahoma City--that would be a start on draw-
ing a parallel. There is a width of difference between local
cooperation and centralized brotherhood elderships, but even
so, in any local effort where more than one church is in-
volved there are certain principles that should be observed.
It has not been denied, so far as I know, that contributions
can be made to a church to assist in a work being done
where it is and where its elders are elders.”

But the foregoing is being denied now, and the reason
for the omission of this paragraph from quotations lifted
from this article is perceptible--it removes me from their
camp on the issue of the joint efforts of churches.

As early as the 1920s I preached in a county-wide meet-
ing of Hill county churches, conducted in the pavilion of the
Fair Grounds, at Hillsboro, Texas; in the 1940s the two
Music Hall meetings at Houston, Texas, in which all (except
one) of the churches cooperated; in the year 1950 (the same
year of the Compendium treatise) the city-wide Municipal
Auditorium meeting in Louisville, Kentucky, in which all
the churches of the city (with the only exceptions of the pre-
millennial faction) cooperated--and as late as the year 1974
I have preached in the county-wide meeting at Moulton,
Alabama, in which the churches of Lawrence county coop-
erated. Yet the liberals call me a n t i  and the antis call me
liberal. The truth of the matter is that I am not loose enough
for the liberals and I am not crazy enough for the cranks!

The comparisons of benevolent societies with mission-
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ary societies have reference to the boards of benevolence of
the Christian Church (and other denominations) which re-
ceive and allocate the money of the churches at the boards
own will and selection thus standing between the churches
and the field or destination in the allocation of the funds.
There are no such boards operating among churches of
Christ, known to me, and no such allocation of funds. The
home, whether private or public, is the field, the destination,
the terminal--the immediate end in either circumstance of
the similar need. In all the history of the orphan home there
have been no examples of corrupting the church or of sup-
planting its functions.

During the period of 1930 to 1934, at the time some of
these editorial articles were penned, I was engaged with the
pioneer F. B. Srygley and others of the Gosl)el  Advocate
staff, in opposing the anti-orphan home and anti-college
faction of the Sommers, mainly in the states north of the
dividing line between northern and southern churches. This
opposition to the Sommer party in the thirties is evidence
that I have had no affiliation with these anti-isms, past or
present, and the seizure of articles out of time and text in
an attempt to attach my name to their cause is dishonesty.

It has been generally agreed, and is a matter of com-
mon knowledge among the knowlegeable, that the articles
herein reproduced forestalled the inclusion of the colleges
in the budgets of the churches, and they are reprinted in the
hope that they may serve as a deterrent to any present or
future campaign to embed the colleges in the budgets, thus
to establish an affiliation between the college and the
church, and to create an affinity between the secular and
the spiritual institutions.

Reverting to the relation of churches engaged in coop-
erative joint efforts, a case of usurping and abuse of elder-
ship functions is the operation of the national radio and
television program known throughout the English-speaking
world as Herald Of Truth. Nearly a decade ago W. F. Caw-
yer requested me to submit to him a written statement that
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could be used in brochures commending the national broad-
cast. My reply (Sept. 1, 1967) was as follows:

“Dear Brother Cawyer: This is a delayed response to
your recent good communication pertaining to several things
of mutual interest and concern-among them the Herald Of
Truth national broadcast of the Fifth and Highland Church
in Abilene. My attitude toward this program has not been
one of opposition but of apprehension,. I do not oppose joint
efforts of congregations, within limitations, but we both
recognize that the national broadcast is a powerful instru-
ment and influence and could become, if it has not, the
voice of the church. This was the fear expressed by Brother
G. C. Brewer and it has been, and still is, my own fear, for
it could commit the “Church Of Christ,” as the public views
it, to any error preached or wind of doctrine carried over
the world on its waves. In the control of faithful elders and
the hands of sound gospel preachers this would not occur;
but churches change elders, and the same elders will not
control it, nor sound preachers proclaim the Word over it.
And we are alike aware that a powerful machine that has
gathered momentum is hard to stop, and its tide of influence
almost impossible to stem. These are basically the feelings
of apprehension that I have entertained and which are yet
the ground of my fears. But I have not opposed the broad-
cast, and have not disturbed the churches where I preach in
meetings who contribute to it. Please be assured of my un-
diminished personal regard always.

The foregoing statement, of course, not serving the re-
quested purpose was not used. But by the later developments
both W. F. Cawyer and E. R. Harper (my personal friends),
who more than all others achieved the phenomenal success
of the broadcast, now know that these apprehensions were
not imaginary but real. These circumstances therefore com-
pel the change of my course of action, from that mentioned
at the close of the letter, to advising the elders of the church-
es, in my meetings everywhere, to discontinue or suspend
contributions to the Highland Church for the Herald Of
Truth until the program is restored to its original status of
a sound gospel broadcast, and that all of the contributions
to it by the churches are thusly used and so applied, the ac-
complishment of which in the presently existing circum-
stances is short of any satisfactory assurance, and in the



opinion of a large number of conservative brethren, who are
in a position to know, attainment of these ends cannot be
trusted to the present sponsors.

In the course of human life men die but words live. The
names of the men mentioned in these pages are among the
living and the dead, some who were and are bold in defend-
ing the faith, others who have been of the sort in the primi-
tive church concerning whom the apostle Peter warned in
the words “who privily shall bring in damnable heresies”
(2 Pet. 2:1),  and who were subject to the apostle Paul’s
mandate, “a man that is an heretic after the first and sec-
ond admonition reject” (Tit. 3:10).  The false teachers and
heresies were not confined to the apostolic era, they have
infiltrated the church in every generation of its existence,
and as in the original churches the heretic was seldom re-
stored but had to be renounced, so it is now. Take the origi-
nator of the modern premillennial heresy in the churches of
Christ, R. H. Boll--he had to be rejected; take his adamant
devotee, Clinton Davidson--he had to be defeated. The pro-
genitor Boll died with his dying cause, and the puppet Dav-
idson retreated to his Shiloh estate in New Jersey to conduct
in a sort of cloistered environment his visionary experien-
tial sessions on the immediate Holy Spirit indwellings and
miraculous charismatic gifts--where it is alleged, if not
admitted, that Pat Boone was proselyted and went the way
of the heretics to the tragic end of renegades--excommuni-
cation.

So the names go but the issues stay. Then--the colleges
harbored professors of premillennial sympathy and with
other forms of error, who were not considered sound in the
faith--not true to the principles promulgated by our fore-
bears in the faith. The writer, being the editor of the Bible
Banner,  was projected into the conflict with certain ele-
ments and representative personages in the colleges, and
bore the brunt of the battle--and he was maligned by men
in high places beyond expedience to relate. Here it is appro-
priate to apply the lines of Shakespeare: He who steals my
purse steals trash; but he who filches from me my good
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  name, robs me of that which not enriches him, and makes 
me poor indeed.  Though p remi l l enn i a l i sm met its Waterloo
and truth triumphed in the contest, the victory of truth over
error is not static--its battles are perennial. Now--the is-
sue joined is the n e w  l i b e r a l i s m ,  the decoy for the old mod-
ernism of Destructive Criticism, and its source--the pseudo-
versions that are permeated with the theological perver-
sions of the word of God.

In the conflict with the colleges there were times past
when personal provocations were kindled, characterized by
Shakespeare's c a s u s  belli        --case of war on the ground of the
controversies over the issues drawn. In the present instance,
as evidence of no lingering resentments an exchange be-
tween Brother George S. Benson and the writer is printed
below. A few years ago by long distance telephone Brother
Benson extended me an invitation to speak at a chapel ser-
vice of Harding College. The invitation was accepted with
words of appreciation. Brother Benson w a s  gracious, and
the reception was overwhelming in a standing ovation with
an encore that brought tears and warmed the cockles of
the heart. The following exchange was sequel to this plea-
surable experience:

Dear Brother Benson : March 22, 1965)
In the visit to Harding College last Saturday a long

felt desire was fulfilled. But after leaving the campus, an
innermost feeling possessed me that my verbal acknow-
ledgments to you for your generosity in the invitation to
speak to the assembly, and for your geniality toward me,
were altogether inadequate. The reception so spontaneously
given to me by the extended applause, at the conclusion of
my talk, will remain with me in lasting impressions of a
magnificent student body. And your personal magnanimity
both privately and publicly manifested, are not to be for-
gotten.

It has given me a deep sense of heart-felt satisfaction
to realize that there are no personal barriers to hinder the
efforts for a common cause in which we are engaged, and to
which we are equally and mutually devoted. Your comments
in reference to the dangers of modernisms being currently
accentuated in the late schools of thought, both theological
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and scholastic, struck harmonious chords within me; and I
am happy that in your position of influence on the educa-
tion of so many young people of the present, who will com-
pose the churches of the future, you have the deep consci-
ousness of the dangers of a growing and increasing modern-
ism in all religious and secular circles.

It was not my purpose to extend this letter in length
beyond some additional acknowledgments which I felt had
not been sufficiently made, so in closing let me express
wholehearted personal good wishes to you, and earnest
prayers for your continued success in every undertaking
for the good of the Cause of Christ.

Your brother in Christ,
Foy E. Wallace Jr.

Dated three days later, but in due course of forwarded
mail, this cordial letter from Brother Benson was received:

Dear Brother Wallace : (March 25, 1965)
Thanks so very much for your letter of March 23. I

appreciate it greatly.

Brother Wallace, I was much impressed with your
chapel speech. You have the kind of message that’s essential
to building genuine loyalty over the long pull.

I would like to have you back when you could stay two
or three days and speak in chapel and also at the church on
Wednesday night.

We have been bringing in two or three outstanding
men each year to speak to the young people on Monday
night, then in chapel on Tuesday, then to some of the Bible
classes during the day, then in chapel again on Wednesday
morning, then to some of the Bible classes during the day
and then to preach Wednesday night at the college church
building where we have at least 1200 people.

Is your schedule such that you could in either April or
early May come for a period like, say from Monday through
Wednesday night?

You have a rare background and you have rare ability
You have something very worth while contributing to these
young people.

These are critical days with Communism pressing for-
ward and representing the greatest organized movement of
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atheism the world has ever known and its influence is
reaching into many of the major theological schools of the
nation, into many of the denominational pulpits and it i s
having some influence on our own people. We need to im-
munize as thoroughly as possible and build faith in the Bible
as the word of God--faith so strong that it cannot be
shaken. But all of this is not easy to do. We are going to
do it line upon line, precept upon precept, here a little and
there a little but if enough of us keep pulling together and
working at it hard enough, we can accomplish great results
with certain numbers of the fine young people.

Our homes are not giving the training they one time
did. Many of our churches are not doing the sound doctrinal
preaching that they one time did. Consequently, I think
our schools have the hardest job they have ever had. We
need your help.
Very sincerely yours,
George S. Benson,
President

These reciprocal expressions of amicable relationship
were further substantiated by the honor of Brother Ben-
son’s presence at the seventieth anniversary celebration in
Fort Worth (September 30, 1966) and by the address in
which he extended to me a degree of recognition exceeding
any worth or merit within my limited attainments. The depth
of my sentiments in responsive appreciation cannot be ver-
bally conveyed. The account of this Fort Worth occasion by
Noble Patterson, who hosted the affair, is included herein
as arranged in the order of dates.

It would not be consonant with my sentimental expres-
sions in reference to the aforementioned table d’hote to
leave unmentioned another equally honoring occurrence.
During the week of March (6-10, 1966, it was my appreci-
ated opportunity to speak in a four-day “one man lecture-
ship” sponsored by H. A. Dison, president of Freed-Harde-
man College, at Henderson, Tennessee. For the last evening
of the series “an appreciation dinner” had been arranged
without my prior knowledge. My worthy kinsman, G. K.
Wallace, vice president of the college, was master of cere-
monies. Concerning this planned affair Rex A. Turner,
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president of Alabama Christian College, wrote a detailed
account to the papers, the reprint of which from the Firm
Foundation is included in the account of the Seventieth
Anniversary at the end of Section Four.

The purpose of this Preface is not an autobiography
and its limited scope does not allow the mention of many
particulars which my inclinations would include, but there
are several circumstantial developments so related to the
things herein recorded that their inclusion seems necessary
to bring this prefatory narration to a correct conclusion.

First: A reference to the nom de pkcme “Letters To
The Editor” under the pseudonym A. D. Bunker, a fictiti-
ous signature for CL debwker ! In my reflections through the
after years reminiscent of editorial experiences there are
no recollections more satisfying than the bringing of W. E.
Brightwell from Temple, Texas, to Nashville, Tennessee,
terminating his connections with a Texas newspaper as a
columnist writer, to be staff news editor and a proof-reader
for the Gospel Advocate publications. It is not improper that
I should repeat here my words concerning him in T h e
Christian And The Government:  There have been many
men in the history of the church on our continent of un-
usual mentality, and some of extraordinary intellectuality,
but onIy a few geniuses. In this minority group is the name
of W. E. Brightwell--a genius among men. He was per-
sonally unambitious and generally under-estimated, modest
in manner and reserved in his relation to the rank and
order of men. His mind was deep, his wit as wise and wily
as Will Rogers, as cunning and clever as Mark Twain, and
his humor always clean but comical. He served in the news-
paper field as a reporter and his daily column was a must
and a first with his readers. The victim of ill-health, he nev-
er attained the status of a senior citizen to enjoy with his
wife and sons the mellow fruitions of advanced age. It was
through my persuasions while editor of the Gospel Advocate
that he was induced to leave his newspaper career and ac-
cept a connection with the Gospel Advocate and McQuiddy
Printing  Company in Nashville, Tennessee, where he served
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in the editorial department with three editors in succession
during a period of fifteen years, leaving that connection to
return to his Texas homeland, after which the grim reaper’s
sickle gathered him prematurely.

The code of editorial ethics is that a staff writer of
one journal should not be a regular contributor to another
periodical, so it was that after my departure from the
Gosl)el  Advocntc, W. E. Brightwell--having been my right
hand, if not my right arm, in the editorial years--though
remaining with the Gosl~l  Ad?‘ocnte  and the McQrcidd:l!
Company, he was also staff writer incognito  for both the
original Gosi)el  Gunrdicrn  and the later Bible Ba?znc,.,  writ-
ing in one under the pen name V. A. Grant (vnyrctnt) and
in the other A. D. Bunker (U debunker). His employer,
Leon E. McQuiddy, who was my friend, understood this
arrangement between ourselves and it was therefore not
a clandestine procedure, as he was in full accord with o u r
efforts and had no objections to such an association. Many
people enquired of the identity of A. D. Bunker and V. A.
Grant, but it was not revealed. Some believed he was Z in
a disguised role, others said no, ?rot you! Thus it has re-
mained without public knowledge until this disclosure. He
was expertise in the art of debunking, readers revelled  in
his writings, and the “Letters To The Editor” herein repro-
duced serve as a small sampling of his penetrating pen.

Second: The section title, The Postman’s Whistle, is
the echo from the voices of notable names as broad as the
brotherhood. Their inclusion within these pages is for the
proof of the approval of men of highest rank, recognition,
reputation and influence--yet these reprinted endorsements
touch only “the hem of the garment” in comparison with
the resounding response in evidence of the impact of the
original Gosl~rl  G7C(lrdi(lll,  the Bible Buwncr  and Towh  as
potent weapons wielded in the war on the heresies of pre-
millennialism, and against the encroachment of various
facets of liberalism in the general attitudes, and of the doc-
trinal deviations in teaching and practice within the col-
leges and the churches.
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Third: The photographic display of the 1930-1934
Gospel Advocate editorial staff is a page of pride--the
best staffed paper ever published in departmental arrange-
ment, every writer competent to cover the issues of the
special assignment or any phase of the faith, for none was
limited, restricted or restrained in the right “to declare
unto you all the counsel of God.” (Acts 20: 27) Of the
twenty editors of the pictorial page, only four of us are
left--B. C. Goodpasture, the present distinguished editor of
the Gosflel  Advocate; L. 0. Sanderson, composer and com-
piler of songs and minister of the gospel; E. H. Ijams,  the
octogenarian scholar of the Harding Graduate School Of
Religion--and this writer, without comment. The page of
photographs will stir many emotions and memories among
some who are yet with us of these yester-years, and--will be
of information and interest now to those of the younger
years. They were representative men of might in the fight
for the faith, along with a faithful phalanx who were not
on any editorial “staff,” but who were nobly engaged side-
by-side with us by tongue and pen. Many of them to our
great loss have been removed by death, the destiny of us
all, for the inspired savant Job said: “I know that thou
wilt bring me to death, and to the house appointed for all
living.” Let us pray that the ranks may be replenished to
wage the war on error.

Fourth: Seeing that within the purview of this pub-
lication it has been expedient to include the photographs of
numerous persons whose names and appearances are per-
tinent to the compilations of this book, it seems to the
author not inappropriate to bring his own posterity down
to date by adding to the photographs of our own children
a page of grandchildren, which now appears to be a sealed
number, and with no immediate probability of the acquire-
ment of great-grandchildren the inclusion of this page
completes the present family roster-it therefore is being
incorporated for the record, to remain long after I have
gone whither one has ne’er returned.

Fifth: The appendix is an important addendum-being



a historical record of the testimony of the trustworthy men
in the days of the Lipscombs and Sewells,  the Srygleys and
McQuiddys,  Larimore, Elam, Kurfees, Smith and Boles,
who “having had perfect understanding of all things from
the very first” concerning the origin and personalities of
the premillennial party, authenticate the facts involved in
this heretical movement. The January (1936) Gospel Guard-
ian Special, to the consternation of the leaders of the millen-
nial faction, made this valuable history available to the
brotherhood. A photographic reproduction of this edition
of the original Gospel Guardian is for this purpose append-
ed to this book. The account of the initial success but sub-
sequent decline of the movement (characteristic of all
factions) with the rise and fall of its initiators and coadju-
tors is a record that should be preserved for future even-
tualities.

A Personal Recapitulation: In the year 1927 I was
called from Denton,  Texas, to Los Angeles, California, to
assist in establishing the Central Church of Christ in that
city and for the furtherance of the cause in the virgin field
of Southern California. The expenses of the move from
Texas to California, including the train fares for my family
and the shipment of household appurtenances, were not
provided--they were paid by me out of an already too
limited salary arrangement. During this period the mem-
bership of the Central Church of Christ multiplied and the
edifice that graced the location adjacent to downtown Los
Angeles was erected. After three years of these labors Leon
B. McQuiddy,  the publisher of the Gospel Adzocnte  and my
personal friend, persuaded me to accept the editorial as-
signment. The move from Los Angeles, California to Nash-
ville, Tennessee, was made at my own expense, the trans-
portation of my family with personal belongings and
limited material possessions, without an expense allowance.
A monthly stipend had been designated for my editorial
services with the consent to accept engagements for gospel
meetings. Upon my arrival in Nashville (not before) I was
informed by the management that the impending Depres-



sion required the reduction of all salaries, so my then too
limited wage was cut before it even started-and the with-
holding tax deducted! We had to “grin and bear it”--but
amid this material misfortune, with attendant stress and
struggle, I travelled and preached in meetings in far fields
North and South, East and West, in many instances return-
ing home with barely enough remuneration to cover round-
trip fares by train and personal expenses. Even in Texas
and Tennessee it seemed to be the consensus that the pub-
lisher of the Gospel Advocate was supporting me--and the
publisher seemed to think the brethren were doing it! Al-
beit, I went and spent never stipulating any amount to be
received for travelling and preaching--and that has been my
custom until now, and shall continue so to be.

The sequel to this story is simple: the good brethren
who were vocal in commendation and praise were not con-
scious of the stringent circumstances and they did not pro-
vide the monetary means for the end--and I went broke,
flat broke, the sundry consequences of which have been felt
and suffered through successive years. The Great Depres-
sion of the thirties was in full force--we relinquished our
Nashville home and all physical possessions with the excep-
tion of an over-worked automobile reserved for transpcrta-
tion to our Texas homeland. We came to Oklahoma City,
where friends who had knowledge of our plight awaited us,
and they said: “you are going no farther, here you stay”--
and there we stayed. Legal relief was invoked only as a
means to an end, to keep us out of court, but within a three-
year period afterward every debt was paid, every creditor
satisfied, and every obligation discharged-forsooth, an ap-
parent disappointment to some who had capitalized on these
embarrassing circumstances to hurt the cause I represented
and defended.

It was during this time of stress that I was called to the
task of defending the Cause in the debates that have made
history within the church--the Neal-Wallace Discussion in
Kentucky and the Norris-Wallace debate in Fort Worth,
which stopped incipient premillennialism in the churches and
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ended the careers of its promoters. Like debates were held
in other states, and again the financial remuneration in
every instance, including the Fort Worth debate, was be-
low the costs of preparation, and the expenses of travel and
accommodations, not to mention sustenance for my family
and the means to meet pecuniary obligations. Through all
of the dark days of these adversities “my beloved” (now for
long time partially invalid) never flinched nor ever mur-
mured but imparted a constant confidence that the end
will always be right and “love will roll the clouds away.”
But those years are of the past, and these years are the
present. In retrospect, at the call of duty I would again
travel the same rugged road. History bears witness that
signal achievements have been accomplished amidst suf-
fering and sorrow, and even grief. The nightingale sings
sweetest when her breast is against the thorn. Tennyson
wrote In Memoriccm  while in the deepest grief over the
death of his dearest friend. Bunyan wrote Pilgrim’s Pro-
gress in the midst of blindness. The literary Johnson pro-
duced his best work when he was hungry and had not
sufficient clothing to protect his body from the chill of the
London fogs. And the persecuted apostle of Jesus Christ
“troubled on every side” was triumphant in declaring “none
of these things move me.” Then who are we to lament ad-
verse fortune.

With these recollections and reminiscences and reflec-
tions--for the record--it is with the fervent prayer and
ardent desire for the all-encompassing divine providence to
surround us all-forever.

FOY E. WALLACE JR.
FORT WORTH, TEXAS
JULY, 1977
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AN OPEN DOOR

“A great door and effectual is opened unto me”-1 Cor. 16: 9
(August 14, 1930)

The word “door” means opportunity. The “door of
faith” in Acts 14: 2’7, which was opened unto the Gentiles,
was the opportunity given unto the Gentiles to hear the
gospel and believe. And the “door of utterance” in Col. 4: 3
was Paul’s opportunity to preach the gospel.

Providence determines these openings for good. It was
God who “opened the door of faith unto the Gentiles.” Paul
exhorted the Colossians to pray “that God would open unto
us a door of utterance”--create the opportunity to preach
his gospel, and, furthermore, when he came to Troas to
preach Christ’s gospel “a door was opened” unto him “of
the Lord.” These opportunities for good being providential,
the responsibility they incur upon Christians is divine.

Taking Advantage of the Opportunity.

The gospel is God’s power to save, but conditions deter-
mine its degree of success. The very best preaching in some
places often fails of results, while in other places, with far
less effort, large results are obtained. In the one place,
conditions were not right; in the other, there was “an open
door.” Seeing the opportunities for good and taking ad-
vantage of them is, and has ever been, the need of the
church.

A Great and Effectual Door.

“A great door and effectual” was opened unto Paul in
Ephesus. It was great in extent--an unusual opportunity
existed for the gospel. It was effectual only as Paul made
it so. He used it, and “all Asia heard the word.”

Today, beyond doubt, there is a great door opened unto
us for the plain New Testament plea. It has been said and
repeated that the world is having a “shaking up” religiously.
The greatest intellects of the nation, and the world over, are
giving attention to religious issues. The Bible is in the center
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of the public spotlight today. People generally are ready to
discard denominationalism. They are weary of strife and
division in religion. The door is open before the church.
Shall we not use the opportunity? The words of Jesus to
the church at Philadelphia may be directed to us. “Eehold,
God has set before thee an open door.”

The Spirit of the Age.

If there is a great opportunity, there is also great
opposition. “A great door is opened, but there are many
adversaries,” Paul said. We are living in a skeptical age.
Human creeds and the discords of Protestantism have para-
lyzed faith. A secular spirit prevails. Thirst for riches, an
all-absorbing interest in worldly pursuits, crime in the
papers, atheism in the schools, and worldliness in the homes
seem to have most of the world intoxicated, and the rest
are bewildered. Truly, “there are many adversaries.”

The New Testament Church.

Though the whirl of the world may have somewhat un-
nerved the church for the task, and though preachers may
have partially yielded to the lure of the world, the gospel is
God’s power and is yet with us. Faith in God and the use
of the means he has given us will make the great door an
effectual one. This does not mean an accidental, no-plan
method--if such could be called a method. God’s plan is not
haphazard. Study the perfection of the New Testament
church. Elders to oversee, deacons to serve, members to
“work out their own salvation,” preachers for the ministry
of evangelization, and missionaries sent far and near. The
best system ever devised, and all made possible by Christ-
ians “laying by in store as prospered” on the first day of
the week.

The Unity of Christians.

The evangelization of the world is not an accomplish-
ment of division. It is the achievement of unity. Division
is the potent weapon of infidelity and fruitful field of
skepticism. Unity bids defiance to all such forces. All argu-
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ment is vain without it. Unity must come or infidelity shall
prevail. Sects and parties within the church are as un-
scriptural as without. We shall not preach unity and practice
division. Brethren shall cease striving about “words to no
profit, but to the subverting of them that hear,” if the
world shall be evangelized and the church itself saved. Let
Christians be one; let us return in practice to the doctrine
of unity as well as in theory. Unity within will bring victory
over enemies without. Then the prayer of Jesus shall have
been answered. Christ shall have been exalted above sects
and denominations. The church shall have been freed of all
party barriers. Unity will have prevailed and the world
will then “believe that thou didst send me.” Lord, hasten the
day !
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THE GOSPEL FOR TODAY

"If any man preach any other gospel unto you than that ye
have received, let him be accursed."-- (Gal. 1: 9.)

(August 21, 1930)

The ever-increasing demand for things new requires
emphasis on things old. The varied products and commodi-
ties of the commercial world are continually changing. Hard-
ly has one been marketed until a later, improved model is
announced. So the “new model” is the salesman’s stock
argument, and the only one needed.

This sentiment, sad but true, is growing in religion,
and popular religion today is but little more than “keeping
up with the times.” The people have become victimized by
attractions and the world is deluged with many gospels.
But there is only one attraction which can draw men to
Christ. It is the cross of Christ. “And I, if I be lifted up
from the earth, will draw all men unto me.”  (John 12:32.)
And there is only one gospel that saves--the gospel of
Christ. All others are perversions. “Which is not another
[gospel]; but there be some that trouble you, and would
pervert the gospel of Christ.”

A perverted gospel may have in it all of the elements
of the true gospel. There are doctrines about God, Christ,
Holy Spirit, faith, repentance, baptism, etc.; but if these
are perversions of the true, they have no saving power.
The gospel of Christ is the “power of God unto salvation,”
and it is the truth that makes men free. “Ye shall know
the truth, and the truth shall make you free.” (John 8:32.)

The old but ever-new gospel of Christ is the only gospel
that has power to save.

‘Tis the same old gospel story,
Just as beautiful and true,

Just as full of Jesus’ power,
As it was when it was new.

The principles of this old gospel--the gospel for loday
and forever--may be summarized in platform style.
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I. THE BIBLE GOD VERSUS EVOLUTION.

The first sentence in the Bible is where we begin--
“In the beginning God.” It stands as an archway upon the
horizon of time. A memory of childhood serves to illustrate
this great truth. We lived near a railroad track. Often I
stood in the center of the track and looked as far down the
track as the eye could focus. In the distance the rails seem-
ingly converged, or reached the focal point. Beyond that
the eye could not see. Then it was only an amusement and a
wonder why. Now it is the picture of a mighty truth. Look-
ing back through the centuries and millenniums of earth’s
generations, everything comes together. The rails converge
in the first sentence of the Bible--“In the beginning God.”
Beyond that point no man can see. Everything before it is
admittedly “prehistoric,” the admission of speculation on
the part of those who try to begin before and without the
God of the Bible.

IL THE BIBLE CHRIST VERSUS MODERNISM.

Too much is heard today about Jesus the nzclT1,  Jesus
the tencher, Jesus the world’s greatest chctrcrcter,  and not
enough of Jesus Christ the Son of God. Modernism accepts
Jesus the man and Jesus the teacher, but rejects Jesus the
Christ.

The first sermon of a converted infidel--Saul of Tarsus
-“proclaimed Jesus, that he is the Son of God.” (Acts 9:
24.) That is the heart of every gospel sermon today.

III. T H E  CHURCH VERSUS DENOMINATIONALISM.

The Bible view of the church is not that Christians
may form themselves into so may religious societies, par-
ring with commercial clubs and fraternal orders, furnish-
ing the religious association of our choosing. The Bible
church is one body--“many members, but one body.”

The question, “What church do you belong to?” has
become so common that one expects it as he does a usual
morning salutation. Yet, Scripturally speaking, it is known
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to be true that one had as well inquire, “What God do you
worship?” or, “What Christ do you believe in?” Our Bibles
all read: One God, the Father; one Lord, Jesus Christ; and
one body, the church. We want the church versus denomina-
tionalism.

IV. SALVATION VERSUS SENSATIONALISM.

The evangelism of the apostles was of marked simplicity.
It consisted in the gospel story plainly and simply told. It
was void of all sensationalism and ostentation.

Today, passing from the extreme of a slow, agonizing
waiting at the altar of prayer, once known as the “mourn-
er’s bench,” religionists have swung to the "get-saved-
quick" system of a modern sensationalist who exhorts his
hearers to “hoId up your hand” and “sign a card”-- and
the work is done.

Both methods are perversions, but there is more of reli-
gious devotion and change of heart in the former delusion
than in the later sensation. The New Testament plan of snl-
vation has never changed. Its simple conditions, briefly put,
are: Faith, repentance, and baptism, all of which togethei
“translates” us out of the kingdom of darkness into the
kingdom of His Son.
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GIFTS FROM ABOVE

"Every good gift is from above."--(James 1:17)
(August 28, 1930)

This all embracing declaration of James attributes to
God all the good that is in the universe. The harbinger of the
Lord also declared: “A man can receive nothing except it
be given him from above.” The scope of these utterances
is universal--every good gift.

But there are gifts from above which are nbo?je all
others--gifts that are divine, not mere human blessings.
Upon these we here elaborate-three in number--God’s
greatest gifts to man.

THE BIBLE--THE DIVINE BOOK.

That the Bible is the greatest book in the world, none
can reasonably deny. Greatest in point of antiquity; it is the
oldest book in the world. Its history cannot be antedated.

The first sentence in the Bible is the dawn of history,
and the knowledge of men cannot discredit the revelation of
God.

But if the antiquity of the Bible is an evidence of divin-
ity, its modernity is also a proof. The Bible is old, but al-
ways new. It is ancient, but not antiquated. It is the only
book that is never off the press, and near forty million copies
were printed last year.

A college professor, said Henry Drummond, once order-
ed his librarian to take “every book more than ten years of
age off the shelf and put it in the cellar.” The works of
men are discarded and their names forgotten, but the cir-
culation of the Bible increases with each passing year.

A voice said to Isaiah: “Cry.” The prophet answered:
“What shall I cry?” The voice said: “All flesh is grass.
. . . The grass withereth, the flower fadeth: but the word
of our God shall stand forever.” The indestructibility of the
Bible, its eternity, attests its divinity.
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CHRIST--THE DIVINE CHARACTER.

The divinity of Christ is attested by three indisputable
facts.

1. His divine life. He either lived a divine life or else
he was the product of imagination. Could any man create
or imagine such a life? If so, then, in the words of another,
“Show me the man who created him, and he shall be my
Master.”

He lived a perfect life. He “did no sin, neither was
guile found in his mouth.” (1 Pet. 2:22.) So perfect was
his life that his most bitter and relentless foes through all
the centuries have never found a flaw in his character.
Could “such a blossom” bloom from a tree of humanity?

2. His divine words. The teaching of Jesus has char-
acteristics distinguishing it from all other teaching uttered
by man. When officers were sent to arrest him one time,
they paused to hear his words. It was a fatal pause. His
words with irresistible force carried a divine charm into
their hearts. They returned without him, and when asked
by their superior officers why, they could only ejaculate:
“Never a man spake like this man.” (John 7: 46.) The
words of Jesus are divine.

3. His divine works. Nicodemus said: “We know that
thou art a teacher sent from God, because no man can do
the things that thou doest except God be with him.” And
when from the confines of Herod's prison John’s question
was brought to Jesus, “Art thou the Christ?” Jesus answer-
ed: “Tell John the things which ye hear and see.” (Matt.
11: 4.)

The works of Jesus are the credentials of a God-sent
teacher.

THE CHURCH--THE DIVINE INSTITUTION.

The divine importance of the church is seen in the fol-
lowing enumerations:

1. Its Author. Israel’s psalmist said: “Except the Lord
build the house, they labor in vain that build it: except the
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Lord keep the city, the watchman waketh but in vain.”
(Ps. 127:1.)  Men have built institutions, but they are not
equal to the one God built. They are human. The church is
divine. The church, therefore, is superior to human institu-
tions, as God is greater than man.

2. Its nature. The church is a spiritual house. (1 Pet. 2:
5.) Human institutions may bless men materially, but. only
in the church can men be spiritually blessed. (Eph. 1:3.)
The church is, therefore, as far superior to the institutions
of men as the soul is superior to the body.

3. Its mission. The church has a divine mission. Its mis-
sion is coextensive with the mission of Christ. He came to
“seek and save the lost.” The church, therefore, cannot be
reduced to a mere social uplift society; it is a soul-saving
institution. Its mission is not mere culture and social re-
form, but salvation.

4. Its cost. The relative value of things is determined
by their cost. Gold and silver sink into utter insignificance
beside the cost of the church of the Lord. It was “purchased
with his own blood,” and we are “not redeemed with cor-
ruptible things, as silver and gold, . . . but with the precious
blood of Christ.”
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GOD HAS WRITTEN

"I have written to him the great things of my law, but they
were counted as a strange thing."--Hosea 8:12

(September 19, 1930)

The language of Hosea was a rebuke to Ephraim, but
it may with equal force be addressed to us. God has also
“written to” us “the great things” of his law. The passage
may be applied, without violence to text or context, to the
Bible, its contents in proof of its claims, and its common
treatment today.

THE NEED OF DIVINE REVELATION.

The antecedent presumption that man is in need of di-
vine guidance is prefatory to consideration of the Bible.
If well-disposed earthly kings will put up signboards and
guideposts to aid their subjects through the dense forests
and perplexing crossroads of their domains, the King of
kings will not do less. If a wise and loving earthly parent
will provide for his child the knowledge needful to his
earthly welfare, an omniscient and beneficent Heavenly
Father would surely withhold nothing that involves the
eternal destinies of his children.

The Bible is just the kind of a revelation to be expected
of a God such as the Bible affirms our God to be.

THE CLAIMS OF THE BIBLE.

Hosea, speaking for God, says: “I have written.” This
is the claim of divine authorship. The Bible claims to be
the word of God. And not that only; it claims to be the
inerrant word of God, the infallibly and verbally inspired
word of God. " All Scripture is given by inspiration"--
Theopnustia, God-breathed words. “Unto us God revealed”
these things “through the Spirit. . . . Which things also we
speak, not in words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but
which the Spirit teacheth; combining spiritual things with
spiritual words.” (1 Cor. 2:10-13.) Divine thoughts and
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divine words to convey them is Paul’s statement, with
emphasis, of the verbal inspiration of the Bible.

Who says it is not the inerrant word of God? The devil
(Gen. 3:3, 4) and worldly-wise men of today  (Rom. 1:
22); but we are warned against such and should shun them,
for they cannot be converted  (2 Thess. 2:10, 11) and may
destroy faith in you “through philosophy and vain deceit”
(Col. 2:8).

THE CONTENTS OF THE BIBLE.

“The great things” of God’s law are the proof Hosea
offers for its claims. Mr. Bryan, in a climax of eloquence,
exclaimed: “I know that no man made the rose or painted
the heavens, because no man can do such things.” As won-
ders of nature proclaim a divine Creator, the contents of
the Bible declare its divine authorship.

1. An Unaccountable Unity .--From Moses in Genesis to
John on Patmos about forty writers go into the making of
the Bible. They lived in different countries, spoke different
languages, wrote on a vast variety of subjects, and their
writings covered a period of sixteen centuries. Yet, when
these writings are collected and bound into one book, it is a
book that yields one consistent whole without clash or con-
flict. Man cannot do it. It is difficult for one man to be con-
sistent with himself, much less forty men to be consistent
with each other.

2. A Profound Simplicity. - The combined simplicity
and incomprehensibility of the Bible is proof of its inspira-
tion. So simple in its demands that all may see and know.
“Write the vision, and make it plain upon tablets, that he
may run that readeth it.” (Hab. 2:2.) Yet it is so profound
that philosophers cannot fathom its depths or exhaust its
truths. “0 the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and
the knowledge of God!” (Rom. 11:33.)

3. The Superior Code of Morals.--The world looks back
to the law of Moses for its standard of right government
and to the Sermon on the Mount for the standard of per-
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sonal conduct. Our Constitution in its very fabric is per-
meated with the teachings of the Bible. Its superior civil
and moral code is recognized in every civilized land, and
the advancing intellect of the centuries has not improved it.

4. Its Ameliorating Influence on Society.--The newspa-
pers frequently carry in large headlines, “Another Preacher
Gone Wrong.” Why? Did you ever see in any paper such
streamers as, “Another Infidel Caught in the Meshes of
the Law”? When a preacher goes wrong, it is the unusual.
Such is not expected of one who professes to follow the
Bible, and it furnishes a sensation. But if an infidel goes
wrong, it does not even furnish a news item for the paper.

If the Bible is false, Christianity is a ruse, and we have
the anomaly of a gross deception and a huge delusion having
done more for humanity than all the truths in the universe
put together. These and a thousand other simple facts prove
that God has written “the great things” of his law.

I do believe the Bible, the precious word of God.
It marks the path our people all have trod.
The story of creation, all through to Revelation,
Gives proof of inspiration, and I believe.
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THE BEGINNING OF THE GOSPEL

"Thus it is written. . . . that repentance and remission of
sins should be preached in his name among all nations,

beginning at Jerusalem."--Luke 24:47.
(September 11, 1930)

The second chapter of Acts is the hub of the Bible. The
contents of the whole Bible center in this chapter. Every-
thing in the Old Testament points forward, and everything
in the New Testament points backward, to the second chap-
ter of Acts. In it Old Testament prophecy and prediction are
fulfilled and New Testament blessings and promises are
enjoyed.

The second chapter of Acts is called “the beginning” by
both the prophets and apostles. Isaiah said: “Out of Zion
shall go forth the law, and the word of the Lord from Jeru-
salem.” Quoting in substance this prophecy, Jesus said: “It
is written, . . . that repentance and remission of sins should
be preached in his name among all nations, beginning at Je-
rusalem.” Several years after this first gospel sermon of
the second chapter of Acts was preached Peter referred to
that occasion as “the beginning.” (Acts 11:15.) Let us,
then, observe the notable events of this ever-memorable and
eventful day.

CHRIST FIRST PROCLAIMED.

First, it was on this occasion that Jesus Christ was
first proclaimed the Son of God and the Saviour of men. He
had been confessed before this time, but not preached.
Peter, in the select group of disciples, had made the great
confession, “Thou art the Christ,” but Jesus quickly charged
them that they should “tell no man that he was Jesus the
Christ.” Also, in the presence of Moses and Elijah, the
pioneers of law and prophecy, at the transfiguration of
Christ, God declared him to be his Son, but again Jesus
cautioned the disciples to “tell it to no man until the Son
of man be risen from the dead.”

The facts of the gospel could not be preached before the
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resurrection of Jesus from the dead. Did the church exist
before the gospel could be preached? Then the house was
built before its foundation was laid, for Jesus said: “Upon
this rock [Christ, the Son of God] I will build my church.”
Hence, not until this eventful day of Acts the second chap-
ter, when Jesus was first proclaimed the Son of God and
Saviour of men, was the foundation laid and the church
built upon it, thus fulfilling the word of the prophet:
“Behold, I lay in Zion for a foundation a stone, a tried
stone, a precious corner stone.” (Isa. 28:16.)

THE HOLY SPIRIT BEGINS HIS WORK IN CONVERSION

It was on this day that the Holy Spirit began his mis-
sion of conversion, Of the work of the Holy Spirit, Jesus
said to his apostles: “When he is come, he will reprove the
world of sin, and of righteousness, and of judgment.” (John
16:8.)  During the personal ministry of Christ “the Holy
Ghost was not yet given; because that Jesus was not yet
glorified.”  (John 7:39.)  We know that Jesus had the Holy
Spirit without measure, but not until the second chapter of
Acts was it given to the apostles for the purpose of revealing
the plan of salvation, or to begin its work of conversion--
convicting men of sin. (See John 16:8.) Hence, we can
understand why the twelve at Ephesus who had been bap-
tized unto John’s baptism had not so much as heard that
the Holy Spirit was given. (Acts 19:2.) They had not
learned of the Holy Spirit’s work in revealing the plan of
salvation.

In verse 33 of Acts 2 we read: “Therefore being by the
right hand of God exalted [glorified], . . . he hath shed
forth this [the Holy Spirit], which ye now see and hear.”
Thus, on Pentecost, in the second chapter of Acts, the
Holy Spirit came and began its work of conversion. If the
church existed as an established institution before this day,
it was inaugurated without Christ proclaimed and without
the Holy Spirit’s presence and influence in the conversion of
men.
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THE LAW OF PARDON ANNOUNCED.

In the last commission of Christ to the apostles as re-
corded by Luke, Jesus is quoted as saying: “Thus it is
written, . . . that repentance and remission of sins should
be preached in his name among all nations, beginning at
Jerusalem.” But they were commanded to “tarry ye in
the city” until they received “power from on high;” and
“ye shall receive power,” they were told, “when the Holy
Spiri is s come upon you.” The power came, the first gospel
sermon was preached by a Spirit-filled apostle. A caustic
and stinging conviction penetrated the hearts of the hearers
and brought forth the harrowing cry of faith: “Brethren,
what shall we do?” The man with the keys of the kingdom
in his hand announced the terms: “Repent, and be baptized
every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the re-
mission of sins.” They “gladly received his word” and “were
baptized,” and the Lord added them, the first additions,
three thousand in number, to his newly established church.
So came the Power, Spirit, and Kingdom on Pentecost; and
thus the second chapter of Acts marks the beginning of the
gospel.
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THE BIRTHDAY OF THE CHURCH

“Then they that gladly received his word were baptized: and
the same day there were added unto them about three thou-
sand souls . . . and the Lord added to the church daily such
as should be saved”--Acts 2: 41-47.

(September 18, 1930)

One thousand years before the resurrection of Christ,
David, swept the harp and sang of a new day: “I will praise
thee: for thou hast heard me and art become my salvation.
The stone which the builders rejected is become the head
stone of the corner. This is the Lord’s doing; it is marvelous
in our eyes. This is the day which the Lord hath made; we
will rejoice and be glad in it.”  (Ps. 118:21-24.) Quoting
this psalm prophecy in Acts 4: 10, Peter applied it to the
resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead. The new day
of David’s song, therefore, is the day of Christ’s resurrec-
tion, or the new dispensation inaugurated when He was
made the “head of the corner.”

THE FIRST DAY OF THE WEEK.

The birthday of the church--how the church came into
existence one Sunday morning nineteen hundred years ago
--is the graphic narration of the second chapter of Acts.

It was Pentecost--the first day of the week. All the
events of the second chapter of Acts took place on the first
day of the week.

Jesus Christ arose from the dead on the first day of
the week. (Mark 9:1.)  He met with his disciples repeatedly
between his resurrection and ascension on the first day of
the week. (See John 20.) This notable Pentecost of the
second chapter of Acts came on the first day of the week.
The Holy Spirit inspired the apostles, the first gospel ser-
mon was preached, the church established, and three thou-
sand souls added to it-all  on the first day of the week. And
subsequent to the day of Pentecost the disciples met on the
first day of the week for worship. (Acts 20:7.) Yet some
would bind the observance of the seventh-day Sabbath--a
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Jewish institution--on Christians. Since these, the most
stupendous events of history--the resurrection of Jesus
Christ from the dead, the birth of the church, and the in-
auguration of the new dispensation--all came to pass on
the first day of the week, it is no wonder that David ex-
claimed in exultation: “Let us rejoice and be glad in it.”

THE FIRST GOSPEL SERMON.

On this Pentecostal first day of the week, that occa-
sion to which all sacred history has pointed, Christ was
first proclaimed and the full and complete gospel was for
the first time preached.

Look at the preacher. What is his authority? He has
“the keys of the kingdom” and authority from Jesus Christ
to “bind and loose.” (Matt. 16:18.)  What is his qualifica-
tion? The Holy Spirit, which guides him both in thought
and word; for it is not he that speaks, but “the Spirit of
your Father which speaketh in you,” as Jesus said to him.
(Matt. 10:20.)  Thus authorized by Jesus Christ and quali-
fied by the Holy Spirit, Peter stands before the first audi-
ence of gospel subjects to make known Heaven’s offer of
salvation, and not to them only, but also “to all that are
afar off.”

Observe the facts of the sermon. First, the life of
Christ--“Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God among
you.” Second, the death of Christ--“Ye have taken, and by
wicked hands have crucified and slain.” Third, the resur-
rection of Christ--“Whom God hath raised up, having loosed
the pains of death.” Fourth, the ascension and exaltation of
Christ--“Therefore being by the right hand of God exalted.”
Fifth, the Kingship of Christ--“God hath made that same
Jesus, whom ye have crucified, both Lord and Christ.” And
to the fact of all this David is called to witness. “Being a
prophet, and knowing that God had sworn with an oath to
him, that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, he
would raise up Christ to sit on his [David’s] throne; he seeing
this before, spake of the reswrrection  of Christ.” Thus the
thirtieth verse of Acts the second chapter connects the
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event of Christ seated on David’s throne with the event of
his resurrection and not with the event of his second
coming. David’s throne has, therefore, been tu~??sferwd
from earth to heaven and tmnsfwmed  from temporal to
spiritual. And Peter’s inspiration is staked on the fact that
Christ is on it.

THE FIRST ACT OF THE NEW KING.

The fiery words of Peter, reinforced by the unimpeach-
able testimony of David, drove fear, augmented by guilt.
into the hearts of the hearers. At the feet of the King’s
ambassador they sue for mercy. “What shall we do?” they
cried. And here is one of the most awe-inspiring scenes of
the Bible. The new King has just been seated. The inau-
gural ceremonies of heaven have just been consummated.
What shall be the first act of the new King? The public
awaits eagerly, with receiving sets attuned, for the first
word of a new President. Of how much greater significance
is the thrilling climax of this occasion! Well may we shout
--the answer comes: “Repent, and be baptized every one of
you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins.”
And the first act of the new King was to pardon three thou-
sand guilty souls, and upon the same terms he offers pardon
unto all today.
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THE 1DENTITY  OF THE CHURCH

"Upon this rock I will build my church; and the gates of hell
shall not prevail against it."--Matt. 16:18.

(September 2, 1930)

The world hears so much of the denominational in re-
ligion, both in pulpit and press, such as Methodist, Bap-
tist, Presbyterian, Lutheran, Catholic, Protestant, Evangeli-
cal, etc., that it must be wondering if Christ himself ever
had a church, and if he has one today, where is it? How
could one find it? Out of the many churches that are in the
world today, which church is right--which church did Jesus
build?

There is no arbitrary manner or method of settling
such questions. It is a matter of identity, and can be deter-
mined only by marks, or characteristics. If an automobile is
lost, it can be identified by make, model, and number. If the
church is lost, it may be found only by identification based
on New Testament description. The church is a New Testa-
ment institution, and hence a perfect description of it is
therein set forth.

Being a question of identity, similarity will not do. A
thing may be similar, yet not identical. In order to estab-
lish identity with the New Testament church, the church
today must be Scriptural in every essential feature.

1. It must be Scriptural in origin. Everything began
in miracle, but continues through law. First creation, then
procreation. God created the first man and woman, and
then placed within them the potentiality of procreation.
Likewise, God created the church (Eph. 2: 14-16), and
then provided for its perpetuity through the potentiality
of the seed of the kingdom, “which is the word of God”
(Luke 8:11.)  So long as the seed exists, the power of repro-
duction is present. Therefore an unbroken line of church
succession is unnecessary to be argued. The church today
is produced by the word of God, and exists wherever men
and women have obeyed it.
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2. It must be Scriptural in doctrine. The great com-
mission represents the constitution of the church. The law
of pardon, or terms of admission into it, are clearly and
unmistakably set forth. Matthew says “teach and baptize”
--not baptize and teach. Mark says “preach, believe, bap-
tized, saved”--not believed, saved, and baptized. Luke says
“repentance and remission of sins.” The order of these
items, both Scripturally and psychologically, then, is preach-
ing faith, repentance, baptism, salvation. On Pentecost,
Peter first executed this commission. He preached. The
hearers believed, repented, and were baptized “for the re-
mission of sins.” The Lord added them to the church. There
is no other way to get into it. The same thing it took to make
Christians then, it takes to make Christians now. All who
teach or practice to the contrary are unscriptural in doc-
trine, and that destroys identity.

3. It must be Scriptural in worship. Paul reminds us
to keep the ordinances as he delivered them unto us and
warns against “will worship,” or self-devised worship,
“after the commandments and doctrines of men.” (Col. 2:
22, 23.) Scriptural doctrine is no more important than
Scriptural worship. A rigid adherence to correct doctrine
and an “expediency” policy in worship is inconsistent. A
“Thus saith the Lord” is no more imperative in one than in
the other, and the New Testament requires it in both. There-
fore, in the worship, the teaching of the apostles and the
practice of the New Testament church must be our teaching
and practice. The limit of their teaching must be the limit
of our practice. And to introduce innovations, such as in-
strumental music, “which the Catholics foolishly borrowed
from the Jews,” is but to destroy identity in worship with
the New Testament church. That the Jews used it is a fact,
but that Christian Jews did not use it is another fact; and
why they ceased to use it, as they did other Jewish observ-
ances, has a significant bearing on the issue, and is reason
enough for its nonuse by Christians today. As well add
to the doctrine of the New Testament as to its worship,
and as well affiliate with those who do one as with those
who do the other.
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4. It must be Scriptural in work. Christians are com-
manded to “work out their own salvation.” For this pur-
pose we have set forth in the New Testament a divine
arrangement, the local church. Its organization is simple,
not complex. As a perfectly framed, living, working or-
ganism, with elders, deacons, and members, it provides all
the organization required to do the work that God has
commanded the church to do. “Unto him be glory in the
church by Christ Jesus throughout all ages.” (Eph. 3:21.)

5. It must be Scriptural in name. The church of Christ
is not a name; it is a thing; and since that is what it is,
why call it something else?. We are willing to call the
church by any Scriptural name or title, but by no name or
title not found in the Bible. The Bible is latitude and longi-
tude enough on both names and things in religion--Bible
things by Bible names.

Reverting to the question of identity, when you find a
body of people today who are Scriptural in origin, doc-
trine, worship, organization, work and name, you have by
identification found the Bible church.
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DESCRIPTIVE TITLES OF THE CHURCH

"And gave him to be the head over all things to the church,
which is his body."--Eph. 1:22, 23.

(October 2, 1930)

The word “church” as now generally known originally
meant “an assembly” without regard to its nature or ob-
ject, the religious idea not inherent. Hence, the riotous gath-
ering in Ephesus of Acts 19: 31 was called an “ekklesia”-
an assembly, or church. This being true, the application of
the word is determined by the context or its descriptive
titles.

Men have vainly sought to locate the church indis-
criminately throughout every age and dispensation of time,
and some believe that God has not even yet called it.

Because Stephen said in Acts 7:38,  speaking of Moses,
“This is he, that was in the church in the wilderness,” some
attempt to establish its identity as an Old Testament insti-
tution. But centuries after the event to which Stephen re-
ferred, Jesus said: ‘Upon this rock I will build my church.”
It was a church in the wilderness in the same sense that it
was a church in the streets of Ephesus--a gathering.

1. The Church of Christ.--Since the word “church”
means “called out” or “called together,” the Hebrew nation,
having been called out of Egypt and having assembled in
the wilderness, was called “the church in the wilderness.”
The church of Christ is the “called of God”--called out of
the world by the authority of Jesus Christ in obedience to
the gospel. Hence “church of Christ” or “church of God,”
these terms being, of course, coextensive, and in the singular
and plural forms they are found no less than sixteen times
in the New Testament.

2. The Kingdom of Christ.--Of the church and king-
dom Jesus said to Peter: “I will build my church. . . . And
I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom.” The keys of
the kingdom fit the door of the church, hence they are one.
It has been suggested that the words “church” and “king-
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dom” do not mean the same, therefore cannot be the same.
But Mr. Hoover is President, husband, father, statesman,
and author--five words with different meanings; yet Mr.
Hoover is all of them at the same time. And Christ is the
Rock of Ages, the Lion of the tribe of Judah, and the Lamb
of God, all at the same time. So the church is the "called-
out" feature and the kingdom is the government feature of
the same thing. Christ is the Head of the church and King
of the kingdom. We are members of the church (Eph. 5:
30) and subjects of the kingdom (Col. 1:13).

3. The Body of Christ.--This is the fellowship feature
of the church. "Now ye are the body of Christ, and mem-
bers in particular." The church is a living, working, per-
fectly framed organism, and in perfect sympathy and mu-
tual helpfulness its members function, making “increase of
the body unto the edifying of itself in love,” growing up
“into him in all things, which is the head.” (Eph. 5:15, 16.)

A fair illustration of fellowship is found in the old-
fashioned wagon wheel. Each felly is of equal distance from
the center of the wheel, and, sustaining the same relation,
in turn, bears the same amount of pressure. So it is in the
church. “We have fellowship one with another, and the blood
of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin.” (1 John
1:7.)  There is no such thing as fellowship with God and
Christ, or with the blood of Christ, without his body, the
church, or without fellowship “one with another” in it.

4. The House of God.--The church is called “the house
of God.” (1 Tim. 3:16.)  This is the family feature. We
are children of God. All of God’s children are in his family.
God’s family is the church. Therefore, all of God’s children
are in the church. All Christians are children of God. All
children of God are in his family, the church. Therefore,
all Christians are in the church. No man can be saved with-
out being a child of God, or a Christian. But no man can
be a Christian, or child of God, out of God’s family, the
church. Therefore, no man can be saved out of the church.
“What about infants, then?” one may ask. James A. Hard-
ing with proper discrimination expressed it thus: “Infants
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are not saved,  for they have never been lost; they are sccfe.”

True, indeed, infants and angels are not lost; therefore, the
term “salvation” does not apply to them. But when one, by
reason of ability, responsibility, and accountability, passes
from that state of innocence into condemnation, there is but
one way to be saved, and that is in the church.

5. Other Descriptive Terms.--There are yet other views
and titles in the New Testament presenting various features
of the church and our varied relationships in it, which space
would fail us to detail, but whatever the figure employed or
the descriptive term, they are all aspects of the one institu-
tion, the church of Christ. It is called “a holy temple in the
Lord,” and a “husbandry,” or vineyard, which are the wor-
ship and work features of the church. The parable of the
laborers in the vineyard is a true and beautiful likeness of
the church. And the Master’s words, “Go work in my vine-
yard today,” represent a divine call. May we heed the call.
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CHRIST AND THE CHURCH

"For the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is
the head of the church."--(Eph. 5:23.)

(October 9, 1930)

There is a common sentiment that it makes no differ-
ence what church one belongs to, if to any at all, and that
church membership is not essential to salvation. So the in-
differentism of “join the church of your choice,” as though
God had none, is age-old in religious nomenclature. Such
expressions can only be viewed as a sort of “pious profan-
ity” by those who know and believe what the Bible says
about the church.

Jesus built the church; died for it and purchased it
with his blood; ransomed and redeemed it; washed and
cleansed it. He is the Savior of it, and will come again to
own and claim it. Yet we are told that it is a very “non-
essential” thing.

THE CHURCH IS NOT A DENOMINATION.

There are only two senses in which the church can be
Scripturally viewed. First, the comprehensive, or univer-
sal, sense, to include all the saved of earth--all who have
obeyed the gospel. Second, the limited, or local, sense, to in-
clude all Christians, or saved people, in a particular place
described and limited by geographical terms. The denomi-
national idea does not fit either case. A denomination is
smaller than the whole church, but larger than a local
church in that it is composed of many local churches of the
same faith and order; therefore, a denomination is both too
large and too small to be scriptural.

It is admitted that one can be saved without belonging
to any denomination. The Lord adds saved people to the
church. (Acts 2:47.) Therefore, a man can be added to the
church and never belong to a denomination. Hence, it is the
denomination and not the church that is nonessential.
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THE CHURCH IS ONE BODY.

The theme of Paul in the book of Ephesians is the
church in its relation to Christ--Christ and the church. In
the first chapter he compares the church to a body, with
Christ as head (verses 21, 22), and in chapter four he de-
clares that “there is one body” (verse 4). With more em-
phasis, to the Corinthians he said “but one body”--only one
body. (Cor. 12: 20.) In chapter five he compares Christ to
the husband and the church to the wife. (Verse 21-23.)
Hence Paul’s view is, one head and one body--one husband
and one wife.

Continuing his comparison, Paul uses the family an-
alogy--God, the Father, the church, the family.  (Eph. 3:15.)
Hence, one Father and one family. And, reverting to the
second chapter, he points out the unifying power of the
cross of Christ in making of the "twain"--Jew and Gentile
-“one new man”--the church--thus reconciling them “in
one body.”

If the racial, social, and religious animosities between
Jew and Gentile were overcome by the power of the gospel,
surely denominational barriers today could be broken down
and unity accomplished if those seeking to promote union
would adopt God’s plan. And this question is forced: If
Christ would not accept Jew and Gentile in separate bodies,
but united them that they should be “one fold and one shep-
herd,” what must be his attitude toward the spectacle of
two hundred denominational bodies today that dishonor his
name and ignore his prayer?

SALVATION IS IN THE CHURCH.

The idea that one is first saved by some mystical or
mystified, unintelligible or intangible, process, and after-
wards “joins some church,” is a common religious delusion.
Yet there is no truth more plainly emphasized in the Bible
than the fact that the process of being saved is the process
of entering the church. (Acts 2:47.)

First, it is affirmed in Acts 4:12 that salvation is in
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Christ. Then, to have salvation, one must get into Christ.
But Paul, by analogy, in Eph. 5:30,  teaches that as husband
and wife are one, so Christ and the church are one. “I speak
concerning Christ and the church,” he said. Christ and the
church being one, how can one be in Christ and out of the
church ?

Second, Paul makes the fact that Christ is “the Saviour
of the body” (Eph. 5:23) the ground of his exhortation to
the Ephesians concerning the church as the bride of Christ
(verse 25). He washed it and sanctified it; cleansed it and
saved it; purchased it with his blood and redeemed it; re-
conciles us to God in it and adds all the saved to it. There-
fore, out of the church there is no cleansing, no blood, no re-
demption, no reconciliation to God, no salvation.

Third, the relation between Christ and the church is the
same as that which exists between God and Christ. Christ
is the “fullness” of God (Col. 1:9), and the church is the
“fullness” of Christ (Eph. 1:22). Therefore, no man can
come to Christ and ignore the church for the same reason
that no man can come to God and ignore Christ.

We exhort the unsaved to come to Christ, “gladly re-
ceive the word,” be “baptized into Christ,” and the Lord will
add you to his church.
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THE UNITY OF THE CHURCH

"Behold, how good and how pleasant it is for brethren to
dwell together in unity!"--Ps. 133:1.

(October 16, 1930)

The book of Psalms has been appropriately called “the
hymn book of the Bible.” There are more than twenty-five
hundred verses in its one hundred and fifty chapters, and
doubtless that many songs have been composed from them
through the centuries and millenniums since their senti-
ments swelled the bosom of Israel’s sweet singer.

Many of these verses were chanted in the worship of
early Christians, and they will be sung in every generation
wherever people are found worshiping God until we learn
the “new song” in heaven, “when all the redeemed singers
get home.”

To rob our modern productions of the sentiments and
psalms of David would be, indeed, to impoverish our wor-
ship of praise.

A SONG OF UNITY.

Psalms 133 is a song of unity. “Behold, how good and
how pleasant it is for brethren to dwell together in unity!”
There is nothing more stifling and stultifying to the emo-
tions of the soul than strife and division. There is nothing
more soothing and benefactious  to the spirit than peace and
unity.

Unity among brethren is like “the precious ointment
upon the head,” in the psalmist’s refrain. The Easterns
perfumed with fragrant oil. Unity perfumes the church
and sweetens the atmosphere like the precious oil “that
ran down upon the beard, even Aaron’s beard: that went
down to the skirts of his garments.”

Unity among brethren is like “the dew of Hermon, and
as the dew that descended upon the mountains of Zion.”
Lofty Hermon was faj, to the north, yet its fragrant dews
descended upon the lesser hills of Zion, spreading over hill-
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side and vale. So unity, as an emblem of grace and benedic-
tion, will make the church a center of fragrance and a
fount of blessing.

THE UNITY OF THE SPIRIT.

Exhorting the brethren to “keep the unity of the Spirit
in the bond of peace,” Paul outlines, in Eph. 4: 4-6, the
basis of unity. “There is one body, and one Spirit, even as
ye are called in one hope of your calling: one Lord, one
faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who is above
all, and through all, and in you all.” The “unity of the
Spirit” is the unity the Spirit teaches, or that results when
the Spirit’s word is obeyed.

There is one God--unity in worship. A divided worship
cannot be rendered “in spirit and in truth.” Wherever and
whenever rendered, true worship must have the two ele-
ments--the right spirit and the right act; for God is one,
and "seeketh such to be his worshipers."

There is one Lord--unity in authority. Human author-
ity in religion is wrong. Christ is Lord, and his word only
is authority.

There is one faith--unity in message. The Spirit, which
guides “into all truth,” does not impart conflicting mes-
sages. The gospel promotes unity; and where there is
division, something else has been preached.

There is one baptism--unity in practice. Modes of bap-
tism! As well talk about shades of white. There is no such
thing.

There is one body--unity in organization. The church
is one body. It is impossible to have “spiritual unity” and
“organic” division. Unity is both spiritual and organic.

There is one Spirit and one hope--unity in life, in de-
sire and expectation.

Thus Paul outlines the only basis of unity. Let the
world cease their efforts toward amalgamations, federa-
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tions, alliances, and unions, and adopt the divine standard
and basis of unity--oneness in Christ.

THE PRAYER FOR UNITY.

The Lord’s prayer in John 17: 1-21 was an ardent peti-
tion for unity. “May they all be one.” Jesus praying for the
unity of believers! Yet it has not touched the heart of those
who are promoting denominationalism in the world, nor
even of brethren who sow discord and stir factions in the
church.

Denominationalism is the misrepresentation of Chris
tianity--a horrid caricature--and the authors of perver-
sions in religion are enemies of Christ professing and even
honestly thinking themselves to be his friends.

But “charity begins at home.” We cannot with good
grace preach unity and practice division. “I beseech you,
brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye
all speak the same thing, and that there be no divisions
among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together in the
same mind and in the same judgment.”  (1 Cor. 1:10.)
Paul’s beseechment should not only be our preachment, but
also our practice. The unity of Christians is the only hope
of bringing the world to Christ. Jesus knew it, and there-
fore prayed that “they all may be one, as thou, Father, art
in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one in us.”



31

ALL AUTHORITY

"All power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Go ye
therefore, and teach all nations."--Matt. 28:18, 19.

(October 23, 1930)

The great commission as recorded by Matthew is the
proclamation of the all power, or authority, of Jesus Christ.
The claim of all power, or all authority, “in heaven and in
earth,” is a high claim and accompanied by the very tone of
finality. Yet it is a rightful claim. He had fought and con-
quered the powers of the Hadean world, thus “through
death” destroying “him that had the power of death, that is,
the devil.” (Heb. 2:14.)

All power, therefore, in heaven and in earth--power
seen and unseen, power unlimited and unbounded by geo-
graphical or ethereal lines--was given unto Him.

C H R I S T  H A S  A L L  P O W E R - N O W .

There are three branches of power in our earthly gov-
ernment--legislative, executive, and judicial--vested, re-
spectively, in our Congress, President, and Supreme Court.
The divine government of heaven likewise has these three
branches of power--all of them vested in Jesus Christ,
our Lawgiver, King, and Judge.

God announced his Son as the new Lawgiver on the
mount of transfiguration in the presence of Moses and
Elijah, the pioneers of law and prophecy, saying: “This is
my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear ye him.”
The regime of Moses and the prophets was passing. The
law was about to be abrogated. Christ was soon to assume
the reins of government. Judah’s Shiloh had come, and “unto
him shall the obedience of the peoples be.”

Christ has all power. He is not only Lawgiver, with
legislative power; he is King, with executive power. His
kingly power is strikingly set forth in the first chapter of
Hebrews. He has been appointed heir of God’s throne. He is
seated in majesty at God’s right hand. He is above the
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angels. On the throne of God in the heavens he sways the
scepter of his righteousness and his kingdom, and will rule
until all enemies become his footstool. Such an exalted
position is proof of his Kingship, and we may join in the
glad refrain of the coronation psalm: “Lift up your heads,
0 ye gates; and be ye lift up, ye everlasting doors; and the
King of glory shall come in. Who is this King of glory? The
Lord strong and mighty, the Lord mighty in battle. . . . Who
is this King of glory? The Lord of hosts, he is the king of
glory.”  (Ps. 24:7.)  When Jesus ascended in the clouds, the
gates of heaven received him, the King of glory entered in.
Amid the shouts of a myriad of angels he was escorted to
the throne of God. The inaugural ceremonies of heaven were
held. The King was seated on his throne and began his
reign, which will continue until every foe is vanquished and
death is destroyed. Then the kingdom in which he now rules
by appointment from God will be surrendered to the Father,
Christ will then take his place with us in heaven, and “the
Son also himself be subject to him that put all things under
him, that God my be all in all. (See 1 Cor. 15:24-28.)

CHRIST EXERCISES ALL POWER--NOW.

It is mistakenly assumed by some that since all evil has
not been banished and Satan bound, and all the world not
converted, that Christ does not now exercise all power. This
is a misconception of the nature of Christ’s power and how
it is exercised. It requires as much power to save one soul
as it would to save every soul. It is through the gospel that
all power is exercised. Hence, upon his announcement of all
power, Jesus said: “Go ye therefore, and teach all nations”
or, as worded by Mark, “Go ye into all the world, and preach
the gospel.” The power of Christ is moral, not physical. It
is planted in the heart, through the gospel. And every time
a soul is saved in obedience to the gospel “all power in heav-
en and the earth” has been exercised in the salvation of that
soul.

ACTING BY DIVINE AUTHORITY.

In the salvation of souls, Christ’s power is exercised in
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the gospel and applied to the heart in faith and obedience.
Thus the gospel is “the power of God unto salvation to every
one that believeth.” (Rom. 1:16.)  In the church, Christ
exercises power in rules of government. Hence, the second
charge of the commission reads: “Teaching them to observe
all things whatsoever I have commanded you.” Christ is not
only head of the church, but also head over all things to the
church,” (Eph. 1:22.)  All that pertains to the church must
come by his authority, observing only the “all things com-
manded,” Paul re-enforces this principle in the charge:
“Whatsoever ye do in word or deed, do all in the name of
[by the authority of] the Lord Jesus.” (Col. 3:17.)

Thus, when the New Testament commands a thing to
be done, it authorizes the doing of that thing only-nothing
else, nothing more, nothing less. Space will not allow the
citation of numerous examples to illustrate the truth of this
principle. But it seems so evident as not to require argu-
ment that we can act by divine authority only in the doing
of the “all things commanded.”
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THE GOSPEL

"The kingdom of heaven is like unto treasure hid in a field;
the which when a man hath found, he hideth, and for joy
there of goeth and selleth all that he hath, and buyeth that
field."--(Matt. 13: 44.)

(October 30, 1930)

The parables of Jesus adorn his teaching as jewels
adorn the robe of a queen. They add richness, beauty, and
charm to his “wonderful words of life.” Among the cluster
of parables in the thirteenth chapter of Matthew lies the
parable of the treasure hidden in the field. When the eye
rests upon this parable, almost hidden from view in its
brevity, it shines like the luster of the diamond that flashes
a thousand rays as the sun falls upon it.

The parable is based upon facts, or conditions then
existent. In the absence of iron safes and vaults of modern
days, people often hid their valuables in the ground for
safe-keeping. It is presumable that the original owner of the
field had died and all knowledge of the treasure had per-
ished. The man found it, and joyfully disposed of other pos-
sessions that he might buy that field and possess this trea-
sure.

The narrative, though brief, is laden with meaning and
replete with instruction.

1. The Gospel of Christ Is a Treasure.--Speaking of
the “glorious gospel of Christ,” Paul said: “We have this
treasure in earthen vessels.” (See 2 Cor. 4:3-7.)

The gospel is a treasure of wonderful knowledge. It is
life eternal to know God, Jesus said in his prayer. (John
17:3.)  And Paul said to Timothy to know the sacred writ-
ings will make one “wise unto salvation.”  (2 Tim. 3:15.)
We may have life and wisdom in the knowledge of many
things, but only in the knowledge of God and the gospel can
we have life eternal and wisdom unto salvation.

The gospel is a treasure of great blessing. All spiritual
blessings are in Christ. (Eph. 1:3.) Men may have--and
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they do have--material blessings out of Christ, but spiritual
blessings come only to those in Christ. Salvation is in Christ.
(Acts 4:12.)  Life is in Christ.  (Rom. 8:2.) We are new
creatures in Christ.  (2 Cor. 5:17.)  Forgiveness and redemp-
tion are in Christ.  (Col. 1:14.) A simple rule, then, easily
observed, would be this: Get into Christ, stay in Christ, stay
out of everything else, and these promises will be yours.

2. The Gospel Was Once n Hidden Treaswe.--It  was
hidden for ages in God. (Eph. 3:l-6.)  It was covered up
beneath the types and shadows of the Old Testament. It
was buried beneath prophecy and prediction. Promises that
were radiant with hope and joy to a guilty world were hid-
den rather than revealed. Because of their metaphorical
costume and their figurative style, they could not be dis-
cerned. They were hidden treasures. But the “glorious gos-
pel” is no longer hidden. The gospel treasure has been
found.

3. The Gospel Has Been Resealed by Jrsus Christ.-
Of the revelation of the gospel Paul said: “Which in other
ages was not made known unto the sons of men, as it is now
revealed unto his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit.”
(Eph. 3:5.)  This may be quite appropriately called the
evoktion  of the gospel--its unfolding, or development,
through the dispensations of time since the eternal ages.
The gospel existed first as a plan in the mind of God. “Hav-
ing made known unto us the mystery of his will, . . . accord-
ing to the purpose of him who worketh all things after the
counsel of his own will.” (Eph. 1:9-11.)  It existed later in
promises made to Abraham. “In thee shall all nations be
blessed.” (Gal. 3:8.)  It existed next in prophecies, and
finally in fact. “Of which salvation the prophets have in-.
quired, . . . searching what, or what manner of time the
Spirit of Christ which was in them did signify. . . . Unto
whom it was revealed, that not unto themselves, but unto
us they did minister the things, which are now reported
unto you by them that have preached the gospel unto you.”
(1 Pet. 1:10-12.)

Thus we have, referring again to  2 Cor. 4: ‘7, this
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“treasure in earthen vessels.” God ordained that by man
(the earthen vessel--the inspired apostle) the gospel should
be preached to man. This is God’s plan of salvation. He has
no other--the gospel by man to man.

Follow the narratives of conversion in the book of Acts
and see the plan in operation. On the day of Pentecost
Peter preached, and when they heard “they were pricked
in their heart, and said unto Peter and to the rest of the
apostles, Men and brethren, what shall we do?” (Acts
2:37.)  The Spirit sent Philip to the man of Ethiopia, and
“he preached unto him Jesus.” (Acts 8:35.)  To praying
Saul Jesus sent Ananias, a certain disciple, to tell him the
things appointed for him to do. (Acts 22:10-16.)  The God-
fearing Cornelius was instructed by the angel where to
find Simon Peter, who should tell him “words whereby
thou shalt be saved.” (Acts 11:14.)  And across land and
sea God sent Paul and Silas to an honest woman named
Lydia, who “attended unto the things which were spoken of
Paul” and was baptized. (Acts 16:14, 15.)

All this is in the Bible to illustrate God’s plan of salva-
tion--that by man the gospel shall be preached to man.
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THE WORD DIVIDED

"Study to show thyself approved unto God, a workman that
needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word of
truth."-- (2 Tim. 2:15.)

(November 6, 1930)

The divine injunction couched in the inspired aphorism,
“Preach the word,” is quite commonly called “Paul’s charge
to Timothy.” But fundamental to this charge and certainly
of equal importance is the admonition to rightly divide the
word. And prefatory to both of these is the command to
study the word. The charge to Timothy, then, is in reality
composed and delivered in three parts--study the word,
rightly divide the word, and preach the word.

The solemn charge was not meant for Timothy only.
We, too, should study to rightly divide the word of God,
prompted by the holy purpose enjoined--“to show thyself
approved unto God.”

HANDLING THE WORD.

The caution to rightly divide or handle aright  the word
of God implies that it may be subjected to a wrong division
or an improper handling. Indeed, some men in the apostles’
day were charged with  perverting the gospel  (Gal. 1:7) ;
corrupting the word (2 Cor. 2:17);  making merchandise
of the truth   (2 Pet. 2:3) ; wresting the Scriptures (2 Pet.
3: 16); and of handling the word of God deceitfully, in
craftiness and dishonesty (2 Cor. 4:2).

A perverted gospel cannot save. Jesus declared that
it is the knowledge of truth, not the belief of error, that
makes men free. (John 8:32.)  Though a perverted gospel
may have in it all the elements of the true gospel, its power
to save is  lost in perversion.  Bread is God’s  power to quell
the hunger, but the admixture of a poisonous element
--a spoonful of arsenic, for instance, in a loaf of bread-
would destroy its power. Water is God’s power to quench
the thirst, but the admixture of salt will destroy the quench-
ing power of water. The gospel is God’s power to save the
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soul, but its admixture with error--the doctrines and com-
mandments of men, when heard and believed--destroys its
saving power. Hence, Paul’s alarm concerning the pervert-
ers of the word at Galatia: “I marvel that ye are so soon
removed from him that called you into the grace of Christ
unto another gospel: which is not another; but there be
some that trouble you, and would pervert the gospel of
Christ.” (Gal. 1:6, 7.)  Error preached, error heard, and
error believed cannot result in the truth obeyed. No man can
accidentally obey God. The truth preached, the truth be-
lieved, and the truth obeyed makes a Christian. Nothing
else does. How important, therefore, is the word of God,
and how careful men should be in their handling of it!

RIGHTLY DIVIDE THE WORD.

In the third chapter of Galatians the right division of
the word is based on the three grand divisions of the Eible,
commonly called the patriarchal, Jewish, and Christian dis-
pensations, but Scripturally known as the promises, the
law, and the gospel. The promises were to Abraham. The
law came four hundred and thirty years after, through
Moses, and was “added because of transgression” until
Christ should come. The law was not added to the promise
God made to Abraham--it “came in besides”--that is, be-
tween the promise and its fulfillment. The promise was
that Christ, the seed of Abraham, should come, and through
him all nations be blessed. (Gal. 3:8-14, 17, 19.)  Since the
law was added only until the seed should come, “which is
Christ”  (Gal. 3: 16)) it follows that the law automatically
ended with the coming of Christ. “Wherefore the law was
our schoolmaster to bring us to Christ, that we might be
justified by faith.” (Gal. 3:24,  25.)

Upon this plain and proper division of the word, Paul
affirms the abrogation of the law in numerous references.
We are not  under the law  (Rom. 6:14) ; we are dead to the
law and delivered  from it  (Rom. 7:6) ; Christ is the end of
the  law  (Rom. 10:4) ; and Christians are not to be judged
by the law (Col. 2:14-16.)  It is in obedience to the gospel,
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therefore, that men are saved today. The Acts of the
Apostles--their preaching under the commission of Christ
--plainly reveals the terms of our salvation.

PREACH TIIE WORD.

We do not wonder, then, that Paul’s final charge to
Timothy from prison environs was to “preach the word.”
But if it is a dead thing, as theology and the creeds teach,
and conversion is wrought in some weird and mystic man-
ner, why preach it? God’s word is not dead. It is the living
word. “For the word of God is quick, and powerful, and
sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the
dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of the joints and
marrow, and is a discerner of the thoughts and intents of
the heart.” (Heb. 4:12.)  It is the powerful word. “For the
preaching of the cross is to them that perish foolishness;
but unto us which are saved it is the power of God.” (1 Cor.
1:18.) It is the saving word.  “Wherefore lay apart all
filthiness and superfluity of naughtiness, and receive with
meekness the engrafted word, which is able to save your
souls.” (James 1:21.)  The gospel is God’s power to save
and God’s power to condemn. Preach the word!
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THY KINGDOM COME

“Our Father which art in heaven, Hallowed be thy name.
Thy kingdom come--Thy will be done”-_ Matt. 6:10)

(November 13, 1930)

The New Testament story begins with the startling
announcement of the hermit harbinger of Christ: “The
kingdom of heaven is at hand.” The coming of this kingdom
was the hope of patriarchs and prophets, the theme of anci-
ent sages, and the song of the poets of all ages. Fifteen cen-
turies before Christ, Jacob, with staff in hand, said in
benedictions upon Judah: “The scepter shall not depart
from Judah . . . until Shiloh come.” (Gen. 49:10.)  One
millennium before Christ, David foretold that God would
raise up One to sit on his (David’s) throne, and Peter very
definitely affirmed that the prediction was fulfilled in the
resurrection of Christ. (Acts 2:29-33.)  Six hundred years
before Christ, Daniel, with the horoscope of future ages
before him, depicted the rise and fall of four successive
world kingdoms and said, “In the days of these kings shall
the God of heaven set up a kingdom;” and it was in the days
of the Roman emperors, the last of that succession of kings
foretold by Daniel, that the kingdom of Christ began.

THE KINGDOM APPROACHING.

The kingdom was approaching when John appeared on
the scene. He preached that it was “at hand.”  (Matt. 3:2.)
Jesus taught his disciples to pray for it to come. (Matt. 6:
9.)  Joseph, the Arimathean, waited for it (Mark 15: 43),
the penitent thief pleaded to enter it when the Lord should
come into possession of it  (Luke 23: 42)) and the expectant
disciples after his resurrection were yet anxious to receive
it (Acts 1:8).

THE KINGDOM SET UP.

It is evident and obvious that the kingdom of Christ
had not come before the death of Christ, when John preach-
ed and when the disciples were taught to pray for it, nor
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after the death of Christ, while Joseph yet waited for it
and the disciples expectantly asked for it. Has it come now?
The answer must be affirmative, else there are some in-
visible beings on earth, near two thousand years old, who
have not died. Anticipating his own death, Jesus said to his
disciples: “There be some of them that stand here, which
shall not taste of death, till they have seen the kingdom of
God come with power.” (Mark 9:1.)  To these same be-
wildered disciples after his resurrection Jesus said: “Ye
shall receive power, after that the Holy Ghost is come upon
you.” (Acts 1: 8.) In the second chapter of Acts these pro-
mises are fulfilled. It was Pentecost. The ascended Lord
had been enthroned. “Therefore being by the right hand of
God exalted,” seated at God’s right hand on David’s throne,
the Spirit came--the power came--the kingdom came. Prior
to this occasion the church, or kingdom, was spoken of in
the future tense, as a thing to come, but after Pentecost in
the present tense, as an existing thing. Instance, “I will
build my church; . . . and I will give unto thee the keys of
the kingdom”  (Matt. 16: 18)-Jesus  before Pentecost;
and, “hath translated us into the kingdom”  (Col. 1:13)-
Paul after Pentecost. The fact definitely locates the coming
of the kingdom.

THE REIGNING KING.

Peter’s star witness that the long--expected kingdom
had come and that David’s throne, once on earth, is now
established in heaven, was David himself. The fulfillment
of David’s own prophecy regarding the reign of Christ is
the final argument that convinced the Jews, and it surely
ought to convince brethren today. Hear David’s own words:
“Once have I sworn by my holiness that I will not lie unto
David. His seed shall endure forever, and his throne as the
sun before me. It shall be established forever as the moon,
and as a faithful witness in heaven.” (Ps. 89:35-37.)
Again: “The Lord hath sworn in truth unto David; he will
not turn from it; Of the fruit of thy body will I set upon
thy throne.” (Ps. 132:11.)  Hear now Peter’s conclusion:
“Let me freely speak unto you of the patriarch David, that
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he is both dead and buried, and his sepulcher is with us
unto this day. Therefore being a prophet, and knowing
that God had sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit of
his loins, according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ
to sit on his throne; he seeing this before spake of the
resurrection of Christ. . . . Therefore being by the right
hand of God exalted, . . . he hath shed forth this, which ye
now see and hear.” (Acts 2:29-33.)  Thus Peter connected
the fulfillment of prophecies regarding Christ on David’s
throne with the event of his resurrection and not his second
coming. The truth of David’s word, the surety of God’s oath,
and the inspiration of Peter are assuredly “staked on the
fact” that David’s throne is in heaven and that Christ is on
it. The “therefore” of verse 33 is the inspired conclusion
that in the resurrection and exaltation of Christ at God’s
right hand these prophecies were fulfilled. And the “there-
fore” of verse 36 is the thrilling climax that “God hath
made that same Jesus, whom ye have crucified, both Lord
and Christ.”
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“THY KINGDOM COME. THY WILL BE DONE.”

"Thy will be done in earth, as it is in heaven."-- (Matt. 6:10)
(November 20, 1930)

The model prayer Jesus taught the disciples is remark-
able in its scope, brevity, and simplicity. It contains only
sixty-four words, and thirty-nine are monosyllables. Its
scope begins with God’s fatherhood and sovereignty and
extends to man’s dependence, submission, and obedience.

The very heart of this pattern of prayer is the petition
“Thy kingdom come. Thy will be done.” In a former treatise
the principles embodied in the clause, “Thy kingdom come,”
were briefly set out. With corresponding brevity this treatise
proposes an embellishment of the argument begun.

GOD’S KINGDOM ON EARTH.

That the phrase, “kingdom of God,” sometimes refers
to heaven, and, therefore, not only embraces more than the
church, but in some instances does not refer to the church
at all, no one could reasonably deny. Any Bible student knows
that such passages are numerous.  Acts 14:22 has been
correctly cited as an example: “Confirming the souls of the
disciples, and exhorting them to continue in the faith, and
that we must through much tribulation enter into the king-
dom of God.”  Also Luke 13:28: “There shall be weeping
and gnashing of teeth, when ye shall see Abraham, and
Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets, in the kingdom of
God, and you yourselves thrust out.” While it is true that
“the kingdom of God” in these and other passages does not
refer to the church, that fact does not prove that the king-
dom of Christ embraces more than the church.

The kingdom of Christ is the church. “Upon this rock
I will build my church. . . , And I will give unto thee the
keys of the kingdom.”  (Matt. 16:18, 19.) Entrance into
the church is entrance into the kingdom.

Heb. 12:22, 23, 28 is another plain reference: : “Ye
are come unto Mount Sion, . . . to the general assembly and
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chwch  of the firstborn, which are written in heaven. . . .
Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which cannot be moved,
let us have grace, whereby we may serve God acceptably
with reverence and godly fear.” When we “come” to the
church we “receive” the kingdom.

Still another statement of it is made by Paul to the
church at Colosse: “Who hath delivered us from the power
of darkness, and hath translated us into the kingdom o f
his dear Son. . . . And he is the head of the body, the church:
.... that in all things he might have the preeminence.” (Col.
1:13-18.)

It is plain that the church and the kingdom in these
passages are the same thing, and in talking of one he men-
tions the other, purposely it seems, to establish their ident-
ity and preclude the possibility of getting them separated.

That Christ now reigns by appointment from God is
evident from his own words to his disciples: ‘I appoint unto
you a kingdom, as my Father hath appointed unto me.”
(Luke 22:29.)  And that the church is the kingdom which
the Father has appointed unto him is plainly indicated in the
next verse: “That ye may eat and drink at my table in my
kingdom, and sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of
Israel.” Subordinate to Christ, the apostles, with coordinate
and delegated authority, are judging us. They hold apostolic
position and authority in the church today. They are in the
church now in the same sense that Christ is in the church
now.

A final averment of apostolic writ is that the reign of
Christ in his appointed kingdom will end with the consum-
mation of certain events “at his coming,” when he will
deliver “up the kingdom to God, even the Father,” and
with us in the kingdom of God “shall the Son also himself
be subject unto him that put all things under him.” It is
in this, God’s kingdom in heaven, that we shall “see Abra-
ham, and Isaac, and Jacob, and all the prophets,” and into
which “we must through much tribulation enter.” In the
same manner and at the same time the church will enter into
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the kingdom of God, the kingdom of Christ will merge into
it, for he will surrender it to God, all of which is but addi-
tional proof that the kingdom of Christ and the church of
Christ are the same thing.

GOD’S WILL ON EARTH.

In the kingdom of Christ on earth, by submission to
the authority of Jesus Christ, the will of God is done “in
earth, as it is in heaven.” To him who was given the keys
of the kingdom the Lord said: “Whatsoever thou shalt
bind on earth shall be bound in heaven.”  (Matt. 16:19.)
Admittedly the “keys of the kingdom” were used by Peter
in the sermon on Pentecost. With binding power he an-
nounced the terms of entrance into the kingdom that day
set up. The terms of entrance into the kingdom, that day
bound on earth, are bound in heaven. And when men yield
to the authority of Jesus Christ, obey his gospel, enter his
kingdom, live according to his word, which is the only ex-
pression of his will, God’s will is done “in earth, as it is in
heaven.”
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A GREAT REPORT WITHOUT.

(November 20, 1930)

Words of praise and appreciation of the lives of good
men usually mark their passing. The sudden departure of
Brother F. W. Smith has perhaps been attended by as many
such expressions as that of any other man of this genera-
tion. Such eulogies, however, come largely from within the
ranks of one’s associates. But in Brother Smith, as an elder
who so long labored in “word and doctrine,” the divine re-
quirement that such a one should “have a good report of
them which are without” was as nearly perfected as possi-
ble in a man. To this fact the following tributes which have
appeared in the daily papers, not only in Franklin and Wil-
liamson County, where Brother Smith had lived for thirty
years, but also throughout the State, will testify. We believe
that it is entirely fitting that these tributes of love and
esteem representing the feelings of a legion of friends
should appear in our columns with those of his brethren in
Christ.

F. W. Smith is dead !

A pall of sorrow enveloped the town when the message
came of his going away. The grief was genuine; for his
hundreds of personal friends over the town and county,
regardless of church affiliations, wealth, station, or color,
loved him, and he loved them.

For more than thirty years as minister of the Franklin
church of Christ he has gone in and out among the people
of the town, radiating Christian love and kindness. A man
of deepest sympathy--no home where sorrow ever entered,
if known to him, failed to feel the warm handclasp and
tender words of sympathy. No trouble came to any but he
was there, and stricken ones felt the genuine sorrow in
the great heart of the man and took courage. His cheery
word of greeting and wave of the hand upon the street,
his interest and love for the town and its people, drew all
to him with strong ties of affection. He was so genuine, so
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unaffected, so simple in his daily walk, and no man who ever
served a congregation of Christian worshipers in Franklin
was ever more beloved.

Last Sunday, for the first time since his recent serious
illness, he stood, though still feeble, his arm resting on his
pulpit, and gave to his congregation his message of appre-
ciation, love, and faith. His text was, “All things work to-
gether for good to those who love the Lord,” and he spoke
of his recent illness, when he felt that he faced death and
was not afraid; and of his appreciation of the friendships
throughout every State in the Union that sent messages
of sympathy that were as bright stars throughout the dark
hours of that illness. A beautiful message of triumphant
faith was his farewell message to his flock.

“A great man has fallen in Israel.” The second stroke
came suddenly in his home, Tuesday afternoon, Armistice
Day, near five o’clock, and he entered into peace.

F. W. Smith was born near Fayetteville, Tenn., March
12, 1858, the son of Champion E. and Mary Walton Smith.
He came of distinguished ancestry on his maternal side,
being a lineal descendant of George Walton, a noted judi-
ciary and most notable character of Georgia and a signer
of the Declaration of Independence. He was the last in line
of his father’s family.

He professed his faith in Christ nearly fifty years ago
in a meeting held by J. C. McQuiddy,  one of the founders
of the Gospel Advocate and a close friend throughout his
lifetime.

He began preaching at an early age, also his career as
a religious writer, and was actively engaged in this chosen
field until the day of his death. He was closely associated
with the founding of the Gospel Advocate. For the past
ten years he was editor of the Young People’s Quarte
of the church of Christ series of Sunday-school literature,
and was considered by many as the best commentator on the
Bible of any who wrote for the series. He was often heard
to remark that he depended on the Bible itself as its own
best interpreter.
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In his death ended the career of a man unique in church
history of the State and known to as many people, perhaps,
as any that have labored for the upbuilding of the church of
Christ in the South.

In March, 1879, he was married to Miss Nettie  A.
Phelps, and in 1929 the church here celebrated with them
their golden wedding anniversary.

He is survived by his wife; two daughters, Mrs. Mary
Stamps and Mrs. Flora Allison; and one son, Phelps Smith,
of Nashville.

The body was brought here Thursday morning from
his home on the Nashville road, where, during the time be-
tween 10 A.M. and 2 P.M., while loved ones kept watch
about his bier, many friends with tear-dimmed eyes came
and went throughout the hours.

Funeral services were conducted by F. B. Srygley, T. Q.
Martin, and S. H. Hall. The Hillsboro Quartet led in the
singing. Among the selections was a favorite of the de-
ceased. “Have Thine Own Way, Lord.”

Later the remains were taken to Mount Hope Cemetery
and laid to rest under a carpet of beautiful flowers, while
at his head stood the large design, “Gates Ajar,” sent by
the local church of Christ.

The active pallbearers were: Newt Cannon, Dr. Dan
German, John Green, Gordon McDaniel, Mack Craig, Dan
Roberts, Leon B. McQuiddy James A. Allen.

The honorary pallbearers were the deacons and elders
of the Franklin church of Christ.

McKay Brothers, funeral directors.

“Servant of God, well done!
Rest from thy loved employ.

The battle o’er, the victory won,
Enter thy Master’s joy !”

-Williamson County News, Franklin, Tenn.
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“BROTHER” SMITH.

Few men are privileged to gain the popularity that
“Brother” F. W. Smith enjoyed. Few men merit it; he did.
Few are so mentally fitted to guide the footsteps of their fel-
low men as was he; few have such a magnetic personality;
and fewer still are they whose heartbeats so rise and fall
witn the fortunes of their friends.

To this man came the opportunity of service; he grasp-
ed it in a manner which is stamped indelibly in the memory
of hundreds of Williamson Countians. Not only did he
preach and live the word of God, but he ministered unto
the needy; he visited the sick; he extended the warmth of
his generous handclasp to the rich and the poor, the white
and the black, the cultured and the ignorant; his radiant
smile was always a part of a friendly greeting which his
every acquaintance will miss.

The members of his own church are not the only ones
who will miss this good man. All Franklin and William-
son County bow their heads in solemn grief at his passing.
His friendship and his counsel, much sought, cannot be dis-
missed without the sincere acknowledgment of their worth.

His place in the hearts of men will not and cannot be
filled.--The Review-Appeal, Franklin, Tenn.
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A CHRISTIAN.

"Then Agrippa said unto Paul, Almost thou persuadest me
to be a Christian."--(Acts 26: 28.)

(November 2’7, 1930)

The life and experiences of Paul have been summed
up in four epigrams: The persistent persecutor; the pray-
ing penitent; the powerful preacher; the patient prisoner.
The last-named view of Paul--the prisoner--furnishes the
present scene.

Paul before Agrippa--what a dramatic setting ! A
Jewish prisoner preaching to a Roman king! And more than
dramatic is the fact that the king was moved by the power
of the prisoner’s appeal, and voiced his conviction with the
exclamation that must have thrilled the audience room: “Al-
most thou persuadest me to be a Christian.”

1. It is the contention of some that this unusual and
unexpected declaration of Agrippa was an outburst of deri-
sion. But the circumstances do not even suggest, and cer-
tainly do not justify, such a conclusion. In the climax of
argument and eloquence Paul had made his appeal to Agrip-
pa direct and personal. “King Agrippa, believest thou the
prophets?” Not waiting for the king’s reply, Paul answered
his own question: “I know that thou believest.” Surely Paul
was not making a grand-stand play for the psychological
effect on his hearers. Paul was not that kind of preacher.
He must have seen conviction written upon the king’s
countenance. The answer to his question was in the king’s
face. Paul knew that Agrippa believed. And in the fervor
of conviction the king confessed his faith. Accepting the
king’s confession of faith at face value, which is an added
proof of its sincerity, Paul answered with pathos: “I would
to God, that not only thou, but also all them that hear me
this day, were both almost, and altogether such as I am,
except these bonds.”

2. The name “Christian” was divinely given. “And the
Gentiles shall see thy righteousness, and all kings [or na-
tions] thy glory: and thou shalt be called by a new name,
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which the mouth of the Lord shall name.” (Isa. 62:2.)  The
language of the prophet is too clear to admit of a doubt.
It was not until the Gentiles had received the gospel, and
the special apostle to the Gentiles, Saul of Tarsus, had been
called and sent as “a chosen vessel” to bear the name of
Christ to them, that “the disciples were called Christians
first in Antioch.” (Acts 11:26.)  To remove all doubt that
the giving of the name “Christian” at Antioch was the name
and occasion foretold by the prophets, we have but to refer
to the speech of James in the conference at Jerusalem, in
the fifteenth chapter of Acts. It was in behalf of these Gen-
tile Christians at Antioch that Paul and Barnabas sought
the counsel of the elders and apostles at Jerusalem. Address-
ing them, James said: “Brethren, hearken unto me. Simeon
hath declared how that God at the first did visit the Gen-
tiles, to take out of them a people for his name. And to this
agree the words of the prophets; as it is written, After this
I will return, and will build again the tabernacle of David,
which is fallen down; and I will build again the ruins there-
of, and I will set it up: that the residue of men might seek
after the Lord, and all the Gentiles, upon whom my name
is called.”  (Acts 15:14-17.)  It was these same Gentile dis-
ciples who “were called Christians first in Antioch.” Isaiah
said that the “mouth of the Lord” would name them; Amos
said that God would “call upon” them his name. And James,
the apostle at Jerusalem, said that when these Antiochian
Gentiles were called “Christians,” it was in agreement with
the “words of the prophets.” What further proof is neces-
sary that the name was of divine origin and calling?

3. But that proof may be superabundant and the gain-
sayer convicted, we further observe that the name “Chris-
tian” was divinely accepted.

Peter accepted it. “If ye be reproached for the name of
Christ, happy are ye; for the spirit of glory and of God
resteth upon you: on their part he is evil spoken of, but on
your part he is glorified. But let none of you suffer as a
murderer, or as a thief, or as an evildoer, or as a busybody
in other men’s matters. Yet if any man suffer as a Chris-
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tian, let him not be ashamed; but let him glorify God on this
behalf [or in this name].” (1 Pet. 4:15, 16.)  Would Peter
sanction a name given in derision and record such for the
comfort and consolation of Christ’s followers in their suf-
ferings through all ages ?

Paul accepted it. When Agrippa said, “Almost thou
persuadest me to be a Christian,” Paul promptly espoused
the name, announced himself to be, and exhorted his hear-
ers to become, what Agrippa fain would be. Do you think
Paul would countenance a human name, originating in the
black hearts of the enemies of Christ, while urging the
divine claims of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, upon his royal
audience?

Disciples of Christ were called “Nazarenes,” “Gali-
leans,” and “sect” by their enemies, but where did any apos-
tle sanction or accept such epithets of derision? The fact
that the name “Christian” was divinely accepted is of itself
proof that it was divinely given.
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A CHRISTIAN.

"And Paul said, I would to God, that not only thou, but also
all that hear me this day, were both almost, and altogether
such as 1 am, except these bonds."--(Acts 26:29.)

(December 4, 1930)

The name “Christian,” as previously argued, was a
divinely given and a divinely accepted name. But it stands
rejected, humanly rejected by people who profess to be
Christians, yet prefer to wear another name. Still, when a
preacher of the gospel says something which would even
remotely infer that members of denominations are not
Christians, it stirs resentment and provokes offense. Why,
then, should not all who profess to be Christians wear the
name and save all such inferences and offenses?

But, however important it is for all who are Christians
to wear that name, merely wearing the name does not make
one a Christian. Paul’s answer to Agrippa states that a
Christian is something to become, not merely a name to
wear. “I would to God, that not only thou, but also all that
hear me this day, were both almost and altogether such as
I am, except these bonds.”

What, then, constitutes a Christian? How does one be-
come a Christian?

Something To Believe

In becoming a Christian there is, first of all, something
to be believed. Certainly we are not required to profess
faith in theology nor subscribe to creedal dogma. There are
three cardinal facts in the confession of faith required in
order to become a Christian. First, that Jesus Christ came
in human flesh: “This is a faithful saying, and worthy of
all acceptation, that Christ Jesus came into the world to
save sinners; of whom I am chief.” (1 Tim. 1:15.)  Second,
that Jesus Christ died for us: “For God hath not appointed
us to wrath, but to obtain salvation by our Lord Jesus
Christ, who died for us.” (1 Thess. 5:9.)  Third, that God
raised him from the dead: “If thou shalt confess with thy
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mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt believe in thine heart that
God hath raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved.”
(Rom. 10:9.)  And in a summary of these gospel facts
Paul declares: “I delivered unto you first of all that which
I also received, how that Christ died for our sins according
to the scriptures; and that he was buried, and that he arose
again the third day according to the scriptures.” (1 Cor.
15:3, 4.)

But the mere belief of facts does not make a Christian.
In becoming a Christian there is:

Something To Do

Modern theology teaches that in conversion the sinner
is a passive recipient and not an active agent; yet the ques-
tion, “What must I do to be saved?” with the answer to it,
is repeated in the Bible. The simple narratives of the book
of Acts clearly reveal what must be done to become a Chris-
tian. In the city of Philippi, Paul and Silas told an unbeliev-
ing jailer to believe on the Lord Jesus Christ. (Acts 16:
31.) On Pentecost, Peter told believers to repent and be
baptized for the remission of sins. (Acts 2:31-38.)  And in
Acts  22: 15 ,16 it is related how Ananias told the believing,
penitent Saul to be baptized to wash his sins away. To a
casual reader this would appear to be three answers to the
same question. But when it is observed that the answers to
the question begin with the condition of the heart of the
one who asked it, but end always in the requirements of full
obedience, the seeming variance disappears and the uni-
formity of the plan of salvation is clearly seen.

Something to Experience.

In becoming a Christian, it is obviously plain that there
is something to believe and something to do. But in being a
Christian there is also something to experience. Feelings
alone are not the evidence of pardon, yet rejoicing has its
place in the gospel plan. When the treasurer of Queen Can-
date  was baptized, he “went on his way rejoicing.” When the
Philippian jailer was baptized the same hour of the night,
he returned to his house “rejoicing, believing in God.”
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Paul knew that he was a Christian, and said with em-
phasis to Agrippa, “such as I am.” We may also know it.

The word of God reveals the conditions upon which sal-
vation is promised, and when these conditions are met the
promises of God are received. The evidence of pardon and
the ground of our hope is the surety of God’s word. (See
Heb. 6:17, 18.)  What surer evidence can one have than
the immutable word of God? Yet many people will put their
feeling squarely up against the plain statements of God’s
word.

But it should be emphasized that baptism is not the
end of obedience. It is rather the beginning of obedience.
The Christian life is a life of obedience. This is the practical
meaning of Christian experience. It is a Christian grace.
Paul classifies experience with such Christian virtues as
fidelity, hope, and patience. (Rom. 5:2, 3.)  With such
excellencies of Christian character abounding, the experi-
ences of the Christian life “grow sweeter as the years go
by.”
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MORALITY ALONE DOES NOT SAVE.

"All these things have I kept from my youth up: what lack
I yet?"--(Matt. 19:20.)

(December 11, 1930)

The question of eternal life is one in which every en-
lightened and normal person is interested. That “infidels
live, but do not die,” is a terse statement of fact which has
found substantiation in noteworthy dying experiences of
certain avowed skeptics and infidels. Nothing will do to
live by that will not do to die by. The death of an infidel
places a grim emphasis upon the folly of unbelief; but the
death of a Christian is the climax of life and the fruition of
hope.

And to one who thinks seriously on the question of life
hereafter, its corollary, what to do to be saved, forces con-
sideration. Instances in the Bible of these questions being
asked and answered are numerous. But there are a few out-
standing instances where the inquiring subjects were per-
sons of moral excellency. Such examples justify the main
theme of the present treatise--that the inheritance of eternal
life is not administered upon the sole condition of morality,
or mere right living. There are certain conditions which
determine the attitude of the heart and will of man toward
God which these examples emphasize.

“What Lack I Yet?"--The propounder of this ques-
tion was a prominent young ruler. It is not often that men
of such high position ask the question, and our interest
is immediately quickened. This inquirer was also very
wealthy, which is another item of interest. Moreover, he
was moral. He had met all the demands of the moral law
from his youth. And yet, despite all the personal qualities
of this intelligent, moral young ruler, he lacked a certain
condition of heart that qualifies for entrance into heaven-
that of full surrender and submission to the Lord’s will.
It is one of the tragic scenes of sacred narrative that one
so intelligent and good should fail in the final test and turn
from Christ and eternal life.
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"Ye Must Be Born Again."--There was another ruler
among the Jews named Nicodemus. He belonged to a large
class of respectable men. He confessed his faith in Christ
and intimated his desire to have a place in his approaching
kingdom. Yet to this respectable citizen, an upright, moral
man, Jesus said: “Except a man be born of water and of
the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” If this
was true of Nicodemus, is it not true of all respectable citi-
zens and moral men today? And does it not show that
morality alone does not save?

“Words Whereby Thou Shalt Be Saved."--Introducing
Cornelius to us, the writer of Acts places unusual empha-
sis upon his moral character. He was devout--strict and
conscientious. He feared God. He prayed, not occasionally
when called upon, but always. He was benevolent--gave
alms to the poor. His moral character challenges the best of
us. Yet Cornelius was not saved. Did not an angel say to
him: “Send men to Joppa, and call for Simon, whose sur-
name is Peter; who shall tell thee words, whereby thou and
all thy house shall be saved ?” Singular language, indeed, to
use to a saved man! But why send for Peter? The answer is
plain. Cornelius, the good, moral, benevolent, even God-
fearing man, had not heard the gospel of Christ. “And how
shall they hear without a preacher ?” So Peter was sent for.
Cornelius heard and obeyed the “words whereby” he should
be saved.

“A Certain Woman Named Lydia."--Lydia was a busi-
ness woman, a well-to-do woman, as indicated by the costly
goods she sold, and “one that worshiped God”--a religious
woman--in the heathen city of Philippi. The writer of the
narrative does not fail to emphasize her moral and religi-
ous character. Was she saved? Strange, indeed, if so, that
God should send two preachers across land and sea to
preach the gospel to her! And stranger still, if salvation is
the direct work of the Holy Spirit independent of the
preached word !

Briefly, but with inspired accuracy, the conversion of
Lydia is told in the following terse sentence: “And a cer-
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tain woman named Lydia, a seller of purple, of the city of
Thyatira, which worshiped God, heard us: whose heart the
Lord opened, that she attended unto the things which were
spoken of Paul. And when she was baptized.” etc. Here is
a moral and religious but unsaved woman who was required
to hear the gospel and obey it in order to be saved. That
being true of Lydia, is it not true that people may be strictly
moral, even religious, today, and not be saved?

Why Morality Does Not Save. --The Saviour of all who
are saved knows what the unsaved must do to be saved.
And he with marked and accurate simplicity said: “Go,
. . . preach the gospel to every creature. He that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall
be damned.” The Lord made no exceptions. Who of us will
dare do so? Salvation consists in doing not merely in being.
“Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter
into the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my
Father which is in heaven.” If morality alone saves the
death of Christ is void and man dictates the plan of salva-
tion.
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THE DIVINE ORIGIN OF CHRISTIANITY.

“For we have not followed cunningly devised fables, . . .
but holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy
Ghost.“-(2 Pet. 1:16-21.)

(December 18, 1930)

The existence of Christianity is a near proof of its
divinity, and its prevalence is a baffling fact to all who
would deny its superhuman origin. It is an existing reality.
If it is human ,how account for it? If it is divine, what are
the proofs of it?

We believe the evidences of its divinity are abundant
and convincing, and submit here a few among the many
lines of proofs which may be adduced to support its claims.

Consideration is here directed to five words which
form an impregnable defense of Christianity.

I. Revelation. Christianity is a revealed religion. (1
Cor. 2: 10-13.) It is coextensive with the Bible in claim
and in proof. If the Bible is inspired, Christianity is divine.
Sustain one and you prove the other. Both are of divine
origin.

The following facts will serve to introduce the line of
evidence on the divine authorship of the Bible:

First, the unity and harmony of its teaching; second,
the united simplicity and incomprehensibility of its con-
tents; third, its superior code of morals and ethics; fourth,
its ameliorating influences upon society.

If the Bible is untrue and Christianity is false, then
we have the anomaly of two lies having done more for
the world and humanity than all the so-called “scientific
truth” put together !

II. Prophecy. We share the conviction that “no unin-
spired man can accurately interpret unfulfilled prophecy.”
Yet fulfilled prophecy is an important witness to the super-
human authorship of the Bible. God uses prophecy and his-
tory to prove his Book. Prophecy is not meant for interpre-
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tation. It was meant for fulfillment, and in its fulfillment
the apostolic averment that “we have not followed cunning-
ly devised fables, . . . but holy men of God spoke as they
were moved by the Holy Ghost,” is shown to be true. There
are literally scores of Old Testament prophecies which his-
tory has so obviously fulfilled that one who would deny it is
at once convicted of ignorance or stupidity. The rise and
fall of earthly kingdoms and the desolation of ancient cities;
history of certain nations written before those nations
existed, and their destiny with detailed accuracy definitely
forecast; the names of men chronicled a century before they
were born, and their lives and fortunes with unfailing pre-
diction depicted. They are too numerous to list in limited
space. But the study of fulfilled prophecy will bring the
truth-seeker in amazement to the inevitable and only con-
clusion that “holy men of God spoke as they were moved by
the Holy Ghost.”

III. Progress. The material and social progress of the
world can be attributed only to the influence of Christianity,
and, hence, proves the divinity of its character. Materially,
an improved civilization, with homes, schools, business, and
all that forms a part of an enlightened community, is direct-
ly traceable to the influence of Christianity. Socially, the
Sermon on the Mount “put philanthropy into the heart of
the world.” Our hopsitals, orphanages, and asylums are the
result. Not even the Jews ever had such. And who ever heard
of the philanthropy of atheism! “By their fruits ye shall
know them.”

IV. Triumph. The triumph of the church over all op-
position proves its inherent power and divinity. Prejudice,
superstitions, philosophies, learning, wealth, politics, pride,
pomp, and power were all pitted against it. ‘The fires of
persecution were kindled. The sword was unsheathed and
bathed in the blood of its victims. But all opposition was
vain. Its subjects increased; its boundaries enlarged; and
in less than three centuries Christianity had not only con-
quered Rome, but had converted Rome’s citizens and enlist-
ed her rulers. In A.D. 312 Constantine became a vassal o f
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the King of kings, and in A.D. 384 the Roman Senate abo-
lished paganism and made Christianity the religion of the
State.”

V. Mowments.  The imperishable monuments of Chris-
tianity are the climax of all proof and evidence that it is
not of man. The birth of Christ reversed the calendar of
the world and has made Christianity a fixed truth in the
heart of the world. The Lord’s Supper is a simple institu-
tion, composed of material elements that “perish with the
using,” yet a monument that endures the centuries, and
which is as real and full of meaning, devotion, promise,
and hope as when first observed in the memorable upper
room on that eventful night two thousand years ago!

Christ an impostor, his disciples deceivers, the Bible a
falsehood, and Christianity a farce? Then give the world
more impostors, deceivers, falsehoods, and farces !
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THE CHURCH LOST AND FOUND. NO. 1

"And upon this rock I will build my church; and the gates
of hell shall not prevail against it."--(Matt. 16:18.)

(January 1, 1931)

The announcement of Christ to the disciples that he
would build his church and the accompanying dcclnrntion
that the “gates of hell shall not prevail against it” has been
thought by some to teach the perpetuity of the church-
that the church has existed organically and visibly in every
age and generation since its establishment. A mere refer-
ence to the well-known facts of history is a sufficient re-
futation of such unwarranted construction of Matt. 16:18.

  * *
The announcement of Christ that he would build the

church was accompanied by the prediction of his death--
“the gates of hell (hades) shall not prevail against it"--
though he should die all the powers of the hadean world
could not defeat him nor thwart his purpose to build the
church. Despite death and the grave and triumphing over
them, he arose from the dead and built the church.

The antecedent thought of the pronoun “it” in the
passage, therefore, is not the perpetuity of the church,
but the building of it. That, indeed, was the subject of
the conversation. So the phrase “the gates of hell shall not
prevail against it” does not teach nor imply the visible pre-
sence of the church through all the ages, but is only the
prediction of the death and resurrection of Christ and the
consequent establishment of his church.

* * *
In the beginning of the race of man on the earth, God

our Maker created a perfect man. Adam was God’s model,
God’s design. He was perfect physically, mentally, morally.
But he was created a volitional being, endued with the
powers of action and choice--a free moral agent. He broke
through the restrictions of divine law, and death, both phy-
sical and spiritual, was the result. Centuries of degenera-
tion have intervened, but we can mentally span the space
of time, and view the first man--man as he was, not as he
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is--man as God created him, not as sin corrupted him. And
it should be the aim of the race of man today to reattain
the innocency  and perfection of the first man in Eden.

Likewise in the beginning of that time which in the
New Testament is called the dispensation of grace, God
also created “one new man”--the church (Eph. 2:16.) The
New Testament contains the perfect description of the per-
fect church. Under the direct supervision of the Holy Spirit
in the apostles the church maintained organic and doctrinal
perfection during the period of inspiration. But after the
decease of the apostles, and the cessation of revelation, the
divine order was corrupted. The church declined; departure
and apostasy followed. Paul very definitely foretold the
apostasy when writing to the Thessalonians, of the day of
Christ. He said: “That day shall not come, except there
come a falling away first, and that man of sin be revealed,
the son of perdition; who opposeth and exalteth himself
above all that is called God, or that is worshiped; so that
he as God sitteth in the temple of God, showing himself
that he is God. Remember ye not, that, when I was yet with
you, I told you these things?” (2 Thess. 2:3-5.)

It is generally agreed that in the rise of the papacy and
the arrogated power of the pope, the forecast of Paul finds
specific fulfillment. The pope “sits in the temple of God”
at Rome. He “shows himself that he is God” in the audaci-
ous claim of infallibility. He “exalts himself above God”
in the claim of power to alter or set aside the laws of God.
He “opposes God” in the very position occupied and in every
encyclical pronounced.

Ecclesiastical historians agree that Boniface III was
the first pope, and it was in the six-hundredth year of our
Lord that the “crown of infallibility” was placed upon his
human head. One thousand years of apostasy followed. Dur-
ing this period, four hundred years of which (from the
eleventh to the sixteenth centuries) were called “the Dark
Ages,’ the midnight of the world, total darkness prevailed.
Apostasy was complete. Ignorance and tyranny of popery
reigned. The church of the New Testament, as a visible or-
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ganization, was lost--utterly lost from view--and the abom-
ination of Roman Catholicism deluged the earth.

But time and conditions brought forth noble spirits,
who, guided by Providence, fought their way through super-
stition and persecution. The first of these, Huss, Wickliffe,
and Savonarola, gave their lives in martyrdom to the cause
of freedom and enlightenment against mental and spiritual
blindness. But from the embers of their burning bodies
flashed the torch of reformation, which, under the leader-
ship of Martin Luther, was flung into all the continents of
the earth.

Here we pause, to take up the history of reformation
and restoration in our next.

POSTSCRIPT : Commenting on the third paragraph of page
63.

This “man of sin” passage is regarded as predictive of
the worship of the Roman pontiff--the pope; but it is also
regarded as descriptive of the worship of the Roman mon-
arch--the Emperor. The existing conditions portending the
siege and destruction of Jerusalem, the impending Neroic
period with its resultant persecutions, and the eventual
triumph of the church over the imperial persecutor, tends
toward the latter view; and it has consistency with Rom.
16:20 “the God of peace shall bruise Satan under your feet
shortly,” the prisoner apostle’s reference to the Roman per-
secutor, and is in harmony with similar apocalyptic descrip-
tions in Revelation.
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THE CHURCH LOST AND FOUND. No. 2.

"And upon this rock I will build my church; and the gates
of hell shall not prevail against it."--(Matt. 16:18.)

(January 8, 1931)

The rugged story and checkered history of the church
may be written in four chapters. First, the period of per-
fection, which, as previously observed, was that period of
time when the church was under the immediate supervision
of the Holy Spirit in the apostles and other gifted teachers
of the apostolic day. Then, the period of departure, which,
as set forth in a former treatise, was that period immedi-
ately following the New Testament era, when men, after
the decease of the apostles, disregarding Paul’s injunction
to “keep the ordinances, as I delivered them to you” (1
Cor. 11:2), changed the New  Testament order, the result
of which was the gradual development of the great apostasy
--that period known in history as the “Dark Ages”--the
reign of satanic terror. Truly, the church during that dark
period was lost. Next in order was the period of reforma-
tion, when the bold reformers of the sixteenth century,
denouncing the corruptions of the papal hierarchy and
emerging from the darkness which for a thousand years
had shackled them, declared their mental and spiritual in-
dependence of Rome. Last in order came the period of re-
storation, when giant intellects of the early nineteenth cen-
tury renounced denominational creeds and party affiliations
and, resolving to “speak where the Scriptures speak and to
be silent where the Scriptures are silent,” accomplished the
complete turn to the New Testament--the church found, or
restored.

It was a well-directed chain of events which led up to
the Protestant reformation. The first of these was the Ren-
aissance--the revival of learning and art--of the four-
teenth century. Then, the invention of the printing press,
discovery and product of the fifteenth century, which
greatly advanced the cause of enlightenment. Then came
the reformation of the sixteenth century, the fruit of dis-
illusionment from prevailing ignorance.
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It was here that Martin Luther, a young German monk,
appeared on the scene, preaching reforms and espousing
the cause of religious freedom. His preaching gained many
adherents, but it also stirred the hatred of Catholic priests
and incurred the disfavor of the Pope. His aim had been
to reform the Roman Catholic Church, but it was defeated.
His reformation was a failure in that it did not accomplish
its aim, and the work of Martin Luther resulted in the
formation of the first Protestant denomination. Others
followed in rapid order--Calvin in France, Wesley in Eng-
land, Zwingli in Switzerland, Smythe in Holland, and
Roger Williams in America. Thus the torch of reformation
was carried to all civilized continents of the earth, but re-
sulted only in the organization of so many Protestant de-
nominations bearing the party standard of their leaders.
So out of the corruptions of Roman Catholicism into the
discords of orthodox Protestantism the people were led, and
the New Testament church was still lost.

But we doff our hats to the worthy efforts of Luther,
Calvin, Wesley, and a legion more. They did the best they
knew, but they did not restore the New Testament church.
Indeed, such a task was not the accomplishment of one man
or of one generation. It took centuries to give birth to such
a monstrous thing as the Roman Catholic Church, and it
required centuries to be delivered from its power and de-
lusion. But Protestant denominationalism was not the solu-
tion to conditions in religion, and it did not remedy the
evil. Two centuries proved its impotency and attested its
failure. Then, out of the ranks of denominationalism arose
men who, seeing the evils of division, began to plead for
the union of all believers in Christ upon the Bible, and the
Bible alone. They battled for the principles of this Scrip-
tural plea, against the spirit of prejudice and intolerance
which had obsessed the Protestant clergy in almost as great
a degree as bigotry and tyranny had possessed the Roman
Catholic priesthood. But their cause was righteous. Their
plea was truth. Victory was inevitable. In less than one
century more adherents espoused the cause of restoring
“the ancient order of things” than enlisted under the ban-
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ner of the Lutheran reformation. Under the generalship of
Campbell and Stone men of genius and piety, such as the
Creaths, Walter Scott, John Smith, and a legion more,
ieaving the ranks of denominationalism, abandoning human
creeds and party names, united in the task of leading the
church out of Babylon and of bringing the world back to
the Bible. The opposition of the Protestant clergy to this
movement was as marked and bitter as that of the priests
against Luther, lacking only in civil power to quell the
movement, otherwise these men doubtless would have had
to choose the alternative of martyrdom to their cause or
the surrender of their plea.

But the pristine glory of the church was destined to re-
turn to fill the earth with the knowledge of God and his
kingdom, as the waters cover the sea.



68

THE CHURCH LOST AND FOUND. No. 3.

"Thus saith the Lord, Stand ye in the ways, and see, and
ask for the old paths, where is the good way, and walk there-
in, and ye shall find rest for your souls. But they said, We
will not walk therein."--( Jer. 6:16.)

(January 15, 1931)

The human tendency has always been to set up man’s
wisdom against God’s word. The history of God’s people
in every age has been one of departure and apostasy.
Hence, religious reformation has been an ever-present
need. Moses lifted his voice in constant warning to Israel,
but, with all his tearful pleading, Israel wandered from
God. Prophets were raised up to call the people back to the
“old paths” and to plant their feet in the “good way,” and
God must yet raise up men to cry against bypaths to keep
our wandering feet in the right way.

The fervent appeal of the bold prophet of the Old
Testament to “stand . . . in the ways, and see, and ask for
the old paths, where is the good way, and walk therein,”
was itself a restoration plea. It implied apostasy. The people
had abandoned the old paths for new ways, and the prophet
was calling them back. He bids them “stand . . . in the
ways, and see”--pause and think--and ask for the good
way. There are many ways, but only one good way. Jere-
miah exhorted the people to find and walk in that way, the
only way that leads to rest. But the people said: “We will
not walk therein.” They rejected God’s way. So they do
today.

Notwithstanding man’s disposition and apparent deter-
mination to have his own way, it is a plain Bible fact that
God forbids it. God teaches man his way. “For the ways of
the Lord are right, and the just shall walk in them.” (Hos.
14:9.)  God forbids man’s way. “The way of man is not in
himself: it is not in man that walketh to direct his steps.”
(Jer. 10:23.)  God curses perversion. “But though we, or
an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you
than that which we have preached unto you, let him be ac-
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cursed.” (Gal. 1:8.)  Still man dares to reject God’s word
and way in substitution of his own.

The plea to “restore the ancient order of things”
launched by the Campbells more than a century ago was
essentially, or in principle, the same as that of Jeremiah
during that period of Israel’s apostasy. It was not a quick-
ly-gotten-up scheme of a few dissatisfied zealots seeking a
following. It was the outgrowth of the research which re-
sulted from the freedom of untrammeled investigation of
the Scriptures, made possible by emancipation from the
domination of pope and priest. It was, in reality, but the
climax of the Lutheran reformation; for, as stated hereto-
fore, the restoration of the New Testament church, after
being so long lost “in the wilderness,” was not the accomp-
lishment of one man or generation, but rather the culmina-
tion of the work of several men and the events of several
centuries.

The restoration movement centered in the plea to
“speak where the Scriptures speak, and be silent where the
Scriptures are silent.” All Bible believers must at once
accept the aphorism as being a sound and Scriptural prin-
ciple. Indeed, the principle is couched in the words of in-
spiration: “If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles
of God.”

But to accept it required the abandonment of party
names and creeds. It demanded a “Thus saith the Lord”
for every article of faith, act of obedience, and item of
worship. The clergy protested. Blinded by religious pre-
judice, the people followed the clergy, a case of “the blind
leading the blind,” and the worthy work of restoration was
retarded.

When Martin Luther began his reformatory move-
ments, the Bible was covered up beneath the mass of Catho-
lic creeds, decrees, and encyclicals. The task of Luther was
to uncover the Bible, rescue it from such wreckage and
rubbish, and deliver it back to the people to read for them-
selves. This task Luther nobly accomplished. Then, strange
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but true, Luther himself wrote a creed; Wesley wrote a
creed; Calvin wrote a creed--ad infinitum. And the Bible
was again covered up beneath Protestant creed! How much
better is Protestant creed than Catholic creed? Barring
the issue of civil and religious freedom, none. Scripturally,
orthodox Protestantism is as far wrong as Roman Catho-
licism. Neither is Christianity.

So the task of those men committed to the principle of
“restoring the ancient order” and “speaking where the
Scriptures speak” was to rescue the Bible from the Protest-
ant clergy and creeds and to restore the New Testament
church in its primitive perfection. Briefly summed up,
the aim of the restoration movement was simply this: First,
to abolish every human creed for the Bible, and the Bible
alone; second, to abandon every party name for the name of
Christ; third, to require of sinners the same acts of obedi-
ence as conditions of their salvation as were required by
Jesus Christ and the apostles; fourth, to practice in the
worship only those things for which we have Scriptural pre-
cept, command, or example. And that is yet the spirit and
genius of the restoration plea.



71

THE VETERANS ARE PASSING

(FEBRUARY , 1931)

With saddened hearts we pass the word of the death of Brother
M. C. Kurfees on the afternoon of February 17. Last week’s
issue of the Gospel Advocate carried the announcement of the
forty-fifth anniversary of his ministry with the Haldeman Ave-
nue Church, Louisville, Ky. Little, indeed, could we have ex-
pected the next issue to carry the word of his death.

The life of Brother Kurfees has been distinguished by the out-
standing service he has rendered the cause of Christ, and es-
pecially has this service been signalized by his long, eventful
ministry with the Haldeman Avenue Church.

For many years Brother Kurfees was associate editor of the
Gospel Advocate. He wielded a prolific and trenchant pen
against all forms of error, but he specialized in the study of the
New Testament church, and his writings were, in the main,
directed against innovation and digression. He championed
the cause of New Testament work and worship of the church
against human societies and innovations, and to Brother Kur-
fees is due the credit of exposing the fallacious arguments of
those who are advocating such auxiliaries, expedients, and ad-
ditions to the New Testament church. There is no phase of
that issue which Brother Kurfees did not fully grasp and set
forth with perfect clarity. His arguments were final. His
scholarly research has put the facts pertaining to the use of cer-
tain words, the asserted meaning of which was urged as au-
thority for the use of instrumental music in the church, within
the reach of all, and has armored many preachers, both old and
young, for the fight against such innovation in the realm of
divine worship.

The next issue of the Gospel Advocate will feature special
articles from brethren who have long known and loved Brother
Kurfees and who will be able to give the readers the details of
his unexpected passing, together with those noteworthy inci-
dents and praiseworthy accomplishments that have marked his
eventful career.
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The veterans are passing. It sorely grieves our hearts. Only
a few remain. God spare them to us for counsel and wisdom
until the younger men have ripened into the maturity of years
and the depleted ranks are replenished.
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BETHANY, WEST VIRGINIA

(MARCH,  1931)

During a recent meeting at St. Marys a company of us
motored up “the beautiful Ohio” to Bethany,  a distance of
about one hundred miles.

The village of Bethany  nestles in the West Virginia hills,
about six miles off the paved highway between the cities of
Wheeling, W. Va., and Washington, Pa. It was there that the
movement to “restore the ancient order of things” in religion
was inaugurated by the Campbells in the early part of the nine-
teenth century. One mile from the village, on the old Campbell
farm, the modest but stately colonial residence of Alexander
Campbell yet stands apparently unimpaired. In the spacious
yard among the trees some fifty yards from the residence is a
queer, antiquated, one-room circled structure built of brick,
the recluse study of the “sage of Bethany.” Inside, the circled
wall is shelved, and the crude, homemade writing desk and arm-
chair are there as left by their illustrious tenant. Within the
walls of this strangely built “lighthouse” the giant intellect of
Alexander Campbell, reading “sixteen hours a day for forty
years,” produced the most profound writings since the days of
inspiration.

Across the old stage road, now a paved highway, on the knoll
rising immediately in front of the colonial home, a few hundred
yards away, is the Campbell cemetery, within an old-fashioned
native rock inclosure, firm and solid, as if built to endure until
the trump of God shall rend the rocks, the tombs of the dead
shiver and split, and Hades deliver its captives. Soul thrills
and heart throbs are mild expressions of the mingled emotions
experienced as we read these inscriptions among numerous
others chiseled upon the rustic slabs that mark the graves of
those sainted dead:

“In memory of Thomas Campbell, father of Alexander Camp-
bell, born in County Down, Ireland, February 1, 1763, and died
at the residence of his son, Alexander,  January 4, 1854. Aged
91 minus a few days. Many years minister of the Secession
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Presbyterian Church in Ireland and some time in the United
States. Upon arrival of his family in America, 1809, he with-
drew from the Presbyterian connection and advocated a plat-
form of primitive Christianity in conjunction with his son,
Alexander. He labored in this cause with much success more
than forty years. In Christian learning and piety he had few
equals; as a Christian minister, husband, father, as few superiors.
Strong in faith and hope, he triumphed over death and reposed
in Jesus without a sorrow or a fear. Happy the dead who die in
the Lord, for they rest from their labors, and their works do
follow them.”

“In memory of Alexander Campbell, defender of the faith once
delivered to the saints. Founder of Bethany  College. Who
being dead yet speaketh by his numerous writings and holy
example. Born in County of Antrim, Ireland, September 12,
1788; died at Bethany,  Va., alarch  4, 1866.”

While in England, he (Campbell) received word of the death
of his young son, whom he loved as Jacob loved Joseph. The
tragedy cast a shadow over his life, as the following lines in-
scribed on the grave marker reveal:

“In memory of Wickliffe Ewing Campbell, son of Alexander
and Selina H. Campbell, born June 24, 1827,  was drowned
September 4, 1837, in his eleventh year. Beautiful in person, in
mind and manner. Pious and intelligent in the Sacred Scrip-
tures, admired and beloved by all his acquaintances. Peculiarly
dear to his parents and relatives. As if destined for a higher
sphere than earth, it pleased the Lord in his inscrutable provi-
dence to take him suddenly to himself.”

The old Brush Run meetinghouse, the home of the first
scripturally organized church of Christ known (at that time) on
this continent, moved from its original site four miles from
Bethany,  now stands on the Campbell premises.* The more
commodious building later erected in the village town site has
also been abandoned. On the front of this building, chiseled in a
stone inset above the entrance in letters large enough to be read
in the distance, is “Church of Christ, 1831 to 1852,” which re-
verses the statement which has been lately made and repeated
that the designation “church of Christ” was not adopted until re-
cent years, to distinguish between loyal and digressive churches.
The term “church of Christ” was from the beginning regarded
by Alexander Campbell as the proper designation of congrega-
tions established under his preaching.
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During the lifetime of Campbell the Bethany church adhered
strictly to the simplicity of New Testament worship. Instru-
mental music was not used, and Alexander Campbell opposed
it for the same reasons that it is now opposed, as being an un-
scriptural practice. After his decease digression set in. But
after the organ was introduced into the Bethany church, Alex-
ander Campbell's aged widow demanded that it be silenced
when she was in attendance upon the services. Yet the advo-
cates of instrumental music in worship have stolen the name of
Alexander Campbell and appropriated his influence to a cause
and a practice which in his lifetime he not only did not approve,
but actively opposed. The same is true of a vast number of the
pioneers who opposed innovation in worship. It is nothing
short of crime to thus misappropriate the names and influence
of men, after their tongues are silent, for a practice they con-
demned when their voices could be heard. And God will not
hold them guiltless who have thus taken the names of his ser-
vants in vain.

Bethany  College, as well as the Bethany  church, is gone-
first into digression, then into modernism, rank infidelity. W h a t
an intluence  for primitive Christianity it could have been today
had it maintained the principles upon which it was founded!
Think of the giant preachers of the past who went out from
Bethany  armored with the knowledge of the Bible and an un-
wavering faith in it as the inerrant word of God! But once
sidestepped, there was no stopping place, and those who have
not been satisfied with plain New Testament worship, as well as
doctrine, have experienced the logical and inevitable fruits of
digression.

(*NOTE: The work and preaching of Barton W. Stone at Cane
Ridge, Kentucky, from 1790 to 1804 resulting in the establish-
ment and organization of the Cane Ridge Church of Christ, had
not become known. It was several years later that the Stone
and Campbell efforts were coordinated and merged into the
great Restoration.)
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AN UNFORTUNATE ERROR.

(March 1931)

When mistakes are made and errors occur, the only
honorable and right thing to do is to admit them, correct
them, and, if evil consequences have resulted, do everything
possible to counteract the evil.

In the Children’s Gems publication of our literature
series, date of February 22, there appeared a story, entitled
“Our Wonderful Earth,” a section of which is quoted below:

Cold is stimulating in some ways, but to man it means
an absorption in the problems of the hour, with little time
or inclination to think of progress. So the earliest civiliza-
tion was not born on the edge of the ice sheet, but in the
most fertile and comfortable valleys which the earth then
afforded. But the glaciation of Europe, which had previous-
ly been warm, throws a remarkable light on the develop-
ment of man. It was the cold that developed man, just as it
was the cold that slew the dragons, those sluggish, pre-
historic monsters of reptilian type, that had been accus-
tomed to warmth and an easy way of obtaining their food.

The man of the old Stone Age, who left his implements
in the river gravel, was an open-air creature, naked, home-
less, speechless. He was not particular about his food and
did not have to exert himself to find it, as it consisted of
lizards, snails, shellfish, eggs, etc., eaten raw. But the man
at the end of the Stone Age was a progressive being. He
had learned the art of hunting, and had been compelled to
clothe himself in skins because of the cold. For the same
reason he took to shelters in the rocks and caves, and these
became the first dwelling houses of humanity. He has left
us crude drawings on the sides of his caves, showing how
he hunted the reindeer and wild ox. When man reaches the
state where he seeks to express himself in art, no matter
how crude, he proves himself on the high road to civiliza-
tion.

The next step was agriculture. As the cold became
more severe and vegetation scarcer, it became necessary
to store food against hungry days. When man had noticed
the meaning of seed, and had sowed food near his own door,
he began to desire a permanent abode, so villages grew up.

What effect the first Ice Age had upon life, we do not
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know. The third and fourth made conditions suitable for
the mammal and the bird. The fifth stimulated man toward
progress, and so rendered the greatest service of all.

The fifth Ice Age is over, and we are coming out of it.
As these glaciated periods occur with some regularity, we
may expect the next one two or three million years from
now. If man is on the globe when the next Ice Age occurs,
he will have become such an intelligent being that it will
make little difference to him. His command over nature will
be so perfect that he will be able to live without gardens,
sheep, and cows.--East and West.

The foregoing being a specimen of rank evolution, it
is evident that some statements of correction and explana-
tion are demanded. That we may be fully delivered on the
contents of the story, let us first state with all emphasis
that we do not believe:

1. That “it was cold that developed man.”

2. That “the man of the old Stone Age was speechless.”

3. That “the third and fourth Ice Ages made condi-
tions suitable for the mammal and the bird.”

4. That “as these glaciated periods occur with some
regularity, we may expect” certain things to happen in “the
next one two or three million years from now.”

5. That cold like a great dragon is gradually encroach-
ing upon us and will “eventually extinguish life upon the
earth.”

6. And we do not believe that “the horse’s ancestors
a few thousand generations ago were only eleven inches
high and had four toes,” as another specimen of fanciful
speculation appearing in the children’s publication asserted.

7. In fact, there is but little fact, if any at all, in the
whole story, and we repudiate it as a cunning effort to
plant the pernicious theories of evolution in young minds.

How such a story crept into the children’s publication
of the Gospel Advocate’s series of literature, perhaps, may
be difficult to satisfactorily explain to some, but the fol-
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lowing statement will set forth the facts in the case:

1. The editor of the children’s lessons does not select
the stories that appear in the publication. He writes the
Bible lessons only.

2. The stories are syndicated, and for years have been
selected by the superintendent of the printing department.
Much care has been exercised through all these years, and
very few mistakes have been made in the selections. In
this instance the evolution story slipped by our superin-
tendent and got into print. The papers were mailed out,
and not until our good friend, Brother W. K. Rose, of Fort
Worth, Texas, called attention to it, did the editor of Chil-
dren’s Gems know the nature of the story that had ap-
peared.

3. As an assurance that such errors will not be re-
peated, we are glad to announce that Brother H. Leo Boles
has recently been appointed editor-in-chief of the literature
publications, and the copy for the entire series will hence-
forth be submitted to him for detection and correction of
errors. With the able staff of literature writers recently an-
nounced, and Brother Boles’ services retained as editor-in-
chief of the entire series, we feel that we have given the
best guarantee possible for a safe and sound series of Bible
lesson helps in the future.

We desire to thank those brethren who kindly critic-
ized and called attention to the seriousness of these matters;
and if it may serve to awaken a deeper sense of responsi-
bility which will result in greater diligence in keeping our
literature publications pure, then good may come from an
apparent evil.
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THE SABBATH QUESTION.

(April, 1931)

The following summary of the Sabbath and Lord's-day
questions was prepared by the writer to present in a dis-
cussion with the Seventh-Day Adventists recently in the
West. The Adventists backed off from their own chal-
lenges, as they usually do when they cannot choose their
own opponents, and the discussion was not held. Numerous
requests have come to us recently for some concise argu-
ments on the Sabbath question. Thinking this summary
may be of assistance to some who are trying to lead others
into the truth on the issues involved, it is submitted.

I. WHAT THE BIBLE SAYS ABOUT THE SEVENTH-DAY SABBATH.

1. That the covenant which included the Sabbath com-
mandment was made with Israel only.  (Ex. 20:2; Deut. 5:
15.)

2. That Israel was commanded to keep the Sabbath
because they had been delivered from the serfdom of Egypt.
(Deut. 5:15.)

3. That in giving them the Sabbath, God used the same
day upon which he had rested, or ceased the work of crea-
tion. (Gen. 2:3; Ex. 20:8-11; Ex. 31:17.)

4. That the Sabbath was not given, or made known,
until the giving of the law at Mount Sinai.  (Neh. 9:13, 14;
Ezek. 20:10-12.)

5. That the Sabbath was a sign between God and the
children of Israel. (Ex. 31:17;  Ezek. 20:12, 20.)  (Note: If
all nations were commanded to keep the Sabbath, how
could it have been a sign between God and one nation?)

6. That the old covenant made with Israel when they
came out of Egypt, which included the Ten Commandments
(1 Kings 8:9, 21))  would be abrogated  (Jer. 31:31) and
superseded by the new covenant (Heb. 8:6-13; 10:9.)

7. That the law which was “written and engraven  on
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tables of stone” was done away in Christ. (2 Cor. 3:6-14.)

8. That the law of “the handwriting of ordinances”
was “nailed to the cross,” and the Sabbath, therefore, no
longer binding upon even the Jews themselves. (Col. 2:
14-16.)

9. That Hosea, the prophet, declared the Sabbath, with
all other Jewish observances, would cease when the Gen-
tiles should become the people of God. (Hos. 2:11, 23.)

10. That the apostle Paul declared the Sabbath, with
all other Jewish observances, did cease at the cross, and
that we should let no man judge us respecting them. (Col.
2:14-16.)

11. That Christians are expressly said to be delivered
from the law containing the Ten Commandments. (Rom.
7:4, 6, 7.)

12. ‘That those who would be justified by the law given
at Sinai are severed from Christ and fallen from grace.
(Gal. 4:24-31;   chapter 5: 1,4.)

II. WIIAT  THE BIBLE SAYS ABOUT THE FIRST DAY OF THE WEEK.

1. That Jesus Christ arose from the dead on the first
day of the week.  (Mark 16: l- 9.)

2. That on the first day of the week he was thus de-
clared to be the Son of God. (Rom. 1:4.)

3. That he met with his disciples each first day of the
week between his resurrection and his ascension. (John 20:
1, 19, 26.)

4. Pentecost came on the first day of the week. (Lev.
23:15)  Hence, all the events of the second chapter of Acts
--the birthday of the church--took place on the first day of
the week. (Acts 2:1.)

5. That the Holy Spirit imbued the apostles on the first
day of the week and began his mission of conversion. (Acts
2:l-4.)
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6. That the first gospel sermon proclaiming Jesus as
the Son of God was preached on the first day of the week.
(Acts 2:22-36.)

7. That three thousand souls--the firstfruits of the
gospel  harvest  Lev. 23:17)-were added to the church
which began on that Pentecost--the first day of the week.
(Acts 2:41, 47.)

8. That the church assembled on the first day of the
week to break bread--to observe the Lord’s Supper and
other items of New Testament worship. (Acts 20:7;  Acts
2:42; 1 Cor. 16:2; 1 Cor. 11:23, 33; Heb. 10:25.)

9. That in the New Testament we have the following
new things: (1) a new covenant; (2) a new institution-
the church; (3) a new set of ordinances--commandments
(1 Cor. 11:2;  1 Cor. 14:37);  (4) a new feast--the Lord’s
Supper; (5) a new day--the first day of the week; (6) a
new word to express the new day--Kuriakos, “Lord’s day,”
a word which was never used before (Rev. 1:10.)

10. Yet, in the face of all these New Testament facts,
Adventist preachers will cling to the Seventh-day Sabbath
and seek to bind its observance upon the Christian world.

Note: The terms “Saturday” and “Sunday” are both
of human origin-mere calendar words--and do not affect
the Bible issue. We are interested only in what the New
Testament says about the “first day of the week” and the
worship required of Christians on that day.
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TITHING OR GIVING?

(MAY,  1931)

We would be far from saying anything to encourage or ex-
cuse penurious giving on the part of Christians. There is more
said on the subject of giving in the New Testament than of
faith, repentance, or baptism. Thirteen of the twenty-nine
parables of Christ are financial parables and “turn on a finan-
cial pivot.” Whole chapters in the Epistles to the churches are
devoted to the subject of giving. But it is a noteworthy fact
that the apostles did not try to emphasize the duty of giving
by preaching on tithing.

The method of reasoning employed to make tithing a part of
the Christian system is similar to the effort of the IiIethodists
to prove infant membership based on the covenant of circum-
cision, and likewise parallel with the attempt of the “digres-
sives”  to bring over the music of David and the Jews into the
worship of the New Testament.

The chief argument seems to be based on Paul’s statement
that Christ is priest after the order of Rlelchizedek,  to whom
Abraham paid tithes. The drift of the argument is: Christ is
priest after the order of R#felchizedek;  Abraham paid tithes to
3Ielchizedek;  therefore, Christians should pay tithes to Christ.
The reasoning is fallacious and the conclusion is not of logical
sequence. Christ is priest after the order of Melchizedek only
in the particular cited by the writer of Hebrews--that is, “with-
out father, without mother, without descent, having neither
beginning of days nor end of life; but made like unto the Son of
God; abideth a priest continually.” The meaning plainly is
that, like hlelchizedek,  Christ did not come of priestly lineage,
having neither predecessor nor successor in priesthood--none
before him and none after him--but “abideth a priest contin-
ually.” The reference to tithing in this passage was only to
emphasize the greatness of Melchizedek, “to whom also Abra-
ham gave a tenth part of all.” So great was Melchizedek, the
King of Salem, that even so eminent a personage as Abraham
paid him tithes.
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The careful reader can see that Christ is priest after the
order of hlelchizedek  because he is priest forever. “As he saith
also in another place, Thou art a priest forever after the order
of Melchizedek." (Heb. 56) An argument on tithing based
on this passage is too farfetched to even be interesting.

Another instance of poor exegesis is that Paul commands
us to “walk in the steps of that faith of our father Abraham,”
and we are told that one of the “steps” of Abraham’s faith was
tithing! Rlay we not ask what the other “steps” were? Tithing
is not all Abraham did. What about the offering of Isaac on
the altar, sacrifices, and circumcision? Shall we also walk
in these steps? The plain truth is that Paul did not command
us to walk in Abraham’s steps, but to walk in the steps of Abra-
ham’s fuith. To walk in Abraham’s steps would require the
doing of all that Abraham did; but to walk in the steps of Abra-
ham’s faith is simply to be guided and actuated by that same
lofty principle of unhesitating faith in doing all that God com-
mands us. “By faith Abraham . . . obeyed.” Abrahamic faith
is faith that obeys. Some brethren would have us think that
it is tithing!

Still it is urged that tithing was practiced many centuries
before the law of RIoses  was given; hence, not merely a part of
the old law. But the same is true of offerings, sacrifices, and
circumcision. Il:e are hardly prepared for such a loose line of
argument from brethren who know and preach the proper divi-
sion of the word of God on all other questions.

In the second Corinthian letter Paul devotes two consecutive
chapters to the subject of giving. He talks in terms of “abound-
ing in the grace of giving”; “readiness to will”; “a willing mind”;
“it is acceptable according as a man hath”; and “as God hath
prospered”--all these and more, yet not a word of tithing.
Thus the principles of Christian giving as set forth by Paul are
summed up in the charge: “AS a man purposeth in his own
heart, so let him give.” Paul might have simply commanded
the Corinthians to tithe and disposed of the question in one word.
Instead he uses two entire chapters teaching Christians how to
give.

Tithing belongs to the letter and legalism of the old system,
and not to the spirit and freedom of the new. The new is bet-
ter, and it is not tithe or tax, but voluntary, liberal, cheerful
giving; and God will judge the giver.
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T H E  C H R I S T I A N ’ S  T R U S T

(h,ku,  1931)

The following from Brother Thomas G. Fowler, San Antonio,
Texas, is worthy of space and warrants further remarks in this
column on the subject of the Christian’s giving.

“I read with interest your editorial, “Tithing or Giving?” I
accept your conclusion on “tithing.” B u t  q u e s t i o n :  T w o
brethren have equal expenses and equal  incomes~salaries.
Each gives as he “purposes in his heart,” but one gives twenty-
five cents and the other gives five dollars. Each gave as he
“purposed.” Did each give as the Lord would have him give?
How may a brother know when his purpose of heart is what it
ought to be? Am I to satisfy myself only? By what standard
is the purpose of heart to be measured? Do you say “as you
are prospered”? Then what percent of that prosperity? Who
is to determine the question ? I want to know that I am right.
With these questions before you, please give us another editorial
on giving.”

The question of finances is not new. It is an ancient prob-
lem. Nor is it the problem of the church only, but of every
individual and organization. Rloney is , in fact, a peculiar
commodity. It has no character of its own. It is neither right-
eous nor unrighteous. Its moral quality is derived, its charac-
ter imparted, from its owner. Its effects are varied. It will ex-
pand one heart into philanthropy and sink another into selfish-
ness. It has the shriveling, puckering qualities of a green per-
simmon. It is the nearest thing to omnipotence on earth.

The possession of money not ill gotten is not sinful. Wealth
is no more a vice than poverty is a virtue. Among God’s people
there have always been men of wealth. Abraham, David and
Solomon in the Old Testament; and Jason, Barnabas and Phile-
mon in the New Testament are examples.

There are two questions involved in the Christian’s attitude
toward money. First, how to get it; second, how to use it.
The principle that governs the making of it is honesty. “Pro-
viding for honest things, not only in the sight of the Lord, but
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also in the sight of men.” (2 Cor. 8:21.)  The principle that
governs the use of it is stewardship. “As every man hath re-
ceived the gift, even so minister the same one to another, as
good stewards of the manifold grace of God.” (1 Pet. 4:lO.)
In chemistry there is a process called alchemy--the process of
changing baser metals into the finer silver and gold. Spiritual
alchemy is changing silver and gold into something better.
That is transmutation--exchanging money for souls. (1 Tim.
6:17-19.)

How To GIVE

The fact that the New Testament does not bind tithing on
(‘hristians  is not an exemption from giving nor a palliative for
the conscience of a penurious, covetous member of the church.
The Christian’s life is a trust. The Christian is a trustee, a
steward. From this viewpoint it is not a question of how much
a Christian must give to obey God, but rather how much he
can keep and please God.

But what is the standard by which to determine the amount?
I answer: The Pauline standard--Paul’s teaching on the sub-
ject--the same standard he gave to the Corinthians. Two en-
tire chapters in the second letter to the Corinthians are devoted
to the subject of how to give. Note the following from these
chapters (eighth and ninth). Remember, the subject is how to
give. “Abound in this grace”; “readiness to will”; “out of that
which ye have”; “a willing mind”; “according to that a man
hath” ; “that there may be equality” (not some eased and others
burdened) ; “not as of covetousness”; “sow sparingly, reap
sparingly” ; “not grudgingly, or of necessity”; “a cheerful
giver”; “liberal distribution”; and “as a man purposeth in his
own heart (the purpose based on these principles), so let him
give.”

But suppose one will not so purpose? God will judge him as
he does the one who does not purpose to do other things Chris-
tians are exhorted to do. The tithing argument does not cor -
rect that evil, as the same contingency would exist.

F IRST C ORINTHIANS S IXTEEN

The subject may be abbreviated in the following outline
based on Paul’s order to the churches:

1. The command to give--“lay by him in store.”
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2. When to give--“upon the first day of the week.”

3. Who shall give--“let every one of you.”

4. How shall one give--“as God hath prospered him.”

5. Why should all give--“that there be no gatherings (collec-
tions) when I come” - - that there may be  readiness at all times
to do what is needful.

The scope of New Testament principles comes within the
range of these passages and principles. The plan is complete.
It calls for systematic, regular, individual, liberal, conscientious
giving. The result will be readiness for every good work with-
out drumming the church about Jewish tithing.

Liberal giving does not impoverish the giver. It rather cn-
riches “in everything to all bountifulness.” (2 Cor. 9:ll.) The
hIacedonians  gave “beyond their power.” (2 Cor. S3.) But
the highest example of giving is Christ himself. (2 Cor. 89.)
The Christian in whose heart the love of Christ lives will be able
to sing without mental reservations:

“Take my silver and my gold, not a mite would I withhold,
Take my life and let it be, always, only, Lord, to thee.”
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HOW MUCH CAN A CHRISTIAN KEEP?

(AlAY, 1931)

Leslie G. Thomas, Query Editor of the Firm Foundation,
gave me a scare. He says that the first “tenth” belongs to the
Lord.  We do not give that--we pay or deliver it. Giving
starts and ends in the nine-tenths. He gets around the em-
barrassing silence of the New Testament by explaining that
tithing is a principle, not a command. That is what alarmed
me. To think that for nearly two thousand years most Chris-
tians have been ignoring an eternal principle, simply because
the Holy Spirit did not bother to base a command on it. But
Brother Thomas saved the day. He explains that the tithe
under every dispensation has gone to the priesthood. That
seems to be a principle too. That fixes everything. You see,
Christians are a kingdom of priests. All of God’s children are
priests, and all of God’s children must pay a tithe to the priest-
hood, so all of God’s children have just been delivering the tithe
to the priest closest to them, to the priest in which they have
had most confidence, to themselves!

But Brother Thomas probably thought it should go to the
preachers. I am afraid his error on the priesthood is worse than
his error on tithing. It is fundamental that every Christian is
a priest in his own behalf. Each priest has a temple to keep and
sacrifices to offer. There is nobody between him and his God,
except his High Priest, Jesus Christ.

But Brother Thomas not only taught me something about
tithing and Christian priesthood, but he gave me a new thought
on stewardship. I had thought that all we had belonged to the
Lord, in actual ownership, and that all that we used for personal
purposes must be used to the glory of the Lord, and that we de-
voted a part to the Lord to be used in a special way for the ad-
vancement of his cause. I thought this was strictly voluntary.
But according to Brother Thomas the first tenth is the Lord’s

And then he taught me something on authority. I thought
we were governed by principles expressed through some com-
mandment. I did not know that eternal principles were to be
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captured when discovered running loose. There is only one
example of tithes being paid prior to the law. It was a tithe of
the spoils of war. Abraham had engaged in the war. Mel-
chisedec was greater than Abraham and he received the spoils
of war. Does that not indicate a principle favorable to war
as much as one favorable to tithing? And Melchisedec brought
out wine and served Abraham. Does that denote a principle
concerning the drinking of wine? It seems to be up to Brother
Thomas to explain which are principles and which are not, if
the Holy Spirit neglected to do so; and the Holy Spirit did neg-
lect to do so, if tithing is a principle.

And I had also thought that the greater portion of the tithe
supported the functions of government. I thought I could
bring as good argument that only one per cent went to religious
purposes as any man could that ten per cent was so used. The
tithe included taxes. If taxes be considered now, the average
Christian far exceeds the average Jew, for the average American
pays in direct and indirect taxes approximately thirty-three
percent--more than three tithes--for taxes alone!
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THE TRUTH BETWEEN EXTREMES.

(May 1931)

In establishing the identity of the New Testament
church, the necessity of being Scriptural in doctrine, wor-
ship, and name has received due emphasis. While these
essential features have not been over emphasized, there are
some other points that have been more or less minimized.

The organization of the church, for instance, is vital,
and Scriptural work is an essential feature of its identity.

I. THE DIVINE ARRANGEMENT.

The organization of the New Testament church is
simple, not complex. It is the local church with elders, dea-
cons, and members. No other organization is known in the
New Testament. The local church with elders and deacons
is a complete and perfect organization through which to do
everything God has commanded the church CLS such to do. It,
therefore, follows that any organization larger or smaller
than the local church, designed to do the work of the church,
is an infringement upon the divine arrangement and is un-
scriptural. The truth of this principle is so evident as not
to require proof to one who is familar wth New Testament
teaching.

II. METHODS OF WORK.

In the application of the above principle, however,
some have failed to discriminate between methods and or-
ganization. The church may use any expedient method of
doing anything God has commanded so long as it is a
method only. The protracted meeting is a method of saving
souls. Class teaching, sometimes called “Sunday school,” is
a method of imparting instruction, whether pursued on
Sunday or some other day. But there is a vast difference
between methods and organizations. It has been claimed
that the missionary society is only a method of evangeliz-
ing the world. That is not true. The missionary society is
an organization, an established institution, and uses meth-
ods of its own.
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It is easy to encroach upon principles, and such en-
croachments are in evidence in some of the churches of
Christ today. For instance, the Sunday school as a method
of instruction violates no Scriptural principle. Quite to the
contrary, it is the application of the Scriptures that enjoin
teaching, but prescribe no method. But when the Sunday
school becomes an organized auxiliary, functioning apart
from the church, it ceases to be a method and becomes an
organization. It is not uncommon for Sunday-school classes,
young people’s meetings, women’s Bible classes, and other
groups to function as organized groups even to the point of
maintaining a separate treasury and doing certain work
belonging to the church in the name of their group. If one
group has the right to so organize and function, other
groups have the same right, and if followed to its logical
end the congregation as an organized unit would be de-
stroyed. Such is a perversion of an otherwise Scriptural
work. When Sunday-school classes and young people’s meet-
ings so organize and function, they differ from denomi-
national B. Y. P. U. and C. E. societies only in name.

III. THE TRUTH BETWEEN EXTREMES.

The autonomy of the church--the independent exist-
ence and functions of the local church--is an accepted
principle among all who oppose the missionary societies.
But to what extent congregations can engage in coopera-
tive work without infringing upon autonomous function-
ing of the church is a question not altogether easy to de-
cide.

The truth is usually found between extremes. The
extremes in this case are, organizations that usurp the
functions of a congregation, on one hand, and an aloofness
between churches that would prohibit all cooperation, on
the other. The missionary society usurps the functions of
the church. And when an individual does the same thing
the missionary society does--namely, independently re-
ceives and disburses missionary funds for the churches--
that individual usurps the functions of the church. On the
same principle, if the elders of one congregation solicit the
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funds of other congregations for general distribution, then
the elders of one congregation usurp the functions of the
congregations whose funds they receive and disburse. It
is the same in principle as if a society or individual should
do so.

How then, and to what extent, may churches Scrip-
turally cooperate? Fortunately, we have a New Testament
example. The prophet Agabus prophesied of the famine
that should come over the world (the Jewish world, or
Judea)  ; and “the disciples (at Antioch), every man ac-
cording 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: 29, 30.) The disciples at Antioch cooperated
with the churches in Judea  through the elders in relieving
an emergency in Judea.  For one church to help another
church bear its own burdens, therefore, has Scriptural pre-
cedent. But for one church to solicit funds from other
churches for general distribution to other fields or places,
thus becoming the treasury of other churches, is quite a
different question. Such procedure makes a sort of society
out of the elders of a local church, and for such there is no
Scriptural precedent or example.

[NOTE: Before and after the foregoing 1931 editorial
in the Gospel Advocate I had written in defense of orphan
homes against Sommerism, and had repeatedly held meet-
ings where such homes were operated, such as Tipton  Or-
phan Home, at Tipton,  Oklahoma, and the Potter Orphan
Home at Bowling Green, Kentucky, and had commended
them publicly and privately and in print. Comments on
comparisons of these missionary and benevolent endeavors
with missionary societies have reference to and apply to
such organizations as the United Missionary Society and
the general Board Of Benevolence as operated by the
Christian Church denomination. I have never preached a
sermon nor have I ever written an article against orphan
homes, or against joint efforts of churches, but rather have
defended the former and participated in the latter. The
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above article is explicit on the point that one or more
churches may send money or aid to another church where
the need exists.--F. E. W. JR., 1975]
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A SEPARATE PEOPLE.

(May, 1931)

The divine idea of separation in religion is as old as
the Jewish race. God divinely determined to raise up a
people to be his own, a peculiar people, separate from all
other people, to preserve belief in the true and living God,
to prepare the race of man, then in universal apostasy, for
the coming of the Redeemer of man.

Abraham was chosen of God to be the father of the
chosen race. But idolatrous Ur of the Chaldees was not a
land to nourish such a race. Influences were overwhelming-
ly against God’s purpose to raise up a separate people.
Hence, the call of God came to Abram to abandon country
and kindred and seek a home in an unknown land. It was a
stern requirement, but the true philosophy and absolute
necessity of such a demand is seen, and the lofty purposes
of God justify the radical measure. “So Abram departed,
as the Lord had spoken unto him.” And that is the begin-
ning of separation--a separate family.

Years afterwards the posterity of Abraham, through a
series of varied providential circumstances, settled in the
land of Egypt. There they grew into a numerous race.
Their presence within the empire presented a rather omi-
nous aspect to Egypt’s Pharaoh, and, as a safety measure,
the Israelites were reduced to serfdom. Time developed that
they could not serve God in E,gypt. Their religion was con-
trary to Egyptian customs and their worship was in direct
conflict with Egyptian idolatry. Separation was essential.
God called them out of Egypt. The emancipation of Israel
was accomplished by wondrous power. A peculiar nation
was formed at Sinai, with peculiar laws, a peculiar govern-
ment, and peculiar life and relations. In keeping this law
and maintaining this separation Israel was blessed. But
when they departed, changed their government (1 Sam. 8))
served other gods (Deut. 8: 19),  and formed alliances,
they were rejected by God and subjected by their enemies.
And only after reformation did God grant them restoration.
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(Ez. 10: 10, 11. )The lesson of the story is separation-a
separate nation.

But that is not the end of the story of separation. God
still requires it--a separate church. “But ye are a chosen
generation, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a peculiar peo-
ple; that ye should show forth the praises of him who hath
called you out of darkness into his marvelous light: which
in time past were not a people, but now are the people of
God.” (1 Pet. 2: 9, 10.) As fleshly Israel was called out of
Egypt, God has called the church, spiritual Israel, out of
the world. And to retain the favor of God, the church must
maintain that separation distinct and peculiar.

1. The church must maintain separation in speech.
“Hold fast the form of sound words which thou hast heard
in me.” (2 Tim. 1: 13.) The power of a united language
is demonstrated in the Tower of Babel. It became the bond
of an apostate union which God had to break up in a con-
fusion of tongues. And it is so that unity and purity of
speech--calling Bible things by Bible names--is a bond
among Christians that will triumph over error and bring
order out of confusion.

2. The church must maintain separation in doctrine.
Paul’s charge to “preach the word” and his admonition to
“speak thou the things that become sound doctrine” need
constant emphasis today. There can be no compromise.
Jeremiah said: “My people have committed two evils; they
have forsaken me the fountain of living waters, and hewed
them out cisterns, broken cisterns, that can hold no water.”
(Jer. 2: 13.) God’s word is the fountain of living water,
our only source of truth. The creeds and doctrines of men
are broken cisterns. A compromise with error can only be
regarded as a repetition of the evils assailed by the prophet
Jeremiah in his day. The New Testament command to
“touch not, taste not, and handle not,” does not refer to
strong drink, but to “the commandments and doctrines of
men.” (Co]. 2: 21, 22.) It is a warning against flirting
with error and fraternizing with denominationalism. The
growing idea that the “church of Christ” is just a church
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among churches will prove fatal, and it must not prevail.
It is the church or nothing. It is only one way or none. Any
participation on the part of members of the church of
Christ in denominational functions can only compromise
the church and is detrimental to the cause of truth.

3. The church must maintain separation in worship.
The Old Testament injunction to “take heed lest ye turn
aside” has its counterpart in the New Testament counsel:
“Let no man beguile you, . . . intruding into those things
which he hath not seen, . . . and not holding the Head, . . .
after the commandments and doctrines of men. Which
things have indeed a show of wisdom in will-worship.”
(Col. 2: 18-23.) Self-devised worship is condemned along
with man-written creeds and man-made doctrines. The
New Testament pattern must be adhered to. The forms
and formalities of men in worship must be shunned. God’s
worship is sacred and God is jealous. He requires separa-
tion in worship.

4. Finally, Christians must maintain separation in life.
Terms of dignity are applied to Christians. The church is
“a chosen generation,” it is “a royal priesthood” and “a holy
nation.” Christians are to “show forth the praises [or ex-
cellencies]” of God who called them. But is there any visible
distinction in the lives of professed Christians today and ad-
mitted non-Christians? What is it that non-Christians do
that the majority of professed Christians are not doing?

The demand of the Bible upon Christians is to deny
“ungodliness and worldly lusts” and to live “soberly, right-
eously, and godly, in this present world.” It is a demand
for separation of life. “Come out from among them, and
be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean
thing; and I will receive you.’
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“IS BAPTISM FOR THE REMISSION OF SINS?"
( JU N E, 1931)

LVe  have a five-page folder published by George L. Hunt &
Son, of Yakima, Wash., under the above caption, which appears
to have been freely circulated, and a request from a young
Christian who received one to review it.

The folder represents about the usual type of objections to
New Testament teaching on the subject; and that we may aid
others in seeing the fallacy of such, the following strictures are
made :

1. The very title, “Is Baptism for the Remission of Sins?”
questions the plain Bible statement of Acts 2:3.8 The author
might just as consistently have entitled his leaflet, “Did Peter
Tell the Truth?” In Matthew 26:28 a similar statement is made
of the blood of Christ: “This is my blood, . . . shed . . . for the
remission of sins.” As well write a folder with the title, "Was
the Blood of Christ Shed for the Remission of Sins?”

2. The author of this treatise avers that “Christ only can
save.” True, but you cannot separate Christ from his will.
His word is the expression of his will, and his word says, “He
that believeth and is baptized shall be saved.”

3. The author then asks if salvation is by water or blood.
Answer, both. (1 John 5:6-8.) We are baptized into his death,
where we reach the benefits of his blood. (Rom. 6:1-4; Col.
2:12; Gal. 3:27.)

4. The author declares that Acts 2:38 does not teach “bap-
tism for the remission of sins.” The gentleman should study
his grammar. The passage connects repentance and baptism
with the copulative “and” which serves the purpose of a coupling
pin, joining repentance and baptism, and both “for the remission
of sins.” What the Holy Spirit has joined together, let no
preacher put asunder.

5. The learned ( ? ) author now gives a number of verses
which affirm salvation of faith and repentance, with no mention
of baptism. We can likewise find numbers of passages affirming
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salvation of baptism which mention neither faith nor repent-
ance. Such reasoning is too loose to be Scriptural. Where sal-
vation is affirmed of any one thing in any one place, it cannot
depend upon less than the thing of which it is affirmed, though
it may depend upon more-something not mentioned in that
particular place. By this gentleman’s reasoning one could
prove that neither faith, repentance, nor baptism is a condi-
tion of salvation.

6. Next we have the assertion that baptism does not pre-
cede salvation. Then the Lord Jesus Christ was mistaken when
he said, “He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved,”
and, according to the author of the treatise under review, the
Lord should have said, “He that believeth and is saved may be
baptized if he pleases.”

7. We are next told that if baptism is for the remission of
sins, it should have been made plain. To this we reply that
such is the exact statement of Holy Writ, and what other meth-
od of making it plain could have been employed? According to
this writer, I suppose, it is made perfectly plain that baptism is
not for the remission of sins by having an inspired apostle tell
us that it is. Note this parallel: Matthew 26:28, the blood of
Christ was “shed for the remission of sins.” Here we have the
same Greek phrase translated into the same English phrase--
an exact parallel of Acts 2:38. How could our author make it
plain that the blood of Christ was shed for the remission of
sins?

8. Finally, it is asserted that Paul never mentions baptism
for the remission of sins. Which proves, I suppose, that Peter
was wrong when he mentioned it. But the gentleman is mis-
taken; Paul does mention it.  (Acts 22:16; Eph. 5:25.) R e a d
it, and quit misrepresenting Paul and contradicting Peter.

9. The conditions of salvation and the order as set forth in
the Bible are: First, hearing; second,  faith third,  repentance 
fourth, baptism; and fifth, salvation. In every single instance
where these conditions are mentioned together, salvation is
mentioned last. Where faith, baptism and salvation are men-
tioned together, salvation is always mentioned last, never be-
tween. Likewise, where repentance, baptism, and “remission,”
or salvation, are mentioned together, remission is mentioned
last, never between. There is no exception.
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We are offering these suggestions in the hope that it may
correct the errors of the author of the folder, the title of which
itself is a plain contradiction of a plain inspired statement.
Peter was right and this author was wrong.
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T H E  C H U R C H  A N D  T H E  S C H O O L

(JUSI;_,  1931)

The subjects of man and education are very intimately re-
lated, if  not inseparately connected. The interrogation of
David, “\Yhat  is man?” has become the question of the ages
and the problem of the sages. But David did not leave it for
the worldly-wise philosopher, by his own ratiocination, to deter-
mine; for he answers: “Know ye that Jehovah, he is God; it is
he that hath made us, and we are his.” Man is not the creature
of chance or evolution. Made in the image of God, he possesses
reason, affection, and conscience. Lifted above the creature of
automatic instinct, he is more than a creature; he is a child of
God. \Yhat,  then, should his education be? And here, along-
side with the question, “\Vhat  is man?” is presented another of
but little less importance-\Yhat  is education? The word signi-
fies complete development. It does not consist merely in the
art of learning to read and write or to cipher. It is not the ac-
quisition of languages, living or dead. It involves the develop-
ment of the whole being--body, mind, and soul.

This view of man and his education leads to the subject of
the “Bible college”--its place and work in the field of true edu-
cation. If education consists merely in the training of the in-
tellect, we need have no concern for the establishment and
maintenance of such colleges. But it is the keenly felt need of
heart training that has brought the “Bible college” into exist-
ence. Education has its degrees; and, grammatically speaking,
physical culture is the positive degree, intellectual culture is
the comparative degree, and moral culture is the superlative
degree. Hence the demand for schools that will give emphasis
to the moral above every other line of human development.
The Bible being the greatest textbook of morals in the universe,
it is but a matter of simple reason that it should be prescribed
in the course of study by a school seeking to reach the heart, as
well as the mind. Because the Bible has thus been adopted by
such schools, they have been denominated “Bible colleges,”
while, in fact, every other branch of learning found in all col-
leges of arts and sciences is also taught.
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But the name “Bible college” has caused so much confusion
in the minds of so many that it becomes necessary to discuss
the relation of the school and the church. Let us compare the
work of the church with the work of the school in seeking to
obtain the correct answer to the question involved. The Bible
teaches that the work of the church is twofold. First, evange-
listic, pertaining to the spread of the gospel-the salvation of
souls. Second, benevolent, pertaining to the care of the poor,
orphan, or aged. This is referred to as a part of “pure religion.”
The Bible further teaches that the church is all-sufficient to
carry out this divine mission without the aid of human ma-
chinery. Any organization larger or stnaller than the local
congregation is an unscriptural organization through which to
do the work of the church. We will, therefore, permit no aux-
iliary to usurp the work of the church, and take away from it
the praise and glory. Therefore, we condemn the missionary
society as an auxiliary to the church, a human machine seeking
to do the work that God has commanded his church should do.
We pronounce it, without further argument here, as unscriptural.

What ,  then, is the “Bible college?” It is an auxiliary indeed,
but not to the church. Let us observe in this connection the
mission of the home and the duty of parents toward their chil-
dren. Solomon said: “Train up a child in the way he should
go." Paul said:  “Bring them up in the nurture and admoni-
tion of the Lord.” This is the solemn obligation of the parent
and the sacred mission of the home. But when the child reaches
a certain school age, when it must pass from the home into the
school, does the responsibility of the parent cease? Is it not
still the serious duty of the parent to select the school where
the influence of the home is continued? In this matter, then,
the school simply takes the place of the home and the teacher
assumes the responsibility of the parent. So the “Bible college,”
or the “Christian college,” or whatever you may please to call
it, is no more than auxiliary to the home. It supplements the
work of the home. Some who have not made proper discrim-
inations have wrought confusion by associating the “Bible col-
lege” with the work of the church. Others have therefore, op-
posed it on the ground that it is a “church school,” while others
think it is wrong and sinful to teach the Bible in the school.
Such a conclusion would drive the Bible from our homes also
and force the conclusion that it can be taught only in the meet-
inghouse on Sunday!
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These principles are fundamental.  Let us draw the lines
clearly. We have pointed out the central thought of subject--
namely, the school as an auxiliary of the home. This being
true, it is not the business of the church to run it. The church
is not in the school business. The only way the church can
Scripturally do its work is through the elders of the local con-
gregation. Appeals made to churches, therefore, in behalf of
schools arc wrong-fundamentally wrong-wrong in principle.
Let the school stand where it belongs, apart from the church,
as an aid to, an adjunct of, the home. Then let parents and in-
dividuals realize their duty and feel their responsibility in the
support and maintenance of them, thus making it possible for
our children and our neighbors’ children to have the training
and influence they so much need and deserve.
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THE HOME AND THE SCHOOL

(JULY, 1931)

The following from W. H. Thorp, of Middletown, Ky., touches
some vital principles. It manifests sincerity and the questions
indicate thought. We are glad to insert the criticisms with
further remarks on the subject:

“In an editorial in the Gospel Advocate of June 4, 1931, on
the subject, ‘The Church and The School,’ I find some state-
ments and reasoning that seem to me not to be above criticism.

You say that the Bible teaches that the work of the church
is twofold--first, missionary; second, benevolent. Would it
not be more exact to say that it is threefold--missionary, be-
nevolent and educational? The work of the missionary is pri-
marily the making of disciples, which requires only such teach-
ing as makes known the terms of discipleship; but ‘teaching
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you’
is a service of the church which requires Christian instruction
through the years.

Now, it seems to me that the Bible college is auxiliary to the
church in this very work of Christian education, since the Bible
is the central subject to which all others are subordinate and
subsidiary.

But, granted for argument’s sake, that the Christian college
is an adjunct to the home instead of the church, is it not then
auxiliary to a divine institution? The church and the home
are both divine institutions, and your plea is that such institu-
tions need no auxiliaries, but are complete in themselves for the
work for which they were organized.

If, then, it is permissible to have a Bible college as an adjunct
to the church in the work of education and an orphans’ home
in the work of benevolence, why not a missionary society in
the work of the evangelization?

It seems to me that the same principle which allows the one
will allow all.”

The foregoing represents a common failure to make proper
discriminations. Innovation in church work and worship has
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often found impetus in the erroneous idea that whatever is
proper in the home is permissible in the church. On that fallacy
some have sought to justify the use of instrumental music in
the church. When Paul heard that the Corinthians had turned
the Lord’s Supper into a church dinner, he scathingly asked:
“What! have ye not houses to eat and drink in?” What would
have been entirely proper in home life was not at all permissible
in the church. The same principle will apply to the work of
the church as well as its worship.

To grant that the home is a divine institution does not war-
rant the conclusion that everything related to the home may
have the same relation to the church. The state is also a divine
institution. (Rom. 13.) Shall every auxiliary of the state be
made adjuncts of the church?

The home and the church fill distinctly different spheres.
One is the sphere of moral right and privilege; the other is the
realm of scriptural authority. In the home, anything morally
right, right in itself, is permissible; in the church, only what
the New Testament authorizes, a “Thus saith the Lord.” Christ
is not only head of the church, but he is head over all things to
the church. (Eph. 1:22-23.)

Secular education is not the work of the church. But Chris-
tian men and women have the same right to conduct such
schools as they have to engage in the mercantile business, farm-
ing, banking, publishing papers, or any other honorable busi-
ness. They also have the right as individuals to teach the Bible
in such schools as in any other sphere of individual life. Such
schools should not derive their name from the Bible any more
than from science, mathematics, philosophy, and other knowl-
edge it imparts. In choosing the atmosphere in which to edu-
cate their children, it is not only the right of parents, but their
duty, to choose schools in which the influence of the home will
be continued. The teacher assumes the responsibility of the
parents and the school supplements the work of the home. It
furnishes no parallel for institutions and organizations which
supplant the church.

Whatever the church, as such, is commanded to do can be
done only through the church, and the only way to do anything
through the church is to do it through the local church, which
is the only organization known in the New Testament. The
missionary society performs the functions of the church. It
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stands between the church and the work being done. Its or-
ganization supersedes and usurps the organization and work
of the church. The missionary society, therefore, supplants--
displaces--the local church.

But individuals have certain rights and privileges. Individ-
uals may publish papers or establish schools. They do not have
to bar the Bible and religion from such in order to have the
right to operate them. But such endeavors thus conducted are
private enterprises, and the individuals conducting them have
no right to “adjunct” their own enterprises to the church.

If it were “permissible to have a Bible college as an adjunct
to the church in the work of education and an orphans’ home
in the work of benevolence,” we quite agree that it would also
be “permissible” to have the “missionary society in the work of
evangelization."* But the question assumes the point to be
proved. Nothing is “permissible” as an auxiliary of the church
which is not scriptural. And it is not scriptural for the church
to delegate its work, either missionary or benevolent, to boards
and organizations other than the church. Bible colleges and
institutional orphans’ homes cannot be made adjuncts of the
church, scripturally. The only way the church could scrip-
turally run a school or a home would be for the local church to
undertake such work through its local organization--elders
and deacons--in which case it would be the work of that con-
gregation.

Institutionalism has been a menace to congregational inde-
pendence as taught in the New Testament. It has wrought
havoc to the church in the past, and growing tendencies present
hazards for the future. The truth of this has been seen by the
more conservative element in the Christian (digressive) Church.
They are trying to swing back. But they cannot “swing”
without swinging all the way back, and the spirit of digression

(*NOTE: The context of the reference here is obviously to de-
nominational church-owned institutions--such as the boards of
missions and benevolence of the Christian Church and like re-
ligious organizations in which assessments and contributions
are funded for allocation to various missionary and benevolent
institutions, and was not then and is not now applicable to con-
tributions to the homes for orphans and aged, which the writer
has never opposed. For further reference, see comments in the
Introduction.)
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which led them away forbids their return. But not until com-
plete reformation can there be restoration.

We should study more carefully and fully the simplicity of
the work and worship of the New Testament church and re-
solve to follow apostolic teaching and example.
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ANCIENT PERILS IN MODERN CHURCHES.

(July, 1931)

The letters to the seven churches of Asia recorded in the
first three chapters of Revelation have been designated by
G. Campbell Morgan, a widely known and read Bible ex-
egete, as “first-century messages to twentieth-century
Christians.” The designation seems to be quite appropriate
and in full harmony with the contents of the letters to these
churches. Each letter sets forth a definite principle and each
church represents a particular condition. Ephesus was out-
wardly maintaining works, labor, patience, and discipline in
life and teaching. But their loyalty was outward, mechani-
cal, formal-a cold orthodoxy. They had left their “first
love”--an inward backsliding, a lack of the spirit of devo-
tion to Christ in the letter of their obedience. Laodicea was
spiritually lukewarm, proud, satisfied, independent, indif-
ferent. Sardis was dead, with nothing left but a name. How
true of some churches known to us today !  Thyatira was
faithful in word and work, but silently acquiescent to an
evil influence in the church. Pergamum was threatened by
alliances with wealth and worldliness in that center of
wickedness where “Satan’s throne” was. Smyrna exempli-
fies wealth in poverty--a suffering church, faithful even
unto martyrdom. Philadelphia was the faithful, militant,
perfect church, before which God had set an open door.

We have often heard it said that history repeats itself.
Conditions represented in these letters prevail in churches
of Christ, in principle, today.

Religious, as well as social and political, problems have
not been the same in every age and generation. Martyrdom
and persecution were the prices of being a Christian in the
first century of the church. Later came a millennium of
papal assumption, accompanied by tyranny, superstition,
and ignorance. Emerging from that benighted era came
Protestant creeds, orthodox denominationalism, religious
confusion. Then the plea for a return to the ancient order
of things. But the people were blinded by Protestant creeds,



A NCIENT P ERILS IN M ODERN CH U R C H E S 107

Lutheran, Calvinist, Wesleyan, and general orthodox views,
and those who would lay aside party names, party creeds,
and party doctrines, to “speak where the Bible speaks and
be silent where the Bible is silent,” were opposed by religi-
ous prejudice and intolerance hardly imaginable today.

While prejudice exists today in milder form, yet there
is a “tolerance” being preached that would amount to sign-
ing an armistice with all error and declaring peace with
Satan himself.

The peril today is compromise in doctrine, general in-
difference in religion, and worldliness in the church. The
recent press announcement of the union of Congregational
and Christian Churches, with a set of human by-laws and
resolutions nothing short of a new creed to govern the
united bodies, illustrates the present-day tendencies toward
compromise. The spirit of indifference finds sufficient ill-
ustration in the common sentiment expressed in nearly
every religious conversation that “it makes no difference
what one believes if his heart is right,” which is about as
rational as saying that it makes no difference what disease
one has if his health is good!

While these are the influences prevailing generally in
religion, there is one that more vitally affects the church
from within. It is not the problem of prejudice and intoler-
ance of the world toward the church, but of worldliness in
the church. An alliance with the world and mammon threat-
ened the church at Pergamum. An alliance of the same na-
ture threatens the church today--ancient perils in modern
churches. Money and pleasure are the two absorbing inter-
ests today. An avalanche of worldliness threatens to engulf
society, including the home and the church. Members of the
church freely patronize the dance, play cards, engage in
promiscuous mixed swimming at public bathing pools
(which would be better named “cesspools,” morally), and
frequent the vulgar movie and vaudeville, the parent of all
the moral laxity and social corruption of today. All such
things once under ban in decent society are now freely
practiced by prominent members of the church. Puerile
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attempts are made to defend them and puny excuses are
offered to justify them by those whose conduct in such
things nullifies the effect of gospel preaching in practically
every community today. For when the church does every-
thing the world does, how can the world be reached with
the gospel?

“What harm is there such things?” is the echo of the
question of silly Christians bent on doing everything the
law will allow. The word harm is too mild to express it.
Danger is the word that ought to be swung as a sign with
a red lantern on both sides of it over such places as a warn-
ing to those who patronize them innocently. Dancing is
based on the lust of the flesh. Argument is hardly neces-
sary to sustain the assertion to normal people. It appeals
to that part of human nature that needs no emphasis, but
constant restraint. Nobody dances merely because he or
she “dearly loves to dance.” Proof: Regulations requiring
brothers and sisters or husbands and wives to dance to-
gether, barring other partners in the dance, would soon
put dancing “out of style.” Mixed swimming is no better.
Good sense and common decency condemn the idea of men
and women swimming together in such scanty attire that it
amounts to no attire. Such pageantry of nakedness is repul-
sive to the moral sense of people who yet possess modesty.
It shocks the sensibilities of those who engage in such at the
first, and they are “timid,” but “get used to it,” which only
verifies the statement of the apostle that one’s conscience
may become seared and reach the state of being “past feel-
ing.” Parents, save your children!  Elders and preachers,
“fulfill your ministry” of rebuke, reproof, and exhortation!

What about card playing? A deck of spot cards has
always been associated with dens of vice and gambling.
If a mother claims the right to play cards in the parlor
in a game of “social gambling,” she cannot consistently
object to her son’s making the same use of a pair of dice
in the backyard--his parlor--with his companions. A
whisky bottle in a Christian’s pocket, though it contained
nothing but “soda pop,” would not be a good recommen-
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dation if carried around. A pack of spot cards is as much
out of place in a Christian’s hand as a whisky flask in his
pocket. Christians who love the Lord and his church, who
regard their Christian influence as precious to the salva-
tion of others, will cease to engage in practices that are
not consistent with the dignity of their profession and
which reproach the worthy name by which we are called.

Behind all of this worldly drift and moral decline is the
grotesque influence of Hollywood. Can anything good
come out of Hollywood? It has become a synonym for
scandal. Yet Christian parents fail to see that the “movie
caste” is casting the character of their sons and daugh-
ters. And not infrequently do we hear some Christians say
that they attend the movie for the “moral” of the picture.
About like going to the garbage can for a good biscuit!
Granting that one might be found, we prefer the cupboard
to the garbage can for good morsels of food. The same is
true regarding our attitude toward moral lessons.

But suppose everything except the moral were elimi-
nated from the movie? How many Christians would attend?
We venture an opinion that the number would barely com-
pare with the prayer-meeting crowd--about a baker’s
dozen !

Paul’s admonition to the Romans will serve as a fitting
final word:: “Be not conformed to this world: but be ye
transformed by the renewing of your mind.” In fashion
with the world or in favor with God--which?
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ARE WE ROBBING GOD?

(July, 1931)

The book of Malachi was the last message of God to his
ancient people, according to the Old Testament canon. It
is a short message of only four chapters, but is gripping
with interest. The condition of Israel is presented in lurid
light. They had despised God, polluted God’s altars, wearied
God, spoken against God, and robbed God. Yet the people
were unable to see it, and they answerd Malachi’s charges
with the question, "Wherein ?" They had rebuilt the temple,
set up the altars, offered the sacrifices, observed the feasts,
and paid the tithe. Why the prophets’ charge? Wherein were
they guilty? It was an outward, formal, ostensible service
without character or love. To appease “a god” was the sole
purpose of their ceremonies. Is it not the picture of the
present age? Thousands “go to church,” maintain outward
forms, hold orthodox views, but where is the power of
religion in the heart and life ? Therein were the people rob-
bing God, and herein are we yet robbing God.

Malachi’s bill of indictment against Israel may be
summed up in six charges, all of which find their counter-
part in the spirit of this age. Check them against the gen-
eral attitude of the church toward the service of God.

1. Profanity. (Mal. 1:6, 7.)  “If then I be a father,
where is mine honor ?"” Calling God “father” and claiming
the relation which the term implied, yet not according him
the honor, was “despising” his name. Today to claim the
relationship to Christ which the name “Christian” implies,
present gifts and services in the church, yet dishonoring
Christ in the life, is profanity. God receives and rejects
gifts as he receives and rejects the individual.

2. Sacrilege. (Verse 8.) “If ye offer the blind, .. . . the
lame and sick, is it not evil?” Sacrilege centers in giving
to God something that costs us nothing. When service ceases
to be sacrificial, it becomes  sacrilegious. God values the gift,
not by its intrinsic worth, but by its cost to the giver and
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the spirit in the giving. The widow’s mite illustrates this
principle. We cannot use the best for self and give a meager
remnant to God.

3. Greed. (Verse 10.) “Who is there even among you
that would shut the doors for naught?” Service to God had
degenerated into selfish interest. There was an ulterior
motive in every gift offered and every service rendered.
Why do we render service to God--for reward or for the
very love of God?

4. Weariness. (Verse 13.) “Behold, what a weariness
is it!” Today men tire of spiritual worship. There is a de-
mand for attraction, entertainment, and an unhallowed and
ungodly cry for short sermons. The demand might be wor-
thy of consideration but for the fact that the same indivi-
dual who is fidgety at church spends hours at the--opera and
stadium.

5. Treason. (Mal. 2: 17.) “Every one that doeth evil is
good; . . . Where is the God of judgment?” Excusing sin,
glossing over evil, lowering the divine standard of right
conduct, representing God as succoring them that do evil,
is high treason. Yet discipline in the church today is virtual-
ly an unknown and an unheard-of thing. To harbor those
who do evil and treat and respect them as though they were
good is betraying the God of judgment. He is a consuming
fire to sin and the sinner and never signs a truce with
either.

6. Robbery. (Mal. 3:8.) “Will a man rob God?  Yet ye
have robbed me . . . in tithes and offerings.” The people
were paying the tithe, yet they were robbing God “in tithes
and offerings.” God demanded not the mere tithe, the
letter of the law; he demanded “the whole tithe”--the
heart, the tithe with the heart. To underestimate now what
we can give is dishonesty toward God. But to give God our
money and not give him our heart is also robbery in the
sense of Malachi’s charge.

The book of Malachi is a picture of the church today.
It is an ancient message to a modern church. Paul told



112 THE PRESENT TRUTH

Timothy that perilous times would come, when men would
be lovers of self, covetous, proud, blasphemous, unthankful,
without natural affection, incontinent, despisers of those
who are good, and “having a form of godliness, but deny-
ing the power thereof.” How true are the descriptive ad-
jectives of conditions among men of the world today, and
the latter, “holding a form of godliness,” of members of the
church! The only remedy or hope is for preachers not to
yield to the pressure of modern demands and the lure of
worldly praise, but to “preach the word”--“reprove, rebuke.
and exhort.” The world may not hear, but a remnant in the
church may be saved.
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A DISTINCTION WITH A SCRIPTURAL DIFFERENCE

(AUGUST, 1931)

The letter inserted below is from a man who is true to the
word of God, who is interested in every good work, but con-
cerned about a certain tendency in the church to drift from
New Testament principles:

“Have re-read your editorial in the Gospel Advocate of July
2, and received new encouragement in my feeble efforts as well
as an increase of interest in the Advocate.

“Now, may I ask you to go a little further with the subject
under consideration, as there are a few points I am unable to
clearly settle?

“Since Bible colleges and institutional homes for orphans are
not adjuncts of the church and since the church holds funds
in its treasury contributed as a part of its religious duty as a
church, can the local congregation spend such funds to build
up the educational and benevolent institutions? Is there a
distinction with a scriptural difference in contributing money
to these institutions and contributing money to the support of
an orphan? Can a church not pay the hospital bill of one of
its members in an institution of which it dare not become a
stockholder or contributor to its building program? Is it not
also true that a worthy boy or girl may be educated in our
‘Bible colleges,’ and yet wrong to use treasury funds of the
church to aid in buildings?”

1. The Mission of the School. It has been previously set forth
that the school is auxiliary to the home, not the church. It is
not the duty of the church to teach sciences, mathematics,
history, economics, athletics, etc. Individuals may establish
such schools and by the same right teach the Bible along with
other courses. Wise parents choose schools that furnish such
teaching that the religious influence of the home may not be
counteracted, but continued. But such schools being on a par
with other secular and individual enterprises, such as religious
papers and publishing houses, it is not the mission of the church
to maintain them. There is certainly “a distinction with a
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scriptural difference"  between the mission of the home and the
mission of the church, though they may touch at certain points
affecting right teaching and Christian living.

Since to establish and maintain such schools is not the mis-
sion of the church (such schools not belonging to the church,
and therefore not “church schools”), the church should not be
called upon to support them nor church funds diverted to main-
tain them any more than religious publishing houses and numer-
ous other things an individual may have a perfect right to do.

Another letter, from my long-time friend and colaborer in
the gospel, Austin Taylor, of Texas, makes the proper distinc-
tion :

“It is plain enough to see that the church is to support the
truth--the teaching of the gospel of Christ. But if the church
is to support the teaching of the athletics, mathematics, geog-
raphy, etc., I would certainly like to know it. I am sure schools
do not always make enough money to satisfy those who are
running them; neither do papers receive enough money to
satisfy the publishers. I have worked for months on songbooks
that did not pay me anything. Should I call on the church to
contribute monthly to me while I am in such work? I believe
the work of the church is one thing and the Christian’s life in
dealing with individual affairs is another thing. There are many
good things people may do as Christians that the church is not
instructed to engage in.”

If the foregoing statement does not represent sound reason-
ing, I am ready to admit confusion on the point.

2. The Mission of the Church. It has also been previously
set forth that the mission of the church is twofold--missionary
and benevolent. Any organization that supplants the church,
takes over its functions, and as an organization does what the
church is commanded to do, is in violation of a plain New Test-
ament principle. Such organizations cannot be defended on the
ground of system or method. The missionary society is not a
method. It is an institution with its own working units and
organization, and uses methods, or system. It usurps the func-
tions of the church, taking the oversight of the work and the
management of funds out of the hands of the elders and deacons
of the church and placing them in an entirely different organi-
zation. The missionary society, therefore, supplants the church
in that phase of the work the church is commanded to do.
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But the church as such is also commanded to do benevolent
work. It is, therefore, on a par with missionary work, and for
the same reason the church cannot scripturally transfer the
work of benevolence to any agency or institution that takes
the work out of the hands of the elders and deacons of the
church--the local church. Such organizations would supplant
the church in benevolent work exactly as the society does in
mission work.*

This does not mean that a church cannot provide homes for
orphans and aged. The Charlotte Avenue Church, in Nashville,
has several cottages built on their own property and is provid-
ing for several fatherless families, keeping each home intact,
and it is all being done by the church through the divine arrange-
ment of elders and deacons. Other churches can do the same.
And if the burden of one church is too heavy, other churches
can relieve the burdens of that church (Acts 11:29,30); for any-
thing that one church has a right to do, another church has the
right to help it do, provided that in so doing the elders of one
church do not become agents for all the churches in certain
undertakings that extend beyond the limits of the local church.

3. Helping Those in Need. The command to “do good unto
all men, especially unto them who are of the household of faith”
(Gal. 6:10), makes it the duty of the church to help those in
need. If a family is in need, the church may surely pay the
grocery bill, without going into the grocery business. If a poor
man’s rent is due and his family must have shelter, for the
church to pay his rent would not put the church in the tene-
ment business. Likewise, if a poor person is sick, the church
may surely pay the doctor or the hospital. On the same prin-
ciple the church may help some worthy young person go to
school without going into the school business.

In each instance the church is in direct contact with the
individual and the thing being done, It is the church helping

*(NOTE : The comparison here is of benevolent boards with the
missionary boards, as church owned institutions, in which the
money of many churches is contributed and controlled for allo-
cation, dispensed and distributed by these boards to the affili-
ated institutions. These articles were not directed against
homes for the orphans and aged, and were not so applied when
written, and which the writer has never so applied. See the
Introduction.)
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the one in need--the very thing commanded. Nothing comes
between the church and the thing done.

Individuals may become interested in certain worthy enter-
prises, such as publishing religious papers and running schools,
and if they have the wherewith to engage in such, or can legit-
imately get it, well and good, but they have no right to start
anything and make it the charge of the church.

May Christians learn the divine mission of the church and
realize the error of devising human agencies to supplant the
church in fulfilling that mission. “To him be glory in the church
and in Christ Jesus throughout all ages.” (Eph. 3:10.)
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ADDITIONS

(SEPTEMBER,1931)

Nothing is more calculated to advance truth and retard error
in religion than pure speech--Bible language--among those de-
voted to the principle of “speaking where the Bible speaks.”
Gospel preachers know and emphasize this basic principle in
their preaching on all subjects, but do not seem to respect it in
reporting results of their meetings. By use of the words "addi-
tions," "responses, " "accessions," etc., readers are left to guess
how many obeyed the gospel.

It is not amiss to observe here how the apostles and New
Testament preachers reported the results of their meetings.

Then they that gladly received his word were baptized; and
the same day there were added unto them about three thousand
souls. (Acts 2:41.)

And the Lord added to the church daily such as should be
saved. (Acts 2:47.)

And believers were the more added to the Lord, multitudes
both of men and women. (Acts 5:14.)

And the word of God increased; and the number of the dis-
ciples multiplied in Jerusalem greatly; and a great company of
the priests were obedient to the faith. (Acts 6:7.)

But when they believed Philip preaching the things concern-
ing the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ, they were
baptized both men and women. (Acts 8:12.)

And all that dwelt at Lydda and Sharon saw him, and turned
to the Lord. (Acts 9:35.)

And the hand of the Lord was with them: and a great number
believed, and turned unto the Lord. (Acts 11:21.)

And Crispus, the chief ruler of the synagogue, believed on
the Lord with all his house; and many of the Corinthians hear-
ing believed and were baptized. (Acts 18:8.)

It is plain that “additions” in the New Testament were con-
versions. The growing tendency to report a large number of
“additions” when often only a few of the number were baptized
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should be discouraged, not only as a matter of fairness to the
readers, who are left to wonder how many obeyed the gospel,
but because a scriptural principle is involved. The plea for pure
speech, or Scriptural language, that we have so long and earnest-
ly been making, should be applied to reporting the results of
meetings.

The writer has held meetings where hard feelings existed
among members of the church. At a day service, in a certain
place, some time ago, nearly all members present confessed
their sins and mistreatment of one another, asking forgiveness
of God and each other. A few were baptized. While it would
have made a much larger showing to have reported a total num-
ber of “additions” to do so would not have been true to the
facts.

People are added to the church once--when they obey the
gospel. Transfers of memberships and confessions of faults
were never called “additions” in the Bible. It is known that
in some instances members of the church in certain places who
have been worshiping with the congregation for years, but who
never formally “placed membership,” are rounded up by high-
pressure methods and during the meeting persuaded to “place
membership,” and the preacher reports a wonderful meeting
with so many additions. Common honesty and a good con-
science will not allow such padding of reports.

When Paul returned from the first missionary journey, he
reported in the following manner to the church at Antioch:
“And when they were come, and had gathered the church to-
gether, they rehearsed all that God had done with them, and
how he had opened the door of faith unto the Gentiles.” (Acts
14:27.) If preachers will give more emphasis to what the Lord
does by us and less to the personal element, it will not only
look better in print, but will be placing the emphasis where it
belongs.
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APOLOGETIC
( S E P T E M B E R  1931)

Comes the word from several sources that preachers are say-
ing that none of the apostles “took baptism for a subject.” Such
a statement can only be taken as an apology for preaching bap-
tism and as an effort to court the favor of people who do not
like plain gospel preaching. It might be just as truly said that
no apostle took faith or repentance as a subject. And if the
preachers making such statements will check over their own lists
of sermon subjects, how many of their sermon subjects will they
find that any apostle ever used as a subject? Why all this soft-
ness? No man can preach the gospel without preaching bap-
tism. And if in one sermon he should read deliberately all that
the Bible says on the subject, he would preach long enough for
one sermon, and baptism would be the subject. Too much
apologetic preaching is being done. Such preaching never con-
verts anybody, and loose statements in the pulpit by gospel
preachers only lend solace to enemies of the truth and start
compromise in the church. Any Bible subject is a good sermon
subject under appropriate circumstances.

Another thing. Some young preachers were recently ex-
horted not to preach “like the old pioneer preachers did.” They
should preach more smoothly and pleasingly! Paul, a New
Testament pioneer, gave the following advice to Timothy, a
young man beginning to preach: “Preach the word; be instant
in season, out of season, reprove, rebuke, exhort with all long-
suffering and doctrine. For the time will come when they will
not endure sound doctrine; but after their own lusts shall they
heap to themselves teachers, having itching ears; and they shall
turn away their ears from the truth, and shall be turned unto
fables. But watch thou in all things, endure afflictions, do the
work of an evangelist, make full proof of thy ministry.” (2
Tim. 4:2-5.)

When a preacher begins trying to preach something new,
he usually preaches something that is not true. If we could
preach the things the pioneers preached as effectively as they
did, the world today would be stirred with the power of the
gospel and the church saved from compromise and digression.
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THE CRUCIFIXION AND RESURRECTION--
WHAT DAY?

(September, 1931)

A rather cunning but labored effort is being made of
late by certain Seventh Day Sabbath keepers to prove that
Christ arose from the dead on the seventh day (Saturday)
and not on the first day of the week.

To make the argument appear plausible, a set of
figures has been charted listing Wednesday as crucifixion
day, three days and nights in the grave, and Saturday (the
Sabbath, as resurrection day. This chart is being widely
distributed, and requests have come for us to expose its
fallacy. The effort is a tacit admission that the day upon
which Christ arose from the dead settles the Sabbath ques-
tion. Therefore, if the contention that Christ arose on Sat-
urday, the seventh day, is refuted, Sabbath keepers should
surrender the issue.

Fortunately the twenty-fourth chapter of Luke con-
tains an inspired chart of days definitely fixing, without
speculation, the day of the Lord’s resurrection, which com-
pletely destroys the Sabbath chart and shows it to be only
a lot of erroneous figuring. Note the following from the
chapter named:

Luke 24: 1: “Now upon the first day of the
week, very early in the morning, they came unto
the sepulcher.”

Verse 13: “And, behold, two of them went that
same day to a village called Emmaus."

Verses 20, 21: “Our rulers delivered him to be
condemned to death, and have crucified him: . . .
and besides all this, today is the third day since
these things were done.”

Verse 46: “Thus it is written, and thus it be-
hooved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead
the third day.”
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A casual reader can see that the “first day of the
week,” the “same day,” and the “third day” in these four
passages were one and the same day. So the third day of
this chapter was the first day of the week. Then on what
day did Jesus arise from the dead? Let Luke settle it.
Verse 46: “It behooved Christ to suffer, and to rise from
the dead the third day.”

For further comparison the reader may turn to Matt.
16: 21; Mark 10: 34; Luke 9: 22; but we need not go out-
side the twenty-fourth chapter of Luke to refute the figures
of the Sabbath chart. The issue turns on the third day. The
four verses from the twenty-fourth chapter of Luke (verses
1, 13, 21, and 46) fix the first day of the week so unequivo-
cally as the day of Christ’s resurrection that to deny that
is to deny the inspired record

We will not here discuss the crucifixion day, as that
would be but a side issue. Whatever the method or manner
of computing time, Jesus arose the third day after his
crucifixion; and the third day was the first day of the
week. All the charts and figures that men may jumble
together cannot offset these plain statements of Scripture.



122

PREACHING THE  TRUTH

(OCTOBER, 1931)

IN LOVE

We are hearing somewhat about certain “methods of ap-
proach” in preaching the gospel, which seems to mean the soft-
pedal art of “getting it over” to the hearer in such easy style
that he does not realize it--a sort of anesthetic preaching. The
apostles were not trained in that art. On Pentecost Peter’s
hearers were “pricked in their heart.” A brilliant young preach-
er in the Jerusalem church named “Stephen” preached a ser-
mon to the Jews so caustic that they were “cut to the heart,”
and they killed him. But it is better to preach one sermon like
that and die than live in the praise and plaudits of the modern
sort.

But we are softly told that we should preach in love. Paul
was the author of the admonition, “speaking the truth in love,”
vet to one who was opposed to the truth and sought to turn
people from the faith he said: "O full of all subtlety and all
mischief, thou child of the devil, thou enemy of all righteous-
ness, wilt thou not cease to pervert the right ways of the Lord ?"
(Acts 13:10.) He was accused of “turning the world upside
down,” of being a disturber of peace, of clashing with other re-
ligions, opposing other parties, and unsettling things generally.

Preaching the truth in love does not mean that the preacher
ought to sentimentally love all people so well that he will let
them die in disobedience and go to hell rather than say any-
thing to nettle their feelings or stir their consciences.

Paul charged a certain young preacher to “reprove, rebuke,
exhort.” Some preaching heard and heard about these days
would make one think Paul had said “exhort, exhort, exhort”!

The man who loves the truth does not have to try to preach
it in love. A young man once asked a veteran preacher how to
best prepare himself to preach. The pioneer preacher, known
for his plainness in preaching, said: “Get brimful and running
over with the word of God, and it will come out.” We add that
the methods, the gestures, and the love will take care of them-
selves.
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THE EVILS OF MAJORITY RULE IN THE CHURCH

(OCTOBER, 1931)

The tendency toward democracy, or majority rule, in the
churches is becoming markedly visible. The will of the majority
rather than the will of God is the fast-prevailing sentiment.
The spirit of religious anarchy rather than submission to “them
that have the rule over you” is growing. It is epidemic. A s
blown by a stiff wind, conditions in one church spread to an-
other.

The evils of majority rule in the church have always been
decried by men of experience, Bible knowledge, and spiritual
discernment.

It was one of the errors in denominational bodies which
Alexander Campbell sought to correct. He referred to the
popular-rule government of the Baptists as “fierce democracy.”
According to “the fierce democracy of congregationalism (ma-
jority rule), all are equally rulers and the office (elders) of which
Paul spoke is extinct.” And “there never was a community
(a church) that got along peaceably and profitably for any
length of time that presumed to settle matters of discipline by
a public vote in public assembly. Such societies (congregations),
as have advocated this wild democracy have either broken
themselves to pieces or greatly dishonored and injured the pro-
fession. No family, church, or state could be long kept in order,
in harmony and love, under such an economy.” (Millennial
Harbinger, 1940.)

E. G. Sewell said: “Churches should never set out to carry
things by majorities.”

David Lipscomb said : “A church in which majorities rule
is not a church of Christ.”

E. A. Elam wrote a tract against it entitled “Shall the Ma-
jority Rule?”

But as in society, so in the church, the younger generation
is bent on breaking away from long-established and time-tested
principles.
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The duties and qualifications of elders as set forth in the
New Testament are within themselves against the majority-
rule contention. The word “elder” denotes age, experience,
knowledge, and piety. It takes years to grow elders in the
church. They are not made overnight as a candidate tnay be
elected to an office. And they cannot be unmade by a sort of
a “referendum-and-recall” action of a majority. If so, then
elders can be disposed of as often as a preacher may work up
sentiment in the church against them.

Men become qualified for elders gradually, by Christian
growth, and their recognition is the result of their attainments.
It is not difficult to go into a congregation and by observation
pick out its elders. Majority rule in the church is wrong in
principle, fundamentally wrong. Applied to the family, parents
would be helplessly in the minority. Yet, in churches where
the majority rule has been in operation, young members, un-
informed members, worldly members, who do not know any
more about what the church ought to be than a year-old child
knows what it ought to have, are given as much voice and au-
thority as elders and others of experience and knowledge.

The evils of majority rule are obvious and may be summed
up in a number of counts.

First: It does not discriminate between experience and in-
experience, nor regard knowledge as anything. It thus violates
the New Testament principle that some by experience are more
capable of discernment, possess more knowledge than others,
and should teach, while others of less experience and knowledge
should be taught. “For when for the time ye ought to be teach-
ers, ye have need that one teach you again which be the first
principles of the oracles of God; and are become such as have
need of milk, and not of strong meat. For every one that useth
milk is unskillful (without experience) in the word of righteous-
ness: for he is a babe. But strong meat belongeth to them that
are of full age, even those who by reason of use have their senses
exercised to discern both good and evil.” (Heb. 5:12-14.)

Second : It makes elders subject to the church instead of
the church being subject to the elders and reverses the New
Testament principle: “Obey them that have the rule over you,
and submit yourselves: for they watch for your souls, as they
that must give account, that they may do it with joy, and not
with grief: for that is unprofitable for you.” (Heb. 13:17.)
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Third : It is the parent of the ballot, or vote, method, and
becomes the occasion of politics, electioneering, instructing
children and young people “how to vote,” all of which results
in division of sentiment and is contrary to the New Testament
injunction: “Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of
our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and
that there be no divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly
joined together in the same mind and in the same judgment.”
(1 Cor. 1:10.)

Fourth : It encourages preachers to disregard and ignore
the elders and cater to the wishes of a majority in the church.
Thus it has come to pass that any preacher of average ability
and personality can work up a sentiment against the elders in
almost any church and with his majority-rule doctrine divide
the church, in flagrant violation of the New Testament com-
mand to “know (recognize) them which labor among you, and
are over you in the Lord, and admonish you; and to esteem
them very highly in love for their work’s sake. And be at peace
among yourselves.” (1 Thess. 5:12,13.) Some opposition to
elders in Paul’s day must have called forth this timely admoni-
tion.

Fifth: It breeds anarchy in the church, leaves the church
in a state of uncertainty, without permanent leadership, and is
against the New Testament admonition to the elders to “take
heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the flock, over the
which the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers (bishops), to
feed the church of God which he hath purchased with his own
blood.” (Acts 20:28.) Arguments against unqualified elders
do not apply here, because the same contingency can and does
exist, and is even more likely to exist, with the majority rule.
It is not the cure for the condition.

Sixth: The demand for the majority rule always comes from
an uninformed and unruly element in the church, not from pious
consecrated people who are contented to worship God in spirit
and in truth, or from preachers who think that to be “the min-
ister of the church” is to hold office of high authority and who
do not respect the authority of elders over them. It is, indeed
strange that these preachers will recognize the authority of
elders when the elders engage them, but refuse to recognize the
authority of the same elders when it is thought best for them to
leave. Such preachers take work with a church upon the au-
thority of the elders, but insist on staying with the church by
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majority rule. Almost any preacher who is a “good mixer” can
put it over with women, young people, and generally indifferent
members whose interest has been revived to “take sides.” And
this is a perversion of everything the New Testament teaches
on the duty of members of the church to the elders. “Likewise,
ye younger, submit yourselves unto the elder. Yea, all of you
be subject one to another, and be clothed with humility.”
(1 Peter 5:5.)

Seventh : In short, the majority-rule heresy is entirely too
political to be Scriptural. Politics in government is bad, but in
religion it is sad.

One of the oldest, largest, and most respectable churches
recently had trouble--with a preacher. Members took sides.
The preacher canvassed the membership, rallied his supporters,
secretly organized his voters, and at a meeting of the church,
without the foreknowledge of the elders and other older mem-
bers, passed the ballots, and in political-convention style, at-
tended by cheering and handclapping voted the elders out. People
who did not attend church twice a year were rounded up to vote.
Young people and others who did not know what it was all
about, except that they must “stand by the preacher,” were
told when and how to vote. Women spoke out in open meeting,
making nominations for new elders, while older and more pious
members of the church looked on, and wept, or went away.
But be it said to the credit of some who were “elected” that
they refused appointment to such sacred trust and position in
the church of God by such a farce.

And this happened in a church of Christ--the fruits of ma-
jority--rule doctrine! Such occurrences as this should awaken
us to the fact that the use of instrumental music and missionary
societies are not the only forms of digression threatening churches
today.
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“THE FIRST CHURCH OF CHRIST”

(DECEMBER, 1931)

That the only distinction which can be Scripturally made
between one body of Christians and another is in point of loca-
tion should have been accepted ere now by members of the
church as an axiomatic Scriptural truth. Yet many Christians,
even some gospel preachers, seem oblivious to the truth of it.
We are putting handles on to the church which neither designate
nor signify location or locality. Just to be known as a plain
church of Christ is not enough for some of our churches now.
They are more important; they must take unto themselves the
title, “The First Church of Christ.” What does this “First”
church title signify? We know what is meant when a man
speaks of his first wife, but this cannot be the inference. We
also understand the term as applied to business institutions,
such as “The First National Bank.” But applied to the church,
what does it mean? If it is the “first” church in the former
sense, it implies a second church of Christ. If it is used in the
latter sense, then it can imply only rank or importance; and how
can we know which congregation ranks first with Christ? For
one church of Christ in a city or community to assume a pre-
eminence even in name over another involves a vital error and
infringes upon a fundamental principle. Jesus said to his dis-
ciples: “Ye know that the rulers of the Gentiles lord 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.” If no rank or preeminence
was allowed among the apostles of Christ, how shall it be coun-
tenanced among churches of Christ?

It may be said that “First Church of Christ” only suggests
that a certain congregation was the first one established in a
certain city or community. But why embody such a sugges-
tion in the name of the church? What prior right or recogni-
tion does it give a church because the members of it were the
first to come to town? Neither the Jerusalem church nor any
other New Testament church claimed any such priority in name.
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On the same principle it is possible for a church to become
too “central.” If the word “central” is used to designate or
signify the center of a certain populated area, justification may
be possible; but if it is “central” among other churches as the
other is “first” before others, or as the hub is the center of the
wheel and other congregations are mere “spokes,” it is entirely
out of line with the nature and simplicity of the church of Christ.

When a congregation has a small and humble beginning,
these prominent titles and distinctions are seldom thought of
or desired; but as they become large and attain unto a certain
degree of recognition, titles to denote standing and prestige are
in demand. If the church is Christ’s, is that not enough? Why
“First” church of Christ? Digressive churches in some sections
have discovered an advantage in being called “Church of Christ”
over their generally accepted appellation, “Christian Church,”
and have accordingly abandoned the “Christian Church” name;
but in so doing they could not afford to become second to any-
thing, so they have adopted in many places the title, “First
Church of Christ.” This is to be expected of digressive churches
and denominations, but it is entirely too suggestive of rank or
rivalry to be acceptable to plain Christians. For loyal churches
of Christ to develop such a tendency to drift from the “sim-
plicity which is in Christ” is painful.

Perhaps a careful reading of the many references to the
church in the New Testament, attended by as much thought,
would serve to impress us that Christians should “hold fast the
pattern of sound words” and use “sound speech, that cannot
be condemned.”
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HENDERSON, TENNESSEE.

(December, 1931)

There are a few names of men and places which are
familiar to all who have kept stride with the century-
old movement to restore the ancient order in religion. Among
such are Henderson, Tennessee, and the men associated in
the work of that center of Christian activity.

Special interest in Henderson dates back to the year
1886--fifty-six years ago--when the old West Tennessee
Christian College was begun by Brethren J. B. Inman and
R. P. Meeks. This school took the place of an old Masonic
Institute and was one of the oldest schools established in
Tennessee for the purpose of teaching the Bible in con-
nection with literary work.

In 1890 Brother N. B. Hardeman entered this school
under Professors Lewellen and Duncan, and graduated in
the spring of 1894. The following year Brother A. G. Freed
took the presidency of the West Tennessee Christian College,
in which Brother Hardeman continued for a limited time,
doing some special work under Brother Freed. Freed and
Hardeman then became associate professors in the Georgia
Robertson College at Henderson in 1897, and labored to-
gether until the year 1905, when Freed went to Denton,
Texas, to head the Southwestern Christian College, and
Hardeman became principal of the public schools of Hend-
erson.

The present Freed-Hardeman College was built in
1908 under the name “National Teachers’ Normal and
Business College,” and again Freed and Hardeman joined
efforts in the cause of “Christian education.” In 1919 the
school, which was owned by them, was sold to a board of
trustees and took its present name. Freed and Hardeman
continued their labors together as president and vice presi-
dent of this institution until 1923, when Brother Freed
went to David Lipscomb College, where he remained until
the close of his career. It was about this time that the
Ryman Auditorium meetings were held. Evangelistic de-
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mands on Hardeman were such that he obtained leave of
absence from the school and entered the evangelistic field.
Two years later he resumed his connection with the school
as its president, which position he yet holds in the school
which bears the names of Freed and Hardeman in historic
significance of the joint labors of these brethren over a
long span of years.

Other men who have been important factors in the
growth and influence of this school are L. L. Brigance,
I. N. Roland, C. P. Roland, and W. Claude Hall. Brother
Brigance has been with the school from its early days. He
has, indeed, been Hardeman’s right arm, and Brother
Hardeman does not hesitate to attribute much of his suc-
cess both in the school and in his preaching career to the
strength and counsel of Brother Brigance. Brother C. P.
Roland came into the school at a later date, but is recognized
as a potent factor in its present work and success. During
Hardeman’s two years’ leave of absence W. Claude Hall
was selected to steer the school through a trying period,
assisted by Brother C. P. Roland. Later, Brother Hall be-
came president of Cordell Christian College, in Oklahoma.
He is now devoting his entire time to the work of preaching.

Freed-Hardeman College has had a steady growth.
New buildings and equipment have been added all along to
meet growing demands. The most recent is Gray’s Hall for
boys, built by Paul Gray, of Detroit, just before his un-
timely and unexpected death.

The writer has just recently enjoyed a most delightful
meeting with the Henderson church. The services were
conducted in the college auditorium, it being the most spaci-
ous meeting place in the town. The immense crowds that
gathered and the unusually large number to obey the gospel
are tributes to the work and influence of the church and the
school in Henderson and surrounding country. Among the
number baptized was as fine a group of young men and
women as it has ever been the writer’s joy to see obey the
Lord.
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Wherever such teaching has been done in schools, the
cause of the Lord has flourished. It was so when Paul
taught in the school of Tyrannus, as a result of which “all
Asia heard the word.” Truly, the brethren who are sacrific-
ing to carry on such work in this and all other schools like
it merit the cooperation and substantial support of all who
are interested in the welfare of the rising generation.

In a closing word it is proper to say that not all the
interest of Henderson and community has been centered in
the activities of the school. The Henderson church comes
in for a prominent and vital share. The church was estab-
lished there in 1871 under the labors of Knowles Shaw. In
1878 the organ was introduced over the opposition of a
minority. Majority rule prevailed. The “Christian Church”
held the property. The minority acquiesced for a time in
the hope of saving the church. But in 1901, through the in-
fluence of A. M. St. John, Brother E. A. Elam was invited
to Henderson for a meeting. The elders of the “Christian
Church” forbade his preaching in the building. Brother
Elam preached in a Baptist church. He succeeded in show-
ing many of these brethren the error of their way, and
after the meeting many of them left the “Christian Church”
and began meeting in the courthouse. Later they erected a
meeting house. A discussion of the instrumental-music ques-
tion was precipitated, and the Stark-Warlick debate was
held. In this debate digression in Henderson met its Water-
loo. The New Testament order of worship and practice
gained ascendenc y, , and has held it until now.

The church in Henderson, as well as the school, yet
has potential possibilities, and from them a wide area of
people may be reached by the gospel. Where schools exist,
there is always a danger of coordinating the work of the
school and the church, with the attendant danger of the
school overshadowing the church. They are distinctly sep-
arate. They fill a separate sphere. The school is not an
adjunct of the church. It is just as much of private inter-
est and control as is the home, and, properly considered,
supplements the work of the home. Is it right to teach the
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Bible in the home ? Then, why not supplement that home
teaching in the school? Yet, while avoiding the extremes
of anti-college hobbyists, brethren should exercise care that
the school shall not infringe upon the church. The church
is the Lord’s; the school is man’s. All individual interests
are subordinate to the church, that Christ “might have the
preeminence,” and “unto him be glory in the church and in
Christ Jesus throughout all ages.”
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A GREAT MAN HAS FALLEN THIS DAY.

F. B. Srygley

(December, 1931)

Arvy Glenn Freed was born in Saltillo, Ind., in 1863,
and died in Vanderbilt Hospital, Nashville, Tenn., at 3:10
P.M., November 11, 1931. This span of sixty-eight years
gives us the period of the earthly life of a great man.

The above caption is almost the language of David
when he said to his servants concerning the death of Abner:
“Know ye not that there is a prince and a great man fallen
this day in Israel?” This same language can be applied to
our dear brother, A. G. Freed. He had but recently laid
down his armor when he died. He held meetings through
the college vacation till the new term opened and then went
back to the schoolroom and took his place with his classes.
He never complained, except a few times before he took
his bed. He said to Sister Freed: “I feel tired.” He did not
know that a fatal disease was rapidly destroying his life.
The physicians did all they could for him and tried to
operate, but in doing so they learned the truth that there
was no hope of his life. He worked patiently and uncom-
plainingly till almost the end. Brother Freed was a great
and good man.

“Lives of great men all remind us,
We can make our lives sublime.”

I would like to paraphrase that couplet by writing it: “The
lives of good men all remind us that we can make our lives
sublime.” True greatness includes goodness, and there is
no real sublimity in greatness that is not good.

Brother Freed was good and great because he knew
and loved the Bible as the word of God. The English pre-
mier, Gladstone, who himself believed the Bible to be the
word of God, said he knew sixty-five master minds, and all
but two of them had diligently and faithfully studied the
Bible. This book is the source of true greatness. Brother
Freed learned the Bible and loved it, and he had a true
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conception of the New Testament church, and this fact
made him great. He knew the church, not as a denomination
or a party in religion, but as the body of Christ, the king-
dom of heaven, over which Christ is King. A clear concep-
tion of the New Testament church and a familiar know
ledge of the Bible will make a great man. He not only knew
the church theoretically, but he knew it in practice. He
not only knew the Bible as the best of literature, but he
knew it and obeyed it as a guide to his life.

In manners and true politeness, Brother Freed was a
prince among men. His manners distinguished him as a
good and great man on any and all occasions, He was a
fine logician, and, therefore, a good and safe defender of
the truth. He made but few arguments in a debate, but he
made them to stand. He never ran away from an argu-
ment; and if an opponent expected him to do that, he was
sure to be disappointed. He studied his positions well before
he made an argument, and therefore he was ready to defend
them. He was kind and courteous to an opponent, but he
was severe in his arguments; yet he made his strongest
arguments with a smile of satisfaction upon his face. He
loved the truth above anything else; and while he usually
gained a victory over his opponents, he debated for truth’s
sake and not simply for a victory. He was willing to be
persecuted in an honest effort to see the truth prevail, and
was, therefore, willing to pay the price in order to defend
the teaching of God’s word. If it be true that there is a
tendency on the part of many to dodge and decry honest
controversy, I am glad that so many young men of this
generation came in contact with the life and the example of
A. G. Freed. He followed that injunction of the inspired
writer who said, “Ye should earnestly contend for the faith
which was once delivered unto the saints.” If it had not
been for such men as A. G. Freed, who contended for the
truth against all error, many of our young men who are
opposing honorable controversy by calling it “wrangling”
would today be in the meshes of Roman Catholicism or
some other form of sectarianism. Truth in the hands of a
competent man never suffers from an honest investiga-
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tion, even in a public discussion, while error thrives better
when covered up and is allowed to remain quiet and un-
molested.

Brother Freed was a great teacher, and he could impress
himself upon his students as well as almost any man I ever
knew. He was clean in his life, pure in his thoughts, and
lofty in his aspirations. No student could be long in his
presence or in his classes and not imbibe his manly ways.
His wife, who knew him best, said to me: “I never heard
him use an ugly word.” He lived a high and exalted life--
just such a life as would lift the young upward and make
them desire to be great in goodness themselves. He was a
typical Christian gentleman, a great teacher, an honest de-
bater, a good preacher, a faithful husband and father; in
fact, he was, above all, a true Christian. It seems that we
are losing good and great men very rapidly. Strong men
are falling, and we can but wonder who will take their
places. One year ago to a day, and almost at the same hour,
Brother F. W. Smith left us, and since that time Brother
M. C. Kurfees has gone, and now we bid farewell to another
great man, Brother A. G. Freed. Many are the hearts of
his old students that are sad today, and we join with them
in their grief. To his faithful wife and daughter I extend
my sympathy in their saddest hour. May the God he
served so faithfully be a husband and father to them. They
have had many pleasant days with him, and he has left
them the legacy of a faithful life. It will not be long till they
can meet him--“in the sweet by and by.”
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RETROSPECTIVE AND PROSPECTIVE

(DECEMBER, 1931)

The old year is dying. The new year is dawning. It is a
time for reminiscence and resolution. The one relates to the
past, the other to the future. Concerning the former there are
some things to be remembered and there are some things to be
forgotten. It would be folly to linger either on the summit or
in the valley, except as the future may be blessed by reminiscence
in the fruit of good resolutions it may yield.

Some one has painted a word picture of an old man, pale and
frail, standing on bleak, icy hills, leaning in decrepitude upon
the arm of his last surviving but dying child--the Departing
December. His sandals are old and worn. His garments are
tattered and torn. His locks are frosty and gray. And his form
is wasted. His name is the Old Year. To us he is Old Man
1932. He belongs to a family whose genealogy presents the
world with no two contemporaries. The birth of one is always
preceded by the death of the other. And wailing requiems over
the death of the old, dying on the air, turn into the songs of
lullaby over the cradle of the new.

The old year is gone, but his footprints are left. Many a
lovely babe fondled and caressed by a happy, hopeful mother
last New Year is not here. Some beautiful girls and bounding
boys whose smiles and shouts of laughter enlivened the home a
year ago are not with us now. Various articles of personal
ownership, now unclaimed--toys, books, clothing, or an empty
room--are mute reminders of their presence with us and make
us weep anew. An old armchair is empty in the corner--some
of us are fatherless and motherless. One and all, they gathered
up our affections and carried them away, in consequence of
which we love the earth less and heaven more.

No year ever passes without some one dying whom we knew
and loved. The name of every succeeding year is engraved
upon the marble in our cemeteries. “1933” will be chiseled
upon the tombstone that marks the head of some of our graves.
Death is an officer that no money can bribe, that no power can
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resist, that no skill can evade. The pale horse and its rider
cross the threshold and waft loved ones away whether in the
bloom of youth or in the gray of years. “What is your life? I t
is even a vapor, that appeareth for a little time, and then van-
isheth away.” Life is a vapor. So is the rainbow. So is the
fog of the morning. How short and uncertain, then, our days!
“We spend our days as a tale that is told!” What kind of a
story are you weaving into the fabric of your life? Whether
long or short, it may be worth reading. It is not the length of a
life or of a story that makes it worth-while. The greatest Life
that was ever lived was only thirty-three and one half years,
and the greatest stories were his parables. So we should not
stay the stride of time, if we could but labor to make life a story
worth reading, whether long or short.

T HE T ASK A H E A D

The new year brings renewed responsibilities. We are one
year nearer the goal of life, and we have one year less time to
finish the work of life. The task, viewed as a whole in the bulk,
appears gigantic, but the “door of faith” opens unto us and
bids us enter. The world is having a shaking up religiously.
The people are sick of denominationalism. The world is hungry
--not for a religion of theory, but for the gospel of Christ.  It is
not a religion of social service the world needs, but the religion of
soul saving. The church is neither a humane society nor a
social-uplift organization, nor yet an institution for moral re-
form merely. Other organizations may vie with the church in
the doing of those things. But in the work of preaching the
gospel and saving souls the church is within her own realm with-
out competition. Good deeds and charity cannot be offered as
substitutes for salvation. A man may need a change of clothes,
but he needs a change of heart worse. He may need a physical
bath, but the “bath of regeneration” is infinitely more impor-
tant. The supreme mission of the church is soul saving. The
greatest passion of every Christian should be the passion for soul
winning. “He that winneth souls is wise.” But some members
of the church are too busy winning prizes!

There are many centers of population and education from
which gospel influence should radiate. There are forty-eight
States in the United States with their many provinces. The
capital of each State and county is an “open door” through
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which large cosmopolitan areas may be reached with the gospel.
Thinking of missionary work need make no one seasick. The
United States needs evangelizing, and our English-speaking
neighbors in the great Dominion of Canada. Herein lies the
present task and duty of the church. It requires men and
money, as well as the message. We have the message. The
men are available. Churches can and should provide the money
and send the preachers. The New Testament plan and method
is all-sufficient. It is perfect. Elders to oversee, deacons to
serve, preachers for the ministry of evangelization--the best
system ever devised, the divine system, and all made possible
by Christians “laying by in store” on the first day of the week
as they are prospered, if they will only do it.

OUR STRENGTH AND OUR  WEAKNESS

Taking the country as a whole, the churches of Christ are
in comparison with denominationalism, numerically and ma-
terially weak. It has ever been so with God’s cause. But it
has ever been true that God has turned weakness into strength.

The undenominational plea of the churches of Christ has
been felt, and is being felt, all over the world. The church of
Christ is undenominational, nondenominational, and antide-
nominational. It is not a denomination, nor is it of denomina-
tions, and it is aggressively against denominationalism. The
aim of Christians is not party conquest and victory, but truth
and salvation. A complete return to the original, to restore
the doctrine, worship, and work of the New Testament church,
is our aim, and this has been our strength wherever the plea is
known.

Another element of strength lies in the fact that to us all
error has looked alike. Consistently opposed to all denomina-
tional error, the churches of Christ have been looked to by the

 religious world to produce men to champion the cause of the
Bible against infidelity in the field of polemics. It took Camp-
bells and McGarveys to consistently and successfully oppose
infidelity in the past century. Denominational affiliates could
not do it. This is a recognized fact and is an example of weak-
ness turned into strength.

But there is a converse truth. If weakness may be turned
into strength, strength may be, and often has been, turned into
weakness-and among ourselves.
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First, if that distinctive, undenominational gospel plea has
been our strength, to lose sight of it and become a church among
churches will turn that strength to weakness-and how great
will be that weakness! TO affiliate or flirt with denominations
can only compromise the gospel and weaken its power. As the
reforms of Ezra and Nehemiah required the complete severance
of foreign affiliations, marriages, and even in speech the aban-
donment of the language of Ashdod, so today nothing short of
the complete separation of the church from denominationalism
can fulfill the demands of the gospel.

Second, the lack of consecration, as well as doctrinal com-
promise, will weaken the church. It has been charged that we
are a people “all doctrine and no heart,” and perhaps an ap-
parent lack of devotion has been partly responsible for the
charge. But if the charge be in a measure true, it is not true
because of too much doctrine, but rather too little spirituality.
Loyalty and devotion to the church--not so much to men--is
great in its need today. A true Christian will not be “moved
away from the hope of the gospel” or in any way sidetracked
by men and their little movements.

Third, the lack of unity is always a blight to the cause of
Christ. The evangelization of the world is not an accomplish-
ment of division. It is the achievement of unity. Sects and
parties are as unscriptural within the church as without. We
cannot effectively preach unity and practice division. We must
cease to strive about “words to no profit, but to the subverting
of them that hear,” if the world shall be evangelized and the
church itself saved. Let us return in practice, as well as in
theory, to the doctrine of unity. Then the prayer of Jesus shall
have been observed; Christ shall have been exalted above sects,
parties, men, and movements; the church shall have been freed
of all factious spirit and party barriers and unity will have pre-
vailed. Lord, hasten the day!
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THE MOUNDSVILLE, WEST VIRGINIA DEBATE

(JANUARY, 1932)

Friday, January 22, 1932, the Moundsville, W. Va. newspaper
featured the following announcement:

“ SERMON ON M USIC A TTRACTS THRONG THURSDAY E V E N I N G.”

“The crowd at the revival meeting in the Christian church
Thursday evening packed the house at seven o’clock, over-
flowed into the auxiliary Sunday school rooms and stood about
the walls and then there were many that were turned away for
lack of standing room. The subject of the sermon by Evangel-
ist Sam P. Jones was, ‘Seven Bible Reasons Why It Is Right To
Use Instrumental Music in the Worship of The Church.’

“In his introduction the evangelist said that he was reared in
and baptized in a church that opposed the use of instrumental
music in worship and for years he had opposed such things as
unscriptural till he came to realize that there were many other
things such as hymn books, meeting houses, baptistries, etc.,
that were not mentioned in the scriptures but perfectly proper
to use. Thus he came to study the whole question from the
Biblical viewpoint as a whole.

“The reasons given were in part as follows: Music is a God-
given talent that has been conferred on man made in the image
of God and must be used to the glory of God. It is either a God-
given or devil-given talent and if a devil-given talent it is wrong
to use musical instruments anywhere. But it is a talent that
God has given as he has given us the power to think, speak,
sing or write and so must be used for God. The second reason
is that it was used in the worship of God antedating the Jewish
law. At the deliverance from Egypt, the people of God praised
him by musical instruments and the ten commandments were
given to the tune of music.

“The next reason is that God commanded and endorsed in-
strumental music in the worship of the Jews. When the ark
was brought to the temple they praised God with instruments
and another record is given where the priests and Levites praised
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God singing with instruments unto Jehovah. Again and again
the Psalmist requires the use of musical instruments in the wor-
ship of God and even the prophet Habakkuk had a prayer set
to music.

“Thus we find that Jesus and his apostles had a background
of fifteen hundred years of use of musical instrument in worship
and no record is found where they found fault with its use.
Since it was commanded by God and no record is found of this
command being revoked it could not have been obnoxious to
Jesus. It was no part of the ceremonial law that was nailed
to the cross and is therefore as much a part of the worship as
singing and prayer. The very word, in the New Testament
means fundamentally to play on a musical instrument and
from that it came to denote singing accompanied by instru-
mental music.

“The final reason is to be found in the description of heaven
where there is the mention of the playing of trumpets and harps
praising God forever. This brings us to the conclusion that
musical instruments in the worship of God are acceptable and
pleasing to him.”

WE CHALLENGE

THE CHURCH OF CHRIST, 210 Cedar Avenue, Mounds-
ville, West Virginia--Does not and the true Church of
Christ of which we read in the New Testament, never did
use mechanical instrumental music in the worship of God.

We have submitted the following proposition for public
discussion to those who are preaching that it is right to
use mechanical instrumental music in the worship of God
today :

“Mechanical instrumental music in the worship of God
today is authorized by the New Testament scriptures.”

A f f i r m e d  b y  . . .
Denied by The Church of Christ

So far this challenge has not been accepted even by
those who are preaching that it is right to use it. Why?
We are subjects of Christ. The New Testament is our law
book. Why not accept this challenge that you have in
your possession?

In the spirit of Christ we are also willing to discuss
publicly any other difference that may exist.
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The foregoing advertisement in the daily newspaper of
January 23, 1932. On January 28, 1932, C. D. Plum replied to
the newspaper article.

REPLY TO MUSIC CHALLENGE

The following Sam P. Jones challenge was published in the
newspaper:

First: Be it known to the public at large, and the Church
of Christ, 210 Cedar Avenue, in particular, that on January
21st, the writer, while preaching in defense of instrumental
music in worship, invited and challenged any one, then and
there to come forward, or stand where they were, and read any-
thing in the Bible from Genesis to Revelation, that condemned
the use of the instrument in the worship of the MOST HIGH

GOD. No one responded. It was publicly announced that
this would be done several nights before the sermon was preach-
ed. Word was sent the opposition that they would be given a
chance, to read, without comment anything in the Bible that
condemned the instrument in worship. He said then, and he
says now, either put up or shut up.

Second: A proposition--For every verse you will read from
the Bible, without comment, that specifically condemns the in-
strument in worship, the writer agrees to read five from the
Bible, without comment, that approves its use in worship.
Nothing shall be said by either side by way of explanation or
argument. Two disinterested parties shall preside to see that
both sides say nothing, and read nothing but the Bible. The
writer will meet you on this proposition Sunday 3 P.M. Place:
Church of Christ, 210 Cedar Avenue. If you will accept this
proposition you may communicate with me at once. The writer
will not entertain a counter proposition. He did not come here
for a debate, but to hold a revival meeting. And again, he says,
put up or shut up.

Third: On January 23rd, when four men from the opposition
presented the challenge appearing in the papers on that date, to the
writer in his room, he stated to them then, that he would affirm
the seven propositions of his sermon in public discussion, at some
future date, as his time was already engaged for several months,
If the Church of Christ, 210 Cedar Avenue, would pay him
$100 for his services, plus his traveling and entertainment
expenses. And as you have not accepted my proposition, I



THE M OUNDSVILLE D E B A T E  143

take this means of letting the public know where I stand on the
question. This is a matter between you and the writer. The
Christian church has nothing to do with it. You started the idea
of a debate on the question. Now, put up or shut up.

When you have decided to accept either or both of the above
propositions, submit your acceptation to me in writing, and
then publish, “We accept.” And if you do not accept, do not
go around saying, “Sam Jones won’t meet us.” For you know
better and the public knows better. Signed, SAM P. JONES.

Brother Plum’s reply to the Jones challenge was as follows:

To THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH AND SAM P. JO N E S:

The Church of Christ, 210 Cedar Avenue, in all kindness, in
the spirit of Christ, and in love for truth and fairness, makes
this reply to your three point statement made in the Mounds-
ville papers, Thursday, January 28.

First: If a public discussion of the music question had been
permitted at the Christian Church on that Thursday evening,
January 21, then the Church of Christ would have had a man
there to represent the truth. C. D. Plum agreed to dismiss the
meeting in St. Marys that Thursday night and be present to
reply. He was privately warned by an officer of the Christian
Church that no such discussion would be permitted.

Second: You seem to be so opposed to a public discussion
that you want to appoint two men to guard you that you do
not have one. Where do you read your five scriptures that favor
mechanical music in the worship of God, in the church today?
You do not find them in the New Testament, Christ’s Law
Book. (Matthew 17:5.)  You read them in the Old Testament.
The Seventh Day Advents will read twelve scriptures to your
five from the Old Testament part of the Bible commanding the
observance of the seventh day Sabbath. Why don’t you keep
the Sabbath? Other religious people will read twelve to your
five from the Old Testament commanding the burning of in-
cense. Why don’t you burn incense? The Old Testament
scriptures teach that animals should be offered in sacrifice. Do
you do this? Christ’s death took these all away. (Col. 2:14-17.)
We are under Christ, his law. (2 John 1:9; Heb. 1:1-2.)

Three: Your money is waiting for you Bro. Jones. You
have agreed to affirm the following: “The seven propositions
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I presented in a sermon at the Christian Church, Thursday
evening, January 21, authorize the use of Instrumental Music
in the worship of God in the church today.”

Affirmed by. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Denied by The Church of Christ

Please sign this proposition we are submitting today. It is
very unfair of you to ask the Church of Christ to pay for this
discussion, especially during these times of depression. It is
very unjust for you to ask us to pay you $100, plus expense,
and plus entertainment, for only a two or four night’s discus-
sion. You are a member of the Christian Church. Why don’t
they pay you? We will pay our representative. Since you
preached this sermon in their house, we are wondering if they
are afraid you cannot defend it in public discussion. Or is it
possible that with all their unscriptural means of raising the
Lord’s money that they are not able to pay you? However, if
the Christian Church will endorse you and this discussion, we
will pay you $100, plus legitimate expenses, but not one cent for
entertainments. Walking Bibles certainly come high but we
will pay when the goods are delivered. The genuine Bible
has its right divisions, with different things for different ages.
The Walking Bible doesn’t seem to know this. (2 Timothy
2:15.) Your price is higher than thirty pieces of silver, but if this
is your price--we accept as above stated. Set your time and we
will see if the time is agreeable. Elders of the Church of Christ,
210 Cedar Avenue. Signed: C. D. PLUM

It is proper to state that Sam P. Jones started the whole mat-
ter leading up to this challenge. When he was in a meeting
with the digressive church in Moundsville he preached a sermon
in the Christian Church on “Seven Bible reasons why it is right
to use instrumental music in church worship.” This proposed
debate is the result of what Jones started.

The debate agreement was drawn between Sam P. Jones,
Evangelist, Cleburne, Texas, and Church of Christ, Mounds-
ville, West Virginia, and the Party of the first part, Sam P.
Jones, of the Christian Church, agreed to affirm in public
discussion against any representative of the party of the second
part, either in June, July, or August, 1932, exact date to be set
later, at Moundsville, West Virginia, the following propositions:

(1) The fact that instrumental music is a natural God-given
talent, in the same class, with thinking, speaking, and singing,
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approves its use in the public as well as the private worship of
the Church today. (2) The fact that God endorsed Its use in
his worship before and during the giving of the Law, on M t .
Sinai, approves its use in Christian worship today. (3) The
fact that God endorsed its use in the worship of the Jews ap-
proves its use in Christian worship today. (4) The fact that
the Old Testament Scriptures nowhere condemns, but every-
where commands and endorses the use of instrumental music
in the worship of the Most High God, approves its use in the
Christian worship today. (5) The fact that Jesus, and the
apostles, and the first converts of the church, all belonged to a
nation that had used the instrument in the worship of God for
over 1,000 years; and the further fact that they all lived and
died without forbidding its use in Christian worship, approves
its use in the worship today. (6) The fact that the Greek words
psallo and psalmoi are used five times in the New Testament in
connection with Christian worship approves the use of instru-
mental music in Christian worship today. (7) The fact that
instrumental music is, or will be in heaven, approves its use in
the worship of today.

At this stage of developments the elders of the Moundsville
Church, through Brother C. D. Plum, honored me with the in-
vitation to represent them in this debate, and they received
immediate acceptance with permission to sign my name to the
negative of the seven sophistical arguments stated in illogical
affirmative propositions, and the arrangements were finally
consummated despite the difficulties in dealing with an egotis-
tical, arrogant opponent.
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“A WALKING BIBLE EVANGELIST”
( JANUARY 1932)

The above startling caption is the way “Sam P. Jones, A.B.,
A.M.,” a Christian Church preacher, of Cleburne, Texas, ad-
vertises himself. He furthermore very modestly tells the people
that his name is listed with other Texas celebrities in “a late
Texas history,” giving the “book, chapter, and verse” where
his name is found in " ‘Texas Under Many Flags,’ Volume 5,
Page 71, published in 1930 by the American History Society.”
Moreover, he is “a namesake of Sam Jones,” the other noted
evangelist, who, it seems, received his greatest honor when
Samuel Porter Jones was christened! We are told that he
“reads whole books as well as whole chapters by memory.”

Flattery breeds vaunting, and egotism is wont to grow bold
and reckless. At Moundsville, W. Va., Sam Jones, the second,
preached a sermon on “Seven Bible Reasons Why It Is Right to
Use Instrumental Music in the Worship of the Church.” He
fired a broadside at the church and called on any man in the
crowd to “read without comment” any verse in the Bible that
“condemns” instrumental music, and in turn he would read five
that “approve” it, as if the Bible might condemn it in one verse
and approve it in five!

Brother C. D. Plum and the Moundsville brethren called his
hand. A vigorous exchange in the local newspaper resulted in
propositions for a public debate. Refusing to reduce his prop-
osition to the affirmation that instrumental music in Christian
worship is Scriptural, or is authorized by the New Testament
Scriptures, Jones proposed to debate nothing except the seven
arguments of his sermon, and submitted them in the inelegant
“put-up-or-shut-up” proposition. The brethren decided to “put
up"” and here are the propositions, the original Jones “Seven
Bible Reasons” :

Debate agreement between Sam P. Jones, Evangelist, Cle-
burne, Texas, and church of Christ, Moundsville, W. Va.:

The party of the first part, Sam P. Jones, evangelist, Cleburne,
Texas, agrees to affirm in public discussion against any represen-
tative of the party of the second part, either in June, July, or
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August, 1932, exact date to be set later, at Moundsville, W. Va.,
the following propositions :

1. The fact that instrumental music is a natural or God-given
talent, in the same class with thinking, speaking, and singing,
approves its use in the public as well as the private worship of
the church today.

2. The fact that God indorsed its use in his worship before
and during the giving of the law at Mount Sinai approves its
use in Christian worship today.

3. The fact that God commanded and indorsed its use in the
worship of the Jews approves its use in Christian worship today.

4. The fact that the Old Testament Scriptures nowhere con-
demn, but everywhere command and indorse, the use of instru-
mental music in the worship of the Most High God, approves its
use in Christian worship today.

5. The fact that Jesus and the apostles, and the first converts
of the church, all belonged to a nation that had used the instru-
ment in the worship of God for over one thousand years, and
the further fact that they all lived and died without forbidding
its use in Christian worship, approves its use in the worship
today.

6. The fact that the Greek words “psallo” and "psallmoi" are
used five times in the New Testament, in connection with Chris-
tian worship, approves the use of instrumental music in Chris-
tian worship today.

7. The fact that instrumental music is, or will be, in heaven
approves its use in the worship today.

The debate will be held at Moundsville, August 16 to 20.
Brother Plum is himself abundantly prepared to meet any op-
ponent of truth; but having two other discussions on his hands
in the near future, he thought it expedient to have the brethren
secure another for this work. The writer was not hard to per-
suade.
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THE MOUNDSVILLE DEBATE

(F. B. SRYGLEY, In  Gospel Advocate)
( SEPTEMBER 1932)

This debate was held at Moundsville, W. Va., between
Brethren Foy E. Wallace, Jr., and Sam P. Jones, from August 16
to August 20, 1932. The subject of the debate was the use of
mechanical instruments in the worship of God. Brother Jones,
of the brethren who use the instrument, was trying to prove
that its use in Christian worship is Scriptural, while, of course,
our Brother Wallace was denying it. Brother Jones worded
what he called seven propositions, which were really only seven
arguments to prove the one proposition. The propositions
themselves prove that he is not a logician.

What he called his first proposition was: “The fact that
instrumental music is natural or a God-given talent, in the
same class with thinking, speaking, and singing, approves its
use in the public, as well as the private, worship of the church
today.” Brother Wallace showed that there were many other
things just as natural as playing an instrument, and the same
argument would support these as well as instrumental music.
If this assertion is true, it would not have been necessary for
God to give any instruction on the subject of worship; but he
could have said, “Act natural!” Brother Wallace showed also
that in worship we should walk by faith and not by natural in-
clinations, and that this position would approve the worship of
the Jew, the Catholic, or even pagan worship.

Jones’ next proposition, as he called it, was: “The fact that
God commanded and indorsed its use in his worship before and
during the giving of the law at Mount Sinai approves its use in
Christian worship today.” Brother Wallace insisted that the
fault in Jones’ logic was that he had no major premise; that if
he could establish the major premise, that everything that was
in the worship before and at the giving of the law should be in
Christian worship, his conclusion would follow and the argu-
ment would stand. All things that were in the worship before
and at the giving of the law should be in Christian worship.
Instrumental music was in the worship at that time; therefore,
instrumental music is Scriptural in Christian worship. But
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Jones had never even attempted to prove the major term of his
proposition. Brother Wallace showed that animal sacrifice
was before and after the giving of the law, and still Jones would
not contend for animal sacrifice.

Brother Jones’ third effort at an argument was: “The fact
that God commanded and indorsed its use in the worship of the
Jews approves its use in Christian worship today.” Brother
Wallace showed that this argument failed exactly like the other.
Jones had no major premise. They burned incense in the Jew-
ish worship. W o u l d  Jones contend for the burning of incense?
Jones said logic was not in the Bible, and he did not believe in
it very much, anyway. This statement was very convincing
to us all. Other arguments were that the Old Testament ap-
proved its use, and that Jesus Christ and the apostles belonged
to a nation that used instrumental music in their worship, and
they never condemned its use. Brother Wallace showed that
they belonged to a nation that burned incense in their worship,
and their children were born in that covenant. Why would not
Jones’ argument support the burning of incense in Christian
worship and infant membership in the church? Brother Wal-
lace asked several very pertinent questions, and at the first
Jones promised to answer them as he progressed with his argu-
ment. He made an effort to answer one or two, but his answers
were turned against him with force, and he finally told Brother
Wallace to answer his own questions.

Jones’ sixth argument was on the use of the word “psallo.”
He seemed to be contending that “psallo” had undergone no
change from its root meaning. Brother Wallace granted this,
and he granted that some instrument was necessary in "psallo-
ing”--that, according to the definition of the word, one could
“psallo” his hair by pulling it, or his beard; or the carpenter
could “psallo” his carpenter’s line; but that Paul had named the
instrument when he said making melody (psalloing) with the
heart. Paul had named the instrument, the human heart, and
not a mechanical musical instrument. Perhaps the most telling
argument on this question was made by Brother Wallace when
he showed, of the forty-seven scholars who translated the King
James Version and the one hundred and one who translated the
Revised Version, there was no disagreement among them when
they translated the word to “sing,” to “make melody in the
heart.” Jones had set all these aside and depended upon his
own ability to translate the word differently. Brother Wallace
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told the audience that they could not go home and take their
English Bible and read “to play upon an instrument.” It was
Jones and 0. E. Payne, a “Christian preacher,” against the
scholars of the world. This was an argument that all could see
and understand. Such contentions of would-be scholars only
tend to lower the Bible in the estimation of the ordinary listener.
These brethren got their instrumental music before they did
the argument with which they are trying to satisfy themselves.
Jones made no effort at a reply. The truth on this question was
made to stand out in its beauty and power.

Jones’ last and final argument was: “The fact that instru-
mental music is, or will be, in heaven approves its use in the
worship today.” Brother Wallace contended that the book of
Revelation consisted of much figurative or symbolic language,
and that it was a very unsafe position to contend that mechan-
ical (man-made) instruments would be used in that spiritual
realm. Jones quoted Revelation 14:2: “I heard the voice of
harpers harping with their harps.” Brother Wallace read from
the Revised Version : “As the voice of harpers harping with
their harps.” He also stated that the text used by Westcott and
Hort, the book that Jones had introduced, had the word “as,”
showing it was a figure rather than the statement of a fact.

There were from twenty-five hundred to three thousand peo-
ple present, but there was the best of behavior, except on the
last night during Brother Wallace’s last speech. Mrs. Jones,
the wife of the debater, arose and tried to interfere by stating
that she could answer Wallace’s questions. Brother Wallace
quoted ; "Let your women keep silence in the churches . . . .
And if they will learn anything, let them ask their husbands at
home." But he added: “Perhaps Sister Jones knows that her
husband does not answer questions.” The moderator asked
the lady to be quiet, saying that Brother Wallace did not come
there to debate with a woman, and she kept silent till the speech
and the debate was over.

Brother R. F. Schmucker, a Christian preacher from McMech-
en, W. Va., and I were the moderators. I found him to be a
fair man, and we had no differences in our efforts to preserve
order. He expressed himself as agreeing with Brother Wallace
in many of the important points in the controversy. He said
it took too much twisting for Brother Jones to even attempt to
prove his position, and he (Schmucker) was no twister himself.
I have hopes that he will accept the truth on the music question.
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From my way of thinking, the debate was a complete success
for the truth, and it is bound to do good, not only in that church
and town, but in the country around. There were thirty or
more preachers present at the debate, and they were from dif-
ferent parts of West Virginia and Ohio, with several from other
States.

Too much can hardly be said for the liberality and the hos-
pitality of the church at Moundsville. The preacher there,
our good brother, C. D. Plum, did all that he could, both for
the debate and for those who attended it from a distance. It
was through his untiring energy and bravery that the debate
was brought about. Brother Jones held a meeting there in the
recent past, and he preached on the subject of instrumental
music in Christian worship, in which he had many things to say
about those who did not use it in their worship. Brother Plum
went after him in the secular paper. Jones made conditions
which it appeared that he thought Plum could not accept.
Some of the conditions were that Plum had to pay for the use of
the tabernacle and give him (Jones) fifty dollars for traveling
expenses and one hundred dollars for debating five nights, and
his pet phrase was, “Put up or shut up.” A less courageous
man would have given it up, but Brother Plum and the brethren
of Moundsville carried it through. The Lord will reward them.

In Jones’ last speech he announced that he would preach on
Sunday morning on the subject of instrumental music in Chris-
tian worship at McMechen. Brother Wallace stated to the
brethren of the Christian Church that, if they would permit
him, he would reply to him Sunday afternoon and would not
expect them to pay him anything for so doing. One man spoke
up from his seat and said: “I am a member of that church, and
I invite you to come up and reply to him.” Another of his
brethren said : “I am also a member of that church, and I ob-
ject to your doing so.” They had some controversy over it,
and it ended by their refusal to allow Brother Jones to preach
on that subject. It seems that the organ has always caused
trouble.
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CONCERNING ELDERS AND PREACHERS

(FEBRUARY, 1932)

The following request from a good friend and erstwhile school-
mate will justify the insertion of an article written three years
ago. More recent observations and experiences have not mod-
ified, but rather confirmed, the viewpoint of the article. Brother
Wilkerson is himself a busy evangelist. His experience has
been wide and varied. He has had opportunity to observe the
drift of the times and senses the danger in the particular ten-
dencies of the article. His judgment is valued and his indorse-
ment appreciated. Only for whatever good it may accomplish
do we pass on to this column Brother Wilkerson’s letter, with
the short articles requested.

2135 North Broadway, Springfield, MO., February 2, 1932.--
My Dear Brother Wallace: While looking through my files to-
day I found an article written by you to the Christian Worker
of January 17, 1929.

At the time the article first appeared I thought it was much
to the point, and I have not changed my mind regarding it.

You wrote it when you were living in Los Angeles and before
you became editor of the Gospel Advocate, therefore had in
mind conditions as they may appear anywhere. Yet, if I have
correct information, the article directly applies to some places
just now; and if you see best, I would be glad for it to be given
a place on the editorial page of the Advocate. It contains “my
sentiments,” for I believe it is true to the Book.

Your long-time friend and brother in the Lord,
C. L. Wilkerson.

ELDERS AND PREACHERS

Much has been said of late, both in the pulpit and the press
in criticism of the elders of the churches. Some of the things
being said are rather harsh in tone and matter. The preachers
seem to think that the elders are in a pretty bad way. Read-
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ing their criticisms, I have wondered that if the tables were
turned and the elders should begin to write up the preachers,
if the elders would not have more to talk about than the preach-
ers have. Should some capable elders begin such a series of
articles, my prophecy is that the preachers would soon be
silenced.

Cases of trouble in the churches over the eldership that have
come under my observation usually find origin in some preach-
er’s disregard for the authority of elders, or in his effort to
“hold a job,” or in the preacher’s disposition to “run the church.”
I have also observed that as long as the preacher thought the
elders were “for him” and willing to let him “run things” they
were all fine and good; but when the preacher “felt himself
slipping” and indications were that he would not be asked to
continue with the church “another year,” the elders all at once
became an ignorant, self-willed, sorry, and unqualified set of
elders! The preacher then feels it is his duty to “warn” the
church against the encroachments of “so-called elders” (a
favorite phrase of all elder-critics), and he proceeds at once to
stir up a sentiment among the members against the elders. This
is sometimes done by circulating petitions asking the elders to
resign, and in some instances by a majority vote seek to oust
the elders from office and install new ones--the new ones, of
course, to favor keeping the preacher!

This spirit of anarchy is spreading and needs to be checked.
It is being talked that elders are only leaders, or advisers, having
no more authority or capacity of rule than any other Christian.
God said they were “rulers,” “elders,” “bishops,” “shepherds,”
and “overseers’‘--not mere advisers, or members of some preach-
er’s cabinet. It is also being taught that all matters of concern
to the congregation should be submitted to a majority vote of
the church. This process enables the preacher, if he is a “good
mixer” and good-looking to get all the children and young
people lined up on his side and outvote the older members.
Thus young members, mere spiritual “babes,” who do not know
any more about what the church needs than a year-old child
knows what it ought to eat, are given as much power and con-
trol in the church as the elders of it. This majority rule idea is
one of the first symptoms of anarchy, which wise elders will
“nip in the bud” at its first appearance in the church. Brother
E. A. Elam well remarked that the call for a vote is equal to a
call for division.
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Suppose we exchange elder rule for preacher rule, would the
condition be improved? I surmise that it would be about as
bad a bargain as the children of Israel made when they deposed
wise and good Samuel, overthrowing God’s own system, and
inaugurated the young and handsome Saul. Some good old
elders who are being made the target of preachers who have
evidently failed to get their way have more sense about running
the church than all the critic preachers put together.

This practice of berating the elders is dishonoring to God
and not calculated to strengthen the church nor help the preach-
er who indulges. It has reached the point where elders should
use caution in the selection of preachers, else have a divided
church within a year; and once division comes, how hard it is
for perfect peace to be restored!
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BIBLE COLLEGES VS. MISSIONARY SOCIETIES.

BY JOHN T. HINDS.

(February, 1932)

A Texas querist sends in a number of questions design-
ed to bring out the differences, if there be any, between
Bible colleges and missionary societies formed by churches
as a medium through which to conduct their missionary ef-
forts. Not having space for all the questions, I am abbrevi-
ating them, but trying to give the essential points they con-
tain.

1. Should Christian Schools originate with elders of
local congregations? If not, why not?

2. If not, where does an individual get authority to act
for a group larger than a congregation?

3. How is the board of trustees to be appointed to act
for “us” (the brotherhood in general) in the matter of
Christian education?

4. If such board of education can act “for several con-
gregations in the matter of Christian training,” why not
the same or similar board act for several congregations in
receiving and forwarding missionary funds?

5. Are you sure that all of “our schools” are private
property? If so, how can they become “our schools"--
public property?

6. If the trustees are not held accountable to the elders
of some local church, who is to try them for heresy should
they digress ?

7. If “our colleges” are distinct from the church, to
what extent should a local church be censured for the failure
of one of “our schools”?

I ask the readers’ attention to a few general matters
before I offer direct answers to the above questions. First,
the necessary distinction between individual and congrega-
tional work. The congregation, as a unit, under direction
of elders, engages in religious activities--worship, preach-
ing the gospel (including missionary work, and charity). It
is reasonably presumable that the individual, being a part of
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the congregation, will give most of his efforts in these
works through the congregation. But some individual work
in these fields is his priviledge, and sometimes a necessity.
Emergency cases of need give place for individual charity ;
private teaching is often his privilege and duty. He has
the right to prepare and distribute tracts, books, and papers
as he sees proper as an individual effort for the general
good that may come to the church. Unless this is conceded,
every book written on religious matters as an individual
effort  is a violation of the Scriptures, and every religious
paper will have to immediately suspend publication or the
editors and publishers be branded as sinners. Legitimate
individual efforts, then, do not conflict with congregational
efforts.

Since there is no Scriptural authority for, and churches
of Christ do not have, any general organization (as con-
ferences, synods, or associations) to officially bind together
congregations of the whole church, then it is utterly impos-
sible for the church of Christ as a body to start or maintain
church schools. Before such a thing is possible the church
will have to formulate some general delegate organization to
officially control all congregations. Then the church can
start and maintain schools, not before.

The words "us" and "our" and similar expressions
should be definitely understood. Their loose use is re-
sponsible for a lot of misunderstanding, not to say mis-
representation. To speak of “our” schools is precisely the
same in meaning as to say “our” papers. A free use of
“our,” of course, but equally so in each case. It does not
mean in either case that the church officially owns or con-
trols either papers or schools, but rather that both are
run by church people as independent efforts which it is
hoped will be of general benefit to the church. In this
sense the words “us” and “our” are correctly used as applied
to both papers and schools; in the sense of official and or-
ganized ownership they are not applicable to either. This
distinction, in my judgment, is so obvious that nothing
short of an unwillingness to admit known facts will cause
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its rejection. With these distinctions before us, the ques-
tions will almost answer themselves.

The rearing of children is a personal, private duty rest-
ing on parents. What school environment parents shall
choose for their children, what studies they shall require,
or the kind of teachers they shall select, are all matters
over which the individual parents have absolute control.

1. Since schools (those in which the Bible is taught
and those where it is not taught) are educational institu-
tions, the congregations, as such, have nothing whatever to
do with their origination. The only exception that might be
to this would be for some congregation to start some school
as its own individual work for the congregation, in which
case it would be under the direction of the elders just as
any other congregational work. But that is not the point of
the query which refers to the general school. These schools
might originate with elders, not as elders, but as individuals
interested in school work. Instead of elders, they might be
bankers, lawyers, and doctors. All being Christians would
not change the nature of the case.

2. They don’t get such authority, if you mean church
group in an official sense. In an independent educational
group, who individually may be Christians, they get their
authority from the group they act for. Such group can use
their own method of conferring authority.

3, 4. Such “board of education” cannot act for several
congregations for the reasons already given, but they can
act for an educational group that confers such authority
upon them. The matter of individuals in that group being
Christians has nothing to do with the independence of them
as an educational group. The reason such board cannot
act for several congregations in managing their church
activity is twofold. We have no general organization by
which it can be done; then the elders are that “board” for
the congregations and must be not supplanted. We do not
need to know how to appoint a board to act for “the brother-
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hood in general,” for the reason that educational “boards”
control schools only.

5. Quite sure, in spite of the fact that some may think
otherwise. If some official organization has been formed
that binds congregations so that they legally hold the
school (which is not true, I am sure), then the whole pro-
cedure is without Scriptural sanction. But to say the school
is of the church or for the church in the sense that it is
conducted for the general good that may accrue to the
church, just as is true of religious papers or the distribu-
tion of good literature, is a fact not in conflict with the
general independence of such schools.

6, 7. Members of school boards are accountable to the
educational group that appoints them; as individual Chris-
tians, they are accountable for their morals and religious
teaching to the congregations where they are members.
No congregation should be censured for the failure of
“our” schools. Individual institutions may ask for individ-
ual support. Books may be offered for sale and papers
appeal for subscribers, but no congregation should be cen-
sured because the books do not sell or papers fail to live.

I have given more space to the foregoing questions
than I can afford for questions generally, but hope the
good derived may justify the effort,.

[The foregoing article was sent in by Brother Hinds
for the “Queries and Answers” department, but because
it touches a live and vital issue, making Scriptural distinc-
tions with clearness, we give it editorial space and indorse-
ment--F. E. W. Jr.]
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A GOSPEL ADVOCATE ITINERARY.

(March, 1932)

It is not becoming in editors to indulge much in per-
sonal references, but there are times when it is pardonable.
In this instance a feeling of appreciation impels me to speak
of a recent editorial itinerary--a sort of good-will tour
among friends and brethren. Such a tour may be considered
a deviation from editorial precedent, perhaps also not al-
together compatible with editorial dignity (something this
editor is wholly unconscious of possessing), but the recep-
tion received in every place and the fine results obtained
have fully justified the trip from all viewpoints and vindi-
cated its expediency.

AMONG TEXAS FRIENDS.

The new year brought the determination to make new
contacts for the Gospel Advocate. We simply felt the urge
to tell the people face to face and heart to heart about the
Advocate and its policy of truth and righteousness. With
this resolve the editor went forth on January 1, in a m o t o r -
propelled vehicle, a coupe, that resembled a late-model auto-
mobile, bound for Houston, the metropolis of Texas.

The first week was spent among a fine group of
preachers and brethren in Houston and vicinity. There are
six good churches in Houston, represented by the following
good preachers: E. C. Coffman (Heights Church), Oscar
Smith (Norhill), James H. Childress (Central), Will J.
Cullum (Summer and Johnson), A. S. Hines (Central Park),
and Thomas D. Rose (a new congregation). Services were
held at four of these places, attended by the preachers and
members of all of them, with a wonderful spirit of co-
operation.

The next week was spent in San Antonio and “the reg-
ions round about” the historic city of forts and missions
where the “Lone Star” gleamed above the walls of the Alamo
when the freedom of Texans was purchased with the blood
of their patriotic sires.
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There are several growing churches in San Antonio.
The oldest is the South Flores Church, not now the largest,
but nevertheless “the mother of them all,” and is yet doing
good work. Hatton B. Gist is their evangelist. Hugh H.
Clark, one of Texas’ most capable evangelists, preachers
for the Denver Heights Church, which has a membership
of, perhaps, five hundred, and is the largest congregation
in the city. The Grove Avenue Church was more recently
established, but has an excellent brick building, several
hundred members, and is growing. Brother Jesse P. Sewell
is their well-beloved preacher.

Near to the heart of the writer is the Beacon Hill
Church. He has had part in their struggles and has seen
their sacrifices. They are a noble band. They started several
years ago in quite a respectable part of the city with “a
vacant lot.” They erected a temporary tabernacle, used im-
provised seats, and were not ashamed of their cause in the
midst of these environs. Now they have an attractive stone
building and a growing congregation. This accomplishment
is largely due to the vision and determination of Tom H.
Etheridge, Jr., the leading spirit in this congregation. The
past three years Brother Thomas G. Fowler has labored
with the Beacon Hill Church, and has made, and is yet
making, personal sacrifices to build up this work.

Good meetings were held at Del Rio and Uvalde. Both
congregations are in new houses and thriving. These two
enjoyable days were spent in the home of my old friend and
fellow in the gospel, Austin Taylor. For four years we lab-
ored together in meetings, and we had much in common of
which to talk in intimate social vein and detail. Austin
Taylor is a sort of a pioneer among gospel singers. In such
work he has no peer. It is no reflection on other capable
men of splendid musical ability to say that we have never
heard anybody question the fact that Austin Taylor is the
greatest singer of gospel songs in this generation.

One of the best meetings of the trip was at George-
town. An old home place and a sainted mother’s grave are
there. This visit was sad and glad. Cled E. Wallace lives at
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Georgetown. He is my elder brother, more delightful to me
than the “elder brother” of another “younger son” was to
him. The two days we spent together to me seemed but
hours instead, and the meeting of friends in such cordial
reception was balm for the soul.

Time would fail to tell of Bartlett, Lometa, San Angelo,
Colorado City, Sterling City, Vernon, Wichita Falls, Paris,
Bonham, Sherman, Denison, all in Texas, some of them “old
home towns” (we have had several), and their generous
fellowship brought me under renewed obligations of grati-
tude and faithfulness. We are indebted to the preachers at
these places in the order named: A. S. Hall, J. W. Nance,
W. M. Davis, Ted Norton, J. D. Harvey, Guy W. Click, L. S.
White, R. L. Colley, Charles F. Hardin, J. Pilant Sanders,
and Lyle Price. Their public indorsement of the Gospel Ad-
vocate and other courtesies shown contributed much to the
success of our work.

IN OKLAHOMA.

Through other States the itinerary followed a zigzag
trail. Engagements were filled at Tipton, Ardmore, Okla-
home City, Tulsa, Seminole, Ada, McAlester, Muskogee, and
at Fort Smith, Ark. These engagements were made through
the kindness of the following brethren at these places:
Paul Helf (Tipton), J. W. Chism (Ardmore),  C. A. Norred
(Oklahoma City), J. A. Hudson (Tulsa), W. M. Speck
(Ada), Harbert Hooker (McAlester),  J. W. Brents (Musko-
gee), and Tillman B. Pope (Fort Smith.) Our largest meet-
ing in Oklahoma was held at Seminole, where my father,
Foy E. Wallace, Sr., is preaching while on a short fur-
lough from Texas. Large crowds attended this meeting
from Shawnee, Wewoka, Holdenville, Konawa, and other
points. It was indeed refreshing to find the church growing
in all of these places and housed in respectable quarters,
most of them either occupying or building new houses of
worship, and manifesting visible signs of growth.

Pleasure was added to these Oklahoma meanderings
by the company of my father. It was the first association
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of any length for ten years or more. He is yet in his mental
prime-just sixty-and doing his best work.

KANSAS AND MISSOURI.

Less than two hundred miles north of Oklahoma City
is the young metropolis of Southern Kansas--Wichita.
Three good churches are located in this thriving city of the
mid-West. W. B. Ragsdale and two Wallace boys, G. K. and
Glen L., our cousins, live there and preach for these
churches. The Christian Worker is published in Wichita,
and has been a chief factor in the growth of the church in
that city and section. Its editor, Brother Homer E. Moore,
is a most genial man and has the confidence and respect of
all the brethren in those parts. Brother Moore invited me to
Wichita, as he had also done before, and was unselfish to
the point of generosity in his cooperation. Though editor of
the Christian Worker, he said praiseworthy things publicly
and privately about the Gospel Advocate. We appreciate and
reciprocate it all. This is as it should be. Nothing is more
despicable than the spirit of rivalry, jealousy, and competi-
tion among gospel preachers and gospel papers. If they do
not cooperate, how can the brethren be expected to do so?
Brother Moore owns his printing press and puts out a good
paper. We appreciate his good spirit, and while there we
took occasion to encourage the brethren to support the good
work he is doing.

This itinerary was completed with visits to Topeka,
Kan.; Kansas City and Springfield, MO.; and Little Rock,
Ark. Homer Utley is doing good work at Topeka, Kan. C.
Roy Bixler is steadily building up the church in Kansas City
--a hard field; but Brother Bixler has the determination
and industry such tasks require. The National Avenue
Church in Springfield, MO., has made rapid but permanent
growth under the preaching and work of L. 0. Sanderson.
A visit in the home of my good friend, C. L. Wilkerson,
added pleasure to the Springfield visit.

A sort of a second installment of this trip, as it were,
was made in February following a meeting at Longview,
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Texas. We visited the brethren at Gladewater, Tyler, Luf-
kin, Huntsville, Madisonville, and Mount Pleasant, preach-
ing at each place to excellent audiences. The churches in
these places are advancing under the preaching of the fol-
lowing brethren in the order named: C. C. McQuiddy, E. C.
McKenzie, W. S. Moody, P. D. Wilmeth, J. L. Pummill, and
J. C. Foster. We heard nothing but good of their work in
these places.

We feel that the good accomplished justifies the time,
absence from home, physical and mental energy, and
money expended. The gospel was preached every day and
three times on Sundays, old associations revived, new con-
tacts made, good will cultivated, and the family of Gospel
Advocate readers materially increased. With depth of feel-
ing and fervor we thank our friends, especially our fellow
preachers, for their hospitality and encouragement. It is
not the last good-will trip the editor of the Advocate in-
tends to make.

THE CHURCH AT LONGVIEW,  TEXAS.

A more outstanding example of loyal determination to
build up the cause of Christ in a hard place and amid dis-
couragement could hardly be found than in the church at
Longview, Texas. The church was established in Longview
about sixty years ago by Brother John T. Poe. The railroad
company donated the lot upon which the first house was
erected. This was in 1872. Twenty years later digression
set in. The organ was introduced over the prayers and pro-
tests of a loyal few. The house was locked against them,
and they were forced to begin anew without property or the
means with which to acquire it. They afterward succeeded
in building a small frame house, which was their place of
worship for years. It was later enlarged and remodeled.
The church gradually gained ground, but the opposition
was bitter. Public sentiment was crystalized against them
by denominational prejudice and misrepresentation. But
they were determined to succeed, and called to their assist-
ance some of the ablest preachers of the gospel in Texas
to conduct their meetings each year.
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Under the loyal preaching of Foy E. Wallace Sr., about
twenty years ago, Brother John W. Akin and wife became
convinced of the errors of the “digressives.” Over the pro-
tests of family and friends they left quite a respectable
religious connection and, like Moses, “chose rather to suffer
ill treatment with the people of God” than to enjoy the
prestige of worldly religion. This was the turning point in
the history of the Longview church. Brother Akin rapidly
developed into a scriptural elder and has, indeed, proved
himself worthy of the “double honor.” With the exception
of the late John T. Poe, the name of Foy E. Wallace Sr.,
has been more closely connected with the growth of the
Longview church in the past years than any other preach-
er. It is Brother Akin’s ambition to have Foy E. Wallace
Sr., return to Longview to “stay the rest of his life” and
“do something for the cause of Christ in East Texas.” He
has our good wishes, encouragement and prayers in this
worthy ambition and noble determination.
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McGARVEY'S REPLY TO AN OPEN LETTER

(MARCH, 1932)

The following article is a clipping from an old issue of the
Christian Standard. It appeared in “Biblical Criticism,” a
department conducted in that paper by J. W. McGarvey. The
questions represent an effort that is yet being made to defend
the instrumental-music innovation. The answers represent
the opinion of an eminent Christian scholar, and should have
weight with digressive preachers who are trying to “psallo” in-
strumental music into the worship of the church.

“Dear Brother: Perhaps you were suspicious that the ques-
tions I asked you in the Standard were not for my own informa-
tion. If so, you were not far from correct; but I did wish a
candid answer, which I feel I did not obtain; and from the let-
ters I have received from certain leading scholars in the brother-
hood who have read your reply, I know that this feeling is shared
by others.

“Now, without reference to your opinion as to the use of in-
strumental music in the church, I will be pleased to have you
answer the following questions:

“First. Does not the word ‘psalm’ mean, in the original,
to strike? If so, is not the reference to the playing of a harp
or an accompaniment to the human voice in the singing of a
song?

“Second. Were any of the psalms of the Hebrew worship
ever sung without instrumental accompaniments?

“Third. Would not one of the psalms of David sung without
instrumental music be simply a song?

“Fourth. Which idea is the most prominent in the word
‘psalms,’ praises or the musical accompaniment?

“Fifth. Were not the psalms composed with a view to sing-
ing them in connection with instrumental music, and were they
not named because of this fact?

“Yours for the triumph of truth, C. M. Barnes.”
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REPLY

Brother Barnes and the leading scholars to whom he refers
are very seriously mistaken in thinking that my answer to him
was not candid. I have no opinion on this subject that I wish
to conceal, and I have no motive prompting me to avow opinions
that are not my own. I am not aware of having at any time
given ground for suspicion of the want of candor.

I answer his present questions, although I might excuse my-
self from doing so while this charge stands against me. I have
numbered them, and I answer them accordingly.

First. Brother Barnes should have used the verb "psallo"
instead of the noun “psalm” in his first question. I answer that
the primary meaning of the verb, that found in the oldest Greek,
was to make a sound upon a string, as the twanging of a bow-
string; but that, in this original sense, it is not used anywhere
in the New Testament.

Second. Yes, for it was not every Hebrew who could own an
instrument of music or could play on it, if he had one. Even
in the public worship of the temple it is highly improbable that
Levite trumpeters were always present.

Third. Yes; and if sung with an instrumental accompani-
ment, it was still a song. An instrumental accompaniment can
never change a song into something else.

Fourth. The praises. The music of both the voice and the
instrument served only to intensify the expression of the senti-
ment. Unfortunately, in our modern singing the music is often
made the most prominent, and this vitiates the performance.

Fifth. Some of them perhaps were; but as in the case of our
modern hymns, they were composed as poems, and afterwards
musicians adapted music to them. They were not called
“psalms“ originally. This being a Greek word, it is not found
in the Hebrew Old Testament. It was first used by the Greek
translators of the Psalter, because when their version was made
the Jews had become accustomed to singing them.

While on this subject, I will add that the Greek Church,
whose early teachers most certainly knew the meaning of this
Greek word, like all the churches of the first six centuries,
avoided the use of instrumental music in public worship, and
it does so to the present day. In all of their finest. cathedrals
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their singing is done by male choirs without an instrumental
accompaniment. If the perpetuation of immersion in this
church, even though it is administered to infants, is a testimony
to the Scriptural meaning of “baptism” their long-continued
rejection of instrumental music is no less a testimony to the
true meaning of “psallo.”
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CONCERNING CHRISTIAN COLLEGES

( MARCH, 1932)

In our issue of February 18 there appeared in this column
an article from the pen of Brother John T. Hinds, our query
editor, on the relation of the church to the college. The article
was written in answer to a querist and was intended for the
query department. Brother Hinds’ comments were so timely
and his distinctions so clear that his article was given editorial
space for emphasis. Later the article was published in the
Firm Foundation with editorial indorsement.

In the Firm Foundation of March 8, Brother C. R. Nichol
treats the same question with equal clarity and Scriptural dis-
crimination :

“It is difficult for one to oppose the way in which some people
try to do some work and not be put down as opposed to the work.
I very heartily indorse the work of preaching the gospel in
fields where congregations of the church of Christ do not exist,
but I am opposed to the formation of a human missionary so-
ciety to do such work. In the Firm Foundation, November 24,
1931, I said: “In the days of the apostles there were no human
societies formed through which Christians worked to forward
the work of the Master. There was none needed then, and they
are not needed now. Let the institution the Lord built, the
church, function as she should, and there will be done the work
the Lord commanded. Just what is the matter with the think-
ing of a man, or body of men, when they think, with their human
wisdom, they can form a society which can do better work, more
efficient work, than the church of the Lord.” I am opposed to
these human missionary societies, but I indorse the work they
propose--preaching the gospel. Each year I have part in mis-
sionary work, helping to preach the gospel in places where the
church does not exist, and assisting weak congregations that
are not able to finance the needed work in their places.

“It is clearly within the right of an individual to start a school
in which he teaches the Bible along with other subjects, and he
has the right to demand that those who matriculate in his
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school recite at least one lesson in the Bible each day. One in-
dividual, or a group of individuals, may operate such a school,
and teach the Bible in connection with the subjects required by
all colleges that become members of the college association of
our country. Physical development is necessary; every one
should strive to have a well-rounded body to be the home and
instrument of a consecrated spirit. Recreation is also neces-
sary to the best work of men; but it is not in keeping with the
purpose of the church of Christ--the Lord did not build his
church to develop men and women physically. It is not within
the right of the church to take its money and spend it, or place
it in the hands of men who will spend it, in maintaining athletics
in a college, or teaching the branches called “science” in the
college curriculum. The impression being made by some, and
entertained by some, that Christian colleges are the property
of the church of Christ throughout the world, or of a local con-
gregation, is a mistake. There is no such college controlled by
the church of Christ, or by any one local congregation of Chris-
tians. No one congregation can name any tangible assets it
has in a Christian college. Christian colleges are controlled by
a board of regents, or board of directors; and though they are
Christians, they are selected from different sections of the
country, and in their activities in connection with the college
the board is not the church, nor can it act for the church. I t
is not within the power of the church to Scripturally delegate
authority to such a board. The board as a board, has the au-
thority to erect buildings, incur debts, determine what will be
taught in the college, and who will do the teaching. No local
congregation has a decisive voice in the matter. The board is
not the church, nor does it have authority to act for the church.
By New Testament authority there can be no such centraliza-
tion of power in the church, or work of the church, as is proposed
by the Christian college. Numbers of brethren throughout the
country think it out of harmony with righteousness for an in-
dividual or group of brethren, to start a school and then when
they find they are involved, financially, to declare the college
belongs to the brethren, and they must save it!

“Numbers of congregations last year did not adequately sup-
port the preacher who assisted them in meetings--at least, con-
gregations said they did not; and some congregations are not
now employing a man to preach for them regularly, and numbers
of them that have a man laboring with them “full time” have
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reduced the salary. The work of preaching the gospel is of
first importance--it is absolutely necessary to the salvation of
the world. Lack of finances is hampering the work of the church
along this line. At best, I do not think we give as much of our
money to the work of the church as we should (in this I may be
wrong); but most members give to the church work, and give
regularly. If a congregation gives a sum of money to a Chris-
tian college with the thought that it is doing church work, you
will certainly find the contributions for local gospel work and
missionary work cut down.

“It is my persuasion that if Christian colleges will make their
appeals for help to individuals--and they have a right to do
that--their troubles will soon be over, and local congregations
will not suffer.

“If I am correctly informed, Brother J. P. Sewell, while serving
as president of Abilene Christian College, refused to accept a
contribution made by a congregation of Christians at its hour
of worship--a contribution sent from the church treasury.

“Two years of the hardest work of my life I was connected
with a Christian college, and I am as heartily in sympathy with
and in favor of the work of such schools as I was then; but I
am unable to place the work of running or supporting such a
school as the work of the church of Christ. The church was not
brought into existence for such work, nor does such work come
within the realm of the activity of the church. It is a work,
a good work, that individuals may engage in. It is not the work
of the church.“--C. R. NICHOL.

Brethren Hinds and Nichol are agreed and have set forth
the only position Scripturally defensible or consistent with the
opposition that has been maintained against societies, organi-
zations, and numerous other infringements upon the local
church. If brethren everywhere could be made to see these dis-
tinctions and thus differentiate, it would not only save em-
barrassment to the church, but also be of profit to the schools.



171

THE DEBATE AT ANNISTON, ALA.

(F. B. SRYGLEY, IN Gospel Advocate, MARCH, 1932)

This debate on instrumental music in Christian worship
grew out of a sermon preached by Foy E. Wallace, Jr., at An-
niston, on the music of the New Testament worship. Dr. Bal-
lard, of Gadsden, Ala., who affiliates with those who use the in-
strument, heard the sermon and admitted that he could not
answer Brother Wallace on vocal music as the music of the New
Testament worship, but he believed it could be answered, and
so he set about to find a man that would defend instrumental
music in Christian worship, and he found Brother H. L. Patter-
son, who agreed to affirm in a public discussion that “instru-
mental music in Christian worship is Scriptural.” The debate
began between Brethren Wallace and Patterson on March 8
and it lasted four nights of two hours each night. The debaters
had two speeches each of thirty minutes each night. The men
that did the debating were very different men. Brother Patter-
son is near sixty years old, with a rather frail body, slow in
thought, with a rather sharp voice; while Brother Wallace is
much younger, under forty years of age, with a closely built
body which would make one think of iron or steel in his make-
up. Brother Wallace has a good voice that carries well, and
shows himself well prepared in his material, with a good memory,
and able to take care of all of his positions, but shows a humble,
childlike faith in the word of God. He never stoops to abuse
an opponent, but he is invulnerable in his arguments. He makes
a good impression on his audience, both by his unassuming man-
ner and the logic of his arguments.

Brother Patterson depended along upon the Greek lexicons
for his proof. He freely admitted that he could not prove his
proposition by the English Bible. He also stated that the
lexicons were divided into three classes. One class of lexicons
showed that the Greek word “psallo” meant to sing and play
upon an instrument, another class showed that “psallo” meant
to sing either with or without the instrument, while the other
class showed that “psallo” meant to sing only. He stated that
he proposed to use as his proof that class that defined the word
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“to sing and play.” He offered no proof that he had selected
the right class of lexicons. He seemed to reserve the right to
arbitrarily select the class that he needed to prove his proposi-
tion. He did not appear to feel that it was his duty to notice
any other definitions except those that he himself introduced.
He did not seem able to understand that those lexicons he se-
lected gave their definitions from the classic Greek, while the
others gave the New Testament Greek. Brother Wallace asked
him several times, if there was no difference in the New Testa-
ment meaning of “psallo” and the classic meaning, why did
Thayer in his definition say: “In the New Testament it means
to sing, to praise God in song”? Brother Patterson could not
be induced to even attempt to answer this question. Brother
Wallace showed that the Greek word “psallo” originally meant
“to pluck, to pull, to twang; as, to pluck the hair, to pull the
beard, to twang the carpenter’s line.” Then after this it was ap-
plied to the plucking of the strings of a musical instrument; but
in the New Testament it meant “to sing, to praise God in song.”
He showed that the Bible teaches that we praise God with the
lips, with the mouth, and with the tongue; that we are to teach
and admonish one another in psalms, hymns, and spiritual
songs, singing and making melody (psalloing) with the heart
to the Lord. Brother Wallace also insisted that the word
“psallo” did not designate the instrument to be used; that it
took another word to do that. In the passage above quoted,
Paul himself gives the instrument upon which the psalloing is
done when he says "with the heart.”

Brother Wallace drew a large P on the board to stand for
Pentecost, and he showed that before Pentecost, they had
animal sacrifice, but this side it is Christ, our sin offering. Be-
fore Pentecost it was literal circumcision; after Pentecost it was
a circumcision not made with hands--it was the circumcision
of the heart. Before Pentecost it was the literal burning of in-
cense; after Pentecost the incense is the prayers of the saints.
Before Pentecost it was psalloing with a mechanical instrument;
after Pentecost it was “making melody with the heart.”

Brother Patterson said if singing was a command of God, he
could not obey God in that respect. I could but think, after
looking at him closely, that if playing a mechanical instrument
were a command of God, he could perhaps only very poorly
obey it. Brother Patterson asked: “Is singing a command of
God?” Brother Wallace read where Paul, after speaking of
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praying and singing with the spirit and with the understanding
also, adds : “If any man thinketh himself to be a prophet, or
spiritual, let him take knowledge of the things which I write unto
you, that they are the commandment of the Lord.” This must
have satisfied him on this point, as we heard no more out of him.
If singing and playing both are in the word and both are com-
manded, Brother Patterson would be in a bad fix if he can do
neither. The brother might psallo with his heart as Paul com-
manded him to do. As Alexander Campbell expressed it once
when he said: "I cannot sing, but I can make a joyful noise
unto the Lord."And one can, if he sings with his heart as he is
commanded to do.

This was one of the most pleasant debates I ever attended.
There was not a harsh word said by either disputant to the other
or to the audience. The best of feelings prevailed to the end.
Brother Patterson had the sympathy of the entire audience.
While the “digressives” have a good, large church in Anniston,
very few of them attended the debate. Though they have a
regular preacher, he was not present at a single service. They
use the instrument in their church, but they showed no interest
even to the man who had the courage to try to defend it. They
had a broadcast station in Anniston, and half of the debate was
broadcast the first two nights, and all of it the last two nights.
No doubt many people heard the discussion over the radio that
never heard the question discussed before. It was a fine op-
portunity for the truth. Perhaps one of the most impressive
things that happened in the debate was when Brother Wallace,
after showing that we should sing and make melody in the heart,
called on the brethren to sing:

Rock of ages, cleft for me,
Let me hide myself in thee:
Let the water and the blood
From thy wounded side which flowed,
Be of sin the double cure,
Save from wrath and make me pure.

Dr. Ballard was moderator for his Brother Patterson, and
Brother S. H. Hall was moderator for Brother Wallace. The
president moderator was Judge Lapsley, a Presbyterian at-
torney, of Anniston. He was a good, fair man for the place, but
he had nothing to do but to keep time. The moderators said
nothing till the debate was over, after which they made a few
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remarks. Dr. Ballard said that he was like the jury which said,
after hearing the lawyers, that both lawyers had gained the
suit; but the president moderator said: “But we lawyers know
that both sides cannot gain the suit.” I am wondering now if
Dr. Ballard still feels that the argument against instrumental
music in Christian worship can be answered. Dr. Ballard is
too good a man to stay with a people who are corrupting their
worship and have added to the organization of the simple New
Testament church.
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CONCERNING CHURCHES AND SCHOOLS

(APRIL, 1932)

The following letter from Brother Ernest Beam, of Long
Beach, Calif., touches a vital question before the minds of the
brethren and sets forth the viewpoint of one of our ablest young
evangelists, who was once “entangled” by anti-college hobby-
ism. Brother Beam, from his youth, was surrounded by anti-
Bible-school influence; but, having a mind of his own and an
“honest and good heart,” he abandoned the ranks of anti-college
hobbyists. But there is another extreme which Brother Beam
sees as clearly as he does the one he left.

“Dear Brother Wallace: In the editorial column of the Gospel
Advocate for the issue of March 24 you have a reprint of an
article by C. R. Nichol, which appeared in the Firm Foundation
of March 8, respecting the relationship that schools wherein
the Bible is taught should sustain to our local congregations.
I, too, am of the persuasion that the position outlined by Broth-
er Nichol and indorsed by yourself and others is not only the
scriptural attitude to take, but I feel that it ought to be pushed
forward a little more, lest we become entangled by reason of
calls that now are coming from various places.

“To form a school and to teach the Bible in that school, it
seems to me, is . . . a laudable undertaking. And there
would be nothing unscriptural if the church wished to support
an elder, or a deacon or a teacher of any scriptural sort, to
teach the pupils of the school the Bible. Persons may be sup-
ported to teach the Bible anywhere and everywhere they have
the moral right to be. But it seems to me it is not right to ask
the church, as a church, to go into the school business. And this
is what we do when we take contributions from the local churches
and send them to the schools.

“The focal point of what Brother Nichol has said is: Let the
schools make appeals for their money to individuals, not to con-
gregations. There is a difference here beyond what might at
first appear. Every man in the United States must educate his
children. It takes money to do that. And the Bible does not
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legislate where he shall send them, though he has the instruction
to rear them ‘in the nurture and admonition of the Lord.’ ‘If
he follows this and like scriptural principles, he will, no doubt
seek for Christian instructors. But all this he does as an indi-
vidual. We surely ought not to ask our brethren in spiritual
work to go into the secular-school business. And that is what
we do if the congregations send money to schools as ‘church
work'."--Ernest BEAM.

Christian schools, like gospel papers, should be privately
owned and operated. These schools teach athletics along with
literary courses. All of which is all right for a school to do;
but is it the work of the church? To put the schools in the
budget of the local church means that a percentage of the church
contributions goes for such purpose.

The church is not commanded to teach athletics and provide
college degrees for a few, while the poor are without the gospel.
College degrees are entirely proper, but it is the duty of parents
to educate their children. And if it is right for parents to teach
the Bible to their children at home, it is also right for them to
send their children to a school where the teachers believe and
teach the Bible and where the influence of the home is supple-
mented. The school then takes the place of the home and the
teacher assumes the responsibility of the parent. It is the duty
of parents and individuals to sponsor the schools, not churches.
To tie the schools up with the church is a long step toward
human organization in the work of the church, which we have
fought so long. The advocacy of the church-budget plan of
financing the school will meet with determined opposition. It
will harm the church and defeat the thing the friends of the
schools are trying to accomplish.

This writer is profoundly grateful that his father was wise
enough and interested enough to put him, in early life, under
teachers who believed the Bible. To argue that Christian men
have no right to teach the Bible in a school is the climax of non-
sense, and to insist that such schools are “church schools” be-
cause the State exempts them from taxation is little short of
the same degree of folly. Some States exempt all schools.
Gospel preachers ride trains on the “clergy fare”--the coupon
book issued is labeled “Clergy Permit.” Do they thereby be-
come “clergymen”? If the State should exempt religious pub-
lishing houses from taxation as a courtesy to the work, would
it make a gospel paper 'a  church paper”?
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There is no argument to be made against Christians conduct-
ing schools as individual enterprises. But the school is not
a divine institution and ought not to be classed with the work
the church is commanded to do. We are for the schools. But
let us keep the school where it belongs--an adjunct of the home,
not an auxiliary to the church.
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THINGS PERTAINING TO THE KINGDOM.

(July, 1932)

The last commission of Christ to the eleven, known
as the Great Commission, is the embodiment of the con-
stitution of the kingdom of Jesus Christ. Luke wrote Theo-
philus that Jesus was with the disciples forty days after
the resurrection, “speaking of the things pertaining to the
kingdom of God.” (Acts 1: 3.) The records indicate that
the commission was given on more than one occasion during
these forty days. Matthew and Mark record the scene of the
commission on a mountain in Galilee, while in Luke’s record
the scene is in Jerusalem. It is entirely consistent with all
the facts and circumstances that Jesus should repeatedly
instruct the disciples concerning his kingdom so soon to be
inaugurated.

1. The Great Commission is the Constitution of the
Kingdom.

It is evident that Acts 1: 3 has a direct reference to the
“all things” of the commission. This being true, all the
principles of the kingdom are embodied in this divine con-
stitution--the Great Commission. Everything that can be
preached by the authority of Jesus Christ is embodied in
the command: Teach them to observe all things that I have
commanded you. The apostles preached nothing that did
not come within the range of this commission. Everything
that pertains to the kingdom of Christ is in it. Preachers
today who preach anything about the kingdom which the
apostles of Christ did not preach are outside the pale of
divine command and are preaching things for which there
is no authority in heaven or on earth.

When Philip went down into Samaria, he “preached
Christ unto them” (Acts 8: 5), and “when they believed
Philip preaching the things concerning the kingdom of God,
and the name of Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both men
and women” (Verse 12.) With Philip, preaching Christ
was preaching the kingdom. How different must have been
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his preaching to the kingdom-theory preaching of some
brethren now! When men today preach anything except
Christ, they are preaching something about the kingdom
that Philip did not preach. And if they preach anything
Philip did not preach, they are not preaching the gospel
of the kingdom. The gospel of the kingdom is simply the
gospel of Christ, shorn of all doubtful theory and uncertain
speculations. Theorizing on some dreamy notion of a "fu-
ture kingdom" in the form of a millennial reign of Christ
on an earthly throne is not the kind of kingdom preaching
Philip did, and those who do it are not preaching the gos-
pel. Such speculative preaching is outside the Great Com-
mission and without the authority of Jesus Christ.

2. The Great Commission is All-Comprehensive. It In-
cludes All Power in Heaven and on Earth.

“All authority hath been given unto me in heaven and
on earth.” How much power is all power in heaven and on
earth? It is power seen and unseen--power unlimited and
unbounded by geographical or ethereal lines. If Jesus
should return to the earth and reign a thousand millenn-
iums, he could never achieve more than all power of which
he is in actual possession now.  The Great Commission says
so. “All power ha th  been given unto me.”

Moreover, Paul says so. “Which he wrought in Christ,
when he raised him from the dead, and set him at his own
right hand in the heavenly places, far above all principal-
ity, and power, and might, and dominion, and every name
that is named, not only in this world, but also in that which
is to come: and hath put all things under his feet, and gave
him to be the head over all things to the church, which is
his body, the fullness of him that filleth all in all.” (Eph.
1: 20-23.) In Pauline fashion this is a death-dealing argu-
ment to the future-reign theory. (1) Christ is exalted at
God’s right hand. (2) He is set on a throne in heaven. (3)
He is above all earthly power, might, and dominion. (4)
He is head over all things to the church. (5) When he was
thus made head of the church, God put all things under his
feet. Could he ever by any conceivable means have more
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power, glory, and exaltation than he now has, according to
Paul? These theories of a Palestinian reign of Christ on a
Judaistic throne in an earthly Jerusalem over a fleshly
Israel are foreign to everything the New Testament
teaches. It would bring Christ down from the throne of his
Majesty in heaven and seat him on the earth--his foot-
stool! And some brethren call that exalting Christ!

3. The Great Commission Not Only Comprehends All
Power, But It is Predicated on the Fact That Christ is
Exercising All Power Through the Gospel.

“Go ye therefore, and teach all nations.” What does
“therefore” mean, if it does not refer to exercising the
power ascribed to him in the preceding sentence? It means
that the authority of Christ is not physical; it is greater.
He exerts it not as world rulers. Alexander the Great was
once a world monarch. To bring Jesus Christ down from
the right hand of God to an earthly throne of wordly power
demotes the Lord of lords to the level of an Alexander or a
Caesar. The gospel is the all power of Christ. He exercises it
every time a soul is saved. And it takes as much power to
save one soul as it does to save millions--all power.

If Christ does not exercise all power through the gos-
pel, then, when he does exercise it, how will he do it? Will
he have another force? Will he save men another way? If
not, what would he do on earth that he did not do when he
was here and that he is not doing now through the gospel?
Why change his throne from heaven to earth, if his plan
is to remain unchanged? But if the change of his throne
results in the change of his plan, it nullifies the Great
Commission and makes the gospel which the apostles
preached a failure.

If Christ is not exercising all power through the gos-
pel, the claim of all power and the correlative command
to “go teach” was, at least, two thousand years prema-
ture! Such teaching is more than speculative--it is vitiat-
ing to the Great Commission. There is no alibi a gospel
preacher can offer for preaching such theories, and there
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is no apology another gospel preacher can make for the
one who does.

4. When the Great Commission Was First Preached,
Peter Announced that Christ, Being Exalted at God’s Right
Hand, Was Seated on the Throne of David as the Lineal and
Spiritual Heir to the Kingdom.

The second chapter of Acts is a prophecy-fulfilling
chapter. Here the Great Commission was executed. The
divine constitution had been ratified in heaven, and with
the seal of heaven’s authority it was sent in the power of
the Holy Spirit to the apostles on Pentecost to be preached.
The kingdom was established. David had prophesied a
thousand years before that God would raise up One to sit
on his (David’s) throne, and Peter very definitely declared
that the prophecy was fulfilled in the resurrection of
Christ. (Acts 2: 29-33.)

Peter’s star witness that the kingdom had come and
that Christ was seated on David’s throne was David him-
self. Hear his conclusion: “Let me speak freely unto you of
the patriarch David, that he is both dead and buried, and
his sepulcher is with us unto this day. Therefore being a
prophet, and knowing that God had sworn with an oath
to him, that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh,
he would raise up Christ to sit on his throne; he seeing this
before spake of the resurrection of Christ. . . . Therefore
being by the right hand of God exalted, . . . he hath shed
forth this, which ye now see and hear.” (Acts 2: 29-33.)
The “therefore” of verse 33 is the inspired conclusion that
in the resurrection and exaltation of Christ the prophecies
concerning David’s throne and kingdom were fulfilled.
Peter connects the event of Christ’s sitting on David’s
throne with the event of his resurrection and not of his
second coming. This fulfillment of David’s own prophecy
regarding the reign of Christ is the final argument that
convinced the Jews, and it surely ought to convince breth-
ren today. When a Jew accepts Christ, we have little trou-
ble showing him that Jesus Christ is reigning on David’s
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throne. Our greatest difficulty is in convincing a few
Gentile preachers.

The truth of David’s word, the surety of God’s oath,
and the inspiration of Peter are staked on the fact that
David’s throne is in heaven and that Jesus Christ is on it.

5. The Kingdom Which Began on Pentecost, of Which
the Great Commission is the Constitution, is the Kingdom
Which Will Stand Forever.

Six hundred years before Christ, Daniel depicted the
rise and fall of four successive world powers and said:
“In the days of these kings shall the God of heaven set
up a kingdom, . . . and it shall stand forever.” It was in
the days of the Roman emperors, the last of that succession
of kings foretold by Daniel, that the kingdom of Christ be-
gan. It was “at hand” when John appeared on the scene as
its harbinger. (Matt. 3:2.) Jesus taught his disciples to
pray for its inauguration. (Matt. 6:9.) Joseph, the Ari-
mathean, waited for it. (Mark 15:43.) The penitent thief
pleaded to enter it when the Lord should come into posses-
sion of it (Luke 23:42), and the expectant disciples after
his resurrection were yet anxious to receive it (Acts 1:8.)

It is evident that the kingdom had not come before the
resurrection of Christ. It is also obvious that it had come
after the resurrection of Christ when the apostles referred
to it as a present existing thing. (Col. 1:13.) But is it
really the kingdom of Daniel that would “stand forever,”
or “look we for another” yet in the future? Hear Paul:
“But ye are come unto Mount Sion, and unto the city of the
living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumerable
company of angels, to the general assembly and church of
the firstborn, which are written in heaven. . . . Wherefore
we receiving a kingdom which cannot be moved, let us have
grace, whereby we may serve God acceptably with rever-
ence and godly fear.” (Heb. 12: 22-28.) Paul’s argument
is that when we received the church, we also received the
kingdom which cannot be moved. Is there any difference
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between a kingdom which will stand forever and one that
cannot be moved?

It must be plain to all who are not obsessed with the
theory of a future earthly reign of Christ that the im-
movable kingdom of Paul is the kingdom which Daniel said
God would set up. It began on Pentecost with the preach-
ing of the Great Commission, its divine constitution. In
obedience to the terms of the commission people entered it
then, and may by the same gospel obedience enter it now.
Thus with binding power the terms of entrance were an-
nounced on the day of its beginning. (Acts 2: 37, 38.)
When men yield to the authority of Christ, the King, obey
his gospel, enter his kingdom, and live according to his
word, God’s will is being done “in earth as it is in heaven.”
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TEACHING THINGS ESSENTIAL

(JULY, 1932)

Speculation under the guise of fundamentalism in religion
is rife today. Theories pertaining to the second coming of
Christ, a millennial reign on the earth, and a legion of fancied
interpretations of so-called “unfulfilled prophecies” are being
widely advocated by visionaries in every denomination. That
denominationalism should seethe with such speculation is not
an unexpected thing, but that there should be any preacher of
prominence or ability in the ranks of Churches of Christ who
would divert attention from the essential truths of the gospel
to join forces with this free-for-all tournament of speculation
is vexing.

These brethren who are wont to speculate aver that prophetic
teaching is a part of God’s word and should be taught. They
claim that there is nothing in this teaching that would cause any
man to omit any act of obedience. They insist that it is not
a just ground for division. Withal, to the Christian, prophetic
teaching is as eyes to the head, or an anchor to a ship, or a
helmet to a soldier. These and similar comparisons are com-
mon expressions among these theorizing brethren as an apology
for foisting conjectural teaching upon the churches.

They admit their prophesyings to be “not strictly essential”
but they think that brethren who do not speculate themselves
should in docility tolerate and forbear while they do. Indeed,
these brethren seem to think that Christian liberty is a license
to speculate when they please without regard for the unity of
the brotherhood. They use more paper and ink teaching these
things which they admit are not essential than they do teaching
things that arc essential--strictly essential.

It has been vainly hoped that these brethren would relent
in their divisive course, and in such hope there has been tolera-
tion and forbearance. But they seem determined to perpetuate
the strife such teaching engenders. Prophetic subjects with
all glare of fancy and curiosity are being featured and adver-
tised in meetings where one would expect nothing but the plain
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gospel of Christ to be the attraction. To read these announce-
ments and advertisements in newspaper displays, without the
name of the preacher and the church, one would think that the
Adventists had come to town. Such is being done in churches
of Christ and by men who are supposed to be gospel preachers.
And we are asked to tolerate it. They urge that their “pro-
phetic teaching” does not furnish “a just ground of division.”
Churches nevertheless divide over the intrusion of such specula-
tive doctrines. Still, they claim that Christian liberty gives
them the right to do it; and if any claims the liberty to object,
he is blamed for causing division.

It is because of such discriminate and arbitrary exercise of
liberty that the following considerations are deemed in order:

First: All Bible readers know that prophetic teaching is a
part of God’s word. No Bible believer objects to teaching
them--teaching what the prophecies say--at the proper time
and place. But we should distinguish between prophetic teach-
ing and interpretative vagaries. These brethren make these
two things identical. They are not.

Second: Granting that there is nothing in this speculative
teaching to cause any man to omit an act of obedience, it still
follows that one’s obedience to God is complete and his Chris-
tian life entirely acceptable without such “teaching” ( ? )--
guessing. But it is believed by many that such speculation
fosters in Christians a false hope and that certain phases of these
vagaries strike at the fundamentals and essentials of the gospel.
The writer is among the number who so believe. And it is
evident by observation that those brethren who are featuring
these theories more are stressing the essentials of the gospel less.

Third: If it is true, as has been suggested, that these so-
called “unfulfilled prophecies” (most of which have been ful-
filled) are to a Christian as eyes to the head, or an anchor to a
ship, or a helmet to a soldier, they should by all means have a
place of first importance. A ship might get through without
an anchor. A soldier perchance might also escape without a
helmet. But are we to understand that a Christian’s hope is
that much jeopardized and imperiled without this prophetic
teaching? According to such comparison, Paul was mistaken
when he said that “the anchor of the soul both sure and stead-
fast” is the hope of heaven based on the assurance that it is
“impossible for God to lie.” (Heb. 6:18-20.) Paul should have
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said the soul’s anchor is faith in these theories! And Paul made
another mistake. He said the Christian’s helmet is salvation.
(Eph. 6:17), when--lo!--it is the belief in the speculations of
these brethren! How could such teaching anchor anything,
when those who teach these things admit the fallibility and
nonessentiality of their interpretations?

It is pertinent to suggest here also that “eyes to the head”
are not for the purpose of seeing in darkness. Certainly, our
eyes cannot penetrate the darkness of unfulfilled prophecy,
and we should be content to wait for the light of day--its ful-
fillment.

Fourth: When any theory “not strictly essential” is featured,
put in the foreground, made an issue of, and becomes the cause
or occasion of division, it ceases to edify and is in violation of
Paul’s admonition to “follow after things which make for peace
and wherewith we may edify one another.” It is true that
“every scripture inspired of God is profitable” for its purpose.
But speculative interpretation is not the purpose of prophecy.
Let history interpret prophecy. The rankest speculators will
not agree that all theories concerning unfulfilled prophecy are
“profitable.” How, then, shall we judge between these theories,
since they are all alike human interpretations with no claim of
inerrancy?

Fifth: If unfulfilled prophetic teaching is not "a just ground
for division," the man who so thinks should be the first to sub-
mit and yield, rather than require his brother to tolerate and
forbear. Digressive brethren urge that instrumental music in
the worship is not “a just ground of division,” but they will not
give up the practice.

Sixth : If those who believe these prophecy speculations
were unobtrusive with their views, there would be no aliena-
tion. But when their teaching assumes the aspect of an aggres-
sive effort to commit the churches of Christ to an earthly, mil-
lennial, Palestinian, Caesaristic reign of the Lord over a king-
dom of this world, it does, to say the least, become a just ground
of opposition. And if it is not “a just ground of division” no
man can rightfully claim the liberty to impose such in preaching
or teaching, in pulpit or press, upon the church. He should
rather preserve peace and promote unity by teaching things
that are “strictly essential.” Can we not “learn and be edified”
by essential things?
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Seventh: Anything a man cannot be positive about should
not be preached. Our human fallibility is just another reason
why stress should not be put upon things we cannot definitely
know. Fallible men can be dogmatic, positively sure, of all
essential things. No theory of man is inerrant, but the gospel
is. We should be content with it and unite in preaching it in
all its simplicity and power to this unbelieving world.

Eighth: We are told that we cannot preach on anything God
has promised without preaching prophecy. But preaching
theories concerning the reinstatement of the Jews as a nation,
the restoration of a temporal Davidic throne, and an earthly
millennial reign of Christ in Palestine over fleshly Israel, with a
legion of other fantasies of speculation and theoretical pipe
dreams, cannot be classed with preaching the precious promises
and solemn warnings of God, such as heaven and hell, death
and the judgment. Will any one dare say that we cannot preach
these promises and warnings of the Bible with any more cer-
tainty than these incoherent interpretations of prophecy?

We are told also that “the tie that binds” must be slender,
if it cannot bear the strain of such differences. Our answer is
that “the Christian love” for “the fellowship of kindred minds”
must likewise be thin that will not yield a theory admitted to
be “not strictly essential” in order that all the church may
stand as one in the fight against denominationalism and pre-
vailing infidelity.

Ninth: The apology these brethren usually offer for press-
ing this speculative teaching on what they call “unfulfilled
prophecy” is the same that might be urged by any fanatical
Russellite, Adventist, or off-brand premillennialist of any
shade or color. It would, in fact, disannul all admonition to
avoid untaught questions that gender strife. Carried to its
logical conclusion, it would justify a bedlam of speculation
such as Paul left Timothy in Ephesus to prevent. It is within
the power of these brethren who are advocating these theories
to bring this unity about. In doing so they will sacrifice nothing
essential. If they do not do it, the responsibility of division
and alienation among brethren must rest upon them.
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ARE PROPHETIC SPECULATIONS MERELY
NONESSENTIAL?

(AUGUST, 1932)

The brethren who claim “liberty in Christ” to teach prophetic
speculations concerning a future earthly reign of Christ on
David’s throne in Jerusalem admit that there is nothing ab-
solutely essential in such teaching. With them, it is a matter of
asserting their “personal rights” and “Christian liberty” in
teaching anything they please. Concerning such liberty they
are, indeed, a favored class; for there is no such thing with them
as any one having the right, or liberty, to object to their teach-
ing. Opposition to their so-called “prophetic teaching” inevi-
tably precipitates division; and since they insist that these
things are not “a just ground of division,” the one who objects
to their theories must passively acquiesce for it is the objection,
never the speculation that causes the division! Thus these
brethren would assume a sort of perpetual lease of liberty and
are sole owners with all rights reserved.

This indiscriminate exercise of freedom makes of Christian
liberty a one-way street with all stop signals off and full speed
ahead. A nonspeculator dare not claim right of thoroughfare
nor cross at any angle, for he will be charged with all the colli-
sions. It is reserved for those who want to teach things that
are not essential--and it is the broad way of Christian liberty.

Such views of rights and liberties call forth some additional
considerations for those who will “think on these things.”

I. LIBERTY VERSUS UNITY

Christians are commanded to “speak the same thing.” This
command cannot be obeyed if every man has the right to speak
his opinions.

That brethren of curious mind may hold opinions regarding
a future reign, a future kingdom, and future notions in general,
is not denied. That they have a right to teach those opinions
is denied. But the brethren who are teaching this general mix-
ture called “prophetic teaching” cannot surrender personal
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freedom. They are “enjoying” Christian liberty--but how?
At the expense of Christian unity.

The divine injunction is to “speak the same thing.” This
bars the right of any man to teach his opinions. It limits our
teaching to what the Bible says on all subjects. Here is the
ground of unity. Here alone can the command to “speak the
same thing” be obeyed.

The man who pleads for his Christian liberty versus Chris-
tian unity thinks more of himself than he does of Christ.

II. SPECULATION VERSUS INSPIRATION

Peter, Paul, and James, with all the force and emphasis that
inspired language can give, declare that prophecies concerning
David’s throne have been fulfilled in Christ. On this point
the teaching of the apostles is very definite.

Peter declared on Pentecost that the prophecy of David
that God would set One on his (David’s) throne (Ps. 132:11)
was fulfilled when Christ was raised from the dead and exalted
at God’s right hand (Acts 2:29-33).

Paul declared in his address in Antioch of Pisidia that God’s
promise through Isaac to “give you the sure blessings of David”
(Isa. 55:3) was fulfilled in Christ. Hear him: “And we bring
you good tidings of the promise made unto our fathers, that
God hath fulfilled the same unto our children, in that he raised
up Jesus; as also it is written in the second Psalm, Thou art my
Son, this day have I begotten thee. And as concerning that
he raised him from the dead, now no more to return to corrup-
tion, he hath spoken on this wise, I will give you the sure mercies
of David. Because he saith also in another psalm, Thou wilt
not give thy Holy One to see corruption. For David, after
he had in his own generation served the counsel of God, fell
asleep, and was laid unto his fathers, and saw corruption: but
he whom God raised up saw no corruption. Be it known unto
you therefore, brethren, that through this man is proclaimed
unto you remission of sins.” (Acts 13:32-38.)

The fulfillment of these prophecies, according to both Paul
and Peter, was complete in the resurrection and exaltation of
Christ. Peter’s “therefore” in Acts 2:33 makes the exaltation
of Christ and his sitting on David’s throne identical. And Paul’s
“therefore” in Acts 13:37 likewise marks the fulfillment of the
prophecies he had cited regarding “the sure blessings of David.”
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James with equal clarity and finality declared in his speech
before the conference at Jerusalem that the prophecies con-
cerning the “tabernacle of David” had been fulfilled. Hear
him: “Brethren, hearken unto me; Symeon hath rehearsed
how first God visited the Gentiles, to take out of them a people
for his name. And to this agree the words of the prophets; as
it is written, After these things I will return, and I will build
again the tabernacle of David, which is fallen; and I will build
again the ruins thereof, and I will set it up; that the residue of
men may seek after the Lord, and the Gentiles, upon whom my
name is called, saith the Lord, who maketh these things known
from of old.” (Acts 15:14-18.)

Peter connected the fulfillment of David’s prophecy that
God would set One on his (David’s) throne with the resurrec-
tion and exaltation of Christ. Paul connected the fulfillment
of Isaiah’s prophecy on the “sure blessings of David” with the
resurrection of Christ and remission of sins, and declared that
“God hath fulfilled the same.” James connects the prophecies
concerning the setting up of the tabernacle of David with the
establishment of the church and the admission of the Gentiles
into it, and based his decision regarding the Gentiles at Antioch
upon this fact.

What is the difference between the throne of David, the
sure blessings of David, and the tabernacle of David? Will
anybody venture to say that these three things are different
things and not one and the same thing? According to Paul,
Peter and James, all of these Davidic promises have been ful-
filled in the resurrection of Christ, the establishment of his
church, or kingdom, and in the preaching of the gospel to the
Gentiles as well as the Jews.

III. INCONSISTENCIES AND CONSEQUENCES

Whether one who teaches a theory is willing to espouse the
consequences of the theory or not, if the consequences are there,
they cannot be logically ignored. To espouse a doctine and
then refuse to accept the consequences of it is not only illogical
and inconsistent, but reveals a lack of courage and sincerity.
Valor and candor require that one accept all the legitimate
consequences of the doctrine he teaches. Will the brethren
who teach that Christ is not reigning on David’s throne and
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that the tabernacle of David has not been set up accept the
consequences of that theory?

(1) According to the argument that James presents in Acts
15:14-17, God would “build again the tabernacle of David” and
“set it up,” that the residue of men may seek after the Lord, and
the Gentiles, upon whom his name was called. If the tabernacle
of David has not been built, or set up, the residue of men can-
not seek after the Lord, nor the Gentiles have the name of Christ
called upon them nor receive salvation through his name. This
is one consequence.

(2) If the tabernacle of David is not to be set up until the
second coming of the Lord, since the residue of men cannot
seek after the Lord, nor the Gentiles receive the gospel, until
it is set up, it follows that the residue of men may seek after
the Lord, and that salvation will be offered to the Gentiles,
after the second coming of Christ. In what essential respect does
this differ from the plain old Russellite doctrine of a second
chance to be saved? Why should Gentiles be concerned about
salvation at all now? And why should the gospel be preached
to them?

James understood that the Gentiles had a right to the bless-
ings of salvation and used this prophecy to prove it. There-
fore, James understood that this prophecy had been fulfilled,
and that the tabernacle of David had been set up. To deny it
is to deny the Gentiles, including our fathers and mothers who
died in the faith, the blessings of the gospel. These speculative
theories are not, therefore, merely nonessential. They strike at the
fundamentals of the gospel. They are vital. Followed to their
logical and legitimate end, they rob the Gentile world today
of Christ. Will our speculative brethren accept this conse-
quence? They will not. But it is there just the same, and they
will have to do one of three things: Accept the logical end of
their theory and quit preaching the gospel to the Gentiles; or
abandon their speculative and foolish teaching concerning the
future reign of Christ on David’s throne in Palestine; or, doing
neither of these, just remain inconsistent. Let us hope they will
eventually abandon their false teaching, lay aside their home-
spun theories, and content themselves, like Paul and the rest
of us, “not to know anything among you, save Jesus Christ,
and him crucified.”

(3) There is yet another inconsistency equally consequen-
tial. It pertains to the imminency of the Lord’s second coming
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and the restoration of Israel to Palestine. The theory is that
the Jews will be converted and restored to Palestine before the
coming of Christ or the inauguration of the millennium. Yet
they teach that the coming of Christ is imminent. Everybody
should be able to see that if his coming is imminent--liable to
occur momentarily--everything that precedes it must also be
imminent. The consequence of this theory is that, should the
coming of Christ occur now, it would require the immediate con-
version and restoration of the Jews--an instantaneous conversion
and a transportation to Palestine no less miraculous than the
deliverance of Israel through the path of the sea. Why deny
the doctrine of direct converting power and then espouse a
doctrine the consequences of which require that very thing in
case an exigency the doctrine allows should occur? Do they
accept this consequence? No. But consistency and courage
require that they either do so or surrender their theory. Any
effort to escape the consequence of this untenable theory will
be comparable to the doctrine of infant regeneration in death
to escape the consequences of infant damnation which the doc-
trine of hereditary total depravity entails. When our brethren
do get to theorizing and speculating, they can get as inconsistent
as anybody else.

To say that these theories are “not strictly essential” is too
mild. It does not give them proper classification. They are
worse than nonessential. They are in their legitimate ends
positively vitiating to the present blessings of the gospel, and
they are destructive of the unity of the church. There is abso-
lutely no place for such speculations among people devoted to
the principle of speaking where the Bible speaks. The plea we
have to offer the unsaved world is too great to allow dreamy
brethren to dwindle it down to phases of Adventism, Russell-
ism, and a lot of stray guesses under the guise of prophecies.
The world needs the unadulterated gospel. It has never needed
it more. The door for plain Bible preaching has never been
open wider. To spend time at vain speculation while the world
is facing a crisis which nothing but the gospel of Christ can meet
is treason. It is sinning away the day of grace, and the Lord
will not hold them guiltless who do it. Let Adventists, Russell-
ites, and so-called “Fundamental Baptists” satisfy the curious
with speculations, but let churches of Christ, and gospel preach-
ers stand united on the gospel of Christ--the world’s only hope
in this crucial hour.
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THE THRONE OF DAVID.

(Alexander Campbell, in Millennial Harbinger, 1840.)
(September, 1932)

An opinion has been occasionally propagated at dif-
ferent periods of the Christian church, that the conversion
of the Jews would be effected at once in a national way,
and that by a personal and literal return of the Messiah to
the literal and earthly Jerusalem in Judea, where our Lord
was crucified. The opinion has again been revived in con-
nection with other kindred notions, propagated also at dif-
ferent periods of the Christian church, concerning the state
of the dead, of which I cannot now speak particularly. But
the recent attempts to revive the oft-alleged, and as oft-
refuted, notions of the personal and literal return of the
Messiah to sit upon the literal throne of David, and thus
to convert the Jews by sight rather than faith, demands a
passing notice at our hands, and more especially, as it has
now been presented to our consideration by our much-
esteemed Brother Anderson, of Kentucky. At present we
can do little more than exhibit an induction of what is said
in Holy Writ on the subject of the throne of David. And
first, then, we shall place before the reader what the Scrip-
tures say on this subject.

Abner’s oath runs in these words: “As Jehovah hath
sworn to David, even so do I to him; to transfer the king-
dom from the house of Saul, and to set up the throne of
David over Israel and over Judah, from Dan even to Beer-
sheba.” (2 Sam. 3: 9, 10.) Thus we are first introduced
to the throne of David.

Jehovah’s oath, or covenant, to David, runs in these
words: “And [David] when thy days be fulfilled, and thou
shalt lie down with thy fathers, I will raise up thy seed
after thee [Solomon], who shall proceed from thee, and I
will establish his kingdom: he shall build a house for my
name, and I will establish the throne of his kingdom for-
ever. " " And [David] thy house and thy kingdom shall be
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steadfast forever before thee; thy throne shall be estab-
lished forever.” (2 Sam. 7: 12-16.)

And David in response said: “0 Lord Jehovah, thou
hast also spoken of thy servant’s house for a great while
to come.” (Verse 19.) “Therefore now let it please thee to
bless the house of thy servant, that it may continue forever
before thee: for thou, 0 Lord Jehovah, hath spoken it; and
with thy blessing let the house of thy servant be blessed
forever.” (Verse 29.)

This throne of David was by himself sworn or cove-
nanted to his son Solomon as his successor. Nathan the
prophet commanded Bathsheba to put the following words
to David: “Didst not thou, my lord, 0 king, swear to thy
handmaid, saying, Assuredly, Solomon thy son shall reign
after me, and he shall sit upon my throne?” And what did
David respond? “As Jehovah liveth, that hath delivered me
out of all my distress, even as I sware to thee by Jehovah
God of Israel, saying, Assuredly, Solomon thy son shall
reign after me, and he shall sit upon my throne in my
stead; even so will I certainly do this day.” (1 Kings 1: 13,
29, 30.) Thus Solomon sat on the throne of David, his
father. (1 Kings 2: 12.) The throne of David is frequently
called “the throne of Israel.” (1 Kings 2: 4, 8: 25; 9: 5; 2
Chron. 6: 16; Jer. 33: 17.) “David,” saith Jehovah, “shall
never want a man to sit on the throne of Israel.” This name
was given to the throne of David before the nation was
divided into two sovereignties, that of Judah and that of
Israel.

This covenant is again alluded to in Ps. 89: 3, 4: “I
have sworn a covenant with my chosen, I have sworn to
David my servant, Thy seed will I establish forever, and
build up thy throne to all generations.” Again, Ps. 132: 11:
“Jehovah has sworn in truth to David; he will not turn
from it; Of the fruit of thy body will I set on thy throne.”

Before the birth of Jesus, seven hundred and forty
years, Isa. 9: 7 says: “Of the increase of his government
and peace there shall be no end, upon the throne of David,
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and upon his kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with
judgment and with justice from hence forth even forever.
The zeal of the Lord of hosts will perform this.”

During the captivity Jeremiah prophesied (17: 25)
that on certain conditions there “shall enter into the gates
of Jerusalem kings and princes sitting upon the throne of
David, riding in chariots and on horses, they and their
princes: . . . and this city shall remain forever.” This pro-
mise is repeated in Jer. 20: 4. This throne of David is
again alluded to, but with no reference to our present sub-
ject, in Jer. 22: 2; 29: 16; 34: 30. Such is a full induction
of all the allusions in the Old Testament to the “throne of
David,” bearing on the covenant concerning David and his
seed as sitting on that throne.

In the New Testament (Luke 1: 32) an angel an-
nounces that the son promised Mary “shall be called the
son of the highest, that the Lord God will give him the
throne of his father David, and that he will reign over the
house of Jacob forever, and of his kingdom there shall be
no end.” Such are the prophecies and promises concerning
the throne of David in the Old and New Testaments.

But it is proper here to inquire, “Did, or did not, the
Lord Jesus Christ obtain a  throne in heaven, on his as-
cension; and if so, what throne is it? We propose the ques-
tion for the sake of form, and to give to our minds the
proper direction, rather than as to insinuating and doubt
as to the fact of his coronation. It will be, I presume,
admitted by every Bible student that the Lord Jesus Christ,
“born to be a king,” but not on earth, did, on entering the
heavens, ascend to a throne, a crown, and a kingdom. Let
us turn over again the leaves of the Old Testament pro-
phecies.

David foretold that his son would be a king and sit
upon his throne, not on earth, but in the heavens.

“Why do the heathen rage, and the people imagine a
vain thing? The kings of the earth array themselves
Herod and Pontius Pilate, Caesar’s representatives and
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vicegerents], and the people take counsel together against
Jehovah and his Anointed, saying, Let us break their
bands asunder, and cast their cords from us. He that
sitteth in the heavens shall laugh: Jehovah shall deride
them. Then he will speak to them in his wrath, and humble
them in his fury. Yet have I set my king upon my holy
mountain, Zion. . . . Ask of me, and I will give thee the
heathen for thine inheritance, and the uttermost part of
the earth for thy possession. Thou shalt break them with a
scepter of iron; thou shalt dash them in pieces like a
potter’s vessel. (Ps. 2.)

We have here the authority of the whole Jerusalem
church, with all its spiritual gifts for interpreting this
passage and for applying it to Jesus as Jehovah’s anointed
King in the heavenly Zion, the proper antitype of the city
and throne of David. Despite of Caesar in his representa-
tives, Herod and Pontius Pilate, Jehovah placed his King
upon the holy hill of Zion. And who is this King but
David’s son and David’s sovereign? Now, according to the
angelic annunciation( Luke 1: 32), did not Jehovah, the
God of Israel, give to him the throne of his father David?

But we have other writings in Jewish writings as ex-
plicit, and, perhaps, more direct and striking than even
these. What diligent student of official grandeur of the
Lord Jesus does not ponder with delight upon the One
Hundred and Tenth Psalm !

“Jehovah saith unto my Lord, Sit thou on my right
hand until I make thine enemies thy footstool. Jehovah
shall send the scepter of thy strength from Zion: rule thou
in the midst of thine enemies. Thy people shall be willing
[volunteers] in the day of thy power [gubernatorial author-
ity]. In the beauty of holiness from [more than] the womb
of the morning, thou hast the dew of thy youth. Jehovah
hath sworn, and will not repent: Thou art a priest forever
after the order of Melchizedek. The Lord at thy right hand
shall crush kings in the day of his wrath. He shall judge
among the heathen. He shall fill the places with dead
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bodies. He shall crush the heads over many countries” [or,
sovereigns of great nations].

Was not Melchizedek a priest upon a throne, and is not
our High Priest of that order: now King of kings, as well
as priest of the Most High God ?

Nay, we are constrained to admit that Jesus is now con-
stituted Lord of all. Peter, on Pentecost, assured the fleshly
Israel that God had anointed, or made, Jesus supreme over
all. And Paul also indicates the same when he says: “We
have such a high priest, who is seated on the right hand
of the Majesty in the heavens.” (Heb. 8: 1.) Even so
speaks the Lord Jesus of himself. He went from earth in
quest of a kingdom and a throne, and found one; for he
says : “As I have overcome, and am set down with my
Father on his throne, so he that overcometh shall sit down
with me on my throne.” In all the visions of our ascended
Lord he appears invested with regal glory, “a Prince and a
Saviour,"” exalted to a throne and a kingdom, having all
authority in heaven and on earth--Lord of lords, and King
of kings.

With this induction of all the passages that speak of
the throne of David, and all that is said of the anointing
and coronation of the Lord Jesus, can any one find a
vestige of authority for the assumption that Jesus Christ
will descend from the throne of God in the heavens to
sit upon anything called a throne of David in literal Jeru-
salem, and thus, in the form of a man, reign as a Prince
and a Priest over one nation and people, for any national,
temporal, or spiritual purpose ?

But the emphasis recently laid upon this assumption
is such as to call for still further exposition of its baseless
character. From the passages quoted we note the signifi-
cant fact that the throne of David is once and again said
to be “established forever.” Now, that it continued till the
birth of “David’s son and Lord” would certainly be implied
in the fact that it was “established forever.” That “the
scepter should not depart from Judah until Shiloh come,” I
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need scarcely say is relied on by the so-called “Christian
world” universally as a strong proof of the Messiahship
of Jesus of Nazareth; for till he came that throne or scepter
of Judah ceased not. But after his death, Jerusalem and
the nations fell into ruins; and according to Hosea, they
have ever since been “without a king, and without a prince,
and without a sacrifice, and without a pillar, and without
an image, and without a teraphim.” (Hos. 3: 4.) N O W, un-
less Jesus be King, and unless the throne of David be raised
to heaven, how can it be said that the throne of David was
established forever? For eighteen hundred years that
throne has fallen down and been without a king, unless in
the person of Jesus of Nazareth !

Still there is a stronger argument, or at least one more
explicit, than even this. It is as flat a negation of this
neophyte assumption as I can imagine. It is that cited by
Isa. 33: 17: “For thus saith Jehovah, David shall never
want a man to sit upon the throne of the house of Israel.”
I own it may be translated, “There shall not be cut off a
man from David before me”--that is, He will always have
a representative. Now, according to the oracle, so explicit,
so definite, and so intelligible, David’s son and David’s Lord
reigns upon his throne, as royal representative.

But one fact is not seen by those neophytes who as-
sume so much on this subject. It is this, that David’s throne
was originally the throne of God, and David was but his
representative. Jehovah himself was King of Israel, and
when Israel repudiated him he gave them in his anger what
they sought--that is, “a king like other nations”; but he
would merely deputize him and authorize him by an unction
in his name, thereby constituting him “the Lord’s anoint-
ed.” This is the mystery which none of these theological ad-
venturers have yet been taught.

David and his sons were God’s only anointed kings,
and just as exclusive and alone, as Jesus of Nazareth is
his only begotten Son and heir of the throne in the heavens;
therefore, with literal and exact truth after his resurrec-
tion he said, all sacerdotal, political, regal and divine
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authority, in heaven and earth, were his, and only his, and
his forever. God reigned on earth in the persons of Judah’s
kings on David’s throne. But after the Jews said, “This is
the heir; come, let us kill him and seize the inheritance,” he
translated the throne of David to heaven and placed his
Son upon it, and there it will continue as the seat of the
Lord Jesus Christ till all his enemies fall before him.



200

HANDLING THE WORD OF MEN IN CRAFTINESS

(SEPTEMBE R, 1932)

There is an apostolic admonition against handling the word
of God deceitfully which runs as follows: “But we have re-
nounced the hidden things of shame, not walking in craftiness
nor handling the word of God deceitfully; but by the manifes-
tation of the truth commending ourselves to every man’s con-
science in the sight of God.” (2 Cor. 4:2.)

Craftiness in handling the word of God is condemned as
being dishonest and deceitful. If that is true of an improper
use of the word of God, it is also true of the misuse of the word
or writings of men.

Innovationists and factionists in the church habitually quote
the writings of the great men and scholars among us, seeking
the influence and prestige of the names of these men for their un-
scriptural practices. The “digressives” spill waves of oratory
over the names of the Campbells and the pioneers, when it
is a fact known to all who have had access to the writings of
these men that they vigorously opposed the innovations of the
so-called “Christian Church.” To appropriate their names to
a cause they did not espouse is religious dishonesty.

More recently a group of brethren have virtually become a
faction in the church in their advocacy of Russellistic and Ad-
ventistic theories concerning the millennial reign of Christ on
earth and the establishment of the throne of David in Jerusa-
lem. True to form, these brethren have sought the influence
of the names of the sainted dead, and they have quoted copious-
ly from men who were known to oppose the course they have
pursued. The editorial in the Gospel Advocate of September
1 from the pen of Alexander Campbell, taken from the Millen-
nial Harbinger of 1840, reverses the repeated claims that have
been made that Alexander Campbell believed and taught such
speculation. He referred to those who teach these theories as
“neophytes who assume so much,” and, after commenting on
an array of Bible passages concerning the kingdom of Christ
and the throne of David, said: “Can any one find a vestige of
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authority for the assumption that Jesus Christ will descend from
the throne of God in the heavens to sit upon anything called a throne
of David in literal Jerusalem, and thus, in the form of a man, reign
as a Prince and a Priest over one nation and people, for any na-
tional, temporal or spiritual purpose?” It would verily take
some craftiness to pervert such writings as this into favoring
the theories of the millennium faction which has grown up in
our midst.

Still more recent than these is a small set of “majority-rule”
preachers in various localities, from California to Tennessee,
who would claim all the brains of the brotherhood from Camp-
bell on down to themselves for majority rule in the church!
Yet the evolution of Alexander Campbell’s thought and writing
on that question is more fatal to the contention of these preach-
ers than anything that has been said on the subject by late
Bible scholars and writers among us.

Strange things happen. A preacher becomes involved in a
church trouble. If he would eliminate himself, another might
handle the situation and preserve peace. But the preacher will
not withdraw. In fact, preachers who are willing to eliminate
themselves do not have church troubles. The preacher thinks
he must stay to save the church. He stays and divides it. A
peculiar way, indeed, to save a church !

Suddenly this preacher begins writing all the preachers of
prominence in the brotherhood to ask questions concerning
the elders (although he is against the interference of outside
preachers). He frames his questions “in craftiness” to elicit
just the answer he wants and which almost any preacher who
knows the Bible would ordinarily give. When the answers are
in, he claims “all the leading brethren” are on his side! Yes,
this is crafty--and more; it is handling the word of men deceit-
fully. Perhaps every preacher whose answers to his questions
were sought would have condemned his course, if they had
known the facts.

Whenever a preacher begins writing to all the “leading breth-
ren” to ask them certain carefully worded questions, the breth-
ren ought to know that he is about to divide a church some-
where, if he has not already done so, and they should ascertain
the facts before lending the influence of their names to the
preacher who becomes the leader of a faction in a congregation
to promote his own personal ends.
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All such preachers have the same alibi. They all cry “perse-
cution.” They all claim that other preachers had the same
trouble there. They all claim that the elders are lords. They
all stay to save the church-but split it. They all say that
outside preachers caused the trouble--by teaching against
majority rule. It was outside preachers who kept instrumental
music from being introduced into many churches, and majority
rule was the plea made for that innovation. It is a pernicious
doctrine, and all gospel preachers should oppose it outside and
inside. And, finally, they all circulate letters among the breth-
ren to “inform the brotherhood” of the “facts” concerning their
trouble. Brethren, when you receive such a letter from a preach-
er, whether signed by himself or others behind whom he hides,
it is prima facie evidence that he is a party to a church trouble.
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CONCERNING THE POTTER HOME.

(October, 1932)

The statement inserted below appeared in a recent
issue of the Christian Leader in criticism of an article in
the Gospel Advocate by Brother J. L. Hines, which was
intended to be a commendation of the Potter Orphan Home.
We do not think Brother Hines meant any reflection on the
good men who have formerly managed the Potter Home,
and certainly the Gospel Advocate did not intend such in
the publication of it. We took Brother Hines’ statement, not
as a criticism of the men who have superintended the Home
in the past, but as an opinion that preachers generally are
better fitted to preach than to run such institutions. But
since Brother Rowe has construed the statement as carry-
ing a reflection, we gladly insert his correction and make it
ours by an unreserved indorsement of all that he says of
the good men who were the predecessors of Brother Reeves
as superintendent of the Potter Home.

IN DEFENCE OF CAPABLE MEN.

In the Gospel Advocate of October 6, Brother J. L
Hines. had a short article describing his visit to the Potter
Orphan Home at Bowling Green, Ky., last summer. In
Brother Hines’ article he uses this language: “I want to
congratulate the Board of Directors for taking the super-
vising of the Home out of the hands of preachers and
putting it into the hands of a business man who has a wife
who is a business woman.”

I have been one of the directors of this Home from
the beginning, and I am coming to the defense of the super-
intendents we have had. Even though we have had preach-
ers who were superintendents, those preachers were still
under the direction of the Board of Directors; so those
preachers were carrying out instructions they received
from a board of business men. And the superintendents
we have had have been the salt of the earth. While our pre-
sent board appreciates the practical knowledge and ability
of Brother Reeves, there is not one of us who will forget
the wonderful work done by Brother Ben F. Taylor and the
great work started by Brother H. C. Shoulders and the
saintly character we enjoyed in the person of Brother M. L.
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Moore, than whom there never was a more godly soul. And
so I could go back through the administration of Hugh Pot-
ter and Brother W. M. Oakley and back to our first super-
intendent, J. H. Hines, the brother of the one who now
offers this criticism. I can say on behalf of all these super-
intendents that each one did the best he could with the
means he had at hand. Our upturn began during the admin-
istration of Brother Shoulders. Money was made available
so we could really do something. Under the administration
of Brother Taylor it reached its peak of perfection; and
while Brother Taylor is a preacher, he is a sterling business
character who was eminently fitted for this work through
his former public service in a State institution in Colorado.
Good personal friends of Brother Taylor came forward
with liberal sums and improvements were made rapidly,
and the Home today in all its glory is justly the result by
all the finishing touches given by Brother Ben F. Taylor.
Brother and Sister Reeves are maintaining that high stand-
ard, in which condition the directors all rejoice, and the
brethren at large can enter into the feeling of satisfaction
that comes to us now after years of toil and progress.

I felt it was due the former superintendents that they
should be defended in all they have done in their faithful
contact with the Home.--F. L. R.

The Potter Home, now under the management of
Brother H. H. Reeves, ranks as one of the best-managed
institutions of its kind anywhere. Everything about it is
apparently as near to the ideal as such an institution could
approach. The home atmosphere; the tender interest and
affection and training the children receive; the substantial,
homelike buildings and beautiful grounds--in fact, every-
thing about it is beautiful; and to observe these children
would remind us that the children of some parents we know
would not be “unfortunate” in a Home like this.

There are many good people in the land who have not
been so fortunate as some of us, in that no children have
blessed their union, and who, perhaps, for valid reasons,
do not find it expedient to adopt children. What better
thing could such people do than “adopt” one or more of
these children by paying for their shelter, clothing, food, and
training, just as they would have done for one of their own?
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To do so will be a threefold blessing. It will bless those who
do the good deed; it will bless the child who is the recipient;
and it will help to lift the heavy burden from the shoulders
of those who have unselfishly made themselves responsible
for the care of homeless children.

Through this Home, and others like it, the opportunity
is afforded good people who cannot take children into their
homes to “bring them up in the nurture and admonition of
the Lord”--by proxy. Thus we justify the existence of such
institutions as an adjunct of the family--an auxiliary to the
home--supplementing the work of parents. They are not
“church institutions,” but “home institutions,” and all good
people should be interested in them.

A WORD ABOUT THE CHURCH IN BOWLING GREEN.

It is in order here also to say a word about the church
in Bowling Green. It is one of the oldest churches in Ken-
tucky. It was the writer’s privilege recently to assist them
in a meeting. Brother Clint Potter, the founder of the Pot-
ter Home, is one of the elders of this church. Brother Ben
F. Taylor, former superintendent of the Home, is their
preacher, than whom there is none more worthy. The same
can be said of the character and integrity of the elders of
the church. Their worth has been tested. They stood firmly
by the church when division threatened it. They know by
experience the meaning of Paul’s words to the elders of the
church at Ephesus: “I know that after my departing griev-
ous wolves shall enter in among you, not sparing the flock;
and from among your own selves shall men arise, speaking
perverse things, to draw away the disciples after them.”
They have borne personal reproach and have suffered per-
secution for the performance of duty. But they have been
faithful stewards of the grace of God and can “rejoice and
be exceeding glad,” for great will be their reward.

When a designing preacher who advocates majority
rule and voting in the church attempts to set aside elders
because he cannot rule them, good elders will not surrender
to such a preacher. They will “take heed to the flock.” It is
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the time for elders to rule--and the only criticism to be
offered against the elders in some instances is that they did
not rule that kind of a preacher out soon enough.

The church at Bowling Green has overcome some diffi-
culties of this nature. Their present preacher, Brother Ben
F. Taylor, is not the kind that tries to build the strength
around himself as the center of interest, He builds the in-
terest and strength around the church, as all godly preach-
ers will do. He recognizes the elders and works with them,
not against them. Consequently they are doing a good work
and the church is growing and “having favor with all the
people.”

As for the Potter Home, brethren need not have any
fears or misgivings concerning its affairs along any line
as long as the work is under the oversight of this group
of brethren. We bid them God’s blessings.
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DOES THE BIBLE CLEARLY TEACH IT?

(OCTOBER, 1932)

The Fairfax Church in Winchester, Ky., has been treated to
a challenge for debate by Charles M. Neal, chief advocate and
agitator of speculative teaching at that place. Here is the chal-
lenge :

"Winchester, Ky., September 7, 1932.--Mr. Max Ogden, Win-
chester, Ky.--Dear Brother: In times past you have talked
much about wanting to debate on prophetic subjects. I have
decided to give those who oppose the teaching of the thousand-
years age or dispensation an opportunity to debate the matter.

I am enclosing a number of cards with a proposition which
is of the first importance and must come first in any profitable
discussion along prophetic lines. I think you will be surprised,
on trying your friends of the ministry with this proposition,
to see how many excuses will be offered as to why they cannot
discuss this proposition.

If in your efforts to secure a man to debate this subject you
should need more than the five cards I am sending, please ask
for more, for I have plenty.

Trusting you may be able to secure a man for this discussion,
I am, Sincerely, Charles M. Neal.”

Here is his challenge in bold type on his “card”:

“This proposition is affirmed. Who will deny? Who will
sign on the dotted line? ‘The Bible clearly teaches that, after
the second coming of Christ and before the final resurrection
and judgment, there will be an age, or dispensation, of one
thousand years in duration’, Charles M. Neal Affirms.”

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .Denies.
Brother Neal missed his guess. He was not considered as

formidable as he estimated himself to be. The brethren can
give him four of his cards back; they used only one in their
“efforts to secure a man to debate this subject.” And he made
no excuses at all. The following amended proposition was,
however, submitted and accepted: “The Bible clearly teaches
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that, after the second coming of Christ and before the final re-
surrection and judgment, there will be an age, or dispensation,
of one thousand years, during which Christ will reign on the
earth.” We have already “signed on the dotted line.” No-
body seemed frightened at all, and perhaps he is the one who
has been surprised.

The church in Winchester, Ky., was planted in the days of
McGarvey and the Hardings, “watered” by other faithful men
of God, and later divided by the preachers who are advocating
these future-kingdom theories which they piously tell us “fur-
nish no just ground of division” and should not be made "a test
of fellowship” ; still they divide churches with it. Like the
“digressives,” they do not make it a “test” of fellowship; they
just force brethren to put up with their teaching or divide the
church if they do not. Yet brethren will apologize for them
and would have us adopt a nonresistance policy of compromise
while these brethren press their divisive teaching wherever they
can. Their persistent efforts to fasten these prophetic vagaries
and speculative theories on the churches call for determined
opposition. The Fundamentalist Baptists have espoused the
future-kingdom reign of Christ on David’s throne in Jerusalem
with all of its anti-gospel consequences. And among us are
these men who are steadily striving to commit the churches of
Christ to these revamped but none the less false and destructive
theories. These facts justify the editorial advances the Gospel
Advocate has recently made upon this Christ-dethroning doc-
trine.

In a private letter, Brother R. L. Whiteside has struck a key-
note in analyzing the effects of these speculations. He says in
part:

“Any system of false teaching, if continually preached, will
become a rallying ground for a party. Church history is full
of proof of this.

Perhaps we all have some wrong ideas, yet few of us frame
these into a system, a philosophy of God’s plans . . . When a
lot of errors have been reduced to a system, then you have the
seed of a new party, and the fruit will come if that seed is cul-
tivated. I think here is the ground for serious reflection . . . .
There is a vast difference between holding a few errors and for-
mulating a doctrinal system. A religious party is not built on
a few isolated errors; it must have a system, a scheme of things,
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different from others; and just as certainly as people rally around
a new scheme, a new system, just that certainly will a new party
eventually be formed.

It is possible for a man to create a personal following and
by his power hold them together for a time as a party; but that
party will pass away with him unless he or they formulate a
system of doctrines. If he formulates that system and has
enough opposition for his sympathizers to feel that he is a
martyr, they will hold to it all the more tenaciously.

No matter what Brother Boll thinks and feels about a party,
everything is favorable for the development of one. He is a
man of considerable strength, his sympathizers regard him as
very pious, and he has published a system of doctrines. Be-
cause of the criticisms he has met, his sympathizers have put
him in the roll of martyrs. The setting is complete; and if he
holds to his present course, a party is certain to result, no mat-
ter what he wills or thinks about it. However, I do not think
it will be a large party.”

Already in some places Brother Whiteside’s prognostications
have been fulfilled. At Winchester, Ky., the church is divided
over the very things referred to in the foregoing letter. The
new party has already been formed there. Charles M. Neal is
the leader of it. He is evidently “itching for a debate.” We
think he should be accommodated, so his challenge has been ac-
cepted. The writer and Brother Srygley, his “official modera-
tor,” will go to Winchester and give Brother Neal the chance
to show how “clearly” the Bible teaches his future reign and
kingdom theories. The time and arrangements for the discus-
sion will be duly announced.
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MARK THEM

(NOVEMBER,  1932)

Some of the brethren of the speculative group object to being
marked for their theoretical teaching. One writer diagnosed
the “trouble” of the brethren who are particular about what is
taught in the churches as a case of the marking itch. Still, it
is evident that some should be marked. Paul said so. Now,
who would this brother mark, itch or no itch? If he marks a
“digressive,” could not his music brother appropriate the diag-
nosis and register the same objection? It would seem to depend
on who marks and who gets marked as to whether it is the mania
of this diagnostician or not.

Paul said mark them. “Now, I beseech you, brethren, mark
them which cause divisions and offences contrary to the doc-
trine which ye have learned: and avoid them.” (Rom. 16:17.)
Whom does this include? All who are causing the divisions
“contrary to the doctrine” we have learned. When brethren
cause divisions over the teaching of theories regarding a sup-
posed future-kingdom reign of the Lord on the earth, the case
is plain enough. Such teaching with its consequent divisions
is contrary to the doctrine we have learned in the New Testa-
ment. They will either have to quit teaching these theories or
be marked.

When a man is promoting unity upon the truth and nothing
but the truth, he is not concerned about being marked. He is
willing to be distinguished by what he teaches. The man who
does not want to be marked for what he teaches is likely the
very man who ought to be marked. It is the teaching, after all,
that does the marking. Brethren should observe it. For “by
their smooth and fair speech they beguile the hearts of the
innocent.”

And there are some who feel indignant if they are asked
where they stand on important issues. They are too independent
to tell where they stand on anything. Some years ago a prom-
inent man in the church was held in doubt on the question of
instrumental music in the worship. Some interested brethren
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asked him what his attitude was, and--lo!--he was too inde-
pendent to tell. He would not subscribe to a creed nor bow to an
imaginary Sanhedrin. But preachers, like statesmen, are public
property. The people have the right to know their positions.
The man who expects a brotherhood to sustain him should
recognize the right of that brotherhood to know what he be-
lieves and teaches. It is poor grace for a preacher to be de-
pendent upon the brethren for support in his work and be too
independent to answer questions his supporters have the right
to know concerning him and his teaching. The interest of the
church is of more importance than any man’s feeling of inde-
pendence.

But there are preachers today who shrink from preaching
the plain plan of salvation and “things pertaining to the king-
dom of God,” lest they be found subscribing to a creed!

And some good but misinformed brethren would have us
keep the Gospel Advocate free of all disputed issues.  That is
too much like trying to preach Christ and say nothing about
baptism. The Bible itself is full of disputed issues. Jesus dis-
puted with every class of errorists of his day. Paul was both an
offensive and a defensive fighter. His words to that perverter
of the Way, named “Elymas” who sought to turn Sergius
Paulus, the precounsul, “from the faith,” represent a veritable
verbal volcanic eruption: "O full of all guile and all villainy,
thou son of the devil, thou enemy of all righteousness, wilt
thou not cease to pervert the right ways of the Lord?” Too
harsh, too harsh, Paul; you ought to preach in love! If gospel
preachers today should preach like Christ and the apostles
preached, it would give some of the brethren creeping paralysis.

It will not bid a fair future for the church of Christ when
brethren in large numbers come to maintain an apologetic atti-
tude toward the truth, or oppose exposition of error, or object
to the discussion of disputed issues.

The church of the New Testament grew when opponents of
the truth beheaded its exponents. The church of the past
century grew when our own pioneers waged relentless war on
error in denominations, when the doors of public buildings were
closed against them, when persecution was bitter, and when
courage was an essential quality in the man who would preach
the gospel. Imagine the preachers and editors who have graced
the pulpit and page in the past generation steering clear of dis-
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puted issues! Where would the church be today? The church
of this generation will become languid in compromise, if not
entirely lose its identity among the humanisms of the day, if
the noncombative policy some brethren urge should be adopted.

Those brethren who think the policy of exposing error in or
out of the church too drastic and who believe a course of less
resistance and severity should be pursued would do well to look
up some old files of the papers and see how men whose memories
are cherished and whose praises are yet sung, wrote and preached
in a generation ago. We often hear it said: “We need a Lips-
comb, a Sewell, a Benjamin Franklin, at the helm today.”
True indeed; and if they were here to do the steering, certain
forms of error gaining currency in our own ranks could not get
a start.

The fact that there have been objections to the policy of plain
teaching which the Gospel Advocate is pursuing in exposing error
all the way up and down the line, from “first principles” of the
plan of salvation to the destructive theories concerning a future-
kingdom reign of Christ on earth, with all of their latent evils,
is but proof that the teaching is well timed, well aimed, and
taking effect. We are hoping that further teaching, duly timed,
may effect a cure in cases that have not reached a hopeless stage.
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SOME THINGS WHICH CANNOT BE SHAKEN.

(Synopsis of a sermon by the editor, at Tulsa, Okla.)
(November, 1932)

In Paul’s day the world was having a shaking up. King-
doms were falling, governments were crumbling, and the
civilized world was shaking. Paul’s attitude was that any-
thing which can be shaken ought to be removed, so to the
Hebrews he wrote: “And this word, Yet once more, signi-
fieth the removing of those things that are shaken, as of
things that have been made, that those things which are
not shaken may remain. Wherefore, receiving a kingdom
that cannot be shaken, let us have grace, whereby we may
offer service well-pleasing to God with reverence and awe.”

The world is shaking today. Monarchies are falling in
old countries and democracy has not been made safe in our
own country. Nations tremble, governments reel, civiliza-
tion is in a state of decadence, and the social order is
threatened with collapse.

In the midst of all these vicissitudes there is something
steadfast and sure to which Christians may cling. With
the calm certitude of Paul we can say: Let the world shake;
let things which can be shaken be removed, that things
which cannot be shaken may remain. And what are the im-
movable things that will remain when the shaking is over?

First, faith in God will be here when the shaking is
over. Paul says, “By faith we know.” The agnostic says,
“We do not know.” It is thought to be a mark of intelli-
gence to be skeptical. But who would want to exchange the
hopeful “I believe” for the hopeless “I do not know”?

Today, as in Paul’s day, “there are gods many,
and lords many.” There is the god of Christian Science, of
New Thought, of Theosophy, of Spiritualism, of Unitari-
ansm, of Modern Philosophy, and of Modernism in general,
which, after all, are not modern at all, but a revamping of
the discarded pantheism of several centuries ago. The God
of the Bible is distinctly separate from the views of God
advanced by these many and ever-multiplying unbiblical
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cults of today. The God of the Bible is the God of the first
chapter of Genesis. Objections are filed by some writers
and thinkers both of ancient and modern times against the
God of the Bible because they think the various strata of
the earth, according to geology, would indicate a higher
antiquity than a few thousand years, which they say would,
if true, discredit the record of Genesis. But “in the be-
ginning” is an indefinite and undefined period. Whatever
earth’s strata may reveal from geological research cannot
discredit the record of Genesis. We will place the inspired
record against all the theories founded upon nature or sci-
ence as interpreted by man, and the Bible account will grow
brighter as geological speculation recedes into compara-
tive oblivion.

We are told that there is in a certain museum a “scien-
tific morgue” where all the dead theories of science have
been laid to rest and the march of the scientific cortege
continues with an ever-lengthening line. But the word of
God endureth forever !

When the shaking is over, faith in the Bible will still
be here. The campaign of ridicule and scorn that has been
waged against it through the years has not driven it from
its moorings. The alleged discrepancies and reputed mathe-
matical contradictions being flaunted before this genera-
tion have all been exploded a century ago. The effort to
array science and reason against the Bible has also failed.
The Bible does not clash with either science or reason. It
rather anticipates scientific discovery. Many recent dis-
coveries in the realm of archaeology and the findings of
the spade have thrown light upon and supported certain
statements in the Bible that have long been questioned.
Science and the Bible are not in conflict. It is when the
scientist becomes unscientific and the religionist unbiblical
that the clash is in evidence. Science means “to know,” and
there is not anything any man can prove that he knows
that conflicts with anything the Bible says.

When the shaking is over, faith in Jesus Christ as the
Son of God will still be here. Christ cannot be ignored. He



T HINGS W HICH C ANNOT BE S H A K E N 215

lives! He lives in the realm of literature, in the realm of art,
in the realm of music, in the realm of economics. Some men
say that he is a myth, but his life story was written in his
own country and his church established in the city where he
was crucified fifty days before that notable event, and three
thousand people were convinced of this fact! Myths do not
happen that way. They originate far from the scene, and
it takes centuries for them to grow.

Others say that he was an impostor. But his life of
self-denial and hardship from Nazareth to Calvary, with
no promise or hope of earthly gain or glory, is not the
mark of an impostor. Still others say that he was a fanatic;
but if Christianity with its by-products of civilization are
the fruits of fanaticism, the world needs more fanatics
like the Man of Galilee !

The first sermon of the converted infidel, Saul of Tar-
sus, is the Christ which centuries of the past or millenniums
of the future cannot shake--he “proclaimed Jesus that he is
the Son of God.” And the facts concerning his resurrection,
which furnish the climactic proof of his divinity, that were
sufficient to convince Saul of Tarsus, are sufficient to con-
vince an honest mind today.

Finally, when the shaking is over, the immovable king-
dom which Paul says we have received will be here. It is
the church. For, says Paul: “Ye are come unto Mount Zion,
and unto the city of the living God, the heavenly Jerusalem,
and to innumerable hosts of angels, to the general assembly
and church of the firstborn who are enrolled in heaven.
. . . Wherefore, receiving a kingdom that cannot be shaken,
let us have grace, whereby we may offer service well-
pleasing to God with reverence and awe.”
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A LIVE ISSUE TODAY.

CLED E. WALLACE.

(November, 1932)

“And in those days cometh John the Baptist, preaching
in the wilderness of Judea, saying, Repent ye; for the king-
dom of heaven is at hand.” (Matt. 3: 1,2.) “Now after John
was delivered up, Jesus came into Galilee, preaching the
gospel of God, and saying, The time is fulfilled, and the
kingdom of God is at hand: repent ye, and believe the gos-
pel.” Mark 1: 14, 15.)

What kingdom was this which was “at hand,” “come
nigh unto you,” approaching? It was the kingdom of Jewish
prophecy that Daniel, Isaiah, and others said would come.
Jesus came “in the fullness of the time” and said it was “at
hand.” He had it in mind when he taught his disciples to
pray, “Thy kingdom come.” Was it “at hand”? If it did
not come soon after John and Jesus made the announce-
ment, it was not “at hand”; and if disciples are still to
pray, “Thy kingdom come,” John and Jesus were mis-
taken, or else some unforeseen calamity occasioned the
postponement of the kingdom at the last minute. If disciples
use the language of Jesus in prayer today, they ought to
have in mind the same kingdom he had when he used the
language. The kingdom he taught his disciples to pray for
was close by at that time. Whether or not that kingdom has
come is a  live issue today. There is no righteous occasion
for any lover of the truth shrinking from a vigorous dis-
cussion of that issue. If any sizable number of disciples are
uninterested in it, it affords an added reason why such a.
discussion should be prosecuted. Such a condition would de-
mand a campaign of education on kingdom matters. Zealots
of various beliefs otherwise are active in their advocacy of
the future-kingdom idea. It was proper for us to fight the
notion that the kingdom was established before Christ as-
cended to heaven. It is also proper for us to fight the error,
which is as bad or worse, that he will not exercise the
authority of King until he again returns to the earth.
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Premillennialists teach that the Jews understood their
prophets, that their idea of the kingdom was approximately
correct, and that the fulfillment of the “kingdom pro-
phecies” would have demanded such an earthly reign when
Jesus was here as premillennialists hope for now when he
comes again to earth. Jesus planned to give them what they
were looking for. Rut they were disappointed with Jesus.
They rejected him. The Jewish nation was such a vital
factor in the kingdom scheme that it could not be carried
out when they were guilty of the national crime of rejecting
the Messiah. So the kingdom was postponed and the church
was substituted for the kingdom he failed to set up when he
came for that purpose the first time. With some, the church
is merely a “phase” of the kingdom which had no place in
prophecy. It was an afterthought, a theological accident. If
the Jews had not rejected their Messiah, this “gospel age”
would not be what it is now. Of course there is no specula-
tion in all this! The Scriptures clearly teach it!

How do these future-kingdom advocates know the Jews
understood their prophets? They did not understand their
Messiah. The same prophets foretold the Messiah, and they
did not even recognize him when he appeared. He was as
clearly revealed in prophecy as the kingdom was. If they
were mistaken in their views of the King, it is reasonable
to conclude that they were likewise mistaken in their views
of the kingdom. The birth of Jesus was a subject of pro-
phecy. The suffering and rejection and death of Jesus were
subjects of prophecy. The prophets talked about “the glories
that should follow” "the sufferings of Christ,” involving as
they do the “so great salvation” of the present and citizen-
ship in "a kingdom that cannot be shaken,” which we now
enjoy as members of the church. It is quite clear that the
Jews of the time of John and Jesus misinterpreted the
prophecies concerning both the King and the kingdom. And
some of our modern theorists are falling headlong into the
same errors.

John and Jesus did not preach "the kingdom of heaven
is at hand," if the Jews do not reject their Messiah.  It was
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foreknown and foretold that they would do so. The kingdom
was “at hand,” anyway. “Him, being delivered up by the
determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye by the
hand of lawless men did crucify and slay.” So said Peter
on Pentecost. David foretold his resurrection from the dead
that the promises regarding the kingdom might be fulfilled.
And they are fulfilled in that he is now “both Lord and
Christ”--“Who is on the right hand of God, having gone
into heaven; angels and authorities and powers being made
subject unto him.” (1 Pet. 3: 22.)
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BROTHER BOLL’S PROPOSITION

(NOVEMBER, 1932)

(Editorial in Gospel Advocate, replying to Boll’s “Here’s My
Hand” and “A Doctrinal Manifesto.“)

In a recent issue of the Word and Work, Brother R. H. Boll
extends his hand to us on a proposition regarding the teaching
of certain prophetic theories which have been sponsored by
that magazine. His proposition sets forth exactly the principles
for which the Gospel Advocate has contended all the time, and
we stand ready to complete the gesture toward unity so far as
the editorial responsibility of the Gospel Advocate extends.

“ HE R E’S M Y H A N D”

Under this heading Brother Boll delivers his proposition to
us as follows:

“If any are sincerely troubled with fears lest any false doc-
trines, theories, speculations, etc., may rise up to disturb the
unity of the church, I would like for my part to go on record
on my own behalf, and so far as my responsibility for the Word
and Work extends, that nothing shall be taught on any prophetic
theme except what can be read from the Bible. On the question
of the kingdom, for instance, the Word and Work is willing to
set forth and emphasize any and every statement found in God’s
book, in its own fair light and context, without addition, sub-
traction, or alteration, and without regard to any theories on
the subject. On the Coming of Christ, on the Thousand Years,
on the Throne of David; on all disputed and prophetic themes,
in short, I am willing to let God alone speak. In all discussions
and expositions of passages bearing on these matters I propose
to regard carefully, even scrupulously, what the passage in
question actually says; to draw no unwarranted conclusions
or unnecessary inferences, to build up or defend no human
theories, to avoid mere philosophical and syllogistic argumen-
tation on Bible themes. I feel sure that all the friends and
writers of the Word and Work will endorse such attitude. If
the brethren who have pressed the other side of the contro-
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verted matters will bind themselves in like manner, harmony
ought to be complete.”

If Brother Boll will live up to this proposition, harmony w i l l
be complete. And if he had never pursued any other course
than the one he now proposes, there never would have been
anything except harmony on these questions. He proposes
“that nothing shall be taught on any prophetic theme except
what can be read from the Bible.” This proposition bars all
“interpretations” and “views” of prophecy beyond what the
Bible “actually says.” We accept it. It is exactly what “the
brethren who have pressed the other side of the controverted
matters” believe. Brother Boll has, in fact, conceded that posi-
tion to us by the admission that we have “pressed the other
side of the controverted matters.” Since his side has been, by
his own admissions, dealing with interpretations of prophecy
which destroy harmony, “the other side,” by his admission,
has been against these interpretations, and stands, therefore,
upon the exact proposition on which Brother Boll offers his
hand.

In view of this proposal, Brother Boll’s references, in the
same issue of his paper, to what the pioneers taught on these
questions is untimely. He is not proposing to do or teach as
they did, but to teach only what the Bible “actually says.”
Nearly every man who has ever had a peculiar position to de-
fend has claimed “the pioneers” on his side. If we were at
present devoted to the task of defending the teaching of the
pioneers on the issues involved, it could be successfully done,
at least, to the extent of proving that they did not hold the
views advocated by Brother Boll. But that is not the proposi-
tion. Brother Boll has offered his hand on an agreement to
teach only what the Bible “actually says” and only “what can
be read from the Bible”--“without addition, subtraction, or
alteration, and without regard to any theories on the subject.”
While this will require that Brother Boll repudiate some of his
own books and withdraw them from the market, we hope that
he will not recede from his proposition, which we wholehearted-
ly accept without modification.

“A DOCTRINAL MANIFESTO”

While waiting for us to accept or refuse his proposition Broth-
er Boll issued another number of the Word and Work contain-
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ing “A Doctrinal Manifesto.” Concerning this number he
says : “Of all the issues (of his paper), our preaching brethren
must have this one; we send it to them all.” He further states
that this is not the first time all the preachers have been
treated to a free edition of his magazine. “Once before, for four
consecutive months,” he says, “we ventured by faith to send
the Word and Work to an extra list of two thousand preachers.”
And between these “specials” we all know that he has been
diligent in the propagation of his peculiar theories. Still, we
have been supinely told that they have not pressed these theories
and that we should not have opposed them. But even after ex-
tending us his hand on a proposition for unity our brother
editor felt called upon for some reason to issue a “speculation
special” in an effort to proselyte all the preachers. And worse
still, in this issue he refers freely to those who differ from his
views as “creedists,” “creed-bound,” “a self-constituted ec-
clesiasticism,” and “a human sect which they call ‘church of
Christ’.” Aside from being extremely untimely, with his prop-
osition pending acceptance or rejection, the language is hardly
consistent with our brother’s professions of piety and rever-
ence, if not entirely incompatible with his own standard of in-
tegrity. Really, his proposition ought to be amended to in-
clude a retraction of these charges and an apology for his hard
sayings; but if he will stand by the proposition on which he ex-
tends his hand, we will not require it of him.

But while we are waiting for his proposition to be confirmed,
some strictures on our brother’s “manifesto” are in order.

1. Our brother editor says: “In view of recent utterances of
some religious journals, some editorial, some otherwise, the editor
of Word and Work feels impelled to state again and anew his doc-
trinal position and church relationship.”

This declaration is hardly true to the facts in the case. Broth-
er Boll would leave the impression that “recent utterances”
of others impel him to make a declaration of his doctrine. But
all informed brethren know that he has been at it all the time.
His own unyielding attitude toward the propagation of his ob-
jectionable doctrines has called forth all the opposition. The
suspension of the discussion of these questions in the Gospel
Advocate over a period of time was, it seems, construed as a
surrender of the issues involved, and the effort to advance their
theories was given impetus. Thus an undue advantage was
taken of a gesture for unity. It was this attitude of the editor
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of Word and Work, with his increasing propaganda, that called
forth the “recent utterances” in the Gospel Advocate.

2. Our brother editor states further: “Some editor and some
writers are not wholly decided as to whether they should any longer
continue in fellowship with some of the rest of us who do not share
their views on prophecy.”

This statement is a cunning but very ignoble effort to shift
the responsibility of division and disfellowship. Brother Boll
plays ventriloquist and makes it sound as if the voice of “views
on prophecy” were coming from some other than his own direc-
tion. But his speculations are too notorious for this device to
work. His name is virtually a synonym for theorizing. Any
attempt to absolve his own guilt by adroit references to other
prophetic views, as though it were just a matter of choosing
between views held by others and his own, can only be classi-
fied as a shrewd maneuver. It is the editor of Word and Work,
not “some editor and some other writers,” who has been im-
posing “views of prophecy” upon the brethren. Who does
not know that the church was not bothered with these ques-
tions until he himself formulated his system of prophetic teach-
ing and attempted to foist it bodily upon the churches? Broth-
er Boll admits this himself when he speaks of “the good old
days” when there was no “trouble” over these issues. Let him
be as the brethren were in those days and there will be no trou-
ble now. Whatever “views of prophecy” the brethren before
us had, they did not feature them. They held them only as
opinions. Brother Boll does not do this. He asserts that his
theories are plainly taught in the Bible, and it has been observed
that eighty per cent of the space in his paper the last few years
has been devoted to the agitation of these divisive questions.

“THEY WILL JUST HAVE TO PUT Us OU T”

3. Our brother editor further deposes after this fashion: “If,
then, those brethren insist that certain of us must subscribe to their
views of prophecy (or else promise to keep silent on the subject), we
must regretfully permit them to draw their line on us, and sorrow-
fully leave them to their human sect which they have formed and
which they call ‘church of Christ’.”

If by “those brethren” Brother Boll means the Gospel Advo-
cate, we gladly inform him that we are not now, nor have we
ever been, interested in getting anybody to subscribe to any-
body’s “views on prophecy.” Contrariwise, we have earnestly
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sought to induce “those brethren” who are teaching “views on
prophecy” to abandon their divisive work and “follow after
the things which make for peace, and things wherewith one
may edify another.” This statement of Brother Boll’s in itself
amounts to a confession of heresy. It is a tacit admission that
his views are so far out of line with the body “which they call
‘church of Christ’ " as to require much forbearance and tolera-
tion in order to fellowship him. Our much-exercised brother
pays himself no compliment in holding himself in such an at-
titude before the churches. Hear him again: “If any of us
must be rejected from fellowship on such grounds, I can see no
other chance. They will just have to put us out.” Who does
Brother Boll think can disfellowship him? The Gospel Advocate
claims no such prerogative. Our understanding of what the
New Testament teaches is that only the local church with the
divine arrangement of elders and deacons can withdraw fellow-
ship. We believe and teach this autonomy of the local church,
and could not be so inconsistent as to contradict it by disfellow-
shiping Brother Boll or anybody else. The purpose of the Gos-
pel Advocate is to advocate the gospel, not disfellowship people.

But what does all this mean, appearing in the next issue after
an extended hand on a proposition for unity? Does it mean
that he withdraws his proposition before it is accepted? Does
he now mean to say, “Fellowship me, fellowship my theories?”
Then who draws the line of fellowship? In his proposition
Brother Boll proposes to “regard carefully, even scrupulously,
what the passage in question actually says; to draw no unwar-
ranted conclusions or unnecessary inferences, to build up or de-
fend no human theories,” etc. Now he says he will “regretfully
permit” somebody to “draw their line” on him before he will
“promise to keep silent on the subject.” We are unable to in-
terpret these “recent utterances” of his in the light of the prop-
osition he made in the preceding issue of his paper.

4. Regarding creeds, Brother Boll says that no line of fellow-
ship should be drawn. “Over and above the fundamental state-
ment of faith that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and the ac-
ceptance of the Scriptures as the word of God and only authority in
faith and practice.” He further avers: "I am standing absolutely
and foursquare upon the word of God, all of it--and not any creed
or theory of any man, either my own or any other, and that by that
word and with it I am content to stand or fall--and that I am de-
claring the fundamental principle of the church of Christ.”
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His statement of the Scriptural creed is correct, and we
promptly accept and avow it. But that he is “standing abso-
lutely and foursquare” upon it we positively deny. He is stand-
ing absolutely on his own opinions and theories, all of them
“over and above the fundamental statement of faith” which he
has laid down as his creed. Brother Boll himself does not prac-
tice what he preaches concerning “drawing the line of fellow-
ship” on this statement and nothing more. Hear him: "The
Word and Work has repeatedly and with much care and detail
shown that the charges of teaching 'Russellism' and 'Adventism, '
which have been brought against its editors and some other brethren,
are wholly untrue; that the Word and Work and all its friends
stand opposed to both these false cults and against every distinctive
doctrine of both Russellism and Adventism.”

Here Brother Boll finds himself drawing the line of fellowship
“over and above” the fundamental statement of faith he avows.
On what ground does he draw the line on the Russellites, Ad-
ventists, and Fundamentalist Baptists who hold views so similar
to his own on prophetic subjects? They will all subscribe to his
statement of faith. Yet he indignantly disclaims any part or
lot with such “false cults” and “stands opposed to” and is
“against every distinctive doctrine” of these people. We would
like for him to itemize the difference between his “views of
prophecy” and theirs, so we can all see it, and then explain to
us where, how, and why he can draw his line on them without
making a creed “over and above” the one upon which he pre-
dicates fellowship. “Happy is the man who condemneth not
himself in the thing that he alloweth.”

All the talk about an unwritten creed is for effect. It is not
even new. It is an old, tattered scarecrow. Every innovation
has sought justification in this creedbound cry. Thus came in-
strumental music and all the talk about “the creed in the deed”
when loyal brethren resorted to legal protection of property
rights against the innovators. It is precisely this same spirit
crying in these brethren, “Creed, creed!” when they encounter
opposition to their efforts to foist a new system of prophetic
doctrines upon churches of Christ. We shall not be weakened in
our opposition to this or any other form of error by any such feint.

WHERE THE CASE MUST REST

5. Here is the final disposition of Brother Boll’s manifesto:
“Here I must rest my case. I should be sorry to see a contingent
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in the professing church of Christ forget their principles and de-
generate into a creed-bound sect. But for no fear or favor, nor for
the sake of any specious plea for unity, can I subscribe to anybody’s
creed or join their sect. So make up your minds, brethren, how it
shall be.”

Does this mean that Brother Boll has made up his mind not
to stand by his proposition? There seems to be quite a contrast
between the statement of the previous issue, “Here’s my hand,”
and the closing statement of the current issue, “Here I rest my
case.” He has not made a consistent witness in his “case.”
He failed to talk the same way under cross-examination. In
one he made a proposition for unity; in the other he calls on the
brethren to make up their minds to fellowship his theories or
disfellowship him on his own proposition, and all but dares
them to do the latter. Verily, Ephraim is joined to his idol!
This “manifesto” is about to become a declaration of stubbor-
ness and selfwill. Indeed, it is a pitiful begging of the question,
a bid for sympathy, and a mighty poor apology for the injury
he has done the church of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Where does the case rest? Just here--on the proposition
Brother Boll made upon which he extended his hand. We ac-
cept it. Will he stand by it? It is within his power to restore
the unity in which he so ardently professes to believe. Think,
for instance, what the difference would have been if he had fol-
lowed up his first proposition with an issue of his paper dedi-
cated to common ground, accompanied by his assurance that he
would cease to advocate his divisive doctrine. Will he yet do
this on his own proposition? If he will, “here’s my hand”; if
he will not, the responsibility for division and alienation must
rest solely upon himself.
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“OLMSTEAD’S ‘WHAT SHALL WE PREACH?’ ”

(DECEMBER 15, 1932)

On the front cover of the November number of The Word and
Work, the editor and publisher, Brother R. H. Boll, introduced
and endorsed three editorials appearing in that issue and an-
nounced that the special edition was being sent free to all “our
preaching brethren.” His front cover announcement follows
in full. Read it:

“When a man-made creed, written or unwritten, becomes the
standard of soundness and test of fellowship among brethren
in Christ, the status of the church is changed from that of a
free New Testament church to a creed-bound human sect.
This insidious peril, now threatening to destroy the congrega-
tions of Christ, is exposed in this issue and the divine remedy
pointed out.

“Once before, for four successive months, we ventured by
faith to send The Word and Work to an extra list of two thousand
preachers. The response was good--both in gifts to cover the
extra cost and in letters of appreciation from many brethren.
Again, therefore, by faith, without human means at hand,
moved by a conviction that of all issues our preaching brethren
must have this one, we send it to them all.

“Read Boll’s ‘Manifesto,’ Olmstead’s ‘What Shall We Preach?’
and Chambers’ ‘The Latest Creed.’ Read, brethren, and tell
us if it be not right and good to build the church of God--no
man’s party and no man’s sect, but ‘the house of God, which is
the church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth.’

“If among those who read there be any who can find a dollar
bill (seventy-five cents in clubs) for the 1933 subscription, they
will receive our December number free.”

Let the reader pause and reflect. The Word and Work has
issued, according to the above announcement, five special edi-
tions for the avowed purpose of propagating the peculiar tenets
of its editor and publisher. With each issue an appeal was made
to the brethren to supply him with funds to carry on his work
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of division. Yet we are told that he does not press his opinions
and that we should not oppose him.

The foregoing announcement exhibits three editorial ency-
clicals--"Boll's ‘Manifesto,’ Olmstead’s ‘What Shall We Preach?’
and Chambers’ ‘The Latest Creed’.” Manifestoes! “Upon
what meat has Caesar been feeding, that he has grown SO wise”
that he may decree against all opposition to his views and
vagaries? While ostensibly opposing "a man-made creed, writ-
ten or unwitten,” the sweeping assertions of this triumvirate
in reality only amount to a denunciation of all “creeds” but
their own and all “creed-makers” but themselves! The editor
of Word and Work claims the incontestible right to become a
notorious free lance in the church of Christ without opposition.
If we oppose him, we make a creed!

Our editorial respects were paid to “A Doctrinal Manifesto”
(No. 1) last week, and it is now in order that some strictures
be made upon "Olmstead's ‘What Shall We Preach?’ "  It is
a made-to-order oracle on what to preach. But should any of
us attempt to suggest to this trio what not to preach, we are creed-
bound. What must be the extreme delusion of men who think
that all who oppose them have a human creed, but they them-
selves can have none!

Manifesto No. 2 brands all the preaching that has been done
for several generations on how the Holy Spirit operates in the
conversion of sinners-that is, through the word of God--as
just a theory of conversion. It appeals to us to throw such “skill-
fully constructed positions” to the “moles and the bats” and
“cease to preach about theories of conversion.” Even bolder
still, it pronounces preaching “on the work of the Holy Spirit,
the setting up of the kingdom, the order of repentance and faith,”
parts of “theological systems” and “articles of faith.” It exhorts
us to bury them “so deep they can never see the light of day.”
That would surely bury some well-known passages of Scrip-
ture. For instance, James said: “Of his own will begat he us
with the word of truth.” (James 1:18.) That is preaching a
theory of conversion and should be thrown to the moles and the
bats! Another instance, Peter said: “Being born again, not
of corruptible seed, but of incorruptible, by the word of God.”
(1 Pet. 1:23.) But that is telling people how one is born of the
Spirit--born again--and that is preaching a creed!

Some of us have known and said all the time that the tendency
of these theorists among us has been to discredit the fundamentals
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of the gospel. Older brethren who know the errors that lurk in
the denominational dogmas of direct converting power of the
Holy Spirit, independent of the word of God, in the regenera-
tion of totally depraved sinners, will not be calculated to re-
ceive this “doctrinal manifesto” as a manifestation of sound
doctrine.

Can you imagine a gospel preacher referring to the work of
the Holy Spirit in conversion as unimportant and speculative?
That is what Brother Olmstead calls it. Brother Boll endorsed
it and sent it as a manifesto to all the preachers. But, on the
other hand, to teach that Christ will return to inaugurate a
future-kingdom reign on the literal throne of David, in literal
earthly Jerusalem, over literal fleshly Israel, for a literal one
thousand years, on this literal mundane sphere, is neither theo-
retical nor speculative; it is p l a i n l y  taught; they can “read it
from the Bible,” and “the passage in question actually says”
all of that! Is it possible that brethren can become so obsessed
with opinion as to be so blinded by illusionment or steeped in
self-delusion?

For the information of some of our readers who think these
theories are so harmless and their advocates so innocent, we will
show you in “black and white” a sample of the teaching we are
opposing. That we be not charged with misrepresentation, we
will cite Brother Boll himself. Read the following from his pen:

“The kingdom announced by John (and afterwards by the
Lord Jesus himself--Matthew 4:17; Mark 1:15) could have
been none other than that of Old Testament prophecy and
Jewish expectation in so far as that expectation accorded with
the prophecies. And this is borne out by what we find in the
following chapters of Matthew. If it be felt a difficulty that
that kingdom, though announced as “at hand,” has never yet
appeared, we shall find an explanation unforced and natural,
and one which will cast no reflection on the truth and goodness
of God.” (Kingdom of God, by R. H. Boll, last paragraph,
page 34.)

Reader, do you get this? The kingdom announced by John
and Jesus as “at hand” has never yet appeared. Then it was not
at hand. John and Jesus were wrong. They made a great mis-
take. Their preaching was a false alarm. They both preached,
“The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand”
(Mark 1:15)--but it did not come! The time was fulfilled, but
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the prophecy pertaining to it was not! Brother Boll seemed to
sense this difficulty and said he would “find an explanation.”
We would like to see it. But Brother Olmstead, with Brother
Boll’s endorsement, has put the ban on “harmonizing” and “ex-
plaining” things-that’s what marks a sect, he says. So Broth-
er Olmstead leaves Brother Boll in a predicament and God in a
dilemma with all “explanations and harmonizings barred.
Brother Boll unwittingly endorsed the condemnation of a thing
in others which he pledged himself to do--find an explanation!
“Wherefore thou art without excuse, 0 man, whosoever thou
art that judgeth: for wherein thou judgeth another, thou con-
demnest thyself; for thou that judgeth dost practice the same
things.”

Hear Brother Boll again:

“John’s preaching, however, brought out the notable fact
that a thoroughgoing repentance must be the necessary prep-
aration for the announced kingdom. Since the kingdom
promise was national, the preparatory repentance must also
be national.” (Kingdom of God, by R. H. Boll, first paragraph,
page 35.)

John and Jesus preached, “Repent, for the kingdom of heaven
is at hand.” Multitudes repented, then did not get the “king-
dom promise” because all did not repent, they say. Indeed,
Brother Boll says “the rulers and the rank and file” of all the
people must repent before God will fulfill the promise to any of
them. Matthew says: “Then went out unto him Jerusalem,
and all Judea, and all the region round about the Jordan; and
they were baptized of him in the river Jordan, confessing their
sins.” (Mat. 3:5, 6.) Was this not the “rank and file”? Who
said the rulers must all accept and the repentance must be na-
tional before the kingdom promise could be fulfilled? If God’s
promise could go by default the first time, what assurance can
Brother Boll give us that it will not be so the next time?

But read some more of it:

"We come now to a highly important crisis and turning point
in our Savior’s ministry, and one which greatly affects the king-
dom question . . . He now begins to speak in parables--a
method so different from his manner heretofore that the dis-
ciples seek him privately to get his explanation of it . . . Never
before then were these facts, set forth in these parables, di-
vulged: they were absolutely  new . . . But one thing must



T HE PRESENT T R U T H

have dawned upon us: the correspondence of these secrets with
the conditions in the church age. These parables are really an
announcement of the new and unexpected aspect the kingdom
would assume during an anticipated age of the King’s rejection
and absence from the world."--Italics his own. (Kingdom of
God, pages 37, 38.)

Brother Boll is on record that the kingdom of these passages
is that kingdom of “Old Testament prophecy and Jewish ex-
pectation.” The time for it to come was fulfilled. (Mark 1:15.)
Multitudes accepted the preaching of John and Jesus and met
the conditions; but because all did not accept it, the ones who
did were disappointed. So Jesus began to try to patch up the
mistake by announcing a new and unexpected aspect of the king-
dom, introducing the church age, and postponed the kingdom
until a future date! But God will keep his promise yet--when
Jesus comes the next time--provided the Jews do not play
another prank on us, double-cross God, and force him to post-
pone it again.

It is our opposition to this set of opinions--just a small sample
of which has been submitted--that Brother Boll calls an “in-
sidious peril, now threatening to destroy the congregations of
Christ.” But we insist that it is the teaching of these theories,
not our opposition to them, that imperils the churches of Christ.
If Brother Boll will agree that these views are his own personal
and private opinions, nothing more than that, make no issue of
them, and preach the gospel, harmony will be complete. But
when he delivers the sweeping assertion that he is “standing ab-
solutely and foursquare upon the Bible” and brands those who
oppose him as "a creed-bound human sect,” his defy shall not
pass. We deny that he is standing upon the word of God. He
is standing on a framework of opinion so delicate that he can-
not bear to have it criticized, and he who does so is automat-
ically creed-bound.

The case is resting. It is resting right where we left it last
week--with Brother Boll’s own proposition. He extended his
hand on the proposition that none of us teach anything we can-
not “read from the Bible,” placing no “unwarranted construc-
tions” or “interpretations” on any passage beyond what it
“actually says.” Brother Olmstead likewise agrees “that the
standard of faith for all true Christians is the word of God it-
self-what the Bible says--not men’s position on this or that.”
The Gospel Advocate subscribes to that. If the brethren of the
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Word and Work will stand by their propositions, “harmony
ought to be complete.” We are waiting for it to be confirmed.
“So make up your minds, brethren, how it shall be.”

DOES IT READ THAT WAY?

H. L. Olmstead, a tooth and toe-nail premillennialist says
that the song “I know that my Redeemer liveth and on the
earth again shall stand” has “either been omitted or those words
changed in some of the new books.” He then adds: “I notice
that they still read that way in Job 19:25, 26.” Now, does it
read that way? Get your Bible, Brother Olmstead, read what
Job says, apologize for what you said he said, and take it back,
unless you want your perversion of Job’s statement to stay on
record. What Job said reads this way: “I know that my Re-
deemer liveth, and that he shall stand in the latter day upon the
earth ." Neither the King James Version nor the Revised Ver-
sion says “again shall stand.” And Job’s statement was made
several centuries before the Redeemer came and did stand upon
the earth. Brother Olmstead either ignorantly or deliberately
misrepresented Job, either of which is bad enough. But that’s
just a sample of how Premillennialists get their theory. It is
just as easy for them to read things into the text that are not in
it, and ignore things in the text that are in it, as it is for an or-
dinary sectarian “Fundamentalist” like J. Frank Norris, with
whom they have so much in common.



232

“THE LATEST CREED EXAMINED”

(DECEMBER 22, 1932)

As previously observed in this column, the November special
edition of the Word and Work, of which Brother R. H. Boll is
editor and publisher, featured three editorial “manifestoes” in
defense of the divisive course he has pursued in the teaching of
his peculiar tenets. The first inside page, bottom line, of the
number under review, runs this announcement: " This issue
contains three articles, one from each of three editors, of great and
unusual significance." And on the front cover of that issue
Brother Boll urges all to read “Boll’s ‘Manifesto,’ Olmstead’s
‘What Shall We Preach?’ and Chambers’ ‘The Latest Creed.’ "
These articles are a declaration that these brethren will not give
up their future-kingdom speculations and millennium fancies,
regardless of the unity and harmony of the church.

In the role of custodian of the creedless liberty of the church
Brother Boll plays Paul Revere and brings out a special edition
of his magazine as an alarm to the brotherhood at large against
the creed-makers who are opposing his prophetic doctrine. He
dramatically declaims that somebody is about to bring the
brethren under "a self-constituted ecclesiasticism.” Here his
temperature runs wild. In the one issue of his magazine he
uses about seventy-five times such terms as “creeds,” "creed-
makers,” “creedists,” “creed-bound,” “creed-wall,” “sect,”
“ecclesiasticism,” “self-constituted,” “sectarianizing,” “pop-
ery, " “sophists,” “fossilize,” “party,” “ostracism,” and "re-
ligionists, " with such words as "buncombe" and “taboo” thrown
in for good measure! And this is the special number of The
Word and Work that Brother Boll says, “of all the issues, our
preaching brethren must have,” and “we send it to them all.”
Does our brother editor think he has exemplified “speaking the
truth in love” before all the preachers? Considering the fact
that he is somewhat of an apostle of love, and that he has in the
past complained of severity and harsh treatment, it seems that
it is quite in order to say, “Physician, heal thyself!” It is ex-
cusable only on the ground that he has become mentally de-
lirious as he sees the figment of his own perfervid imaginations
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of fanciful theoretical bubbles about to burst under the pres-
sure of logical strictures.

Having complemented respects to the first two of this series
of three articles of “great and unusual significance,” in two
previous editorials, it is in order now that some legitimate
criticisms be offered on Manifesto No. 3, by Stanford Cham-
bers, who deposes under the heading, “The Latest Creed Ex-
amined.”

An element of humor enters at this juncture. A few weeks
ago, under the heading, "Do the Scriptures Teach?” Brother
T. D. Willis, of Louisville, Kentucky, submitted a list of fifteen
questions to Brother Chambers through the Christian Leader,
with a request for unevasive answers. Taking these questions
as prima-facie evidence that “a new creed has come to light"--
a sort of an “unlabeled creed”-making its appearance in “in-
terrogative form, a catechism of fifteen questions,” Brother
Chambers launched his tirade against “The Latest Creed.” It
is quite an enigma to some of us that to ask a few questions
makes one of us creed-bound, but the Word and Work can issue
three doctrinal manifestoes, “one from each of three editors,”
and remain entirely creedless ! But the ludicrous point, were it
not for the gravity of the circumstances, is that Brother Cham-
bers failed to observe that the questions, enclosed in quotation
marks, were framed in the exact words of Brother Boll, extracted
from his own books. So it appears that Brother Boll is him-
self the author of this “Latest Creed” which Brother Chambers
says is “as human in origin, and sectarian in principle as creeds
go,” and “worthy of only contempt by those who sincerely pro-
fess to stand for an unsectarian New Testament body and for
its unity on the Bible and the Bible alone.” Now, if these
“three editors” can see something that is “to all intents and
purposes” a creed “human in origin” and “sectarian in prin-
ciple” when they think it applies to us, will they be fair and frank
enough to admit the charges and take the consequences, now
that the catechetical creed belongs to Brother Boll, and not to
us? Indeed, Brother Chambers’ “Latest Creed” has turned
out to be a boomerang. Like an amateur with a double-barreled
shotgun, he pulled both triggers and the explosion has turned
him somersault.

The Word and Work has refused to publish the tangle in which
Brother Willis has them enmeshed--Boll versus Chambers.
We think the people are entitled to see it, and that fairness to
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Brother Willis and others who have been so vigorously assailed
by the Word and Work as “the formulators” of a thing which
Brother Chambers has called a contemptible creed demanded
that the document be published. The reader will find it in the
“Contending for the Faith” department of this issue, page 1348.

All the ado the Word and Work is making over creeds and creed-
makers is but the specter of the editor’s own delirium. It is mere
subterfuge. The Gospel Advocate has no creed whatever on the
millennium or anything else. We know that equally capable
brethren have differed widely on this subject. We grant also
every man the right to his own opinion. But to have an opinion
is one thing, and to build around it a cluster of theories, formu-
lating them into a system of doctrine, is quite another thing.
Many good brethren have had some “millennial ideas,” but
they were content to cherish them privately, or if occasionally
preached, they were preached as opinions, and were not featured
as a cardinal doctrine. But Brother Boll is trying to establish
a doctrinal system, and it aggravates him when we oppose his
scheme.

If any there be who doubt that Brother Boll has such a sys-
tem of teaching, for their enlightenment we submit the follow-
ing general survey of the theories taught by Brother Boll and
others of his group, as set forth in their books and writings:

1. The kingdom of God foretold by the Old Testament proph-
ets, though announced by John and Jesus as at hand, and the
time fulfilled, was postponed because the Jews as a nation did not
accept Christ.

2. Because of this rejection God changed his plans, his en-
tire scheme was rescinded, and Jesus began to speak in parables
to introduce the new and unexpected aspect, or the new phase,
of the kingdom--the church age.

3. The church, therefore, was an afterthought, a substitute
for a kingdom that did not come. Had the prophecies concern-
ing the kingdom been fulfilled when the time was fulfilled, there
would have been no church, no parables, for the Jews would
have had the kingdom then that Brother Boll now says is future.
And we would have had no book called Acts of Apostles and no
epistles to the churches.

4. In the present state of the church the elect, or the saints,
are being trained for positions in the millennial kingdom. The
present state of the church, therefore, is not complete. It will
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not be complete until Christ comes and “gathers his saints,”
after which there will be "a second stage” of his coming (which
amounts to no less than a third coming) with the church com-
plete, ready to rule with him over all the earth.

5. Meanwhile the Jews have been, or will be, reconstituted
in Palestine, their temple rebuilt, sacrifices offered, Sabbath
observed, feast of tabernacles kept, and Jerusalem the capital
of a universal earthly kingdom, with the saints as rulers and
Christ as King.

6. In such a kingdom the great commission will not be in
operation; it will continue only until the “end of the world"--
this age. There will be no Lord’s Supper, for it proclaims the
Lord’s death “till he come.” There will be none of the ordi-
nances of the church today. Fleshly Israel will be reconstituted
and Judaism restored. Paul said the law was a schoolmaster
to bring us to Christ, and now they have Christ coming to take
us back to Judaism! It amounts to an alternation of Christianity
and Judaism, the type and the antitype.

7. Christ is not now a King “in fact and act”--only a figure-
head about like the king of England!

8. The throne of David must be of fleshly, earthly, Judaistic
nature--in Brother Boll’s scheme it cannot be spiritual and
heavenly. Thus the type has no antitype, and the throne of
David under the Old Testament is just a type of itself. In pre-
vious editorials we have pointed out the consequences of this
theory--that it will, if carried to its legitimate ends, deprive
the Gentiles of salvation in this present dispensation. The
prophet Amos said the throne, or tabernacle of David, would
be rebuilt, that the residue of men might seek after God, and
the Gentiles (seek after God) upon whom God’s name was
called. James understood that this prophecy was fulfilled, and so
stated in the conference of apostles at Jerusalem. (Acts 15:14-
16.) It follows, therefore, if this item of Brother Boll’s theory
is true, the Gentiles cannot seek after God now; and since the
Jews are set aside until the millennium, who can?

9. The coming of Christ will be premillennial and imminent--
Christ will come before the thousand years’ reign begins, and
his coming is an impending liability. But the Jews must be
converted and as fleshly Israel restored to Palestine before this
thousand years’ reign. Who, then, cannot see that if Christ
should come momentarily, it would require the immediate
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and instant conversion and restoration of Israel? For, if the
coming of Christ is imminent, everything that shall take place
before his coming, or at his coming, must also be imminent.
This would require the miraculous conversion and restoration
of Israel. This item of Brother Boll’s doctrine certainly allows
this consequence--and the consequence exists whether he wishes to
espouse it or not.

10. In the millennium glorified saints will sit on literal
thrones and rule over fleshly nations. What a conglomeration
and confusion--a veritable Babel of incongruities!

Reader, we will let you judge as to who has the “latest creed.”
Brother Boll has established a school to teach this system, publishes
a magazine to disseminate it, and raises a creed-bound cry to scare
away the opposition. He calls our opposition to this set of opin-
ions--this doctrinal system of his--an “insidious peril” to the
churches, and would have us think that the only safeguard to
the creedless liberty of the church is the tolerance of his teach-
ing. And he himself will fellowship no one who opposes him.
Hear what he says concerning those who oppose his teaching:
“Of course, they think their creed is true and correct . . . But I
came out from an organization which set up a human creed; and I
do not propose to belong to another of like sort.” What can be the
significance of this language if it does not mean that those who
oppose his scheme are like the organization from which he came,
and that he will not have any more fellowship with us than with
that organization from which he came?

Thus all the talk “from each of three editors” of the W o r d
and Work about fellowship and creeds, and that proposition to
teach nothing that we cannot “read from the Bible,” with no
“unwarranted conclusions” or “interpretations” beyond what
the text of Scripture “actually says,” appears to be nothing but
a fiasco. But we will let the case rest again--right where we
took it up--with Brother Boll’s proposition. We are waiting
for him to “make up his mind how it shall be.”
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MAJORITY RULE AND MATTERS OF FAITH

(DECEMBER, 1932)

Some brethren who advocate majority rule and voting in the
church say that they do not believe in majority rule “in mat-
ters of faith,” but in matters that are not of faith the vote of
the majority should be the basis of determination.

But when is a thing a matter of faith, and when is it not?
Who shall decide, and how, whether it is a principle of faith or
a mere expedient? Shall we vote on what shall be voted on?
Innovations are never considered matters of faith by those who
introduce them. That is true of all innovations all the way
down from the organ to voting on elders. Advocates of instru-
mental music in worship have always insisted that it is only an
expedient, not a matter of faith. Shall the majority decide by
vote whether the organ is a matter of faith or not, and then
leave it to the will of the majority whether we shall have it or
not? If elders can be deposed and elected by congregational
voting, then what if a majority should decide to dispose of the
eldership entirely and have no elders at all?

The eldership is itself a matter of faith, and everything the
Bible says about them is against the majority-rule contention.
The divine arrangement requiring elders in every church is
against the majority-rule idea. Why have elders if the church
is to be governed by a vote of its members? Only a chairman
or an election board would be needed. The qualifications of
elders as laid down in the New Testament is against the ma-
jority-rule idea. It would have those without qualification
ruling by vote over those who have the qualifications. Then
why have them? Their descriptive titles, the terms describing
the office, or work, of elders, are against the majority-rule idea.
They are called elders (men of age, experience), bishops, over-
seers, shepherds and pastors. Majority rule would have inex-
perience ruling over experience, the flock ruling the bishops,
the sheep tending the shepherds, and the people teaching their
pastors. It reverses the entire system of New Testament church
government. (Acts 20 :28.)
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God’s wisdom is seen in committing the welfare of the church
to the elders of it. The New Testament does not teach congre-
gational government. It is a government by elders, whose duty
in matters of faith is to enforce the teaching of the New Testa-
ment, and in matters not of faith their province is to determine
the course of wisdom and expediency, with sentiments and
angles considered,. and follow that course. It is not reasonable
that elders should know better what course to pursue in the
affairs of the church than a majority of the members? If mat-
ters of faith are to be executed by the elders, surely they should
be able to decide matters of less importance. But if it is con-
tended that matters of faith are already decided by the New
Testament, and matters which are not of faith should be de-
cided by the vote of a majority, then when do elders rule at all?
Again, why have them?

Preachers sometimes say that if a respectable minority op-
poses them they will resign. But when has a preacher ever
considered a minority that opposed him respectable? A preach-
er who takes a work upon the invitation of the elders of the
church should submit to their counsel when the time comes
to make a change. But when a preacher who advocates ma-
jority rule fails to hold the majority, his rule is to pull off a
minority and start a factious congregation. Then what be-
comes of his majority-rule doctrine?

Majority rule in matters of any Kind in the church is wrong.
The principle is wrong. The church is to be ruled by the wis-
dom, judgment and discretion of the elders. Any other system
will work havoc in any church.
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BROTHER BOLL WITHDRAWS HIS HAND

(JANUARY, 1933)

(Editorial in Gospel Advocate, replying to “The Final State-
ment” of R. H. Boll withdrawing his offer of harmony.)

There have been three novel issues of the Word and Work
since October. In the October number Brother R. H. Boll
said “Here’s My Hand” on the proposition “that nothing shall
be taught on any prophetic theme except what can be read
from the Bible” and “to regard carefully, even scrupulously,
what the passage in question actually says.” But immediately
succeeding this offer came the November Word and Work with
a triple “Doctrinal Manifesto” published in special edition
and sent free to all the preachers. With strictures on the mani-
festoes, the Gospel Advocate without reservation accepted Broth-
er Boll’s proposition. Brother Boll said: “If the brethren who
have pressed the other side of the controverted matters will
bind themselves in like manner, harmony ought to be com-
plete.” If by “the other side” another theory is meant, the
Gospel Advocate is left out, for we advocate no theory. But as-
suming that Brother Boll meant those who oppose his theory,
and therefore included us, we accepted his proposition. Be-
lieving that he was sincere in making such an offer, we expected
favorable results. Instead, the December Word and Work
brings us the following statement, given in full as it appeared
in that paper:

“When a fair and brotherly proposition like that presented
in the October Word and Work (‘Here’s My Hand’) is made an
occasion of further denunciation and misrepresentation, it is
evident that the trouble lies deeper than mere disagreement on
prophetic teaching. Harmony can never ‘be complete,’ even
with the extremist adherence to the letter of Scripture, unless
there be a disposition to deal kindly and uprightly with brethren.

“When a group of men set up their own prophetic views as a
standard of sound doctrine, and on the penalty of ostracism de-
mand submission to the same--that is making a creed; and that--
not mere difference and controversy, or brotherly correction of
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what they believe to be error--is ‘the insidious peril that is
threatening the churches.’

“If our October proposal might yet be accepted in that fra-
ternal spirit in which it was offered, and as intended to apply, not
to one side only, but to all parties involved, there would still be
hope that something good would come of it. Meanwhile we as-
sure our readers that the Word and Work shall not be drawn
into unpleasant and unprofitable controversy. Beginning with
the New Year, the Word and Work intends to make no further
reference to adverse utterances in the papers. With malice
toward none and charity toward all, we shall try simply, and to
the best of our ability, to teach the word of God, and by the
manifestation of the truth commend ourselves to every man’s
conscience in the sight of God.”

The foregoing “utterance” is rather a tame sequel to the
virulent outbursts that have appeared in the Word and Work
lately. In order that the issue be kept clear and the record
straight before the brethren, a few final observations seem
necessary.

First: It was immediately after this “fair and brotherly
proposition like that presented in the October Word and Work”
that Brother Boll featured his triple “Doctrinal Manifesto”
in a special edition of his magazine which he sent free to all the
preachers.

Second: In this special edition, sending forth three editorial
encyclicals, harsh and denunciatory terms, even to the point
of redundancy, were hurled at the brethren who oppose Brother
Boll’s positions on prophetic subjects. We pointed out a list
of seventy-five words in one issue of the Word and Work the use
of which was more severe than anything that has appeared in
the Gospel Advocate. In fact, Brother Boll’s doctrinal manifesto
could quite appropriately have been named “A Doctrinal De-
nuncio.” His talk about dealing “kindly” and “uprightly”
with brethren would be received with better grace, as would
also his protestations of charity, if he would remember that
“charity begins at home.”

Third: It is evident that Brother Boll insists on making a
personal matter of these differences. But it is not a personal
matter. We are interested only in the issue. There are thou-
sands of brethren, the writer included, who could not make it
personal if they wished, for there are no personal differences or



Brother Boll Withdraws His H a n d  241

partisan feelings involved. Why should Brother Boll withhold
unity from the brethren on such grounds and thereby try to
force personalities upon them when they are interested in noth-
ing except the issue of truth and unity upon it? It is hard to
harmonize Brother Boll’s valediction of “malice toward none”
with his action in withdrawing his hand on his own proposition.
The inevitable impression on the minds of many brethren just
as sincere will be that his action in this matter is a betrayal of
his own heart--that in his soul is the smouldering fire of malice
toward brethren who have opposed him, deeper, indeed, than
his love for unity.

Fourth: It is further evident that Brother Boll did not ex-
pect us to accept his proposition; but we did, unreservedly.
But since he followed his offer of unity with three editorials
virtually daring brethren to disfellowship him, it became nec-
essary for some strictures to be offered on his bold declarations.
Brother Boll now makes this the ground of withdrawing his
hand. If that be the ground, then he furnished it himself. On
the same ground, could we not have refused just as consistently
his offer? If not, why not? It is a poor rule that will not work
both ways.

Fifth : Brother Boll says his proposition was not accepted
in that fraternal spirit in which it was offered. But when did our
brother become a discerner of spirits? His proposition was of-
fered along with a three-header doctrinal manifesto, and it was
accepted with our editorial respects and logical strictures. But
here is the issue: Brother Boll made us the proposition “that
nothing shall be taught on any prophetic theme except what can be
read from the Bible; . . . to regard carefully, even scrupulously,
what the passage in question actually says,” etc. And now, be-
cause he thinks the proposition was not accepted in the right
spirit, he will not do that--he will continue to teach and preach
more than he can “read from the Bible” and will not “regard
carefully and scrupulously what the passage in question actually
says”! Before he will do that someone must accept his propo-
sition in the right spirit! This is a tacit admission that his
theories are beyond what the Bible actually says, and he has
inadvertently conceded the point. If Brother Boll’s proposi-
tion is a righteous one, why should he not stand by it, regard-
less of the spirit of others.? In so doing, if there be those who
do not have the right spirit, will he not have disarmed them in
their opposition to him?
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Sixth: Our brother editor now assures his readers that the
Word and Work will not be drawn into an unpleasant and un-
profitable controversy. A belated decision, indeed!--after five
special editions of his paper carrying his doctrinal manifestoes
to all the preachers. He fires the cannon, forms the line of
battle, and ignobly retreats, casting aspersions on others. The
controversy has manifestly been unprofitable to his failing
cause, for brethren are getting their eyes opened to see that his
system of heresy is not as harmless nor its advocates as innocent
as they have appeared to be.

Seventh: Finally, Brother Boll makes a New Year’s resolu-
tion--he will “make no further reference to adverse utterances
in other papers.” His doctrinal manifesto was issued just in
time, for now he could not publish it without breaking his reso-
lution. Therefore, if his manifesto was right, his resolution is
wrong; and if his resolution is right, his manifesto is wrong.
We think both of them are rather oblique.

If Brother Boll had published a New Year’s resolution to
cease the agitation of his peculiar and heretical notions, it
would have been much the better part of valor, far more hon-
orable, and would have received the universal applause of the
brethren. Instead, he issues an obstinate resolve to continue
his course. So the case is resting with Brother Boll’s refusal
to accept our hand on his own proposition. It is well that the
brethren know henceforth where to place the responsibility for
alienation and disfellowship. It rests upon Brother Boll him-
self. But if he will yet come to his own terms in that fraternal
spirit he has extolled, but failed to practice, our hand is yet ex-
tended; for upon the proposition to teach only what we can
“read from the Bible” and “to regard carefully, even scrupu-
lously, what the passage actually says,” we shall stand whether
he does or not.
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THE WINCHESTER (KY.) DEBATE

(F. B. SRYGLEY, IN Gospel Advocate, JANUARY, 1933)

A debate between Foy E. Wallace, Jr., and Charles M. Neal
was held in Winchester, Ky., beginning on January 2 and closing
on January 7, 1933. This debate was on the subject of the
millennium, Brother Neal affirming through the five sessions
of two hours each that there would be a reign of Christ on earth
of a thousand years between the second coming of Christ and
the final resurrection of the wicked. Brother Neal, being in the
affirmative, was in the lead through the discussion. He had
some cards printed with this proposition on them and his name
as affirmant, with a line for denial and the statement under
it, "Who will sign on the dotted line?” His letter to Brother
Ogden of Winchester, was to the effect that if he wore out these
cards trying to get someone to sign them, to call for more, as
he had plenty. Contrary to Brother Neal’s fears, as it seems,
Brother Wallace signed the first card sent. Brother Neal was
allowed to make all arrangements for the debate. He objected
to moderators, but insisted that instead of moderators they
have a chairman, whose duty it should be to keep time for the
speakers and preserve order in the congregation. Brother Neal
also was allowed to select the place for the debate, and he chose
the “First Christian Church” as the place, and their preacher,
Brother McClellan, as the chairman.

At the close of the first night’s session Brother McClellan
arose and “ruled” that Brother Wallace should not ask Brother
Neal any questions unless it be in a rhetorical sense, and that
neither should answer from his seat. The “ruling” as he called
it, seemed to be aimed at Brother Wallace, though he had never
answered anything from his seat, while Brother Neal had.
Brother Wallace was immediately upon his feet to tell the chair-
man that he was not moderator, and read the agreement which
was written by Neal and signed by Wallace and Neal to the
effect that each debater was free under God to run his part of
the debate as he saw proper. Brother Neal sat still and failed
to indorse Brother Wallace in his contention, though his con-
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tract had been agreed to and signed by both of them. The
chairman then remained quiet through the second evening of
the debate, keeping time for the speakers as it was his duty to
do.

At the next meeting the third night of the debate a Brother
Pendleton, a lawyer of Winchester and a member of the official
board of the “First Christian Church,” read some resolutions
which had been passed by the board that day to the effect that
the debaters should read no letters from each other or books
or tracts written by either. They should refrain from mention-
ing any church or denomination, but confine themselves en-
tirely to the Bible, without reference to any differences. These
things were announced as suggestions. Brother Wallace, in
opening his first speech, told the official board that he had not
asked them for any suggestions as to how he should run the
debate and read again the agreement that he and Neal had
signed that each was free under God to run his part of the de-
bate as he saw fit. Brother Neal again said nothing. The next
day the official board met again and decided that the house was
“the house of God, dedicated to the worship of God,” and that
they would have to get another building in which to finish the
debate. The people immediately secured the use of the court-
house in which to finish the debate.

The discussion opened with a good audience, and interest
increased while the debate remained in the meetinghouse, but
when it was carried to the courthouse, the interest in the de-
bate increased more rapidly. While there were about five
hundred chairs in the courtroom, they were all filled and stand-

. ing room was at a premium. The doors were filled with people,
and I understood that the steps leading up to the courtroom
were crowded with anxious people who could not get in sight of
the speakers.

While the “First Christian Church” was too sacred a place
for the debate, many of the members of that church followed it
to the courthouse, and the preacher who wanted to be modera-
tor without any authority, and the lawyer, Brother Pendleton,
who read the resolutions, were present the first night after we
went to the courthouse. The reader may judge of their con-
sistency. It seemed to have had a good effect on Brother Neal
himself to get into the courthouse, as he seemed to have shed
his angelic wings which appeared to be sprouting and got to be
an ordinary human, and, like most men when they break over,
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he got too human. He went into personalities and scored Wal-
lace and the Gospel Advocate, even bringing my name into it--
not for anything I had done there (for I had behaved like a lady),
but he quoted from me in the Advocate to prove that he had
not caused the division in the church in Winchester. This is
true. There had been a division in the church there over per-
sonal matters before Brother Neal went there, but it had been
settled, but the scars of that division were still there. Those
who had charge of the church there would not be satisfied with
any preacher that did not hold to these speculative theories.
Some of the best preachers in the country, men who preach
what the Bible says on these and every other question, were
turned down and Brother Neal was given the place. He fea-
tured this peculiar doctrine continually, and several others left
this church and went back with the few who were meeting in
the old Fairfax meetinghouse.

While Brother Neal was not the cause of the first division,
he has managed to keep the division up by featuring these un-
scriptural theories. While the effort was made by the Chris-
tian preacher, Brother McClellan, and condoned by Brother
Neal’s silence, to make the people believe that Brother Wallace
was responsible for breaking some kind of a rule, it was evident
to all unbiased people that this was only a subterfuge to cover
up defeat. I never attended a debate in my life where more
scripture was quoted, and less attention given to it, than was
quoted by Brother Wallace and ignored by Brother Neal, the
affirmant. In Brother Neal’s effort to inject personalities into
the debate, Brother Robert Boll’s name was called by Brother
Wallace, and he, like Neal, laid down some of his sweet spirit
for which he has been noted and tried to rise up from his seat
in order, as it appeared, to get himself into the conflict. Broth-
er Wallace told Brother Boll that he was perfectly willing to
debate with him in his own town, Louisville, just as soon as he
was through with that debate. Brother Boll said no, but he
would have it at Nashville. Brother Wallace told Brother Boll
again “Louisville,” and Brother Boll finally said no, but he
would have it at Nashville. Brother Wallace then repeated
“Louisville,” and Brother Boll finally said, “We will see about
it.” I thought Louisville was the logical place, for there this
group have most of their members. There they have their
school and their paper. I know many of the brethren in Nash-
ville would like to hear such a discussion, but Louisville seems
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to me to be the proper and logical place for the next debate.
Notwithstanding the effort was made to prove that Brother
Wallace was dealing in personalities, I give it as my judgment
that he was responsible for as little of these things as any man
I have ever heard in debate.

Brother Neal’s arguments consisted of a large number of
very beautiful charts which he displayed every night except the
last one, when he, I think, unwisely left nearly all of them at
home. These charts were all the arguments the affirmative
had made, and therefore, they should have been kept on dis-
play till the close of the debate. If Neal ever quoted his proposi-
tion after the first night, I did not remember it. About one
time each night, he would turn to his chart that had the prop-
osition on it and point it out with his pointer. On one chart
he had four verses quoted from Revelation 20:2-5, in which a
thousand years is mentioned six times, and the “thousand years”
was written in large type so that the audience could see that
every time the chart was exposed to view. Then on his next chart
he had three periods marked off--one to represent the patriarchal
age, the next the Jewish age, and then the church age, which
seemed to rather merge into the last dispensation, which he
called the reign of Christ on the earth, which would last a thou-
sand years from the second coming of Christ till the final judg-
ment of the wicked. This is where the brother did his tallest
guessing. Here is where he said the saints would reign with
Christ, when the record says those that had been “beheaded”
for the testimony of Jesus would reign with him a thousand
years. “They lived and reigned with Christ.” Nothing said
about their doing so on the earth. Brother Neal would not
even notice the statement that it was the souls of the martyrs
that John saw. In fact, Brother Neal never even tried to answer
a single argument that Brother Wallace made against his theory.
Brother Wallace showed that there was no place in the plan set
forth in the New Testament for such a reign of Christ. He
showed from Acts 2:34 that Christ was to sit till his enemies
were made the footstool of his feet; and from Hebrews 1:13 the
language is, “Sit thou on my right hand, till I make thine ene-
mies the footstool of thy feet.” He showed from 1 Corinthians
15:25 that he “must reign, till he hath put all his enemies under
his feet.” Therefore, he sat on his throne and ruled or reigned
on it at the same time, at the right hand of God, and would
continue till his enemies were destroyed, and that the last enemy
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was death. Death was destroyed by the resurrection, and there-
fore there was no place for his thousand-year’s reign; for reign-
ing began when the sitting began, and the reigning ends when
the sitting ends. To this argument Neal said nothing.

From Zechariah 6:13,14, Brother Wallace made the argument
that Christ is King and Priest on his throne. He is Priest in
heaven, therefore Christ’s throne is in heaven. From Hebrew
8:4 he showed that Christ could not be a priest on the earth;
and if Christ was both King and Priest on his throne, he could
therefore be neither on the earth. He showed from Acts 15:13,
14 that James, in quoting the prophecy of Amos, said that
the “tabernacle of David” had to be rebuilt, “that the residue
of men may seek after the Lord, and all the Gentiles, upon whom
my name is called.” He showed that the construction of the
sentence proved that unless this had been done the Gentiles did
not have the right to “seek after the Lord.” Neal’s position
on the throne of Christ would destroy the hope of the Gentiles.
Still, Neal made no effort to answer any argument which Broth-
er Wallace brought against his position. I never attended a
debate before where the affirmant made no effort to even try
to answer the argument of his opponent. Brother Neal did not
look like he wanted to even try to answer anything. These tell-
ing arguments against Brother Neal are what caused the rest-
lessness among his friends, and not the behavior of his opponent.
Brother Wallace was kind and considerate to Brother Neal, but
he did not spare him with plain Scriptural arguments.

Did the debate do good? Certainly it did, and it will con-
tinue to do good. I have not lost confidence in mankind. There
are too many men who are capable of reasoning for me to believe
that such a debate will do no good. The prejudice will die with
time, but the truth will still linger in the minds of good men and
women. I count myself happy to have had the opportunity
of hearing every word of this debate. My sympathies are for
these brethren, but there is no way out of their predicament
but to back out of it. But Brother Neal contended in the de-
bate that his doctrine of the millennium was a part of the faith,
and was as clearly taught as was baptism for the remission of
sins, in Acts 2:38. This only shows how far abroad a brother
can go when he becomes obsessed with a hobby. I hope that
all these brethren will see the folly of such a contention and will
take it back. I hardly think that the brethren will stand for
such teaching.
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THE NEAL-WALLACE DEBATE

(J. PETTEY EZELL, IN Gospel Advocate, JANUARY, 1933)

The five-nights Neal-Wallace debate at Winchester, Ky., be-
gan on the night of January 2 and closed on the night of January
6. Brother Charles Neal is of that modern school of prophets
which is disturbing the churches with views on what is called
“unfulfilled prophecies.” Some of the chief tenets of this move-
ment are that Christ is not now reigning on the throne of David,
the restoration of fleshly Israel to the land of Canaan upon their
national conversion, the demotion of Christ from his throne of
David in old Jerusalem as the capital, where he will reign for a
literal thousand years between the resurrection of the saints and
the final resurrection and judgment of the wicked.

This debate came about in a most extraordinary way. Broth-
er Neal challenged the Fairfax church of Christ in a very pro-
fessional manner, his challenge being printed on cards, asking
in bold type, “Who will deny?” and calling upon him who would
to “sign on the dotted line.” Moreover, with his challenge, he
sent five of said cards to Brother Max Ogden, and proposed to
supply and multiply till some one was found with sufficient
courage to meet him in debate, predicting that Brother Ogden
would be greatly surprised to learn how difficult it would be
to find one of his “friends in the ministry” who would “sign
on the dotted line.” Such was the origin of the debate. Yet,
in the face of these undeniable facts, Brother Neal either pub-
lished in a local daily paper or allowed to be published with-
out correction that the Fairfax church of Christ sponsored the
debate.

Brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr., the first man approached by
the Fairfax congregation, immediately “signed on the dotted
line,” and did his work with such completeness, earnestness,
and effectiveness, as is seldom observed in religious polemics.
He regarded this doctrine of sufficient magnitude to demand
the most serious consideration. Therefore, while avowing due
personal regard for Brother Neal himself, he informed all that
he had not come all the way to Winchester to engage in a “war
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of roses” or to participate in a “mutual admiration contest,”
but to expose a pernicious doctrine that sows discord among
brethren dethrones and demotes Jesus Christ, and invalidates
the hope of the Gentile world. That he did this must have been
evident to every unbiased mind. The exceeding sinfulness of
rending the body of Christ with such useless, nonessential, and
nonsensical speculations should have been apparent to all who
heard the debate.

While others of this movement who press the same views to
the disruption of Zion’s peace have admitted that these theories
are unnecessary and nonessential, Brother Neal grew bolder
and more consistent by making them "a part of the gospel,” as
“clear as baptism for the remission of sins,” and affirming that
in teaching them he was “contending for the faith.” So there
you have it, brethren, with the dogmatism and cocksureness
of the Russellites, Adventists, and other like venders of “aca-
demic and theoretical” dogmas. Yet Brother Neal disavows
all responsibility for resultant divisions, and like the "digres-
sives” on the music and society questions, places the responsi-
bility on those who oppose his course. Such seems to be the
inevitable disposition of all factionists and creedists from an-
cient Ahab to those of modern origin.

Brother Neal depended almost wholly on a series of artisti-
cally arranged charts, which he presented in serial order; al-
though Brother Wallace attacked the arrangement against his
theory, Brother Neal could not be induced to notice them. As
the debate was taken down by a stenographer and will be pub-
lished in book form at an early date, no attempt will be made
to give the arguments offered. But against Brother Neal’s con-
tention that Christ is coming to reign on earth a thousand years
between two future resurrections, Brother Wallace showed that
those who have eternal life will be raised at “the last day,” and
reiterated with telling effect that the saved are to be raised “at
the last trump,” and the wicked are to be judged “at the last
day,” and suggested that if there is to be another bodily resur-
rection three hundred and sixty-jive thousand days after the last
day, it would have to be without a trump. He also scored heavily
on the idea that Brother Neal and others of his divisive move-
ment are expecting at the second coming of Christ exactly what
the Jews expected at his first coming--that is, a literal, earthly,
Judaistic, Palestinian rule and reign, but that, according to the
word of God, it would be abdication day for Christ and not in-
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auguration day, the kingdom being delivered up to the Father
and Christ subject unto him, that God may be all and in all.

Many and interesting were the events in this discussion, and
its influence for good will last through the years to come. Thirty-
nine preachers were in attendance. Other discussions for Louis-
ville, Nashville, and Dallas were proposed, and we hope that
plans for the same may early materialize. Truth shuns not the
light and has nothing to lose in honest investigation. Error can-
not thrive in open debate. Let the light shine on! This is the
third time within the past twelve months that I have attended
debates in which Brother Wallace was a disputant and in each
case both his deportment and defense of the truth have been most
gratifying. He is able, earnest, courteous, courageous, forceful,
and logical, and the truth of God will not suffer in his hands.

Brother Neal began in the accustomed way, assuring the
audience that it was a pleasure to him to appear before them in
the affirmative position. Brother Wallace prefaced his first
speech by informing the audience that it afforded him no pleas-
ure whatsoever to have to appear in the negative, but a sore
grief instead, for such a debate between brethren presented to
the unbelieving world an open breach in the body of Him who
prayed for the oneness of his people.

Brother Neal read and quoted from some of the pioneers as
supporting his theories. Some of them perhaps ventured a guess
or two on the dark sayings of the symbols and figures of Revel-
ation, or apologetically preached occasionally on the same, but
all of us know that they did not press their opinions to the dis-
ruption of the body of Christ. Their opinions were not formed
into a cardinal party dogma, with a school, paper, and other
party paraphernalia to support and propagate it, and to even
intimate that they did is a reflection on the sacred memories
of the sainted dead.

When the church becomes victimized by divisive humanistic
dogmas which contradict the word of God and cause divisions
contrary to the doctrine of Christ, assuming the proportions
of a religious party, which openly and professionally challenges
the great brotherhood with printed cards to “sign on the dotted
line,” it is praiseworthy for preachers, elders, papers, and
schools to rise up in open opposition to convict the gainsayers.
“Them that sin reprove in the sight of all, that the rest also may
be in fear.” (1 Tim. 5:20) In the true sense, the love of God
and the spirit of Christ permit no other alternative.
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“ P R E M I L L E N A R I A N I S M ”

(JANUARY, 1933)

Under the above caption Frederick D. Kershner, in the
Christian-Evangelist, tersely expresses exactly the attitude of
the Gospel Advocate on the millennium speculations that threaten
the unity of the church, as follows:

“A number of our readers, including among others Brother
T. A. Phillips, of Lordsburg, N. M., are much distressed over
the attempt to make premillenarianism a dogma for our people.
They are especially troubled over the teaching that Christ is
to return to Jerusalem to occupy the literal throne of David
and reign in person for a thousand years. As part of this theory,
there is a doctrine that premillenarians constitute an elect body
who are to be identified with the remnant of Isaiah and will
alone constitute the people who achieve salvation. There are
other fantastic features, which we need not recapitulate. Broth-
er Phillips thinks that rightly dividing the word will not permit
any such interpretation of the Scriptures and that therefore this
type of exegesis should be roundly criticized and condemned.

Premillenarian theories have a peculiar fascination for the
people who take them up. So long as they are not elevated
into the place of dogmas, we cannot see any particular harm in
them. Whoever expounds them must furnish his reasons for his
position, and his hearers must judge whether there is anything
in his interpretation or not. John W. McGarvey never dealt
with the book of Revelation after the third chapter, because
he thought it a waste of time to speculate concerning the present-
day utility of its message. We acknowledge that we have a
great deal of sympathy in or with his position. The trumpets
and vials and other features of the text furnish much food for
the imagination, but do not appear to have any direct bearing
on the gospel message proper. As we have said many times be-
fore, anyone who wants to pursue investigation of this kind
should not be “inhibited” but he should be given fair warning
that he will not be permitted to cram his conclusions down the
intellectual throats of the rest of us.”
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Premillenarianism is the doctrine that the coming of Christ
will precede the millennium-that after his coming and before
the final resurrection of the dead Christ will reign on earth
one thousand years. That brethren of curious mind may hold
such opinions, none of us deny; but to their effort to feature
such teachings as a cardinal and fundamental doctrine and
fasten it on the churches as essential to growth in grace, knowl-
edge, and Christian hope, we register strenuous objections and
relentless opposition.

To justify their course, these brethren of speculative turn
appeal to the “pioneers.” They say Campbell did. This editor
has a set of Millenial Harbingers. In the 1831 volume A. Camp-
bell has a series of twenty-five articles opposing, even denounc-
ing, the doctrine of premillenarianism and kindred speculations.
Moses E. Lard did,  they chime. Yes, he had premillennial
views, but called his essay on it the inditement of "a theory
only.”

But Brents made it plain, quoth they. But he also repudiated
the extremes of their Palestinian throne of David’s reign. Hear
him :

“Still others believe that the millennium will consist in the
return of the Jews to Jerusalem as a nation, and their conver-
sion to the Christian religion ; and that Christ will literally
come to Jerusalem and reign among them in person. Some
go so far on this line as to assume that after the Jews shall be
converted, they will go out as missionaries to convert the world,
and that through their agency the world is yet to be converted
to Christ--that the nation that rejected and crucified the Lord
of glory is to be the means of converting the world to him. This
may be all true, but it is, to our mind, not only unscriptural,
but wholly unreasonable. We have two good reasons for not
believing it--(l) the Bible does not teach it, (2) the Bible teaches
just the opposite.” (“Gospel Sermons,” pages 326, 327.)

But suppose all of these men did teach it (which none of them
did to the extent of these extremes), that still is not the issue.
Does the Bible plainly teach any part of these theories? If so,
why are they wrapped in mystic folds and reserved for apocalyp-
tic disclosure? The closing warning of Revelation is: “For I
testify unto every man that heareth the words of the prophecy
of this book, if any man shall add unto these things, God shall
add unto him the plagues that are written in this book.”
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These brethren cannot deduct any part of their theories from
what the book of Revelation says. They must add to the
apocalyptic statements. Direful consequences forbid their
doing so.

We are hopeful that our brethren may see that this pre-
millennialism is not only causing a rift in our own ranks, but
is a disturbing element in other religious communions as well,
and for unity’s sake abandon their worthless theories and stand
with us on “no man’s party and no man’s sect.”
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MISCELLANEOUS MATTERS.

(March, 1933)

EDITORIAL.

Readers who are accustomed to turn to Brother Sryg-
ley’s page in the Gospel Advocate will observe that his de-
partment is suspended in this issue. For nearly three years
Brother Srygley has occupied the second opening of the
paper under the significant title, “Contending for the
Faith.” This page will be indefinitely suspended and Broth-
er Srygley’s articles will henceforth appear in the editorial
department. In addition to the general fitness of this ar-
rangement, it relieves congestion in space and will elimin-
ate the necessity of some alternating of other departments.
This does not mean that Brother Srygley will write less.
His articles will appear with usual regularity. Neither does
it mean that the editor is delegating his task and space to
another. There is room for both of us in the editorial sec-
tion, and the arrangement is mutual.

Some have asked why the Gospel Advocate’s editor
never writes for the paper. Perhaps it would be no injury
to the paper if he should not; but for the reader’s informa-
tion, for all articles bearing no signature, which have ap-
peared under the editorial heading, the editor himself
should receive criticism or credit--usually much of the
former and a little of the latter.

It seems that this announcement is in order that all of
our readers may understand us. We have had many mess-
ages of congratulation, praise, and general encouragement
on all departments of the paper. We are grateful. We be-
lieve we are offering to the brethren a worth-while gospel
journal with a staff of writers never before excelled, and
we are gratified with the appreciative response in the form
of hundreds of letters, and more substantially--a growing
subscription list. We shall strive to merit that confidence.

ANOTHER GOOD-WILL TRIP.

The editor spent the month of February in Texas among
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churches and friends with whom he has labored much in the
past. Too many are the events and details to narrate. But
gratitude impels acknowledgment of the many kindnesses
received at the hands of good brethren and for the sizable
list of subscriptions to the Gospel Advocate. Our trip was
begun at Memphis, Tenn., with G. C. Brewer, and included
territory around several Texas cities--Houston, San An-
tonio, the Rio Grande Valley, Lubbock, Amarillo, Fort
Worth, with intentions to close the trip at Dallas with C.
M. Pullias, but time failed.

The last half week was spent in Fort Worth with a
group of loyal gospel preachers--too numerous to mention
here. The churches cooperated in three lively preaching ser-
vices--at Southside with John Dickey, at Northside with
C. M. Stubblefield, and at Polytechnic with Harvey Scott.
J. Paul Slayden is with the Central Church. The writer has
held two meetings with the good people of the Central con-
gregation, one of which was since Brother Slayden has lived
among them, and holds both the congregation and their
preacher in highest esteem. Though time did not permit a
service with them, their attendance and cooperation in the
other services were much appreciated.

Our tour closed enroute home at Longview, Texas,
with our good friend, J. W. Akin. The “nearest way” to any
Texas point and return is via this good friend’s home, where
there is always a latchstring outside and a cordial, hospit-
able welcome inside. So my valedictory to Texas is a para-
phrase of the saying concerning the boy and the country:
You can get this writer out of Texas, but you cannot get
Texas out of him.
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BROTHER DANIEL SOMMER’S VISIT TO NASHVILLE

F. B. SRYGLEY.

(March, 1933)

The Gospel Advocate has so far said nothing about the
visit of Brother Daniel Sommer in this city. He was here
from Saturday to the following Wednesday week. He
preached on Sunday morning at the Reid Avenue Church,
where Crother Boles was to have preached, and two Sunday
nights in Brother Hall’s place at Russell Street. From what
I have heard, his preaching was very acceptable to all who
heard him. He made two or three chapel talks at David
Lipscomb College and was present in several classes where
the Bible was taught, and perhaps heard one or two classes
in the Bible. His work in the college was well received by
all who heard him, as far as I know. He made the impres-
sion on the brethren in his association with them that there
was little, if any, difference in his position and theirs on
the college question. He seems to believe that the college or
schoo1  where the Bible is taught, not as an adjunct to the
church, but as an aid to parents, is permissible. This has
been the contention of the better-informed brethren in this
part of the country all the time. Brother David Lipscomb
contended all along that these schools could be built and
supported by Christians, not as an adjunct to the church,
but as a help to Christian parents. Brother Lipscomb said
this through the Advocate, and Brother Wallace has said
the same in the Advocate, editorially, several times. Broth-
er Sommer has had every opportunity to know this, and if
he has been misled by some wild statement of some over-
zealous advocate of Bible schools, the Gospel Advocate is not
to blame for it. The Apostolic Review made correction on
one point, which I gladly give to our readers. The following
recently appeared in the Review.

To take a position and hold it requires courage, but it
requires more courage to recede from a position and ac-
knowledge we were wrong. If you don’t believe it, try it!

The senior editor of this paper is in the Southland, and
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he has been enlightened to this extent on the college situa-
tion: He has been informed that, in Tennessee at least,
school property is exempt from taxation, whether church
property or a private venture. So our charge, implied, that
they listed their school property as church property to escape
taxation falls flat, if not worse, and--we retreat from a
very choice (?) position.

We hope some day we’ll learn to get things straight
before we blazon them to the world. But we still believe
we’re right in opposing the church going into the school
business!

This apology applies to the Tennessee brethren and to
all others it applies to.

We gladly accept the apology the brother here makes,
and we are willing for this apology to cover all the ugly
things that were said about us through the Review on this
point.

I call attention especially to one statement in this quo-
tation, which is this: “But we still believe we are right in
opposing the church going into the school business.” So do I,
and so does the Advocate. If the brother will name one
church in these parts that is in the school business, we will
say “amen” to his opposition and will help him to oppose it.
I grant that many things have been said about Bible col-
leges that are unwise and ought not to have been said. I
have been told that some good brethren have said that
eighty per cent of the work done to prevent the churches
from going into digression has been done by Bible schools.
This statement should never have been made, because it
gives glory to a human institution instead of the church.
If the Apostolic Review wants to criticize such statements
as this, the Advocate will gladly join with it in such criti-
cism.

I do not wish to do or say one word that would hinder
a closer union between the Review and the brethren in this
part of the country. I hope I may never be guilty of sowing
discord among brethren. The Review has tried to make a
distinction where there is no difference. They have en-
couraged and indorsed division over this question, if they
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have not directly caused it. In justice to themselves they
should repent of this. Churches have been divided over
Bible schools when there was not one in five hundred miles
of them. Some of these churches were divided just because
some believed they had a right to patronize Bible schools,
though they were not doing so. I hope the Review can see
its way clear to advise against such division. We would be
glad to work with the Review, and we shall try to do all in
our power to be at peace with all men. I do not profess to
advise Brother Daniel Sommer as to his duty in this matter,
but it appears to me that he should make a statement in
the Apostolic Review that Christians can build schools and
colleges in which the Bible can be taught, not as aids or
adjuncts to the church, but as aids to the parents in teach-
ing their children. Some of the brethren understood that this
was his position while here; and if it is, he could say so in
the paper and advise the churches where the Review cir-
culates not to divide over that issue. If he will do this, the
Advocate will gladly republish it and advise its readers to
stand with the Review on that position, and we will all
work together in peace and harmony, as far as these schools
are concerned. Can the Review do this ? If so, will it do it?
We are anxious to work in harmony in the teaching of the
word of God. There are so many people who do not under-
stand undenominational Christianity, or even the plain facts
of the gospel, that it is not right for us to divide our forces
over a question upon which we are so nearly agreed. I await
with interest and deep concern the decision of Brother Som-
mer on this point.
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A TIMELY WARNING.

CLED E. WALLACE.

(March, 1933)

Paul was suffering much anxiety of heart over the
spiritual state of the Corinthian saints. “For out of much
affliction and anguish of heart I wrote unto you with many
tears.” (2 Cor. 2: 4.) They were restless and threatening
to break out of gospel bounds. “But I fear, lest by any
means, as the serpent beguiled Eve in his craftiness, your
minds should be corrupted from the simplicity and the
purity that is toward Christ.” (2 Cor. 11: 3.) Many today,
even in the church, have “itching ears” for something more
than the simplicity of the gospel. There is no prominent item
of New Testament teaching which has not suffered because
of the pious profanity of some religious busybody who ima-
gined he could improve it somewhat. The simple gospel is
still “foolishness” to many and “a stumblingblock” to others.
In the early days of the church the simple proclamation of
the gospel led men and women to believe in Christ, repent of
their sins, confess Jesus as Christ, and submit to baptism.
They were then considered Christians, members of the body,
the church. “But when they believed Philip preaching good
tidings concerning the kingdom of God and the name of
Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both men and women.”
(Acts 8: 12.) “For ye are all sons of God, through faith, in
Christ Jesus. For as many of you as were baptized into
Christ did put on Christ.” (Gal. 3: 26, 27.) “Now ye are the
body of Christ, and severally members thereof.” (1 Cor. 12:
2’7.) These members of the body were associated together in
various localities in independent “churches of Christ” for
work and worship. The organization was very simple. Each
congregation had its “bishops and deacons” and members.
Its mission was fulfilled in the simple program of edifying
itself, looking after the needy, and preaching the gospel to
the lost. The worship of God in these assemblies was so sim-
ple that we note the absence of all gaudy ceremonialism. It
does not remind us of the “carnal ordinances” of either po-
pery or Judaism. The New Testament does not mention “the
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holy sacrament” in discussing the Lord’s Supper, nor is
there any burning of incense or instrumental music in the
prayer or praise of the New Testament churches. The sim-
plicity of the New Testament order should be scrupulously
observed by Christians today. We are hearing too much a-
bout organizing Friday Night Clubs and Endeavor Societies
and Ladies Aids and other symptoms of displeasure at the
“simplicity and purity that is toward Christ.” In some reli-
gious circles a man does not amount to much who is satisfied
to be just a Christian and a normal member of a local con-
gregation of others like him. A man with a New Testament
who starts out to worship and obey God, serve his fellows,
and finally reach heaven, will not find it a stunt-performing
program. A lot of the frenzy and fuss of modern religion is
a bid for the attention of men rather than the glory of God.
The warning of Paul is still a timely one.

IS IT  A PARTISAN USE OF THE T E R M ?

What are you in religion? “I am a Christian.” Is that
a partisan use of that term? It is a New Testament term.
It was not used in a partisan sense there. It is not so used
now so long as you mean by it what was meant by it in the
New Testament, a l l  that was meant by it in the New Testa-
ment, and nothing less than was meant by it in the New
Testament. Because of the divided condition of religious
people, it may be necessary to explain with some care that
Christians in the New Testament were the disciples of
Christ, saints of God, and brethren in a common, spiritual
family known as the church of God. What church do you
belong to? “I am a member of the church of Christ.” Is that
a denominational use of a religious term? Not if you mean by
it al l  and nothing less or more than was meant by it in the
New Testament. For obvious reasons it may be necessary
to explain that the church of Christ in the New Testament
was the body of Christ, which included all Christians. They
were members of it because they were Christians, and
Christians because they were members of it. God added all
the saved to the church, when they were saved and because
they were saved. There was no such thing as being saved
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and not being a member of the New Testament church. If
our explanations do not go over, it is a good idea not to run
the risk of becoming sectarian in an attempt to make the
matter any plainer than the New Testament does. It would
still be a pretty plain book if sectarian goggles had never
been manufactured. Don’t be afraid to say: “I am a Chris-
tian, and therefore a member of the church of Christ.”

WHAT IS A DENOMINATION?

There are supposed to be about two hundred religious
denominations in the United States. What is a denomina-
tion? You will get your information outside the New Testa-
ment. The simple order of the New Testament includes in-
dividual Christians made such by the preaching of the gos-
pel. They all belonged to, were members of, “the church,
which is his body,” the church of the Lord. There were con-
gregations of them in various localities. These local bodies
had elders, deacons, and members. Christians were not much
handicapped in New Testament times trying to wiggle a-
round under official board piles. Sometime this side of the
New Testament the idea of a religious body larger than a
local church and smaller than the whole body of Christ took
objective form. If some Christians were at liberty to thus
organize themselves into a denominational ecclesiasticism
then others could do likewise. It is named and organized af-
ter the order of a partisan brotherhood. It may be named af-
ter some man, as the Lutheran or Wesleyan denomination;
or after some form of church government, as the Presbyte-
rian denomination; or after some ordinance in religion, as
the Baptist denomination; or carry the name of method, as
the great Methodist denomination. But this is all contrary to
the Scriptures. Cod did not intend for any of his people to
emphasize some truth above other truth and make it the
creed of a partisan brotherhood. If so, then a man would
have to be a member of all the denominations to be in pos-
session of all properly emphasized truth. As it is, a man can
take a New Testament, believe what it teaches, do what it
commands, be just a Christian, and a member of nothing but
the body of Christ, which includes all Christians, and not be
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a member of a denomination at all. It will not rob a denomi-
nation of its sinful character to make an adjective out of
some Bible noun and call it the “Disciple Church” or the
“Christian Church,” or even apply to it the title, “Church of
God” or “Church of Christ.” The thing itself is wrong, re-
gardless of what you call it; and if it is called by a Bible
term, the term is misused. The only fool-proof way to steer
clear of all denominational affiliations is to refuse to be any-
thing but a New Testament “sort” of a Christian and re-
fuse to belong to anything in religion but the body of Christ.
Christians were not classified and sorted after the order of
their partisan preferences in New Testament times. In the
nature of the case, denominationalism could never be right
unless it should become right and consistent for all Chris-
tians to belong to all of them, and then, in the nature of the
case, denominationalism would cease. If a man is satisfied
with the New Testament in his faith and practice, no un-
scriptural terms will have to be invented to describe him,
nor will it be necessary to use Scriptural terms in an un-
scriptural sense to do it. “Hold the pattern of sound words
which thou hast heard from me in faith and love which is in
Christ Jesus.” (2 Tim. 1: 13.)
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BROTHER SOMMER’S VISIT TO NASHVILLE.

F. B. SRYGLEY.

(April, 1933)

It will be remembered that I made reference to Brother
Sommer’s visit to this city in the Gospel Advocate a few
weeks ago. In the Apostolic Review of March 14, Brother
Sommer writes again. I would be glad to give to our readers
the entire article, but because of lack of space I here give
what he said on the question of colleges:

I have seriously considered the college question, and
now offer a few itemized statements:

Neither David Lipscomb College, near Nashville, nor
Freed-Hardeman College, in Henderson, was listed as church
property to avoid taxation; for no schools in Tennessee, nor
many other States, are taxed. Hence, reflections in the
Review on that subject have been erroneous, and should not
have been made.

Those schools were listed as “church property” because
established and supported chiefly, if not wholly, by members
of churches of Christ. But since attention has been called
to the fact that the church as such is not authorized to go
into any secular business, the disposition now is to regard
the college as an extension of the home as an educational in-
stitution. As evidence on this subject, I mention that the
Central church of Christ in Nashville for a time had a
cafeteria as part of its equipment. But some one said the
church had no right to enter that domain of business. As a
result, the cafeteria was turned over to an individual, and
is no longer part of the work of that church. On the same
principle, the schools at Nashville and Henderson are now
being considered. I have learned also that the school at
Nashville is only a junior college, and does not confer diplo-
mas, but only certificates of two years of college work. The
same is true of the school at Henderson. But the colleges at
Morrillton, Ark., and at Abilene, Texas, I am informed, are
both more pretentious than the Nashville and Henderson
schools. They both have a four-year course and bestow di-
plomas, or degrees. But even such schools, if managed as in-
dividual enterprises, or as extensions of the home as educa-
tional institutions in caring for children (either their own
or others), may be considered in the light of Romans four-
teenth chapter. I have no right to say how far in education
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another man may go, nor another home may go, while I am
not thereby judged. But if I am denounced as “not in favor
of education,” or am denounced as a “slacker in the Lord’s
army” or a “traitor to the Lord’s cause,” or am threatened
with “perdition,” if I do not give to establish and support
such an institution, then I appeal to Romans fourteenth
chapter for protection! I appeal also to the seven units Paul
mentioned in Ephesians fourth chapter, for protection,
where we find the “one body and one Spirit” mentioned. Be-
sides, I refer to Eph. 1: 22 23, where we read that this one
body, called “the church,” is declared to be “the fullness of
him that filleth all in all.” I appeal also to Col. 2: 10, which
declares: “And ye are complete in him, which is the head of
all principality and power.” In other words, the perfect ar-
rangement for the conversion of sinners and the perfection
of believers ! And this is the twofold end for which the Sav-
iour prayed in his prayer for the oneness of his disciples
-- that the world might believe and the believers might be
perfected.

But some may be disposed to inquire about churches as
such establishing or supporting such schools by their trea-
sury. That has already been answered by the remarks thus
far offered. Yet additional remarks are in order, because
such treasury (from a legal viewpoint) would be regarded
as a joint stock company fund. As a result, every one who
has even one cent in that fund should be consulted in regard
to its use. If some one questions this, and says it is “the
Lord’s money,” then the question arises: What does the Lord
say should be done with it? The answer is found in Acts 11:
29, 30; Rom. 15: 27; 1 Cor. 16: 1, 2; Gal. 6: 10; Phil. 4: 15.
This means the poor saints, needy preachers, and even poor
outsiders. But no reference is made to needy institutions not
mentioned in God’s Book !

The Gospel Advocate very heartily accepts what Bro-
ther Sommer says of these schools. He says: “Those schools
were listed as ‘church property’ because established and
supported chiefly, if not wholly, by members of churches of
Christ.” This is a very fair explanation of the matter, and I
indorse it heartily. The Gospel Advocate and the Apostolic
Review are church papers in that sense, though they are
both private property. Members of the churches of Christ
are about the only people who subscribe for either of these
papers, and still they are not owned and operated by
churches, but by individual members of the churches.
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I notice in a recent issue of the Review that paper said:
“Professor Armstrong went into the school business head
over heels on his own hook, but he now gives the churches
of Christ to understand that the debt is theirs. And when
the mortgage is cleared, the Professor assures us that action
gives to the brotherhood one free four-year college.” I
would not undertake to defend Brother Armstrong in a
single thing that I believed was out of harmony with New
Testament teaching, but I want to treat him and his langu-
age fairly. May it not be true that Brother Armstrong uses
the word “brotherhood” to mean those brethren that want
to patronize a college where the Bible is taught, not as an
adjunct to the church, but as an aid to the family in teach-
ing their children? I would not undertake to defend all the
brother has said about the school and the churches, but I do
want to give him his dues. I do not think it is right for
schools, papers, or anything else to rob the church of its
glory, and I am willing to help the Review in condemning
such a thing; but let us be nice about it and try to correct
these brethren in a spirit of meekness. This is the teaching
of the Bible. I do not believe that contributions should be
made to these schools or any other secular business from
the public treasury of the church. I will join the Review in
trying to teach the brethren that this ought not to be done.
Brother Baxter, the president of David Lipscomb College,
said through the Advocate a few months ago that this
should not be done. I am satisfied that a lot of these breth-
ren are better than the Review gives them credit for being.
I do not agree with everything they all say, but I call them
“brethren.” I do not refer to Brother Armstrong or Brother
Baxter as “Professor” Armstrong and “Professor” Baxter.

Brother Daniel Sommer has shown us a way in which
we can work together, and I am willing to accept it, and I
hope he can show his son, C. W. Sommer, that he should
walk in the same way. I believe I can say that the Gospel
Advocate accepts Brother Daniel Sommer’s position on the
college question as quoted above. Will the management of
the Review accept the same? If so, there will be peace.
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EVANGELISTIC NOTES.

(May, 1933)

Every meeting in which the gospel is preached and an ef-
fort is made to point the wayward race to the way of life
is worthy of mention. But there are some meetings especially
noteworthy because of unusual circumstances and events
which give to them more than local interest and significance.
Several such meetings are now in the writer’s mind and form
the object of the present news-editorial.

THE MOUNDSVILLE MEETING.

About a year ago Evangelist Sam P. Jones, of the
Christian Church, conducted a “revival” in Moundsville,
W. Va. His methods were sensational and his manner bom-
bastic. His chief commodity was egotism, the very essence of
which he displayed in featuring himself as the “Walking
Bible Evangelist.” Flattered with a respectable attendance
and a degree of success, Sam P. Jones decided to play hero
and save Moundsville from a common menace--“the church
of Christ.” He accordingly, delivered his “masterpiece” en-
titled, “Seven Bible Reasons Why It Is Right to Use In-
strumental Music in the Worship of the Most High God.”
With all the gusto of a playground bully, he pranced the
platform, shook the Bible in the faces of the brethren pre-
sent, and shouted: “Put up or shut up !" Thus he threw
down the gauntlet and became the hero of the hour--but
only an hour.

C. D. Plum lives in Moundsville. To all who know this
man the mention of his name tells the story. No man can
challenge the church, and the New Testament principles for
which it stands, in hearing distance of Plum without get-
ting his hand called with instant dispatch. Jones tried to
sidestep the challenge but Plum held him to it.

The debate was held in August, 1932. The victory for
New Testament teaching was decisive. Sam "P-sallo" Jones
went down in a rather inglorious defeat. His supporters
tried to hold him up by “cheering” him and “jeering” his
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opponent; but the brethren deported themselves as Chris-
tians and were at all times of quiet demeanor and orderly
behavior--all of which reacted in favor of the truth and
made its triumph more pronounced.

Following the debate, Brother Plum continued to preach
in his earnest w a y  with power and persuasion. Numbers left
the Christian Church and, confessing the error of their way.
took their stand for the New Testament order of things.
Then came the recent meeting. Jones and others had predict-
ed that we had lost the sentiment of the people by being too
hard and harsh in the debate. But his prognostications were
reversed by overflow crowds and more than fifty additions
to the church--most of which were baptisms, but several
more from the Christian Church. Since the meeting others
have come. Still, some brethren say that debates only “stir
up strife” and do no good! No, it is the strife that stirs up
the debate. The debate if properly conducted, makes the
truth stand out in the strife. If the cause of the New Testa-
ment church had depended on the preachers who are too
pious to debate, where would the church be today? In the
throes of denominationalism, where will she yet drift if
gospel preachers relent. The scabbard is no place for the
Christian’s sword. He can sign no armistice with error, and
no truce with sin.

The church at Moundsville n o w  numbers about six
hundred. They are loyal people. Though largely composed of
working people and hard hit by economic conditions, they
have not retrenched. A recent addition to their meeting-
house is still insufficient. They are now negotiating for
more room. But it is not their idea to build up a church on
great numbers--they will “swarm” in due time. Already
they are holding meetings in various sections of the city and
surrounding communities. Brother Plum is in reality a
“located evangelist”--not a “pastor”; he evangelizes. There
are few preachers so universally loved and respected as
Brother Plum is at Moundsville, and there are few churches
equal in every respect to this faithful, self-sacrificing con-
gregation. The writer feels that his own life has been en-
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riched by his labors and association with these devoted peo-
ple.

A  THESSALONIAN CHURCH I N  T E X A S .

To the Thessalonians, Paul said: “For from you sound-
ed out the word of the Lord not only in Macedonia and
Achaia, but also in every place your faith to God-ward is
spread abroad.” It is encouraging to find a Thessalonian
church occasionally today-one that is sounding out the
word of God. The Tenth and Austin Streets church of Christ
at Wichita Falls is that kind. Comparatively young, it has
enjoyed an unusually rapid but healthful growth. Unlike
some plants and institutions of rapid growth, it has built
solidly. Price Billingsley did the pioneer work in Wichita
Falls. So, from the beginning it was built on straight gospel
preaching. Early Arceneaux became associated with the
work in later years, and is preaching there now with the
Buchanan Street Church. Brother Arceneaux’s preaching
is always fundamental. He really founds  churches--on the
Rock. The church in Wichita Falls was fortunate in having
such a man to help lay the foundation for their super-
structure.

Eight years ago Brother L. S. White located with the
Tenth and Austin Streets Church, and it has been under
his ministry that this congregation has made its greatest
outward, or visible, growth. Brother White possesses an
initiative in church work that builds up a congregation.
This is readily seen in the type of work he is doing at
Wichita Falls. An opportunity to establish a permanent
radio connection for a one-hour Sunday morning service
was presented about three years ago. He was not slow in
taking advantage of the “open door,” and for nearly two
hundred consecutive Sundays he has preached a radio ser-
mon on the International Bible Lesson. The influence of
these services has reached several Western States. This
is, indeed, sounding o u t  the w o r d ,  and will bring results
that cannot be estimated. It has been a heavy expense to
the church and a heavy demand on the preacher’s time and
mind--but who will say that it is not worth all the cost?
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It is the consensus of opinion that Brother White is do-
ing his best preaching now; and that at Wichita Falls he
has done the best single work of his preaching career.

I N  W E S T  K E N T U C K Y .

We are wont to praise certain sections of the country
for giving to the world great men of the past. We call
them “pioneers.” This is good. It is by no means a bad
omen for people to cherish the memory of the pioneers of
the faith and the principles for which they nobly fought.
This is not traditionalism. The Bible says. "Remember
them . . . who have spoken unto you the word of God:
whose faith follow. . . .” It is right to imitate the faith of
men who have been true to the Bible. The man who discour-
ages such adherence to principles taught by our fathers in
the faith before us, and brands such loyalty as tradition, us-
ually has some theory to defend that is not in harmony with
the well-defined principles that have been tested and tried
by the battles of a century in the arena of giants. Such men
among us have had much to say about independence of
thought. They are profuse in anathemas on creeds and
creed makers. The creed bogy frightens them. Yet they form
their opinions into a creed and would make us dependent on
their independence for creedless unity!

We are not as much concerned about the imaginary
menace of so-called “traditionalism,” as we are of this in-
dependent theorizing growing up among the preachers in
the church. If reduced to a choice between the ripe tradi-
tions of the pioneers and the green theories of these inde-
pendents among us, posing as new reformers in the church,
the former is far safer.

But while we praise the pioneers and indict the inde-
pendents, it is entirely fitting that we recognize the young
men of this generation, who are standing on original
ground. holding the line of battle that was formed in the
early days of the church in this country. West Kentucky
excels in giving to the church a group of such preachers
during the last decade or two--C. M. Stubblefield (not so
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young), the Douthitts (I. A., B. L., and C. B.) , John Harde-
man, Coleman Overby, F. L. Paisley, John and Charley
Taylor, T. C. Wilcox, Floyd A. Decker, and others. Brother
Joseph Ratcliffe, still living, is the pioneer of this section.
and his influence is still exerted for the old paths.

The chief city of West Kentucky is Paducah, and the
chief church in point of size and activity is there--the
Nineteenth and Broadway church of Christ. I. A. Douthitt
preaches for this church. The elders know their work and
do it. The church respects them. Brother Douthitt also
knows his work and does it. He is their evangelist, and
he lets the elders run the church. A preacher otherwise
disposed would not get anywhere at Paducah with such
elders as Charles Houser, Sr. He does not lord, but he rules
in the Lord’s way, with his fellow elders.

Brother Douthitt is loved by the entire church and has
the unanimous backing of the elders in his work. Their
fear is not that they will not be able to get rid of him, but
rather that they will not be able to hold him. He is one
of the best evangelists in the church. But for the injus-
tice it would do the work in Paducah, at the present time
he should be engaged in meetings all the time. He has
always been in demand throughout the country, and that
is his greatest field of usefulness.

Brother R. R. Brooks is also doing fine work in West
Kentucky now. Some years ago Brother Brooks came out
of denominationalism. It has required time for him to find
solid ground on all questions. When he abandoned sectarian-
ism for the New Testament church, in his nen- surroundings
he was confronted with such issues as digression in the
church; innovations such as instrumental music in worship;
and organized societies. Then within the more inner circle,
were the questions of speculative prophetic teaching; the
future-kingdom theory; the David's-throne earthly millen-
nium reign fancy; with their kindred heresies. The ques-
tions had to be decided. Brother Brooks is not mentally
disposed to be a “neutral” on any important question.
“Neutral” sounds too much like “nothing.” In quest of truth
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he studied the questions. The result has been very definite
conclusions against all these forms of error. His conception
of the New Testament church is clear. He is not lacking in
courage to preach the plain gospel, stripped of all theories.
speculations, and humanisms. The very best thing that can
be said in his favor is that he has the one hundred per cent
indorsement of I. A. Douthitt, and the Nineteenth and
Broadway Church. They have given him unstinted fel-
lowship in his work in West Kentucky.

Last, but not least, in pleasure, profit, or significance,
among the writer’s experiences in West Kentucky, was a
visit with Brother John T. Smithson, at Fulton. It afforded
the desired opportunity to converse in social vein and
detail concerning things of mutual and personal interest.
He is, indeed, a congenial brother (I had not known him
before) ; a good man: an able and uncompromising preacher
of the Word; jealous for the purity and progress of the
Lord’s church; and is doing an excellent work in Fulton.
Lasting obligations are acknowledged to my good friend,
I. A. Douthitt, with unbounded gratitude, for his interest
in making possible these personal contacts with brethren
in the Lord. May we ever be “workers together with God”!
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“NEITHER . . . NOR.”

R. L. WHITESIDE.

(June, 1933)
In the May issue of Word and Work, Stanford Cham-

bers writes under the above caption as follows:

One was recently heard to say publicly: “I am neither a
premillennialist nor a postmillennialist.” I think I saw the
same from the pen of some writer. It is difficult to see how
one can avoid either one or the other. A man might say: “I
am neither an immersionist nor a nonimmersionist.” How
could that be, unless he disregards baptism entirely? Just
so in regard to the return of our Lord; it is either before the
millennium, that is, premillennial, or it is after it, that is,
postmillennial. Whoever disallows the event of his coming
until the close of the millennium, whoever puts the millenn-
ium anywhere preceding the coming, is a postmillennialist,
whatever he disavows or denies.

Just because the Lord Jesus may come at any time, and
because it is an event he has commanded us to watch for
and to pray about, I dare not put a thousand years between
me and the fulfillment. Hence, I am premillennial, and can
no more help it than I can help being an immersionist.

“But what difference does it make whether I am ‘pre’
or ‘post’?” I should say not enough in and of itself, merely,
for it to be made a test of fellowship as has been attempted
even by some “Neither . . . Nor’s.” But it might make a
great deal of difference for a man to put a thousand years
between him and the coming of Jesus. Our Savior himself
shows the likely effect for one to say: “My Lord delays his
coming.” Again, it might make a great deal of difference
for him to teach men so. It is a serious thing to oppose any
one’s quoting, “The Lord is at hand,” or “The Judge
standeth before the door,” or “The end of all things is at
hand,” or “When ye see these things, know that he is near.”
Too much store is being set by this “what difference does it
make?” The postmillennial error has many attendant mal-
interpretations it were well to avoid. As every truth of God’s
word is helpful, so every error is harmful, and any error
may lead to fatality. “Prove all things, hold fast that which
is good.”

Yes, I have said publicly, both orally and in print, that
I am neither a premillennialist nor a postmillennialist. The
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Gospel Advocate has been all along making a heroic effort
to steer clear of all party, or class, names. But Brother
Chambers thinks it cannot be done. He does not see how a
man can keep from being a premillennialist or a postmillen-
nialist. In his estimation a man cannot be simply a Christian;
he must have some sort of a descriptive term to designate
what sort of Christian he is. And so we have premillennial
Christians and postmillennial Christians. Here, then, is
partyism in religion, the beginning of new denominations.
It will not help the situation any to say that these are merely
descriptive words, and not party names. Why the need of
these descriptive terms, if they are not intended to describe
different parties? Methodist was first a descriptive term,
and then a party name. Premillennial Christian, postmillen-
nial Christian, and Baptist Christian; in principle, what is
the difference? And herein we see one of the evils of preach-
ing speculative theories that create groups, classes, or
parties in the church. What right has any man or set of
men to create two parties, and then tell me that I must
belong to one of them? That these brethren of Word and
Work have created conditions that make it necessary in
their judgment to use descriptive terms to designate groups
of brethren condemns the whole movement as divisive in
nature and sectarian in principle. If they think they have
created conditions in the church that make it necessary for
the Gospel Advocate to line up with one of these parties
and be labeled, they are decidedly mistaken. If, as Brother
Chambers says, he cannot help wearing a party label, he
needs the help that the Gospel Advocate is trying to give
him. But if he is just bound to be what he is, and cannot
help it, what will he do about it when the Lord comes, if
the Lord does not follow the program these brethren have
marked out for him? And herein is another danger to these
brethren. Before Jesus came to earth, the learned Jews had
things mapped out; and because Jesus did not follow their
program, they believed him to be an impostor. Yes, there
were program makers for his first coming, and there are
program makers for his second coming; and the fatal
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blunder of the first program makers should be a warning
to the present program makers.

But Brother Chambers thinks that neither “pre” nor
“post” should be made a test of fellowship. There is some-
thing pitiful and shaky about a plea that one’s teaching or
practice be not made a test of fellowship. The plea itself is
a confession of divergence. We have often heard that same
plea from the “progressives.” No matter from whom it
comes, it sounds like a plea for forbearance and mercy. The
Gospel Advocate has never, in its long history, felt the least
need of making such a plea. Can you imagine J. C. Mc-
Quiddy, T. B. Larimore, E. G. Sewell, or David Lipscomb
begging the brethren not to make some theory or practice of
theirs a test of fellowship?

There has been a good deal of loose talk about tests of
fellowship. To raise the question as to an opinion or theory
without giving any attention to what is done with the
opinion or theory does not meet the issue. An opinion or
practice might be very innocent, and yet a man might make
a great deal of trouble with it. It is not then his opinion that
you must consider, but the use he makes of it. Suppose some
man should decide that dark clothing is conductive to piety
and sober-mindedness, and that light clothing makes the
wearer light-hearted and gay, and that flashy dress makes
the wearer frivolous and giddy. Would you feel disposed to
make his notion or his practice a test of fellowship? But
suppose that peculiar notion of his becomes such an ob-
session with him that he feels that he must advocate it
everywhere? He becomes so carried away with the idea
that he becomes a nuisance, a trouble maker, and a divider
of churches; what then? What would Brother Chambers do
about it? Suppose he, while dividing churches with his
peculiar theory, pleads that the sort of dress a fellow wears
should not be made a test of fellowship; how would Brother
Chambers answer him? It is supposed, of course, that
Brother Chambers cares enough for the peace and unity of
churches to do something about such a situation, but what
would he do? Would he fellowship the fellow, bid him God-
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speed, and call him to hold meetings? And it would be much
worse if the fellow divided churches by preaching hurtful
and untrue theories.

If brethren press a theory to the dividing of churches
and then tell us that we must let them alone, else they will
have no fellowship with us, what can we do about it? They
have drawn the line, and issued a “manifesto.” And yet
they keep talking about tests of fellowship.

What is their object in talking so much about tests of
fellowship? Do they live up to their plea? When has a
church which indorses whole-heartedly the Word and Work
theory ever called one who opposed such theory to hold
their meeting? What fellowship do they extend to preach-
ers who do not indorse them? Why do they not call Foy
E. Wallace, Jr., C. R. Nichol, or men like these, to assist
them in meetings? No longer ago than last year some
friends of mine wanted me to teach a Bible class of nights
in their meetinghouse. Two of the elders are ardent ad-
mirers of Brother Boll and his teaching; they refused to
allow the class to be taught in the meetinghouse. Look at
the matter any way you please, and it was worse than a
refusal to fellowship me. And the only grounds of refusal
was the fact that I was not a “pre.” Now, until they show
some fellowship toward those who oppose their theories,
all clear-thinking brethren will conclude that their talk
about “tests of fellowship” is indulged in merely to create
prejudice in their favor. Such a thing is cheap politics.

“Our Saviour himself shows the likely effect for one to
say: ‘My Lord delays his coming.’ " Brother Chambers
here quotes from the parable found in Luke 12: 42-48.
These brethren quote, “My Lord delays his coming,” as if
that was the real crime of that wicked servant; whereas
he merely took advantage of his lord’s delay to give ex-
pression to the villainy that was already in him. The use
these brethren make of this seems to indicate that they
think the only thing that keeps people out of all sorts of
meanness is the expectation that the Lord might come any
moment. But I have never said that the Lord delays his
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coming, and, therefore, do not belong in the class with that
wicked servant. The word translated delayeth means “to
linger, delay, tarry"--Thayer. “TO spend time; to continue
or last long, hold out; to persevere in doing; especially, to
tarry, linger, delay, be slow; to prolong, put off”--Liddell
and Scott. This word would not be used concerning an event
that was not delayed beyond the time it was expected, Now.
these future-kingdom advocates tell us that the first Chris-
tians were taught to expect Jesus to come again while they
lived. But he did not come then. According to their teaching
the Lord has delayed his coming several hundred years
beyond the time expected. Who is it that says the Lord did
not come at the time he was expected?  They are the ones,
according to their own teaching, who say: “My Lord delays
his coming.”

Brother Chambers says: “It is a serious thing to oppose
any one’s quoting ‘The Lord is at hand’, or ‘The Judge
standeth before the door,” or ‘The end of all things is at
hand,” or ‘When ye see these things know that the end is
near.’ " Who opposes his quoting the Scriptures referred to?
When a man makes an implied charge of that nature, he is
honor bound to name the parties, when called on to do so.
Will Brother Chambers give the name of the person to whom
he refers, or is he merely insinuating things to create
prejudice?
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THE NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION.

P. W. STONESTREET.

(Elder, Ridgedale Church, Chattanooga, Tenn.)
(June, 1933)

A most interesting and instructive event for Chatta-
nooga was the Neal-Wallace discussion, held in a large
auditorium of the Ridgedale section, June 6-9. It was well
attended, the subject being of universal interest, which
was: “Resolved, that the Bible clearly teaches that after the
second coming of Christ and before the final resurrection
and judgment there will be an age or dispensation of one
thousand years, during which Christ will reign on the
earth.” Charles M. Neal affirmed; Foy E. Wallace, Jr.
denied.

Brother Neal introduced a number of illustrative charts
in connection with his reading and citation of the Scriptures.
If the proposition had specified, the charts teach, instead of,
“the Bible clearly teaches,” it would have been proven. But
no chain of evidence is stronger than its weakest link, and
Brother Neal adduced no scriptural chain that did not in-
volve assumptions and encounter difficulties, under the
scrutiny of his thoughtful and logical opponent. Some of
these, in substance, follow:

Referring to the kingdom before it came on Pentecost,
assuming it to be the future kingdom of his charts; referring
to the kingdom in the sense of heaven, assuming it to be the
future earthly kingdom of his charts, because the disciples
were “to continue in the faith, and that through many trib-
ulations we must enter into the kingdom of God” (Acts 14:
22), the charts failing to note that just as aliens enter the
earthly domain of the kingdom conditionally, so Christians,
who are in the earthly domain, are to enter the heavenly do-
main conditionally, conditionally being coextensive with the
span of life on earth; literalizing terms that have been spir-
itualized, for this dispensation, by Inspiration applying them
to spiritual things; attaching a meaning to symbolic langu-
age in harmony with the future reign of Christ theory of his
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charts; failing to note and emphasize on the charts that the
present reign of Christ is a glorious reign, and that the
earthly domain of his kingdom in its present state is a king-
dom of “glory,” as does the New Testament; failing to note
that Christ entered into “his glory” after his sufferings, at
which time he also entered into his kingdom (Luke 24: 25,
26; Mark 10: 37; Matt. 20: 21), erroneously assuming that
references to the kingdom of “his [Christ’s]I glory" meant a
future reign on earth.

Concerning the glories of the kingdom in any age,
whether attributed to God or Christ, whether Christ is on
one throne or another, Brother Wallace countered with the
general and all-inclusive statement of Christ in his prayer
to the Father: “All things that are mine are thine, and
thine are mine: and I am glorified in them.” (John 17: 10.)

One of the charts introduced by Brother Neal served
as a boomerang. It showed a straight course between lines
as representing the issue, with six divergent lines represent-
ing things that allegedly becloud the issue. Thus, that chart
itself introduced those beclouding things in the debate, do-
ing the very thing its author opposed.

Brother Wallace left not a chart unturned to expose the
theory, and defend the truth. He thoroughly surveyed the
field showing that the hope of Israel is not in Abraham’s
flesh, but in Abraham’s faith. Refuting the theory that
God’s promise to Abraham to give Israel the land of Canaan
has been only in part fulfilled, he cited Joshua’s farewell
address to fleshly Israel: “That not one thing hath failed of
all the good things which Jehovah your God spake concern-
ing you; all are come to pass unto you, not one thing hath
failed thereof.” (Josh. 23: 14.) He also showed that in the
present age the devil does not have absolute power over
people; that in this gospel age one has power over Satan in
the exercise of will to extricate one’s self from Satan’s rule
and dominion. Therefore, the devil does not have power over
man. The gospel being the power of God unto salvation,
when one cooperates with that power, the devil is powerless
so far as that one is concerned.
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Brother Wallace completely proved that Brother Neal’s
reasoning on the one thousand years’ reign of Christ on
earth, after his second coming, is in the realm of assump-
tion, and his theory in the field of speculation; that the sym-
bolical reference to it in Rev. 20 is too meager and inade-
quate as evidence upon which to construct an earthly mil-
lennium theory. He made several eloquent pleas to Brother
Neal to stop featuring those things that destroy the unity
of the church, are admitedly nonessential to salvation, and,
therefore a hindrance to the gospel.

The disputants were governed by written rules of their
mutual adoption. A fair investigation of the subject, in har-
mony with the rules, that truth may prevail, should and did
take precedence over any personal code of ethics.

It was Brother Neal’s preference, to which Brother
Wallace agreed, not to have moderators, but only a chairman.
Judge L. D. Miller, of Chattanooga, served commendably as
chairman. The debate was invited to Chattanooga by the
Ridgedale congregation, accepting Brother Neal’s interstate
challenge, realizing that a joint discussion is the most effec-
tive method of teaching all subjects of a controversial na-
ture and of public moment. Thus, the debate passed into his-
tory, and I thank the disputants for discussing the subject
to our edification.
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F. L. YOUNG HAS ANSWERED THE LAST CALL

A.O. COLLEY, Dallas, Texas

(September, 1933)

On August 5, 1933, our beloved brother, F. L. Young,
spoke his last kind words to his loved ones as they carefully
crept into his room in the Baylor Sanitarium, of this city.
Brother Young did not suffer very much, nor was his con-
dition considered serious very long. He had not been in the
best of health for quite a long time; but by careful discipline
of his own accord, aided by his family, he was able to re-
main useful almost to the last.

I loved him because he was my brother in the Lord and
for his work’s sake. I have associated with him occasionally
for a number of years, and have lived in the Sears and Sum-
mit Streets church of Christ with him for the last three
years. During all this time I have had many talks with him
over various things that pertain to the kingdom of God. Not
one time have I seen him excited over anything enough to
raise his voice out of its usual kindly tone. Whatever it was
that was under observation was either “just all right” or
would be all right soon.

I found him not only a good, kind preacher of the gos-
pel but one of the very best elders that was known to me. He
would be called our “senior elder,” but neither age nor ap-
pointment made him act or feel like he had more authority
than the humblest member of the congregation. He “ruled
well,” and the church honored him while he was with us,
and since he has gone from us we honor his memory. When
he would leave us to serve other churches (which he did to
serve Russell Street Church, Nashville, and also Central
Church, Los Angeles, Calif.), we would miss him much. All
rejoiced to see him “come home.”

He has now “gone home,” and we will still miss him;
but we know that it is “just all right” as we have heard him
say it just that way many times. And we breathe the senti-
ment of the prayer we have heard him offer many times,
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“Lord, keep us from the evil and the harm,” until the Lord
calls us home to be with our loved ones.

His family of thirteen children were all present at the
burial service, except one son (we could not reach him with
the message in time for him to get here) ; but after proper
ceremonies at the church, conducted by E. W. McMillan and
the writer, we carried him to his old home--Paris, Texas;
and while appropriate songs were sung there at the grave,
we laid his body by the side of his noble wife, who went
home while he lived there, several years ago. Many Paris
friends and brethren viewed the body and joined in sorrow
as we parted the last time here. He literally “slept beneath
a wilderness of flowers.” We believe he had a “mansion”
awaiting him.
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THE HALDEMAN AVENUE CHURCH.

(November, 1933)

Among the most profitable and enlightening of the
writer’s evangelistic experiences was the recent two weeks’
meeting with the Haldeman Avenue Church, in Louisville.
The impressions received from personal observation and
first-hand knowledge of religious conditions in this center
of new teaching among churches of Christ is worth editorial
chronicles and such information should not be obnoxious
to any who hold dear the plea of truth and unity which
churches of Christ have espoused since pioneer restoration
days.

The name of M. C. Kurfees is so closely linked with
Haldeman Avenue Church that the name of one suggests
the other. He began his labor with the old Campbell Street
Church on February 3, 1886, and continued with this con-
gregation until the time of his death, February 17, 1931--
exactly forty-five years and two weeks. In 1923 the con-
gregation found it advisable to move to a more suitable
location and erect a modern, attractive new building on the
corner of Haldeman and Frankfort Avenues; hence, the
change of name to Haldeman Avenue Church.

At the time of the coming of M. C. Kurfees to the Camp-
bell Street Church it was a small congregation, but it has
increased in numbers to one of the largest and most influen-
tial congregations in the brotherhood. During these years
they have been assisted in meetings by the greatest preach-
ers in the church, such as T. B. Larimore, E. G .  Sewell,
E. A. Elam, F. W. Smith, F. B. Srygley, T. Q. Martin C. R.
Nichol, C. M. Pullias, I. A. Douthitt, and others. Under the
preaching of these men, together with the constant teaching
of M. C. Kurfees, this congregation has been anchored,
through all the years of their existence, to the truth.

Not long after the coming of M. C. Kurfees to Louis-
ville, the instrumental music and society questions came up
in some of the churches, and from that time to the day of his
death he was in a constant fight and struggle against all
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these and other divisive questions. In more recent years
came the defection among the brethren over speculative
prophetic teaching, led by R. H. Boll. Louisville being the
headquarters of this new party, it fell to M. C. Kurfees to
be more active in opposition to it than any other one man at
that time. Through all this conflict the Campbell Street
Church, now the Haldeman Avenue Church, remained stead-
fastlly true and loyal to the word of God with a continually
widening influence for the cause of truth. The notable stand
of M. C. Kurfees, first, against digression in the realm of
work and worship, and, second, against speculative teaching
in the realm of doctrine, has been of history-making char-
acter. In these respects he rendered a significant and lasting
service to the cause of Christ. But for the stand that he took
against these defections in the resoration ranks, it is con-
ceded that the cause of the New Testament church in Ken-
tucky would have been an unknown quantity.

Worthy of special mention among the brethren of this
church who so nobly stood by Brother Kurfees and his work,
and who, like himself, have gone to their reward, are Clifton
Tatum, an elder of the church, John T. Frazier, and W. C.
Priest. These are mentioned because of their very promin-
ent part in the effort to keep the church free from error
and innovation, both in worship and teaching. Outstanding
among the present leaders of the church is J. F. Kurfees,
brother of the lamented M. C. In an effective way he is lead-
ing the congregation in the same loyal manner characteristic
of his illustrious brother.

The lines of cleavage over speculative teaching were
definitely drawn when the Highland Avenue Church with-
drew from R. 0. Rubel, Sr., and C. A. Taylor, the two
members of that congregation who led in the fight against
the featuring of those theories which were disturbing that
church. About forty members left that congregation upon
its withdrawal of fellowship from these good men because
of their stand against that teaching. The Bardstown Road
church of Christ is the result of this action. The Boll-Jorgen-
son group in Louisville have henceforth borne the responsi-
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bility for the conditions that have been a bar to the fellow-
ship and cooperation of the churches of Christ there.

The Haldeman Avenue Church has stood by the Bards-
town Road brethren. Some of the greatest preachers have
helped them, including E. A. Elam, F. W. Smith, J. D. Tant,
I. A. Douthitt, and some others whose names are not now
available to the writer. The congregation has a sizeable
membership, and owns, free of debt, a valuable site in the
most desirable residential section of the city, upon which
there is a frame building suitable to present needs.

The gospel preachers who now live in Louisville, who
can be relied upon to preach the whole truth free of specu-
lative error, are limited to a few names. B. L. Douthitt
preaches for the Haldeman Avenue Church. He came to
the work when the place was hard to fill--immediately
after the death of M. C. Kurfees, who had served the
congregation so long. Brother Douthitt has filled the place
successfully. He is a young man--yet in his thirties--and
has made himself a reputation for loyalty to the truth and
for wisdom beyond his years in the handling of the many
difficult problems incident to the place that he was called
upon to fill.

If the preachers and churches of the Boll movement in
Louisville had stood firm for the plain truth, free of theo-
retical teaching, as did M. C. Kurfees and the Haldeman
Avenue Church, there is no way of estimating what the
results in Louisville and Kentucky might have been in
favor of the cause of Christ.



LOGIC--THE ARGUMENTUM AD HOMINEM.

R. L. WHITESIDE.

(December, 1933)

Without taking part in the discussion between writers
on logic as to whether it is a science or an art, or a combina-
tion of both, we shall, for the present, consider it in its
application to discourse as the art of correct reasoning.
Every one uses logic, even though many have never looked
into a textbook on logic. Perhaps no one has so mastered
logic as to always reason correctly. But the more a person
knows of the laws of correct reasoning, the easier it is for
him to avoid fallacies in his own reasoning and to detect
them in the reasoning of others. Not enough attention is
given to the study of logic. In this matter our educators do
greatly err. There is no excuse for compelling a student to
wait till he reaches the university to acquaint himself with
the laws of reasoning. No preacher should be satisfied to
go through life without studying logic. It might be a good
idea for religious journals occasionally to give a series of
logic lessons, because reasoning is so intimately connected
with studying and teaching the Bible. One should be able
to reason correctly both in learning and in teaching. And a
knowledge of the laws of correct reasoning will save a
speaker or writer from being put to shame by a shrewd
critic. To make a fallacious argument, even in support of
the truth, gives an opponent an opening for attack. The
pity is that in showing the fallacy of your argument he is
likely to make many think he has disproved your position.
Also, a fallacy in your sermon may be detected by some
silent listener. If so, your sermon loses force with him.

But some arguments are classed as fallacies that are
not always fallacies. Hill’s Jevons puts the argumentum ad
hominem down as a fallacy, but it is not always a fallacy.
It may be as valid as any other argument. The ad hominem
argument is an argument to the man; it is an appeal to his
interests, his pride, his sense of justice and right, or his
passions, etc. It depends upon the circumstances and the
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motive as to whether it is a fallacy. If in trying to save a
man from disgraceful conduct I appeal to his family pride
and to his self-interest, I am using the argumentum ad
hominem, but there is no fallacy. If your opponent is
practicing some things that in principle are exactly like the
thing he opposes, you may charge the inconsistency upon
him with the hope of getting him to see the point and
abandon his opposition. That is the argumentum ad homi-
nem, but where is there any fallacy? If a man is opposing
one wrong thing and practicing a similar wrong, you may
show him his inconsistency, and thereby induce him to
abandon the wrong that he is practicing. Some one opposes
the use of printed helps in teaching the Bible. You charge
him with inconsistency, in that he uses songbooks and the
marginal references in the Bible, which in principle are
like the helps he opposes, hoping to get him to see the point
and abandon his opposition. You are not appealing to his
prejudice, nor his passions, nor any other unholy feeling.
There is no fallacy in that sort of argument, yet it is the
argumentum ad hominem. But the argumentum ad hominem
is fallacious when it is an unfair appeal to personal opinions,
or to one’s vanity or prejudice or passions. Much of the
flattery from the pulpit comes under this head. It is also a
fallacy when an appeal is made to a person’s hatred of
sectarianism to induce him to do or not to do a certain thing.

Noah K. Davis does not class the argumentum ad
hominem as a fallacy, but puts it under the heading, “Modi-
fied Forms.” Concerning it he says: “The argumentum ad
hominem  is arguing from the premises of an opponent mere-
ly to defeat him. We accept his principles on which to base
a counter argument, even if believing them false, our argu-
ment being directed against him personally, ad hominem. It
aims to convict him of ignorance, bad faith, inconsistency,
or illogical reasoning, and so to put him ex curia [out of
court]. Usually it attempts no more. . . . Criticism is mostly
in the form ad hominem, and should be distinguished from
proof of the opposite or controversy.”

Henry Coppee, page 147, says: “The argumentum ad



A RGUMENTUM A D H O M I N E M  287

hominem is not a fallacy when the design is to teach pure
truth, and when no unholy passion or emotion of man is
appealed to. In this application it was used by our Savior
himself to the Jews on many occasions with great force and
beauty. His touching and yet searching appeal to them for
the woman taken in adultery sent them out one by one before
his power. Each one felt the argument and admitted the con-
clusion.” But some one may say: “To charge her accusers
with the same crime did not prove her to be innocent.”
Certainly not; neither did the Saviour intend that it should.
But he intended to stop the unholy mouths of her hypocriti-
cal accusers. He knew these men cared nothing about the
woman’s guilt. He knew they were after him, and not her,
and were using her in an effort to get him to commit himself
in such a way that they could make out a case against him.
The woman’s guilt was a mere pretext. And the fact stands
out clearly that Jesus stopped their mouths by charging that
they were as guilty as she.

Again Jesus used the argumentum ad hominem. He
healed a sorely afflicted woman on the Sabbath. The ruler
of the synagogue became very indignant. Jesus replied:
“Ye hypocrites, doth not each one of you on the sabbath
loose his ox or his ass from the stall, and lead him away
to watering? And ought not this woman, being a daugh-
ter of Abraham, whom Satan had bound, lo, these eighteen
years, to have been loosed from this bond on the day of the
sabbath?” Jesus virtually said: “If I am guilty, you are
even more so, for you do a less needful thing. If you are
justified in what you do, I am even more so.”

Other instances could be given, but these are sufficient
to show that the Saviour frequently used a form of argu-
ment that is now condemned by some Christians. And yet
some who condemn it use it in its fallacy form. To create
the impression that all ad hominem arguments are falla-
cious, and then seek to create prejudice against an opponent
by calling his argument an ad hominem, is an argumentum
ad hominem fallacy.
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T H E  N E A L - W A L L A C E  D I S C U S S I O N

(F. B. SRYGLEY, IN Gospel Advocate, F EBRUARY 1, 1934)

The present book is a stenographic report of a discussion
held in Winchester, Kentucky, between Charles M. Neal and
Foy E. Wallace, Jr., from January 2 to January 6, 1933. T h e
church in Winchester has been divided for some time. The
division was originally caused over personal matters and leader-
ship. A number of the members left the church worshiping at
Fairfax Avenue and began to meet in the courthouse. The
doctrine of premillennialism as advocated by R. H. Boll, Charles
M. Neal, and others had not been agitated in that church prior
to this separation. Brethren from a distance were called to
Winchester to try to heal the division, and by their efforts all
personal matters were settled. But the brethren at the court-
house would not return to the Fairfax congregation, fearing,
perhaps, they might lose their leadership. There was no differ-
ence up to this time in their doctrine or practice, but they con-
tinued in the courthouse. Sympathizers with this premillennial
theory, from Louisville, were invited by the faction in the court-
house to preach for them. They came quite often, and, of
course, began to teach privately and publicly their peculiar
doctrine of the imminency of the coming of Christ, and the earth-
ly kingdom he would establish in Jerusalem, and that he would
rule the world for one thousand years. These brethren, being
divided, would naturally desire to make some difference in
doctrine with those at Fairfax. So a lot of them began to think
that they believed this foolish doctrine, which was encouraged
very much by the head of that party in Louisville, Kentucky.

This courthouse faction secured for themselves a meeting-
house on Main Street only two blocks from Fairfax. The leaders
became convinced that they believed that Christ would come
back to the world and set up a world government in Jerusalem.

Under the direction of a couple of preachers, the two groups
later united and worshiped together in the Main Street building.
But the premillennial faction would not be satisfied with any
preacher that was not saturated with this speculative teaching.
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They began to busy themselves to dispose of the property on
Fairfax Avenue, but in time to save the property a few who
held to the old position began again to meet in the meeting-
house on Fairfax. It was about this time that Brother Neal
was employed to preach for the Main Street Church. This
doctrine then was featured by Neal and encouraged by Boll and
his party at Louisville; and notwithstanding it was new to the
church in Winchester Brother Neal and his group made them-
selves believe, and succeeded in convincing a greater part of the
people of the town, that it was not this teaching that had caused
the division, but that Fairfax had caused it and was, therefore,
a faction, and not the church in Winchester.

These brethren, who have their headquarters in Louisville,
and their paper, the Word and Work, are quite good in getting
preachers into the churches who believe this doctrine of the
future kingdom of Christ here upon the earth; and when they
once get a foothold, they are careful to remain, or get another
of their number in the place. These speculative ideas can do
no good to the churches, but will most likely cause division in
all churches where they prevail.

Brother Neal seemed to feel so safe in his position in this
church in Winchester that he felt he would wage a more aggres-
sive warfare. He had been opposed to a discussion of his pecul-
iar doctrine before the public, but the brethren at Fairfax in-
sisted that he should make an effort to defend his position.
Finally he felt emboldened to print a number of cards with his
propositions on them and boldly challenged the brethren to
get some one to “sign on the dotted line,” denying his affirma-
tion. He was careful to say, in his letters to the brethren, that
if they failed to get any one to sign one, and used up all their
cards in the effort to get one signed, he would supply them with
more cards on request. I really think Brother Neal felt that he
had the brotherhood afraid of him and his position.

The brethren at Winchester sent the first card, with the
proposition discussed in this book, to Brother Wallace. They
did not have to try the second man, as Brother Wallace signed
it. But he did not do it without due consideration. He advised
with several brethren, and most of them thought the proper
thing to do was to discuss the question; and as Brother Neal
was the only man who had proposed a public discussion, he was
the man to meet. Most of us felt that these brethren were de-
termined to press their position, even if it divided the churches.
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They seemed to be trying to manage their teaching in such a
way as to make the impression on the churches that they were
too humble and pious to debate these questions.

In this discussion Brother Neal made all the arrangements.
He selected the First Christian Church house as the place to
hold the debate. Instead of moderators, he insisted on having
only a chairman, and selected the pastor of the First Christian
Church, Hugh McClellan, to fill this place. He wrote his own
set of rules, one of which was that each speaker be allowed to
run his part of the discussion as he saw proper. At the close of
the first session, Brother McClellan, the chairman, took the
floor and ruled certain things. Brother Wallace was on his feet
at once and politely but positively told the chairman that he
was not a moderator, but only a timekeeper for the speakers.
McClellan insisted that he would control the speakers. Brother
Wallace told the audience the conditions which Brother Neal
himself had made by which to conduct the discussion. Brother
Neal remained silent. Many of us felt that, in justice to truth
and righteousness, Brother Neal should have told the chairman
that, under his rules for the discussion, there were to be no
moderators, that Brother Wallace was right in opposing his
assumption of authority and should have insisted that McClellan
fill the place which Brother Neal had assigned him. Brother
Wallace continued to insist that Pastor McClellan either keep
his place or that moderators be selected in regular procedure.
When McClellan remarked that Wallace would have a l l  that he
could do to debate with Neal, without trying to debate with
him, Wallace pointed out that McClellan had thereby dis-
qualified himself for either chairman or moderator by siding
with Neal.

On Wednesday afternoon the official board of the Christian
Church had a meeting, and decided how the debate should be
conducted--that nothing should be mentioned in the debate
that had been said or written before the discussion started, and
that the speakers should not refer to any differences that had
existed in the past. Of course, Brother Wallace did not observe
these strange and foolish rules, whereupon the board met again
and decided that the discussion could not continue in its house,
unless Brother Wallace would accept their rules. It was very
clear that the pastor and his official board were trying to take
care of Brother Neal, all of which caused many to believe that
the First Christian Church still held to its ancient prejudice
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against those in Winchester who were standing for the truth.
It is not strange that there should be a friendly feeling between
Neal and the preacher of the First Christian Church, backed
by his official board. If there was not a silent understanding
between them, why did Brother Neal not correct the preacher
when he undertook to control Brother Wallace? It is easy for
those who oppose the truth to unite, without any positive agree-
ment to do so. Their interests are the same.

The discussion was moved from the Christian Church, by
order of the official board, and it was finished in the courthouse.
These things increased the interest in the debate, and the truth
suffered no harm.

Brother Boll began his speculative theories soon after he
completed his school work at the old Nashville Bible School,
but he was not aggressive in teaching them. Brother Lipscomb
knew of his speculation on Revelation, and he tried to correct
him; and when he could not, he cautioned him not to feature
these things in his teaching, but to hold them privately as his
opinions. He was placed on the Gospel Advocate as the first-
page editor, rather against Brother Lipscomb’s judgment.
Brother Lipscomb told Brother F. W. Smith and me that he
was afraid of Brother Boll’s speculative mind. Several other
brethren had speculated some on what has been called the
“millennium,” but these brethren had never dogmatically as-
serted that these things had reached the domain of faith; they
were only their more or less well-defined opinions. These men
never reached the position that the kingdom, mentioned in
Daniel 2:44, had not been set up on Pentecost, or that Christ
is not now on David’s throne. They continued to debate with
the Baptists that the kingdom was set up on the first Pentecost
after the resurrection of Christ, and that the church and king-
dom were the same.

Brother E. G. Sewell, in my presence, asked Brother Boll to
hold these theories as his private opinion, and to continue to
work with us in peace. They bore with him, hoping he would
treat these matters as others had done, but this he declined to
do. Others became associated with Brother Boll, and they es-
tablished a school in Louisville, Kentucky, and secured a paper
through which they have featured these things, and their party
has grown until it has become a positive menace to the truth
on such vital questions as the establishment of the kingdom and
the throne of David. These things made it necessary that the
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line should be drawn between this teaching and the truth on
these questions. It is to be hoped that this debate will help to
make the distinction on these things clear. The work of the
simple churches of Christ, in these parts, will be greatly hinder-
ed if this unscriptural doctrine gains headway and gets into any
number of these churches. It is fortunate that they themselves
brought on this debate, which will make the distinction clear
between truth and error. The truth has not suffered in this
debate, and it must not in any other. God’s word must prevail.
“For thou hast magnified thy word above all his name” (Psalms
138:2); let us contend for it.

This book will do good, and it should have a wide circula-
tion. The material presented by Brother Wallace, in his de-
fense of the truth, will be sufficient if properly appropriated to
answer any defender of this error. The book will be of great
help to those who are fortunate enough to have the privilege of
reading it.
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BROTHER B R E W E R ’ S  A .  C .  C .  L E C T U R E

(Delivered in  F E B R U A R Y , 1934, and reviewed in the Gospel
Advocate in MARCH, 1934)

In an editorial report of the Abilene Christian College Lec-
tureship, the Firm Foundation gives a brief resume of a speech
made by Brother G .  C. Brewer on "Things Which Cause Divi-
sion In The Church.” Brother Showalter describes and com-
mends the speech in part, as follows:

“I heard but one of the speeches. I reached the auditorium
just in time to hear the forenoon address on Thursday. It was
scheduled to be delivered by Brother Foy E. Wallace, editor of
the Gospel Advocate, of Nashville, Tennessee, but as Brother
Wallace could not arrange his plans to be on hand the speech
was made by Brother G. C. Brewer, of Memphis, Tennessee, a
staff writer for the Gospel Advocate. Brother Brewer has preached
a great deal in Texas where he has many friends and ad-
mirers, many of them in the large audience assembled at that
time-and he made a very fine address. The subject  was
“Things That Cause Division In The Church.” The speaker
stated candidly that the speech he was about to make in lieu of
the one that should have been made by Brother Wallace would
not be as Wallace would have made it--that he and Wallace
differed widely on some things-among them “so-called Bollism”
--that he did not regard that issue of sufficient significance to
justify the division it had occasioned--Boll and others with
pronouncedly peculiar views on the "Millennium" were never-

theless, pureminded men, with strong faith and deep reverence
for the word of God--that particularly Brother R. H. Boll had
entered his own life at a crucial period and he believed had been
the actual means of his salvation-that he tried to keep Brother
Wal lace  f rom having the  debate  with  Brother  Neal - -and
thought the debate had not helped a division already existing,
but on the contrary had widened the breach. He thought de-
bates were sometimes a good thing, but many times not so--
often preachers get up debates to distinguish themselves--
though unwittingly--and that the least attention to many
things that are nonessential and inconsequential, the better for
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the cause of Christ and all parties concerned. Brewer said
many fine things that ought to be considered and remembered
by all-especially preachers. In regard to differences of judg-
ment and of opinion, a s  mentioned above, Brother Brewer added
emphatically that  he and Brother Wallace though they differed
widely in judgment  on those matters, were, nevertheless, on
v e r y  c o r d i a l  terms and that they loved each other as brethren
should.  "This is just fine,” as Busby would say.  Someone re-
marked that the Gospel Advocate was exceedingly well repre-
sented on the program--more than half of the speeches as the
program was originally to be delivered were by an editor or
staff writer of that journal. Even so--the intention was un-
doubtedly good. Possibly it will kindle with that periodical a
better interest in a great educational institution"--(G. H. P.
Showalter in the Firm Foundation.)

Since it is understood that Brother Brewer was pinch-hitting
for me. I feel compelled to state that I had nothing to do with
his selection, and certainly nothing to do with his speech. I
feel an inexpressible regret that my absence should have been
the occasion for such a speech. Any failure that I may have
made in meeting the expectancy in the demands of such a vital
subject could not approximate to the harm Brother Brewer’s
speech will do. The injury to the cause of truth could not have
been greater had R. H. Boll appeared on the program in person
instead of being represented in Brother Brewer.

We loathe the necessity of giving this matter editorial treat-
ment, but, as in all previous cases, the issue is thrust upon us.
This time the fact that Brother Brewer is on the Gospel Advo-
cute staff makes his course all the more deserving of rebuke.
There is no alternative for the Gospel Advocate in the premises.

1. It is said that the theories taught by Brother Boll and
apologized for by Brother Brewer, are not of “sufficient signifi-
cance to occasion division.” So they say-and then divide the
churches! In the letter Brother Brewer wrote me, in which he
“tried to keep” me "from having the debate with Neal.” he
stated that he had never studied the millennium question as
much as one hour in his life. How, then, could he know what
significance there is in the subject? His indifferent altitude
and admitted ignorance of the issue disqualifies him to pass
judgment on those of us who have studied the question. If his
recommendations should be adopted and all opposition to the
Boll teaching suspended, the church, having no defense, would



B ROTHER B R E W E R’S A. C. C. LE C T U R E  295

become the prey of these false teachers, and henceforth exposed
to all of the lurking errors of premillennialism.

2. It is further said that “Boll and others with pronouncedly
peculiar views on the ‘millennium’, were, nevertheless, pure-
minded men, with strong faith and deep reverence for the word
of God.” As much can be said for the advocates of Adventism
and Russellism. All sectarian teachers have it in an emphasized
and deluded form. That is about all they do have. It is pre-
cisely what all sectarians and the digressives say when their
false doctrines are attacked. Personally, I seriously doubt any
man’s genuine reverence for God and his word who loves theories
and opinions better than the unity of Christ’s church. There is
an art of concealing venom in piety balls. But a show of rever-
ence, whether superficial or real, cannot mitigate the offense of
teaching false doctrine, nor can it justify the man who teaches
it. It is, indeed, a poor apology.

Worse still is the effort to shield a man whose views are “pro-
nouncedly peculiar” for the personal reason that “he had en-
tered his own life at a crucial period.” Brother Boll entered
the life of the church at “a crucial period” with his peculiar
theories-and divided it. Gratitude to men is to be commend-
ed except when it is at the expense of the truth. I admire the
spirit of the late T. W. Phillips, who did not spare his own son,
0. E. Phillips, when he knew the son had become an unsafe
teacher.

3. It is averred that “he thought debates were sometimes a
good thing, but many times not so--often preachers get up de-
bates to distinguish themselves--though unwittingly.”

How could a man get up a debate to distinguish himself un-
wittingly if such be his purpose? Is that the reason Brother
Brewer debated with Judge Ben Lindsay in Memphis and J. J.
Walker in Columbia--to distinguish himself? Or did he do it
“unwittingly”? There was opposition among the brethren to
the Columbia debate--but Brother Brewer debated, anyway.
Since debates are “sometimes good,” may we not inquire when,
where and whose?

4. If the thing is so “nonessential and inconsequential,” he
should not have lectured on it at all. He is debating against
having debates-and on a subject too inconsequential to talk
about, except in an Abilene lecture!

5. The Abilene speech is an attack on all the faithful preach-
ers who are opposing this new party in the church. It comforts
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the enemy--all the speculators, non-debaters and non-advocates
among us. It is the most unfortunate, ill-timed deliverance
that has been made by an influential gospel preacher in a de-
cade. It can be construed only as an effort to break the in-
fluence of the Gospel Advocate’s opposition to this new party.
It means that Brother Brewer cannot be relied on to protect
the church from speculation and opinionism.

The purity of doctrine is at stake. Premillennialism threatens
to do for the churches of Christ what it has already done for
Baptist churches. It will disrupt every church it strikes.

It is true that Brother Brewer and I have "loved each other
as brethren should.” I consider him in some outstanding re-
spects among the greatest preachers in the church. But he has
made a serious mistake. He ought to correct it.  President
Cox, of Abilene Christian College, ought to repudiate the
speech and bar it from the printed book. If Abilene College in-
dorses the speech, all the faithful brethren who oppose such
teaching should know it.

It is Brother Brewer himself who has now “widened the
breach.” His speech as it stands, represents a challenge of the
Gospel  Advocate’s policy. The Gospel Advocate can do no less
than to meet it. We are set for the defense of the truth.--

F o y  E. W A L L A C E ,  JR.
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BROTHER BREWER'S C R I T I C I S M

(F. B. SRYGLEY, IN Gospel Advocate, MARCH, 1934)

If Brother Brewer said the things reported in the Firm Found-
dation, it was poor taste to take a brother’s place to make a
speech and criticize him in his absence. In this the brother
runs true to form. These brethren who admit that Boll and his
party are wrong, and yet try to defend them, usually do so by
criticizing those who stand for the truth and defending those
who are wrong on the kingdom-come doctrine. He thinks Wal-
lace did wrong in debating with Neal; but if Neal did wrong in
debating with W a l l a c e ,  the brother did not condemn him,
though Neal sent out the challenge, printed copies of it, and
wrote the brother to whom he sent them that if he used all of
them in trying to get someone to deny his proposition, to send
back and get some more. This was, at least, a suggestion that
no one would, or could, deny his foolish proposition.

Brother Brewer said candidly that Wallace was wrong. Sure,
those who are trying to apologize for these errorists can always
see where the brother who is right is wrong to defend the right;
but if they can see that those who are wrong should stop preach-
ing their foolish theories that contradict the word of God, they
do not make it very public.

There was no danger of Brother Wallace causing division in
Winchester, as Neal and his co-partners in their foolish theory
had already done it, and were continually harping on it to keep
the division up. Brother Wallace debated with Brother Neal
twice, and before Neal was through with his part of the last de-
bate he quit, and announced that he would never debate with
Wallace again.

If Brother Brewer is right in his position that Wallace should
not have debated with Neal, Wallace will not have it to do any
more. According to Brother Brewer’s logic, Wallace in doing
wrong did right, for he stopped that thing which Brother Brewer
says should not be done. How long would it take Brother
Brewer, in his apologies for these brethren, to do as much? The
brother said that often preachers get up debates to distinguish



298 T HE P R E S E N T  T R U T H

themselves, though unwittingly. I do not think that Brother
Brewer said this to insinuate that Brother Wallace had such an
idea. I believe Brother Brewer could come as near doing things
unwittingly to distinguish himself as Brother Wallace. This was
an unfortunate thing to say in that connection, but Brother
Brewer can say about as many unfortunate things in print as
most of us.

How can Brother Brewer know it is an inconsequential thing
for any to hold to a theory that contradicts Peter and the oath
of God? This they do when they say that Christ will not oc-
cupy David’s throne until he returns. God swore that he would
raise up Christ to sit on David’s throne, and Peter said that he
spoke it concerning the resurrection of Christ, and added:
“Therefore, being at the right hand of God exalted"--"There-
fore” connects this conclusion with the oath of God. Still,
it is an inconsequential thing! Who said so? Neither Peter
nor God did.

If it is wrong to debate with Boll and Neal, Wallace has taken
the right course to stop it. Neal has quit for good, and Boll has
a good chance to try it, but he will not do so. Brewer can give
Boll the credit for saving him; why can he not give Wallace the
credit for stopping those debates which he says ought never to
have been? He tried to keep Wallace from debating with Neal.
I wonder how much effort he put forth to keep Neal from de-
bating with Wallace? He was the aggressor in this thing. But
Brother Wallace must be criticized for defending the truth.
This is the price that many have paid to defend the word of
God. Brother Wallace seemed willing to pay the price, and I,
for one, honor him for doing it.



T H E  WIDENED B R E A C H

( M A R C H ,  1934)

Effort to shift responsibility for division is the invariable
rule of innovationists in the church. The innovators themselves
never cause the division-it is always the opposition. It is an
old story. The introducers of instrumental music never caused
the division--it was the opposition to it!

Thus also would the sponsors of the speculations now disturb-
ing the peace of the church escape their just condemnation. B u t
they shall not pass!

Unopposed, no doctrine or ism, from sprinkling to specula-
tion, would ever cause division. The cause is the teaching; op-
position, the effect; division, the result. Acquiescence to error
is neither the price nor the basis of Christian unity. The doc-
trinal purity of the church lies in the defense of the truth.

The stock argument of all innovators has always been that
their teaching or practice should not be made the ground of dis-
fellowship. Digressives have worn this alibi out trying to just-
ify instrumental music. Too inconsequential to divide over!
Yet they hold to the teaching and let the church divide; and, of
course, when division occurs, disfellowship is automatic.

Now this piece of propaganda has been revived by the ad-
herents and apologists of the Boll movement. But they either
do not preach what they believe or do not believe what they
preach--else they would discontinue their agitation; for there
is division and disfcllowship existing on the very thing they say
is nonessential, inconsequential, and insufficient cause for divi-
sion. And it is significant to note that these apologists for for-
mulated opinionism, who have categorized millennium theories
as “nonessential and inconsequential,” when put on the spot,
will all with one accord avow that they do not even know what
the “Boll theory” is! Perhaps some information might serve
to disillusion them. A reflection on the theory, its consequences,
and the methods being employed to disseminate it will, at least,
enlighten the victims of their sophistical attitude.

I. The Theory. Study the following high points of premillen-
nial doctrine and decide if it is an inconsequential thing:
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1. The kingdom of Daniel 2:44--the kingdom of God--has
not yet come into existence.

2. This kingdom, though announced by John and Jesus as at
hand, “has never yet appeared.” (R. H. Boll) It was post-
poned because national Israel rejected Jesus.

3. In consequence of his rejection by the Jews, Jesus pigeon-
holed the divine plan, introduced the “church age”-meaning
the present dispensation-and went back to heaven to stay
until the Jews get into a notion of letting him set up a kingdom
on their territory.

4. While he is waiting for the Jews to decide what they will
do about it, Jesus is sitting in an attitude of expectancy at
God’s right hand, not being King in either “act or fact”--only
expecting to be King when the Jews allow him.

5. During this period of waiting, politics must play its part.
According to Daniel, the kingdom of God must be established
“in the days of these kings”--the Roman kings. But Rome is
gone- -ended in  476 A.D. Hence, old pagan Rome is to come
back into existence to play her part in the fulfillment of Daniel
2 : 4 4 .  Watch Mussolini!

6. Before this happens, however, the Jews must be nationally
restored to Palestine, and converted to Christ, so he can return
as a real King “in act and fact, "  instead of being a mere figure-
head, sitting by his Father in heaven, holding his hands.

7. It calls for another reconstruction of the temple of Solo-
mon, the complete national restoration of Israel, and the en-
tire reinstitution of the Jewish system. Watch Hitler! Is he
not about to chase all the Jews out of Germany? W h a t  will
they do, and where will they go, if they do not go back to Pales-
tine and start something of their own again? Plain as prophecy!
But if youcannot see it, strike a match and find it in Neal’s
“Light in a Dark Place,” or feel your way along without light,
pursuing Brother Boll’s books on the subject, and you will find
it all!

8. With national Israel restored, and the Solomonic temple
rebuilt, the next thing in order is the reoccupation of David’s
literal throne in Jerusalem. The Lord, leaving the throne of
his majesty on high, descends upon Jerusalem and sits down
upon an old, dilapidated, dusty, Jewish throne, without even a
new cushion in it--to be a King on the earth.

9. That is the beginning of the thousand years’ reign of
Christ--the real millennium. Of course, it is all liable to hap-
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pen overnight, for the second coming of Christ is imminent,
impending. The event of his momentary appearance thus re-
quires a series of miraculous interventions that completely up-
set the gospel order of things. It would necessitate a spon-
taneous regeneration of the Jewish nation that makes the theory
of direct operation of the Holy Spirit in the conversion of sin-
ners a mere side issue; a phenomenal transportation of Israel
to Palestine that would make the crossing of the Red Sea look
like stepping over a puddle; and a rebuilding of the old temple
in less time than it took to grow Jonah’s gourd. All this, though
a direct part of the theory as a contingency, is nothing--just
“leave it to God”; he will take care of all the difficulties.

Now, if you cannot see all of this, you are not spiritually
minded. W h a t  you need is “a deep reverence for God’s word”
and a little more piety. But if you cannot cultivate that, then
at least maintain a silent neutrality--a passive, peaceful atti-
tude; for if you oppose this bedlam of materialism, you will
widen the breach!

If Brethren Neal and Boll, or any of their group, deny that
they have taught these things, we have as evidence their own
books and writings.

II. The Consequences. Study now by item some of the inher-
ent consequences of this ponderous system 

1. The postponement of the kingdom theory makes God
false to his promise. Jesus and John preached: “The kingdom
of God is at hand; repent ye and believe the gospel.” Multi-
tudes repented in good faith, but did not get the kingdom--the
Jews postponed it!

2. The theory makes the church a mere accident, the result
of a prophetic default, for the “church age” was introduced in
lieu of a kingdom that did not arrive.

3. The theory of the future reign virtually denies that Christ
is now reigning. It puts the “reign of the Son of God” at the
end of this dispensation--in the millennium.

4. It nullifies the Great Commission in that it denies that
Christ is exercising “all authority in heaven and in earth.” I t
denies that he is King in “act or fact” now, thus stripping him
of his kingly power and rule.

5. It antagonizes every passage of Scripture that speaks of
this dispensation as “the last days.” If there is another dis-
pensation of time to follow this, differing from the present dis-
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pensation, then the present dispensation is not the last days.
But the Bible says it is.

6. It brings Christ down from the throne of his majesty and
puts him on the earth, his footstool--an inglorious demotion.

7. It denies that Christ is on David’s throne in heaven now;
therefore, bars the Gentiles from the blessings of the gospel.
James said in Acts 15 that the prophecy of Amos regarding the
rebuilding of the tabernacle or throne of David had been ful-
filled, that the Gentiles might seek after God. This was his argu-
ment to justify the work that Paul and Barnabas had done at
Antioch among the Gentiles. If the Christ is not now seated
on David’s throne in the heavens, the work of Paul among the
Gentiles was premature and the argument of James a fallacy;
and worse still, we, being Gentiles, cannot seek after God today.
Believe it or not, this consequence exists. A simple parsing of
the sentence in Acts 15:17, containing the above adverbial
clause of purpose, is sufficient to anybody who knows grammar.
The conclusion cannot be escaped, and it alone condemns the
future throne of David theory.

8. The theory alternates type and antitype--Judaism and
Christianity. It  revives in the millennium ceremonies and
ordinances of the law which Jesus nailed to the cross and buried
in his tomb. What a loathsome work!

9. It is the same mistake the Jews made when they expected
a king like Caesar, and in their disappointment rejected Christ,
our King. The present effort to dethrone him is but little short
of the Jews’ rejection of him.

10. The system is rank materialism. It teaches that saints
now living will in the millennium occupy “positions” of au-
thority in which they will exercise temporal power under Christ,
and thus “judge the world.” It is a complete let down. It is a
flareback to "the weak and beggarly elements.” It is not con-
ducive in any of its phases to true spirituality.

While the saints are in the flesh, they are taught to be spiri-
tually minded, to set their affections on things above, to lay up
treasures in heaven, to seek a better country, and to have their
citizenship in heaven. After all of this training, what would
a redeemed saint want with a position in an earthly kingdom
after death? Christ rebuked his disciples for seeking honor and
position in his kingdom, because it was spiritual. He told them
that his kingdom was not of the world, and that Jerusalem was
no longer the place for men to worship God. After all of this,
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we are told that he will put his kingdom right down here on earth,
with the seat of worship deodorized earthly Jerusalem. It is the
most demoralizing theory to real spirituality ever known. It
is the most degrading anticlimax ever proposed in the name of
Jesus Christ.

III. The Methods. Consider the workings of this movement
which is growing up in our midst. It is developing into a sinister
system. Their methods are cowardly. Millennial propaganda
is disguised in the sale of literature featuring divers and uncanny
approaches to the various phases of premillennialism. So-called
“analytical Bibles,” such as the Scofield Bible, are but the hand-
books on premillennialism. The Dickson Bible, though in some
respects a good work, features in its index, references and out-
lines the premillennial viewpoint. These books are not Bibles
at all-they are works of men bearing the Bible title. They are
rank with sectarianism and are not to be recommended. Chris-
tians who want the Bible should procure a copy of the King
James, or American Revised, translation of the Scriptures. Get
the Bible, not some man’s analytical perversions of it.

This movement also seems to be working as a sort of secret
operative system. There is an ambitious program somewhat
under cover to gain influence and representation in the churches.
It works through individuals, preachers, teachers, and laymen
who are not avowed “Boll followers,” but who are sympathizers
and supporters. They hold positions in our schools, write in
our papers, and are leaders in our churches.

When a preacher or a teacher says he is neutral on the ques-
tion of instrumental music in the church, everybody knows that
he is in favor of it and would have it under favorable circum-
stances. The same is true of the neuter genders among us on
this question.

Since the advocates of premillennialism will not relent, the
indications point to war on these issues, comparable to the
battles that have been staged on the instrumental music and
society questions. It is folly to allow advantages. There is too
much at stake. A purging is needed of teachers on the faculties
of the schools, leaders in churches, and in journalism. Schools
are especially conducted in trust, and it is more important that
their doctrinal “standardization” should be kept above ques-
tion or suspicion than that the educational standard measure
up to all the secular demands,
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It is imperative that a firm policy of dealing with this move-
ment be inaugurated. It is a potential issue. The gospel preach-
er who will not defend the church against the manifold errors
of premillennialism, but who criticizes those who do, is not a
safe leader in thought and action.
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A STATEMENT OF RESIGNATION

(APRIL, 1934)

My present task is paradoxical. I am writing between the
opposite emotions of joy and sorrow--sad to sever, with this
issue, an editorial connection with a paper which I have learned
to love as my own; glad to announce that such a great and good
man as John T. Hinds has been sought and secured for the edi-
torial portfolio.

The exigencies making this change necessary are personal.
A series of circumstances through several trying years has
brought me to such economic straits as to require the termina-
tion of editorial responsibilities. An effort to protect a too heavy
property investment, by the assignment of a major part of a
limited income, and a larger field work than well-meaning
brethren have provided sufficient resources to carry on, with
mistakes of my own in management and economy, all contri-
bute a share to this condition. Without unnecessary details,
it is sufficient for me to say that I shall apply myself to the task
of correcting these mistakes and meeting these obligations--all
of them--as consistently and speedily as it is reasonably pos-
sible to do. It is in the determination to accomplish these ends,
and while doing so to serve in the best way I can the cause to
which I early dedicated my life, that I return to my original
field of labor.

The name and influence of the incoming editor are as wide as
the church. He is a Bible scholar of first rank and of unquestion-
ed soundness. His opinion on any Bible subject carries weight.
Experience, skill, kindness, and fairness are his notable personal
qualities. The publisher of the Gospel Advocate has been wise
in selecting and fortunate in securing him. He will grace the
editor’s chair.

During nearly four years of editorial experience I have made
many friends and some foes. The principles for which I have
contended, and to which the Gospel Advocate has been pledged,
are as dear to me as the eternal truth-dearer than earthly
friendship or fortune. Yea, beside them “I hold not my life of
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any account as dear unto myself.” To the loyal friends, many
of whom I have not seen, I feel deeply grateful for the constant
assurances of confidence and support which have daily hearten-
ed me. Toward those who have opposed me I hold no resent-
ment and harbor no malice.

More deeply to the publisher of the Gospel Advocate am I
indebted than to any other associate in this work. I have found
him at all times and upon all occasions, without exception, to
be personally loyal, officially cooperative, and humanly sympa-
thetic in the emergencies and responsibilities of this office. As
was his father before him, he is altogether loyal to the principles
of the pioneers of the faith and has his feet planted in the old
paths. Faithful brethren need feel no degree of solicitude for
the rock-ribbed loyalty of the Gospel Advocate to these prin-
ciples under his direction. The best visible evidence of that
soundness is manifest in his selection of John T. Hinds to steer
the Gospel Advocate through rough seas of present restless re-
ligious conditions.

For the staff writers I feel a fraternal affection that exceeds a
mere friendship. The staff has been a development based on
personal contacts and mutual interests. There has existed be-
tween us a kindred feeling. I am loath to break this circle.
There is one of this number to whom especial love and gratitude
compels singular mention. He is our senior member--F. B.
Srygley. Words are inadequate as a medium of expressing my
regard for this valiant veteran. He has my unbounded respect
and admiration. His firm hand has strengthened me, his safe
counsel has guided me, and his invincible spirit has encouraged
me in battles for the truth. The church will miss him when he
is gone, but his influence will live when his generation has passed.

Regardless of personal fortunes, as I retire from the editorial
stage, I pledge whatever moral support my influence may af-
ford to the Gospel Advocate; and imploring the benedictions of
our beneficent Father upon its publisher, its editor, its writers,
and its readers, I bid all adieu.

FOY E. WALLACE, JR.
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A HEART-WARMING LETTER FROM F. B. SRYGLEY

(APRIL 3, 1934)

Dear Brother Wallace :

Your letter of March 29 reached me a few days ago. I was
glad to get it. It makes me sad to think about you leaving the
Advocate, but it may be better for you. I have thought for
some time you have too much to do. While you are built for
hard work, the strongest body is liable to break under too much
strain. You will never quit evangelizing and debating, and you
should not. Preaching is the greatest work that any good
preacher can do and there are so many who cannot make a
success at it. There is a great difference between your attitude
toward Brother Hinds and Brother Allen’s attitude toward his
successor. I appreciate what you quoted about my article but
this was not hard for me to say because I wanted to say it and I
felt it was my duty to say it. I felt proud of it and you put it
in the proper place. I thank you for putting it where you did.
I wish we could have that long talk together in some park that
you mentioned. I know that I would enjoy it more than I can
express. There are some beautiful parks here and the weather
is fine here. I feel that the climate is doing me good. It is bright
and warm today but there is a good breeze. I have shed my
coat and am taking things easy. Got up a little sweat today,
the first time I think since last September. I eat enough and
sleep fine; go to bed at 10:30 P.M. and get up at 7:30 A.M.
Have preached all three of the Sundays since coming here and
have two more appointments out. I have not yet decided just
what day I will start home. Am counting on going to Lakeland
tomorrow for a short visit. Have not gone fishing yet but have
had fish to eat nearly every day since coming to Florida. Will
enclose a letter from Brother Plum as he told me to hand it to
you. He is a fine, good brother. I am kept a little busy writing
letters, so many of my friends have written me.

Very truly your brother,
F. B. SRYGLEY



A SERMON ON PREMILLENNIALISM

(F. B. SRYGLEY, IN Gospel Advocate, SEPTEMBER 27, 1934)

The sermon here referred to was preached by Brother Foy E.
Wallace, Jr., at Gallatin, Tennessee, in the Howard School
Auditorium on Sunday afternoon at 3 P.M., September 16,
1934. Brother Wallace was here in a meeting at Waverly-
Belmont Church, and he was invited to go to Gallatin and
preach on this subject by a good brother of the church in Gal-
latin. The church, as such, did not indorse the meeting, but a
considerable number of the members did. I am not sufficiently
acquainted with the members of that church to know what per-
cent of the church attended the meeting, but there were a num-
ber present. Among the number was the preacher for the
church, Brother Olmstead. There was a large, interested
audience present, who gave their undivided attention to the
speaker.

The speech was very instructive, and it was enjoyed by the
greater part of the audience. It, perhaps, was not fully known
by the audience why the meeting was not held in the church
building. The brother that was anxious to have the meeting
in Gallatin asked permission of the elders to have the meeting
in the church building; and while two of the three elders consent-
ed to it, the other elder opposed it; and then Brother Draper,
of that congregation, got permission to hold the meeting in the
school building. After the arrangements had been made for the
use of the school building, Brother Draper received the follow-
ing letter from the elders:

M R. J. T. DRAPER,
Gallatin, Tennessee

Gallatin, Tennessee, September 9, 1934.

Dear Brother Draper: We, the undersigned, elders of the
church of Christ at Gallatin, Tennessee, being the full number
of the elders of the church at this place, out of deference to you
and the desire of certain members of the congregation here who
have requested Brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr., to deliver a ser-
mon on the second coming of Christ, do tender to him at your
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request the use of the house of worship for this purpose at 3
o’clock P.M. Sunday, September 16.

It is the judgment of the eldership of this congregation that
the time is inopportune, because of the nearness of our revival
meeting. For this reason we shall expect Brother Wallace to
refrain from personal references to any preacher or preachers
whose positions on this question he may think to differ from his.
Furthermore, we expect Brother Wallace to omit any reference
to present or past discussions of this question through religious
journals or in oral debate. It is upon your assurance that he
will thus refrain that we accede to your request.

Done in the interest of the peace of the church and in brother-
ly love.

We are, yours in Christ,
A. K. Fox
AVERY CL A R K

J. E. GA I N E S.

Brother Draper turned the offer down, and it was entirely
satisfactory with Brother Wallace. In beginning his speech,
Brother Wallace said he was willing to preach what he believed
to be the truth anywhere, but he would decline to try to preach
it with restrictions around him.

It will be noted that the elders say it was inopportune to have
such a sermon, because of the nearness of their revival. What
could the revival have to do with it? If I have been correctly
informed, their last preacher not only preached on this subject
near their revival, but he preached on it during the revival, and
then brethren in Gallatin who did not believe it had to take it
in broken doses all through the revival. Two of these elders
have claimed that they did not believe these speculative theories,
and yet the church at Gallatin has taken it all along--before,
during, and after its revivals. There are several in that church
that claim they do not believe these premillennial theories, but
they are offered no opportunity to hear what they believe to be
true on these questions. Though a number of members and
two-thirds of the eldership claim not to believe it, yet they have
to listen to it preached, if not outspoken, yet in an undercover
way, at every protracted meeting. It has been several years
since any one held a meeting at Gallatin except a believer in
this doctrine; and when the time comes for the people to hear
the truth on the subject, the elders say that it is not an oppor-
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tune time for it to be preached. I know the country churches
around Gallatin, and I know of their members, and many from
the churches were there at that meeting. They must have taken
advantage of the opportunity, though it was not opportune ac-
cording to the statement of these elders. There was a large
audience there to hear, and I judge it was fortunate that the
elders put restrictions around the preacher that he could not
accept, for the large audience perhaps could not have been
comfortably seated in the church building.

While the song was being sung at the close of the sermon, a
man, who said he was a Methodist preacher, came forward and
shook hands with Brother Wallace, saying: “I believe what
you have preached, and I am with you in your contention for
the truth on this question.” Brother Wallace stated publicly
what the gentleman had said to him, and then added that it
appeared to him that if a Methodist preacher could see and in-
dorse the truth on that question, his own brethren, who propose
to take the Bible as their guide, should be able to see it also.

A great amount of truth was taught in Gallatin that after-
noon, and truth plainly taught will do good. The Gallatin
Church could have been a great help to the churches of that
county had it not put itself out of harmony with the other
churches of the county by advocating these foolish theories.
It certainly should investigate these matters and learn the
truth on these questions and stand with the other churches in
their fight against error.

The late Brother E. A. Elam lived and preached in Gallatin
many years, and the church then was happy in its association
and in its work with the churches surrounding the city. May
the time come when this church will cease having these specula-
tions taught in its midst and return to “the present truth” and
to its former union in theory and practice.



311

THE BOLL MOVEMENT

(In Gospel Advocate, 1934)

(This series of articles was contributed by the author
after his resignation from the editorship of the Gospel
Advocate, written at the request of Leon B. McQu iddy ,
publisher, and appeared in consecutive issues of th e Gospel
Advocate from August to September 1934. The following
statement accompanied the final article which was featured
in the editorial section with the publisher’s sanction.

The Wallace Articles

Concurring with the suggestion of certain leading
brethren, the publisher and editor of the Gospel Advocate
recently invited Foy E. Wallace, Jr., to prepare several
articles upon premillennialism within the ranks, particularly
as it is related to the “miraculous trend” among some of our
missionaries. Previous study and experience peculiarly pre-
pare him for coping with this admitedly serious situation.
The readers are respectfully invited to read all of these
articles, the fourth of which appears here--Gospel Advo-
cate.)

THE BOLL MOVEMENT--NO. I

The Widening Breach
(August 9--Septemb er 13, 1934

The brotherhood has been treated to another manifesto.
The first one was issued, as conversant readers will remem-
ber, from the office of the Wor d And Work in Louisville,
Ky., several months ago, and was carried to the preachers,
elders and leaders in the churches by a special free edition
of that publication.

The present manifesto issues from the same office,
having the same seal. The author of these daring decrees is
R. H. Boll, editor and publisher of this Word (of discord)
an d Work (of division). His publication appears to be de-
voted to the cause of sowing discord among the churches on
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millennial theories. It was the issuance of the first Louisville
decree that precipitated the vigorous opposition to this
new party in a series of drastic editorials in the Gospel Ad-
vocate. The Winchester and Chattanooga discussions fol-
lowed. It was generally conceded that these debates con-
tributed much toward retiring this system of theories
advocated by this group of brethren to their rightful place
--the realm of human opinion. It was, therefore, hoped that
the  agitation  of  these  theories  would  cease,  that  the
churches might have peace. But now comes R. H. Boll in
the June issue of his pamphlet, delivering himself of a dou-
ble-flanked frontal attack on the position occupied by the
plain churches of Christ as espoused by the Gospel Advo-
cate. He is determined that we shall not have peace. Nearly
seventy-five per cent of the space in that issue is devoted
to the editor’s opinions, indictments, and criticisms. No
gospel paper could be true to its mission and trust and let
such broadside attacks on the plea of the churches of Christ
pass unrefuted. No mild treatment of such papal pronounce-
ments could be effective, nor should the pronouncers of
these manifestoes escape unscathed. Such offenses against
the church deserve the severity of the reproof Paul charged
Timothy to administer to promoters of unsound doctrines.
“For which cause reprove them sharply, that they may be
sound in the faith, not giving heed to Jewish fables, and
commandments of men who turn away from the truth.”
(Tit. 1:3, 14.)

These periodical eruptions of the otherwise docile editor
of the Word And Work, though tragic in the erroneous im-
pressions they leave on the hearts of the innocent, do never-
theless serve to reveal the extremes to which he has gone
and will yet go in pursuing his divisive course. It should
convince all impartial people that this group of brethren
in Louisville, of whom R. H. Boll is the chief and E. L.
Jorgenson the lieutenant, are themselves responsible for
“widening the breach.” For us to piously ignore their pro-.
paganda is impossible. Such a course would be to surren-
der the doctrinal purity of the church to a party of would-
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be seers and sages that have arisen as false prophets among
us.

The current issues of the Word And Work, now under
review, carried two major articles laden with error. One
was dealing with the “Signs of the Times,” bearing on the
supposed imminence of the Lord’s coming. The other was
entitled “The Emergence of a Sect.” It was written in the
very tone of papalism. This article was reprinted in the
Gospel Advocate of July 12 in an editorial by Brother John
T. Hinds, which contained some timely and effective com-
ments. The author, Brother Boll, has in the past made fre-
quent reference to the fact that he was once a Roman Cath-
olic (of German lineage), and it is apparent to many of us
that his mind was evidently cast in the papal mold, and
though having surrendered the actual doctrines of the Rom-
an Church, under the influence of his former training, he
yet assumes the prerogative of issuing decrees to churches
of Christ. This, perhaps, accounts for his disposition to pro-
nounce any “contingent of brethren” who reject his opin-
ions a sect. Thus he and his own little group would assume
to be the “simple church of Christ”!

A MIS-STATEMENT OF FACTS

For the sake of fairness and facts, let us look further
into “The Emergence of a Sect,” with a view toward dis-
secting this authoritative document. It would be difficult to
imagine a grosser mis-statement of facts than it carries,
both direct and implied. His bill of indictment against the
brethren is that they have “drawn lines,” “cast out of their
fellowship other brethren” who do not agree with them on
“disputed points of prophecy,” and that we have become a
“sectarian body”--all because we reject his heresies. These
indefinite generalizations are plain perversions of the facts.
The only formal “casting out” that has been done was staged
by these brethren themselves when they “cast out” the
brethren that now compose the Bardstown Road Church in
Louisville. They were cast out because they opposed the
active teaching and promotion of these theories in the High-
land Church by E. L. Jorgenson and Don Carlos Janes. The



314 T HE PRESENT T R U T H

brethren they cast out and disfellowshipped and those who
went away with them, were charter members of the con-
gregation. Since that time two other congregations in Louis-
ville have been divided. Because of this work of division.
the Boll-Jorgenson group are not held in fellowship by the
Haldeman Avenue Church (old Campbell Street Church).
the original and yet the strongest congregation in Louis-
ville. The documentary evidence on file, if published, would
be embarrassing to this trio of Word And Work brethren--
Boll, Jorgenson, and Janes--should they press the question
of disfellowship over their teaching. These brethren are not
in fellowship with the churches of Christ in Louisville.
Should churches of Christ elsewhere extend fellowship to
them? Not until they confess to the sin of division and take
the proper steps to heal the breach in Louisville. Seeing that
they are now so bold in the mis-statement of facts, in an
effort to shift the responsibility of division and nonfellow-
ship from themselves to others, it is but right that these
facts he published in order that the brethren everywhere
may know the actual truth.

Brother Boll has mis-stated the facts. We have not, and
will not cast him out for holding certain views on “disputed
points of prophecy.” But it is one thing to build a party
around a formulated system of theories and foster division
as Brother Boll and his associates have done and are doing.
They cannot shift their responsibility nor escape their con-
demnation by laying the blame on others. The teaching is
the cause of the division; opposition is the effect; and dis-
fellowship is the result.

The plain truth of the matter is: Brother Boll and his
colleagues have simply theorized themselves out of the fel-
lowship of the churches, and are maligning others for the
plight in which they find themselves. The theory that thus
begs for toleration is self-evidently wrong, and the man
whose human teaching would require such charity to for-
bear is not deserving of consideration in churches of Christ.
The church of the Lord Jesus Christ is not a melting pot
for human opinion. We are commanded to preach what we
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can prove by the New Testament. There is no place for
guessers, speculators, and opinionists in the church of
Christ. From all such we are admonished in the Bible “to
turn away.” The course of these brethren has been such
that the churches cannot trust them. They alone are respon-
sible for it, and it is within their power alone to remedy it.
Will they do it? Or will they extend their work of alienation
and division ?

REV.  20 AS IT STANDS

Brother Boll laments that he and his have been cast out
“because they believe Rev. 20 as it stands.” But for the
gravity of the situation this statement would be humorous.
The talk of taking Rev. 20 as it stands, coming from Broth-
er Boll, sounds about like a digressive innovator orating on
“Where the Bible speaks, we speak; and where the Bible
is silent, we are silent”! Really, what do Brethren Boll and
Neal teach (not merely think) on Rev. 20? Saying nothing
of their many Judaistic doctrines revolving around their
prophetic dreams, their teaching on Rev. 20 in short, is that
between the second coming of Christ and the “last” resur-
rection there will be an earthly age, or dispensation of time,
exactly one thousand years in length, which they call the
“millennium” during which the Lord Jesus Christ will be
seated as King on David’s literal throne in Jerusalem, reign-
ing with the saints over all the earth and on the earth.

Now, does Rev. 20, as it stands, teach any such thing?
Turn to the passage in question--Rev. 20: 1-6--and check
the following points in this theory which the passage does
not even mention. Here they are: (1) It does not mention
the second coming of Christ; (2) it does not mention a
reign on the earth; (3) it does not mention a bodily resur-
rection; (4) it does not mention us; (5) it does not men-
tion Christ as being on earth;  (6) it does not mention any
single distinctive point of the theory constructed on it.

Rev. 20, “as it stands,” is a martyr scene. To take Rev.
20 literally as it stands will cut these brethren out of their
own millennium, for only the “souls of the martyrs”--those
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actually beheaded--were said to have lived and reigned the
thousand years. lf literal, it excludes from the millennium
all who are not literally beheaded. If figurative, or spiritual.
then it is not a literal, earthly millennium.

It is an inadequate proof text. The passage “as it
stands” does not furnish the material with which to con-
struct a theory of an earthly millennium-and there is a
curse pronounced upon the one who adds to the words of
Rev. 20.

All the talking and writing on believing Rev. 20 “as it
stands” and taking prophecy “at face value,” therefore is
just so much canting and carping. It is mere propaganda.
They do not accept Rev. 20 as it stands, and they could not
take all prophecy at face value if they would. In some in-
stances they have not done so when they could--Dan. 2:44,
for instance, and its announced fulfillment in Mark 1: 14,
15 “in the days of these kings.” Such overtures come with
mighty poor grace from the man who has himself refused
to take so many passages of Scripture concerning the king-
dom of Christ as they stand and at face value.

THE SECT HAS EMERGED

The one “view” set forth by Brother Boll that is not a
vagary is found in his declaration that a sect has emerged.
Verily, it is a fact. But the seat of the sect is in Louisville,
Ky. The formation of the party seems very definite. R. H.
Boll is head of it. E. L. Jorgenson is secretary of interior,
and Don Carlos Janes is secretary of foreign affairs. Charles
M. Neal is ex-secretary of war, having resigned at the
battle of Chattanooga, and the vacancy has not been filled.
Subject to call when the chief needs assistance in issuing
a triple manifesto are Stanford Chambers and H. L. Olm-
stead. There is also the school to disseminate their peculiar
tenets, the paper to spread their party propaganda, the
missionary agency to foster their sectarian theories in for-
eign fields, and scattered devotees everywhere to create
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and promote sentiment in favor of these men around whose
personalities this party has grown.

These brethren bewail being disfellowshipped, yet they
have themselves virtually disfellowshipped every gospel
preacher in the land who opposes their system of teaching.
The fellowship they demand is one-sided. There are, indeed,
numerous advantages that good standing with the churches
would give to their endeavors, but it is a meager and limit-
ed fellowship they offer to any who oppose what they teach,
Though no faithful preacher could lend his influence to the
advancement of this party in Louisville, where they are not
in fellowship with the other churches of Christ, it remains,
nevertheless, true that they are inconsistent in their atti-
tude on nonfellowship and in their protests against sectism.

The Boll movement represents a definite and immediate
danger before the churches. It was formed into a well-
organized party. In size it is not yet large; and if gospel
preachers and papers will do their duty, it will never be-
come any larger. It should be kept where it is--in Louisville,
Ky.--to die where the harm has already been done.

The millennialists have already taken the denomina-
tions, and are making inroads within the Christian Church,
the Christian Standard having announced in favor of pre-
millennialism. Shall we now submit to this Louisville party
and let them take the churches of Christ--the one and only
body of people to whom the world may look for a complete
return to the New Testament in teaching and practice, free
of human interpretations and opinionism? Our very plea
is in jeopardy. The challenge cannot be ignored. Preachers
and elders, schools and papers that regard the doctrinal
purity of the church worth safeguarding should join in the
united opposition to this party. The cause of Christ de-
mands it. The issue must be met with courage, decision, and
finality.

In another article some developments in connection
with “the doctrinal tenets and human articles of faith” this
Louisville party proposes will be discussed.
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THE BOLL MOVEMENT--NO. II

Millennial Heresies

Heresies and factions are as old as the church, for
since the beginning of it false teachers and factious men
have arisen in the church with each generation to destroy
its peace. It was so at Corinth and Rome in Paul’s day. “For
there must be also heresies among you, that they which are
approved may be made manifest among you.” ( 1 Cor. 11:
19.) Paul prescribed the method of dealing with such men
and movements: “Mark them which cause divisions and of-
fences contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and
avoid them.” (Rom. 16: 17.) The method was neither com-
promise nor toleration. The intolerant Paul said that all
such should be marked and avoided. Any factious contin-
gent that threatened to secede under the pressure of such
restraints were let go without compromising overtures.
“They went out from us, but they were not of us; for if
they had been of us, they would have continued with us: but
they went out, that they might be made manifest that they
all are not of us.” (1 John 2: 19.)

We are witnessing just such an emergence of a sect at
Louisville, Ky., led by R. H. Boll. In a specious plea against
creedism and sectism he has himself embraced some of the
rankest forms of modern sectarianism. What makes one a
sectarian. if it is not teaching, practicing, and fellowship-
ping sectarianism? This article proposes to introduce evi-
dence that Brother Boll and his party in so doing are
themselves emerging into a sect.

FIRST: THE BOLL PARTY HAS EMBRACED THE

HERESIES OF MODERN PRERIILLENNIALISM

In the June issue of the Word and Work,  Brother Boll
enters a demurrer that “in order to fellowship with this
sectarian body,” referring to us, he must subscribe to cer-
tain negative views on prophecy--and he writes out our
negative creed. That is, what we do not believe is the creed
he objects to. Then, the opposite of that or what he does
believe and teach, is the creed to which he has subscribed.
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If, not, why not? It is a poor rule that will not work both
ways.

What, then, are the articles of this millennial creed?
Here they are:

1. The kingdom of God on earth (Dan. 2: 44) has not
yet come into existence.

2. Though announced by John and Jesus as “at hand”
(Mark 1: 14, 15), this kingdom was postponed because
national Israel rejected Jesus.

3. In lieu of this kingdom Jesus introduced the “church
age,” the present dispensation.

4. The kingdom promise having defaulted, Jesus is not
now king in “fact and act,” but only in expectancy.

5. Old pagan and political Rome must come back into
existence to fulfill the prophecy of Dan. 2: 44.

6. The national conversion and restoration of the Jews
as a prior and contingent event.

7. The complete reinstitution of the Jewish system in
Jerusalem.

8. The reoccupation by Jesus Christ of the literal Davi-
dic throne.

9. The resurrected and living saints will meet the Lord
in the air, accompany him “somewhere” in the heavens "for
a time” to attend to “certain affairs,” designated by Rus-
sell and Rutherford “the rapture,” but by Boll and Neal
“the first stage” of the second coming.

10. An interval between the “first stage” and the real
second coming (believed by most millennialists to be seven
years) of great tribulation on the earth, escaped by the
righteous, who will be “somewhere” with Christ, who after-
wards descends again with the saints to vanquish the wick-
ed nations and start the millennium.

11. The literal thousand years’ reign of Christ on the
earth.
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12. After the thousand years, Satan again musters his
forces for a great battle of short duration (Armageddon)
in the Valley of Esdraelon, to be defeated and cast down for
the last time, and Christ, victorious, takes the saints to
heaven.

Now, does the Boll theory actually embrace such a sys-
tem of "prophetic views"? It does. The documentary evi--.
dence is available and forthcoming. But it is in order first
to submit an exchange between E. L. Jorgenson and an R.
H. Boll devotee at Paducah, Ky., which passed during my
recent meeting there, anent these heresies. Read it:

Brother R. H. Boll,
Care Word and Work,
Louisville, Ky. (April 14, 1934)

Dear Brother Boll: Did you review the attack made
through the Gospel Advocate of March 29 on you in the
Word And Work? If so, please state whether or not any
position you take was fully and correctly stated in the arti-
cle ?

I am writing you and asking this answer for the bene-
fit of the very honest, conscientious brother who is laboring
under false impression as to your position on several doc-
trinal points.

Yours in Christ,
JESSE MCINTEER.

Before Brother Boll had seen this letter, E. L. Jorgen-
son, his private secretary and manager, wrote the brother
as follows:

Mr. Jesse McInteer
1017 City National Bank Building,
Paducah, Ky. (April 16, 1934)

Dear Brother: Your letter to Brother Boll was received
in our office today, and I am sending it on to him at 403
Linden Walk, Lexington, Ky. He is now in a meeting at
Lexington.

Brother Boll has not read the article to which you refer
--in fact, he seldom reads those false accusations, and never
answers them in the Word And Work. I have read the arti-
cle, and have this comment to make:
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The article is as accurate as the testimony of the scribes
and Pharisees who sought the death of Jesus-including the
two false witnesses (Mat. 26: 60), and it is exactly as full
of venom. It is as accurate as the testimony of the Jews and
their orators, Tertullus, against Paul before Festus (Acts
24: 5, 6), or of those men who brought charges against Paul
before the magistrates at Philippi (Acts 16:20, 21.) In
every case there is a semblance of truth in the testimony re-
ferred to--even exact quotation by false witnesses; but, on
the whole, it was a garbled, distorted caricature-a preju-
diced report that grew out of bitter enmity.

The article to which you refer is really directed against
Brother G. C. Brewer, who dared to speak a kind word for
Brother Boll in the Abilene Lecture Week. He, too, there-
fore, must be destroyed! That is the spirit of the attack on
Brother Boll. The article was Brother Wallace’s death throe
as editor of the Advocate. He went too far! But how much
better if he had repented!

I venture to send you Brother Boll’s little booklets on
“The Kingdom” and “The Revelation” that there you may
see for yourself whether or not consequences ‘that are at-
tributed to Brother Boll and Brother Boll’s teaching follow,
or whether they are disavowed by him.

Thanking you for the inquiry, we are,

Fraternally yours,
WORD AND WORK

By E. L. Jorgenson

What a sweet spirit and kind letter from such a re-
putedly meek source! Brother Jorgenson classifies me with
scribes and Pharisees, Tertullus and the wicked Jews; but
classifies Brother Boll with Jesus and Paul! The letter re-
veals the real source of the bitterness and in whose heart
the enmity actually exists.

We are puzzled over Brother Boll’s attempted replies to
certain things in these Advocate articles, as he has been
doing through the Word And Work, both before and after
Brother Jorgenson wrote this letter--if he does not read
them. Perhaps he reads more than his secretary thinks he
does! His statement that Brother Boll “never answers them
in the Word And Work” is reversed by the Word And Work
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itself. If he had said that Brother Boll never publishes the
articles in the Word And Work which he attempts to an-
swer, his statement would have been more accurate.

Brother Jorgenson’s statement that there is “a sem-
blance of truth” in the charges we have preferred against
Brother Boll’s teaching is a partial admission of its truth.
So his letter is a partial admission and a partial denial It
becomes his duty, therefore, to suspend generalities and
specify wherein we have misrepresented his teaching. Plain
honesty requires that he either sustain his statements or
retract them. Never mind about that imaginary specter he
calls “Brother Wallace’s death throe as editor of the Advo-
cate.” It is the “death grip” on these theories that is hurting
so. And do not waste any tears over this ex-editor’s need of
repentance on the assumption that "he went too far !"
Brother Jorgenson has not gone far enough until he sus-
tains his accusations or retracts them.

In the interim I will submit the proof for the items of
false teaching charged against this Boll-Neal party. The
Boll part of the evidence is in the "booklets on ‘The King-
dom, and ‘The Revelation,’ " which Brother Jorgenson “ven-
tured” to send to the Paducah brother. The Neal part of it
is in that illuminating (?) booklet of his, which he calls
“Light in a Dark Place.” Perhaps, Brother Jorgenson does
these books like he says Brother Boll does the Advocate
articles. But he should read them and inform himself.

In the latest manifesto, published in the Gospel Advo-
cate of July 12, Brother Boll admits the following points of
my itemization:

1. The “reign of Christ with his saints on the earth for
a thousand years, following this dispensation and the return
of Christ.”

2. A literal resurrection of the righteous, “separated
from the resurrection of the rest of the dead by a thousand
years.”

3. The conversion and restoration of Israel to their
“own land.”
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4. Another kingdom of Christ, more than the church,
yet future, which Christ will establish on the earth at His
coming.

5. Prophecies concerning the kingdom taken at “face
value” are yet unfulfilled.

6. The apocalyptic vision of Rev. 20 is literal not
figurative and its “plain import” teaches a literal, earthly
millennium.

Having thus far represented Brother Boll correctly,
by his own admissions, let us now cite the proof for the
other items.

From Boll’s own “booklet on ‘The Kingdom’ " the fol-
lowing is sifted:

1. On page 34 last paragraph, he says that the kingdom
announced by John and Jesus "has never yet appeared.”

2. On page 35 first paragraph, he says “the kingdom
promise was national” and “the preparatory repentance
must also be national”; and since the Jews did not nation-
ally repent, the kingdom promise was not fulfilled.

3. On pages 3 and 38 he says that in consequence of the
kingdom postponement, Jesus introduced a new and unex-
pected phase of his teaching--the parables; and also a new
and unexpected aspect of the kingdom--“the church age.”

4. On page 61 he says that Christ is not King “in fact
and act,” but his throne is now “de jure et potentia”--by
right and authority only; but when Christ returns his
throne will be "de facto et actu"--in fact and act.

5. On page 81 he uses the famous “vestibule illustra-
tion” and says that the church is only the vestibule of the
kingdom.

6. On page 71 he says that “so long as Satan’s throne
is on the earth, Christ is not exercising the government.”

7. On page 18 he argues that old pagan Rome must
come back into existence in order to fulfill the prophecy of
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Dan. 2: 44, which said the kingdom of God would be estab-
lished “in the days of these kings” the Roman kings.

8. Then in his treatise on “The Second Coming” (now
out of print), on page 21, he said: “The first stage of the
second coming is when the Lord comes down to receive his
saints up. Then after certain affairs have been attended to
he comes with them, and the whole world sees his coming.”
This is what Russell called “the rapture” but Brother Boll
names it the “first stage” of the second coming, and “a
time” for Christ and the saints to attend to “certain af-
fairs” in the heavens somewhere.

9. Finally, on page 55 of “Light In A Dark Place,”
Charles M. Neal orders the reallotment of the land of Ca-
naan to the Jews in the millennium and locates the site in
Jerusalem for the rebuilding of Solomon’s temple, when
Jerusalem “Israel’s capital city,” becomes “the capital city
and religious center of the world.”

So there it is brethren, in “black and white”--with Boll
and Neal as the witnesses. 1 have sustained without excep-
tion every item of the charges made against them of this
heretical teaching. It is now up to E. L. Jorgenson to either
disprove and repudiate the foregoing quotations or retract
his own statements. In either case, seeing that we have
quoted from Boll’s own books he owes an apology for charg-
ing us with misrepresentation and classing us with the
wicked Jews who killed Jesus and told lies on Paul.

This is some of the sectarian doctrine Brother Boll is
demanding the churches of Christ to countenance and fel-
lowship in older to avoid becoming a sect ! By his persistent
pressing of these rank theories he has forfeited his right to
the confidence and respect of a charitably inclined brother-
hood, has theorized himself out of their fellowship and has
made of his party a little human sect among others of like
sort. He has no one to blame but himself. But for his own
stubborn declaration of independence he could now be en-
joying the fellowship of the churches of Christ everywhere
and be doing untold good. As it is, he has “chosen to ostra-
cize from their fellowship” himself and his party. In one
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of his “doctrinal manifestoes, " in the very tone of defiance,
he said: “If any of us must be rejected from fellowship on
these grounds, I can see no other course. They will just
have to put us out.” Thus by their own dictum would they
put themselves out.

So, rather than abandon their pet theories, R. H. Boll
and his party are going out from us--because in heart and
faith they are not of us. It is the emergence of a sect.

THE BOLL MOVEMENT--NO. III
Sectarian Tenets

Some years ago Brother R. L. Whiteside, and some
others among the wiser and more discriminating brethren,
predicted that the prophetic teaching of R. H. Eoll would
become the rallying ground for a new party. When false
teaching of any kind is framed into a system it contains the
seed of a sectarian party. There is a great difference be-
tween holding a few errors and formulating a doctrinal
system. A religious party is not built on a few errors merely;
it must have a system, a scheme of things. So no matter
what Brother Boll thinks of parties, creeds and sects, he
is himself the center of one. He has the strength of a follow-
ing; his sympathizers regard him as being very pious and
he has published a system of doctrines. Opposition to his
teaching and personal criticisms of his course have caused
his sympathizers to play him up as a martyr. Holding to his
present course the party is certain--it is here. Brother
Whiteside was right in his reflections of which the fore-
going is the gist. But Brother Boll is not as pious as his party
believes him to be. We have reason to doubt any man’s gen-
uine reverence for God’s word who puts his opinions before
the unity of the church and who elevates himself to the
head of a party. This Brother Boll has done.

Having previously shown that the Boll Movement has
embraced the heresies of millennialism along with Russell,
Rutherford, Scofield, and others, we now propose to show
that their attitude toward sectarian teaching in general is
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out of harmony with the principles of New Testament
teaching for which churches of Christ have stood through
the years.

S E C O N D :  THE B O L L  PARTY HAS ADOPTED PRACTICES AND EMBRACED

NUMEROUS TENETS OF MODERN SECTARIAN B O D I E S

(1) They fraternize with the Christian Church. That
they connived with that body of innovators during the Win-
chester discussion in the effort to embarrass the negative
and prejudice the public against the Fairfax church is a
known and notable fact. Such connivance is also manifest
in Louisville. In the recent past E. L. Jorgenson participat-
ed in a “union raspberry service” at a Christian church
near Louisville. The photogravure section of the Louisville
Courier-Journal carried a full page picture of the cere-
monies, showing a raspberry bedecked pulpit with Brother
Jorgenson standing with upraised hands before the audience
“blessing the raspberries.” It is generally known that G. A.
Klingman, who preaches for the Highland church (the Jor-
genson-Janes congregation) is ultra-sympathetic with the
Christian Church. He attends their delegate conventions
and makes speeches; appears with them in special services
and participates in their worship, without protest or ob-
jection to their innovations; and in addition to preaching
for the Highland Church, he teaches in a Christian Church
seminary in Cincinnati. The explanation of all this frater-
nizing is seen in the fact that Brother Boll has taught his
party to be “non-sectarian,” so they are broad enough to let
Brother Klingman divide his time between the Christian
Church in Cincinnati and the Highland Church of Christ
in Louisville. In exchange for such broad liberality the
Christian Church in Louisville invites Brother Jorgenson
to come over and bless their raspberries !

(2) T h e y  have borrowed the prognostications of the
Seventh Day Adventists and the Russellites on the "Signs of
the times” Anent the Second Coming of Christ. In the May
issue of the Word And Work Brother Boll voices his
resentment at the floating “rumors” that he is Russellistic
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in his teaching. That is no longer a mere rumor. It has
become a matter of common knowledge. But he protests that
such “slander” is “unfair” seeing that he has repeatedly
“told” us that he “does not hold even so much as one distinc-
tive doctrine of Russell’s.” That is still not telling us
anything. There is nothing “distinctive” in his own system
for other kindred sectarian bodies teach either in part or in
whole all that Brother Boll teaches concerning the future.
There is not one distinctive doctrine in his system. His
party has the least reason to exist of any sect that has
appeared, not excepting the Christian Church. He has, in
fact, become so much like the Russellites and the Adventists
in these particulars that the “rumor” really represents a
very small mistake.

Russell and Rutherford set dates. Brother Boll says
that he cannot fix the precise dates, but there is “a cal-
culation” that so certainly indicates the “proximity of
Christ’s return” that he can tell us “approximately” when
it will be! Yet he thinks it is “slander” to be classed with
the Russellites ! !

His calculation is based on the language of Christ “if
he shall come in the second watch, or in the third watch”
coupled with Paul’s statement that “the night” is far spent,
the day is at hand.” He sets down “cold figures”--figuring
that “the ‘night’ had already run 4,000 years” when Paul
wrote Rom. 13: 12, and has run “nearly 2000 years since.”
If the night was far spent then, it must have been past mid-
night, he says, and “the third watch was well on.” The
length of the watches in “cold figures being less than 2000
years,” at any count, even the most conservative, we are
now away in the fourth watch! Though these figures are
not precise, Brother Boll says they are approximate and the
time is very near! Hence, the only difference between his
set of figures and rank Russellism and Rutherfordism is
that in not setting the precise or actual date, Brother Boll
saves himself the embarrassment of missing his guess as
Russell and Rutherford have done lo! these many years. To
intelligent people whose minds are not warped by specula-
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tion this set of “cold figures” Brother Boll has conjured
up is nothing more than a cold trail.

His entire argument is vague indefinite and without
even the “semblance” of proof or truth. It is an inexcusable
misapplication of the Lord’s illustration of the watches of
the night-the unexpectedness of his coming; and an un-
warranted misinterpretation of Paul’s statement that the
night is far spent, the day is at hand--an exhortation to
faithfulness in view of the brevity of life and the shortness
of opportunity. Like all other speculative aspects of this
theoretical system, it is a piece of pure guessing--and not
of a harmless variety--for it distorts the teaching of Jesus
and Paul on essential subjects.

Referring to the “signs of the times,” Brother Boll
asserts that wars, earthquakes, famines, and pestilences,
“have occurred within the last twenty years in a mag-
nitude never before known in all the annals of mankind,”
which he thinks would portend the nearness of the Lord’s
return, He needs to study the “annals” more carefully. A
check-up on statistics available in any standard compre-
hensive encyclopedia will reveal that earthquakes in Portu-
gal, Sicily, China, Egypt, and many old countries, between
the fifteenth and the eighteenth centuries took staggering
tolls as high as four and five hundred thousand in human
lives in one quake. Similar statistics are available from
the same sources on famine and pestilence “in divers places”
both before and after these dates. If such be the sign of the
Lord’s return how could anyone distinguish between the
significance of these calamities, since they have been
present in every century since the New Testament was
written? At least, how can Brother Boll say that such things
“have occurred within the last twenty years in a magnitude
never before known in all the annals of mankind”? It is
just another sample of speculative assertion and another
example of utter unreliability in dealing with facts, figures,
and scripture.

Did Jesus teach that such calamities would be the omen
of his personal return? The proof is lacking. The evidence
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rather points strongly toward the fulfillment of the prop-
hecies of Matthew 24, Mark 13, and Luke 21, in the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem--the impending event before the Chris-
tian world prior to A. D. 70. It will do the interested
reader good to study these chapters in connection with the
comments and explanations of Adam Clarke based on the
historical events and other facts notated by Josephus, the
historian who witnessed the destruction of Jerusalem. At
any rate, the fact that no apostle of Christ in any epistle to
Christians ever used “cold figures” based on such signs is
the unmistakable proof that Brother Boll’s figuring is
wrong and that he is not tracking apostolic precept and
example in either his teaching or the course he is pursuing.

The pressing of these portentous theories has in reality
placed Brother Boll and his associates on the par and plane
with Russell, Rutherford, and all other such fanatics who
have annoyed the world with their prognostications when
they could have been doing something more worthwhile.
They have no just ground of complaint when they are so
classified.

(3) They are sectarian in their views and general atti-
tude toward the work and influence of the Holy Spirit i n
the world today. In that all-comprehensive triple manifesto
issued some months ago from Louisville, H. L. Olmstead,
the second member of the encyclical triumvirate, handed
down a made-to-order oracle on “What To Preach.” He
classed the preaching that we have been doing for years
on how the Holy Spirit operates in the conversion of sin-
ners--through the word of God--as a mere theory o f
conversion itself, “a human article of faith” and as “unim-
portant” as the setting up of the kingdom on Pentecost, or
the order of repentance and faith, or how one is born of the
Spirit--all of which is preaching a creed and should be
“thrown to the moles and the bats”! Imagine these breth-
ren referring to the work of the Holy Spirit in conversion
as unimportant! Those of us who know the errors that lurk
in the sectarian dogma of direct converting power of the



330 THE PRESENT TR U T H

Holy Spirit cannot receive such a manifesto as the mani-
festation of sound doctrine.

And now comes Virgil Smith, a missionary to Brazil,
endorsed and sponsored by the Boll group in Louisville,
teaching the direct operation of the Holy Spirit on some
natives in Brazil, and saying that both the baptism of the
Holy Spirit and the Spiritual Gifts of the New Testament
era are yet in force. He appeared in Louisville recently "in
three long sessions” before the Word And Work brethren
(the “Sanhedrin” they would have called it had the meet-
ing been held by the Gospel Advocate in Nashville) to
testify concerning his “unusual experiences” with the Holy
Spirit in Brazil. The following items are taken from Brother
Boll’s summary of his experiences:

1. Certain “spiritual experiences which took place
among the Brazilian converts” led Smith and Boyer to
believe that a special work  of the Holy Spirit was going on.

2. A certain native named Joao Nunes attracted the
attention of Smith by his weeping and groaning on the
floor, and repeating “the Lord is good, the Lord is good.”

3. The experiences of Joao were “in the main typical of
that which swept over the converts afterward."

4. Virgil Smith “expressed his belief that the mani-
festations such as in Joao’s case were instances of the ‘bap-
tism of the Spirit.’ "

5. He further said that he was unable to prove by the
scriptures that the “gift of tongues” had passed away.

6 .  Though Smith believes these “supernatural demon-
strations and manifestations” are the result of the “baptism
of the Spirit” for the sake of policy he agreed to call it
being “filled with the Spirit” as in Eph. 5: 18!

7. Brother Boll added here that “Brother Smith is in
substantial (though not complete) agreement” with the
Word And Work.

8. Brother Boll further goes on record by saying that
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the foregoing positions held by the missionaries are not
sufficient as a cause to “let them go,” seeing that they claim
no creed but the scriptures and are only building up a New
Testament church in Brazil!

9. Finally, anticipating criticism Brother Boll retreats
behind his ever handy creedless screen murmuring “how
could we cast them out and ever face the world again to say
that we are not sectarian?” !

Brethren, there it is--Brother Boll has called us all
“sectarian” in advance who will not support missionaries
who believe, teach, and profess to practice this sectarian
foolishness of the most flagrant type. Building up a New
Testament church, indeed! It has every earmark of a Holy
Roller church instead! Why go to Brazil for such “spiritual
experiences” ? They can be found in any Holy Roller, or
Salvation Army meeting anywhere in this country. But
Brother Boll declares that we cannot “cast them out.” Then
call them home and put them in the primary class of a sound
church of Christ where they may be taught the way of the
Lord more perfectly.

Has not Brother Boll put himself in the position where
it will be difficult for him to make any kind of erroneous
doctrine a test of fellowship? Is there anybody he can con-
sistently mark  and avoid?

All of this talk about “creedism” and “sectism” is for
effect, to cover erroneous teaching and practices these
brethren have embraced and are on the eve of openly pro-
mulging. Their cry is not new. It is as old as innovation in
either doctrine or worship. Every departure from the New
Testament among Christians has sought its justification in
that “creed-bound” cry. No man ever uses it until he has
something to teach which is objectionable. Thus came digres-
sion and all the talk about the “creed in the deed” when loyal
brethren resorted to legal protection of their property
rights against the innovators. It is the same spirit in these
brethren who are now crying Creed! Creed ! and Sect!
Sect! as they encounter determined opposition to their
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efforts to ‘foist their system of prophetic speculation, with
a lot of other sectarian practices, upon the churches of
Christ. We shall not be weakened in our opposition to this
or any other form of error by any such feint.

By now the brethren should be getting their eyes open
to the real danger of the Boll Movement with its heresies.

THE BOLL MOVEMENT--NO. IV
The Missionary Situation

Things are happening thick and fast in Louisville,
Kentucky. The chickens are all coming home to roost at the
same time--the millennial theories; the kingdom-deferred
illusion; Judaistic dreams concerning Jerusalem and the
Jews; the doctrine of the direct operation of the Holy Spirit;
the baptism of the Spirit; divine healing; tongues; spiritual
gifts as in the New Testament era; the “can’t-sin” sanctifi-
cation of Holiness fancy; substituting prayer and piety for
obedience and soundness; fellowshipping denominational
and digressive preachers in church services; in short, flirting
in multiple form with sectarian teaching and practice.

That this party no longer represents a mere group of
dreamers, guessers, and speculators within the church, but a
distinct faction, no informed person can deny in the light
of the developments. The evidence is accumulative. Proof
in documentary form is being furnished without request
from “the four corners” of the brotherhood. It would furnish
much interesting reading if space and expediency justified
the publication of it all.

In Dallas, Texas, recently, R. H. Boll was advertised
under the auspices of what is known as “Mount Auburn
Church of Christ” (a little Boll faction in Dallas). The card
announcing the meeting featured Brother Boll in bold
setup: “Premillennial In Doctrine.”

R. H. Boll is actually heading a sectarian party within
the church. Here it is in special feature--“Premillennial In
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Doctrine.” Brother Boll differs in doctrine from the rest of
us and advertises the fact. He has a distinct party tenet--
except it is not distinctive--it is not peculiar to him. The
Russellites beat him to it. He is only playing second fiddle
to Pastor Charles T. Russell. Premillennial in doctrine,
indeed! Instead of holding meetings for the purpose of
preaching the gospel of Christ to sinners, Brother Boll
fosters his party theories and disrupts the churches. It is a
notable fact that where he has repeatedly preached the
churches have been divided` Abilene, Dallas,  Nashville,
Louisville, Lexington, Winchester serve as examples of that
fact.

The foregoing facts having been rather elaborately
emphasized in other articles, we propose now to deal directly
with the missionary situation as it is related to this party
movement.

THE BOLL MISSIONARY DECREE

Concerning the heretical teaching of the Brazilian mis-
sionaries, in the July Word And Work, Brother Boll says
that “love for these brethren, rather than agreement on
disputed points, holds us to them--a love that will not let
them go.” He further says that “they have no interest in
building up in Brazil any party, but the simple New Testa-
ment church,” and “claim the Scriptures only as their creed
and guide.” He thinks it is an opportunity to practice the
doctrine of “forbearing one another in love” and with a
melodramatic flourish he concludes: “How could we cast
them out and ever face the world again to say that we are
not sectarian ?"

Does “forbearing one another in love” demand that we
forbear heresy? Is the reputed claim of heretics that they
accept “the Scriptures only as their guide” sufficient ground
to “hold us to them”? Does Brother Boll expect them to
disclaim the Scriptures as their guide? Will he “hold,”
regardless of teaching and practice, every one who claims
the Scriptures as their guide?

Brother Boll apparently anticipated the opposition to
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his sectarian liberality and the rejection of his creedal
indorsement of these missionaries, so he began calling us
bad names in advance. He brands all who refuse to fellow-
ship the sectarianism of these missionaries as “sects,”
“creedists,” “ostracizers,” "disfellowshippers," and such
like. All of this before we even knew what his missionaries
were teaching and practicing. Seeing that he himself had
full knowledge of their teachings and doings, it can now be
seen that his “Emergence of a Sect,” and other articles that
followed, were merely prophetic of the supposed prosecution
(which he thinks is persecution) of his case by the Gospel
Advocate. His guilty conscience needed no accuser, and by
his own articles he has virtually entered a plea of guilty.

So now from doctrinal mainfestoes on creeds the scene
has shifted to mandatory decrees on fellowshipping the
sectarianism of various foreign missionaries. Let us reflect
on the real situation.

Some months ago, 0. S. Boyer, in Brazil, reported
direct impressions of the Holy Spirit upon some unsaved
natives. The Word And Work defended the report. Now
come Smith and Boyer claiming unusual spiritual experi-
ences, direct operations, the baptism of the Holy Spirit,
divine healing, unknown tongues, and various miraculous
manifestations of the New Testament era. Instead of a
vigorous repudiation of such foolishness, Brother Boll
defends these missionaries and brands those who reject
such sectarianism as being themselves sectarian ! Meanwhile
another Smith, brother of the Brazilian missionary, in the
same issue of the W o r d  And Work, advocates the Holiness
“can’t-sin” doctrine of sanctification ! And Brother Boll
opposes none of it and makes no effort to “correct” those
whom he avers are so willing to be “corrected by that
book.” So the sectarian band wagon of the Boll party rolls
merrily on unopposed by himself or any other of his group,
and with his apparent sanction.

God either does or does not perform the work of
miracles and signs today. If he does, in what body are they
represented? There are a dozen bodies who rest such claims
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on the same evidence and the same experiences. Has God
honored all of these sectarian bodies with such signs? If so,
one is as good as another. If not, how shall we discriminate
between them since their claims, experiences, and testi-
monials are identical? This one fact proves that no miracles
exist today, for the one body in which miracle power existed
would put all others out of existence--the false claims could
not stand the competition! When miracles, spiritual gifts,
actually existed in the church, there was only one church.
No other could have existed alongside of it.

It is libelous to divine revelation to allow that miracle
power has lain dormant for centuries due to lack of faith
when it was inaugurated in the beginning to produce faith.
The faith-producing work has been done. We now have the
word--the New Testament--and “faith cometh by hearing,
and hearing by the word of God.”

THE 0. S. BOYER CATECHISM

The following excerpt from an editorial in the Christian
Leader, by Ira C. Moore, is to the point, and reveals clearly
that the source of these missionary heresies is not the mis-
sionaries themselves, but rather their training and influence
under R. H. Boll in Louisville:

"Reference is had to the questions by 0. S. Boyer in the
Leader of July 10. He is an associate and companion in la-
bor with V. E. Smith, whose erroneous position and fal-
lacious arguments in support of the baptism in the Holy
Spirit for everybody now we answered and exposed in the
last two numbers of the Leader, and to whose questions T.
Q. Martin’s article in the Leader of July 10 was directed.
They are young men trained up, as I understand, under the
tutelage of R. H. Boll, of Louisville, Ky., or at least indorsed
by him after he knew of their defection. They are being
supported on the mission field by the church which holds to
his unsupportable views on the millennium and prophecies.
They and their teaching are indorsed by Charles M. Neal,
Winchester, Ky., in a letter to me."
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Here is concrete evidence. R. H. Boll indorses the mis-
sionaries and Charles M. Neal indorses their teaching. Put
together, therefore, the missionaries stand fully indorsed by
Boll and Neal.

We are glad that such able men as I. C. Moore and T. Q.
Martin are leading the fight against this faction through
the Christian Leader.. Their strong articles carry weight,
and should be read by all the brethren.

If the reader has forgotten the Boyer “Heart-to-Heart
Questions,” turn back to the Gospel  Advocate of August 2
for reference. They are really not questions at all. They are
interrogatory arguments intended as a feeler, to get the
reaction of the brethren. They are merely taking the
temperature of the brotherhood on the questions involved.
But the questions present nothing new in such mental
delinquences. They represent nothing more than common
ordinary Holiness propaganda of the shouting variety. They
are so radically opposite to the bedrock gospel elements of
our plea as not to demand an answer, considering the source
from which they come. A mere airing of the case that breth-
ren may be informed of what is going on in the church is
all that is required. If there is any debating of the Holy
Spirit question, written or oral, it should be done with some
sectarian representative, not with sidetracked and derailed
(if not deranged) missionaries in our own ranks.

It is too late for Smith and Boyer to be writing back
asking a hundred questions on the subject of the Holy
Spirit’s work. They should have known such plain Bible
teaching before they went, or else have stayed at home.
Instead of trying to enlighten them at long distance, by re-
mote control, they should be at once discontinued as mission-
aries on the ground of ignorance and incompetence. And
the Boll party is taking up these fads too late. Other reli-
gious zealots have already played them for all they are
worth. Intelligent people have reacted against such hack-
neyed fanaticism with disgust. Now for Brother Boll to even
countenance, much less to shield and condone such experi-
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ments among the ignorant natives of Africa and Brazil is
more than tragic--it is treason.

THE VIRGIL SMITH COMPROMISE

In his description of Smith’s “work and experiences” in
Brazil, brother Boll says that though Smith believed the
“supernatural manifestations” were the result of the “bap-
tism of the Spirit,” he would yield to Brother Boll’s sug-
gestion and call it being "filled with the Spirit in accordance
with  Eph. 5:18."  Two  things are here revealed: first, that
“filled with the Spirit” to Smith means the baptism of the
Spirit, and his yielding to the suggestion to call it  something
else was purely political--mere diplomacy; second, that to
Brother Boll, Eph. 5: 18 means a “supernatural manifesta-
tion” of the Holy Spirit, and he does not regard Smith as
unsound. He thus meets Smith half way, and his maneuver-
ing is, therefore, no less politic than was Smith’s compro-
mising. A great compromise it was! He believed it was the
baptism of the Holy Spirit but agreed to call it “filled with
the Spirit” as in Eph. 5: 18. Why the toning down? If he be-
lieves it is the baptism of the Spirit why should Brother
Boll induce him to call it anything else? For the purpose of
seeing through this compromise let us study in proper con-
nection passages of Scripture bearing on the question.

1. The Spirit i n  Eph. 5: 18. It so happens that Paul
himself tells us what the expression “filled with the Spirit”
in Eph. 5: 18 means. The passages are the same in scope.
Here they are in parallel:

EPH. 5:18, 19
“Be filled with the spirit;
speaking to yourselves in
psalms and hymns and
spiritual songs, singing and
making melody in your
heart to the Lord.”

COL. 3: 16
“Let the word of Christ
dwell in you richly in all
wisdom; teaching and ad-
monishing one another in
psalms and  hymns  and
spiritual songs, singing
with grace in your hearts
to the Lord.”

The passages are equal to each other, and are equal to
the same thing. When the word of Christ dwells richly in
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a Christian’s heart as in Col. 3: 16, he is filled with the
Spirit “in accordance with Eph. 5: 18.” There is nothing the
Bible says that the Holy Spirit does in the heart of man.
saint or sinner that the word of God is not also said to do.
It means that the word is the Spirit’s only medium of influ-
ence. But Brother Boll relates how Smith and the natives
“sought after” something “supernatural” in prayer and got
“rigidity of muscles” and psychological convulsions ! Still he
says his experiences are “far different” from the Pentecost-
al and Holiness cults. How far? Russellites, Adventists, and
Brother Boll deny their respective viewpoints. But they are
all so much alike that ordinary people cannot see the differ-
ence. And now the missionaries are experimenting with
these Holy-Ghost hallucinations, precisely the same in kind,
and Brother Boll declares that we cannot exclude them
without being sectarian. He has it exactly reversed. We
cannot fellowship such sectarianism without being sectar-
ian. In the fear of being semisectarian Brother Boll has in
reality become multisectarian.

2. Spiritual Gifts in 1 Cor. 13. We see by the Boyer
catechism that the gift of tongues, power of prophecy and
supernatural knowledge of 1 Cor. 13  will not cease until we
see “face to face.” Commenting in Word And Work, Brother
Boll cautiously concedes that verses 8 to 10, regarding the
ceasing of these gifts “when that which is perfect is come,”
could be construed to refer to the future. Thus he surrend-
ers to the modern miracle-working cults one of the plainest
proof texts in the New Testament against the presence of
miracles in the church today.

The three “spiritual-gifts” chapters--l Cor. 12, 13, 14
--must be considered together. The context of these chapters
shows clearly that supernatural endowments were special,
and not general; selective, and not collective. 1 Cor. 13 is
a contrast between the state of the church under miracles
then and under the revealed word now. Under the order of
miracles knowledge was imperfect, revelation was frag-
mentary; hence, “in part” not complete. No one apostle or
prophet delivered the whole of God’s word. But in the New
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Testament the parts are brought together into the complete
whole; hence, “that which is perfect is come”--the New
Testament. The perfect will of God having been revealed,
that which is “in part”--the provisional order of miracles,
tongues, prophecy,  supernatural knowledge--has been
“done away.” The condition of the church under the pro-
visional order of miracles was compared to the state of
childhood, and referred to as knowing in part and as seeing
through a glass dimly. But the condition of the church under
the permanent order of God’s revealed will is compared
to the state of mature manhood, and referred to as knowing
fully and as seeing “face to face.” 1 Cor. 13 is a definite
proof text that the provisional order of miracles has ceased
from the church and that the permanent order of faith,
hope, and love remain in the church.

3. The Unity of Faith and Knowledge--Eph. 4: 11-16.
The purpose of these special gifts, as explained by Paul in
Eph. 4: 11-16, was to guard the church against being “tossed
to and fro . . . with every wind of doctrine” before the New
Testament was perfected for their guidance. The duration
of such gifts was only until the church should come “in
unity of the faith and of the knowledge of the Son of God
unto a perfect man.” Unity of the faith and of the know-
ledge of the Son of God have come--revealed in the New
Testament. The church has attained unto a “perfect man”
and to “fulness of stature”--to its complete state. Therefore
the provisional order of spiritual gifts has ceased. The
permanent order--the perfect will of God in the New
Testament--is all that the church has or needs today.

It is startling that Brother Boll should concede these
scriptural bulwarks to those who are advocating a present
order of miracles in the church, and it leaves us to wonder
just how far he and his party intend to go. It is his
millennial theory that causes him to reinterpret these
Scriptures, allowing them to refer to the future. His theory,
in fact, causes him to reinterpret the whole Bible, and his
vacillating admissions make it easier for Boyer and Smith



340 T HE P RESENT T R U T H

to believe and teach their extreme views on the Holy
Spirit’s work.

4. The Signs Thnt Followed--Mark 16;15-20. These
two Brazilian missionaries think that if the “signs that fol-
lowed” the apostles and early believers in carrying out the
Great Commission ceased the commission also ceased, in-
cluding preaching, baptism, and all. None but a mere tyro
in Scripture and logic could so egregiously err in reasoning.
The fact that the provisional power of the apostles to work
miracles to confirm their preaching was not continued
could be no sort of proof that what they preached was not
permanent. As well say that when constitutional--making
power ended, the constitution also ended, or that when
apostolic inspiration ceased, the inspired word also ceased.
The truth is that while the word of God was in the man
(the inspired apostle) it had to be confirmed, proved. It
required the sign to prove that it was the word of God in
them. Hence, “they went forth and preached everywhere,
the Lord working with them and confirming the word by
the signs that followed.” But as the word of God is now
in the book--revealed and confirmed--we prove our preach-
ing by the book, not by signs. The sole purpose of “the
signs that followed” was accomplished when the word was
confirmed, and, being provisional the miracles ceased and
the confirmed word remains. A Brazilian missionary should
be able to grasp that.

Brother Boll is so steeped in error himself that he
cannot consistently correct these missionaries. It behooves
him to lay aside his millennial theories return his borroweu
heresies to Scofield and Russell where he found them and
stand with us on the essentials of the gospel. If he will not
do it, the injury that his course has done to the church of
the Lord will rise up against him in the judgment. Among
us there are some apologists for these brethren who avow
that they “do not believe the Boll theory,” but who will not
help us in the fight. They merely stand by, look on, and
criticize. But the error taught by this group of factionists is
too devitalizing to the gospel of Christ not to be opposed. We
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shall not be deterred by sentimental criticisms. We are
determined that the repeated offensives launched by this
Louisville group shall be each time repulsed and their line
of attack pushed back to their Louisville territory. THIS
SECT SHALL NOT PASS.
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THE FORT WORTH DEBATE

(G. H. P. SHOWALTER , IN Firm Foundation, NOVEMBER, 1934)

The oral discussion between J. Frank Norris, the well-known
Fundamentalist Baptist preacher and reformer, and pastor of
the First Baptist church of Fort Worth, Texas, and Foy E.
Wallace, Jr., of Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, evangelist in the
church of Christ and late editor of the Gospel Advocate  of Nash-
ville, Tennessee, will go down into history as one of the great
debates of this generation. The debate was held in the large
auditorium of the First Baptist church located on Throckmorton
and Fourth Streets in Fort Worth. The people thronged the
great auditorium, stood in rows along the sides of the building,
and overflowed out onto the streets on either side in their effort
to hear. The audiences which numbered but slightly more at
night than at the day services, were estimated at from 7,000 to
8,000. It was a great debate and will be long remembered by
those who attended. The propositions were as follows:

(1) Christ will establish a literal throne in Jerusalem, and
will reign over the whole earth for a period of one thousand
years. Dr. J. Frank Norris, Affirmed--Foy E. Wallace denied.

(2) Jews, as a nation will return to Palestine when Christ
returns to the earth, and will then be converted to Christ. Dr.
J. Frank Norris affirmed--Foy E. Wallace denied.

(3) A child of God, one who has been saved by the blood of
Christ, can so sin as to be finally lost. Foy E. Wallace affirmed
--J. Frank Norris denied.

(4) Baptism, to the penitent believer, is essential, to his sal-
vation from past, or alien sins. Foy E. Wallace affirmed--
J. Frank Norris denied.

People came from all over Texas and from a number of other
states. There were undoubtedly more members of the church
of Christ present than of the Baptist Church. On one occasion,
Brother J. A. Dickey called for all preachers of the church of
Christ to stand, and the number who stood up was estimated
to be at least 500. The chairman then asked all Baptist preach-
ers in the audience to stand and the number who stood was es-



THE FORT W ORTH D E B A T E  343

timated to be about one hundred. The audiences were made up
of peoples of the various religious persuasions, and a very un-
usual opportunity was presented for an exposition of the gospel.
Both speakers are to be commended for the fine spirit, which,
with very insignificant exception, graced their conduct, through-
out the discussion. Brother Wallace is in the very prime of
life, just thirty-seven years of age, and speaks with eloquence
and power. His voice also, held up almost perfectly and carried
well, reaching even those in the remote limits of the auditorium,
notwithstanding the extreme use made of it in speaking with
great emphasis on important arguments advanced from time to
time in support of his contention relative to the questions at
issue.

Brother Wallace is a student, and his twenty years of unre-
mitting public service as a gospel preacher and debater represent
a rich experience, that is not only profitable but almost inval-
uable. He speaks with ease and readiness, and wastes no time
with superfluous words, or long drawn out and meaningless
phraseologies. He is, in my judgment, little less than a master
in polemics. His arguments are presented with simplicity and
clearness, and are urged and emphasized with a power that
carries conviction. His defense of the peculiar tenets of the
church of Christ, both as to the system of salvation through
Christ set forth in the New Testament, and as to the untenable
and unsafe speculations of the permillennialists and restora-
tionalists on unfulfilled prophecy, was altogether worthy of the
confidence reposed in him by representatives of a great people
who desire nothing more or less in religion than to speak where
the Bible speaks and to be silent where it is silent--and who
invited him to represent them in this discussion.

As for Dr. J. Frank Norris, he is a man too well known--
either personally or through reputation--to the thousands of
my readers--for me to contribute much information by writing
of him. Either from the platform or through the press he is
known not only throughout our own country but his fame has
reached to foreign lands. He is editor of a weekly religious
paper that boasts a circulation of more than 50,000, and the
author of a number of books and pamphlets. More than eight
hundred of his sermons have been published. Dr. Norris, when
a lad, was baptized into the church of Christ, but later went
over to the Baptists. It will be recalled here by many of our
readers that Alexander Campbell once went in with the Baptists
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and then went out. My prediction is that Dr. Norris will quit
the Baptists entirely some day and be known simply as a Chris-
tian. I may not be a good prophet, but that is my prediction,
anyhow. And that will be a glorious day--provided, of course,
that his faith and practice accords with such a profession.
Nothing better than to be known as, and then to live as, a
Christian only.

Among the Baptists, J. Frank Norris is better described as
a reformer--not as a regular Baptist. He has fought with them
a thousand battles, and to use an expression of his own, has
“passed through deep waters.” He does not enjoy their fellow-
ship, nor depend on them for endorsement or support. As to
their teachings, and their superstitions in religion, Dr. Norris
has ten times as much against them as he has against the teach-
ing, faith and practice of the churches of Christ. And if Mod-
ernist Baptists question this, I am willing for them to ask J.
Frank Norris himself. Dr. Norris is not only a reformer in his
religious communion, but also in civil, social and political life.
He is aggressively outstanding as a prohibitionist, and is an in-
veterate foe of the infamous liquor traffic. With all his faults--
and whether they be many or few--I suppose there is not living
a man today, who has done more during the last quarter of a
century to expose and oppose vice, social evils, crime, and poli-
tical and moral turpitude in the city of Fort Worth than has
J. Frank Norris. And much of this work represents an heroic
struggle that dates back to the dark criminal days of the open
vice district and the open saloon, when many, otherwise good,
but less courageous souls, actually felt that it was futile even to
undertake to eradicate such monstrous evils--such politically
shielded and strongly organized, fortified and defended systems
of both lawless and legalized debauchery and crime. Such work
is appreciated by all law-abiding citizens who stand for clean
lives and high moral standards. Norris has effected much
along this line and so have the churches of Christ that have
been established and built up in Fort Worth during these years.

On the platform, Dr. J. Frank Norris can hardly be excelled
for courtesy, tact and diplomacy. He has a voice that carries
remarkably well and he is a ready, easy, and entertaining speak-
er. He is kind and polite in his manner, and is often impelling
in his deliveries. While he presented the usual arguments for
his side of the questions at issue, he relied more on the effusive
and sentimental to secure an acceptance of his position, than on
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strict logical deduction, or on rigid interpretation or exactness
in the reading of the sacred text. He is an elegant and effective
speaker--excelling in the explosive type of oratory.

I am of the persuasion that the debate did much good, and I
am hoping that it may be repeated by the same speakers in
some other places, and that even greater care may be exercised
by all concerned to discard and dispense with everything that is
inappropriate, unnecessary, irrelevant, or that, in its final analy-
sis, is not germane to the questions at issue, so that the dis-
covery, acceptance, and exaltation of truth may be the sole de-
sire, aim, and purpose of all. In this way the name of God will
be glorified, the cause and kingdom of our Lord will be magnified
in the earth, and lost souls will be saved from sin. 0 glorious,
happy thought! To this end may we all persistently strive and
industriously labor.

Brother C. M. Stubblefield who handled all details in arrang-
ing for this great debate and who was chairman for Brother
Wallace will give our readers a general report of the discussion.
A large number of others are sending in reports which will be
printed as space permits.
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THAT CIRCULAR LETTER FROM LOUISVILLE

(F. B. SRYGLEY, IN Gospel Advocate, DECEMBER 20, 1934)

An effort is being made by the Bollites of Louisville, Ken-
tucky, to explain away some facts that were brought against
them by Brother Wallace through the Gospel Advocate in the
recent past. They have a paper through which they might
make explanation or defense, but they do not choose to use
that medium. If they used the paper in an effort to defend
themselves, some one might see their effort at defense and
point out their errors; and, besides, they may want the paper
to appear too clean to admit any controversy in its columns.
Whether this be the reason or not, it is a fact that Brother
Jorgenson has been using a circular letter to steady some of his
weaker brethren. This letter, marked “copy,” begins thus:

“Thank you for your request for statement of facts re the
charges that have appeared in recent issues of a certain paper
against us and the brethren of the Word and Work. Others
also have inquired about them, and some have written assuring
us that the character of the attack is understood, advising us
not to answer publicly. I shall give you the simple facts, and
perhaps a few brethren will be asked to put a carbon copy of
this letter on file.”

This is the first paragraph of the circular letter that the
brethren of the Word and Work will ask some to file.   It will be
noted that these brethren have been advised not to answer the
charges publicly. If I am not greatly mistaken, there has been
a lot of this secret work done by these brethren in their effort to
foist this speculative doctrine upon God’s people. They must
have an understanding among themselves as to how much of this
doctrine shall be made public. I grant it must be given in
broken doses, or they will kill their patient at the beginning.
The next statement in the circular letter may give some reason
why these things should be withheld from the public and given
only to their doubters. The second paragraph reads as follows:

“It is charged that we are conniving with innovators, and the
evidence given is: Winchester, Virgil Smith’s Kansas meeting,
and the Christian Church and Parksville, Kentucky.”
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Well, I take it that these are at least some of the charges
brought against this Bollite group, but these are by no means
all the charges that have been brought against them. These
were only given as straws to show which way the wind is blow-
ing. This is only a minor charge. Some of the greater charges
are: (1) That the entire theory is based upon speculation and
is contrary to the teaching of God’s word. (2) Though it is ad-
mitted by this group that the belief of this theory is not neces-
sary to salvation, yet it has been featured by these brethren to
the division of the church. In proof of this I cite the church at
Highland, in their own city of Louisville, Kentucky. But I will
give the circular the chance to answer these charges. This is
the language :

“The Christian Church at Winchester closed their house on
the debate for one single, solitary cause: this vicious spirit and
method of the negative. Warning was given a night in advance
against the negative’s unchristian, unparliamentary course.
The warning ignored, the church’s board of twenty-four officers
met and closed the house. No doubt the church would confirm
this statement if asked.”

The facts in the case are that Brother Neal would not have
moderators, but he wanted a chairman to preserve order in the
congregation and keep time for the speakers. Brother Neal se-
lected the place, the Christian Church’s meetinghouse in Win-
chester. He selected the chairman, the Christian Church’s
preacher in Winchester. At the close of the debate the first night
this chairman arose and began to rule against Brother Wallace,
as though he was a moderator of great authority. Brother Wal-
lace was soon on his feet, and he stated that the chairman was
exceeding his authority; that Brother Neal had refused to have
moderators, and, therefore, he was out of his place. The chair-
man, who had so suddenly become a moderator, told Wallace not
to debate with him, that Neal would give him enough to do.
Brother Wallace told him that Brother Neal could have modera-
tors if he wanted them, but that the chairman had disqualified
himself to be one by deciding the case in Neal’s favor before he
heard the evidence. Notwithstanding the fact that Neal had
made the agreement and wrote it himself, that each speaker had
the right to run the debate as he “under God” thought proper, he
sat and never opened his mouth. He should have spoken up
and told the chairman the agreement, but he did not. These
twenty-four, the church board, met the next night and decided
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that unless Brother Wallace would agree to bring no written
document that had been written by Neal in the past, the church
would be closed against the debate. Though this circular letter
says that the debate was closed for one solitary cause--the
vicious spirit and method of the negative--this cause was not
given at the time; and if it had been, it would not have been
true. The cause was, as all could see, that the church wanted
to control Wallace and try to take care of Neal.

One of the main men on the board was a premillennialist, and
of course was in sympathy with Neal’s position, and therefore,
sympathized with Neal. This man read the decision of the
board. The decision was that every written and spoken thing,
before the debate began, must be left out. Though he was a
lawyer, the decision was that no evidence could be accepted as
proof in the trial that occurred prior to the beginning of the
case in court! Brother Wallace called attention to this several
times. No doubt those that closed their doors against the de-
bate would testify with Brother Jorgenson that something else
was the reason for closing the church. This same lawyer and
the preacher attended the debate some, I know, after it was
moved to the courthouse.

Brother Jorgenson’s explanation of leading the singing for
Virgil Smith is that he only led one night, and that was just to
show them how they could have good, beautiful music without
the accompaniment. It might have been a good idea to have
shown them what the New Testament taught on the subject
of music in the worship. Brother Jorgenson says of Virgil Smith:

“If the sermon that night (it was on justification--Romans 4)
was a sample, I would have enjoyed the whole series. I have
not agreed with Brother Smith on spiritual gifts, and he knows
that well; but I love him, and am not ashamed of it. Moreover,
I had rather stand in his shoes before God than in those of his
chief critics.”

I believe I had rather stand in the shoes of Smith, who be-
lieves in the direct operation of the Holy Spirit, speaking with
tongues, etc., than to stand in Brother Jorgenson’s shoes, who
stands by Smith in his error, since he claims to know better.
Oh, but he loves Smith! Well, he should love God and God’s
truth enough to stand by it and condemn all who do not. In
addition to the circular letter, I have another letter directly
from Brother Jorgenson to another friend of his, in which Jor-
genson gives his solution of the whole matter. These are his words:
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“I am convinced, and not without evidence, that the recent
attack upon me in the Gospel Advocate is part of a program to
break the popularity of my hymnal.”

That makes a charge that he ought to have evidence to sus-
tain. I am sure that Brother Wallace did not have in mind the
songbook when he was pointing out the evil course of these
brethren. With Jorgenson the entire program was based on
the love of money. That is a very ugly charge, and he ought
to have had the evidence before he made the charge. If it is a
case of “his measuring our corn in his half bushel,” I can under-
stand it. Is that the motive that leads Brother Jorgenson?
If not, why did such a thing occur to him? It seems to me to
be another case of the “fox being the finder.” Brother Jorgen-
son says that his songbook has become very popular, and as
proof, among other things, he cites the fact that all our Christian
schools use his book. All our “Christian schools” in this part
of the country, except Searcy, Arkansas, have come out very
plainly that they do not believe nor teach this speculative doc-
trine. If Brother Jorgenson is selling his songbook as fast as
he says he is, he is no doubt making some money out of it.
Every publisher of a religious paper knows that it takes more
than the subscription to the paper to run it. The supposition,
therefore, is quite reasonable that the profits from the sale of
Jorgenson’s book go into the support of the Word and Work.
This paper features that speculative theory which those schools
say they do not believe nor teach. Not only does this paper
teach this divisive doctrine, but it never has any room for any-
thing that opposes it. This is a question for these schools to
reconcile to their own conscience. In justice to Freed-Harde-
man College, I must say that Brother Brigance wrote me that
they did not use it in the school, but he admitted that the church
there was using it. I do not suggest this as a question of money,
but it is a question of privilege. Can we assist a doctrine that
we do not believe and that has caused and will cause division?
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BROTHER ARMSTRONG GOES ON RECORD
( FIRM FOUNDATION FEBRUARY 5, 1935)

In the Firm Foundation of January 8th, there appeared an
article by Brother J. N. Armstrong on “College Professor Goes
on Record Again.” This article demands a reply in order that
the record may be kept straight. A declaration of neutrality
in the premillennial fight is peculiarly significant under present
circumstances. Neutrals on this question or any other which
causes widespread agitation among brethren are never neutral.
If they speak at all, their statements invariably reveal their
sympathies.

The article is lacking in a forthright stand for the truth on a
vital issue. It is a direct criticism of all who have defended the
church against the encroachments of strange and false doctrines,
doctrines which Brother Armstrong admits are false. Such a
challenge coming from a man of his position and responsibility
in the teaching and training of young men who will be future
leaders in the church cannot be allowed to pass.

RESENTS BEING QUESTIONED

Brother Armstrong resents being questioned and cites a long
record of service in fulsome words of praise which a humble man
would be expected to leave for others to say. “Let another
man praise thee, and not thine own mouth; a stranger, and not
thine own lips” (Prov. 27:2). Public men are public property.
The public has the right to question them on any point which is
related to the public welfare. The President of Harding Col-
lege solicits patronage and support from the brethren. They
have a right to question him on these issues that are causing
such widespread disturbance at the present time. If his answers
are not clear and satisfactory, they have a right to question him
some more and he has no right to feel nettled or resentful. An
evasive cry about creed-makers, heresy hunters and dictators
is wholly irrelevant if not downright suspicious in this connec-
tion. The situation itself dictates that men in Brother Arm-
strong’s position should speak without stuttering. Even silence
can classify a man sometimes.
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There are some men whose record is unquestioned. Their
teaching on certain vital issues is such and has always been
such as to build up a confidence that makes it unnecessary to
question them. For instance, nobody would think of question-
ing N. B. Hardeman and H. Leo Boles about how they stand
on this premillennial foolishness. And when they speak, all
they say contains not one grain of comfort for a lot of wild
speculators who are directly responsible for the present situa-
tion. Some years ago, George A. Klingman objected to being
questioned about his position on instrumental music. Some
missionaries resent being asked how they stand on certain im-
portant questions that involve soundness in faith and peace in
the church. They are ready to cry Sanhedrin, creed, or voice
some like evasion, and in the same key Brother Armstrong
sings out “Dictator.” Why should men in public and respon-
sible places be so touchy about letting brethren know what
they believe and teach? As a rule the reason is not hard to
find. We shall not be disturbed by any distracting cries but
shall calmly press the issue.

DISQUALIFIES HIMSELF AS A JUDGE

Brother Armstrong tells us that he has not studied these mat-
ters in twenty years, yet in a tone of finality he assures us that
these late developments in speculation are harmless and should
not be opposed. How does he know inasmuch as he has not
kept up with the procession of current events? Suppose a doctor
admits that he knows nothing of a certain disease, has not
studied it in twenty years, is ignorant of its causes and effects.
A patient calls him in on such a case. The doctor calmly looks
over the sick man and says to him: “I do not know anything
about this disease, have not studied it in twenty years, but
that is all right, it is harmless, it will not hurt you.” Such a con-
fession of ignorance is a reflection on any man who puts himself
forward to represent the truth. It is his business to study these
questions. Not to do so is a betrayal of trust.

SHOULD NOT BE DEBATED

Brother Armstrong says these theories should not be debated.
As a matter of fact they should not have been preached in the
first place. They are false as he admits, and are being urged
with fanatical zeal to the disturbance of the churches. As a



THE PRESENT TR U T H

direct result of this propaganda a condition has arisen which
he says is the most serious of all troubles within his lifetime and
he is an old man. Let him tell us when and when not to debate,
what and what not to debate. He should have attended the
Fort Worth and Dallas debates or even earlier, the Winchester
debate, and might even yet read it to his profit if he will not quit
when half through as Brother Brewer says he did.

He criticizes those of us who have fought these speculative
errors by saying there has been as much pressing on one side as
the other holds us equally responsible for strife and division.
Surely we have done some hard pressing against these things
and intend to keep it up. He should be doing some of this press-
ing himself. There is as much pressing against other errors as
there is for them. This is always the result when men are con-
cerned enough about the purity of doctrine to defend it. The
defense will quit pressing when the offensive quits attacking
and not before. The speculators long for nothing just now more
than the opportunity to carry on their campaign among the
brethren unopposed and Brother Armstrong is trying to aid
them in this part of their fight. Neither he nor they shall have
their wish.

These brethren have been repeatedly urged to abandon their
erroneous and divisive teachings or to hold them as private
opinions if they must, and not disturb the churches with them.
The result has been the same. With the persistence and spirit
of digression, premillennial innovators will pursue their course.
They are as persistent as the Judaizers in Paul’s day. Those
who block their path should be praised and not censured.

When the line has become so radically drawn that college
presidents and prominent preachers will have to “go on record”
definitely one way or the other, instead of trying to hide as
neutrals in no man’s land, they shall then deserve no credit
and should receive no respect for taking a stand after the battle
is over. It is now that they need to take a stand.

HE GOES ON RECORD

Brother Armstrong goes on record but how? He goes on
record against the defense of the truth against error. In Hard-
ing College he teaches nothing at all on the subject which means
that the young preachers who attend will receive no help. When
they leave Harding College they will carry with them no equip-
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ment and not even any encouragement in fighting such errors.
A fine way indeed to go on record! I will send my boys else-
where, where the record is more satisfactory.

BOTH SIDES SP E C U L A T I V E

It is insisted that the nature of these questions in debate
makes both sides, those who affirm them and those who deny
them, equally guilty of speculation. We should then quit de-
bating at all with anybody on anything. All false doctrine is
speculative. In the Gospel Advocate of December 27, 1934,
R. L. Whiteside makes these interesting observations:

“Perhaps no question is more speculative than Judge Lind-
say’s companionate-marriage theory, yet no one thought Broth-
er Brewer was out of place when he met the Judge on that spec-
ulative theory. Why, then, should any one think Brother
Wallace was out of place in meeting Neal and Norris on their
speculative theories? Some people have strange twists in their
thinking. Without any sort of speculation, a man of discrimi-
nation can deny the two following propositions:

1. The Old Testament prophecies teach that the Gentiles
were to be blessed only through National Israel restored and
in subserviency to restored Israel.

2. The Scriptures teach that the Jews are to be restored to
Palestine, and that Christ will then begin his reign as their
king on the throne of David.

If a man does not think the foregoing propositions can be
denied without speculating, I envy him not his Bible knowl-
edge. And the following proposition can be maintained with-
out any speculation :

The kingdom of Christ and the redemption through him,
as foretold by the prophets, was inaugurated on the first Pente-
cost after his resurrection.”

Let President Armstrong or Brother Brewer tell which of
these propositions they would be willing to affirm or deny and
why, and they will be getting on record. As a matter of fact,
a tyro should know that a man who opposes speculative teach-
ing with the truth of the New Testament does not thereby be-
come a speculator.
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WHAT DEBATING THE QUESTION HAS REVEALED

1. It has revealed the real issue, the lurking errors in this
system of false doctrine.

(1) It virtually denies that Christ is reigning now.

(2) It antagonizes the Scriptures that speak of this dispen-
sation as the last days.

(3) It makes God false to his promises.

(4) It alternates Judaism and Christianity, type and anti-
type.

(5) It brings Christ down from his Throne of Majesty in
heaven to the earth, his footstool, a shocking demotion.

(6) It minimizes the gospel and belittles the church.,

(7) It nullifies the Great Commission.

(8) It denies salvation to the Gentiles now.

(9) It makes the first advent of Christ’s failure.

(10) It makes the church a mere accident, an afterthought.

(11) It is the same mistake the Jews made when they expected
a king like Caesar and an earthly kingdom.

(12) It is incompatible with the genius, spirit, essence and
scope of the gospel of Christ. It is a mere theory deriving its
authority from a school of speculative interpretation.

And we are urged to allow a program like this to be put over
on an unsuspecting brotherhood without a word of protest.
They may not be warned against it in Harding College but they
will get plenty of warning outside of Harding.

1. It has revealed the neuter genders among us, the men who
cannot be relied on in a crisis to defend the church.

2. It has revealed the traitors, that the premillennial group
will rally to the support of such enemies of the truth as J. Frank
Norris and John R. Rice. They have shown with great clear-
ness that they love “premillennialism” more than they do the
church. Verily, Ephraim is joined to his idols!

3. It has awakened the churches to a realization of the dan-
gers to which they are exposed. Elders of the churches are
doing some silent but nevertheless definite marking.

4. It has informed the brethren what schools are proper to
support and safe to patronize.
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We have no intention whatever of letting up in the fight. At
least two more discussions are needed, one in Louisville and one
in Nashville. At Winchester Brother R. H. Boll injected him-
self into the discussion one night and volunteered to “see about”
such a debate in Louisville. Later, he backed out. He is will-
ing to debate elsewhere, but not in Louisville, the only place
where he has a respectable following. Since it has become
known that premillennialism is just common Norris Baptist
doctrine, it is already settled with the churches in the west.

Finally, while it is extremely disappointing that Brother
Armstrong and other men among us of his position and power
will not come to the defense of the church on these questions,
it is yet most gratifying to know that a fine group of young men,
encouraged by a group of seniors such as Srygley, Pullias, Nichol
and Whiteside, will do it. And we are “set for the defense of
the truth.” They shall not pass.
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THE GOSPEL GUARDIAN”

(OCTOBER, 1935)

Through the substantial support of some loyal friends, I am
able to offer this magazine to the religious public. The maga-
zine is my own. There is no company or corporation back of it.
The only backing it has received or will receive above the vol-
ume of subscriptions we hope to accumulate is the backing of
individuals who are friends, not of the editor only but of the
cause the magazine has espoused. We merely want the readers
to understand this point, but with it one more i.e., the appear-
ance of the Gospel Guardian does not mean the birth of another
journalistic beggar. It will not beg its way. We hope to make
it pay its way.

The name of the magazine suggests its mission and policy.
It is controversial--doctrinal to the core. Paul said to his
young protege, "O, Timothy, guard that which is committed
unto thee.” The gospel needs guarding. It is the state of cur-
rent religious thought and the needs of the cause with which
my own life and labors have been identified that have called
forth this magazine and that is the sole cause for its existence.
It has been more than one hundred years since Stone and Camp-
bell and their coadjutors brought their plea for the complete
return to the New Testament to this continent. During this
time, though the triumphs of this plea have been signal, there
have been many defections from it and its steady progress
and highest success have been periodically retarded. But for
the fact that the eminent men connected with this plea kept
the church of the past generation or two thoroughly indoc-
trinated, and that by controversy, the plea would have become
absorbed in the constant drift of things and lost from view.

We are overlooking the fact that the present generation has
not had the advantages of the thorough indoctrination the
former generation had under the “giants of those days.” The

*This has reference to the original Gospel Guardian and has no
connection with the paper which now bears that title--see
Introduction to this book.
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whole ground of the restoration plea needs repeatedly to be re-
viewed and restated. In binding the precepts of the law upon
Israel’s posterity Moses said : “And thou shalt teach them dili-
gently unto thy children, and thou shalt talk of them when
thou sittest in thy house, and when thou walkest by the way,
and when thou liest down, and when thou risest up. And thou
shalt bind them for a sign upon thy hand, and they shall be for
frontlets between thine eyes. And thou shalt write them upon
the door-posts of thy house, and upon thy gates.” We have
ceased to do for the gospel and for our children what Israel did
for the law of Moses and their children.

Under the present trend it is not impossible that the church
may be a lost institution among the denominations of the world.
Our preachers are becoming mere pastors, presidents of Min-
isterial Associations, stage performers and star actors at world-
ly clubs, and when they resign as preacher for the church it is
not infrequent that we hear of the local pastors holding a ban-
quet in their honor and expressing regrets at their departure.
When a gospel preacher has done his duty, pastors of denomi-
national churches might hold a jubilee over his going, but not
a banquet in his honor. Schools have been tempted to abandon
their original purpose to vie with the standards of worldly
schools. To a certain extent such standards must in our day
be maintained but not to the point of sacrificing or even of com-
promising the original aims of the Christian school. Loyal to
these aims they may be a great factor in the dissemination of
truth; unfaithful to these aims through their influence they may
sweep the church into another wholesale digression.

The full and free discussion of the great fundamentals of the
gospel is peculiarly timely now, when so many errors and isms
are so rife. There has been a generation of younger Christians
since these issues were made the common theme of every gospel
pulpit. Now the canned sermons of Chappell and other denom-
inational pulpiteers are more common from some of our own pul-
pits than the gospel of Paul.

While the range of subjects to be treated in this magazine
will embrace the entire field of faith, doctrine, worship, work
and growth of the church, yet special attention will be given
to some particular errors, such as Premillennialism. To be
specific we desire the publishers of the Word and Work, at
Louisville, Ky., to know that we are set for the defense of the
truth against the errors that periodical propagates. We shall
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meet them on the issues drawn and everything of major im-
portance appearing in it will receive due and proper attention.
While doing that, as a sideline, we shall attend to apologists
and neutrals who carry water on both shoulders and as often as
they appear we aim to see to it that they either take one bucket
off or spill them both.

There is an essential agreement between the writers whose
names appear on this staff in all matters of fundamental impor-
tance. They represent age and youth. There is not a side-
stepper neutral, compromiser or soft-pedaler among them.
Their names are known for soundness. Of course, there are
many others like them, some serving other papers. We do not
seek to monopolize such talent, and would not if we could. The
Gospel Guardian does not enter the field as a competitor with
other papers. The Firm Foundation, Gospel Advocate, Chris-
tian Leader and Christian Worker serve their fields and terri-
tories adequately. There is no opposition to any of them in the
slightest degree, but rather cooperation. I was reared under
the influence of the Firm Foundation and its editor. If we dis-
agree on anything of doctrinal importance, faith, worship, or
practice, I do not know what it is. I have served the Gospel
Advocate in the capacity of editor and am indebted to its pub-
lisher. I have no issue to draw with that great paper. And for
the publishers of the Christian Leader and the Christian Worker,
I have only good will and good wishes.

My magazine has a field of its own. It was conceived and
is now published in the conviction that its definite policy and
purpose justifies its existence. I shall strive with all my strength
to make it merit the confidence of those who have made it pos-
sible. That it may be further received with a generous welcome
and a liberal support by all who are jealous and zealous of the
doctrinal purity of the church and who believe in the defense
of the truth against all errors and isms is the fervent prayer
and ardent hope of the editor.

FOY E. WALLACE, JR.
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THE COMMON GROUND OF FELLOWSHIP

(OCTOBER, 1935)

For several months some brethren who ordinarily experience
no difficulty in expressing themselves with clarity have been
laboring to make themselves “understood” on the millennial-
kingdom questions. A late issue of the Harding College Bulle-
tin carries a reprint of J. N. Armstrong’s article in the Firm
Foundation of April 30 bearing the caption “For A Good Un-
derstanding,” in which Brother Armstrong makes labored ef-
fort, after several previous attempts, to make himself under-
stood. When men of ability have so much difficulty in explain-
ing their views there must be something wrong with what they
are trying to say or do. The real trouble seems to be that we
all understood these brethren fairly well at first.

The reprint of the Armstrong article in the Harding Bulletin
was not replied to when it appeared in the Firm Foundation.
Some of us felt at the time that some things in it demanded an
answer but the papers (Firm Foundation, Gospel Advocate and
Christian Leader) had all been so generous in giving me space
that I did not feel inclined to demand more. Now, that Brother
Armstrong has again made this article current, renewing all of
the matters involved in it, by reprinting it in Harding College
Bulletin, giving it wider circulation and the sanction of the
school, I feel not only at liberty but under obligation to reply
to it. It was not my desire to renew the matter at this time but
Brother Armstrong, not being satisfied to let the matter rest,
has done so himself.

THE RECORD

He complains that he has “been made the target of certain
brethren through the columns of our papers.” Now, “for good
understanding” let us remember the record, and keep it straight.
It was F. B. Srygley who requested the presidents of the colleges
to state their positions and policies on these questions in order
that brethren might know what schools they might consistently
support. A statement from L. L. Brigance, representing Freed-
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Hardeman College, was forthcoming. Later, E. H. Ijams, of
David Lipscomb College and J. F. Cox of Abilene Christian
College made statements that required no explanations to un-
derstand. Much later, Brother Armstrong, visibly irked by the
pressure and with misgivings and apologies wrote a long article
in which he defended R. H. Boll and launched a broadside at
“certain brethren” who have actively opposed the Boll theories.
He charged them with being “equally responsible for the breach”
and made numerous challenging statements which he should
have known “certain brethren” would never let go by uncalled.
He has since written several articles trying to explain the things
he said in the first article. N. B. Hardeman said that he could
state his position on these questions on a postcard in six lines
but it has required more than that many months for Brother
Armstrong to explain his views and he is not through with it
yet.

He complains that he has been made "a target” and demurs
at severe criticisms, the severest he says have been mine. But
Brother Armstrong did not hesitate to refer to us as “popes,”
“dictators,” “partymakers,” “creedwriters,” and along with
Brother Boll to brand us as “a creed-bound human sect.” Yet
he complains at the severity of criticism! People who live in
glass houses (even if they be colleges) should not throw stones.

RECESSION

Receding from the somewhat stubborn attitude of his first
article, Brother Armstrong finally tells us just what he thinks
he believes and does not believe, a sort of a guess so, maybe.
He apparently does not accept the major theories of premillen-
nialism, that fleshly Israel will be nationally restored; that the
literal throne of David will be reestablished in Jerusalem; that
the kingdom of Daniel 2:44 was postponed; that Christ will es-
tablish a world kingdom and reign on the earth for one thousand
years. He believes that Christ is on the throne of David now
in heaven; that the only kingdom Christ will ever have began
on Pentecost and that Christ is now reigning in the only sense
in which he will ever reign. He tells us now that this is what
he believes. But these are the things which he also told us in
his first article that he did not teach nor allow taught one way
or the other, pro or con, in Harding College. He evidently
does not believe them with conviction or else regards them
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along with others as “unimportant.” Why has he not taught
the truth on these questions to the young preachers who have
come as a trust under his tutelage? And if he believes these
things, as stated, why did he not say SO plainly in his first state-
ment and avoid the embarrassment of being “made a target of
certain brethren”? And why has he insisted in saying so many
unnecessary things in defense of that group who teach the op-
posite of what he says he believes, and identically what he says
he does not believe, but so disparagingly of those who have de-
fended the truth against their errors? He said in his first article
that he holds and has held for thirty years “about the same
position held by Dr. T. W. Brents" who believed in a future
thousand years reign of Christ on earth. How can Brother
Armstrong believe that or even “about” that and at the same
time believe according to his latest statement? Our only con-
clusion from the premises is that Brother Armstrong has taken
a forced position, one that he never would have taken if the
pressure had not become so great. He has staged a complete
retreat from his original article without admitting the mistakes
he made.

We have previously pointed out fifteen or twenty inconsistent
and conflicting statements in Brother Armstrong’s labored ex-
planations, statements that were exactly opposite and in direct
contradiction, one of the other. He has in his later articles
wisely ignored these things and has talked about something
else.

He said, for another instance, that “no man has the right
to enter the sacred precincts of another man’s conscience” to
tell him “what he may or may not believe and teach.” He now
says that “those who cause divisions contrary to the doctrine
of Christ are wrong and should be disciplined.” We wonder
how to do it if no man has the right to say what another may
or may not teach? We are willing to wait for Brother Armstrong
to tell us if he will not keep us waiting as long as he did to tell
us what he believes.

He even now admits that Brother Boll and the Louisville
brethren have “caused division” and “are wrong”--but he does
not want them disciplined. He just wants “good fellowship”
with them and “good understanding” with the rest of us! Why?
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He argued that every man has the “unquestioned” right to
teach what he believes “within the sacred precincts of his own
conscience” without “interference’‘--but he fired young Ernest
Wright because of “faulty teaching,” so the telegram to Brother
Showalter read. That seems to be interfering somewhat with
this young man’s “unquestioned” rights. Now, we do not blame
Brother Armstrong for firing Wright; he ought to have fired
him before he did. We are simply pointing out the inconsist-
ency of his theory and his practice in the premises. He knew
all of the time that Wright was an avowed premillennialist but
his “faulty teaching” did not get him fired until Brother Arm-
strong became the “target of certain brethren.” Personally,
with no respect at all for Wright’s “faulty teaching,” I yet have
more respect for the young man in his error than I have for the
course the president of Harding College pursued in the episode.

CENSURE

Brother Armstrong believes that for those of the Boll party
“who have gone clear out of the bounds of reason and truth”
like Dr. Woods and others “there is just censure due.” But
for R. H. Boll, the head man of the defection and the instigator
of all the trouble, from whom the others have received their in-
spiration, he has only the mild criticism that “he attaches ex-
cessive importance” to his theory! That is not near all R. H.
Boll has done. For him to lead young men into such a mess of
human speculation, and forsake them when they fall under
“just censure” to bear the brunt of the criticism and the blame
for the fruits of his own teaching, may be called meekness, but
I have a truer name for it. It spells color. And for Brother
Armstrong to condemn them but condone Boll is either color
blindness or a tinge of the same streak.

He says that these “extreme brethren” should be approached
in love and not in harshness,” and reminds us that “a soft
answer turneth away wrath.” True, but Paul said, “them that
sin rebuke before all that others may fear.” He rebuked Elymas
somewhat harshly when he persisted in perverting the right way
of the Lord. Brethren Lipscomb, Sewell and Elam approached
Brother Boll in paternal kindness to save him from his course.
It did not work. We believe Paul’s method is in order. If it
does not turn Brother Boll from his follies it may save many
from his errors.
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There is a time for soft answers but there is no place for soft
preachers. They are a misfit in the line of defense that must be
formed today against “certain men who have crept in privily”
to corrupt the pure minds of innocent people from the simplicity
that is in Christ.

COMMON GROUND

On this point Brother Armstrong says: “There is enough
common ground between us and R. H. Boll to make us one in
Christ.” The same may be said of the digressive brethren.
But where is the common ground? We occupy it; let them come
and stand with us on it. But we cannot be “one in Christ”
when they leave the common ground. We occupy the same
common ground of unity that was occupied when R. H. Boll
began his doctrinal excursions. He left it; let him return to it,
and make satisfactory amends for the division and disfellowship
that exists in Louisville between his party and the church there,
and we will be “one in Christ.” Shall we act as a sort of a caddy
for R. H. Boll and follow him around on his excursions with
common ground luggage wherever he may wish to lead us?
That is not my conception of the New Testament exordium to
“follow after love.” Brother Armstrong’s attitude would leave
Brother Boll to theorize the church into all of his errors.

He cites H. Leo Boles as being a mutually acceptable witness
and quotes him as saying in the Boll-Boles Discussion, “Brother
Boll and I hold many things in common-enough to fellowship
each other as brethren.” What of that? I said as much in the
“heat of oral debate” with Chas. M. Neal but Brother Neal did
not yield to my persuasion and neither has Brother Boll yielded
to the strong entreaties of Brother Boles. At the time Brother
Boles made that statement he was, to say the least, doing the
very thing that Brother Armstrong and others who share his
views say should not be done--he was debating the issue.

Since H. Leo Boles is yet among us, and is considerably on
the east side of his “dotage” (as they are wont to say when
Brother Srygley makes an argument which they cannot answer)
why not have him, according to Brother Armstrong’s accepted
standard “state his own position” and “explain his own lan-
guage?” He can probably do so better than either of us from
the present point of view. I, therefore, refer the reader to the
very able statement of H. Leo Boles in this magazine, page 5.
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I accept Brother Boles as an “acceptable witness.”

367

Will Bro-
ther Armstrong accept him? If he does, he will have to recall
every article he has written and cancel the Harding College
Bulletin that contains the one under review. Will he print
Brother Boles’ article in the next number of his college Bulletin?

PERSONALITIES

The discussions of these principles has not been a personal
matter with me at all, nor shall I permit it to become such,
though the effort has been made and is being made to reduce it
to personalities. With me it is a matter that involves the de-
fense of the truth, regardless of the character of the men repre-
sented, pious or impious. It represents an issue that must be
met with decision. Generalizing on the “kingdom of the heav-
ens” and on “Good Fellowship” and “Good Understanding”
without saying anything specific or defending the New Testa-
ment basis for fellowship may serve to palliate some and as-
sure others but neither is the treatment the present case de-
mands.

The campaign of calumny that has been and is being waged
by enemies, joined in by some brethren of whom we might ex-
pect better things, is regrettable in extreme but God being my
Helper I shall not be deterred by any such thing. Whatever
any of them think they can make of such, or gain by it, they are
welcome to. None of these things shall move me in my set
determination to do right and to rectify all that is not right.
Meanwhile, let the issue only be met and the truth defended.
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ACCOMMODATED

(OCTOBER, 1935)

Under the title “Will Someone Examine This Parallel And
Answer the Argument” Dr. E. V. Wood, the Dallas dentist,
evidently thinks he has pulled something unanswerable. For
the information of some who may not know it, Dr. Wood is
the one who played Benedict Arnold at the Fort Worth debate
and sided with Norris and the Baptists instead of standing with
his brethren for the truth. His conduct was so contemptible
that he deserves no recognition but some of his sophistry needs
puncturing.

He tells us that he left Methodism in order to take the Word
of God as a whole. R. H. Boll assigns the same reason for hav-
ing left the Roman Catholics. Effective schooling they have
had, indeed, one with the Methodists and the other with the
Catholics! Churches of Christ should all sit up and take notice
of these two especially qualified men and let them teach us all
something that we have never been able to learn from such men
as Alexander Campbell, to say nothing of Paul.

The parallel the doctor wants “examined” which he thinks,
of course, cannot be answered is Acts 2:38 alongside with Reve-
lations 20. In the Neal and Norris debates and elsewhere we
have repeatedly set out that Revelations 20:1-6 is an inadequate
proof-text for the Premillennialists and the evidence entirely
too meagre for the construction of an earthly millennial theory.

The argument on Rev. 20:4 has been capitulated as follows:
(1) It does not mention the second coming of Christ; (2) it

does not mention a reign on the earth; (3) it does not mention a
bodily resurrection; (4) it does not mention us; (5) it does not
mention Christ on earth.

In his effort to parallel Rev. 20:4 with Acts 2:38, the Dallas
premillennial’s Doctor Wood says of the Acts 2 passage:

(1) It does not mention immersion in the name of the Father,
Son and Holy Ghost; (2) it does not mention faith or belief;
(3) it does not mention salvation or use the clause in order to
obtain; (4) it does not mention “us”--all the pronouns are in
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the second person and therefore included only those present;
(5) it does not mention the birth of anything and water is not in
the passage. Thus the doctor thinks he has scored one on us in
our Revelation 20 argument. He wants the parallel examined.
We are glad to accommodate him.

First,: If baptism is immersion then Acts 2:38 mentions im-
mersion. Wonder if the doctor really thinks there are “modes”
of baptism.

Second: If baptism “in the name of Jesus Christ” is the
baptism Christ commanded, then it mentions the Father, Son
and Holy Ghost, for the latter is the only baptism Christ ever
commanded, and is therefore the only one that could be done
“in the name of Jesus Christ.”

Third: If unbelievers can “repent and be baptized” then
Acts 2:38 does not mention “faith or belief,” but since the doc-
tor himself says in his article that only believers can be baptized,
since Acts 2:38 commands baptism it follows that it commands
faith. He tripped himself on that one. Perhaps, while he is
getting up he might read verse 37.

Fourth: If remission of sins means salvation, then it men-
tions salvation, for it mentions remission of sins. And if EIS
is in order to, then it mentions “in order to,” for it mentions
EIS. Wonder if the doctor thinks EIS means because of, or
one or two of several things. Does he stand with Norris on
Acts 2:39 also?

Fifth: If “you and your children and all that are afar off”
includes “us” then “we” are mentioned and therefore more than
“only those present” were “included.”

Sixth : If water is the element of baptism then Acts 2:38 is
water for as a matter of fact when it mentions baptism it men-
tions everything baptism is! Even the doctor should be able
to see that.

Seventh: It does not have to mention a birth, that being
figurative and only an illustration of what baptism does.

The doctor is showing the effects of his running with J. Frank
Norris. He had better quit his bad company before it is too
late. His entire article is just another sample of the straw-
grabbing extremes to which these theory-blinded brethren will
go to save their Revelation 20 idol.

Neither the text nor the context of Revelation 19 and 20
teach the earthly millennial theory or a single thing the millen-
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nialists are obligated to prove. This point was fully covered
in the debates with Neal and Norris. The former is in print.
Doctor Wood has added nothing to what Neal attempted to
do with the argument, though doubtless he thinks he has done
a better job. Being a mere reiteration of the arguments which
have already been exploded it is unnecessary to prolong this
article just to play with a Dallas dentist.

The very word “Pre-mil-Iennial-ism” is music to the ears of
these brethren. But it is in fact a synonym for error. "Pre"
means before (Christ comes before); “millennial” means a
thousand years (he will stay a thousand years when he comes);
and "ism" just means that it’s not so.

The doctor had better stayed with the Methodists than to
take up with J. Frank Norris and John Rice Baptists.
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MUST HERESY BE FELLOWSHIPPED?

(NOVEMBER, 1935)

Periodically the brotherhood is treated to the lamentations
of R. H. Boll, in Word and Work, against being “put out” of
the fellowship of the brethren because of his heresies. In the
October issue of his pamphlet he again bewails that the church
has become a sect, a denomination, a religious party excluding
Christians, such as himself and others with him who hold and
propagate his “admittedly peculiar” beliefs. He declaims that
those of us who oppose his “prophetic teaching” are “An Anti-
Millennarian Sect,” under which title he would justify himself
for upholding the doctrines that he condemns us for opposing.
He alone is undenominational, non-sectarian, nonpartisan, and
uncreedbound, holding “membership” in “the church universal”
and simply “of the church to which all God’s children belong.”
The whole tone and tenor of the article represents an apology
for error and a plea for the toleration of “every wind of doc-
trine” that may blow over the church. He argues that if a man
“believes and obeys the gospel and teaches men so” he should
not be disfellowshipped for any other teaching in which he may
indulge no matter how far beyond that gospel he may go or to
what extent his peculiar teaching may be pressed. And right
with this apparent meekness, he injects the very tone of sarcasm
into his references to those whom he denominates as the “us”
and the “we” who oppose him and who he says “are no longer
of the church to which all God’s children belong.”

THE CHURCH UNIVERSAL

If conclusions from one’s reasoning are ever in order then
the inevitable conclusion from Brother Boll’s line of talk is that
he must fellowship all who “have obeyed the gospel” and “are
of the church to which all God’s children belong.” Now, on
this basis we want to know how the Word and Work editor will
disfellowship some of “God’s children” of the Christian Church
with their many innovations and deviations-the digressives.
What right does he have to “put them out” seeing they “obeyed
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the gospel” and are (at least were) “of the church to which all
of God’s children belong”-that church universal. Does the
Word and Work “draw the line” on them?

The October issue of Word and Work announced “An im-
portant article on ‘instrumental music’ by Brother R. H. Boll”
to appear in their November issue. How “important” is In-
strumental Music? Is it important enough for these brethren
to break fellowship with some who have “obeyed the gospel”
and are of the “church universal”?  If  Word and Work’s “Broth-
er R. H. Boll” sticks to his dictum in that article he will not be
able to say anything very important on the subject.

It would be interesting indeed to read an article in Word
and Work  telling us who should be disfellowshipped and why.
His “all God’s children” rule will not allow him to “draw the
line” on anything taught or practiced by anybody who is one
of God’s children and belongs to “the church universal.”

A DIFFERENT DOCTRINE

Compare Word and Work’s rule with some of Paul’s instruc-
tions along the line. Paul admonished Timothy to “charge
certain men not to teach a different doctrine” and said “if any
man teacheth a different doctrine, and consenteth not to sound
words . . . he is puffed up, knowing nothing, but doting about
questionings and disputes of words, whereof cometh envy,
strife, railings, evil surmisings, wranglings of men corrupted
in mind and bereft of truth.” What shall we do about those
men who against these charges persist in teaching these “dif-
ferent doctrines?” Brother Boll’s “all God’s children” rule says
they must be fellowshiped. But Paul’s rule says: “A factious
man after the first and second admonition refuse; knowing that
such a one is perverted, and sinneth, being self-condemned.”
Will Word and Work’s “Brother R. H. Boll” tell us in that im-
portant article how to refuse such a man?

Again, Paul commands : “Now I beseech you brethren, mark
them that are causing the divisions and occasions of stumbling,
contrary to the doctrine which ye learned; and turn away from
them.” Now will “Brother R. H. Boll” tell us who, according
to his little rule, should be marked and from whom should we
ever turn away? Will he mark the users of Instrumental Music?
Will he turn away from them? Will he “put them out” of that
church “to which all God’s children belong?” We will see just
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how important that coming article will be, and incidentally,
how consistent it is with Word and Work’s “All God’s children”
rule.

SHIFTING THE BLAME

The whim of Word and Work’s editor that those who oppose
his “prophetic teaching” are “An Anti-Millennarian Sect” and
the cause of the division is the weakest of all the weak things
that he has penned. Is “Brother R. H. Boll” anti anything?
If so, then he is an Anti-Some-Sort-Of-A-Sect. Is he against
Instrumental Music enough to disfellowship its users? Then
he is an Anti-Instrumental Music Sect, disfellowshiping some of
“God’s children” who hold “membership” in the “church uni-
versal,” and thus he belongs to “a religious party which does
not include all Christians” and which “excludes” some of “God’s
children.”

We are just feeding Word and Work’s “Brother R. H. Boll”
out of his own spoon with the hope that he may lose his taste
for the spoon.

Shifting the blame for division has been the common effort
of all innovationists, schismatics, and dividers of churches,
since the church began. The innovators never cause division,
0, no! it is always the opposition! In the July Word and Work
its editor has the unvarnished audacity to say that he has
“never divided a church in his life”! So said Charles M. Neal
in the Winchester debate. So say the digressives. But take a
look at Louisville and Winchester! Then read the statement
of E. L. Jorgenson in which he boasted that there are thirty-two
congregations in and around Louisville identified with the Word
and Work party. Is that not a tacit admission of the division
they are promoting? Of course, unopposed, no error or ism
from sprinkling to speculation would ever cause the division.
The cause of the division, however, is the teaching; opposition
is the effect; division the result. Acquiescence to error is not
the price nor the basis of Christian unity.

Will Word and Work’s “Brother R. H. Boll” tell us who
caused the division over Instrumental Music and Societies, in
that “important” article he is about to write? Was it those
who teach and practice such or was it those who oppose these
innovations? This effort of Word and Work’s editor to shift
the blame is stale with age. He borrowed it from the digres-
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sives. He ought to send it home. We know that the stigma
and reproach of the division he has caused by his heresies must
be weighing heavily upon him. His writings show it; but the
ignoble attempt he is making to shift the blame and shield his
guilt is not the way out of it.

THE PROPHETIC CR E E D

Sometime ago Word and Work entered a demurrer that “in
order to fellowship this sectarian body” (referring to us) he
must subscribe to certain negative views on prophecy, and wrote
out our negative creed. That is, what we do not believe is the
creed he objects to. Then the opposite of that, or what he does
believe is the creed to which he subscribes. If not, why not? It’s
a poor rule that works only one way. So if all that Word and
Work says on creeds be true it only proves that he has one.
Like the boy whose playmate called him a bad name, when we
accuse Brother Boll of “speculating” he just says “You’re
another one”!

Because we oppose his prophetic doctrines he charges that we
have a creed that preachers must “sign up” in order to be ortho-
dox. Now the Word and Work’s “Brother R. H. Boll” besides
being too meek and sweet-spirited to talk that way is in reality
the last man who ought to say anything about anybody having
a creed. Let us take another look at the Premillennial Creed.

1. The kingdom of Daniel 2:44--the kingdom of God-has
not yet come into existence.

2. This kingdom, though announced by John and Jesus as at
hand, “has never yet appeared.” (R. H. Boll.) It was post-
poned because national Israel rejected Jesus.

3. In consequence of his rejection by the Jews, Jesus pigeon-
holed the divine plan, introduced the “church age”--meaning
the present dispensation-and went back to heaven to stay
until the Jews get into a notion of letting him set up a kingdom
on their territory.

4. While he is waiting for the Jews to decide what they will
do about it, (the kingdom promise having defaulted) Jesus is
sitting in an attitude of expectancy at God’s right hand, not
being King in either “act or fact”--only expecting to be King
when the Jews allow him.
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5. During this period of waiting, politics must play its part.
According to Daniel, the kingdom of God must be established
“in the days of these kings”--the Roman kings. But Rome is
gone-ended in 476 A.D. Hence, old pagan Rome is to come
back into existence to play her part in the fulfillment of Daniel
2:44.

6. As a prior and contingent event, however, the Jews must
be nationally restored to Palestine, and converted to Christ, so
he can return as a real King “in act and fact,” instead of being
a mere figurehead, sitting by his Father in heaven, holding his
hands.

7. It calls for another reconstruction of the temple of Solo-
mon, the complete national restoration of Israel, and the en-
tire reinstitution of the Jewish system.

8. With national Israel restored, and the Solomonic temple
rebuilt, the next thing in order is the reoccupation of David’s
literal throne in Jerusalem. The Lord, leaving the throne of his
majesty on high, descends upon Jerusalem and sits down upon
an old dilapidated Davidic Jewish throne--to be a king on
earth.

9. The resurrected and living saints will meet the Lord in
the air, accompanying him “somewhere” in the heavens “for a
time” to attend to “certain affairs” designated by Russell and
Rutherford “the rapture,” but by Boll and Neal “the first
stage” of the second coming.

10. An interval between the “first stage” and the real second
coming (believed by most millennialists to be several years)
of great tribulation on the earth, escaped by those righteous,
who will be “somewhere” with Christ, who afterwards descends
again with the saints to vanquish the wicked nations and start
the millennium.

11. That is the beginning of the thousand years’ reign of
Christ--the real millennium--the literal thousand years’ reign
of Christ on the earth. It is all liable to happen overnight, for
the second coming of Christ is imminent--impending. The
event of his momentary appearance thus requires a series of
miraculous interventions that completely upset the gospel order
of things. It would necessitate a spontaneous regeneration of
the Jewish nation that makes the theory of direct operation of
the Holy Spirit in the conversion of sinners a mere side issue; a
phenomenal transportation of Israel to Palestine that would
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make the crossing of the Red Sea look like stepping over a pud-
dle; and a rebuilding of the old temple in less time than it took
to grow Jonah’s gourd.

12. After the thousand years, Satan again musters his forces
for a great battle of short duration (Armageddon) in the Valley
of Esdraelon, to be defeated and cast down for the last time,
and Christ, victorious, takes the saints to heaven.

PAGE THE PR O O F

Now, does the Boll theory actually embrace such a system of
“prophetic views?” It does. The documentary evidence is
available.

If brethren Neal and Boll, or any of their apologizers deny
these things, we have as evidence their own books and writings.

Brother Boll admitted in Word and Work the following points
of my itemization:

1. The “reign of Christ with his saints on the earth for a
thousand years, following this dispensation and the return of
Christ.”

2. A literal resurrection of the righteous, “separated from
the resurrection of the rest of the dead by a thousand years.”

3. The conversion and restoration of Israel to their “own
land.”

4. Another kingdom of Christ, “more than the church,” yet
future, which Christ will establish on the earth at his coming.

5. Prophecies concerning the kingdom, taken at “face value,”
are yet unfulfilled.

6. The apocalyptic vision of Revelations 20 is literal, not fig-
urative, and its “plain import” teaches a literal, earthly millen-
nium.

Having thus far represented Brother Boll correctly, by his
own admissions, let us now cite the proof for the other items.

From Boll’s own “booklet on ‘The Kingdom’ " the following
is sifted:

1. On page 34, last paragraph, he says that the kingdom an-
nounced by John and Jesus “has never yet appeared.”

2. On page 35, first paragraph, he says “the kingdom promise
was national” and “the preparatory repentance must also be
national”; and since the Jews did not nationally repent, the
kingdom promise was not fulfilled.
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3. On pages 37 and 38 he says that in consequence of the
kingdom postponement, Jesus introduced a new and unexpect-
ed aspect of the kingdom--“the church age.”

4. On page 61 he says that Christ is not King “in fact and
act,” but his throne is now "de jure et potentia"--by right and
authority only; but when Christ returns, his throne will be “de
facto et actu”--in fact and act.

5. On page 81 he uses the famous “vestibule illustration”
and says the church is only the vestibule of the kingdom.

6. On page 71 he says that “so long as Satan’s throne is on
the earth, Christ is not exercising the government.”

7. On page 18 he argues that old pagan Rome must come back
into existence in order to fulfill the prophecy of Daniel 2:44,
which said the kingdom of God would be established “in the
days of those kings,” the Roman kings.

8. Then in his treatise on “The Second Coming” (now out of
print), on page 21, he said: “The first stage of the second com-
ing is when the Lord comes down to receive his saints up. Then
after certain affairs have been attended to, he comes with them,
and the whole world sees his coming.” This is what Russell
called “the rapture,” but Brother Boll names it the “first stage”
of the second coming, and “a time” for Christ and the saints to
attend to “certain affairs” in the heavens somewhere.

9. Finally, on page 55 of “light in a Dark Place,” Charles
M. Neal orders the reallotment of the land of Canaan to the
Jews in the millennium, and locates the site in Jerusalem for the
rebuilding of Solomon’s temple, when Jerusalem, “Israel’s
capital city,” becomes “the capital city and religious center of
the world.”

Some time ago E. L. Jorgenson said that while there was “a
semblance of truth” in things I have urged he yet accused me of
deliberate misrepresentation and classed me with the wicked
Jews "who told lies on Paul." We met this challenge of veracity
by producing the evidence from R. H. Boll’s own books to sup-
port every item we had charged against him and then called
upon Brother Jorgenson to either disprove and repudiate the
evidence or else retract his charges that I had misrepresented,
misquoted and lied. Up until this time he has not done so. It
is his plain duty to do it. It was his challenge of our honesty.
We met it by furnishing the evidence in question. There is
only one honest course of procedure left for Brother Jorgenson--
disprove our evidence or withdraw his accusations.
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CHARGING THE CONSEQUENCES

It has been repeatedly shown that the consequences of this
ponderous premillennial program is destructive of the gospel
and vitiating to the entire Christian system.

1. The postponement of the kingdom theory makes God
false to his promise. Jesus and John preached: “The kingdom
of God is at hand; repent ye and believe the gospel.” Multi-
tudes repented in good faith, but did not get the kingdom--
the Jews postponed it!

2. The theory makes the church a mere accident, the result
of a prophetic default, for the “church age” was introduced in
lieu of a kingdom that did not arrive.

3. The theory of the future reign virtually denies that Christ
is reigning now. It puts the “reign of the Son of God” at the
end of this dispensation--in the millennium.

4. It nullifies the Great Commission in that it denies that
Christ is exercising “all authority in heaven and in earth.” It
denies that he is King in “act or fact” now, thus stripping him
of his kingly power and rule.

5. It antagonizes every passage of scripture that speaks of
this dispensation as “the last days.” If there is another dis-
pensation of time to follow this, differing from the present dis-
pensation of time then the present dispensation is not the last
days. But the Bible says it is.

6. It brings Christ down from the throne of his majesty and
puts him on the earth, his footstool--an inglorious demotion.

7. It denies that Christ is on David’s throne in heaven now;
therefore, bars the Gentiles from the blessings of the gospel.
James said in Acts 15 that the prophecy of Amos regarding
the rebuilding of the tabernacle or throne of David had been
fulfilled, that the Gentiles might seek after God. This was his
argument to justify the work that Paul and Barnabas had done
at Antioch among the Gentiles. If the Christ is not now seated
on David’s throne in the heavens, the work of Paul among the
Gentiles was premature and the argument of James a fallacy;
and, worse still, we, being Gentiles, cannot seek after God to-
day. Believe it or not, this consequence exists. A simple pars-
ing of the sentence in Acts 15:17, containing the above adverbial
clause of purpose, is sufficient to anybody who knows grammar.
The conclusion cannot be escaped, and it alone condemns the
future throne of David theory.
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8. The theory alternates type and antitype--Judaism and
Christianity. It revives in the millennium ceremonies and
ordinances of the law which Jesus nailed to the cross and buried
in his tomb. What a loathsome work!

9. It is the same mistake the Jews made when they expected
a King like Caesar, and in their disappointment rejected Christ,
our King. The present effort to dethrone him is but little short
of the Jews’ rejection of him.

10. The system is rank materialism. It teaches that saints
now living will in the millennium occupy “positions” of au-
thority in which they will exercise temporal power under Christ
and thus “judge the world.” It is a complete let down. It is
a flareback to “the weak and beggarly elements.” It is not con-
ducive in any of its phases to true spirituality.

PRESSING THE ISSUE

In the Gospel Advocate sometime ago, on the matter of
charging consequences of a doctrine, G. C. Brewer correctly
stated that the one against whom the consequences were charged
could take an option on one of three things. 1. Avow the con-
sequences and try to defend them. 2. Deny the consequences
and try to prove that they do not exist. 3. Or, just let them
alone, in which case we should “press them (the consequences)
for all they are worth.” Now, that is right. Since we are all
agreed on charging the consequences, it is now up to Brother
Boll or anybody who wants to help him, to either avow these
consequences and defend them, or attempt to prove that they
do not exist. If he or they will do either we are ready to meet
them on that ground of battle. If they will do neither then we
should all, including Brother Brewer, “press the issue for all it
is worth.” That is exactly what some of us are doing.

It is just this sectarian doctrine that R. H. Boll is demand-
ing the churches to fellowship in order to avoid becoming a sect.
By his persistent pressing of these rank theories he has forfeited
his right to the confidence and respect of a charitably inclined
brotherhood, has theorized himself out of their fellowship, and
has made of his party a little human sect among others of like
sort. He has no one to blame but himself. But for his own stub-
born declaration of independence he could now be enjoying the
fellowship of the churches of Christ everywhere and be doing
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untold good. As it is, he has “chosen to ostracize from their
fellowship” himself and his party. In one of his “doctrinal
manifestoes,” in the very tone of defiance, he said: “If any of
us must be rejected from fellowship on these grounds, I can see
no other chance. They will just have to put us out.” Thus by
their own dictum would they put themselves out.

So, rather than abandon their pet theories, R. H. Boll and
his party are going out from us--because in heart and faith they
are not of us. It is the emergence of a sect.
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APPEALS

(DECEMBER, 1935)

Occasionally a complaint is heard against appeals from weak
churches in hard and destitute fields.

Brethren who live in places where the church has been long
and firmly established, the meetinghouse paid for, and current
expenses easily met with the Sunday contributions, even when
these contributions represent a mere pittance in proportion to
the ability of the large congregations to give, cannot appreciate
the struggle that a few God-fearing, Christ-loving men and
women make in these hard places, striving to establish the cause
of Christ under every sort of physical handicap, opposition, and
discouragement. To complain at appeals for help from such
places is the wrong attitude. We should rather be glad that
opportunity has been given us to have part in such worthy ef-
forts. The admonition for the strong to “bear the infirmities
of the weak” may have a missionary as well as a benevolent ap-
plication.

Many of the great cities in the U. S. and Canada are without
churches of Christ. Others have small congregations, with-
out church property, meeting in rented quarters, with no hope
of acquiring property of their own without substantial assist-
ance. Shall we complain when such needs are placed before the
churches? Rather, let us rejoice in having the opportunity
to have the fellowship with the Lord’s faithful people in these
hard places and respond liberally to every worthy call. Every
well-established congregation should determine to establish
another congregation in some mission field every year. This
would solve our missionary problem on the New Testament
plan.
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ANESTHETIC

(DECEMBER, 1935)

We are hearing somewhat about certain “methods of ap-
proach” in preaching the gospel, which seems to mean the soft-
pedal art of “getting it over” to the hearer in such easy style
that he doesn’t realize it--a sort of anesthetic preaching. The
apostles were not trained in that art. On Pentecost Peter’s
hearers were “pricked in their heart.” A brilliant young preach-
er in the Jerusalem church named “Stephen” preached a ser-
mon to the Jews so caustic that they were “cut to the heart,”
and they killed him. But it is better to preach one sermon like
that and die than live in the praise and plaudits of the modern
sort.

But we are softly told that we should preach in love. Paul
was the author of the admonition, “speaking the truth in love,”
yet to one who was opposed to the truth and sought to turn
people from the faith he said: “0 full of all subtlety and all
mischief, thou child of the devil, thou enemy of all righteous-
ness, wilt thou not cease to pervert the right ways of the Lord?”
(Acts 13:10.) He was accused of “turning the world upside
down,” of being a disturber of peace, of clashing with other
religions, opposing other parties, and unsettling things generally.

Preaching the truth in love does not mean that the preacher
ought to sentimentally love all people so well that he will let
them die in disobedience and go to hell rather than say any-
thing to nettle their feelings or stir their conscience.

Paul charged a certain young preacher to “reprove, rebuke,
exhort.” Some preaching heard and heard about these days
would make one think Paul had said “exhort, exhort, exhort”!

The man who loves the truth does not have to try to preach
it in love. A young man once asked a veteran preacher how to
best prepare himself to preach. The pioneer preacher, known
for his plainness in preaching, said: “Get brimful and running
over with the word of God, and it will come out”! We add that
the methods, the gestures, and the love will take care of them-
selves.



383

MARK THEM

(DECEMBER, 1935)

Some of the brethren of the speculative group object to being
marked for their theoretical teaching. One writer diagnosed
the “trouble” of the brethren who are particular about what is
taught in the churches as a case of the marking itch. Still, it is
evident that some should be marked. Paul said so. Now, who
would this brother mark, itch or no itch? If he marks a “digres-
sive,” could not his music brother appropriate the diagnosis and
register the same objection? It would seem to depend on who
marks and who gets marked as to whether it is the mania of this
diagnostician or not.

Paul said “mark them.” “Now I beseech you, brethren,
mark them that are causing the divisions and occasions of
stumbling, contrary to the doctrine which ye learned; and turn
away from them.” (Rom. 16:17.) Whom does this include?
All who “are causing the divisions . . . . . contrary to the doc-
trine” we have learned. When brethren cause divisions over
the teaching of theories regarding a supposed future-kingdom
reign of the Lord on the earth, the case is plain enough. Such
teaching with its consequent division is contrary to the doctrine
we have learned in the New Testament. They will either have
to quit teaching these theories or be marked.

When a man is promoting unity upon the truth and nothing
but the truth, he is not concerned about being marked. He is
willing to be distinguished by what he teaches. The man who
does not want to be marked for what he teaches is likely the
very man who ought to be marked. It is the teaching, after all,
that does the marking. Brethren should observe it. For “by
their smooth and fair speech they beguile the hearts of the in-
nocent.”

PLEADING GUILTY

Under paragraph header “Who Is the Troubler in Israel?”
R. H. Boll compares himself to Elijah, Paul, and other "fire-
brands"--and then with Jesus, concerning whom he quotes:
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“There was a division among the people because of him.” He
reminds us that Jesus “brought not peace but a sword” and “be-
cause of him people were divided in every household” and Paul,
he says, was a “first-class troublemaker” who went into “per-
fectly peaceful communities” and left them in “riot and up-
roar.” This brother has surely changed his tune. All the time
he has pleaded his docility, meekness, humility, played up the
martyr spirit and protested that he never divided anything in
all his life. He has charged the rioting and tearing up in gen-
eral to others. Now he pleads guilty to being the troubler, but
reminds us of Elijah--and behold, a greater than Elijah is here.
Heretofore, the rest of us have disturbed “peaceful communi-
ties” by our opposition; now, he breaks down and admits that
he is himself a veritable firebrand--like Paul! Moreover, what
of it if the church is divided?--“for time and again we read that
‘there was a division among the people because of him’ “--and
Brother Boll is very Christlike!

Brother Boll forgot to refer to the Lord’s conclusion con-
cerning these offences and divisions: “For it must needs be
that the occasions come; but woe to that man through whom
the occasion cometh!"
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CONTROVERSIAL

(DECEMBER, 1935)

Some good but misinformed brethren would keep all disputed
issues out of our papers. That is too much like trying to preach
Christ and say nothing about baptism. The Bible itself is full
of disputed issues. Jesus disputed with every class of errorists
of his day. Paul was both an offensive and a defensive fighter.
His words to that perverter of the Way, named “Elymas” who
sought to turn Sergius Paulus, the proconsul, “from the faith”
represent a veritable verbal volcanic eruption : “0 full of all
guile and all villainy, thou son of the devil, thou enemy of all
righteousness, wilt thou not cease to pervert the right ways
of the Lord?” Too harsh, too harsh, Paul; you ought to preach
in love! If gospel preachers today should preach like Christ and
the apostles preached, it would give some of the brethren creep-
ing paralysis.

It will not bid a fair future for the church of Christ when
brethren in large numbers come to maintain an apologetic at-
titude toward the truth, or oppose exposition of error, or object
to the discussion of disputed issues.

The church of the New Testament grew when opponents of
the truth beheaded its exponents. The church of the past cen-
tury grew when our own pioneers waged relentless war on error
in denominations, when the doors of public buildings were
closed against them, when persecution was bitter, and when
courage was an essential quality in the man who would preach
the gospel. Imagine the preachers and editors that have graced
the pulpit and page in the past generation steering clear of dis-
puted issues! Where would the church be today? The church
of this generation will become languid in compromise, if not en-
tirely lose its identity among the humanisms of the day, if the
noncombative policy some brethren urge should be adopted.

Those brethren who think the policy of exposing error in
or out of the church too drastic and who believe a course of
less resistance and severity should be pursued would do well
to look up some old files of the papers and see how the men
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whose memories are cherished and whose praises are yet sung,
wrote and preached a generation ago. We often hear it said:
“We need a Lipscomb, a Sewell, a Benjamin Franklin, at the
helm today.” True, indeed; and if they were here to do the
steering, certain forms of error gaining currency in our own
ranks could not get a start.

The fact that there have been objections to the policy of ex-
posing error all the way up and down the line, from “first prin-
ciples” of the plan of salvation to the destructive theories con-
cerning a future-kingdom reign of Christ on earth, with all of
their latent evils, is but proof that the teaching is well timed,
well aimed, and taking effect.
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R. H. BOLL MAKES A STATEMENT

(DECEMBER 12, 1935)

The editor of Word and Work specializes in statements, mani-
festoes and agreements. In 1932 under the caption “Here’s
My Hand” he offered to withdraw all theories, speculations,
and views on prophecy on an agreement to take what every
“passage in question actually says” and that “without additions,
subtractions, and alterations and without regard for any theories
on the subject.” This proposition was made to the Gospel Ad-
vocate with evident aim at tactfulness. The proposition was
promptly accepted, for that was the very thing we had been
trying to get these brethren to do i.e. teach the Bible on these
subjects without their additions and theories. This very offer
to do so was within itself an admission that he had not been
doing so. But lo! upon the acceptance of his proposition Broth-
er Boll immediately withdraws his hand and his offer on the
ground that he did not believe we were sincere in our acceptance
of it! Then followed the great “Doctrinal Manifesto” by R. H.
Boll furnishing additional occasion for controversy and adding
fuel to the fire.

Though Brother Boll protests strenuously against creed-
making and creed-writing, charging all who oppose his pro-
phetic views” as having one, he yet writes more statements of
his supposed beliefs (with much of his teaching withheld) than
anybody else.

EVADING THE ISSUE

Now the Word and Work is on a hot spot again, and Brother
Boll makes another statement. But all who have followed his
course and know his teaching through the years know that he
has not made a full statement. He and his adherents know
that his statement in the November issue of Word and Work is
only a small part of what he believes and teaches. And what
he does say is vague and in his carefully chosen words is couched
his hidden theory of things. Note for instance that he refers
to the church as “the manifestation of the kingdom of God on
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earth, in this present dispensation.” Per that statement the
church is not the kingdom at all--just the “manifestation” of
it in “this dispensation.” Why did he not state “clearly,” as
he claimed to do, what he teaches regarding the actual kingdom
on earth in what he calls “the next dispensation”--the millen-
nium? He knows that to do so would defeat the very purpose
of his statement.

He further states that he believes “this kingdom or church
exists now.” But that is not the issue. The controversy is over
that kingdom which Brother Boll says Christ will establish on
earth when he comes, over in Palestine, to reign on another dis-
pensation entirely different from “this dispensation” and in a
world kingdom. Why does he withhold this? Simply because
it does not serve the purpose of his “statement” to reveal it,

He declares also that “Jesus is King now, crowned with honor
and glory, enthroned on the right hand of the Father.” But he
did not tell you that He is not King in “act and fact”--only in
expectancy--and will not become King in fact or act until at the
end of “this dispensation” when He will become a real King on
earth--in act and fact. And he did not disclose his belief that
Christ now sits not on His own throne but on the “Father’s
throne” but when He comes He will revive David’s throne in
Palestine, earthly Jerusalem, and will then occupy “His throne”
as king on earth. Why did he not make a full statement or none
at all? Because the present statement is pure propaganda, an
effort to catch the unwary.

He then assures us that he does, at least, “teach the Great
Commission and encourage the practice of it” and concedes
that it applies to the Gentiles. But he did not tell his readers
his denial of the existence now of the Tabernacle of David
which James says (Acts 15:14-17) must be established that the
Gentiles might seek after God. So if the Tabernacle of David is
not in existence now (and Brother Boll says it is not) then the
Gentiles cannot seek after God. How, then, does the Great Com-
mission “apply” to the Gentiles, and why does Brother Boll
“teach” it to them and “encourage” them to practice it? The
answer to these questions does not serve the immediate purpose
of his little statement.

I now call upon Brother Boll to say that his statement repre-
sents all that he believes and teaches as it stands on the ques-
tions at issue. He began his statement by saying “I desire also
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to state clearly my position on some of the questions at issue.”
But he did not do it. He did not state “clearly” his position
on any question at issue. The establishment of the church and
Christ sitting at the right hand of God now are not the questions
that are at issue. Brother Boll’s statement as it stands to those
who know his actual teaching is worse than the maneuvering
of a politician to get votes.

BOLL versus BOLL

In order that the reader may be able to contrast his state-
ment with his teaching let us compare it with certain other
statements he has made in his books where he does reveal, even
though with much care and caution, what he really believes.

1. “I believe that the church of Christ (which is the man-
ifestation of the kingdom of God on earth, in the present dis-
pensation) was established on the first Pentecost after Christ’s
resurrection.” (The Statement)

But in his book “Kingdom of God” he says that in conse-
quence of the postponement of the kingdom which John an-
nounced was “at hand,” Jesus introduced an unexpected aspect
of the kingdom--“the church age.” (Kingdom of God, pages
37, 38)

And on page 81 of the same book, Kingdom of God, by R. H.
Boll himself, he uses the famous “vestibule illustration” in
which he says the church is only the vestibule of the kingdom.
Sometimes it is “a vestibule” and again a “manifestation” but
never the actual kingdom, provided for in his theory. Such
wincing under the weight of pressure and such withholding of
actual teaching in what purports to be sincerity is lacking in
the straightforwardness of even ordinary honesty.

2. “That this kingdom or church exists now.” (The State-
ment)

But in his book he says definitely that the kingdom announced
by John and Jesus " h a s  never yet appeared”--get it reader, has
never yet appeared. (Kingdom of God, page 34, last paragraph.)

Again in the same book, he says, that “the kingdom promise
was national” and “the preparatory repentance must also be
national”; and since the Jews did not nationally repent, the
kingdom promise was not fulfilled. (Kingdom of God, page 35,
first paragraph.)

Still more in the same book, he argues that old pagan Rome
must come back into existence in order to fulfill the kingdom
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prophecies such as Daniel 2:44, which John announced was “at
hand” since it was to be established “in the days of those kings.”
(Kingdom of God, page 18)

3. “That Jesus is King now, crowned with honor and glory
enthroned on the right hand of the Father.” (The Statement)

But read from his book such statements that Christ is not
King “in fact and act” but his throne is now “de jure et poten-
tia”--by right and authority only; but when Christ returns to
earth, His throne will be “de facto et actu”--in fact and act.
(Kingdom of God, page 61). It is there friends, so how does his
“statement” look? But that is not all that is there. He further
says that “so long as Satan’s throne is on the earth, Christ is
not exercising the government.” (Kingdom of God, page 71.)
Get that, reader--Christ is not exercising the government! He
only sits enthroned at the right hand of God--waiting to rule--
more of a Crown Prince than a King!

THE TEST OF FELLOWSHIP

Of his teaching Brother Boll says: “I have never made it a
test of fellowship and have never caused division over it and
never shall.” (The Statement)

He has a school to propagate his theories, a paper to dissemi-
nate it, a party to support it, and a missionary agency to sow
it in foreign fields, but he never causes any division and makes
no test of fellowship-that is, if you will fellowship his scheme
of things and his course of conduct he will fellowship you ! Who,
from a liberal Methodist to a compromising digressive, will not
do as much?

But in the same issue of Word and Work in that very “im-
portant” article on Instrumental Music, he said: “The moment
the instrument was introduced, it compelled a division: those
who believed it to be wrong had no alternative left them but
either to submit or get out. Some swallowed their conscientious
objections and remained; but many got out. This is the simple
history of the case.” Yes, and it is the simple history of the
Boll case! In order to fellowship Brother Boll’s party “those
who believed” his teaching to be wrong had “no alternative”
but to submit. He does not make this teaching a test but to
fellowship him you have to submit to it!

Of instrumental music he said that it being a matter of in-
difference, or a nonessential--“then in that case the law of love
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would demand its abolishment.” Then he says on that subject,
“the conclusion is that for love and unity’s sake it should be
abandoned. There are other reasons besides this, but this
alone, it seems, should be sufficient.” And there are other
reasons why we believe R. H. Boll should abandon his teaching
“but this alone, it seems” to us also “should be sufficient” as a
demand for the abolishment of his own theory and the abandon-
ment of the divisive course he is pursuing.

If Brother Boll can apply the law of love to the Digressives
in their unscriptural practices why can he not apply the same
law of love to himself in his unscriptural teaching, which is also
a practice? Verily, the legs of the lame are unequal.

A SINISTER SY S T E M

There are many who believe too much has been made of op-
position to Premillennialism. They disavow any belief either
in whole or in part of the theories but regard them as “harmless
guessing” and as on the whole “unimportant.” Most of this
class of good people have never studied the questions involved,
have never lived where they have disturbed the church, and
have never experienced the inner workings and secret move-
ments of this party that has “sowed tares in the field,” while
others who have had too much confidence in the goodness and
piety of these speculators have slept. It is a sinister system.
Their methods are cowardly. They work “in a corner”--not in
the open.

Millennial propaganda is disguised in the sale of literature
featuring divers and uncanny approaches to the various phases
of premillennialism. So-called “analytical Bibles,” such as the
Scofield Bible, are but handbooks on premillennialism. These
books are not Bibles at all--they are works of men bearing the
Bible title. They are rank with sectarianism and are not to be
recommended. Christians who want the Bible should procure
a copy of the King James, or American Revised, translation of
the Scriptures. Get the Bible, not some man’s analytical per-
versions of it.

This movement also seems to be working as a sort of secret
operative system. There is an ambitious program somewhat
under cover to gain influence and representation in the churches.
It works through individuals, preachers, teachers, and laymen
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who are not avowed “Boll followers,” but who are sympathizers
and supporters. They hold positions in our schools, write in
our papers, and are leaders in our churches.

When a preacher or a teacher says he is neutral on the ques-
tion of instrumental music in the church, everybody knows that
he is in favor of it and would have it under favorable circum-
stances. The same is true of the neuter genders among us on
this question.

It is folly to allow advantages. There is too much at stake.
The gospel preacher who will not defend the church against

the manifold errors of premillennialism, but who criticizes
those who do, is not a safe leader in thought and action.
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR-NO. 1

(Nom De Plume-December 1935)

Dear Editor:

Everything connected with the Boll myth has been
marked by stupendous weakness, within and without. The
progress of the movement has been weak, but we have only
the inherent complexity and stupidity of the theory itself
to thank for that; for until recently there has been virtually
no opposition to it. The opposition adopted the weak at-
titude, “Let it alone and it will die.” Although that attiude
is unscriptural and unreasonable--and is now twenty years
out of date, in so far as this movement is concerned, it is
still clung to by thousands of misguided church members.
The Gospel Guardian is needed to combat the great neutral-
ity which has developed in the church of Christ.

Of Self-Defense.

The chief and original weakness of the Boll myth is
that it is founded on a speculation. It is based on a profound
silence of the Scriptures. Such teaching distinguished
Brother Boll from other preachers within our ranks. It
made him the target of criticism. Self-justification is one
of the strongest laws of nature. He was naturally led to
think in terms of a lone wolf with the pack against him.
He eventually reached the conclusion that the church could
not disfellowship him without formulating an unwritten
creed--without becoming sectarian. That conclusion was
very weak and illogical but natural, since he was thinking
in self-defense. If he had not distinguished himself by
teaching his theory, there would have been no occasion for
reaching such a foolish conclusion.

Of Creeds

If it is necessary for us to formulate a creed to bar him
for teaching his speculation, we have already made one to
exclude those who use instrumental music and who work
through missionary societies. We are already sectarian
because we already exclude some. On the basis of history
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they are to blame for the division for they introduced these
into the worship forcing us to worship with them; or not
worship at the same time and in the same building. If they
had not introduced the instruments, there would have been
no division. If Brother Boll had not taught his theory there
would be no thought of disfellowship, and no weak position
on sectarianism.

Then when Brother Boyer manifested strong Holiness
tendencies, Brother Boll, having already retreated to the
grounds of the impossibility of disfellowship, very con-
sistently announced that he could not give Boyer up without
making himself a sectarian. But now that Boyer has gone
over to the Holiness, Brother Boll finds that Boyer has
built a sectarian fence around himself, excluded himself
from his fellowship. But he does not reach that conclusion
without taking a childish fling at his own opposition.
Having assumed one tremendously weak position in preach-
ing speculation, Brother Boll goes on from weakness to
weakness.

He says that about three years ago, Boyer unintention-
ally used a misleading phrase calculated to indicate that he
believed Holiness doctrine. He says that “a perfect barrage
of vicious, bitter, condemnatory criticism was levelled
against Boyer in several papers.” It is strange that the
criticism of Boyer made such an impression upon Brother
Boll. I have been unable to find anybody that remembers
such criticism as he describes coming from any paper. And
“several papers” would almost necessarily mean all of
them, for it would take them all to make several.

He says the hostile criticism that was heaped upon
Brother Boyer caused him to investigate the subject. That
is strange. Had he never investigated the subject before!
If not, what was he doing in the field as a missionary, the
sole dependence for instructing the natives in the religion of
Jesus Christ? Was he not investigated by those who sent
him, to see if he had investigated the truth of the Bible
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and was sound in the faith? If not, those who sent him,
whoever they may be should be investigated before they
send anybody else to the foreign field.

If Boyer had investigated this question why, did this
criticism lead him to investigate it again? He knew his
critics were honest about it. They did not know him. They
were jealous of the truth. If he had simply explained that
he believed as they did, but had made a slip in using an
unfortunate phrase, every word of criticism would have
been immediately withdrawn. They only wanted to protect
their readers from false teaching. If the slip was published,
it ought to have either been explained or criticised. It was
for the good of Boyer and the cause that criticism be made,
in the absence of a prompt explanation.

Why did Boyer take an antagonistic attitude? Is it not
preposterous weakness to allow honest criticism, or any
other kind, to drive one to investigate the truth and arrive
at error? Did he investigate in order to reach the wrong
conclusion? What else could have guided him to error?
The truth did not guide him to falsehood. If he was so weak
that he could not stand criticism, and rather than explain
a mistake, would embrace it, he was too weak to be a mis-
sionary. It is a reflection on Boyer’s intelligence and spirit-
ual manhood to insinuate that he was driven to the investi-
gation by criticism; yet if that is not what Boll means, there
is no point to his statement. He concluded thus: “Thus
one extreme tends toward another.”

Of Sec tarianism
I did not read a word of such criticism, but suppose

it was in the wrong spirit, would that justify the wrong
spirit upon the part of Boyer, and the error to which it
finally led him? Did not Brother Boyer hold the Holiness
belief something like a year ago when he submitted his list
of questions? Yet, Brother Boll said that he could not
turn him loose, because to do so would make Brother Boll
a sectarian. Now he turns him loose because Boyer has
become a sectarian. Was not Boyer sectarian in faith be-
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fore he joined the Holiness? Is that not why he joined
them ? Is it merely a matter of a name, or formal identifi-
cation with those who wear a different name? ’

Is endorsement of sectarian belief not fully as bad as
endorsement of a sectarian name would be? Is it not even
worse to endorse a sectarian within our ranks, than to en-
dorse one out of our ranks? If forced to do either, I had
rather support Boyer in the Holiness fellowship, than to
have supported him in our own fellowship, while he was
teaching Holiness doctrine. He could not do as much harm
now, for people know what he is. But, fortunately, I do
not have to support those who teach Holiness doctrine any-
where, and will not if I know it.

Of Martyrdom

Brother Boll held on to Boyer, and slapped those who
do not believe his theory when he turned Boyer loose, be-
cause he is in the same position as Boyer. He has been
mistreated all of his life. He has always pleaded sympathy.
He has been fighting with his back to the wall, even when
there was no wall, and before there was any fight. He is
a self-made martyr. That is, his friends have made him a
martyr and he has by the plan and spirit of his teachings
and by his tactic approval of what his friends say, accepted
the title.

I am afraid of men who are always being mistreated.
There is something dead up branch, for nature distributes
her blessings and her sorrows more evenly than that. One
man never gets all of either. And the idea of his friends
intimating that Brother Boll has been driven to extremes
in his teaching by the harsh opposition! They ought to be
ashamed of themselves. As little as I think of his doctrine,
and as little faith as I have in the myth of his superpiety,
I would not be guilty of preferring such a charge against
him. Why that is an insult to his intelligence and his Chris-
tian character. I would not follow a leader that would
change his convictions, or be influenced to stubbornly cling
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to a position because of criticism, whether it were just or
unjust.

O f  Opposition

Now Brother Boll made the first move. He started
teaching his speculative theory, and that has led to all the
other weak positions, even to his weak defense of being
mistreated and tossed about by the opposition. Brother
Boll voted first. Now what difference does it make how
somebody else votes? Do they not have as much right to
vote against his theory as he has to vote for it? If not,
the election is useless, and Brother Boll is virtually the
dictator of the church. I am sure he would not want to
be a dictator, for that is one of the epithets that he hurls
at the opposition. On the other hand, if others can vote
against his theory, will that lead Brother Boll to change
his vote, or vote twice?

In principle this is the same argument the “wets”
have always made. They said that more whiskey was be-
ing consumed under prohibition than before; I did not be-
lieve it. I know some quit when it came to be a violation
of the law to buy it, Then if more whiskey was consumed,
some must have started drinking when it was illegal, who
never bothered with it when it was permitted. Granting
that some did do this, what do you think of them as good
citizens? So hostile to authority that they would contract
the habit of drunkenness !

Brother Boll blames everything on the opposition to
his theory. What is wrong? Is the opposition making more
adherents to his doctrine ? Would he object if he thought
that were true ? That would be right up his alley. Is the
opposition interfering with the progress of Boll’s theory?
What does he expect? Does his theory not have to stand
upon its merits? What does he think is wrong about dis-
cussing and examining the merits of the question? Does he
expect protection from opposition because he is so out-
standingly pious, and because he prays so much in his
closet-but leaves the door open a peep, so that his followers
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can capitalize the fact for the enlightenment of the world?

Personally, I have never met Brother Boll, and frankly
do not believe half I hear about him. That is not presump-
tion. Prayer and piety are elements of secret service. How
did it leak out? Why does Brother Boll allow and encourage
this “martyr stuff” and superman propaganda? I do not
have to be personally acquainted with a man to know that
he cannot boast, directly or by proxy, of his great piety
and meekness and still have any of it left! It is contrary
to self-evident truth.

Now will this frankness furnish him justification for
his going deeper into speculation, or becoming more stub-
bornly entrenched therein? What has frankness or neu-
trality or kindness or unkindness got to do with the cor-
rectness of this theory? Would he renounce his theory if
the brethren would be kind? Sentiment has no standing
in the court of logic, where his theory stands condemned!

The teaching of his theory has led to all the weakness
of his childish positions. It has led to the opposition of both
his theory and his other manifestations of weakness. He
did not ask me about teaching the theory. When he stops
teaching it, the opposition will automatically cease. So, it
looks like it is up to Brother Boll, as it has always been.
whether the discussion goes on or not.

Of Spiritualizing

Brother Boll has complained because those who oppose
their speculations have attemped to spiritualize certain
prophecies--involving their theory--“out of existence.” It
is significant as a passing commentary upon the materialis-
tic tendencies of their teaching and thought that they cannot
understand how a thing can be spiritual and at the same
time be real. In the Neal-Wallace discussions, it finally
developed that what Brother Neal meant by all prophecies
being literally fulfilled was that they were really and truly
fulfilled. This sort of infidelity with respect to the reality
of things spiritual must be a handicap in studying a book
as full of figurative and spiritual expressions as the Bible.
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We would naturally expect that Brother Boll would not
spiritualize. But the facts do not bear out this expectation
He is very technical in some of his statements. He is as
technical as a shrewd attorney. He leaves himself a loophole.
He is not like his Saviour in frankness. Jesus said, “If it
were not so I would have told you.” But Brother Boll leaves
men to guess about some things in his statements.

He made an agreement one time to stop teaching his
doctrines; then, denied that he had agreed; and later said
that he agreed, but that the word “agree” did not mean
what some people thought it did. He does a lot of spiritualiz-
ing when it is convenient to his purposes. He spiritualized
that agreement out of existence, in so far as his part was
concerned.

He resembles a Delphian oracle. His pronouncements
can be taken one way by his followers and another way by
his opposers, provided the opposers will take it the way he
wants them to. In a recent statement a casual reader might
almost infer that he had conceded a point with reference to
Christ reigning now-almost, but not quite. He did not
make a full statement. He said nothing about David’s
throne. That would be fatal to his theory and he has no no-
tion of giving up his theory. Then why the statement?
What significance did it have? None whatever. He just
loves to experiment with ambiguous utterances. It keeps the
ignorant guessing what the great man is thinking about.

His statement says nothing, means nothing--just an
oracle, oracle-ing to be oracle-ing. Why does he not make a
frank statement, if any at all, of what he believes and does
not believe, and leave no loopholes or avenues of escape? If
the people ever found out all the oracle knows, they would
cease coming to the oracle and the oracle would have to go
out of the oracle-ing business. He spiritualizes all the mean-
ing out of his statements.

Of The Kingdom

But as a matter of fact he does a major job of spiritual-
izing. He spiritualizes the kingdom of Christ out of anything
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except a sort of literary existence. He admits that Christ is
now reigning, but he spiritualizes it. It is not real reigning
on a real throne in a real kingdom-it is just a manifesta-
tion of the kingdom! It used to be a phase of the kingdom.
but now it is only a manifestation. This is not much im-
provement, in so far as lending comfort to his theory is
concerned.

Phase was a good word. There could not be a phase of
a thing unless the thing existed--not without a lot of
spiritualizing. But there was just a trace of distant kinship,
or family resemblance, with the word “phantom.” A phase
is something that appears. A phantom is something that
seems to appear. But manifestation is a more definite
word. The original signification was “struck by the hand.”
Something manifest is made as plain as if one were struck
by a hand. It is a kind of knockdown argument for the
existence of the thing manifested.

Now if Brother Boll was struck by a hand, he would
surely believe that there was a hand, and that there was
something back of the hand that wielded it in the striking.
If the kingdom is manifest to Brother Boll, if it struck him
with a hand, then the kingdom must be in existence and
active. The arguments in favor of its existence are forcible
enough to knock a man down. But that is not what Brother
Boll means. He means that what Christ is now doing, the
kingdom in which he is now reigning, is a mere manifesta-
tion of the real kingdom. I suppose the future kingdom casts
its shadow ahead and we are merely passing through the
shade of the kingdom that is to come.

Now, which is calculated to accomplish the greatest
defection in faith, the introduction of instrumental music,
which merely alters the practice of the church ? or the
making of the kingdom of Christ a mere shadow, phase, or
manifestation of the real thing?

Yours in the real Kindom of Christ
A. D. Bunker
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REBUILDING THE WALLS

(FEBRUARY , 1936)

Nehemiah came from Persia to Judea to do a constructive
work. And he did it in record time. He conferred neither with
friends nor foes, until he had personally surveyed the ground.
But it was a public work and his enemies eventually learned of
his plans. If some of our “constructive” brethren had been
there, they would have advised Nehemiah to confine his ac-
tivities exclusively to building the walls of Jerusalem, and under
no circumstances to fight, not even to arm himself, or make any
show of militancy.

M ILITARY PR E P A R A T I O N S

Nehemiah did go right on building, with never a let-up nor
a let-down. But the time came when he must fight. His men
must be prepared to fight on a moment’s notice. So they
worked with their weapons in one hand and their building
instruments in the other. Why these military preparations?
His enemies were responsible for that!

We could go right along doing positive preaching only--that
is, preach the truth and let others alone if they would let us
alone and let our work alone. Nehemiah’s enemies would not
do that. Neither will the enemies of the truth today. If false
doctrines were never taught, they would not have to be com-
batted. If nobody preached “faith only,” we could go right
along with preaching all the commands of God, and people
would obey them all. No special emphasis would be necessary
for baptism. But the preaching of “faith only” in the face of
the command to be baptized confuses the minds of the people.
That is why we stress baptism. We cannot do constructive
preaching without removing error, just as Nehemiah could not
build the walls of Jerusalem without fighting.

If R. H. Boll had never preached the premillennial errors,
no one would have opposed his teachings. But since these errors
are being promoted by many cults, and by factions of many de-
nominations, we cannot preach the truth about the kingdom,
and Jesus reigning on David’s throne, without uprooting these



402 THE PRESENT TR U T H

errors. It requires much more time to remove error than to
plant the truth. In New Testament times the general rule was
that only one sermon was needed to make a convert. Were it
not for so much erroneous teaching that rule would work as
well today.

Why should Brother Boll expect to be exempted from opposi-
tion because of his religious connections? Is not an enemy
within the ranks more dangerous than one without? The devil
is the author of all false doctrine. We cannot preach the truth
and let the devil alone, for the simple reason that he does not
let us alone. He interferes with the work of building the gospel
walls. We must not only fight, but win the fight.

BELITTLING THE ISSUE

Nehemiah’s enemies made light of the thing he was try-
ing to do. But secretly they did not regard it lightly, for they
were having meetings and planning their opposition. The Boll
group encouraged the idea that what one believed about the
millennium was a light matter, and got away with it for nearly
twenty years-long enough to build a full-fledged sect within
the boundaries of the church. But R. H. Boll never quite ad-
mits that it is not essential. Like many other of his issues--it
is and it is not. He has a double standard on the question: As
it applies to the opposition, it is a light matter--they should
not oppose his teaching. But to his own group he describes the
anti-millennial faction as a monstrous thing. Really, I do not
see how he can consistently fellowship such a “sect”! Perhaps
he will yet solve that troublesome question by disfellowshipping
us--after expressing fears for so long that somebody was going
to disfellowship him.

If our opposition to his teaching makes us such an undesir-
able sect, and yet we are standing in faith and practice just
where we were when he found us, it does look like he would give
us credit for great patience in allowing him twenty years in
which to build up a group believing strange doctrines in our
midst. I have heard of a theory that people bring things upon
themselves by fearing that they may happen. A person may
fear a disease until he contracts it, so the theory goes. Brother
Boll is the one who started all the talk about disfellowship. He
has harped on it. It has been an ever-present fear in his mind.
From recent pronouncements against the opposition, it looks
like he might execute his own fears by disfellowshipping us.
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UNEQUALLY YOKED

From the way he talks about those who oppose him, it is evi-
dent that R. H. Boll cannot fully and freely fellowship them.
Wonder why he has done so far so long, and what is causing the
delay? Does he distrust his abilities in new fields? Does he
yet hope to deceive more and more of the elect? He has pre-
ferred to work under cover. He delights in issuing statements
in which he avoids the real issues, and tries to make it appear
that there is really nothing between us. Then he paints terrible
pictures of his opposition--whose chief sin seems to be opposing
his doctrines, as if there were any more virtue in following one’s
convictions on one side of a question than upon the other side.
He not only prefers to work inside a group which is repulsive
to him, but he wishes to have exclusive rights. Promoters have
rights, but opposers do not. Very well then, we promote the
teaching that Jesus is now seated on David’s throne; therefore,
he has no right to oppose that teaching. If all the favors are
for the affirmative side, we will be glad to affirm.

TRUTH AND ERROR INCOMPATIBLE

A false teacher is one who teaches false doctrines. It does
not matter whether he is inside or outside the ranks. R. H. Boll
could not give up Brother Boyer when he was proclaiming
Holiness doctrine within our ranks. Moreover, he blamed
those who opposed these doctrines. But when Brother Boyer
stepped over into the Holiness ranks, and taught the same doc-
trines, it made all the difference in the world. Does fellowship
then depend upon religious names and denominational boun-
daries?

If Brother Boll can fellowship Holiness doctrine in our ranks,
why can he not fellowship it in Holiness ranks? Is it the doc-
trines or the ranks that count? I can stand Holiness doctrine
in Holiness ranks much easier than in our own ranks.

How R. H. Boll can pretend to be an editor and maintain his
self-respect without any attempt to answer many of the things
that have been said about his theories in recent months is an
inexplicable mystery. Not a word has he uttered through his
paper about the tract written by John T. Hinds, “Christ on
David’s Throne.” Yet that tract demolishes his theories, leav-
ing not one stone upon another. The broadsides of J. M.
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McCaleb against Don Carlos Janes and R. H. Boll are dis-
astrous in their effects. I specify these two attacks, because
he cannot claim that either were written in a bad spirit. He is
very touchy about the spirit in which his opposers write. In
these writings he poses “as a sheep led to the slaughter; and
like a lamb dumb before his shearer, so opened he not his
mouth.” But it was not because that “in his humiliation his
judgment was taken away” for the Word and Work keeps com-
ing out, and Brother Boll keeps writing, and he keeps describ-
ing the sinfulness of the “sect” with which such men as John T.
Hinds are identified--but for some strange reason he neglects
to answer their argument.

He can ignore more arguments and absorb more punishment
than any man I have ever known. He has perfect inhibition
editorially. His control was not so perfect at Winchester, Ky.,
when the castigation was oral. It required the services of his
friends to keep him seated. How anybody can follow a man
who ignores so many arguments against his position is even
more inexplicable. He does have a motive for repression-his
self-appointed role of martyrdom. But his followers have no
recompense for the loss of self-respect in following a champion
who will allow the very foundations of his doctrines to be shaken
continually, and answer not a word.

To assume that the most profound argument against his fool-
ish theories is persecution; to draw in his head like a turtle and
feed his soul upon his own mistreatment-never was anything
but a baby act, and why anybody ever fell for it, and called it
piety, is the third of this series of inexplicable mysteries.

SOUNDING THE TRUMPET

Some prominent preachers make a big hue and cry of bravery.
And it is remarkable how long a preacher can fail to preach the
whole truth, without the hearers discovering the fact. It may
not have happened when Nehemiah was building the walls,
but it happens today, that a workman will run to some point
in the wall where there is no attack, sound his trumpet and put
on an exhibition of fighting that impresses the multitude. They
can get to be very formidable in dealing with some false doctrine
which is not represented in the audience, nor even in the com-
munity. They can take some phase of a controverted subject
upon which there is no controversy and make a big noise, but
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they neglect to preach about those points on which the people
are disturbed. They preach fervently on the establishment of
the kingdom on Pentecost, to which the Boll group can utter
a loud amen, but they avoid the issue of Christ being now on
David’s throne. They discourse eloquently upon the second
coming of Christ, which pleases the Boll group, but neglect to
discuss what he will do when he comes--where the whole issue
hinges--their time is exhausted before they reach that point.
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR-NO. 2

(Nom De Plume-February 1936)

Dear Editor:

J. D. Boyer, who is the father of 0. S. Boyer, a
Brazilian missionary who recently joined a Holiness group,
has issued an appeal to the brotherhood for prayers and
any other help to bring his boy back to the truth. He blames
nobody for the things which have been said in the papers
about his son, but says that he has probably been harder on
him than anybody else--“because he is ‘our boy’.” Because
Brother Boyer loves his son, he wants him to go to heaven,
but he cannot go to heaven without obeying and abiding in
the truth, and having known the truth and departed from
it, he does not expect him to return unless his error is
brought home to him. That is not love which makes men
too cautious to expose error. It is not love that hinders
preachers from telling the truth, the whole truth. It is not
love that causes parents to withhold all restraints from
their children. It is not love that will not reprove them
when they do wrong. Love is not a sickly sentimentality
that makes cowards of people. Love is an impelling principle
that guides men into all the world to warn men of their
danger in living in sin and rebellion. God hates sin because
he loves the sinner. He hates false doctrine because it is
destructive to those who believe it.

Brother Boyer Speaks Out

Brother Boyer in making his appeal for help in saving
his son from error, says, “I do not believe that he or any
one else has ever been led closer to our dear Lord by the
doctrine of premillennialism.” This was not an uncalled for
rebuke. It is generally known that his son first embraced
the teachings of R. H. Boll, and later the Holiness doctrines.
If 0. S. Boyer were the only one who had followed this
course, at least in part, the connection would not be so
apparent. But many who have accepted premillennialism
have shown marked leanings toward Holiness beliefs on the
subjects of Holy Spirit baptism and divine healing and
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speaking with tongues. In reinterpreting the whole Bible to
sustain his theory of the meaning of one verse in Revelation,
R. H. Boll recasts 1 Cor. 13. The perfect knowledge will
come with the millennium. Thus the main text relied upon
to show that the miraculous features of the first age were
to vanish away is removed. Perhaps R. H. Boll himself can
relinquish this text without changing his views on miracles.
He is very adept in manipulating his views. But it may be
that some of his students are not efficient. With 1 Cor. 13
removed, perhaps they are more susceptible to the contagion
of Holiness doctrine, toward which there seems to be quite
a trend at the present time.

Reinterpreting the Bible is apt to weaken the structure
of faith somewhere along the line. Does Boll insert his
millennium in the beatitudes? Will the meek inherit the
earth during the millennium ? Other premillennialists so
apply this scripture. But men need the motive of “inheriting
the earth” now in this life as an incentive to follow meek-
ness now!

Where the Bible Speaks

When men begin to find fault with the expression,
“Where the Bible speaks, we speak; where the Bible is
silent, we are silent,” it is a pretty good sign that they are
worried about the scripturalness of some position or practice
of theirs. In fact, they are desperate for this expression is
not a creed, but reduced to its simple content it merely
means doing God’s will, with the implication that doing
anything else is not doing His will. It is a necessary infer-
ence from scores of passages of scripture both in the Old
and New Testaments. It is abundantly true. And if it could
not be shown from the Scriptures to be true, it would still
be the most reasonable supposition imaginable, in view of
the circumstance that human wisdom is too weak, too
limited in opportunity, and too much inclined to evil to
originate anything worth offering to God. Common sense
shuts us up to what He has told us, and that means what
the Bible teaches.
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Afraid Of Disfellowship

The Apostolic Review carries an article by Earl C.
Smith, Abilene, Texas, in which he says that the above
expression “is a fine rule for one to apply to himself, but
it’s a very poor rule for one to apply to his neighbor.” It
is good for both of us, provided we don’t apply it to each
other. “If we apply that rule to our neighbors,” says Brother
Smith, “as soon as we find them speaking where we don’t
think the Bible speaks, we will cast them out of our fellow-
ship. To apply that rule to our neighbors would be to deny
them the right to study the Bible for themselves and at the
same time stay in our fellowship.” Brother Smith has
spoken where some of us are very sure the Bible does not
speak, in regard to the thousand years reign of Christ on
earth. Has he been cast out of the fellowship? or does he
just feel cast down? If admonishing a brother about teach-
ing something about which the Bible has not spoken, or
seeking to show that the Bible has not taught it “casts any-
body out of the fellowship”--then the Bible teaches the
casting out, too.

A Mighty Weak Fence

If we live by the principle that it is necessary to do
what God says, and nothing more, in order to please God;
and we fellowship those who go beyond what the Bible has
taught, neither oppose what they are doing, lest we injure
the unity existing by virtue of our wearing the same name,
have we not virtually repudiated the principle by which
we purport to be guided? We have a blueprint of godliness,
but we deny the power thereof by admitting that those who
do not follow the blueprint build just as good a house as we.
If we allow for one variation from the blueprint, we can
allow for two, three, for all variations. In other words, to
vary in one point from what the Bible teaches is to open the
floodgates for all of denominationalism. Brother Smith
cannot afford to disfellowship any religious group, whether
they are now wearing the same name or not. The name is
only one point of conformity to Bible teaching. If it is wrong
to disfellowship those “in our ranks” who vary from Bible
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doctrine, it is just as wrong to continue to disfellowship
those in sectarian bodies for doing the same thing. If a
fence has just one gap where the stock can freely pass in
and out, it is not a fence! It does not hold anything. It
cannot exclude anything. It is no fence!

His Creed No Better

Brother Smith’s fence, or creed, seems to be contained
in the expression, “the word of the cross.” He says: “Paul
didn’t say our message is to be what the Bible teaches, but
he said it is to be ‘Christ crucified.’ If ‘our plea’ is anything
more or less than ‘the word of the cross’ it will make a sect,
if it is preached.” Brother Smith contends that for us to
apply the “where the Bible speaks” rule to our neighbors
“would be to deny them the right to study the Bible for
themselves and at the same time stay in our fellowship.”
But surely he does not expect men to believe “the word of
the cross” without reason, without study and examination
of the evidences. Even after men embrace the gospel, he
should allow for them to grow in faith, or to overcome
doubts by which they might be assailed. Will those who
occasion to study the “word of the cross” have to go
outside of fellowship with him until their study is com-
pleted, and then be permitted to come back in, provided
they can now fully and freely accept it.

Only  Selfishness Excluded

Brother Smith and others of his persuasion are very
indefinite about fellowship. How much does he include in
“the word of the cross”? It must be very broad. He may
spread himself out so thin that nobody can find him. His
idea seems to be that it does not matter what men teach or
practice, provided they believe in Christ crucified-and do
not get selfish and build a fence about themselves! How
does he know that it is necessary to believe that Christ was
crucified? Might it not be possible that it is essential to
believe something else? Is that not a fence that Brother
Smith has built? Did not Paul include a full gospel when he
said that he was determined to know nothing but Christ
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and him crucified? If Paul did not include a full gospel,
how much did he include; if he did include it all, that gets
us right back to the proposition that we should be guided by
“what the Bible speaks”-all that Paul taught and all that
all the inspired writers taught. If Brother Smith allows
one variation he becomes responsible for all. If I thought
nothing was wrong except fences, I would climb every
fence I came to. True love cannot be confined behind fences.

More Noble Than the Rest

It is reported that 0. E. Phillips of Abilene, Texas, a
neighbor and kindred spirit of Brother Smith, has identified
himself with the Christian Church. Brother Phillips is to
be commended for his honesty and consistency. Of course,
we are sorry that he has gone from us, sorry for the sake of
the memory of his good father who died a number of years
ago. But the point is that he has gone from us--has been
gone in sentiment for a long time. Even before his father
died, he had gone from us in spirit. He would not have gone
to the Christian Church if his sympathies had not been with
that church. If his heart is with them, his body might as
well follow. It is more noble and consistent to be where
your heart is. We think more of Brother Phillips in the
Christian Church than we do of some who share his feel-
ings, and whose position logically suggests that they would
be more at home with the Christian Church or some other
religious group, but who tarry to complain and criticise us
for wanting to disfellowship them. There are those who are
“with” us, but not “of” us.

Very “Slanting,” Indeed!

The Apostolic Review carries this most radical article
by Brother Smith with only this comment: “The author
presents an unusual slant on a very vexing situation. But
we pass it on because of its vigorous appeal for self-
examination.” Leaving the premillennial situation out of it
--and we cannot afford to let a situation warp our judgment
--does not the editor of the Review recognize in the article
of Brother Smith a position with reference to sectarianism
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that is positively destructive of the fundamental claims of
the so-called Restoration movement? There never would
have been a Restoration if the men who started it had held
the views of Brother Smith. There would not be one long
if men held to that view now. The Review could have found
this sort of a “vigorous appeal for self-examination” in the
publications of the Christian Church and other sectarian
papers at any time in the history of the publication of the
Review. It is no time to search ourselves for fleas when
the elephants have stampeded!

When any kingdom, institution, or movement departs
from the ideals upon which it was founded, it is doomed.
Our spirit and our goal was to speak where the Bible
speaks, and keep silent where it is silent, and to promote
this principle by exposing the errors of all speculative
doctrines. If our spirit departs and our goal is relinquished,
what does it matter whether the “body” lives on or not? All
excuse for our existence will be gone!

Yours for Bible Speech and Bible Silence.

A. D. Bunker
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WHO IS A BOLLITE?

(MARCH, 1936)

Who is a Bollite? Nobody, if we wait for anybody to admit
it, not even E. L. Jorgenson and E. V. Wood. There are, in-
deed, varying shades and grades of sentiment on the mis-called,
but so-called Boll issue. There are out and out followers of
R. H. Boll, or his teaching--who are premillennialists. Then,
there are sundry degrees of neutrality-ranging from genuine
indifference to armed and barbed neutrality. The openly avow-
ed following of R. H. Boll is comparatively small. Premillen-
nialism is a major issue--not because of the size of the Boll
group, but for two reasons: (1) It is an issue throughout the
whole religious world, almost every church in Christendom ( ? )
being troubled with it. In the Baptist church there are such
leaders as J. Frank Norris and Ben M. Bogard, who advocate
the theory. Norris alone has one hundred followers to where
Boll has one. The Norris church in Fort Worth has (or did
have) as many members as there are Boll followers everywhere.
(2) The issue within the ranks represents more than the small
number of open advocates of the ism itself-the main worry
and cause of concern is the widespread spirit of compromise
which is identified with the question.

Avowed premillennialists in the church are not the only ones,
therefore, who may be classified as “Bollites.” Sympathizers
with the Boll group belong to that classification as much as do
the advocates of the theory. There is a tremendous weakness
of attitude on the part of a great many in the church toward
false doctrine. This is partly due apparently to the desire to
hold the premillennial theory group--Boll and his Louisville
party-in fellowship. These are all indirectly Bollites--they
are sentimentally Bollites.

All the neutrals in the church are Bollites, who say that they
do not believe the doctrine but whose sympathies seem to lie
wholly on that side. They insist that they are not Bollites, yet
they go out of their way to favor the Boll group and to criticize
and abuse any who oppose that group. They render more
valuable assistance to the Boll group than if they were openly
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members thereof. What their true religious complexion is and
where they will finally fall is, indeed, a puzzle. It does look
like we could take a man’s word for it as to whether he is or is
not this or that, but in the present picture it is altogether pos-
sible that others may be able to judge more accurately what a
man is than he can judge for himself.

Man’s triune nature is composed of intellect, emotions and
will, which together determine what he believes, how he feels
and what he does. Judged by these elements of nature, what is
the status of the Boll admirers among us? Intellectually, they
aver that they do not believe the doctrines. Is their faith one
hundred percent? Believing these doctrines false, they yet
insist that it makes no difference, they consider them as indif-
ferent and nonessential. If they were not so anxious to main-
tain peace at any price they could see that these doctrines are
not harmless. Any false doctrine does harm. It is not safe to
believe any doctrine that quibbles over the establishment of
the kingdom on Pentecost and its existence during all the in-
tervening time to be harmless. It is a fundamental error. It is
a materialistic doctrine. Its history discloses that there is not
a more damaging and hopeless doctrine in its effects upon the
minds of men. Then, is not the faith of these negative? Be-
lieving the doctrine false, they are yet not moved to do any-
thing about it. No impatience is stirred in their hearts. They
will fraternize with these theories and have all other Christians
to do so. They will not only not oppose these doctrines which
they admit to be false, but they will criticize anybody who does
oppose them. Yea, they will criticize us for opposing them far
more than they do the Boll group for promoting them. From
the intellectual standpoint they cannot be classed as one hun-
dred percent against these false doctrines. A fifty-fifty score is
the best that can be accorded them even in belief.

Emotionally, they are surely with the Boll Group. They
never say a word for those who oppose these doctrines--that is,
in connection with the opposition. They never help or en-
courage those who preach, write and debate against these “ad-
mittedly peculiar beliefs,” more truly named false. Instead,
they harp on piety, spirituality, sweet-spiritedness, of the
theorizers, and charge that those who oppose them are more to
be blamed for the division than the promoters of the thing. In
sentiment they classify themselves in words and even in the
silence that they are one hundred percent pro-Boll.
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Volitionally, the line has not been drawn, for there has been
no general disfellowshipping. The “will” has not been fully
exerted, or expressed. That is the question of this article.
When it becomes necessary for this question to be settled in
fact as with the music and society questions in every place as
in Louisville already--which way will these neutrals fall if and
when the line is drawn?

The result of the poll is that we find these brethren about
fifty-fifty on the score of intellect, one hundred percent pro-
Boll in sentiment, with the will or volition undetermined. Add
to this the fact that men are often ruled more by sentiment than
by faith; that the wish is often father to the thought and you
may be able to predict the course of the neutrals in the church
on these and other vital questions.

Caution should be exercised in judging the motives of others,
but their actions and expressions are public property. Those
who believe a doctrine is false yet show that their sympathies
are all with those that teach the doctrine and against those who
oppose it, need not be surprised that they are judged to be more
for the doctrine than against it. Instead of becoming angry
when they are thus judged, rather let them examine themselves
and see if they can explain their own attitude, so inexplicable
to others.
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ANOTHER MUSIC ARGUMENT

(MARCH, 1936)

Every few years the mechanical music folks spring what they
consider a new and unanswerable argument. In a recent issue
the editor of the Christian Standard presented the following:

A PARALLEL CASE

Taking up further the difficulty that some brethren have
with the use of the instrument in worship, it is important to
notice that what Jesus said to the woman of Samaria about
places of worship is quite definitely a parallel to the words of
Paul about singing upon which our friends so much depend.
We refer, of course, to Ephesians 5:19.

Jesus said to the woman, “The true worshippers shall wor-
ship the Father in spirit and in truth.” Paul said, “Singing
and making melody in your hearts.” If it is true that making
melody in the heart excludes making melody on an instrument,
why is it not equally true that “worship in spirit and in truth”
excludes worship in a particular building?

In one case the emphasis is upon the spiritual action and
any accompanying physical action goes unmentioned;  in the
other case the same situation obtains.

As a matter of fact the evidence in the conversation with
the woman of Samaria is stronger than that in Paul’s letter to
Ephesus, for Jesus specifically refers to the houses of worship
at Jerusalem and Gerizim--and with disapprobation.

We are not, of course, opposing either church houses or in-
struments. We are simply trying to show how one Scripture
passage is to be interpreted in the light of the other. Why
should brethren be counted renegades if they read Paul as they
read Jesus?

For two arguments to be parallel, they must be similar in
all essential points. We are still searching for the first point
of similarity in the above. “In one case,” he says, “the em-



THE PRESENT TR U T H

phasis is upon the spiritual action and any accompanying phy-
sical action goes unmentioned.” I suppose he means the me-
chanical instruments are involved in the command to “make
melody in the heart,” but just not mentioned! And with what
physical action does a church house “accompany” worship in
spirit and in truth?

Jesus shows that the place of worship is not an element of
the worship. Paul tells what to do in one element of worship,
and mechanical instruments are not another way of doing the
thing that Paul commands--for the thing Paul commands is
“making melody in the heart.”

Mechanical instruments do not have to be ruled out. There
is only one way they could get in--by showing that they are
indispensable to doing the thing Paul said do. If this could
be shown, the parallel would not be needed.

One cannot worship without worshipping at some place. It
is the place where the command is obeyed, but the place select-
ed has no importance, is not an act of worship, and does not
accompany the worship. Where is the parallel? Jesus named
two elements of acceptable worship: 1. The right manner--
“in spirit”; 2. The right act-“in truth.” The editor of the
Standard brings in an unscriptural element and attempts to
make it parallel with the place where the worship is to be ren-
dered--he is doing the very thing the Lord told the Samaritan
woman not to do i.e. making the place of worship parallel with
the elements of worship.

Baptism necessitates water. There is no importance to the
place. It may be done in a running stream or in a baptistry.
The Methodist might with better logic claim that sprinkling is
parallel with the baptistry, for they do both have some water
in them. One is an incidental in doing what is commanded.
The other is doing something not commanded. There is even
less connection between instrumental music in the worship and
the house in which the worship is rendered. To what common
denominator can these dissimilar things be reduced? The
Standard editor’s train of thought has been wrecked because
the rails have spread--his track is not parallel.

When is a thing an addition to the worship? The answer is:
When another element is added. The New Testament prescribes
the loaf and the fruit of the vine as the elements of the Lord’s
Supper. The table on which they are set is not an element, and



A NOTHER M USIC A RGUMENT 417

constitutes no addition but to put meat and milk on the table
along with the loaf and wine would introduce other elements,
and would constitute an addition. The one cup is one element
-the fruit of the vine. Three elements--such as orange juice,
lemonade, and grape-would be three cups (elements). In-
cidentally, I have never known a church to have more than
one cup--one element.  Plates and vessels containing the ele-
ments do not involve an addition--but meat and milk would.
So with the singing; a songbook is not an addition for it is not
an element of music-the one who uses it only obeys the com-
mand to sing, nothing more. But what about the instrument?
It is another kind of music--another element, the doing of a
thing not commanded, not an aid, but an addition.

Effort to parallel, seats, lights, and meeting houses with
elements of worship is the sheerest sort of sophistry. True,
James said if one should come into the assembly he should be
told to sit thou here (and that is evidently chapter and verse
for a seat); and true, too, in the upper story of the house in
which the disciples met to break bread and where Paul preached
in Troas, there were many lights (which is chapter and verse for
both houses and lights), it is yet true that these things are not
parallel for in them no element of praise or act of worship con-
sists. Things that are incoordinate cannot be paralleled with
the things that are coordinate. Instrumental music and singing
are coordinate, being kinds of music, the former being the kind
of music not prescribed and the latter being the kind which the
Lord commanded. The song book is not coordinate with sing
and does not sustain the same relation to it that instrumental
music does. This is where the illustrations about walking canes,
eyeglasses, seats, lights, and other things incoordinate with the
thing commanded, fail to illustrate. They are not parallel.
What the editor of the Christian Standard needs to do is to
study the simple coordination of words. And since he has vir-
tually conceded that there is no New Testament authority for
instrumental music in the worship, he should do with it what
the Standard has been about to do with the U.C.M.S.--junk it!
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MARKING THE MARKERS

(MARCH, 1936)

In the fifth item of his analysis of the basis of fellowship,
in the March number of Word and Work, R. H. Boll refers to
Romans 16:17, “Mark them which cause divisions and offenses
contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned;  and avoid
them.” He says that this surely includes those who persist in
“drawing the line.“ He means that those who draw the line
are guilty of causing divisions.

Then Brother Boll reverses the figure of Paul, for “marking”
and “drawing the line” are parallel. Paul did not teach that
those who draw the line are disturbers of the churches; Brother
Boll teaches that. Rather, Paul teaches that the line should be
drawn on those who cause the divisions by their teaching of
false doctrine.

“Drawing the line” is perhaps a misleading phrase. If Broth-
er Boll has in mind the picture of somebody drawing a line on a
sheet of paper, or on a blackboard, it is not a proper expression.
Those who mark false teachers are not drawing a line, as on a
board. It is more like tracing a line. The false teacher makes
the mark of division. Those whom Paul exhorted were merely
to recognize the line made by the causers of division.

If those who disclaim belief of, and oppose, the teachings
of R. H. Boll are causing division, then he should mark us and
avoid us. Why does he not carry out the command of Paul
against us, instead of spending his time expressing fears that
somebody is going to disfellowship him? Let him forget his
fears and opinions. He either believes that we are guilty of
causing division or he does not. If he does, he should disfellow-
ship us; if he does not he should stop whining.

A GRADUAL PROCESS

Nobody has any choice in bringing about disfellowship, ex-
cept those who teach divisive doctrines. You do not make a
line or draw one by avoiding them--you merely recognize the
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line already made, and regulate your conduct accordingly.
Formal withdrawal recognizes the break in fellowship that al-
ready exists.

The process is gradual, in so far as real fellowship is concern-
ed. Formally, there has been no disfellowshipping. Actually,
it has been going on silently for a long time, consciously or un-
consciously, in the minds of individuals, and no power can pre-
vent it. When a man makes up his mind that he will not give
of his means to promote the teaching of speculative theories,
he has dealt a personal blow at real fellowship, although he may
not realize it. When another makes up his mind that he will in-
sist upon having a preacher who believes those speculative
theories, he has done the same thing. Nobody can regulate
what goes on in the minds of individuals.

The followers of R. H. Boll have done more disfellowshipping
than anyone else, for the simple reason that they have had more
reason to do so. For many years it made little or no difference
to most people about these theories--except the ones who were
seeking to promote them.

Brother Boll was ambitious to promote his teachings. He
knew who was friendly to his teachings, while others did not.
He looked to getting men friendly to his beliefs in the mission
fields, into the schools, into churches where there was already
a following. To be consistent with his recent utterances he
should disfellowship those who are opposing his doctines--
thus, according to his views, causing division-the only reason
he does not, is that he wants to do some more undercover work.

He cries for peace, but it is a one-way peace that he desires.
He wants peace to work while those who oppose his doctrines
rest. The darkey caught up before the judge for stealing chick-
ens is always ready for peace. He is willing to drop the matter.
But Brother Boll wants to drop the matter without bringing
back the chickens! He will not even agree to stop stealing chick-
ens--that is, making proselytes to his foolish theories.

When he stops teaching his theories, the opposition will
automatically stop, and there will be peace. We tried peace for
nearly twenty years. We know from experience that it will not
work. Brother Boll kept on working and making converts to
his doctrines. He made a poor showing, but that is chargeable
to the doctrine. He had plenty of time and opportunity. The
fight must go on.
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UNDERCOVER MEN

The nature of the Boll doctrines can be seen from the method
of promotion. They are not frank. They will not answer legi-
timate arguments. They will not fight--except in their own
way, under cover. The outstanding sin of Bollism is that it has
made cowards out of hundreds of preachers. Why did Brother
Witty claim that he was not a Premillennialist when he was at
Dallas last year?

Will he claim, or will Boll claim, that Witty was mistreated
and driven to take an extreme position? Then, what do you
think of a man who is so easily tossed about by every wind of
opposition? Why are they so weak that they cannot “take”
opposition?

If R. H. Boll thought opposition made full-fledged Bollites
out of mere sympathizers, he would welcome opposition. It
reminds one of the argument that the “wets” have always relied
upon, that prohibition increases drinking.

SHREWD BUT COWARDLY

Why do so many Boll sympathizers say, “I don’t believe the
doctrine, but I think Brother Boll has been mistreated.” That
has for years been the trademark of the Boll sympathizers. In
many instances it just means that they are walking in the foot-
steps of their leader-they prefer to work under cover. There
is a certain shrewdness about it. R. H. Boll owes all his suc-
cess to his undercover methods and to his self-assumed martyr-
dom. In fact, the doctrine is so complex and unwieldly, and to
the uninitiated, undesirable, that it can probably be promoted
in no other way.

But what about the self-respect of a man who expouses a doc-
trine that has to be promoted by indirection and deception?
Few understand the doctrine in its entirety. It has been pro-
moted by sentiment. But how can anybody get their consent
to be on the side of a proposition opposite to their convictions?
It must be unpleasant to be lined up with a cult for which one
feels so apologetic that he denies being identified with it. What
hope is there for a moment that has to be promoted in the dark?
It must have a demoralizing effect upon the followers before
they become fully accredited members. One should be sus-
picious of any theory that cannot defend itself in the open--
particularly a theory in religion.
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR-NO. 3

(Nom De Plume-March 1936)

Dear Editor:

Trends in religion are reflected in the vocabulary used.
For years now we have been hearing much about the need
of constructive teaching. If the religious journal carries
anything of a controversial nature, some reader writes in to
suggest that the need is for something constructive. What
do they mean? They do not know, beyond the fact that they
do not want controversy. Is preaching faith, repentance, and
baptism constructive? Has the cause ever been built faster
than when these things were first preached, beginning with
Pentecost? Three thousand, five thousand, believers mul-
tiplied, thus read the reports of meetings in those days.
Has there been a more constructive period in the growth
in the so-called Restoration movement than the early period
when these things were preached and debated all over the
country?

Isaiah said, “Cease to do evil, learn to do well.” The
excavation comes first. The old habits of sin must be
removed before the foundation of good works can be laid.
The hearts of those we would convert are not like the man
out of whom the evil spirit had been cast--all swept and
garnished and ready to receive the truth. But they are filled
with error and sectarianism. Rescue a man from the depths
of debauchery, interest him in religion, and the first thing
that comes to the surface is his stamp of sectarianism. He
may not have thought of religion for years, but the moment
he gets interested, his preconceived ideas of things assert
themselves. The error must be torn down before the con-
structive work can be done. So, practically speaking, all
legitimate “tearing down” is a necessary part of any con-
structive enterprise. It necessarily comes first, and must
continue until it is finished.

The Spirit of Christ

No expression has been more abused and misinterpreted
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than this. Those who emphasize it are not clear as to what
they mean. But they think it means no controversy. They use
it to cancel out all the good which has been done by preach-
ing the truth. It neutralizes the effect of the gospel medi-
cine. They speculate in their minds as to what Jesus would
do, and wind up with a conclusion which flatly contradicts
what Jesus did do! One of the greatest drawbacks to religion
is people advancing beyond God. The speculator advances
beyond what God has said. The innovator advances beyond
what he has commanded. And many have advanced beyond
Christ in spirit and attitude. They are too kind to offend
anyone. Jesus was not that kind. He offended the Pharisees.
but when his disciples told him, he said, “Let them alone:
they be blind leaders of the blind. And if the blind lead the
blind, both shall fall into the ditch.” If it makes people mad
to warn them of their danger, it cannot be helped. It is not
kind not to warn them. But Jesus was not so much concerned
about these blind leaders--he knew there was no hope for
most of them--but he rebuked them publicly for the benefit
of those who were listening, who were in danger of follow-
ing these leaders.

Preventive Teaching

Not only must false doctrine be opposed, but it should
be opposed early. The main thing to be accomplished is not
the conversion of the leaders, but the prevention of the
innocent from being led astray by these leaders. It is diffi-
cult to turn a speculative father against his own thought-
child. Some false doctrines are faith-destroying in their
effects, just as some diseases are fatal in their after effects
--if the victim lives, his health and comfort are gone.

Many people made the mistake of thinking there was
nothing to this question of premillennialism but a few minor
points about what happened on  Pentecost and what will take
place when Jesus returns. They thought that one could believe
it without its affecting their salvation. Perhaps it did start
that way. Perhaps many are at that stage now in their
views. But premillenialism heads straight for materialism.
Its nature and tendencies are in that direction. Materialism
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vitiates all religion.  How did Bradleyism end in Texas?
Bradley ended a materialist.

Too Many Kingdoms

R. H. Boll has too many kingdoms and manifestations
of kingdoms on his hands now for real comfort, but the
logical end of his theorizing is to reach the conclusion that
nothing happened on Pentecost of any particular signifi-
cance. He has simply tried to take the doctrines of Russell-
ism and other “isms” and adjust them to the beliefs of those
who follow New Testament teaching. It will not work. He
has a bigger task than some other premillennialists. Specu-
lation has no place among those who propose to speak with
the Bible and be silent with it too. There is nothing distinc-
tive about his teachings. Every church on earth is afflicted
with the disease, except the few which are built upon pre-
millennialism. The Adventists and Russellites have no trou-
ble over the question, for it is a cardinal doctrine with them.

Very Fundamental

All false doctrine is speculative in nature and is an
advancing beyond the teachings of Christ; but comparative-
ly, premillennialism is very fundamental--a most funda-
mental error. It is one of the most dangerous doctrines ever
introduced into any church. This is just a little fight we
are having compared with some of our religious neighbors.
Some have worried because we have this fight, thinking it
would discourage outsiders from coming into the church.
What about the Baptist Church with such fellows as J.
Frank Norris and Ben M. Bogard combining forces against
the old guard? The Christian Church has plenty of it. For
the moment other issues overshadow it, but premillennialism
is well entrenched in their ranks. The Methodists are having
trouble with it, except those churches which are composed
entirely of premillennialists. And yet there are still those in
our ranks who think there is nothing to the issue, and that
it should not be discussed. There are none so sleepy as those
who are self-doped.
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Shall We Let Them Alone?

In the days of Christ the evil spirits said, “Let us
alone.” But they were not letting men alone. That was why
Jesus did not leave them alone. With the advantage the devil
has, it does look like he would be willing to play fair; but
he has no reputation for fairness to maintain, so he seeks
every advantage. This “let us alone” plea proceeds from
Satan. God takes no advantage. He turns on the light and
leaves it to men to accept or reject the truth. But the devil
deviously needs the cover of darkness to carry on his work.
The nature of his work requires it.

It appears that those who have a theory to promote
would desire all the light possible. But some of them scurry
from the light of discussion like cockroaches and other
household pests. When everything is quiet they creep forth
in search of something to devour. They grow bold in silence
and darkness, but when the light comes on they are gone,
and if they could talk they would probably say, “What is all
the commotion about, anyway? there is nothing going on.”

Cannot Stand the Light

In the very nature of the case premillennialism must
be promoted in darkness and silence. It must creep up on
people. To state frankly before an audience of people who
have never heard of the doctrine what premillennialism is,
would be to prejudice them against it. It does not sound
plausible. It does not take well on first acquaintance. It is
not beautiful that men should desire it. It is complicated,
obscure, incredible. People must be slipped up on to become
contaminated with it. It has to grow like a parasite upon
personal issues, sympathy, piety, etc. A speculative taste for
unfulfilled prophecy has to be developed before any room is
found for this unfruitful doctrine of darkness.

They are at Work

No wonder they do not come out in the open and discuss
these issues. But they are constantly working. They work
their songbooks into schools and churches. They seek to get
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control of missionary activities. They cultivate churches
that have a radio outlet. They scheme to place their men
in mission fields, in schools, in churches, where there is an
opportunity, on the staff of religious papers. All the while
they are crying, “Why persecute us, it is only a difference
of opinion about some matters not affecting salvation,”
they are carefully placing their men in strategic points.

If R. H. Boll had not been ambitious to be the head of a
party this issue would have died years ago! He was and is
the one man who can stop the whole discussion with one
word. But if he does not say the word, the situation is apt
to get beyond his control. Some of his followers who have
less design and more frankness see no reason why they
should not sincerely insist upon these doctrines under any
and all circumstances.

The Neuter Genders

The greatest enemies in this fight are not the out-and-
out premillennialists in our ranks, but the alleged neutrals
who profess not to believe the doctrines, but whose sym-
pathies are all on the wrong side. Where did the neutrals
land in the music fight? Where do the neutrals always wind
up, but on the wrong side? It is no wonder that some are
neutral, when their support comes from those who do not
believe these doctrines. If a man will not stand four-square
for the truth when he is being supported by those who do
stand for the truth, what could you expect if the situation
were reversed?

The Worst Feature

The most discouraging feature of the fight on premil-
lennialism is not the dangerous nature of the doctrines, but
something closely associated with the movement-spiritual
cowardice! The greatest danger to the brotherhood today is
the widespread spirit of cowardice. If a tithe of this
cowardice had been present a hundred years ago, there
would never have been a restoration movement. And if the
supply is not greatly reduced there will not long be a
Restoration worth mentioning.
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It is difficult to tell whether the cowardice explains
why so many people sympathize with the Boll movement,
or whether the Boll movement explains why there is so
much cowardice. The truth probably is somewhere between.
These two trends may have been born simultanously-twin
blights on a once peaceful and prosperous brotherhood. But
it is undoubtedly true that the Boll movement has encour-
aged cowardice. In the very nature of the case it has placed
R. H. Boll in the light of a suppliant for mercy. He cannot
come out in the open with his doctrine. It is not that kind
of a doctrine. It was not the weakness of Charles Neal that
defeated him-it was the nature of the doctrine he was
trying to defend.

Movement Threatened

It has made a self-made martyr out of R. H. Boll and
apologists out of hundreds of those who follow him-even
those who follow him afar off, avowedly only in sympathy.
To swallow his theories one necessarily leaves down gaps
through which other sectarian errors can find entrance. To
make a coward out of a man in one connection, necessarily
weakens his position generally.

Spiritual cowardice must be combatted or the Restora-
tion movement is gone. We owe almost every gain made to
controversy--either to debates public and private, or to
controversial preaching. If we kick away the ladder by
which we climbed up, we will be in a perilous position. We
can get down, to be sure-we can turn all holds loose and
fall down, but it will wreck our self-respect and the respect
everybody else had for us when we do. And our usefulness
will be dead.

Yours for the real spirit of Christ.

A. D. Bunker
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YOUR 1936 LICENSE

(MARCH, 1936)

The latest apology for unscriptural songs is “poetic license.”
If one finds the words of a song to be unscriptural it is because
he simply has no “appreciation of poetry”! So poetic license
means the liberty to sing any song we may like. Poetic license
to sing an unscriptural song is about like a fisherman’s license
to lie.

We are further told that certain songs the wording of which
obviously convey the premillennial error were only accidentally
or incidentally so worded--the writers of them probably never
heard of premillennialism! Even so, does that help the situa-
tion out? Besides, those who teach these theories argue that
these ideas have existed ever since the second century--and
they claim these songs. How are we to know that the song-
writers did not mean what they said? And even if what they
said was accidental, is it any better to sing an error that some
sectarian songwriter accidentally wrote than to sing one that
he wrote on purpose? It occurs to this editor that the criticism
levelled against a rigid editing of songs that we sing is a lack of
appreciation of poetry the critic has. Why should not a song
be edited as rigidly as a sermon? The truth is far too precious
to sacrifice for poetry in singing or eloquence in preaching. But
we are told that many of the old brethren who are now dead
and gone shed tears over these very songs. So I suppose that
we must now revise our slogan and say “Prove It With Tears!”
Such an effort can be construed only as a weak apology for a
certain Premillennial hymnbook which is being widely used by
the churches, but which ought to be discarded.
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MARTYRS ARE MADE

(MARCH, 1936)

R. L. Whiteside struck a keynote in analyzing the effects
of a theory:

“Any system of false teaching, if continually preached, will
become a rallying ground for a party. Church history is full of
proof of this.

“Perhaps we all have some wrong ideas, yet few of us frame
these into a system, a philosophy of God’s plans. . . . When a lot
of errors have been reduced to a system, then you have the seed
of a new party, and the fruit will come if that seed is cultivat-
ed. I think here is the ground for serious reflection . . . . There
is a vast difference between holding a few errors and formulat-
ing a doctrinal system. A religious party is not built on a few
isolated errors; it must have a system, a scheme of things, dif-
ferent from others; and just as certainly as people rally around
a new scheme, a new system, just that certainly will a new party
eventually be formed.

“It is possible for a man to create a personal following and
by his power hold them together for a time as a party; but that
party will pass away with him unless he or they formulate a
system of doctrines. If he formulates that system and has
enough opposition for his sympathizers to feel that he is a
martyr, they will hold to it all the more tenaciously.

“No matter what Brother Boll thinks and feels about a party,
everything is favorable for the development of one. He is a
man of considerable strength, his sympathizers regard him as
very pious, and he has published a system of doctrines. Be-
cause of the criticisms he has met, his sympathizers have put
him in the roll of martyrs. The setting is complete; and if he
holds to his present course, a party is certain to result, no mat-
ter what he wills or thinks about it. However, I do not think
it will be a large party . . . . . ."
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THE REPUDIATION OF MARK 16:15-16

(MAY, 1936)

All the constitutions and statutes of all governments of all
time are not to be compared with the Great Commission. It is
indeed the Magna Carta of salvation. As recorded by Mark,
Jesus said : “Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to
the whole creation. He that believeth and is baptized shall be
saved; but he that disbelieveth shall be condemned.” (Mark
16:15-16.) This was the inspiration for the evangelization of
the whole world in a generation.

It is not strange that this text has called forth the forces of
truth and error to battle. There is nothing difficult about the
text. Its terms are clear. Jesus beyond reasonable doubt
makes both belief and baptism conditions of salvation, while
unbelief alone is made a sufficient reason for condemnation.
This much is clear on the face of the text. Some modern par-
tisans have developed a rabid aversion to baptism as a condi-
tion of remission of sins and have made some reckless and in-
genious efforts to break or change the force of the language that
Jesus used. These efforts have not proved satisfactory to even
all who were in sympathy with them. So some have gone to
the extreme of repudiating the language altogether and con-
tending that Jesus did not use the language at all. But criti-
cism, scholarly and otherwise, has failed to shake the historical
accuracy of the text. Jesus said it. The “assured results” of
scholarly criticism support the text.

This language of Jesus does not square with the faith alone
doctors. The order of Jesus is (1) belief (2) baptism (3) salva-
tion. Sectarian doctors would have it (1) belief (2) salvation
(3) baptism. They would feel infinite relief if they could make
Jesus say: “He that believeth and is saved shall be baptized.”
Their theory demands a change in the order of the terms that
Jesus used, and, also a change in the tenses of the verbs that
Jesus used. This amounts to a rank perversion of the language
of Jesus that cannot be tolerated for an instant by those who
have any respect for the word of the Lord. Jesus said: “He
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that believeth and is baptized shall be saved.” This makes
both belief and baptism conditions of salvation. The text
stands.

A plain text does not always stop a partisan. If it blocks
his path, he resorts to artful dodges and detours around it. He
does not surrender to the obvious fact that Jesus made belief
and baptism conditions of salvation in the text. The text also
makes disbelief sufficient ground for condemnation. This of-
fers the sole opportunity for evasion. “He that disbelieveth shall
be condemned. ” Jesus did not say “He that disbelieveth and is not
baptized shall be condemned.” Ergo, baptism is not a condition
of salvation. Shades of logic! It might be excused in the dear
old lady who thought it a touching story, that one about little
Moses among the bull nettles, or in the brother who thought
that Sodom and Gomorrah were man and wife. But for a man
who knows that the epistles are not the wives of the apostles
it is simply pitiful. Yet it is seriously urged by some men with
seminary training, evidently for the consumption of the ig-
norant. They do not of course, explain how a disbeliever could
be baptized even if he wanted to, or how he might even be in-
duced to want to.

Suppose, for the purposes of examination, we concede that
Jesus should have said: “He that disbelieveth and is not bap-
tized shall be condemned?” What follows? Well, more follows
than the average dupe who apes the objection ever dreamed of.
It would follow that the man who believed and refused to be
baptized could not be condemned. But that is not the half of
it. It would also follow that the man who disbelieveth but
should be baptized, as though such a thing could be, could not
be condemned, either, under the conditions of such a text. The
most striking thing, however, that follows is that the sectarian
critics, in trying to make a fool of Jesus, have succeeded ad-
mirably in making fools of themselves. The language of Jesus
stands. “He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but
he that disbelieveth shall be condemned.” Nothing can be done
to it that will make it any plainer, and we cannot allow it to be
eclipsed by sophistry.
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LETTERS TO THE EDITOR -NO. 4

(Non De Plume -- May 1936)

Dear Editor:

If the preachers follow the churches and the churches
follow the preachers, they shall go to hell together.

The greatest need today is preachers who will speak
for God. They may speak "to" churches-the churches need
it. They may be supported “by” churches--the “taught”
are commanded to support the teachers. But they must
speak only “for” God, or our end can be predicted from the
beginning--denominationalism and merited oblivion!

The truth of God is worth it. It demands it. Nothing
short of it will please God and save souls. Let us review
some of the simple demands which the truth makes. Let
each preacher examine himself candidly by them. Let each
Christian measure the preacher whom he is helping to sup-
port by them. Can all the preachers go all the way in this
simple examination? It is needed, for all are not preaching
alike today. There is real danger of two schools of preach-
ing developing among us, and there is only one God-ap-
proved method, in so far as the proper attitude toward,
and handling of, the truth is concerned.

Consider the Attitude

There can be no compromise in the attitude toward
the truth. It must be placed high above every other con-
sideration. The preacher must speak his convictions. He
must not swallow them under any provocation. Then his
sentiments must be where his convictions are. If his con-
victions are on one side of a question to make his voice ef-
fective, he must have his interest, his emotions, his benedic-
tions, his indignations, his prejudices, if any, his disgusts,
all his heart and energy on that side.

He must be one hundred percent-heart, soul and
spirit--will, emotions, and intellect--on the side of truth
and right on every question. There cannot be any subjects
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which are taboo, no neutral zones, no doctrinal vacations.
He cannot afford to say that he has not studied the subject,
and yet pretend to speak for God. No subject has been
preached too much. Many have been preached too little.
There is no subject so simple, nor so well understood, that
it does not need to be preached. The people soon forget.

Why The Apologies?

Have all the preachers passed the attitude test? If so,
why do we hear so many saying, “I do not believe the doc-
trine, but I think the other side has said too much?” It was
a genuine disappointment a few Sundays ago to hear the
voice of a prominent Nashville preacher coming over the
air with a note of apology. Speaking on the second coming
of Christ, he in substance said: “Now you wonder which
side I am on. I am not on either side. One side teaches
things which I cannot indorse; the other side has talked
too much.” True, he made it plain that he was not a pre-
millennialist. He said that he expressed the position he
now holds with the Nashville church. Even if, as a matter
of judgment, he thought too much had been said against
premillennialism, why should he give any comfort to pre-
millennialists by saying so? Could the knowledge that the
majority of the elders are known to be sympathetic to
the premillennial group have had anything to do with it?
Who is it that has talked too much, and what did they say
that should have not been said? Has he talked enough on
the question? Would it not have been fair to be a little
more specific? Why give comfort to the side whose teach-
ings he cannot endorse? And why reflect upon the side
where his convictions are? Is it either wise or compliment-
ary to be neutral on one of the major religious issues of
the day?

Making the Application

It is not enough for the attitude to be right, the
preaching must be right. To be right it must be both posi-
tive and negative. The truth must be established, and error
must be torn down. It takes far more tearing down than
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building up, because men are constantly running to ex-
tremes, going off at tangents, taking detours. They have
to be called back to the highway of truth. Their error must
be pointed out and explained--the application must be
made--before men will see the need of returning.

It takes more sermons now to effect a conversion than
in apostolic days. It must be because hearts are filled with
false doctrines. There is no conflict between love and de-
molishing error. It was the “apostle of love” who said to
“try the spirits.” Paul was constantly hammering on Juda-
ism. Jesus tore down that he might build up. If by the “spirit
of Christ” we mean the spirit Christ manifested, then it cer-
tainly involves the refutation of error. We cannot be loyal to
Christ without being loyal to his doctrine.

What Preach About

The fact that there is no known disturbance in the
church over a question is no sure sign that preaching on
that subject is not needed. Preaching is preventive as well
as curative. It is far better to indoctrinate against false
doctrines before it gets a foothold in the congregation. And
with the radio and so much literature being circulated false
doctrines spreads rapidly. Elders have made many serious
blunders in telling preachers that there was no need to
preach on certain subjects. Hundreds of members who have
never said a word to indicate that they had any leanings
toward mechanical music, have upon moving to a new com-
munity joined themselves to the music crowd. The churches
must be indoctrinated as was the Jerusalem church, so that
when they are scattered abroad either by persecution or the
normal calls of life, they will preach and practice the truth
in all things.

Against Whose Doctrine

There is general agreement that the errors of denomi-
nationalism must be refuted, but we must not “quarrel”
with our brethren. When Jude said to contend earnestly for
the faith, he continued: “For there are certain men crept in
unawares, who were before of old ordained to this con-
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demnation, ungodly men, turning the grace of our God
into lasciviousness, and denying the only Lord God, and our
Lord Jesus Christ.” Could not these who “crept in” do more
damage than any who were on the outside?

Who was it the Ephesian church tried and found to be
“liars” ? They were on the inside. Christ commended them
for trying their own brethren and convicting them of im-
posture. He also wrote to Pergamos: “So hast thou also
them that hold the doctrine of the Nicolaitanes, which thing
I  hate.” The Lord hated some of the doctrines that were
taught on the inside, and expected his people to hate and
expose them. He commended the Ephesians for hating the
“deeds” of the Nicolaitanes. The deeds were the fruit of
the doctrines. Most of the trouble was “inside” in apostolic
days. Paul fought the Jews both in and out of the church
but the brunt of his opposition was no doubt Jews who were
nominally on the inside.

Preachers must not compromise the truth in their own
hearts--in their attitude. They must not compromise in
method, failing to make the application against false doc-
trine. They must not compromise in the choice of subjects.
It is foolish and vicious to “whale away” on points not
disputed and neglect the very things about which the hearers
are disturbed. The emphasis must be placed where it is
needed, in so far as that can be ascertained; and the whole
truth must be preached as a preventive against spiritual
disease.

Borrowing Respectability

There are some churches which have been dominated by
premillennial influence, but which have many members who
are sick of the doctrine and complaining that they cannot
hear the old fashioned gospel. Some of these are reluctantly
calling preachers who are not premillennialists for meet-
ings. They then boast of the fact that Brother So-and-So
held a meeting for us. Apparently they are seeking to capi-
talize upon the matter to borrow doctrinal respectability in
the eyes of those who do not believe their doctrines.
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Can a loyal preacher afford to hold such a meeting,
making converts to such a church, without preaching the
truth on premillennialism? It is not enough to preach that
the church was established on Pentecost. They do not deny
that fact. It is not enough for him to let them know, how-
ever firmly and bravely, how he stands on the millennial
theories. They know that before they call him, and care
nothing for any of these things, so long as he does not make
the preaching so strong that it threatens their hold upon
the church. The preacher let the church know before he
accepted the place he holds, and again in his recent sermon,
what his views, are; but they do not care for that, especially
when he says he is on neither side, and that those who
oppose premillennialism have talked too much ! They profess
neutrality. The church that has had only premillennial
preaching is behind with preaching against speculation on
these subjects. These subjects cannot possibly be neglected
under those circumstances.

No, the preacher cannot compromise the truth for
friendship nor fellowship. Paul rebuked Peter when he
needed it. The preacher who cannot rebuke his brethren
when they are wrong is following the wrong calling. He
should be employed in a department store operated by one
of the Hebrew race. However, he would not be allowed to
insult either customers or prospects. It is the height of
foolishness to tolerate error in the church to hold the mem-
bership intact, and then take a chance on driving our “good
sectarian friends” away by exposing their errors ! And those
who compromise with the brethren will soon learn to com-
promise with their religious neighbors also. Are some of
our preachers coming around to the sectarian viewpoint of
preaching no doctrinal sermons? They are headed that way
when they compromise with error in the church.

Causes of Compromise

If we look for the causes of this “sweet-spiritedness”
among some of our preachers and churches, the most likely
one is a desire to build a great church. There could be no
other excuse for exempting error within the fellowship, The
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ambition to do great things has obsessed many. If we want
to make a place in the sun for the “church of Christ,” of
course, we will not want to make anybody mad.

One could make a plausible case against the "pastor
system." Preachers have toned down the message avoiding
controversial subjects to keep peace and insure their stabili-
ty, no doubt; but churches supporting preachers is not the
cause of this. It has merely brought out some of the weak-
ness that already existed. Premillennialism could be set
down as the prime cause with a degree of plausibility.
Sweet-spiritedness has been the trademark of the move-
ment, in so far as the little contingent within our own ranks
is concerned. And the controversy with them has furnished
the occasion for bringing out the weakness in the attitude
of many toward error, particularly error in the church.

But, indirectly, the Gospel Guardian has been instru-
mental in bringing out this weakness as much as anything.
Mr. Editor, I want to thank you and congratulate you for
helping to bring this dangerous weakness among us to a
head. I knew the Guardian would be a great force for good
before it started. But I must confess that there is far greater
need for its services than I had realized. The opposition it
has aroused has revealed to me that the situation was much
more serious than I had dreamed.

You may rest assured that the congestion, the poison,
was at work in the body, or you could not have revealed it.
You did not create it. If those you have “smoked out” were
so weak that they could be stampeded into such a ridiculous
attitude toward the truth of God by what you have done,
then that weakness was a condition that we needed to know
and correct. And now that you have revealed the danger, it
must be courageously met. And the Guardian must help
supply and apply the remedy.

At first I thought the Guardian would be a great help.
Now, it is well nigh indispensable. Your friends must talk
subscriptions for the Guardian. And if it were practical, I
had rather help in a campaign to raise thousands of dollars
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to endow the Guardian than to raise similar thousands for
a national broadcast, or for any of “our” institutions. It is a
strange thing to me that money can only be raised in large
amounts to erect “buildings” or to put on a big show of
some kind. I think the “biggest” thing that could possibly
be done in the brotherhood at the present time would be to
offset the spirit of compromise that is so well entrenched
with some of our “leading,” or “misleading,” preachers and
churches. The future of the so-called Restoration Move-
ment, without a doubt, hinges more upon the proper cul-
mination of the fight which the Guardian has started than
upon any movement for which money has been raised in
recent years.

Yours in the fight on compromise,

A. D. Bunker
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GREAT SONGS OF WHAT CHURCH?

(SEPTEMBER, 1936)

There is a school of religious thought which in late years has
been given the label “premillennialism.” It has been repre-
sented by such men as C. T. Russell, C. I. Scofield, and R. H.
Boll. Russell’s was first known as “Millennial Dawn” but was
commonly referred to as “Russellism.” Scofield was ingenious
enough to bring out an edition of the Bible, with copious notes,
references and interliners in the text of the Bible itself, and call-
ed it the Scofield Bible--which is correct as it is not the Bible at
all, but a man’s creed under the Bible title. For years these
theorists and their theories found no followers, and few sympa-
thizers, among churches of Christ. But today the movement
within the church has become as definite as that of Russell or
Scofield. Because of the fact that the head of this party among
Christians is R. H. Boll, among us it has become known as
“Bollism.” Perhaps, Brother Boll may feel somewhat signaliz-
ed of being placed at the head of a party and by having its
teaching referred to as Bollism. He has made some references
to what Alexander Campbell taught being called "Campbell-
ism” in a vein that would leave the impression that he rather
regards himself distinguished as a second reformer. But it is
certainly a distinction not to be coveted to become the head
of a party instead of a plain rank and file member of the body of
Christ, and it is just the kind of distinction that Paul refused
to accept, which he rather condemned, in his letter to the Corin-
thians. “NOW this I mean, that each one of you saith, I am of
Paul; and I of Apollos; and I of Cephas; and I of Christ. Is
Christ divided: was Paul crucified for you? or were ye baptized
into the name of Paul? I thank God that I baptized none of
you, save Crispus and Gaius; lest any man should say that ye
were baptized into my name.” (1 Corinthians 1:12-15) And
with further emphasis he continued: “For ye are yet carnal:
for whereas there is among you jealousy and strife, are ye not
carnal, and do ye not walk after the manner of men? for when
one saith, I am of Paul; and another, I am of Apollos; are ye
not men?” (1 Corinthians 3:3, 4.) It was certainly no distinction
in Paul’s estimation to be made the head of a party in the church.
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A SECTARIAN MOVEMENT

The party which is now commonly referred to as “the Boll
movement,” or in a less respectful way but with as much respect
as the movement deserves, as “Bollism” with its stock, fixtures,
appurtenances, and good will, consists in four items namely:
the Word and Work, a publication; a Bible Training School
(The Louisville School of Speculation);  another publication,
Great Songs of the Church, which is a songbook; and a hand-
ful of followers backed by a larger number of sympathizers.
The sympathizers are more numerous and far more dangerous
than the followers. Reference is here made to them as indirect
sympathizers because they are first out of sympathy with a
stalwart stand for New Testament doctrine before they can be
in sympathy with the Boll movement. And being in sympathy
with the thing called “Bollism” invariably gets them still fur-
ther out of sympathy with the truth.

The Word and Work is very likely a liability rather than an
asset, financially. That is the rule for religious publications.
The physical assets of the party can therefore be reduced to a
very definite sum--the visible means of its support is a song
book! And in order to capitalize this asset as much as possible,
the publishers have attempted to “standardize” it so as to make
it as universal as the church and to immortalize it as a part of
the church by affiliating it in title with the church--hence,
Great Songs of the Church! May we not pause long enough to
inquire--great songs of what church?

Now it just happens that E. L. Jorgenson is publisher of
Word and Work (R. H. Boll’s official organ) and E. L. Jorgenson
is also publisher of this songbook. Hence, the songbook must
pay the deficit on Word and Work (if somebody else does not pay
it) and support all other activities of this party which may not
be self-supporting--in short, the songbook is the financial sup-
port of the Boll party. Someone may inquire, What of it, is it
not legitimate for publishers to make a profit on their publica-
tions? To be sure, if the thing they are doing is legitimate.
But is it legitimate for loyal Christians and churches to furnish
the money for such a party to grow on, thrive on, and thus not
only aid but actually make possible the continuance of their
work of division? Have brethren considered the fact that if
only those churches who are allied with this movement were
the users of this book, the patronage would not be sufficient in
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its volume to bring out another edition of it? The fact stands
out, therefore, that the loyal churches who do not indorse the
doctrines of this party are themselves furnishing the funds for
the propagation of the objectionable doctrines taught. Should
all the churches, save those of their own group, withdraw their
patronage, it is doubtful if either Great Songs or Word and Work
could be published. And if neither was published the most
potent ways and means of promoting these erroneous doctrines
would be eliminated. This being true, churches of Christ have
the power to repulse the advance of this movement or to aid
its advance. This matter conscientiously considered will be
far-reaching.

A SECTARIAN AFFILIATION

Back to the inquiry prompted by the title of this “great”
songbook--great songs of what church? It certainly does not
contain the great songs of that religious body of people who are
known as the church of Christ. No proof of this statement is
necessary, for anybody who has examined the book knows that
it does not contain songs written by members of the church.
There is one exception--the publisher did slip a few of his own
songs into the book, which fact, however, would hardly justify
its pretentious title.

It is actually a sectarian songbook! First, it is sectarian be-
cause its contents are sectarian. The songs are supplied from
sectarian sources exclusively. All songbooks, it is true, pub-
lished by our brethren contain songs written by sectarians, but
they should not, and rarely have, contained sectarian songs.
But all songbooks published by our brethren have contained
many songs written by our own writers. Presumably they
have contained as many such songs as have been considered
meritorious, timely and available at the time of publication.
There is no reasonable excuse for one of our publishers produc-
ing a songbook made up exclusively of songs from sectarian
sources, and calling it “Great Songs of the Church”! What
church? Why not compile a book of sermons delivered by the
thought-to-be great sectarian preachers and call it “Great
Sermons of the Church”?

The majority of sectarian song writers, like sectarian preach-
ers, hold nothing in common with the gospel and have nothing
to offer religiously or musically that is worth recommending
to plain churches of Christ. When a man’s heart is full of error
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it will inevitably show up whether he is preaching a sermon or
writing a song, and neither eloquence in the former nor poetry
in the latter gives license to his error. Brother Jorgenson chose
the sectarian source, ignoring all our own song writers except
himself. He chose his songs, but all the songs were furnished
by a sectarian music house, and the book itself was prepared
for him by this sectarian music house. So great was the tribute
paid for this supply of songs, and so extensive is the interest
that this sectarian music house has in this book, that it is dif-
ficult to tell whether Brother Jorgenson is working for this sec-
tarian music house or whether it is working for Brother Jorgen-
son. He seems to be little more than an agent for the book.
He has no publishing plant, no printing equipment. The books
are shipped from a different state from the one in which Brother
Jorgenson lives. In content and in source of supply the book
is sectarian. When brethren buy it they divide their money
between an outright sectarian music house and a factious move-
ment that has sought by ingenious means and devious ways to
gain the churches, which when they find impossible to do they
will split them.

SECTARIANIZING THE CHURCHES

So eager is the publisher of this misnamed songbook to gain
the churches that he regularly publishes a list of churches which
have been enlisted by their purchase of his book--and he ad-
vertises these churches as belonging to the Word and Work
column. He has given his books free to our colleges and to
some of the influential churches, such as Central church of
Christ, Nashville, Tennessee, in order to boast that his song-
book was being used by them. And these brethren and churches
permit themselves to be so used in order to get something free!

If brethren insist on using sectarian songbooks, there are
other books better than this one. These sectarian music houses
are identified with organizations which are fighting what we
are trying to build up; they are using their time and their money
and their talents building up what we are striving to tear down.
The profits from songbooks sold to churches of Christ go into
sectarian hands, and find their way into denominational funds
with which to further sectarianism--the very thing we are
fighting. But these are open and avowed enemies of the truth.
The profits from the Jorgenson songbook are split between a
purely sectarian house and a faction promoting division in the
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church of Christ. The latter’s part of the profits help to pay
for the Word and Work and the distribution of other Boll litera-
ture. Brethren may choose for themselves, but to this writer
it is far more preferable (choosing between two evils) to put
money by patronage into the hands of avowed sectarians, than
to support a faction within the ranks, thus aiding the cause of
division within the church, which already is far too ominous
to be comfortable to those who love the unity of the church
in the truth.

The foregoing is certainly sufficient grounds to discard such
a book, but if we consider the book further on its own claims
as set forth in the literature which was distributed when it was
first published there are yet other grounds on which it should
be rejected. The announced purpose of the publisher was to
bring forth a new songbook which would eliminate forever the
need of publishing by any other publisher other new songbooks.
It was heralded as the permanent hymnal of the church.
Churches were urged to adopt this book permanently--and
thus eliminate all other books and publishers of books! In the
effort to make the book permanent elders were induced in cer-
tain known instances to sign an agreement never to use any
other book. A certain Texas church some years ago actually
entered into such an agreement, said agreement signed by the
elders of the church and recorded in the minutes of the meeting
in which the resolution was passed. What a sweeping stroke
to affiliate churches with a movement devoted to the teaching
of false doctrine!

Though this book was promoted as a new songbook in ad-
vance of its publication it appeared without a new song in it,
with the exception already noted--that of the publisher’s own
composition. Most of the songs in it were old when the pub-
lisher of the “new” book was born. There was not a song in it
that could not have been found in other sectarian books--it was
just a collection of old sectarian songs. What reasonable ex-
cuse can be found for publishing a new songbook without a
new song in it? As for the old songs--if there be any virtue in
age why not go back a few hundred years farther, all the way
back to Jerusalem and sing the songs that the first Christians
sang? On the other hand, if we are not going to sing first cen-
tury songs why discriminate against twentieth century songs?
The policy of the publisher of the misnomer under review to
publish sectarian songs only, and old songs only, and then of



G REAT SONGS OF W HAT C HURCH ? 443

publishing no more songs at all (seeing that his book is per-
manent) is certainly calculated to discourage the production of
new songs by Christian men today. If publishers do not use
new songs, no new songs will be written by brethren, some of
whom are as capable in the song field as any sectarian song
writer. The songs in this book were sectarian and old when the
book was first published--and now the book itself is old! As a
publisher of songbooks Brother Jorgenson has certainly done
nothing to encourage the production of gospel songs by our
brethren--yet he would depend upon the brethren to support
his book. He has neglected any talent that may be developed
among us, but he looks to us for his income and output.

PRODUCING OUR OWN LITERATURE

We have reversed the case as it pertains to our praise in com-
parison with our preaching. Do we look to the denominations
for what we preach? Why should we look to them for what we
sing? The denominations should draw on us, and they do when
they can keep it in the dark. Austin Taylor has furnished pro-
ductions for more than two hundred denominational publica-
tions. If some great songs which have been written by our own
men had emanated from some New York publisher bearing the
name of a sectarian composer they would be in use by all of the
sectarian churches. But when it is known that a gospel singer
wrote a song some of the brethren think it is not “standard”
and that it is not worth singing. The church can produce her
own literature. We are better off without the writings of sec-
tarians in both teaching and singing. Error in the heart of a
man is bound to find its way into the songs that he writes as in
everything else.

Churches that use this songbook do not permit the teaching
of premillennialism from the pulpit: but the evident purpose
of this publisher is to place this songbook as an opening wedge
--it is the one thing that furnishes contact with the churches
for this faction and its teachers. The book has been distributed
at various prices ranging from a handsome amount to absolute-
ly free. It is significant as before mentioned that the book was
donated to our colleges, although they do not all use them at
the present time, and they were donated to the Central church,
Nashville, Tennessee, the radio church of the brotherhood,
which is perhaps better able to pay for them than any other
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church in the brotherhood. The reader can form his own con-
clusions as to motives back of such discrimination.

The writer is not a publisher of songbooks, nor of anything
else now, and has no financial interest that can be served direct-
ly by the use or the nonuse of this book. There are a few things,
however, that he knows about the situation: he knows that
there are other sectarian books which he would prefer if he
wanted a sectarian songbook, which he does not; he knows
that there are books published by our brethren, who are loyal
to the New Testament teaching and who are not promoting a
faction, of just as high quality musically and from which ob-
jectionable features already mentioned have been edited out;
he knows that brethren will choose the songbooks they prefer--
books published by sectarians, books published by factions, or
books published by brethren of unquestioned loyalty to the
truth. But he is pretty sure also that he knows this, finally,
that the use by loyal churches of this Jorgenson songbook will
not speed the stamping out of this premillennial foolishness
which he and other gospel preachers are pledged by simple
loyalty to the truth to fight--and which we shall fight to the
finish.
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ANENT "GREAT SONGS OF THE CHURCH”

(NOVEMBER, 1936)

Dear Brother Jorgenson :

Your communication to the Firm Foundation relative to
the article on the front page entitled “Great Songs Of What
Church?” has been referred to me for attention, and it appears
to be copy for an ad instead of an article--for why detail a re-
citation of sales from the time your book was made with par-
ticular anxiety to list purchases in great quantities by large
churches? A free ad, indeed, you might have received if the
editor of the Firm Foundation had been simple enough to run it.

Sometime ago the Word and Work announced that hence-
forth no reference would be made in the Word and Work to
any criticisms of its doctrine, or of its publishers, appearing
in other papers and that no controversies would be allowed.
And I have in my files an original correspondence in which
Brother Boll defends his policy of refusing space in Word and
Work to anyone desiring to reply to things that appear in it,
contending that those who wish to reply to him may do so
through the mediums offered by the other papers. Yet you
seek space in another paper and appear entirely willing to en-
gage in a controversy in this paper which your policy bars from
your own paper. Shame on your ethics, brother! For plain
consistency’s sake, if for no higher motive, you should use the
Word and Work as the medium through which to reply to any-
thing which appears in the Firm Foundation that you do not
like. It is time for the Word and Work to take its own medicine.

As for your article, there is nothing formidable about it, or
in it, and if you will open the Word and Work to the exchange
in full, I will join you in request for the space in the Firm Foun-
dation; but I certainly do not think it is Brother Showalter’s
obligation to concede to your vanity in submitting such matter
for a one-sided medium and for your selfish aggrandizement.
In the premises of your announced policy I cannot see how you
can with honor, not to mention consistency, ask for space in
another paper. Your request is worse than inconsistent.
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Referring briefly to some of the things contained in your
communication, I suggest the following:

1. You state that the Word and Work receives no profit from
the sales of the songbook. I have before me a copy of your
songbook and the title page reads: T HE W ORD AND W O R K,
PUBLISHERS . And I have before me a copy of the Word and
Work which gives THE WORD AND WORK as the publishers of
it. Moreover, Word and Work carries an ad for the Deluxe
edition of Great Songs, and again gives THE WORD AND WORK,
PUBLISHERS . Now, is it not strange, and will you deny, that
the publishers of both magazine and songbook receive nothing?
The distinction you imply can be viewed only as a dodge, a
weak distinction without a real difference.

2. The fact that you selected, arranged and compiled your
songbook was not the point and involves no point. The point
was your choice of the sectarian source and affiliation; the de-
liberate use of premillennial and outright sectarian songs and
lending promotion to this faction in the church--the Louisville
party. These were the points that you “talked around” but
ignored. The fact that you are free to have these books printed
by any of the sectarian music concerns you choose, in New York
or Chicago, and have them shipped from these points to the
churches that buy them, offers no denial to anything I said, nor
obviates any point I made.

3. The mention of the half-dozen unknown and inferior
writers, your party sympathizers, whose songs were used doubt-
less to compliment them since you concede their inferiority, is
the tacit admission of the substantial correctness of my observa-
tions on that point.

4. Your concessions in the matter of certain gifts and your
reference to numerous discounts are in terms so general as not
to convey any direct information, but nevertheless admits about
all I said on the point. The word “discount” may cover a mul-
titude of figures; and it seems that if certain churches could
furnish the dentists, chiropodists, or beauticians, they might
obtain their supply of books at quite a nominal sum in exchange!

5. Regarding your advertisements putting churches in Word
and Work column--the very time and tone of your ad "And
STILL THEY Go” appearing periodically after criticisms which
appeared in “other papers” certainly conveys such an im-
pression and one would have only to read the ads to be con-
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vinced. True, it is your paper, your ad, and your right to ad-
vertise as you please, but you should not deny the facts. Is it
all accidental and without intent? Really, you brethren are
too innocent to be human. But you say the Advocate has used
the same method--that is like the boy who, when the other boy
calls him a bad name, replies “You’re Another’n.” But it does
not dispose of the point.

6. As for the elders of a certain church who passed a resolu-
tion and entered the same into the minutes of the church record
that no other book should ever be used, at the proper time I
shall be pleased to give the facts and the names, and I am by
no means certain that your name and influence will not be con-
nected with the case.

7. Finally, the whole force of your communication was spent
on the mere incidentals of my article, the main shaft of which
you ignored entirely. The article was aimed at the general un-
soundness of your book doctrinally, sectarianizing the church,
and promoting a factious movement. It will afford me con-
siderable satisfaction to give further facts to the people, and it
is my purpose to do so.

If you really wish to be heard, just open up the Word and
Work to the exchange, and I am confident Brother Showalter
will make the space available. On his behalf, let me say that
he had no knowledge of the article, nor of my intention to write
it, until he received it for publication, and I assume all respon-
sibility for the article and for its statements, and personally, I
have no thought of letting up on these exposures, as the occa-
sions arise, until their effectiveness is complete.

Very sincerely yours,
FOY E. WALLACE, JR.
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CONCERNING CHRISTIAN COLLEGES

(JANUARY, 1937 IN Firm Foundation)

If eternal vigilance is the price of freedom, with controversy
it is also the price of truth. No issue stays settled. Issues vir-
tually settled with one generation come up for the considera-
tion of the next, and the ground must be gone over again. It
must not be overlooked that the present generation has not had
the advantages of the thorough indoctrination that former gen-
erations had along all lines of teaching and practice. The best
evidence of this lack of doctrinal education is in the trends away
from those principles that insure the purity and integrity of the
New Testament church.

COLLEGES AND CHURCHES

Prominent among the major issues, with the decided trend
away, is that of the rights and prerogatives of the “Christian
College.” It is a dual question, having to do with education,
secular and religious. With most people the name “Christian
College” links the institution immediately with the church, and
to one who does not analyze the field and function of the school
it is an adjunct of the church, an auxiliary of the church, a
“church institution.” But the audacity of some of the schools
today would cause one to wonder whether the college, even
from that point of view, is an agency of the church or whether
the church is an agency of the school. The churches in some
instances at least are certainly being used by the college. Many
of the churches of Texas, and perhaps of Oklahoma and other
states, have recently received official requests from Abilene
Christian College, so urgent indeed as to almost constitute a de-
mand, for an Abilene Christian College Sunday in the churches.
The announcement was headlined : “Abilene Christian College
Asks that the Congregation in Your Community Take a Special
Collection for the College on November 22, 1936." The announce-
ment was a high-pressure effort to swing the congregations as
such to the support of the college, closing the appeal with the
following demand : “Make Your Collections as Large as you
Can on November 22--A. C. C. Day.”
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How does it sound--what kind of parlance is it--to desig-
nate a certain Lord’s Day as Abilene Christian College Day in
a church of Christ?

But two weeks after the foregoing audacious announcement
the preachers and elders of the churches received the following
official letter:

“To the Elders, Church of Christ

“Dear Friends:

“Two weeks ago we wrote you and asked that the congre-
gation meeting in your community make a special collection
for Abilene Christian College on the last Lord’s day in this
month, November 22. We hope you have already made an-
nouncements to this effect.

“Collections received by the College will not be used to pay
running expenses, but will be used toward the maintenance of
buildings and equipment on the campus and for the purchase
of equipment necessary for the standard of work we feel the
school should offer.

“We are inclosing some information concerning the work of
A. C. C. You may use this in making your announcement to
members of the congregation, if you desire. May we look for-
ward to hearing from you soon after November 22nd.”

The mission of the church of Jesus Christ is definitely set
forth in the New Testament and its duties and obligations
clearly defined. Nowhere is it even hinted that the building
of, or the maintenance of buildings and other equipment for
a secular institution “on the campus” or anywhere else is the
duty or even the privilege of a church of Christ. Yet a preacher
in the church, who has lately made a reputation for loose talk-
ing and writing and general unsoundness, on behalf of this col-
lege recently proclaimed the following: “The church that does
not have Abilene Christian College in its budget does not have
the right kind of a preacher.” If that does not carry a threat
to the preachers, words have no meaning. The idea seems to
be for the school to make the preachers, place them with the
churches, and put the college in the budget. Therein lies some
of the danger. Indirectly the college controls the churches.
It was the colleges that swept the church into the first digres-
sion in this country and it will come again, if it is not already
on the way.
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ABILENE CHRISTIAN COLLEGE DAY

(NOVEMBER 22, ANY YEAR)

Slogan: Every congregation a Contributor--The Church
That Does Not Have A. C. C. In Its Budget Does Not Have
The Right Preacher.

Are you ready for it, brethren? With happenings taking
the present shape, it will not be long now. The college would
doubtless furnish the placards. A very high-powered lecturer
perchance might be supplied also in case any church should
not have the right preacher. Do you say this cannot happen
here? The reply is, it is happening--here. Yet some of us are
criticised for seeing danger.

For many years the majority of our strongest preachers in
these parts have opposed affiliating the church with the school
and putting the college in “the budget” of the church. The
present campaign that has been adopted, under influence and
advice most any close observer could locate, represents a chal-
lenge to these men on all that they have stood for on these
issues, and it should not pass without being called. I am doing
my part of the calling now and every gospel preacher who sees
the infringement on the divine realm of the church should raise
his protest. Elders who “take heed to themselves and to all
the flock” as they are commanded to do should give this move-
ment its immediate setback by refusing to cooperate in this
church-contribution-budget scheme to affiliate the church with
the college. As for preachers, I would rather preach the gospel
in a country schoolhouse and parch goobers for a living than
to qualify as “the right kind of a preacher” by getting the col-
lege in the church budget. Such a statement is an insult to
every gospel preacher in Texas.

THE MISSION OF THE CHURCH

It will not be amiss in this connection to refer to the mission
of the church and what relation it sustains, if any, to a college.
Be it said that the college is wholly a human, man-made insti-
tution. But the church is divine. The college represents a
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human endeavor, enterprise; the church’s mission is divine.
That divine mission is the edification of her members and the
spread of the gospel--saving souls. In carrying on this work
the church is within itself all sufficient. It cannot delegate this
work to a human auxiliary or organization. This is the objec-
tion to missionary societies; they supplant the church in the
very thing the church is commanded to do. It is not scriptural
for a church to place funds in the hands of any agency or organ-
ization to do its work, losing both the control and the direction
of the money and of the work.

The church has no scriptural right to do anything in which
it loses the control of the work done and of the money given.
Any work that is too big for the church to do as a church is big-
ger than the church has been commanded to do. If this con-
demns some things “we” have been doing, then what “we” are
doing should be done otherwise. Institutionalism is the ever-
present menace to the church. It has wrought havoc with the
church in the past and the growing tendencies portend evil in
the future. Indeed, it is only the restraint of a large sentiment
and a certain opposition that is holding certain of the colleges
within their present bounds and away from the extremes so ap-
parent in the offing. We should not forget that any organiza-
tion larger than the church, or smaller than the church, is an
unscriptural organization through which to do the work of the
church.

Abilene Christian College has no more of a scriptural right
to ask for a “church contribution” and to be put in the“ church
budget” than has the Firm Foundation Publishing House, the
Gospel Advocate Company, or any other private enterprise.
Individuals have the right to start any worthy enterprise they
may wish, who have the wherewith to start them, papers,
schools and the like; or other individuals who are like-minded
may furnish them the wherewith. But no individual has the
right to start anything and make it the charge of the church.
The church is the Lord’s and its privileges and prerogatives are
prescribed by him.

T HE MISSION OF THE S C H O O L

Then what is the mission of the school? Properly considered
the school is not an adjunct of the church, but of the home.
Secular education is not the work of the church. Taking money
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from the church to support secular college with their gymnastics
and athletics is a travesty on the church and is worse than
wrong--it is a sin. It is the duty of parents to educate their
children; the school is, therefore, supplementary to the home.
When the child arrives at a certain school age that he must pass
from the home into the school, the parents’ task is to provide
such training that will continue the influence of the home. The
school takes the place of the home; the teacher takes the place
of the parent. Certainly the Bible should be taught in the
school, just as it is in the home. We do not have to bar the
Bible from a school in order to claim the right to operate one;
nor does the fact that teachers exercise the right to instruct
students in the Bible change the institution from a secular pri-
vate institution to a “church institution.” The Bible is taught
in the home, and should be taught in the school on the same
principle, it being auxiliary to the home. It is a mistake to as-
sociate the college with the church. They are private enter-
prises and should be supported accordingly. Brother John T.
Lewis states the matter accurately in the Gospel Advocate, De-
cember 10, as follows: “In 1891, when David Lipscomb and
J. A. Harding founded the Nashville Bible School to help young
men and young women, who were not able to go to college, get
an education, also for the avowed purpose of teaching the Bible,
as God’s revealed will to man, to all students, they were in their
rights as Christians and also as citizens of a free country. When
they called upon brethren who were in sympathy with their
plans and purposes to help finance the project, they were still
within their rights. And when scores of good brethren contri-
buted liberally of their means to help build a school where their
children could be taught the word of God free, by competent
teachers, while they were getting their secular education, they
were in their rights and attending to their own business.” That
is certainly true and puts the college where it belongs--a pri-
vate enterprise, designed to supplement the work of the home,
and its support should be derived from that source, financed
by those who operate the college, assisted by like-minded breth-
ren who wish to make personal contributions to it. They are
not “church schools”;  the church does not own them and can-
not own them. The church has no corporate body, synod or
conference, or general head through which it could own them.
Attached to the church they become an appendix--and it is
beginning to appear that the church may soon be in need of an
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appendectomy as there are some appendixes growing that will
need cutting out or off.

With the history of digression back of us our leaders should
be able to see where the dangers are but many seem to be wholly
oblivious to them. How long, 0 Lord, how long will it take us
to learn the lesson.
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THE EVILS OF MAJORITY RULE
IN THE CHURCH

(DECEMBER , 1937 IN Firm Foundation)

The world has been sick. So has the church. In the world
there are wars and rumors of wars, civil, social, industrial, na-
tional and international. In the church there continues to be
divisions and rumors of divisions. A recent meeting in which
the writer did the preaching was all but ruined by an industrial
strike in the town. It was the endless fight between labor
unions and open shop workers, climaxed by personal encounters,
street battles, and anarchy running riot. It is often that very
spirit that lies at the root of church troubles. The spirit of the
striker gets into the church, for strikers are often members of
the church. If not, their sympathizers are. It is the class
hatred lying dormant, the smoldering sentiment of anarchy
and rebellion. If elders and others prominent in the affairs of
the church happen to be successful businessmen, merchants,
bankers, there is in the hearts of some a predisposed resentment
against their leadership in the church. It is such an attitude
that makes possible the circulating of petitions among the in-
nocent and credulous by designing men, inflamed by the same
spirit that moves the striker, to oust elders, to set up govern-
ment de facto, but not de jure (by right), in the church. A com-
munity torn by an industrial strike is comparable to the ruins of
a town in the wake of a tornado, but a church which has been
the victim of religious anarchists is in a sorrier plight than both.

The majority rule sentiment has become more than a tend-
ency--it is being practiced. The soil in which it grows is politi-
cal. We have a democratic form of government, and long live
democracy is the impassioned plea of platform orators bidding
for the popular vote. The public cannot see why democracy
should not rule the church as well as the nation, and hence,
such a contingent in the church has the encouragement of the
outside world to begin with. That is the reason human tribunals
cannot decide religious questions and it is seldom that justice is
meted out in courts when the church is at law over questions of
property rights. And such cases are seldom properly presented.
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This was clearly seen some years ago when the houses faith-
ful brethren had paid for were lost to the Christian Church,
and it became necessary for brethren to put “the restrictive
clause” in the deed in order to legally define ownership of the
property. It may become necessary for another clause against
majority rule to be incorporated in deeds to property. When
this was done in the matter of innovations, the cry went up
against “the creed in the deed.” But as a matter of fact, if a
deed is right at all, a restrictive deed is right for the same rea-
son-for all deeds are legally restrictive. Its purpose is to de-
fine ownership and restrictive clauses are indispensable.

The following proposition was recently submitted to me for
debate : “Controlling Christian worship by restrictive clauses
in deeds to properties is scriptural.” And the brother desired
that I affirm that proposition! He must, in the first place, be
disappointed that he can no longer steal the brethren’s meet-
inghouses. And, in the second place, how does he imagine that
deeds to property control worship? People may worship out-
side the house, in their front and back yards, or anywhere they
may assemble. No house controls worship--therefore, no deed
to such property could control worship--it defines who owns
the house, so that innovators cannot steal it. No wonder these
brethren object to restrictive deeds!

But the majority rule doctrine in our churches is the same in
principle as the innovators taught and practiced. For if the
majority rule prevails, then when the majority votes for the
organ, who can consistently say nay? If it be argued that ma-
jority rule does not pertain to matters of faith or doctrine, but
only matters of judgment--then who shall decide when a thing
is a matter of faith and when it is not? Shall we first vote on
what shall be voted on? Advocates of instrumental music have
always insisted that instrumental music is not a matter of faith,
but an expedient. Shall the majority decide by petitions and
voting whether the organ is a matter of faith or not and then
leave it to the will of the majority as to whether we shall have
it or not?

The eldership of the church is as much a doctrinal question
as is the organ in worship. If elders of the church can be de-
posed and elected by congregational majority vote, then what
if a majority should decide to dispose of the eldership entirely
and have no elders at all? That is, in reality from all practical
considerations, what majority vote, or rule, means--no elder-
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ship. Why have elders if the church is to be governed by the
vote of its members? Only a chairman of an election board
would be necessary.

The duties and qualifications of elders, as set forth in the New
Testament, are within themselves against the majority rule
practice. The word “elder” denotes age, experience, knowledge,
piety. It takes years to grow elders in the church. The Bible
plainly warns against making a novice (a new member) an
elder. Some good workers in the church have been spoiled, and
the church, too, by making men elders who were filling their
place well as workers. Men become qualified for elders grad-
ually, by Christian growth, maturity, knowledge and wisdom,
and their recognition is the result of their attainment. If this
is not true, then elders can be made and disposed of just as often
as preachers may go into congregations and work up sentiment
for and against them.

Majority rule in the church is wrong, fundamentally wrong,
the whole principle of it is wrong. Applied to the family, parents
would be helplessly in the minority. And in the church where
majority rule has been in operation, young members, uninform-
ed members, worldly members, any kind of a member whose
name can be added to a petition, members who do not come to
church once a year, are given as much voice and authority by
the vote as elders and others of experience and knowledge.
Such a course has always been decried by men of experience
and Bible knowledge, for majority rule has always been the
enemy of congregational peace and unity. It was one of the
errors of denominational bodies which Alexander Campbell
sought so early to correct. He referred to popular-rule church
government as “fierce democracy.” He said, according to “the
fierce democracy of congregationalism (majority rule), all are
equally rulers and the office (elders) of which Paul spoke is ex-
tinct.” And further, “there never was a community (a church)
that got along peaceably and profitably for any length of time
that presumed to settle matters of discipline by a public vote
in public assembly. Such societies (congregations) as have ad-
vocated this wild democracy have either broken themselves to
pieces or greatly dishonored and injured the profession. N O

family, church or state could long be kept in order, in harmony
and love, under such an economy” (Millennial Harbinger,
1840). How true to this early warning has been the effect of
this practice in some of our churches in recent times. And sad
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as it is true, some of our preachers are advocating such doctrine
in the churches, and others who do not advocate it, apparently
practice it when provocation arises.

Considered from the scriptural viewpoint majority rule vio-
lates many principles of apostolic teaching and is, therefore
vitiating to the New Testament church. In support of this
statement, we offer the following indictments against this dead-
ly infection :

First: It does not discriminate between experience and inex-
perience, nor regard knowledge as anything. It thus violates
the New Testament principle that some are more capable of
discernment, possess more knowledge than others, and should
teach while others of less experience and knowledge should be
taught. “For when by reason of the time ye ought to be teach-
ers, ye have need that one teach you again which be the first
principles of the oracles of God; and have become such as have
need of milk and not of strong meat. For every one that useth
milk is unskillful (without experience) in the word of righteous-
ness: for he is a babe. But strong meat belongeth to them that
are of full age, even those who by reason of use have their senses
exercised to discern both good and evil.” (Heb. 5:12-14)

Second: It makes the elders subject to the church instead of
the church being subject to the elders and reverses the New
Testament principle: “Obey them that have the rule over
you, and submit yourselves: for they watch for your souls, as
they that must give account, that they may do it with joy and
not grief: for this is unprofitable for you.” (Heb. 13:17)

Third: It is the parent of the ballot, or vote, and becomes
the occasion of politics, electioneering, instructing children and
young people “how to vote,” all of which results in division of
sentiment and is contrary to the New Testament injunction:
“Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and that there be no
divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly joined together
in the same mind and in the same judgment.” (1 Cor. 1:10)

Fourth: It encourages preachers to disregard the elders and
cater to the wishes of a majority in the church. Thus it has
come to pass that any preacher of average ability and personal-
ity can work up a sentiment against the elders in almost any
church and with his majority-rule doctrine divide the church,
in a flagrant violation of the New Testament command to
“know (recognize) them which labor among you; and to es-



T HE P R E S E N T  T R U T H

teem them very highly in love for their work’s sake. And be
at peace among yourselves.” (1 Thess. 5:12, 13) There must
have been some opposition to elders in Paul’s day that called
forth this timely admonition.

Fifth: It breeds anarchy in the church, leaves the church in
a state of uncertainty, without permanent leadership, and is
against the New Testament admonition to the elders to “take
heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the flock over which
the Holy Spirit hath made you overseers (bishops), to feed the
church of God which he hath purchased with his own blood.”
(Acts 20:28) Arguments against unqualified elders do not ap-
ply here, because the same contingency can and does exist, and
is even more likely to exist, with majority. It is not the cure
for the condition.

Sixth: The demand for majority rule always comes from
an uninformed and unruly element in the church, not from
pious, consecrated people who are contented to worship God
in spirit and in truth, or from preachers who think that to be
“the minister of the church” is to hold office of high authority
and who do not respect the authority of the elders over them.
It is, indeed, strange that these preachers will recognize the au-
thority of the elders when the elders engage them, but refuse
to recognize the authority of the same elders when it is thought
best for them to leave. Such preachers take work with a church
upon the authority of the elders, but insist on staying with the
church by majority rule. Almost any preacher who is a “good
mixer” can put over his schemes with enough of the women
and young people and indifferent members whose interest has
been revived to “take sides.” This is a perversion of every-
thing the New Testament teaches on the duty of members of
the church to the elders. “Likewise, ye younger, submit your-
selves unto the elder. Yea, all of you be subject one to another,
and be clothed with humility.” (1 Peter 5:5)

Seventh: Finally, and in short, the majority rule heresy is
too political to be scriptural. Politics in government is bad,
but in religion it is sad. A little sober thinking should convince
any reasonable spiritually-minded person that majority rule in
matters of any kind in the church is wrong. It has the inexper-
ienced ruling the experienced, the flock ruling the bishops, the
sheep tending the shepherds, and the people teaching their God-
ordained pastors, the elders. It reverses the entire system of
New Testament church government. (Acts 20:28, 39) The
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church is to be ruled by the wisdom, judgment and discretion of
the elders in all matters, both of faith and of expediency, and
any other system will eventually work havoc in any church.

A good tree will bring forth good fruit; men do not gather
grapes of thorns and figs of thistles. The majority rule teaching
and practice among us has already yielded its evil fruit.. Error
knows no bounds and finds no stopping place. So it is now
being advocated that the eldership of the church--was not per-
petuated, but belonged to the supernatural order, to the spiri-
tually endowed men of the New Testament, and ceased when
spiritual gifts and inspiration ceased. Majority rule is the
parent of that doctrine, for what could lend it a stronger impetus
than to abolish the eldership? In that case, the church would
either be controlled by those who assume prerogatives of an
elder without being elders, or else like the Democratic and Re-
public conventions-by elected delegates, and what a church !
Yet there are a few no-elder churches being established--fac-
tions, rather, that have espoused this doctrine. They should
not be graced with the New Testament term church.

Should anyone consider that. there is any merit in such a
theory, let him pause long enough to weigh a question or two.
First, where in the New Testament. were any qualifications of
spiritually endowed men set forth or laid down? Was not their
measure of inspiration their qualification? Then, why--if the
elders ceased with inspiration-why, were the qualifications of
elders laid down by Paul to Timothy and Titus at the very close
of the era of ’inspiration. Does that  not within itself indicate
that the office of elders was to he perpetuated, and within i t-
self offset any argument that may be adduced against the office
of elders in the church today? If not, Paul’s instruction to
Timothy and Titus concerning the office and qualifications of
elders was peculiarly untimely.

But some of the preachers are saying (even over the radio)
that the church has elders but that elders have no authority.
Stranger still, and more inconsistent. than ever. An “office”
without authority is about like a law without a penalty.

As for the customary charge that elders are lords, I have seen
more preachers set up a dictatorship over the church, "lording
it over God’s heritage” ( ldde ers and all), than I ever have ob-
served in elders. They are usually faithful men, about the best
in the congregation, and without the presence of an agitator they
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would oversee scripturally the work of the church. Wise elders
will no longer sit idly by and allow the scheming and planning
of groups, sowing of the seeds of anarchy in the church, to be
fostered. The first symptoms of it should be effectively treated.
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JEHOVAH-NISSI--
THE LORD MY BANNER

(JULY, 1938)

There is something in a name. Bible names always meant
something. When Abraham was moved by divine fiat to offer
his son Isaac upon the altar, God provided the sacrifice, and
Abraham called the place, Jehovah-jireh--“The Lord Will Pro-
vide.” God does provide for all who like Abraham implicitly
heed his voice.

When Gideon answered the call of God to go in his might
to deliver Israel from the hand of Midian he built an altar at
the scene of his call and named the place, Jehovah-shalom--
“The Lord Send Peace.” God did send peace. But it was
peace through conflict, not compromise. We do not see Gideon
calling a “unity meeting” with the Midianites; he did not ascend
a knoll, lift up benedictory hands, stretch out spreading arms
to Israel’s foes, and say: “Let us have peace together.” He
drove the Rlidianites out by “the sword of the Lord and Gideon.”
There are some who seem to think that the Lord has dispensed
with the sword, dismantled the armour, and resorted to diplo-
matic conferences with the powers that be.

When Amalek fought against Israel, Moses stood on the
mount of battle with his hands uplifted, supported on either
side by Aaron and Hur until the going down of the sun, and
when Israel prevailed, he called the place, Jehovah-nissi--"The
Lord My Banner.” God was Israel’s ensign, Israel’s standard,
that day. God is our Banner now. The inspired Psalmist said:
“Thou hast given a banner to them that fear thee, that it may
be displayed because of truth” (Psalms 60:4). The prince of
prophets said : ‘Lift ye up a banner upon the high mountain,
exalt the voice unto them” (Isa. 13:2). In the spirit of these
sacred sentiments the present paper is promoted as a banner of
truth in a day of need--hence The Bible Banner.

A POTENTIAL TEXT

A general softness is pervading the church. Firm faith and
plain preaching, once universal and unanimous among those
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devoted to the ancient gospel, are now yielding to the persua-
sions of the plush-mouthed and velvet-tongued moderns among
us who piously admonish us to “speak the truth in love,” but
who only seek refuge behind this divine behest for their own
compromises while they themselves ignore the very manner in
which the inspired author of this counsel, the fearless and peer-
less Paul, did speak the truth in love. He himself applied that
principle. Observe him in action; witness his courage; behold
him on defense (not the fence); accompany him on his itiner-
ancy; hear him preach and watch him “turn the world upside
down” leaving behind him a religious upheaval that is compar-
able only to a typhoon of cyclonic destruction of every false
thing; listen to his release of righteous fury against Elymas, the
perverter, and his Stephen-like arraignment of the “enemies of
the cross of Christ”; follow him through persecution to prison;
think on his resolute charge to Timothy-then compare the
pliant preaching so prevalent today, condoned by the capricious
canting of such a potential text! Did not Paul give us an ex-
ample of “speaking the truth in love”? May we in fact rather
than mere fancy imbibe the spirit of that apostle who enjoins
us all to love the truth and speak it.

T HE S PIRIT OF C H R I S T

Other stock expressions of apologists for the soft-pedal ca-
dences of sweet preaching are that we should manifest the spirit
of Christ, and do things in the Christian way. The word “mani-
fest” means to make clear and plain, apparent. Then to mani-
fest the spirit of Christ means to make clear and plain what
Christ thinks of the errors and shams of religion. This can be
done by showing what he said and did regarding the teachers
and institutions of error in his day. He said they were human
plants and would be rooted up, and he called them all by name.
A follower of Christ should always manifest the spirit of Christ;
and a Christian should always do everything in the Christian
way. There is no man whose soul senses a deeper desire for
these Christlike traits than my own, unless he has a deeper soul.
But how may we know the spirit of Christ except as he exemplifies
it? Follow him from Nazareth to Calvary and hear him re-
lease his spirit in reiterated excoriation of religious blind guides
and their blind alleys. To the divinity doctors and phylacteried
Pharisees he had a bad spirit--the spirit of Beelzebub! If the
very spirit of Christ in his own preaching was stigmatized as
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the spirit of the devil by pharisaical praters and pretenders who
had their piety on parade, those who preach today as Christ
and the apostles did, need not think to escape the same stig-
matic criticisms. The Lord’s way of preaching is on record.
He said those religious leaders did things “for a pretense” and
should receive “the greater damnation”; he said their proselytes
(converts) were “twofold more the child of hell” than them-
selves; he said, “Ye fools and blind . . ye blind guides, which
strain at a gnat and swallow a camel” (the Lord even had a
sense of humor and resorted to the ludicrous in exposing their
shams); he said, “Ye serpents, ye generation of vipers, how
can ye escape the damnation of hell,” and “upon you may come
all the righteous blood shed upon the earth from the blood of
righteous Abel unto the blood of Zacharias, son of Barachias,
whom ye slew between the temple and the altar.” Such was the
preaching of Jesus. Do those who talk so much about “the
spirit of Christ” preach that way on anything ever? Rather
do they seem to think that “the spirit of Christ” and “speaking
the truth in love” mean to be so gentle and love everybody so
dearly as to let them die and go to hell before we would nettle
their feelings by telling them the truth!

There are religious Pharisees with us yet whose sins and shams
demand castigation “in the spirit of Christ.” Preachers today
can choose between two courses: the course of the least resist-
ance in preaching only that portion of the truth in a mild and
affirmative manner which meets no opposition, or like Jesus
and Paul, preach the will of God in all of its condemning as well
as saving power, without thought of man’s fear or favor. But
the praise and popularity that accrue from compromise and
neutrality are empty, indeed. “He makes no friends who never
made a foe.”

INSTITUTIONAL INFLUENCE

Back of much of this doctrinal softness is the influence of
some of the colleges among us. They have harbored teachers
of error; they have promoted a spirit of worldliness; they have
manifested an air of superiority; they have conducted campaigns
among the churches to affiliate church and school which will
eventually, if continued, result in college domination and con-
trol in the church. The college domination danger is not ima-
ginary. The current campaign to put Abilene Christian College
in the budget of the churches of Texas is one example of it.
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When it is said that “the church that does not put the college
in its budget does not have the right preacher”--that is college
domination. It means college control of preachers, with a
threat. When the ban of boycott is placed on the gospel preach-
ers who do not “cooperate” with the college, or who criticize
anything the college does and who oppose the church-budget
scheme of linking the church and the college together--that is
college domination with vengeance. When the president of the
college can sit in his office and dictate letters to young people
in various churches who belong to “The Ex-Student’s Associa-
tion” and through them influence the policies of a congregation
on certain issues, even to the point of who shall or shall not
preach in certain places--that is college domination. When
these young people in the church, whether preachers or not,
feel that they are obligated to the institution that graduated
them, and they become virtually an auxiliary of that college in
the church where they are--that is college domination. In other
words, when it comes to pass that “Our Alma Mater which art
in Abilene” can command the loyalty and devotion from an
alumni equal to the homage due “Our Father which art in
heaven”--that is college domination plus. There are those
who measure a man’s loyalty to Jesus Christ by his loyalty to
the college. This attitude is tested by the fact that he may
criticize the church and bring no censure from college devotees,
but if he criticizes the college, let him be anathema! These are
some of the dangers in this form of institutionalism growing
up among us, the gravity of which cannot be denied.

LINES OF CLEAVAGE

Other signs of the doctrinal weakness settling down upon the
churches are seen in such issues as that type of congregational
anarchy existing in majority rule government in the church.
This was back of all the dividing wedges of division driven by
the digressives fifty years ago. By majority rule they confis-
cated property that belonged to loyal brethren through the
elders, who without restrictions named in the deeds to property,
were helpless in courts that considered the property rights were
vested in the majority or held that a civil court had no jurisdic-
tion. The majority rule issue has taken definite form and looms
as an issue in the near offing. The lines of cleavage exist in
localities. Elders who are concerned for the church will do well
to check and double check the preacher’s record on this question
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before he is called to their service. Once a majority rule preach-
er has done his work, the elders have been disarmed and a re-
bellion is in full charge, led by an ambitious preacher. The
sequel to all such cases is simply another church gone wrong.

PREACHERS ’ MEETINGS AND LECTURESHIPS

A brand of convocation, conference, convention, or “what
have you,” that is becoming quite promiscuous, and which sel-
dom, if ever, resulted in any good to the church, is “The Preach-
ers’ Meeting,” more lately styled “Lectureships.” They tend
toward a sort of preacher union, or mass influence. All sorts
of ideas are carried back into the congregations from these meet-
ings, and frequently cause considerable trouble. If elders do
not take to new ideas of the preacher, they are met with this:
It was discussed and sanctioned at the preachers’ meeting! In one
of these meetings recently membership in the Ministerial Al-
liance by the located preacher was defended on the ground that
“Paul became all things to all men” and used “guile” and once
took a vow! According to that Paul could have joined the
Masonic Lodge or Methodist Church, had they existed. In
another of these meetings the conferences of apostles and elders
at Jerusalem (Acts 15) was used as an example of the church
settling questions of dispute by majority decision--hence con-
gregational government by majority vote! Just an old stock
argument of the digressives which has been exploded as many
times as authority for instrumental music in the worship has
been refuted. Such meetings cannot advance the cause gen-
erally, nor benefit the church locally. I have something more to
do than attend them.

There are many important issues before us. They are not
imaginary; they are real. We have been taking too much for
granted. The present generation has not enjoyed the thorough
indoctrination accorded former generations under the giants
of early restoration days. There must now be a general return
to militant preaching, the old type of preaching--and the old
type of journalism--plain first principle preaching and teach-
ing and writing that defends the truth against all errors, teach-
ers of error and institutions of error by name, make, model and
number. It is the only thing that will salvage the church from
the calamity of another wholesale digression. It may be too
late to redeem a large element in nearly every church who have
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been saturated with weak teaching and are virtually out of
sympathy with the original primitive plea. There will be a
certain sloughing off as a result of this weak element--but many
can be retrieved, and the church can be saved for sound doctrine
if elders and preachers will awake from their lethargy and arm
themselves for battle. This has been the history of God’s people
and the church in all ages.

A N INDEPENDENT M EDIUM

The Bible Banner is being launched on a sound financial basis
and under safe business management. Its editor is not repeat-
ing a former mistake of entering the journalistic field alone and
without resources and business backing sufficient to assure the
success and permanence of the undertaking. While the editorial
management will be in his own hands, the business management
will be in the hands of others who are able and capable business-
men. We want all to know that the existence of the paper is
definitely assured, and it is the aim of its promoters to make the
paper a permanent medium for the propagation of the primi-
tive gospel, and for an unrestrained defense of the truth and
the church on all issues.

In this connection let it also be stated and understood that
The Bible Banner is not in competition with the Firm Foundation,
Gospel Advocate, Christian Leader, Christian Worker, Apostolic
Times, or any other gospel paper. With especial reference is
this true of the Firm Foundation, which is a landmark for the
cause of Christ in Texas. Its editor, Brother G. H. P. Showal-
ter, has my full indorsement and cooperation in his unwavering
stand on all issues. I am persuaded that this feeling is mutual.
Brother Showalter has been generous in his encouragement and
commendation of me beyond my worth or merit. For this I
feel both appreciative and reciprocative. We stand for the
same things, and men who do stand for the same things should
stand together. Any impression to the contrary entertained by
anybody we should like to relieve. Any differences over any
supposed issue, or attitude arising therefrom, or from any in-
cident of the past, were composed. Personally, I am always
willing and ready to correct any mistakes of my own in dealing
with my brethren. If we differ on anything at all doctrinally
or personally, I do not know what it is. I indorse wholehearted-
ly the positions to which Brother Showalter has committed the
Firm Foundation on those issues involving the irregularities in
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certain institutions which he has sought to correct, and of the
dangers of institutionalism. The policy and attitude of The
Bible Banner toward the Firm Foundation will therefore be co-
operative rather than competitive. Brother Showalter has him-
self had in mind the publication of a monthly periodical as an
adjunct of the Firm Foundation devoted to special lines. He
has in the past discussed such a project with me, and in the
event he should yet consummate his plans to do so, my personal
attitude will be unchanged, and we shall still cooperate as far
as possible.

With a bid for the generous welcome and liberal support of
all who are jealous of the doctrinal purity of the church, and
zealous for its promotion, and who believe in the defense of the
truth against all encroachments of errors and isms and institu-
tions, we pray for the guidance of God always in all things.
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THE DISARMAMENT MEETING AT DETROIT

(JULY, 1938)

That travesty on Unity recently staged at Detroit by some
more or less prominent leaders of the Christian Church and
some officious, self-appointed would-be pilots among us, has
received the publicity its wily promoters have sought, without
which they could not have forwarded their subtle schemes. As
a “union meeting” it appears to have been a great triumph, but
as a unity meeting it was a fiasco--a complete flop.

A look at the personnel will be enough to convince anybody
who has kept informed and grounded in the faith that it was a
weak affair, with the digressives decidedly in the advantage.
Take a look at them: Claud F. Witty, J. N. Armstrong, E. L.
Jorgenson, Don Carlos Janes, and officials of Harding Col-
lege, Searcy, Arkansas. Men upon whom the cause has de-
pended for defense and to whom a faithful church has looked
for leadership in many impending crises were conspicuous by
their absence. Hardeman, Srygley, Whiteside, Boles, Nichol,
Showalter; these men were not there. Others who were there,
and were expected by some to make this the last unity meeting,
evidently did not arise to meet the need, as future “unity meet-
ings” are already being planned. Wavering, compromising,
side-stepping, love-making, were the order of the day. Direct
discussion and debate of the actual issues were banned; in fact,
it was declared that such was not the way to unity. It was a
disarmament conference.

THE SCRIPTURAL ATTITUDE

There is precept and example in the Word of God for the
scriptural attitude toward those who have spoiled the unity of
the church by their innovations. For a precept take a serious
look at Romans 16:17: “Now I beseech you, brethren, mark
them which cause divisions and offenses contrary to the doctrine
which ye have learned; and avoid them. For they that are such
serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly, and by
good words and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple.”
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No passage could better describe the purposes of these “unity”
and “fellowship” meetings, nor better define the character of
these leaders. It is pitiable that some brethren have apparently
been deceived by their “good words and fair speeches.”

If fellowship can be extended in such meetings as this to those
who have been “marked,” according to Romans 16:17, as di-
viders and offenders contrary to the doctrine we have learned,
then it was wrong to mark them. If it was right to mark them,
they should be avoided, and it is wrong to fellowship them.
The Detroit mutual admiration convention is a new slant on
how to mark and avoid "them which cause divisions and offenses
contrary to the doctrine” we have learned.

An example of what our attitude toward such “unity” and
“fellowship” meetings should be, is found in the ancient case of
Nehemiah. At the first the Samaritans thought Nehemiah’s
effort to rebuild the wall of Jerusalem was too feeble to oppose.
They ignored him. They scoffed. Tobiah, the Ammonite,
said, “Even that which they build, if a fox go up, he shall even
break down their stone wall.” So said and did the digressives
at the start. Seeing, however, that Nehemiah’s work was suc-
ceeding and “the breaches began to be stopped,” the Samaritans
“conspired all of them together to come and to fight.” Thus
did the digressives in their later attempts to sustain their cause
in debate. They launched a mighty fight. The great J. B.
Briney labored hard to prove apostolic example for instrumental
music in the church. 0. E. Payne, with the indorsement of
Briney and the Standard, battled for the music to the tune of
"psallo."” But they could not take their own arguments serious-
ly. Psallo did and did not prove it, as it could be either with or
without; so they abandoned the fight. Now, like the strategy of
Sanballat, they say, “Come, let us meet together.” Nehemiah
said, “They thought to do me mischief”; but Brother Armstrong
calls them his “big-hearted Christian Church brethren” and
stretches out his arms to them. Nehemiah sent back the word,
“I am doing a great work, so that I cannot come down: why
should the work cease whilst I leave, and come down to you?”
Of course, Nehemiah did not have such a farsighted leader like
Claud F. Witty to advise him that he should go, that such a
meeting was the veritable “promised land” and if they could
only “walk the wire” with Sanballat in such a meeting, they
could possess the land ! The promised land of compromise!
That also is a new wrinkle on the promised land.
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The strategy of these digressive Samaritans and Sanballats
today from first to last has been uniformly true to form. Strat-
egy has ever been the weapon of digression. But wirewalking
is not the method of meeting wireworking. It was just such a
thing--a great “unity meeting”--that brought the wily schemes
of digressive leaders into the open about fifty years ago in Texas,
when they ripped the church open by their meetings. They are
up to no good thing now.

The fact that the Christian Standard heralds a great victory
at Detroit is a fair indication that the meeting was a failure for
the cause of truth. The editor of the Standard has celebrated
their victory in several editorials, and his writers are holding a
jubilee in the columns of that paper. Victory to digression is
defeat to the Cause of the New Testament. The utter failure
of the meeting for New Testament unity is seen in viewpoints
of the articles in the Standard. They do not see themselves
giving up their practices. They see opposition to their innova-
tions crumbling, and large “contingents” or “groups” of the
“conservative brethren” coming over to them. By unity they
mean uniting with them, and that is all they have ever meant.
Take a look at some of their articles.

“GETTING BEYOND THE SLOGAN”

Under this caption the Standard’s editor discusses the restor-
ation plea, “Where the Scriptures speak let us speak, and where
the Scriptures are silent let us be silent.” He says our differences
are over the interpretation of this human slogan. He would
thus detract from his practice to a slogan. But it is their prac-
tice, not a slogan, that has divided the church. The slogan as
worded by Thomas Campbell, while he was yet a Presbyterian,
was incidental; but the same principle worded by Simon Peter,
called to be an apostle of Jesus Christ, is inspired: “If any man
speak, let him speak as the oracles of God.” What the editor
brands as a human slogan is not a human principle. The real
issue is--Is it true or false? Who is conforming to it, and who
is not? Edwin R. Errett says it really means: Where the Bible
speaks let us be silent; but where the Bible is silent we may
speak--because we are not bound! Strange juggling it is, in-
deed, that makes even a human slogan “really mean” just the
opposite of what it says. But here a divine precept speaks
again : “That ye may learn not to go beyond the things that
are written.” (1 Cor. 4:15) Does that read like we may speak
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where the Word of God is silent? The only conclusion to be
reached from the objections of the Standard and the “unity con-
ference” to the restoration slogan is that they do not want to
“speak where the Bible speaks and be silent where the Bible is
silent.” They break down and admit that they have been
speaking where the Bible is silent, but inform us that they aim
to keep it up.

The restatement of the slogan decrees that where the Bible
is silent we may speak. This is their defense of instrumental
music now-down to date. It is their admission that the Bible
is silent on the use of instrumental music in the church of Christ.
A vital admission, indeed. What becomes of 0. E. Payne’s
book on “psallo” which makes the music mandatory? Did the
Hardeman-Boswell debate in Nashville kill that argument?
A. D. Rogers and Homer Strong made their whole fight for the
music in the Bentonville (Arkansas) debate on psallo, and now
the Unity Conference and the Christian Standard have kissed it
goodbye! What about the apostolic example argument of the
great Briney? If instrumental music comes under the “silence
slogan,” then there is no apostolic example for it, and Briney
was wrong. His favorite argument is “gone with the wind.”
We knew all the time that it was all wind. What about the
church-heaven argument by John W. Tyndall. If music comes
under the “silence slogan” then it is not in the church-heaven,
even if heaven is the church, as Tyndall contended. The ad-
mission is a complete surrender of every argument that has been
offered and every effort that has been made to make instru-
mental music scriptural. It is a concession that every argument
they have ever offered was wrong. Now, will the Standard's
editor, Edwin R. Errett, stand by these admissions? Speak up,
Brother Errett--what were you saying?

If editor Edwin Errett and the Standard stick to their state-
ments there is only one issue now, namely: Does the silence of
the New Testament authorize the use of instrumental music in the
church? I hereby accept the negative of this proposition, and
ask the editor of the Standard to defend his affirmation either
in the Standard or on the polemic rostrum. This will clear the
issue and would either expedite or ignite the unity movement.

“AUTHORITY OF CHRIST IN AREAS OF SILENCE”

Now comes W. R. Walker, in the Standard, saying: “I am
persuaded that Christ has authority in ‘areas of silence,’ in every
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situation concerning which he has left no direct teaching, has
bestowed upon me this authority to act for myself . . . absolute
loyalty to the authority of Christ requires that we respect that
congregational liberty which he has granted in those areas
where he has left no plain instructions.” That was the key-
note of the Unity Conference in Detroit. It is in complete
harmony with Claud F. Witty’s announced wirewalking policy
which would allow each congregation in the "United Church”
to determine for itself the use or non-use of instrumental music,
without destroying fellowship between them all. Yet these
“unity brethren” resent any intimation that they would sell
the church down the river!

If W. R. Walker has the authority from Christ to “act for
myself” in “areas of silence,” so does every man, Jew, Catholic
and pagan. It looks more like acres of silence, when we begin
to inspect the field. What a sweeping apology for innovation!
What a religion, when such authority to “act for myself” is
adopted by all ! There are some passages of scripture that were
evidently put on record to govern “areas of silence.” One of
them reads, “Whosoever transgresseth (goeth onward) and
abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God.” Another
one reads, “That ye may learn not to go beyond the things that
are written.” There are many such passages. They allow no
human authority whatever. They permit no man to act for
himself in any matter of worship and doctrine.

But the “authority of Christ in areas of silence” by the Stand-
ard is further concession that Christ “left no plain instructions”
and “no direct teaching” for instrumental music in the church.
So psallo does not teach it. There is not a precept, not an ex-
ample, not a word, in all the Word of God for its use, by their
own admissions. They locate it in a vast “no man’s land,”
which they call “areas of silence,” where the Methodists get
infant membership and sprinkling, and where the Catholics get
holy water, incense and kissing the pope’s big toe! These are
weighty admissions from the Standard and will have distinct
bearing on the future discussions of these issues.

“ RAPPROCHEMENT AT DETROIT”

Under this somewhat dramatic title James Deforest Murch,
Brother Witty’s main side-kick, adds flavor to the union meet-
ing salad dish. Some of the meanings of “rapprochement” are,
reunion, concord, harmony, meeting half-way, etc. They evi-
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dently had “rapprochement at Detroit”! The Christian Stand-
ard relates that Brother H. H. Adamson, in a spectacular mo-
ment, placed the Bible on the desk and took his position four feet
from the Bible on one side, at the same time asking James De-
Forest Murch to take a position four feet from it on the other
side. Brother Adamson then said that he would not go to
Murch and Murch would not come to him and proposed that
they both move over to the Bible, and shake hands. So they met
half-way. That was rapprochement at Detroit! The Christian
Standard says that it was “very impressive.” But to us it seems
a mockery of unity, child’s play, a sham, a travesty, on the
teaching of the New Testament. By this “very impressive”
performance, Brother Adamson admitted that he was as far
from the Bible as was James D. Murch. What is Brother
Adamson practicing that puts him four feet from the Bible, the
same distance from it that Murch was? What does he propose
to give up when he “moves over” to meet Murch half-way?
If he says nothing--then the whole thing was a sham. But if
he meant it--then it means compromise. Rapprochement!
We expected better things of Brother Adamson.

For wavering, compromising, conniving with error and in-
novation, there has not been the equal since digression swept
so many brethren off their feet, when they went with the tide.
As for the digressives, the attitude expressed in their articles is
proof that they are still digressives. It may be summed up as
follows :

1. Their sophistical interpretation of the restoration slogan.
2. Their loose references to the authority of Jesus Christ and

the New Testament.
3. Their expressed sentiments in favor of the unity meetings

assuming the form of delegate conventions, clothed with official
rights.

4. Their plea for congregational liberty to use instrumental
music in the church and other innovations.

5. Their same old nomenclature in the use of “conservative”
and “progressive” terms, showing that they regard the non-use
of the instrument as non-progressive.

6. In short, the fact that they have yielded no point inten-
tionally, have no intention of doing so, and are only making
monkeys out of a few of our brethren who think they are doing
something spectacular, shows that the digressives are still di-
gressive.
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Instrumental music has never been the real issue. The real
issue is the authority of the New Testament. The music ques-
tion is only the horse they rode out on. If the music question
should be eliminated, the actual issue would remain and mani-
fest itself along other lines, centering in whatever particular
thing they regarded the most convenient.
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THE NEW NUMBER TWO

(JULY, 1938)

The publisher of “Great Songs of the Church-Number Two”
sent the editor of this paper a complimentary copy of his new
edition. It is understood that a comment of some kind is ex-
pected from those who receive complimentary books. First,
there is no reasonable excuse for publishing a songbook from
sectarian sources, without editing the error out of the songs,
and calling the book “Great Songs of the Church.” Great songs
of what church? As well compile a book of sectarian sermons
and call it “Great Sermons of the Church”!

When the book under reference was published it was adver-
tised as a permanent book, and recommended for life. But now
“The New Number Two” is on the market. Why? The old
book had many premillennial songs in it. Some of these have
been left out of Number Two--purely for propaganda--but
there are the original objections to the Number Two. It is yet
affiliated with the factional party in the church headed by R. H.
Boll, and is their greatest financial asset. Why should churches
of Christ furnish the wherewith to promote these heresies?

This writer is not a poet, nor the son of a poet, nor kin to a
poet, but--

If you would the church be pure,
Use songbooks that we know are sure,
Yield not to all the fickle lure,
The Boll promoters do adjure.
The truth in song is very solemn,
Be not arrayed in Boll’s book column;
For that is what the crew will do
To those who buy their Number Two.
Published by men who are untrue,
The Number Two just will not do;
For gospel songs let’s join in action
Against this truth-destroying faction.
Sure after due deliberation,
No loyal church will make donation
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Or join this group in such relation
To aid in gospel desecration.

For loyalty’s sake, and truth’s devotion,
Contribute o t to  heresy’s promotion
Of the Boll and Jorgenson foolish notion
Condensed to music’s soothing lotion.

To the church of Christ we should be true,
To the gospel truth bid no adieu;
Nor faithful preaching should we undo.
Buying the book called Number Two.

For further information on the affiliations which make the
Jorgenson songbook unsuitable to churches of Christ, read the
article in the next issue of this paper.
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“TO FURTHER THE CAUSE OF UNITY”

(AUGUST, 1938)

The Christian Standard says: “A deep impression was made
by a telegram from Sherman, Texas. It was signed jointly by
the ministers of the First Christian Church, and the Central
Church of Christ. They expressed themselves as greatly in-
terested in the Detroit meeting, said they were praying for God’s
guidance in its deliberations, and indicated their own willing-
ness to further the cause of unity.” That is rapprochement at
Sherman! It was this minister of the First Christian Church
who made a laborious effort to prove by psallo that instrumental
music in the church is scriptural. He used Payne’s book, which
makes it mandatory. He says it is in the church prophecies of
the Old Testament that instrumental music would be in the
church of Christ, and is therefore essential to the fulfillment
of prophecy. But the Unity Conference that these ministers
prayed for puts it under “the silence slogan” and takes these
pet arguments away from them. How do they expect to “further
the cause of unity”--by trying to prove that instrumental
music is in psallo and the prophecies, or by accepting the con-
clusion of the Unity Conference that it belongs to the area of
silence? They cannot ride both horses--and they should not
preach one way and pray another.

While waiting for the answer to this question, let us ask
another question. How could the minister of the church of
Christ join in such a telegram, conveying such a prayer--a
joint prayer and telegram--seeing that the minister of the
Christian Church prays one way and debates another, and has
no earthly idea of giving up his idol?

Several of our preachers at Sherman have served as president
of the Ministerial Alliance while they served as “minister of the
Central Church of Christ.” While the “minister of the church”
was president of the Alliance, Homer Strong was secretary of
the Alliance. While some of us are defending the truth in de-
bate with Strong, the church at Sherman, through their preach-
ers, is affiliating and fraternizing with him, and other sec-
tarians. Now comes the arm-around-each-other telegram to
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Detroit. The Standard thought this was a great news item from
the old battlefield of Sherman, Texas, and they "boxed" it--
put it in a border. It must be an evil omen for the church in
Sherman when its preachers serve as presidents of Ministerial
Alliances and lock arms, instead of horns, with digressive and
sectarian preachers, who are avowed enemies of the New Testa-
ment church, none of whom is a greater enemy of the church
than are Homer E. Strong and his father.

Since it is now a question of the silence of the Bible on the
subject--will they “further the cause of unity” by having a dis-
cussion of this question in Sherman? I offer this proposition:
Does the silence of the New Testament authorize the use of instru-
mental music in the church? W. R. Walker says it does. I say
it does not. Will they send us “a joint telegram” accepting a
discussion of this proposition in Sherman, and make arrange-
ments for the same to be held?
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GREAT SONGS OF WHAT CHURCH?

(AUGUST, 1938)

Some months ago, in the Firm Foundation, this writer re-
viewed and criticized the misnamed songbook, Great Songs of
the Church, compiled by E. L. Jorgenson. It was pointed out
that by the purchase and use of the Jorgenson songbook, loyal
churches are lending aid to and supporting a factious move-
ment which would, if it could, wreck the whole church. It was
pointed out that the songbook represents in all probability the
main source of revenue the Word and Work (R. H. Boll’s paper)
has, and that it is doubtful if the paper could survive of its own
strength. This article elicited both commendation and criti-
cism. Of the critics, Brother Jorgenson was himself the chief
complainant. His method of replying to the article was to sub-
mit ads to the papers, rather than articles, reciting in detail the
sales on his book, with especial emphasis on large sales to large
churches from the time his book was made, using many old
figures and commendations, instead of more recent ones. We
saw little point in his recitation then, except to confirm some
things said of his methods, but he has since revived the issues
respecting his book by his ads and advertisements of “The
New Number Two.” It will not be amiss to call attention to
some of the major objections to the use of this songbook by
churches of Christ.

Brother Jorgenson has insisted that Word and Work (paper)
does not receive profit from the sale of the book. I have before
me a copy of Great Songs of the Church, the title page of which
reads: “Address all orders to Word and Work, Publishers, Louis-
ville, Kentucky.” The Word and Work, mind you, publishes
the Great Songs. Before me is also an ad appearing in Word
and Work, the paper, advertising Great Songs, and giving Word
and Work as publishers of it. Moreover on his letterhead ap-
pears Word and Work as publishers of the songbook, as well as
of the magazine. Can Brother Jorgenson successfully deny
that the Word and Work which publishes the songbook receives
whatever profit is derived from the book--or will he say that he
has given them away at so close a margin all these years that
there has been no profit?
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D R. JEKYLL AND M R. HY D E

The late songbooks bear the publishers title Great Songs Press.
Naturally this would cause some to imagine that Word and Work
has nothing to do with it at all. But Brother Jorgenson is play-
ing Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde with us. As publisher of each, is
it possible that he does not let his left hand know what his right
hand doeth? Being publisher of the songbook, the profits pass
through his pockets. Being publisher of Word and Work, the
deficits must come out of his pockets, since his paper operates
at a loss, per his own statement in an issue of some time ago.
How can he say that he does not pay the deficits of one with
the profits of the other? It is too fine a distinction to trace.
He is publisher of both, and of course, benefits from the profits
which enable him to continue his publications. It looks like
he has resorted to a dodge in attempting to distinguish between
himself as publisher of the songbook and himself as publisher
of the Word and Work. But it is not even a good dodge. The
point is this: If loyal churches should withdraw their patron-
age from Great Songs of the Church, the book could not be pub-
lished, and probably the paper itself would fold up, and their
divisive work come to a sudden stop. That certainly would not
hurt the church any.

Y O K E D  W I T H  U N B E L I E V E R S

It is a fact that sectarian music houses furnish his songs, print
his books, and are in fact his repositories. His orders are re-
layed to churches through these sectarian concerns. He has
chosen sectarian affiliations and sources. He has also chosen a
huge selection of sectarian songs without editing the error out
of them and has dumped them into Christian worship. It is a
sectarian affiliation;  many of the songs are sectarian; printed
by sectarian music houses, and shipped to the churches from
sectarian headquarters. Still, he calls the book “Great Songs
of the Church”! A better name for it would be Sectarian Songs
for the Church! But it is said that all of our songbooks have songs
of sectarian writers, and we are charged with inconsistency.
But there is a difference between a sectarian song and a song
by a sectarian author or composer. When properly edited, a
song by a sectarian may become a true song. The songs in the
Jorgenson books have not been edited and are full of error and
heresy. For years the Gospel Advocate retained C. M. Pullias
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to edit the words of all songs used in their books, and no error
is retained in their songs, unless by an oversight. Austin Taylor
for many years assisted the Firm Foundation in similar capacity.
In Great Songs of the Church(?) sectarianism has not been edited
out, simply because the compiler and publisher of that book
is himself steeped in those sectarian errors. In addition to other
errors, song after song in Great Songs teaches the millennial
heresy, fairly winging the doctrine into the hearts of whole
congregations. There can be positively no excuse for such a
songbook in our churches.

COLUMNIZING THE CHURCHES

The ads in Word and Work, listing the churches that purchase
his book (new and old orders), are for the purpose of putting
the churches in the Word and Work column. If the readers
have observed the wording of the ads at particular intervals
as they are timed to certain criticisms that appear in the papers,
under such heading as “And Still They Go,” with the churches
columnized, they could hardly escape the impression. The
publisher may deny the strategy, but knowing the circum-
stances, and observing the tone and time of his ads, it will take
more than a mere negation to be convincing.

The elders of a certain church in Texas some years ago ac-
tually passed a resolution, signed and entered them into the
minutes of their meetings, never to use any other book than
this sectarian book, Great Songs! Brother Jorgenson would
doubtless disclaim any influence in it; but it is a fact neverthe-
less, and those familiar with it are by no means convinced that
Brother Jorgenson was not in some way a party to it.

THE M AIN SH A F T

The main shaft of the objection to the book, and the one most
ignored, is its doctrinal unsoundness. It is full of erroneous
teaching, and therefore unscriptural. For a sample of the error
it contains, observe the following verses from various songs in
it:

No. 167--“Jesus is coming to earth again, what if it were to-
day? Coming in power and love to reign, what if it were to-
day?”
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Some of us have read the word of God to enough profit to
know that the Lord Jesus Christ is not coming back to the
earth to reign. Other lines of this song teach the millennial
heresy with a vengeance, such as: “Satan’s dominion will then
be o’er” (the idea that at his coming the Lord will end Satan’s
dominion and enter upon his own world dominion--the millen-
nium), then, “signs of his coming multiply, watch for the time
is drawing nigh,” etc. The song as a whole is a clear perversion
of New Testament teaching, with directed aim at the objection-
able doctrine, and Jorgenson apparently went out of his way to
increase the number of such songs in his old book. If the “New
Number Two” has adroitly left a few of these conspicuous songs
out, there are others it did not leave out, and its sectarian, fac-
tional, sectional setup maintains the same objections to it.

Observe another erroneous song: Number 126: “I know
that my Redeemer liveth and on the earth again shall stand.”
This is a perversion of the language of Job 19:25. Job said
centuries before Christ was born that in the latter day the Re-
deemer would stand upon the earth. Evidently he did. The
song puts it in the future and adds the word “again,” which
Job did not say. There are editions of this song that eliminate
this error, and preserve the melody, but these brethren choose
the error. Song No. 194 puts the reign of Jesus with his saints
after his coming, and puts the “hallelujah” to its straight mil-
lennial doctrine, unfit to be sung in the worship of Christians.

Song 384 is premillennialism gone to seed. It even sets to
music the doctrine of kingdom postponement, featuring Christ
“rejected” and “disowned” when he came first, but “vindicated”
and “enthroned” when he comes again! Great Songs is full of
the Boll and Jorgenson foolish notion, set to music’s soothing
lotion! The right name for the book, truly, would be Sectarian
Songs for the Church.
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BIBLE BAPTISM

(AUGUST, 1938)

The basic principle of all obedience is understanding. “He
that heareth the word and understandeth it”--Matthew 13:23.
“Go preach the gospel--he that believeth (the gospel) and is
baptized shall be saved”--Mark 16:15-16. Believing that Jesus
Christ is the Son of God is not all that must be understood in
rendering obedience in baptism--there are other essential prin-
ciples of a gospel faith.

Institutions with design carry the necessity of understanding
the design. Example: The Lord’s Supper--“Do this in mem-
ory of me.” No man can observe the Lord’s Supper “in mem-
ory” of Christ without knowing it. The preposition “for” in
Acts 2:38 is "EIS" in the original, and the preposition "in" of
1 Corinthians 11:23 is the same "EIS" in the original. No man
can take the Lord’s Supper in order to, unto or into, the memory
of Christ if he does not know it, and for the same reason no man
can be baptized in order to, unto or into the remission of sins or
salvation, if he does not know it. One cannot accidentally obey
God.

If it is not necessary to understand the purpose of baptism,
why is it in every case emphasized from the preaching of John
to the last verse on the subject in the New Testament? If it
is not to be understood, then, that part of the subject is non-
essential and when we preach the design of baptism we are
preaching something not necessary to be believed, therefore,
preaching a non-essential. Why debate with a Baptist preacher
on the design of baptism if its design does not have to be be-
lieved or understood? Why debate on a non-essential?

Is there a single case in all the New Testament where the
person baptized did not understand the purpose of the act?

It is sometimes said that the purpose is not a part of the com-
mand. Let us see:

Acts 22:16 “Arise and be baptized and wash away thy sins.”
The subject understood is you--with the triple predicate--and
fully rendered with each part supplied it reads: You arise and
be baptized and you wash away your sins. Arise is part of the
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command;  be baptized is a part of the command; wash away your
sins is part of the command. No man can do that who believes
his sins have already been washed away.

It is said that “to obey God” is the main purpose of baptism.
Then why is that purpose never stated? Is it not singular that
the New Testament failed to mention the main purpose in con-
nection with the command, but on the other hand emphasized
the non-essential purpose, or the purpose not necessary to be
believed? “Remission of sins,” “into Christ,” “shall be saved,”
“newness of life,” and all other expressions are just one design
stated in different ways. Baptism has only one design. Alex-
ander Campbell established this premise, and laid it down in
that very proposition, in his book on Christian Baptism. I men-
tion this because so many refer to Campbell on the subject.

We are sometimes asked: If it is necessary to believe that
baptism is for the remission of sins then should we not make it
a part of the confession and ask every one “Do you believe that
Jesus Christ is the Son of God and do you also believe that bap-
tism is for the remission of sins?” This is dodging the issue.
Try it on the other contention. If the main purpose is “to obey
God,” then, the argument would require that it also be made a
part of the confession: “Do you believe that Jesus Christ is the
Son of God and are you being baptized to obey God?” It is a
poor rule that will not work both ways. As a matter of fact, all
sincere people in religion perform every act of religious service
with the general motive to obey God. Baptism has a very speci-
fic purpose--just as does the Lord’s Supper--and the general
idea that it is a command, but not essential to salvation or that
it is a duty but the duty of one already saved is a perversion of
Bible teaching. If one can be scripturally baptized with such a
belief then all our preaching on the subject is inconsistent.

To say that a man can believe that he is saved before he is
baptized, and then be baptized to be saved, is to argue that
what a man believes has nothing to do with what he does.

It is frequently said that if one is satisfied we have no right
to question them. Why should we hold an inquest? Paul evi-
dently “held an inquest” over the twelve in Acts 19. True, the
same thing may not be wrong in the case before us--but some-
thing was wrong there and something else just as vital may be
wrong now. Satisfaction is not salvation. Apply the argument
to other things people believe and do in religion and where
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would it lead to? If it can be applied to baptism why not to
everything else?

It takes more than the right act to constitute valid baptism.
The right act based on the right belief: Error preached, error
heard, error believed, is error obeyed. Truth preached, truth
heard, truth believed, is truth obeyed.

Jesus said, “Ye shall know the truth and the truth shall make
you free.” This cannot be made to mean “You may believe
error but if in your error your aim is to obey God, then your
error will make you free, anyway.” Such apologizing for de-
nominational error cannot advance the truth. It is much easier
to teach people to obey the gospel than to defend them in their
error.



THE "NEW SPIRITUAL CONTINGENT CALLED
‘THE CHURCH’"--OR, THE PROPHECIES

AND PROMISES OF GOD

(August 1938)

In Word and Work (March) R. H. Boll has somewhat
to say in reference to the reliability of God’s “solemn pro-
mises” to “his people Israel.” He seems much perturbed over
the New Testament teaching that the church is God’s Israel
now. He thinks the Jews, old fleshly Israel, must nationally
be restored, and given a literal earthly kingdom, with Christ
literally seated on David’s literal throne in Jerusalem. If
this is not in the picture for the Jews when Christ returns--
then “we cannot know that any promise of God can be
relied on, nor can we know what he means when he says
anything !" He cannot see any figurative interpretation or
spiritual fulfillment of the prophecies. If the kingdom is
the church, and Christ is on David’s throne in heaven now,
he thinks that instead of fulfilling his word “to his people
Israel,” God has changed it and has turned “all into a
spiritual and figurative fulfillment to a new spiritual
contingent called ‘the church’ " and to him it is “as though
the word of God hath come to naught.”

To read these strong expressions from Brother Boll
one would get the impression that he believes God always
means just what he says, and that no prophecy or promise
of God could ever be changed a jot or fall short of fulfill-
ment tittle. But he has said and written too much. He is
the last man who should talk about relying on God’s pro-
phecies and upholding his promises.

“IF IT BE FELT A DIFFICULTY”

Let us apply his own reasoning (?)  to his own teaching
on the postponement of that kingdom which was announced
by John and Jesus as “at hand,” when the time was fulfilled,
as stated in Mk. 1: 14, 15. The kingdom prophecies of the
Old Testament were to be fulfilled “in the days of these
kings” (Dan 2: 44). In his book, Kingdom of God, page 34,
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Brother Boll admits that this referred to the kingdom John
and Jesus announced; and he admits that “these kings”
referred to Rome; and he admits that “Rome is gone.” But
while Rome was here, and these very kings were in exist-
ence, John the Baptist announced that the kingdom foretold
by the prophets and promised by God was “at hand.” He
said “the time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at
hand” (Mk. 1: 14, 15). Brother Boll admits this is the
kingdom prophesied by Daniel, and admits that it w a s  the
time for it to arrive. Hear his words:

“We have put much stress upon this matter because
of is weight and importance. We trust, however, that the
reader would even without this discussion have perceived
that the kingdom announced by John (and afterward by
the Lord Jesus Himself, Matt. 4: 17; Mk. 1: 14, 15) could
have been none other than that of Old Testament prophecy
and of Jewish expectation in so far as that expectation
accorded with the prophecies. And this is borne out by what
we find in the following chapters of Matthew. If it be felt a
difficulty that that kingdom, though announced as ‘at hand’,
has never yet appeared, we shall find an explanation un-
forced and natural, and one which will cast no reflection on
the truth and goodness of God.” (Kingdom of God, page
34.)

Now, after admitting here that the kingdom announced
by John and “the Lord Jesus Himself” was the kingdom
that God had promised, and admitting also that it was the
time for God to fulfill his prophetic word, Brother Boll has
the boldness to say that this kingdom “has never yet ap-
peared.” If God did not fulfill his word in this instance and
keep his promise this time, let Brother Boll tell us how we
may “know that any promise of God can be relied on” or
“know what he means when he says anything.” In the face
of such a theory, it comes with poor grace for R. H. Boll
to talk about anybody teaching anything that reflects on
the prophecies and promises of God. Thou art the man,
Brother Boll !
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“AS EXPLANATION UNFORCED A N D  NATURAL"

It must be evident to all that R. H. Boll has but little
regard for the church. He has called it “a new spiritual
contingent” (accident, emergency, liability), a thing not
in the original divine plan at all. In his theory the church
is only an emergency measure, a substitute for the king-
dom, a mere accident resulting from a promissory default
and a prophetical fiasco. If any believe we do him an in-
justice in these statements hear his own words further:

“We have now briefly traced the kingdom-teaching of
Matthew, and the kingdom gospel, from beginning to end.
We have seen how the Old Testament hope of the Messianic
kingdom of Israel and its world-wide sway was at first en-
tirely in the foreground; how a crisis came when the opposi-
tion of Israel culminated in plans of murder; how then the
Lord Jesus Christ began to announce an entirely new and
different aspect which his kingdom was to assume; and how
thenceforth, not leaving out of view the Old Testament
promise of the kingdom, the present, spiritual, veiled, suf-
fering form of the kingdom of Heaven, until he should come
again, occupied the foreground of his teaching.” (Kingdom
of God,” page 46.)

So the kingdom itself was in the forground until it was
relegated by the Jews to a back seat, and when all prophecies
and promises of God concerning the kingdom were thus
thwarted, God “postponed” and “deferred” the whole pro-
gram and Jesus then announced the “new” and “unex-
pected” and “different” thing which he calls a “form” and
an “aspect” of the actual thing, just “a spiritual contingent
called ‘the church’,” which he says is “an entirely new and
different aspect” which the kingdom “assumed.” What “an
explanation”! So “unforced and natural,”  to avoid casting
“reflection on the truth and goodness of God”! His very
language condemns him; it is not the parlance of gospel
teachers nor the nomenclature of the New Testament. Even
the parables of Jesus, in the Boll theory, were wholly of an
emergency character, for he says “these parables are really
an announcement of the new and unexpected aspect the
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kingdom would assume during an anticipated age of the
king’s rejection and absence from the world.” (K. of G.,
page 38.) Thus he not only borrows his thoughts from
Scofield, Blackstone and Russell, but he employs all the
force of their language and expressions to belittle the
church, and exalt these God-dishonoring and Christ-demot-
ing theories.

“AUTOMATICALLY DEFERRED”

But to help God out of the dilemma, which he calls “a
difficulty,” of unfulfilled prophecies and defaulted prom-
ises, Brother Boll says that he will find an “explanation
unforced and natural,” and he “finds” it in the Scofield
postponement theory. Let those who have indignantly
declared that “Brother Boll does not believe and teach such
things” read his very words and inform themselves before
they speak. Here they are:

“The dispute whether or not the kingdom of Old Testa-
ment prophecy (the restoration and sovereignty of The
Nation of Israel) was ‘offered’ to Israel by John the Baptist
and by Christ in his earthly ministry, is but a war of words,
irrelevant and unnecessary. The only thing that ever stood
between Israel and her glorious promises, kingdom and all,
was her sinful condition. That removed, every other promise
must necessarily be fulfilled to them, and that speedily.
Whether there had been any formal offer of the kingdom
made to them, and, upon their rejection the same was with-
drawn and postponed, is no essential matter. But if salva-
tion was offered to the nation by Jesus, all else was implied
therein as a matter of course; and if that was nationally
rejected, the fulfillment of all their prophetic hopes was
thereby made impossible, and automatically deferred until
the time when the nation would turn to acknowledge Jesus
Christ and be forgiven.” (Kingdom of God, page 46.)

Neither Scofield nor Blackstone, Russell nor Ruther-
ford, ever wrote any ranker statements than these from the
pen of R. H. Boll. It commits him definitely to the post-
ponement of the kingdom after the time was fulfilled and
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after both John and Jesus had announced it. Brother Boll
here says that when salvation was “nationally rejected”
by the Jews, therein “the fulfillment of all their prophetic
hopes was thereby made impossible” and the prophecies
were “automatically deferred.” Do you get it--the fulfill-
ment of these prophecies was made impossible. Daniel pro-
phesied it; God promised it; John and “the Lord Jesus Him-
self” announced it--but the fulfillment of it was made im-
possible and it was automatically deferred! Now, who is
R. H. Boll that he should talk of those whose teaching causes
him to wonder if “any promise of God can be relied on” or
if we can know what God “means when he says anything”!
He it is who says that whether the kingdom “offer” was
withdrawn and postponed is “no essential matter.” With
him, teaching against the future earthly, literal, fleshly
restoration of the Jews is very serious because it means (to
him) that God’s promise cannot be relied on; but for him
to teach that God’s prophetic word and promise did fail at
the very time the divine record said the time was fulfilled
casts no “reflection on the truth and goodness of God.” And
whether the kingdom was “postponed” or “deferred” or the
“offer” was “withdrawn,” he says, is “irrelevant” and “is
no essential matter." A man who can talk and write in such
vein can believe anything his fervid imagination tells him to
believe. As a matter of plain fact, if the prophecy meant
the first coming of Christ when it was spoken by the Old
Testament prophets, it could not mean the second coming
at any time later. If the prophets meant the second coming
of Christ when the prophecy was spoken, then it never
did mean the first coming, and so nothing was “deferred,”
and either way it is taken Brother Boll is wrong. But he
winces when his theories are “stigmatized” as “Bollism”
and refers to what “some ignorant folk today would foolish-
ly have called Bollism.” Note his language--ignorant folk;
he forgets that he is supposed to be more pious than we are,
and talks like the rest of us ! This, however, is mild compared
with many epithets he hurls. But we agree with him on
that point--that he should never have been so distinguished
by the label of "Bollism" on his theories, for they do not
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belong to him. He borrowed them from Scofield, Russell
and Blackstone, and others of that die and cast. He should
return his borrowed theories to their rightful owners, and
himself to the plain gospel, or else join these stray groups
outright and cease to trouble churches of Christ.

"THE O N L Y  THING THAT STOOD IS THE W A Y ”

As further evidence that even Brother Boll knows that
the kingdom prophecies referred to the frist coming of
Christ, and not his second coming hear him once more:

“The only thing that ever stood in the way of Israel
and her glorious promises, kingdom and all, was her sinful
condition. That removed, every other promise must neces-
sarily be fulfilled to them and that speedily.” (Kingdom of
God,” page 46.)

That part of the issue is settled--when God through
his prophets promised the Messianic Kingdom to Israel,
these prophecies referred to the first coming of Christ.
Then, according to Brother Boll himself, Jesus came to
establish the earthly kingdom and the Jews expected the
earthly kingdom. The puzzle is that Jesus wanted` to estab-
lish the earthly kingdom, and the Jews wanted him to
establish the earthly kingdom yet the Jews crucified Christ
for wanting to establish the kind of a kingdom they wanted
him to establish! Can you beat it?

Again, noting his language, it is observed that the only
thing that “stood in the way” of the kingdom prophecy
being fulfilled to Israel when Jesus came was Israel’s sin-
ful condition. Then so far as the prophecy itself is con-
cerned, the kingdom was due, and its character was to
have been exactly what they tell us the future kingdom
will be. The conclusion is irresistible that if Israel’s sinful
condition had been “removed” the kingdom would have
come and Christ would have been king on earth, in which
event, he would not have been crucified. So one prophecy
failed that another might be fulfilled, and because it was
fulfilled, the other one failed! Furthermore, if Israel had
received the kingdom, the millennium would have begun
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then, since it is this same millennial kingdom “postponed”
and “deferred” that Brother Boll is writing about. That
being true, we would not have had the parables, the gos-
pels, the death of Christ, the book of Acts, the church,
epistles to the church, nor the New Testament-but the
earthly, temporal kingdom, and since it calls for only a
literal thousand years, it would have all been over 938
years ago, and all of us left out, including Brother Boll
himself! All this consummate folly because Brother Boll
is determined that the kingdom is not spiritual and that
God’s Israel is not the church. Surely to all who are not
blinded by theory it must be evident that John and “the
Lord Jesus Himself” announced a fact when they said “the
time is fulfilled, the kingdom of God is at hand.” That
kingdom is the church, the theories of premillennialism to
the contrary notwithstanding.

“ A HARMLESS THEORY"

Brother Boll's own writings become the star witness
against him. But there are those who deny that he teaches
and believes what he himself says! Others insist that
while they do not themselves “believe the Boll doctrine,”
it is nevertheless “a harmless theory,” does no violence to
the gospel, and that Brother Boll is such a good man that
he should not be opposed. As for the theory there was
never anything taught by Russell, Rutherford or imposter
Joe Smith, or any other leader of a stray cult, which was
more vitiating to the gospel of Jesus Christ, the character
of the New Testament church and the entire scheme of
human redemption than are the premillennial theories of
R. H. Boll, taken as a whole. As for the man, no man is
a good man who willfully divides the church by his stubborn
advocacy of an unwelcome theory.
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GLORY IN DETROIT

C L E D  E. WALLACE

(August 1938)

The Christian Standard is highly pleased over the
results of “that meeting of brethren at Detroit in the inter-
est of greater unity.” The Standard thinks the meeting “has
been rewarded beyond all expectations” and seems inclined
to break into paeans of praise over “the glory of the Detroit
meeting” and such “hopeful signs” as a “desire for better
mutual understanding” which seemed to everywhere
abound. I don’t think I need to make a long expensive trip
to Detroit to understand the Standard or make it under-
stand me. I am opposed to the use of instrumental music
in worship and other digressive innovations for good and
sufficient reasons that have been advanced over and over
again, and which up to date, the Standard has been unable
to answer. I will not fellowship those who corrupt the
worship and compromise the doctrine of the New Testa-
ment order. If the Standard contemplates a surrender of
the things that divide us, there is nothing on the horizon
thus far to indicate it. “The glory of the Detroit meet-
ing” did not consist in any pressure brought on the digres-
sives to give up their innovations. I think it consisted
rather in the absence of such pressure. In view of the
divided condition of the church, and the presence in Detroit
of so many bad actors along that line, it looks like some-
body ought to have called mourners. I have no evidence
thus far that the Standard, guilty as it is, has any intention
of going to the mourners bench. The Standard has a record,
you know! In my rogues gallery of innovationists who by
smooth and fair speech make instrumental music in worship
appear as an innocent expedient, the Standard heads the
list. In a glorious meeting where Claud Witty, Don Carlos
Janes and the editor of the Standard exchange courtesies,
brotherly greetings, bows and smiles, I do not see how the
Standard stands to lose anything or the cause of truth
stands to gain anything.
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HANDSHAKING AND PANTOMIME

It must have been a pretty bit of pantomine when De-
Forest Murch and H. H. Adamson advanced to the middle
of the stage and laid their hands on the same Bible in the
presence of a large assembly. Fervent amens were doubt-
less heard and tears splashed on creased pants. But the
fact remains that Murch is a digressive and an avowed
premillennialist, a corruptor of both worship and doctrine
and will doubtless remain so after the shows are all over.
What the Christian Standard evidently wants and is
angling for is a “better mutual understanding” and fel-
lowship between churches that use instrumental music
and those who do not. Instrumental music is to be made
a sort of no man’s land, discussion of the question shall
cease, and congregations shall use it or not use it as they
see fit, with impunity. After years of discussion the
opposers of instrumental music shall subside, and take a
stand which would have given the hornblowers in the
church the right of way and prevented division in the first
place. Brother Witty must speak out on this phase of “the
problem” sooner or later, or everybody shall know the
reason why. As long as churches use instrumental music,
those of us who consider it a corruption of true worship
will be conscience-bound to cry out against it, and refuse
fellowship to those who practice it. It will take more than
handshaking and pantomime to bring peace on the question.

ON A HIGH PLANE

The Standard confesses that there was some fear that
“we might come to such discussion of differences in more
or less of acrimonious spirit. This was the chief reason
for approaching the matter so carefully.” Such a fear was
of course groundless. The meeting was called for an ex-
change of love licks. The “spirit of humility and love” and
a minimum of backbone steered the discussions. They
stepped lightly around over the issues like barefooted boys
in a grass-burr patch. This, I take it, is what the Standard
calls discussing “the matters on which we differ . . . upon
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the highest possible plane.” It must have been pretty high
for they walked it as though they were afraid they’d fall
off and get hurt. It would help considerably to descend to
less dizzy heights and discuss real issues with greater vigor
even if it should detract somewhat from the "glory of the
meeting” in the eyes of the Standard.

WRESTING THE SLOGAN

The Standard fears that perhaps we who have so long
“recognized that human creeds are divisive” have made
a creed out of “an aphorism” to-wit: “Where the Scrip-
tures speak, we speak; where the Scriptures are silent, we
are silent.”

“What we have, therefore is a division in our ranks
over the interpretation of an aphorism--and an apho-
rism that originated with fallible human beings when they
were in the twilight of the dawn of this movement, just
beginning to see the way out of denominationalism.”

Well, anyhow, these “fallible human beings” saw more
clearly " in the twilight" than the Standard seems to be
able to see in the middle of the day. They voiced their
determination in "an aphorism" to believe and practice
nothing the scriptures do not authorize. It outlawed sprink-
ling and pouring for immersion, infant rantism, party
names and divisive speculations embalmed in creeds; and
it kept instrumental music out of the churches for fifty
years “after the dawn.” It was rather late in the day when
the Standard crowd discovered something new in "interpre-
tation" and read into “Where the Scriptures are silent, we
are silent” the following declaration of freedom to go
beyond what is written.

“To some of us it means that where the Scriptures
do not give a command as to what we shall do or shall
not do, we are free to act on our own best judgment, in
harmony with the spirit of the New Testament.”

That is the Standard’s “interpretation” of “an apho-
rism” which reduces it to an absurdity. The “aphorism”
should read:
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“Where the Scriptures speak we speak; where the
Scriptures are silent, we speak anyhow if in ‘our own best
judgment’ we think we should keep on talking.”

“Interpretation” is not the proper term to describe the
Standard’s violent treatment of the “aphorism.” I know,
and I think the Standard knows, that the “fallible human
beings” who “originated” that statement of loyalty to the
word of God would be shocked at some of the uses it has
been put to. The Standard calls attention to “the possibili-
ties of division within such a pattern of words.”

“One brother has undertaken to state the same prin-
ciple by radically altering the aphorism: ‘Where the Scrip-
tures speak, we are silent; where the Scriptures are silent
we speak.’ When a slogan can be twisted in such fashion
to state one attitude, it is assuredly dangerous to follow it
slavishly.”

There isn’t anything wrong or “dangerous” about the
“slogan” which is only a devout declaration of loyalty to
the word of God. The Standard locates the danger in the
wrong place. It is in the twister .  Peter says that “ignorant
and unsteadfast” men twist the scriptures to their own
destruction. It isn’t dangerous to follow the scriptures even
“slavishly” because there are men who are so ignorant,
unsteadfast or devoid of the spirit of loyalty as to “wrest”
them. Such men should be marked for what they are.
During the last fifty years about everything twistable has
been twisted to lend some support to the practice of instru-
mental music in worship. “Some of us” want it and we are
going to have it, aphorism or no aphorism, scriptures or no
scriptures, and the authority we plead is our freedom “to
act on our own best judgment, in harmony with the spirit
of the New Testament.” Whatever we want to do that we
have no command for, no example of, and no necessary in-
ference for, in short no scriptural authority whatever for,
comes under “the spirit of the New Testament.” With such
latitude the Standard ought to get by with about anything
it wants to do in religion.
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T H E  L I N E  T H A T  DIVIDES

The Standard further says:

“We are all agreed that there is a freedom in Christ;
that there is an area for our best Christian judgment. The
question after all is one of drawing the line that divides the
area of the commanded from the area of freedom and our
judgment."

The Standard has come to see, I think, that any author-
ity for instrumental music in worship must come from “the
area of freedom and our judgment.” It is not to be found
in “the area of the commanded.” It is an abuse of whatever
“freedom” we have “in Christ” and mighty poor “judg-
ment” to presume to add something to the worship of God
the scriptures do not authorize. The scriptures no more
authorize the use of instrumental music in worship than
they do the burning of incense, or the washing of feet. If
they did, the Standard would talk more to the point and not
do so much talking around.

Here is a final plea that betrays what the Standard
hopes for out of such meetings as the one in Detroit. That
will be “glory” if such a goal can be reached.

“Can we not recognize as brethren in Christ and in
this propaganda of unity all those who, having accepted
Christ and obeyed Him in the terms of salvation, sincerely
seek to attain unity upon the basis of New Testament doc-
trine and order, even though they may differ in their
understanding of what the New Testament teaches in
certain details.”

Instrumental music, of course, comes under “certain
details.” The Standard shows no disposition whatever to
surrender the music. It is a clear case of “love me, love my
dog.” It is a diplomatic appeal to churches that do not use
instruments for conscience sake to tolerate and fraternize
with those that do; even if they do show clearly that they
prefer the unauthorized instrument to the fellowship of
their brethren “who having accepted Christ and obeyed him
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in the terms of salvation, sincerely seek to attain unity
upon the basis of New Testament doctrine and order.” In
short the Standard asks us to surrender our fight on the
music question and seems to think the Detroit meeting is
a step in that direction. And maybe so it is.

Finally, the Standard’s talk about “what our conse-
crated judgment tells us is the teaching of the New Testa-
ment” sounds a lot like “the sanctified common sense”
that introduced the organ and divided the church in the
first place. Personally, I have no more confidence in the
“consecrated judgment” of slogan twisters who cling to
the organ than loyal defenders of the truth a generation
ago had in the “sanctified common sense” of the men who
introduced it into the worship. The division that was caused
by the organ will stay as long as the organ stays--l hope.
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CONCERNING COLLEGES

( SEPTEMBER , 1938)

In the current controversy among the brethren over the
sphere of the school, the college and the church, certain colleges
are themselves the aggressors. The controversy will be just
as easily stopped as it was started--just let the schools abandon
their departures, discontinue their objectionable practices, re-
form their worldliness, cease to infringe on the divine principle
of the independence of the church from all human institutions,
and quit imposing on congregations, and all will be well. In
short, let the college stay in its place, and let the church alone.

For an example of the aggression mentioned, one of the lead-
ers of the campaign to put the college in the budget of the
churches closed an article with the statement that if it is not
right to put the college in the budget, then he would join Daniel
Sommer and be done with it. In other words, he will have it
this way or no way! It is that “this way or no way” spirit that
has always driven the wedges, forcing issues upon the brethren,
then blaming those in honest opposition to their schemes for
resultant dissensions. It was so in the digressive movement
that split the church. It has been so in the “Boll movement”
which says “we will have our theories.” It is now so in the
present controversy with the colleges whose leader and mouth-
piece says “we will have the budget or nothing.” In that case
the brethren should see to it that it will be nothing--from the
churches. With this announced attitude the colleges can blame
no one but themselves for the growing opposition to them, or
for any division or alienation that may arise over the discus-
sions.

We are charged with having attacked the colleges, with being
anti-college, and withal of an attempt to destroy these institu-
tions. But to the contrary this editor himself attended one in
early life, has for several years had his children in them at in-
tervals, and if when his younger children grow up there is yet
one of the colleges true to the principles we believe he will likely
continue his patronage.
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Nobody engaged in the present controversy is fighting the
college. Neither The Bible Banner nor its editor is. The Firm
Foundation and its editor are not. We are simply opposed to
the extremes to which the colleges in question have gone, to
their worldliness, to their tendency toward ecclesiastical con-
trol, to their doctrinal weakness, and to their general departures.
We are not alone in this. Some of the trustees of these institu-
tions admit the things that have been charged, recognize the
conditions as they exist and have expressed themselves as de-
siring to perform the needed reforms. If all those in the high
places were of the same mind, and others upon whom they have
apparently depended for leadership, were of the same disposi-
tion, the institutions could speedily win back the individual
confidence and support of that great host of brethren who are
now set against their practices.

Since it has been charged that the present writer is creating
an issue and his convictions on this question are of recent origin,
it will not be considered amiss, perhaps, to reproduce some edi-
torials which appeared in the Gospel Advocate several years ago
while the editor of the Bible Banner was then editor of the Gos-
pel Advocate. That all may know that no change in positions
has been made, and in refutation of such charges as are going
around that “thou art mad” and “thou art beside thyself,” and
to show that the attitude held now toward the colleges is pre-
cisely the same as the attitude held then, the following editorials
are resubmitted. (Reference to “The Church and The School,”
June 4, 1931. Turn back to page 99.)

The foregoing editorial did not create any stir, nobody ac-
cused the writer of being angry, but the articles were read ap-
parently with considerable interest, judging from a volume of
letters that were received at the time. Some of them were in
approval, others in wholesome, not partisan, criticism.

A second editorial appeared shortly afterward in answer to
some questions elicited from the first article. As further bear-
ing on the purposes above stated it is also reproduced. (Ref-
erence to “The Home and The School,” July 2, 1931. Turn
back to page 102.)

Special attention is called to a particular statement in the
foregoing, as follows: “Institutionalism has been a menace to
congregational independence as taught in the New Testament.
It has wrought havoc in the church in the past and growing
tendencies present hazards for the future.” The writer has
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never at any time, in capacity of editor of The Bible Banner, or
any other capacity, said anything more direct on the subject
than the above statement. It precipitated no fight then, brought
no accusations, and the writer was not charged with attacking
the colleges. Why should such be done now? There must be a
reason. (Reference to “A Distinction With A Scriptural Dif-

ference,” August 6, 1931. Turn back to page 113.)
In response to still further inquiries and requests a third ar-

ticle on the same subject appeared almost in successive issues of
the paper, and it is also reinserted here as proof upon proof that
the position maintained by The Bible Banner now is not a late
creation of an issue by the editor. We ask of the reader this
further indulgence.

These articles written in 1931, brought apparently no rise
from the heads of the same colleges that are taking such great
exceptions to the same criticisms now. Indeed, so sensitive now
to criticisms have they become that two college presidents
wrote demanding letters to me because of certain things they
had heard were said in some public addresses. A correspond-
ence followed. In order to counteract so much misrepresenta-
tion, and that others might see for themselves what was said,
it was necessary to mineograph the correspondence for general
circulation. And now because the letters from these college
presidents were answered with documentary proof of statements
challenged, the presidents retreat and their partisan followers
begin to cry persecution and charge that we have attacked the
colleges. But ours was the defensive; theirs the offensive.
These colleges are themselves the aggressors in the controversy.
Their aggression must be repulsed, for if their present extremes
are tolerated further more serious extremes will surely follow.

Who are the enemies of the college, and who are its friends?
Some of us believe that we who oppose their errors and seek to
correct their evils are the real friends of the schools. We are
not their enemies. The real enemies of the college are those
who so loudly profess to be the friends of it. By their very ef-
forts to affiliate church and school by the budget system, and
other objectionable things, they are driving away the patronage
of many brethren whose influence and support they need; and
thereby they become the school’s enemies. On the other hand,
if the colleges would listen to reason and sincerely right their
wrongs they would receive the unanimous support of those in-
dividuals among the brethren who are interested in the causes
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espoused by the colleges. It is a case therefore of the friends of
the colleges becoming their enemies, for as surely as these de-
partures continue there will be a steady, determined and un-
relenting opposition, and if the torch falls from the hand of
one, it will never hit the ground, for the hand of another will
bear it upward and forward. So help us God.



505

THE TINGLEY-WALLACE DEBATE

(By JOHN T. LEWIS, OCTOBER, 1938)

This debate was held in Birmingham, Alabama, September
20 to 30, 1938. There were twelve sessions, ten nights and two
afternoon sessions. The afternoon sessions were held in Ting-
ley’s tabernacle, the night sessions in the open. There is a half
block vacant between 18th and 19th Streets on Seventh Ave-
nue, North. In the middle of this lot a large stand about four
feet high was built for the speakers and the moderators. In
front of this stand, seats were provided for several thousand
people, and large crowds attended every service. About seven-
ty-five gospel preachers from different states attended. The
presence of all was appreciated, but none more than Brother
Foy E. Wallace, Sr., the father of Foy E. Wallace, Jr., the de-
bater.

“Popcorn” Myers of Montgomery, Alabama, furnished a
loudspeaker, and was there every night to keep it in operation.
This added much to the debate, and Brother Myers deserved
and received the thanks of all for that service. Brother R. L.
Whiteside, of Denton, Texas, moderated for Brother Wallace.
Brother Whiteside is editor of Query Department of the Gospel
Advocate, and also writes the Annual put out by the Advocate.
His presence and counsel were a help and an inspiration to
Brother Wallace. A. M. Reifsnyder moderated for Mr. Ting-
ley. Mr. Whit Windham, a Presbyterian, and a prominent at-
torney of this city, was chairman moderator. Those who had
charge could not have selected a better chairman. He was ab-
solutely fair and impartial to both sides. The members of the
church of Christ who attended this debate will always think
kindly of Mr. Windham and appreciate his services, which were
rendered gratis.

The four following propositions were discussed. Affirmative
speaker to have five minutes additional rebuttal.

Proposition I
The Bible teaches that at the second coming of Christ the

Jews as a nation (national Israel) will be restored to Palestine,
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and receive the kingdom of Old Testament prophecy, and with
Christ as King rule over the whole world. Affirmative, Glen
V. Tingley; negative, Foy E. Wallace, Jr.

Proposition II
The Bible teaches that after the second coming of Christ

there will be an age or dispensation (known as the millennium),
during which period Christ will occupy the literal throne of
David in Jerusalem (Palestine) and reign on the earth one
thousand years. Affirmative, Glen V. Tingley; negative, Foy
E. Wallace, Jr.
Proposition III

The Bible teaches that baptism in water to all alien sinners
is a condition of pardon from past sins.” Affirmative, Glen V.
Tingley; negative, Foy E. Wallace, Jr.

Proposition IV
The Bible teaches that all alien sinners must receive the Holy

Spirit baptism to become a child of God. Affirmative, Glen V.
Tingley; negative, Foy E. Wallace, Jr.

Three sessions of two hours and five minutes were given to
each proposition. I shall not attempt to give the arguments
pro and con ; because sometimes there were no pros and at other
times there were no cons. However, I will give a brief resume
of the course pursued by the debaters. On the first proposition
Mr. Tingley correlated all the prophecies, made before and dur-
ing the Babylonian Captivity, concerning the return of the
Jews to their land, and applied them to a yet future restoration
of Israel, and asked Brother Wallace to answer ( ? ) the scrip-
tures he had used, and urged the people to read the Book. The
prophecies he used had just about as much bearing on his prop-
osition as 2 Peter 2:16 would have-and that was absolutely
none. Brother Wallace showed that the only return the Jews
could have had in mind was their return from captivity. His
arguments, made from the prophecies, which he had on charts,
were invincible on this point, and I do not think anyone knew
that better than Glen V. Tingley.

On the second proposition, Mr. Tingley correlated many of
the prophecies concerning the first advent of Christ, and the
establishment of his kingdom, with the promises of his second
coming, juggled them all together, applied them to his proposi-
tions-that is, to a thousand years’ literal reign of Christ on
the literal throne of David in Jerusalem. He then urged the
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people to read the Book. To Tingley, his followers, and even
to some church members, this nonsense means the second coming
of Christ. Brother Wallace showed the utter folly, fallacy, and
danger of such juggling of the scriptures; that God fulfilled his
promise and oath to David when he raised Christ from the dead,
and set him on David’s throne, and that Peter so disclosed in
Acts 2:20-35. He showed this rule and reign of Christ was to
last till all his enemies were put under his feet, the last enemy
would be death, then Christ would deliver the kingdom up to
his Father. (1 Cor. 15:20-28.) Therefore, this is the only ever-
lasting kingdom that ever was or ever will be--the spiritual
kingdom of Christ is always spoken of as an everlasting king-
dom.

Mr. Tingley answered (?) all of Brother Wallace’s arguments
on the third proposition--water baptism--by appealing to re-
ligious prejudice, shouting that Brother Wallace was sending
all the good Methodists, and Presbyterians, who had not been
baptized, to hell; also his brother-in-law, who was recently
mangled in a wreck out in California, and had not been baptized.
Of course, these arguments (?) were nothing new to all who
ever heard sectarian preachers preach or debate on baptism.
When you add the question, “What about the thief?” you have
their battleground before you. Brother Wallace very properly
showed, and I think with telling effect, that the teaching of
Tingley and his kith and kin was what kept good people from
being baptized.

On the fourth proposition, Brother Wallace not only showed
the teaching of the Bible on the baptism of the Holy Spirit, its
purpose, effects, and results; but he also fed Mr. Tingley out of
his own spoon, by showing that he was sending all to hell who
were not baptized with the Holy Spirit, and making God re-
sponsible for his damnable teaching.

In the above, I have not tried to give the arguments, but
have pointed out the course pursued by the two speakers. You
may supply the arguments and answers without overtaxing
your mind, and especially the results of the debate.

I hope I may say without prejudicing anyone in his conclu-
sions of the debate that Foy E. Wallace, Jr., has the keenest,
most alert, and logical mind I ever heard in action.

This debate was conducted on a high plane, only twice did
anything happen to suggest to the most scrupulous mind that
the discussion might degenerate into personalities. In a religious
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discussion the church of Christ has absolutely everything to
lose, and positively nothing to gain in personalities; the opposi-
tion has everything to gain and nothing to lose, therefore you
may expect them to court personalities; but the gospel preacher
cannot afford to stoop to such tactics in a debate. Everyone
who attended this debate knows now that a religious discussion
can be conducted on a high plane, with personalities left out,
and I rejoice in that fact, because I knew it could be done.
“Going after the man” instead of his proposition is the curse
and plague of modern debates, and has brought religious dis-
cussions into disrepute.

Brother Elliott Hill of the Parkview congregation and Broth-
er Floyd Horton of the Woodlawn congregation worked up
this debate. Mr. Tingley said they lassoed him and got him
into it. The Parkview and Woodlawn congregations bore the
financial burden. For this, I feel that the churches of the Birm-
ingham district and throughout the country owe them a debt
of gratitude, because the plans were fine, and the execution was
complete. We thank Brother Wallace for his part.

“TRUTH WINS IN BIRMINGHAM”

FLOYD H. HORTON

The debate between Foy E. Wallace, Jr., and Glen V. Ting-
ley closed last Friday night. The truth never won such a vic-
tory in Birmingham as it did in this debate. Brother Wallace
was at his best, and he did not leave a peg for Mr. Tingley to
lean on in any of the subjects discussed. More than seventy-five
gospel preachers attended the debate from several states. We
had splendid order, both on the part of the speakers and the
audience. The church here is greatly strengthened, and many
sinners saw the difference between truth and error during the
debate. If you want to see a sectarian preacher get the life
whipped out of him in a debate, I would advise you to call Foy
E. Wallace, Jr. (Gospel Advocate, October, 1938.)
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THE FANG OF THE SERPENT

(CLED E. WALLACE, OCTOBER, 1938)

There are four species of poisonous snakes in the United
States. The copperhead and rattlesnake are rated as very bad
actors. The copperhead is the sneakiest and most dangerous
in his mode of attack. In daytime, he remains concealed in
bushes, leaves, or brush heaps. He crawls out at night, strikes
quickly without warning and with little provocation and glides
into concealment.

A copperhead has appeared among us. He lies concealed in
the bushes of anonymity. Using the “List of Preachers of
Churches of Christ,” he has circularized the brethren with a
vicious, personal attack on a prominent man among us and
failed to sign his name. The document is anonymous. Any-
body who will do a thing like that against anybody is a sneak and
a coward and deserving of the contempt of decent people. A
man who will attack character anonymously will lie, and usually
does. A rattlesnake is a gentleman compared with him. The
former announces his identity immediately before or after
striking. A cause that demands copperhead methods in its de-
fense must be in a desperate way.

We fight and sometime we fight hard. We fight fair. We
will never attack a man or a cause without signing our names to
it.

The best evidence we have indicates that the copperhead in
question crawled out of some den of darkness in Chicago. His
fang prints bear a Chicago postmark. Possibly someone of the
pious brigade in Louisville knows where he stays coiled up in the
daytime. If he is ever discovered and exposed, the good sense
and fairness of the brethren can be depended on to behead him
so effectively that his tail will not continue to wiggle till the
sun goes down.

I FEEL SLIGHTED

The grapevine is relaying the news from the underworld.
Some of the honey boys who never call names seem also to en-
tertain scrutientious scrumples against signing names. They
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think all things ought to be done “in love” and show what they
mean by talking sweetly to the Lord in public while they prowl
in the darkness for purposes of character assassination. The
grapevine has not as yet definitely identified them but some
inevitable slips will reveal them in due time.

The trouble all started over the fight against future kingdom
theories and other threats on the simplicity of the New Testa-
ment order. When the Jews could not meet Jesus in debates
they decided to kill him. So what the Judaizers and their sym-
pathizers today cannot do in debate, they have decided to ac-
complish by assassination.

Noises in the dark point to Foy E. Wallace, Jr., N. B. Harde-
man, C. R. Nichol, E. R. Harper, and R. L. Whiteside as vic-
tims of the first big purge. They would like to get F. B. Srygley
but he is so strategically situated that he is hard to get at. They
will possibly just continue to hate him in a more or less judicious
way. I was told several years ago that the cause would score
several points when Srygley died. But it looks like the old
codger is going to live to be a hundred just for spite. It seems
that the prayers of some men are never answered.

I feel slighted. I listened eagerly for the grapevine to relay
my name in this list of notables. I must be a softie. What
have I not done to deserve such a slight? I’d almost be willing
to meet one of the honey boys in some dark place, blow pipe
smoke in his face and confess to a little Christian devilment, to
get in on this. Maybe they mean to include me later but I
think I deserve to face the first firing squad along with Brother
Foy. Who told anybody that he is worse than I am, anyhow?
If I ever find out who is responsible for leaving me off the list,
I’ll be tempted to enter suit for slander.
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THE CAMPAIGN OF CALUMNY

(NOVEMBER, 1938)

The appearance of anonymous circulars of malicious charac-
ter apparently represents a well-laid underworld plot. There
is more than one party to it. There is the writer; there is the
source of his underground information; there is the one who
furnishes the money. It is also remarkable that it proceeds
from brethren who have boasted of superior spirituality and
sweetness of disposition, and who have repeatedly charged
others with dealing in personalities in the fight waged against
millennial teaching. Yet it is a noteworthy fact, yea, a notor-
ious fact, that dating from the Winchester, Kentucky, debate
this group of brethren have dealt in nothing but personalities
and of the basest sort.

In all the debates held on these questions, and in the editorials
and articles written, we have never even by remote inference
reflected on any man’s character and for this contemptible con-
tumely and work of infamy going on among these brethren
whose false doctrine has been exposed, we have nothing but
scorn.

So grossly perverted are the matters referred to in these
scurrilous documents that even any element of truth or fact
upon which some of their references are based is lost in their
perversion.

We have abundant documentary evidence, signed and sworn
to, in proof that all transactions referred to were honest and
upright. But personally, I have never felt disposed to debate
my own character. That to me is not debatable.

My own person is nothing and my individual fortune insigni-
ficant, compared with the eternal interests of the cause we have
set out to defend. Therefore, should my foes succeed in proving
that I am as bad as they say I am, it does not change the truth
for which we have fought. The ignoble means to which they
resort in a final effort to dispose of men who are in their way can
be construed only as an admission of defeat in the issues which
we have debated.
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It is a campaign of calumny which all their pious protesta-
tions cannot conceal, though they may smile and smile and
smile. They may, and doubtless will, continue to talk and talk
and talk--but as they talk we shall continue to strive to do our
whole duty as humbly as we can while “the nations rage and
the heathen imagine vain things.” We shall not stoop to their
plane, neither be deterred by their calumny. They shall not
pass!
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WHAT IS IT ALL ABOUT-AND WHAT
DIFFERENCE DOES IT MAKE?

(November, 1938)

As surprisingly strange as it may sound, the above
caption represents the interrogations of R. H. Boll in Word
and Work. Brother Boll is bewildered--he does not know
what it is all about. Thus the editor of the champion pub-
lication of millennialism pauses in pushing his premillen-
nial pen, and with a feigned ignorance of any occasion for
“the condition of things,” for which condition he is himself
the cause, he stages an act! There is method in his ignor-
ance. But he fails to make his feint effective, due to the
fact that his very air of injured innocence becomes his
confession of conscious guilt.

It is noteworthy that Word and Work’s periodical out-
bursts are timed. We can always look for them just before
or after significant events, such as important debates with
a Neal, Norris, Webber, or Tingley. But especially signifi-
cant now is the N. B. Hardeman Ryman Auditorium Meet-
ing in Nashville, backed by the majority of the fifty
congregations in Nashville, but having the organized oppo-
sition of every compromiser and Boll sympathizer in
Tennessee and Kentucky with enlisted help all the way from
New York to Texas and California! So Word and Work’s
“Brother Boll” must deliver another manifesto, timed and
toned to break the force of the pressure he feels bearing
down upon himself who is the center of the divisive ele-
ments which form the present and impending crises in the
church.

In dramatic deliverances this theorizing disturber of
the peace of Zion forgets to be sweet-spirited. His tem-
perature rises to high fever as he hurls broadsides at those
who have blocked the path of his theoretical teaching. The
kind (?) and gentle (?) epithets he uses in his references
to them are such as, “insist fiercely,” and “bitterly de-
nounce,” and “declare vociferously,” and “denounce and
condemn,” and “oppose vehemently”--all of which they
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(his opposers) are doing just “to save their faces,” which
is, says he, the sole cause “for all the rumpus they have
raised.” What pious profanity! Who said that “the man
from Louisville” is “like Jesus’! who “never fought back”?

Let us examine minutely this Bollistic document with
a view toward lifting the bewilderment of its author by
telling him what it is all about and showing him what the
diference is. We quote his statement section by section
below.

K I N G - - K I N G D O M - - C H U R C H

I . “They insist fiercely that the kingdom exists now;
that it was established on Pentecost, and Christ is king,
and all members of the church are in his kingdom (Col. 1:
13)--as though somebody were denying it. But nobody
denies that. We are agreed on this.”

The foregoing represents the adroitness with which
Brother Boll would set some off the scent and make those
who do not know what he teaches believe that his kingdom
teaching has been misrepresented. He says nobody denies
that the kingdom was established on Pentecost and with a
gesture, asserts “we are agreed on this.” Now let us get
this straight by putting the witness on the stand for a
cross-examination, and apply his own teaching to the above
statement. Hear his own testimony:

(1) Concerning the kingdom on Pentecost.

“We have put much stress upon this matter because of
its own weight and importance. We trust, however, that the
reader would even without this discussion have perceived
that the kingdom announced by John (and afterward by
the Lord Jesus himself, Matt. 4: 17; Mark 1: 14, 15) could
have been none other than that of Old Testament prophecy
and of Jewish expectation in so far as that expectation
accorded with the prophecies. And this is borne out by
what we find in the following chapters of Matthew. If it
be felt a difficulty that that kingdom though announced as
“at hand,” has never yet appeared, we shall find an ex-
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planation unforced and natural, and one that will cast no
reflection on the truth and goodness of God.” (Kingdom
of God, by R. H. Boll, page 34.)

Here is the plain declaration of Brother Boll himself
that the kingdom preached by John and Jesus before
Pentecost, though announced as at hand, has never yet ap-
peared. Now, will Brother Boll kindly tell us, in view of
this his own statement, what kingdom was established on
Pentecost? Mark you, the kingdom which Jesus said was
“at hand”--“has never yet appeared.” Did Jesus announce
more than one kingdom? It looks like someone else is trying
to “save his face” by manufacturing another kingdom than
the one “of Old Testament prophecy” which Jesus preached
and promised, and has set up a minor kingdom on Pentecost
in order to be able to say that “nobody denies” that the
kingdom was established on Pentecost. R. H. Boll does deny
that the kingdom announced by John and Jesus was estab-
lished on Pentecost, for he says in his own book that “this
kingdom . . . has never yet appeared.” Since he says that
the kingdom announced by John and Jesus was “none other
than” the kingdom of Old Testament prophecy, let him show
where any other kingdom was ever promised in prophecy
or announced by John, Jesus or any other inspired writer.
It is Brother Boll’s solemn duty to do this.

(2) Concerning the church and the kingdom, our witness
(Brother Boll), says that “all members of the church are
in his kingdom” (Col. 1: 13), and adds “--as though any-
body were denying this.” Well, it is a certain fact that
R. H. Boll denies that all members of the church are in
that kingdom announced by John and Jesus, for he says
that kingdom has never yet appeared. Brother Boll is on
record that the kingdom mentioned in Col. 1: 13 is not the
kingdom Christ announced and intended to establish. Let
him tell what kingdom it is, where was it ever mentioned,
and how it differs from the kingdom Christ announced
and expected to establish. It is plain that Brother Boll will
have two kingdoms where Jesus had only one. Anybody can
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see that it is a dodge, a mere quibble, and quibbling is not
honesty.

The fact is, Brother Boll believes and teaches that the
church is only a phase of the kingdom; or what he once
called the vestibule of the kingdom; and what he later
called a manifestation of the kingdom; but which he has
more recently named “the new spiritual contingent, called
the church,” which came as a result of the postponement
of the real kingdom--but none of these descriptive terms
were employed by Christ or any apostle or writer in the
New Testament, nor any term like them.

Lest any should think we are misrepresenting “the
man from Louisville” let us call the witness back to the
stand. Hear him:

“We have now traced the kingdom-teaching of Mat-
thew, and the kingdom gospel, from beginning to end. We
have seen how the Old Testament hope of the Messianic
kingdom of Israel and its world-wide sway was at first
entirely in the foreground; how a crisis came when the op-
position of lsrael culminated in plans of murder; how then
the Lord Jesus began to announce an entirely new and
different aspect which his kingdom was to assume; and
how thenceforth, not leaving out of view the Old Testament
promise of the kingdom, the present spiritual, veiled, suf-
fering form of the kingdom of heaven, until he should come
again, occupied the foreground of his teaching.” (Kingdom
of God, by R. H. Boll, page 46.)

If the reader can pierce the vagueness of the above
ramblings of the witness, he will sift out the gist of his
theory--namely, that when the Jews decided to murder
Jesus, the Lord in turn decided to postpone his kingdom,
as he introduced a new and unexpected phase of the king-
dom-the church-and deferred his kingdom “until he
should come again”--yet he would have his readers believe,
when he gets into a tight, that “nobody denies that” the
kingdom was established on Pentecost! But R. H. Boll
denies that, for he declares the kingdom “has never yet
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appeared” and asserts that Jesus changed his plans, and
also his preaching, from that kingdom which had been
announced to “a new and unexpected phase” which he
styles “a new spiritual contingent, called the church.” Hear
him again:

“Whether there had been any formal offer of the king-
dom made to them, and upon their rejection the same was
withdrawn and postponed, is no essential matter. But if
salvation was offered to the nation by Jesus, all else was
implied therein as a matter of course; and if that was na-
tionally rejected, the fulfillment of their prophetic hopes
was thereby made impossible, and automatically deferred
until the time when the nation would turn to acknowledge
Jesus Christ and be forgiven.” (Kingdom of God, by R. H.
Boll, page 46.)

Do you get it--the fulfillment of these prophecies w a s
made impossible and the kingdom w a s  automatically de-
fered. Yet Brother Boll upbraids those who “insist fiercely
that the kingdom exists now--as though somebody were
denying it” ! It looks very much like R. H. Boll is denying
it, if words have any meaning at all. It was foretold by the
prophets and announced by John and Jesus, but automati-
cally deferred when the Jews rejected Christ. Yet when his
opposers “insist fiercely” that the kingdom was not deferred,
but was established on Pentecost, “to save his face” he will
say “nobody denies that”!

To extricate himself from a similar situation on Holy
Spirit baptism as a condition of pardon to all alien sinners,
in the Birmingham debate, Mr. Tingley took the absurd
position that there are two Holy Spirit baptisms. And now
to escape the inevitable consequences of his argument on
the automatic postponement of the kingdom and in order
to get around Col. 1: 13 Brother Boll takes a position equally
absurd--namely, that there are two kingdoms, the one
which was postponed and another of his own manufacture
(like Tingley’s Holy Spirit) which was never once foretold
or mentioned in the divine plan. For ordinary sectarians
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to thus dodge and quibble when they get caught between a
rock and a hard place is to be expected, but for any man who
makes the claim of being a gospel preacher to do so must
be a shock to his most ardent devotees.

Up to the present point the witness, Brother Boll, has
the kingdom postponed, but, he says, nobody denies that it
was established on Pentecost! The kingdom was “auto-
matically deferred” . . . “until he should come again,” but
all the members of the church are in it n o w !  Christ is
king, but his kingdom has “never yet appeared”! He is
king in his kingdom, but not occupying his throne! A
common sectarian debater never became more involved
in such a mesh of glaring inconsistencies. A man who
cannot beat that even when he is on the wrong side of the
question ought to put up his pen. But we are not through.

DAVID’S  THRONE--ALL AUTHORITY

II. “They bitterly denounce brethren who do not believe
that Christ is now on David’s throne. Yet all of us believe
alike that Christ is on the throne that he now occupies (call
it what you may), and that he has all authority in heaven
and on earth.”

(1) The witness says that we all believe that Christ is
on the throne that he now occupies. Certainly. The Rus-
sellites believe that also. So does the man we debated with
in Birmingham. Christ is on the throne that he occupies--
in other words, he says that Christ is on the throne that he
is on! What throne is that? Brother Boll replies: It is the
throne he is on. Such is the quibbling of a man who is afraid
of his ground, and quails before the argument.

Brother Boll knows, as every man who knows the issue
knows, that the throne of David is the heart of the whole
question and that it is a pitiful begging of the question to
say that it matters not what throne he is on now. If Christ
is not on David’s throne now, he has no throne and no king-
dom, because David’s throne was the only throne that was
ever promised to him, and he was never promised, nor did
he ever announce more than one kingdom.
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On the other hand in Brother Boll’s theory, the future
earthly throne of David in Jerusalem is essential to his
millennium. If there be no future earthly throne of David,
there is no future earthly millennium. Why, then, is all the
dodging of the issue? Why say “it matters not” and " there
is no difference” and “what is it all about”?

(2) David’s throne in the Old Testament was God’s
throne. It was also his throne; and it was Solomon’s throne.
“And also Solomon sitteth on the throne of the kingdom.
And moreover the king’s servants came to bless our lord
king David, saying, Thy God make the name of Solomon
better than thy name, and make his throne greater than
thy throne: and the king bowed himself upon the bed.
And also thus said the king, Blessed be Jehovah, the God
of Israel, who hath given one to sit on my throne this day,
mine eyes even seeing it.” (1 Kings 1: 46-48.) Again,
“And Solomon sat upon the throne of David his father;
and his kingdom was established greatly.” (1 Kings 2: 12.)
Again, “Then Solomon sat on the throne of the Lord as
king instead of David his father, and prospered; and all
Israel obeyed him.” (1 Chron. 29: 23.) It is clear enough
that Solomon sat on God’s throne, but Solomon sat on
David’s throne, yet Solomon sat on his own throne. It
must follow therefore that God’s throne, David’s throne,
and Solomon’s throne were all one and the same throne.
It should be just as clear that Christ is therefore now on
God’s throne, but also on His throne, yet it is David’s
throne-for the Father’s throne, and His throne,  and
David’s throne, are one throne in the antitype, as they were
one throne in the type.

The distinction Brother Boll makes on the present and
future throne, in order to put Christ on a throne on earth
in the millennium, is a distinction without a difference.
Jesus Christ has acceded to the only throne that he will
ever occupy, according to the scriptures.

(3) It is not amiss to carry this point further here.
When God promised David that he would set his son on
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his throne, he said it would be done while David slept
with his fathers. (2 Sam. 7: 12-14; 1 Chron. 17: 11, 12.)
That he did not refer to Solomon is established by the fact
that Heb. 1: 5 quotes the “Son” part of the passage from
2 Sam. 7: 14 and applies it to Christ. So inspiration settles
that. Since the Son whom God would set on David’s throne
is Christ, it follows that Christ must occupy the throne of
David while David sleeps with his fathers. But David will
not be sleeping with his fathers after the second coming of
Christ. All premillennialists tell us that all the righteous
dead will then be raised--David will not be in the grave.
But the Son must sit on David’s throne during the time that
David sleeps--therefore Jesus Christ cannot occupy David’s
throne after the second coming of Christ. With this in
mind, hear Peter on Pentecost: “Brethren I may say unto
you freely of the patriarch David, that he both died and
was buried, and his tomb is with us unto this day. Being
therefore a prophet, and knowing that God had sworn with
an oath to him, that of the fruit of his loins he would set one
upon this throne: he foreseeing this spake of the resurec-
tion of the Christ.” (Acts 2: 29-31.) Peter told the Jews
that David’s tomb was yet with them--David was  yet sleep
ing with his fathers--and when he said that God would
raise up one to sit on his (David’s) throne he spoke of the
resurrection (not the second coming) of Christ. His con-
clusion was: “Therefore being by the right hand of God
exalted, . . . he hath shed forth this, which ye now see and
hear.” (Verse 33.) Any man who can see through a ladder
ought to be able to see that point.

But Brother Boll writes at random of someone who
“bitterly denounces” him because he does not believe that
Christ now sits on David’s throne. In denying that fact,
he denies the sworn testimony of the God of heaven to his
servant David, and denies the inspired interpretation and
application of the prophecies made by Simon Peter on
Pentecost. Still, he charges that someone “brands the plain
import of those scriptures as false teaching.” My brother,
thou art the man !
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(4) The witness further deposes that Christ has all
authority in heaven and on earth. He says we all alike
believe this. But we do not believe it all alike--for Brother
Boll is on record. On page sixty-one of Kingdom of God.
by R. H. Boll, the witness, is found the statement that
Christ is not king “in fact and act,” but his throne is now
“de jure et potentia”--by right and authority only; but
when Christ returns, his throne will be “de facto et actu"
--that is, in fact and act! If he told the truth on page
sixty-one of his kingdom book, how can he mean what he
says now? To say that Christ has all authority in heaven
and on earth but does not have it in fact is just the same
as saying it and then taking it back.  He has all authority--
but not in fact! Brethren, that is Bollism, and they call it
harmless! But that is not all. Hear him further.

C O M I N G  B A C K - - F O O T  O N  E A R T H

III. “They declare vociferously (and denounce and
condemn whoever holds otherwise) that Christ will never
set his foot on the earth again. Yet they believe and teach
that he is coming back. If he really comes back what dif-
ference could it make whether or not he would actually
touch the earth with his foot?”

(1) Here is a sample of the misrepresentation char-
acteristic of all errorists in an argument. Who has ever
declared “vociferously,” or otherwise, that Christ will never
set his foot on the earth again? That is exactly the same
misrepresentation that Norris and others of his stripe and
strata have indulged in, and now Brother Boll stoops to do
the same. Nobody that we know of ever made such a
positive declaration. Here is the challenge that has stood
through five debates: Let the man who teaches that Jesus
Christ will--reign on the earth a thousand years produce
the passage that says he will ever set his foot on this earth
again. All we have said is that there is no verse that says
so. The challenge to produce the verse, or one by which
such could be necessarily inferred, stood in two debates with
Neal, one with Norris, one with Webber and one with
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Tingley. It is now referred to R. H. Boll. It was not met in
the other instances, though each time the speakers had
several days in which to produce the passage. It is now put
up to Brother Boll. Give us the passage. No need to “go
around by the Joneses,” and look up verses in the Old
Testament, centuries before the first coming of Christ--
the challenge says "again"--that he will put his foot on
this earth again--just one New Testament passage that
says it, Brother Boll.

(2) But what difference does it make, asks Brother
Boll, whether he actually touches the earth with his foot
or not? Well, in the light of his theory it seems to me
that it would make quite a good deal of difference. R. H.
Boll and party teach that Christ will literally occupy the
literal throne of David in literal Jerusalem, and literally
reign on the literal earth a literal thousand years. Now,
just how could he do that if he did not “actually touch the
earth with his foot”? Still, Brother Boll asks, “What dif-
ference does it make ?"” Evidently, he does not know what
it is all about. The brother is bewildered.

IMMINENCE--LOOKING--THE PRACTICAL POINT

IV. “They oppose vehemently the doctrine of the
imminent return of the Lord, yet acknowledge that we
should be looking for him--which is the whole practical
point of the matter.”

(1) If “looking for him” is the “whole practical point,”
then the question of imminence is not any part of the
“whole practical point”--and Brother Boll concedes what
we have been urging all the time, namely, that his theories
are not practical. Now, let him come on the rest of the
way and concede that they are not scriptural and “all the
rumpus” will be over. Brother Boll might not be able “to
save his face” by doing such a thing, but, as Brother Srygley
remarked, he would “save his soul.”

(2) If Brother Boll does not really know the difference
between “looking for him” and teaching such theories
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his confusion is confirmed. We look for Christ when we
hope for him. Hope is based on his promise. We can hope
for anything he has promised, but we cannot hope for what
he has not promised. Christ has promised to come; hence.
our hope, otherwise referred to as waiting and looking. But
he has not promised to come during my lifetime, therefore
I could not hope for such.

(3) On the subject of imminence, F. B. Srygley has
touched “the whole practical point,” and the scriptural
point as well, in the Gospel Advocate, as follows:

“My idea of this matter is that if we are prepared to
live, we are also prepared to die; and if we are prepared to
die, we are prepared to meet the Lord. If the Bible teaches
the imminency of the coming of the Lord, it taught it when
it was written; if it taught it when it was written, his
coming was not imminent then (for imminent means over-
hanging, nothing between us and the coming of Christ).
If this is true, the brother does not know that it is true,
for the Lord said that he did not know when he would come,
neither did the angels. It was a secret held by the Father
alone, and still Brother Boll says that his coming is immin-
ent. But they say that Christ is liable to come at any time.
No, he is not liable to come until the Father decides it; but
if we will obey the Lord, we will be ready for him at any
time.”

If Brother Boll still wants to know the difference, we
may suggest further that the apostles and early disciples
looked (believed in and hoped) for the coming of Christ
before such theories as his were known. The fact is, where
the truth stops Brother Boll’s theories begin. He has ad-
mitted it by conceding that “the whole practical point” is
in the thing upon which we agree--namely that the Lord
will really come again. With such admissions who can say
that he is not responsible for perpetuating division if he
does not cease now and forever to teach his theories?

S P E C U L A T I O N - - I N T E R P R E T A T I O N - - I M P O R T

V. “They decry ‘speculation’ yet themselves speculate,
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even wildly, on such subjects as the millennium, and insist
on their own ‘spiritual’ interpretation of Rev. 20, and other
prophecies--hardly any two alike--as standard sound doc-
trine,’ and brand the plain import of those scriptures as
false teaching.”

(1) Since Brother Boll chooses the literal instead of
the spiritual, we are willing for him to have it. Rev. 20
says. “I saw the souls of them that were beheaded . . . and
they lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years.”
Being literal that must be a literal beheading; so no one
gets into the millennium except those literally beheaded,
which cuts him out. But if the beheading is spiritualized,
so must the millennium be, hence no literal millennium,
and that cuts his millennium out. Either end of the dilemma
leaves him out of the millennium--so what difference does
it make and what is it all about--after all?.

(2) He thinks some of us brand the “plain import”
of Rev. 20 as false. But we have become accustomed to his
dares on Rev. 20. In 1932 he made a stage play under the
caption “Here’s My Hand” and offered to take “what every
passage actually says”--with especial reference to Rev. 20.
The Gospel Advocate promptly, editorially and officially,
accepted the proposition, but it turned out to be only a ges-
ture for Brother Boll then immediately withdrew his hand.

In 1934 Word and Work published the lamentations of
R. H. Boll that he and his had been cast out “because they
believed Rev. 20 as it stands.” Again, we all agreed to take
Rev. 2 0  as it stands and not cast him out. But he again
backed out.

Even a casual checkup reveals definitely that “as it
stands” Rev. 20 is an inadequate text and falls very far
short of containing Brother Boll’s theory of the earthly
millennium. It does not mention the second coming of
Christ; it does not mention a reign on the earth; it does
not mention a bodily resurrection; it does not mention us;
it does not mention an earthly throne; it does not mention
Christ on earth; it does not mention any single distinctive
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point of the theory constructed on it. The material is not
there.

(3) To take Rev. 20 as it stands will cut these brethren
out of their own millennium, for only “the souls of the
martyrs”--those actually beheaded--were said to have
lived and reigned a thousand years. If literal, it excludes
from the millennium all who are not literally beheaded.
If figurative, then it is spiritual and there is no earthly
millennium. So Brother Boll refuses to take what the
“passage actually says” and will not have Rev. 20 “as it
stands,” even though these are his own word for word
propositions, which he has made to the public at timed
intervals, but not one time has he stood by a single propo-
sition he has made. All his talking and writing, therefore,
is just so much canting and carping; it is mere propaganda,
for he has no idea whatever of taking what it “actually
says” nor accepting it “as it stands” without his theories.

(4) Now he comes with his latest proposition--his
1938 down to date, streamlined proposition, to take the
import of those scriptures. So that is it! The word “import”
means, according to Webster, “to bring in from without;
to imply”-and that is exactly what Brother Boll wants
to do, bring in from without what Rev. 20 does not “actual-
ly say”; and it is he who refuses to “believe Rev. 20 as it
stands.” All of his talking about it therefore is pure propa-
ganda, chiefly for the home consumption of his clientele.

(5) Of the “standardized spiritual theories” he com-
plains because there are “hardly two alike.” Perhaps so;
but in that case how could they be standardized? Further-
more, the fact that there are “hardly two alike” is only
another good argument against all theories, including the
Boll theories--for no two of his are alike, being contra-
dictory at almost every turn. It remains that whether his
theory is literal or spiritual (and he has both) it is just
another theory. But it is well to keep in mind that the harm
of a theory lies in its effect or consequences.

Any theory that postpones the kingdom, and belittles
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the church by making it a mere accident or “a new spiritual
contingent,” and that makes Christ king de j u r e  et potentia
--by right only; but not de facto et actu--not in actual
fact and act, is worse than merely wrong, it is destructive
of the whole gospel system, and a theory which all "true-
hearted brethren should rise up and discountenance.”

PARTIES- -CONDITIONS--SITUATIONS

VI. “It is surely time that this condition of things were
changed. If there be some parties in the church who, in
order to save their faces, should wish to perpetuate this
situation, there are also enough fair-minded, truehearted
brethren to rise up and discountenance it.”

(1) If Brother Boll is sincere in the expressed desire
to change the “condition of things” and not “perpetuate
this situation,” the real test of that sincerity is whether or
not he is willing to abandon his divisive teaching and pro-
mote unity instead of “fomenting strife and division over
prophetic teaching.” His gun always kicks harder than it
shoots. If he does not intend to discontinue his teaching
(which he plainly does not offer to do) but only means
that the opposition shall cease their objections to his
teaching, leaving him free to impose his doctrines on whom-
soever he will, then in one of his own pet phrases, his
“specious plea for unity” can be regarded only as another
challenge which will be met as all the others have been--
they simply shall not pass.

(2) His statement that there are enough “fair-minded,
truehearted brethren to rise up and discountenance” the
opposition to his teaching shows clearly to whom Brother
Boll is now looking with new hope to fight his battles--the
so-called professed neutrals among us who say they do not
believe his teaching but do not think they should be op-
posed. He thinks they are the “fair-minded, truehearted
brethren” who will come to the rescue of his failing cause.
He sees “a situation” in the church which is in his favor.

It is a situation we all see. It is in the colleges. It is
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now taking definite form in the plans to start a “brother-
hood” paper, a paper-college combination designed to get
control of things. Already the Truthseeker, published at
Searcy, Arkansas, by the Harding College group, has an
nounced that it will merge with the new paper, and in its
last issue the olive branch was extended to R. H. Boll.
West Coast Christian, published by James Lovell, makes
the same announcement, and the purpose and policy of this
new paper have been definitely set forth in circular letters
and questionnaires and surveys, the results of which sur-
veys or “straw votes” were published in a twenty-six page
report, copyrighted by the author who served notice on all
other papers on his copyright page that the report was not
even to be quoted in whole or in part in other papers by
anyone. That alone proves that their scheme is vulnerable,
and they fear exposure in advance.

These are the “fair-minded, truehearted brethren” to
whom Brother Boll is looking to “discountenance” the oppo-
sition to him and his theories--and he is looking in the
right direction for his help, for that is exactly what this
group will do, backed by some of the colleges and all of
that element in the church which has been’opposed to plain
teaching and preaching. Some of them are out-and-out
Bollites; others are Boll sympathizers; others think they
are neutral, but in reality are not, for they are on the
wrong side already; but altogether they are enemies,
whether consciously or unconsciously, of the New Testa-
ment church. Faithful gospel preachers all over the land
who love the defense of the truth should “rise up and dis-
countenance” this new movement-and we believe they
will. It is a call to arms--they shall not pass.

MUTUAL REGARD--TOLERANCE-BROTHERLY UNITY

VII. “When a better spirit comes in, there will be a mu-
tual regard, tolerance, kindness, helpfulness, love, brotherly
unity, and without these things religion is hardly worth
while.”

All of this sounds good; but James D. Murch and the
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digressives said all of that in the Detroit Unity Meetings,
almost in the same words. To Murch and the Christian
Church tolerance means. to tolerate their unscriptural in-
novations. And to R. H. Boll and Company tolerance means
to tolerate their false teaching. It is, in fact, the frantic
appeal of a false teacher in the church in his “death throes”
to rally support for his cause. His only hope obviously lies in
the neutrals, and in the proposed new paper. It proves that
if the “neutrals” among us had stood with us in the fight
against this parasitic growth on the body of the church,
Bollism could never have rallied from the mortal wounds
received in the defeats it has suffered. The neutrals are
responsible for the present situation. They have cried for
tolerance, and too much tolerance was allowed. In an effort
to be fair, fraternal and tolerant, the Gospel Advocate has
furnished a medium for some of these neutrals, and has
unintentionally enabled these men to promote a personal
following out of which the most formidable opposition to the
principles for which the Gospel Advocate stands is in the
making. It won’t be long now. The brethren will know
where the preachers stand who have said they were neutral.
“How long halt ye between two opinions? If the Lord he
God, follow him; but if Baal, then follow him.” “He that is
not with me is against me; and he that gathereth not with
me scattereth abroad.”

W H A T  I T  I S  A L L  A B O U T

What, then, is it all about? Brother Boll wants to
know “what excuse there can be for fomenting strife and
division in the church over prophetic teaching?” Since
he is the one who is doing the teaching, and therefore the
fomenting, he should know; but as he feigns innocence,
we again tell him, as repeatedly before, what it is all about.
Here it is--the Boll prophetic creed:

1. That the kingdom of Dan. 2: 44--the kingdom of
God--has not yet come into existence.

2. That this kingdom, though announced by John and
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Jesus, “has never yet appeared.” It was postponed because
national Israel rejected Jesus.

3. That in consequence of his rejection by the Jews.
Jesus pigeonholed the divine plan, introduced the church
age--meaning the present dispensation--and went back to
heaven to stay until the Jews get into a notion of letting him
set up his kingdom in Palestine.

4. That in the meantime (the kingdom prophecy
having defaulted) Jesus is king de jure et potentia--by
right only; but not king de facto et actu--not in actual fact
and act.

5. That also in the meantime old pagan Rome must
come back into existence in order to fulfill Dan. 2: 44 “in
the days of these kings” which were in existence when the
kingdom was announced but failed to arrive!

6. That the Jews must be restored as a nation, return
to Palestine, and be converted, in order that Christ can
be king "in fact and act" instead of being a mere crown
prince on his Father’s throne.

7. That the temple of Solomon will be rebuilt; the na-
tion of Israel restored, and the Jewish system reinstituted.

8. That the Lord will then leave the throne of his
majesty in heaven and reoccupy the old Davidic throne in
Jerusalem--to be a king on earth.

9. That the resurrected and living saints will meet the
Lord in the air, accompany him somewhere in the heavens
for a  time to attend to certain affairs, which Russell and
Rutherford call “the rapture,” but which in the Boll theory
is “the first stage” of the second coming.

10. That there will be an interval between “the first
stage” and the real second coming which the millennialists
call the tribulation, which the righteous (those who believe
in the millennium) will escape, having ascended to meet the
Lord, who will later return to vanquish the wicked nations
and start the millennium.
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11. That all this is imminent--liable to happen
momentarily; which event would necessitate a series of
miraculous interventions that completely upset the gospel
order of things, such as the spontaneous regeneration of the
Jewish nation and a phenomenal transportation of the Jews
to Palestine. In this eventuality the conversion of the Jews
would be direct and immediate and not by gospel influence;
the return of the Jews would be instant and not gradual
--a more stupendous event than crossing the Red Sea or the
Jordan; and the rebuilding of the old Temple in less time
than it took to grow Jonah’s gourd !

13. After the thousand years, Satan musters his forces
once more for the great battle in the Valley of Esdraelon,
his last stand, where he will be finally defeated in physical,
carnal warfare by the victorious Christ, who will then take
the saints to heaven to stay.

Now, that is “what it is all about”--and R. H. Boll
k n o w s  it, though guileless he may appear. Do we hear some-
one say “Brother Boll does not teach these things”? Very
well; read the evidence as we page the proof from his own
statements of his “prophetic views.”

THE PROOF BY CITATION

The Word and Work, October, 1935, itemized his pro-
phetic creed in the following points:

1. The “reign of Christ with his saints on earth for a
thousand years, following this dispensation and the return
of Christ.”

2. A literal resurrection of the righteous, “separated
from the rest of the dead by a thousand years.”

3. The conversion and restoration of Israel to their
“own land.”

4. Another kingdom of Christ “more than the church,”
yet future, which Christ will establish on earth at his
coming.
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5. Prophecies concerning the kingdom, taken at “face
value,” are yet unfulfilled.

6. The apocalyptic vision of Rev. 20 is literal, not
figurative, and its “plain import” teaches a literal, earthly
millennium.

Thus far “what it is all about” was set out by Brother
Boll himself in 1935. Does he mean that this is not his
teaching now? If so, let him say so; if not, why does he
ask what is it all about?

But let us cite the proof for the remaining items of
the “prophetic creed” listed above.

1. On page thirty-four, last paragraph, of the booklet
Kingdom of God, by R. H. Boll himself, is found the state-
ment more than once referred to, i.e., the kingdom an-
nounced by John and Jesus “has never yet appeared.” If
he wants to take this back, let him do so; if not, it is hypo-
crisy for him to act as though somebody has caused a
“rumpus” over nothing.

2. On page thirty-five, first paragraph, he says, “The
kingdom promise was national” and since the Jews did
not nationally repent, the kingdom promise was not ful-
filled. Yet he now says nobody denies that the kingdom was
established on Pentecost. Indeed! Then which time did he
state what be believes--now or in his book? Which will
he repudiate? Both cannot be true. Does he now wish to
renounce his former teaching? Let him do so forthrightly
without unmannerly remarks about those who “oppose
vehemently” just “to save their faces” what he has actually
taught!

3. On pages thirty-seven and thirty-eight he says that
after the kingdom was postponed, Jesus introduced the
new phase of his teaching--the parables; and the new and
unexpected aspect of the kingdom-“the church age.” Does
he believe this now? If so, all this talk about somebody
“insisting fiercely that the kingdom exists now . . . as
though somebody were denying it” can be considered only
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as being for effect in an effort to blame others for the
“condition of things” which he himself has caused.

4. On page sixty-one is his statement that Christ i s
not king “in fact and act” (de facto et actu) but by right
only (de jure et potentia)--but when he returns he will b e
actual king in exercise of all authority.

Does he believe this now? If not, when and where has
he recalled it? If so, why talk about somebody “bitterly
denouncing” him as though he does not “believe alike” with
us that Christ has all authority in heaven and on earth? We
have been taking his own word for it.

5. On page eighty-one of this same booklet (Kingdom
of God, by R. H. B o l l  in person) is found the famous “vesti-
bule illustration”-that the church is only the vestibule of
the kingdom yet to come !

Has he taken this back? If so, where? If not, why
does he use such impious language about those who have
in fact represented his teaching exactly as he himself has
stated it in the past, and then with his usual dramatics say
“we are agreed on this” and “nobody denies that”? Duplic-
ity is a mild term for such double-dealing and maneuvering
to escape the responsibility for “the condition of things.”

6. On page seventy-one, he says that, "so long as
Satan’s throne is on the earth, Christ is not exercising the
government.” But now he says: “Yet all of us believe alike
that Christ is on the throne he now occupies (call it what
vou may), and that he has all authority in heaven and on
earth.”

Which one of these statements does Brother Boll want
us to believe, or when shall we believe what?

7. In his treatise on the Second Coming, published in
1924, page twenty-one, he says: “So the first stage of the
Second Coming is when the Lord Jesus comes down to
receive His own up. Then, after certain affairs have been
attended to, He comes with them and the whole world sees
His coming.” Russell calls that “the rapture”; Boll calls
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it “the first stage.” The difference between them is the
same as the difference between tweedledee and tweedledum,
except that Russell gave it an enrapturing name, and beat
Brother Boll to it.

In view of all this R. H. Boll has the temerity to say
that since those who “declared vociferously” against him
“believe and teach that He is coming back” why should
they “denounce and condemn” such teaching as the above,
as though there is little or no difference! The clumsy effort
to conceal his actual teaching to save his o w n face, until the
storm subsides, falls of its own weight and “fair-minded
brethren” will not fail to see the sinister designs.

THE DIFFERENCE IT MAKES

Finally--just what difference does it make? That ques-
tion involves all the consequences of the ponderous millen-
nial program. We submit a few of the many, a sufficient
number to convince anybody who wants to know that it
makes a real difference.

1. The theory of the postponement of the kingdom
makes the promise of God fail and the preaching of Christ
false. John and Jesus said: “The time is fulfilled, and the
kingdom of God is at hand: repent ye, and believe the
gospel.” If it was postponed, the prophecy failed. Later in
his ministry, Jesus “went about all the cities and villages,
. . preaching the gospel of the kingdom”--but if the king-
dom did not come then what Jesus preached was not the
gospel of anything; he was mistaken and his message was
false. Does that make any difference?

2. The theory makes the church an accident, "a new
spiritual contingent, called the church" (in Boll’s own
words), the result of a prophetic default; a mere after-
thought. Yet Paul shows clearly in Eph. 3 that the church
was in the original divine plan “from the beginning of the
world” and “according to the eternal purpose which he
purposed in Christ” to make known “by the church the
manifold wisdom of God.” Any man who teaches a theory
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that postpones the kingdom, and makes the church “a new
contingent"--an accident--has little regard for the church
and none at all for the ancient prophecies. To those of U S

who believe that God’s word was fulfilled at the very time
God said it would be--it makes a difference!

3. Other consequences of the theory are that (1) i t
denies that Christ is reigning now, and puts “the reign of
the Son of God” at the end of this dispensation in the mil-
lennium; (2) it nullifies the Great Commission in that it
denies that Christ exercises all authority now; (3) it denies
those scriptures which speak of this dispensation as “the
last days, " in that it teaches another dispensation after this,
differing in all respects from the present dispensation; (4)
it denies that Christ is on the throne of David in heaven
now, and therefore bars the Gentiles from the blessings of
the gospel, for James said that the tabernacle (or throne)
of David must be established in order that the Gentiles
might  seek a f t e r  God, according to the prophecies. If there
is no throne or tabernacle of David now, the Gentiles are
without hope (does that make any difference?) : (5) it
alternates Judaism and Christianity--type and antitype--
and revives the ceremonies of the law which Jesus Christ
nailed to the cross and buried in his tomb. But what differ-
ence could that make?

In short it is the same mistake the Jews made when
they expected a king like Caesar, and in their disappoint-
ment rejected Christ, our king, and the present effort to
dethrone him is but little short of the Jews’ rejection of
him.

It is a system of rank materialism. It teaches that
saints now living will occupy “positions” of authority and
exercise temporal rule in the millennium. One of the breth-
ren in this party has elected himself in advance to be
Mayor of Chicago! Another bids for the mayoralty of New
York. One ardent advocate of the theory discovers that the
United States will send ambassadors to Christ (who will
be in Palestine) during the millennium !
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We believe that when “fair-minded and truehearted
brethren” really know what this theory is--and that R. H.
Boll teaches it--they will truly “rise up to discountenance”
not the opposition to it, but the theory and its promoters--
meanwhile we remain with determined resolve that this mil-
lennial party shall not pass.
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THE COMBINATION PAPER

(DECEMBER, 1938)

With their October issues, two papers have announced dis-
continuance, withdrawing in favor of a proposed new combina-
tion paper--a merger, we understand of Truthseeker, Searcy,
Arkansas, by J. N. Armstrong and R. N. Gardner; and of West
Coast Christian, published by James L. Lovell, the two announc-
ing discontinuance with the October issue. Among others
slated for the merger is World Vision published by B. D. More-
head, the idea being, as it seems, to combine for greater circula-
tion.

The proposed new paper is the result of some questionnaires
and circulars which have been sent to various preachers and
writers over the country, upon which a twenty-six page report
of the survey was published and furnished to a selected group
of men. This survey was copyrighted and on the copyright
page the author affixed the statement that no part of the ma-
terial in it could be used or quoted by anyone without the writ-
ten permission of the owner of the copyright. It is evident that
the setup, and the survey itself, could not stand the crucial test
of editorial scrutiny and public examination. When men pub-
lish such documents, which are themselves attacks on indivi-
duals and the policies of other papers, and then put their state-
ments under the lock and key so that their fallacies cannot be
exposed by the use and quotation of their statements--that
alone should condemn the thing to all fair-minded people, and
likely will, when they know it.

Efforts were made to purchase other papers with greater
mediums and merge them into this new organization. There
were demands made previously upon such papers as The Gospel
Advocate, that a committee of selected brethren be permitted
to name an editor, and such a committee also pass on what
should go into the paper and what should not, and otherwise
dictate its policy. Either this, or else the new paper combina-
tion would be formed, and the paper started. Such is not far
removed from the Mussolini-Hitler ideas of the suppression of
the press, publishing only what they want their people to see.
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An editor thus hamstrung and censored would be some editor,
and that would be some paper!

If the statements made in the last issue of Truthseeker repre-
sent the policy of the new paper, already the olive branch has
been extended to the Boll movement, and the neutral elements
in the church such as the Witty and Murch unity promoters.
It also appears that the paper will be little short of an official
organ, or mouthpiece for certain colleges, and will be their vir-
tual sword and shield. In short, it represents that type of
journalism set forth in the questionnaires and the surveys re-
ferred to. It is foreign to all gospel preaching and gospel jour-
nalism, in its very attitude toward error and the defense of the
truth. Its promoters are fighting against fighting, and waging
a relentless campaign of calumny against personalities. The
lowest, most underhanded, ignoble personalities that have ever
been imposed on a brotherhood are those to which these advo-
cates of dignified methods have resorted to.

It is understood that they are gathering now in certain of
their official meetings, drafting their plans and policies. Breth-
ren should know these things, and be not deceived by the propa-
ganda that has been spread and the malicious attacks that are
being made upon certain men who are in their way and whose
destruction they apparently seek. It seems the crisis is here.
To faithful gospel preachers, “Watch ye, stand fast in the faith,
quit you like men; be strong.”
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THE EMERGENCE OF A NEW MOVEMENT

(JANUARY, 1939)

The October number of West Coast Christian, published by
James L. Lovell  of Los Angeles, California, contains the follow-
ing announcement:

“On January 1, 1939 a new religious paper is to be born. It
will be born out of dissatisfaction of our present publications--
dissatisfaction in that our present papers do not appear, from a
survey which has recently been made, to be reaching the public
as they should. . . . It was the prayer and hope of the leaders
of the new paper to build upon the Gospel Advocate and make it
the paper that the brotherhood appeared to desire, but such an
arrangement could not be made.”

The survey referred to above was made by Clinton Davidson
of New York City several months ago, by sending out a ques-
tionnaire to a large number of preachers, and possibly others.
Later, Mr. Davidson published a report of the results of this
survey. Unfortunately we cannot quote from this report, for
the author--although it was distributed free--copyrighted the
contents of the same. No part of it can be quoted without the
permission of the author, and so far this permission has not
been obtained. But the report referred to the fact that the
author conferred with publishers with the hope that they would
make certain changes to conform to the plans of the new paper.
One publisher at least, was invited to a meeting of the promoters
of the new paper for a thorough discussion of these matters.

THE PROMOTERS

Since those launching this paper have taken the liberty twice
to use the name of other publishers; and since the plan seems
to be to make capital of the fact that others had an opportunity
to join the movement, and thus prevent the formation of a new
publication company, it seemed that the public should be told
the reasons. There must be good reasons.

Propositions must be judged by the person or persons making
them, and the spirit in which they are presented. This move-
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ment is apparently being promoted by Clinton Davidson, and
appears to be part of a twofold plan: First, to promote certain
Colleges--namely Lipscomb College, Harding College, and
Abilene Christian College and possibly the one in California;
second, to finance a religious paper and the publication of Sun-
day-school literature. Naturally and logically the paper comes
first, so that there may be a medium through which to campaign
for the schools.

Who is Clinton Davidson? He may be known to some ex-
tent in the business world, but until recently very few people
knew anything of him as a member of the church of Christ.

The publisher of the Christian Leader stated in the current
issue of that paper that Davidson had been “lost to us” for
some twenty years in New York City, and that only recently
has he come back to light. Yet this man who has been thus
lost to "us" for twenty years now proposes to “lead” us! But
where was he while he was “lost to us” during this twenty
years? The Leader says he was in New York. Others con-
sidered reliable have said that he was also attending a large
modernistic Christian Church of that city much of that time.

The first time we ever heard of him was when he began the
campaign to change the policy of our oldest papers to conform
to his movement. At the same time, he also informed certain
ones that he “had the dope” on prominent preachers in the
church, and that he was going to expose them.

It is utterly repugnant to the spirit of the Christian religion
to begin a campaign for Bible colleges, religious journals, or
anything else, by playing detective and obtaining, or claiming
to obtain, information reflecting upon the character of some of
the outstanding leaders of the church, who might be expected
to oppose the campaign, or have already opposed some doctrine
in which the promoter may be interested. All who know these
men know that such threats are malicious, and that they are
ready for the showdown! If these men are not fit to preach,
why has Mr. Davidson not already exposed them?

Why did Clinton Davidson copyright his report? If he has
diagnosed the ills of the church and has the remedy, why keep
the information under padlock.

We are also told by those who are in a position to know that
some months ago H. Leo Boles wrote Mr. Davidson and asked
him about his religious affiliation during the past ten years.
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Mr. Davidson is said to have resented the inquiry and professed
complete ignorance as to who H. Leo Boles is. Imagine a man
undertaking to publish the kind of a religious paper the brother-
hood needs and wants, who does not know who Brother Boles
is! Perhaps that is the reason Brother Boles escaped being
placed on the blacklist.

About the time Brother Boles wrote him, he is related to
have placed his membership in Manhattan Church in New
York City, a loyal congregation which has been meeting for
several years. He is said to have sent his membership by letter,
but after this action was criticized as placing membership by
proxy, he appeared in person the following Sunday and express-
ed his wish to be known as a member of that congregation. It
was understood when he first moved to New York, he met with
this congregation, but about ten years ago he began attending
services at the Christian church in New York City. This church
is described as one of the rankest and most modern of the Chris-
tian Church in the world.

Where was Brother Davidson while the brotherhood was
supporting the work in New York City? A Nashville church
is maintaining a mission, with a full-time preacher in New York
City. While the church sent missionaries to New York, was
Davidson warming his toes at the fires of modernism and di-
gression? But this is the man who can tell leaders of the church
what is wrong, and rally them to his campaign to solve all the
problems of the brotherhood! This expert specializes in big
jobs only. But he “copyrights” his findings! Is it because he
feels vulnerable, and does not want to be exposed? Let the
brotherhood take notice that we have a new form of “ethics”
in religious journalism--that of copyrighted articles--a real in-
novation among gospel papers, introduced by this religious
technician, Clinton (Copyright) Davidson!

THE COMBINATION

The new paper will virtually be an organ of certain colleges,
whose policies of softness and compromise have been criticized.
It was first suggested that the schools publish a paper. It is
understood that the schools themselves were afraid of that.
But the connection between the schools and the paper cannot
be successfully denied, nor wisely ignored. Who were those
who made pilgrimages to the mecca of this Deliverer of colleges
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in New York City? These college men. Who have been as-
sociated with Davidson on all his trips to the South? These
college men. Who have attended the meetings in the interest
of the new paper? These same school men. Who stand to bene-
fit from his movements? Those interested in the welfare of
these colleges, of course.

It will be unfortunate when the marriage ceremony is per-
formed between the schools and the new paper. It is unfor-
tunate for the schools when they enter into an arrangement of
this kind. It is the saddest day in the history of the so-called
Restoration Movement when a paper with a promiscuous owner-
ship (or any other kind) becomes the virtual organ of these in-
stitutions. It does not matter what paper it is, nor what in-
stitution, or institutions it may be, it is an extremely dangerous
tie-up. It is a distinct and ominous threat to the autonomy of
the churches and the integrity of New Testament Christianity.
It is as distinctly sectarian as the machinery of any denomina-
tion upon the earth.

Such a movement is sure to bring strife and division. It will
array those against the schools who have been supporting them,
because they love the purity of the church more than the schools.
It will cause others through their loyalty to the schools to ig-
nore the safety of the cause of the Lord.

If the movement should be successful it is sure to divide the
church of Christ, because it constitutes a more definite and de-
veloped departure from New Testament simplicity than did
the introduction of instruments of music into the worship half
a century ago.

Other gospel papers, are themselves religious institutions,
and cannot question the right of individual Christians to found
institutions for teaching the Bible, caring for orphans, and pro-
moting other good work. But we cannot recognize the combina-
tion of religious institutions with the religious press. It con-
tradicts the wisdom of the founders of the American govern-
ment, who provided three branches of government to serve as
checks one upon the other. It violates divine wisdom and com-
mon sense. This is the longest step toward sectarianism that
those who have enlisted under the Restoration Movement were
ever called upon to make at one time. Any publisher loyal to
New Testament principles would refuse such a tie-up, unless
deceived as to its nature.
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No CONTROVERSIES

The new paper is not supposed to allow controversy. Other
papers may have erred in allowing controversies of no profit.
But when a paper lets it be known in its incipiency that it is
against controversy, that paper is fundamentally and organi-
cally wrong on the face of it.

But do not think for a moment that Davidson does not en-
gage in controversy. He has his own ideas of ethical controversy
which he carries on through circularizing the brotherhood with
mimeographed one-sided correspondence and copyrighted ar-
ticles and surveys. Ethical journalism! Ethical correspond-
ence!

MUTUAL SYMPATHIES

On the whole, it is not difficult to see the trend of the new
paper, if the adage that one is to be judged by the company he
keeps can be relied on. The Truthseeker, known to be of Pro-
Boll sympathy, announcing the merger with the new set-up
definitely extends the olive branch to the Boll party. The De-
cember Word and Work, (the Boll-Jorgenson paper) looks with
longing eyes to this new movement whence cometh their help.
The West Coast Christian, by James Lovell likewise gives vent
to feelings of antipathy toward the policies of other papers and
is known to be friendly to the Boll party. Clinton Copyright
Davidson, himself, feels the necessity of getting out another
mimeographed edition to the preachers relative to his connec-
tions and association with the Boll element. What if he does
have a brother-in-law and other family connections and personal
associations with this party? He says J. Pettey Ezell has a
brother-in-law who was a Boll sympathizer, but who would
say Ezell was one? But Mr. Copyright Davidson has not
fought Bollism nor made the effort to straighten his Bollite kin-
folks out like everybody knows Ezell did. Now, if he will fight
it like Ezell did, we will say with him, what of it? But if Ezell
had followed the Davidson copyright ethics of helping the Boll
movement and other departures in the church, and had promot-
ed such a movement as Davidson is doing, such in-law connec-
tions and other personal affiliations would imply just what it
does in this case. Was not our copyright promoter brought up
in Louisville at the feet of Boll? Are not certain members of his
family, as he admits, ardent devotees of Boll, Homer Ruther-
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ford for instance? And does he not himself oppose the very
men and the very papers who have been holding the line against
the advances of the Boll movement? He should not wonder
that he should be judged by the company he keeps. Besides
that, where and when has he come forward with an outright
and forthright repudiation of R. H. Boll and his party, or de-
clared himself without equivocation on the persons and issues
involved? Contrariwise, he prosecutes the preachers and papers
that have waged the fight against the Boll faction, and pledges
the new paper to a peace policy, which the Boll side accept as
gestures in their direction, as seen by their own statements in
the current Word and Work.

Whether important or unimportant per se, premillennialism
is the outstanding religious issue of the day, not only in the
church of Christ, but throughout the religious world.

Yes, other papers were asked first. The new paper could
have been prevented--but at what a price! The policy would
have been turned over to a board that they would appoint, let
them choose the editor, let them say what should be and what
should not be published! Does any reader think any paper
should accept such a proposition? Would any thoughtful per-
son anywhere ever have any respect for such a publisher or for
the paper?

A religious paper has nothing but its policy, and its past.
Many of us thank God that other publishers refused and are
praying that they will stand by that refusal and fight.
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THAT WALLACE SCARE

CLED E. WALLACE

(February, 1939)

Brother E. L. Jorgenson, rabid future-kingdom advocate
exhales this one:

“Our observation and experience indicates that the
Wallace scare is nearly over.”

Then it ought not to be long now till the fraid-cats will
be bold enough to sign their names and venture out with-
out the protection of their copyrights.

Bro. Jorgenson also speaks of “Brother Wallace’s ex-
treme ‘Ishmaelite’ attack on brethren and schools every-
where.” Well, he stated his honest convictions and signed
his name, which goes his "Tishbite" attackers at least one
better. That word “Ishmaelite” has a familiar sound. 0,
yes, John B. Cowden called N. B. Hardeman that very name
and accused him of attacking his brethren. I wonder if it
is a mere coincidence that Cowden and Jorgenson speak
the same language! They both seem to me to be “scared”
and somewhat red-headed to-boot.

If "the Wallace scare is nearly over" it ought to be
“nearly” time that Brother Jorgenson or somebody of his
way of thinking does something about the devastating at-
tacks Wallace has made on his pet theories. His “attacks
on brethren and schools everywhere” is not what Jorgen-
son is worried about. The stinging spanking he has given
Word & Work for the false doctrine it teaches has caused
the “scare” and at the risk of re-agitating the brother’s
subsiding fears, I’m informing him that it is not “nearly
over.”
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THE SPIRIT THAT STONED STEPHEN

(FEBRUARY, 1939)

For sometime threats and rumors of threats to sue the editor
and publisher of the Bible Banner have been in circulation. It
has been quite commonly reported that “the man from New
York,” chief promoter of the new paper to be published on a
“high plane,” was seeking some cause (just any cause) to sue
this paper. He thinks he has found it, as the following letter
indicates :

DECEMBER 7, 1938
Dear Brother . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
The Gospel Advocate and the Bible Banner published an ad-

vertisement stating that the Bible Banner Company will be in-
corporated by yourself and others.

I am one of the men who has been promoting the combina-
tion of certain other papers with the Christian Leader. In the
November issue, on page 13, the Bible Banner published a state-
ment regarding these men which, I have been informed by
eminent legal counsel, is libelous.

I should like to discuss this matter with the owners of the
paper or the owners of the Bible Banner Company and as the
published statement that “the company is being incorporated”
by you and others has not, to my knowledge, been publicly
denied, I should appreciate hearing from you as to the connec-
tion that you have with the Bible Banner or the Bible Banner
Company.

Sincerely yours,
CLINTON DAVIDSON

P. S. Was the company incorporated?
It is evident that this self-appointed Moses of a new journal-

ism among the brethren wants to sue somebody. They cannot
answer our arguments, and cannot stone us (literally) as the
Jews did Stephen, so they will just sue us.

When the Bible Banner was launched, it was announced that
it would be incorporated through a number of interested breth-
ren. The announcement was made with the understanding of
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all and in good purposes. However, the actual incorporation
was a mere detail. Resources with which to carry on, is the
main thing. Companies and corporations are of no major im-
portance.

It has been decided to operate the Bible Banner unincorporat-
ed. If the man from New York can make anything out of it--
he is welcome to anything he can stir up. And if he wants to
sue anybody, he will have to sue me, individually and personal-
ly--for how much? Thanks for the compliment. But I shall
not subject my good friends to his threats of embarrassment.

So just bring along the “eminent legal counsel” from New
York, and a “Philadelphia lawyer” with him, and I will try to
arrange my appointments to attend the ceremonies. My mail
is received in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. I reside in the same
city where I receive my mail, sign my name to everything I
write, and I do not copyright my articles.

But let the good brethren reflect a little. This man who
wants to sue somebody is the one who, according to the paper
he bought out, “has been lost to us for twenty years.” Nobody
knows where he has been nor what he has been doing during
that time except that he was admittedly not devoted to things
spiritual. He reappears to “lead us” into a new era of Journal-
ism. He begins his effort to suppress freedom of speech by
copyrighting what he writes, so that it cannot be quoted and
exposed. Now, he would smother us down and stop our pens
with threats to sue. Contrast this with that sugar-coated, non-
pugnacious, non-controversial, sweet-spirited, high-toned, ethi-
cal journalism to which this new movement has been pledged.

You have my address, Brother Davidson. “Come up to see
me sometime.”
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“A COLLEGE PRESIDENT GOES ON RECORD”--AGAIN

(FEBRUARY, 1939)

Attention is called to the article by George W. DeHoff, en-
titled “What I Learned In Brother Armstrong’s Classes,”
which appears in editorial space. Because of its bearing on the
matters discussed herein, it should be read first:

“WHAT I LEARNED IN BROTHER ARMSTRONG ’S CLASSES”

“I am a graduate of Harding College and a friend of that in-
stitution. I praise its good and condemn its bad. My loyalty
to the college is on exactly the same basis as my loyalty to a
daily newspaper, a publishing house, or any other human in-
stitution. Assuming the role of a reporter and without arguing
the points at all, I here give some of the things I learned in the
classes of Brother J. N. Armstrong.

1. I learned that the argument on ‘believe unto,’ ‘repent
unto, ' ‘confess unto,’ and be ‘baptized into’ proves nothing as
the ‘unto’ and ‘into’ come from the same Greek word and might
as well be translated ‘into.’ I learned that the reason more
preachers don’t accept this is because they would have to revise
many of their sermon outlines or stop using them.

2. I learned that many of our preachers are making a cold,
formal system of legalism out of the gospel and that their preach-
ing is devoid of spirituality. John T. Hinds and N. B. Harde-
man were called by name, I learned that Brother Hardeman
is not an orator and that he preaches on nothing but first prin-
ciples.

3. I learned that the fact I carried an insurance policy
showed a lack of faith in God as he has promised to take care of
his children.

4. I learned that God’s providence is the same in both Old
and New Testaments; that a Christian might expect to make
more potatoes on the same piece of ground than an infidel
would make; that God will drive the worms off the crops of a
Christian and run the disease away from his fruit trees if he has
enough faith and prays enough.
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5. I learned that God’s providence will see to it that any man
who is as honest as was the eunuch in Acts 8 will get the gospel
in some way or other; that the Holy Spirit dwells personally in
the Christian and not just through ‘the mere word’ . . . that
even the sinner has that much Spirit; that when I was older I
would appreciate this doctrine more.

6. I learned that our preachers have preached too much on
baptism and ‘have stressed it all out of joint’ and ‘overem-
phasized’ it.

7. I learned that 80% of the church leaders and preachers
today are products of Christian schools.

8. I learned that we are ‘creed bound’ and that our ‘un-
written creed’ is as strong as any denominational creed.

9. I learned that debates nearly always do more harm than
good.

10. I was informed that in First Corinthians 15:24 where Paul
says ‘then cometh the end,’ that the ‘then’ denotes a period
of time between the resurrection of the righteous and the com-
ing of the end ; that this period of time may be either ten seconds
or a thousand years but that there must be such a period.

11. I learned that God is not going to be cheated out of his
earth but in all probability will have heaven here on earth. I
was asked if I would refuse to be in this heaven on earth and
replied that I would unless it was considerably cooler than Peter
said in 2 Peter 3:10-12.

12. I learned that many of the pioneer preachers believed in
premillennialism and no one kicked up a fuss about it.

13. I learned that R. H. Boll is kind, godly, pious, reverent,
clean, pure, holy and spiritual. (Yes sir, these adjectives were
all used in describing him.) I learned that he has never caused
any trouble on account of any theories, that he could count on
his fingers the times he has ever preached on the millennium,
that many brethren are sinning because they will not call him
to preach, will not recognize him as a brother and will not ask
him to pray in their congregations of the church.

14. I learned that Foy E. Wallace, Jr., had caused far more
trouble with his theory of the millennium than R. H. Boll had.
(It did no good for me to remind the teacher that Brother Wal-
lace had said he had no theory of the millennium.)

15. I learned that if it is right to let J. L. Hines, H. Leo Boles,
C. R. Nichol, and L. S. White present ‘their views’ of the mil-
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lennium it is ‘only fair to let R. H. Boll come to the college and
present ‘his views’ on the subject.

Two other Harding graduates have read this and at least
one or the other remembers to have heard it all. Both of them
recall having heard most of it.”

Back in 1935 when the pressure was applied, by F. B. Srygley
and others, to certain school men among us to make a clear
statement of their positions on the divisive doctrines of Pre-
millennialism and kindred questions, Brother J. N. Armstrong,
of Harding College, with apparent irritation and vexation
finally delivered himself, with marked resentment, under the
above caption. But his statements turned out to be more of a
criticism and condemnation of brethren who opposed the Boll
party than a forthright stand on the issues involved. Timely
and effective strictures were offered by a number of able breth-
ren and it was plainly shown that Brother Armstrong had not
taken a straightforward position on the questions at stake. He
wrote six or seven articles trying to keep from saying what
could have been said on a postcard. His series of articles re-
vealed a very definite sympathy with both the personnel of the
Boll party and certain phases of Premillennialism. A partial
statement of his views was later published in the Harding Col-
lege Bulletin and widely circulated as a manifesto of Harding
College’s position on the question. Notwithstanding the fact
that these articles had been definitely challenged in the Firm
Foundation, Christian Leader, and Gospel Advocate. The ar-
ticles in which his statements were both challenged and exposed
are still available and can be reproduced. Brother Armstrong’s
zeal for R. H. Boll has eaten him up. He cannot keep quiet,
as the college evidently would like for him to do. In spite of
all efforts to smother his views-they will out. So President
Armstrong, now Dean of Bible in Harding College, goes on
record again, both in his classes and in correspondence with the
students.

A CORRESPONDENCE COURSE IN BOLLISM

The following letter was sent to the writer with request that
it be published and reviewed in The Bible Banner. As it so
vitally affects grave issues in the church today, and reveals the
type of teaching that is being done in some of the schools, we
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feel obligated to publish an installment of what resembles a
“correspondence course” in Bollism. While we withhold, by
request, the name of the young preacher involved, (seeing that
students are often put under disadvantages and handicaps when
they clash with policies of the school and the teaching of their
professors) we take opportunity to commend the courage and
outspoken convictions of George DeHoff. He attended Freed-
Hardeman College the first two years, and Harding College the
last two. He evidently did not passively and silently accept
all that he “learned” in his classes at Harding College, as his
article already referred to indicates.

With the name of the addresses deleted, copy of Brother
Armstrong’s letter to one of his students is here inserted as re-
quested, and as follows:

Dear
MAY 28, 1938

I enjoyed your late letter and I am glad to answer inquiries.
I do not believe that the whole world will become subject to

Christ just through the preaching of the gospel, for we are ex-
pressly told that as Jesus comes back again a sword will proceed
out of his mouth and with it he will smite the nations, etc. Rev-
elation 19:11--

This is no doubt a part of the abolishing of all rule, authority,
and power, in his subjecting of all things to himself.

The scriptures for my faith that finally the kingdom of heaven,
the church, that was established on the earth on the first Pente-
cost after the resurrection of our Lord will possess the earth are
these: Daniel Two and First Corinthians 15:24-28. If we are
right in saying that this second chapter of Daniel refers to the
establishment of the kingdom and if the stone “cut out without
hands” was the kingdom in prophecy and promise, then its
obliterating of the image which represented four great earthly
powers and becoming a great mountain, filling the whole earth,
could mean nothing else but that this kingdom is destined to
fill the whole earth.

Then the other passage says Christ must reign until he has
abolished all rule, etc., till he hath put all his enemies under his
feet. If Christ does this, and Paul says Christ must reign till
this is done, then when it is accomplished there can be no au-
thority on earth but Christ’s. Thus he will have conquered
the whole earth and re-established the divine authority over



O N R E C O R D- AG A I N  551

the whole earth. Then he will deliver the kingdom up to the
Father, according to Paul’s teaching. If my position should
agree with “pre-millennium,” I certainly will rejoice that they
do preach truth at that point.

All we need to do is to settle in our own minds whether the
prophecy about the stone cut out of the mountain represents the
kingdom established on Pentecost. This done we have to be-
lieve that this kingdom will, one day, fill the whole earth.

Again, if Christ must reign till he hath put all his enemies
under his feet and his reign is on earth, then there will come a
time when there will not be one enemy of God and of Christ
left on the earth. And this is in the life time of Christ’s present
reign.

Yes, I had heard of the article in the Gospel Guardian. As
you see my article appeared in the Firm Foundation in 1934 and
in our bulletin in the summer of 1935, whereas you say Brother
H. Leo Boles wrote the article in which he is supposed to have
“retracted” his saying which I quoted from the book “Unful-
filled Prophecy” in October 1935. Shall I now burn up the re-
maining copies of the bulletin still in our offices? Would this
be necessary? If so he and the Gospel Advocate should dump
the book “Unfulfilled Prophecy,” but I see they still advertise
it and sell it to people who never heard of the Gospel Guardian.
I am not so sure, however, that he does retract what I quote
from him. You will notice that he says “It is not fair to the
present situation to quote me in 1927 from the book,” “Unful-
filled Prophecy,” which expressed the attitude then and apply
these quotations to the extremities to which these brethren who
have departed so far from the faith have gone in exalting their
theories. I did not “apply” the quotation I used "to the ex-
tremities to which these brethren . . . have gone in exalting their
theories.” He may mean to include R. H. Boll in “these breth-
ren” but I can’t think so. For this would entangle him still
worse, for then he should be obligated to show that R. H. Boll
had gone to “extremities” in exalting “their theories” that he
had not gone in 1927.” Here he would have the difficulty of his
life to show any new “extremities” to which Boll has gone.
Boll teaches exactly what he did in the debate, “Unfilled Proph-
ecy.” In no sense has he exalted “their theories” now that he
had not then. It would not be fair to R. H. nor to H. Leo him-
self to include Boll in “these brethren,” for Boll has made no
changes and H. Leo Boles would not want to be unfair to his
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respondent in that debate. I take it that R. H. Boll himself
would not endorse the brethren H. Leo includes in his “these
brethren.” And I am sure that I myself would be as far from
endorsing them as H. Leo would be. I myself would apply
Romans 16:17, 18 to “these brethren.”

Besides if Brother H. Leo Boles means that he would not now
say what he did in 1937, about R. H. Boll why does he say it
only in a paper that died before it began to live, almost, and was
never read but by a handful of paid-up subscribers? Why not
put his retraction in his own paper, the Gospel Advocate, and in
the Foundation, if he wants to protect the reader’s of the book;
and in putting it in those papers why doesn’t he give the new
“extremities” to which Boll has gone since 1927? I wonder,
too, how much of that book he wants to take back that he
meant “Then” but he can’t mean “Now.”

However, I have no special need to quote him. I have a box
full of letters from as strong and as reputable brethren as he,
who will not back out. They are accepted as loyal as any of us
are. So he would not be needed.

However, I think I should be allowed to quote from the book
as long as the good old Gospel Advocate endorses the book and
sells it to others. For is not Brother Boles saying the thing I
quote from him yet to all who read the book but happened not
to see the paper, Gospel Guardian?

I notice you use the expression “the Boll faction.” I wonder
if you have clearly defined in your own mind what a “faction”
is? Then do you mean that I would hold a different attitude
to a “faction” that other brethren would not hold? There is
no difference here. I would hold the same attitude to a faction
that Brethren Brigance and Hardeman would hold. We might
disagree in judgment as to what particular group is a faction,
brethren have in the past. You surely do not think I would
fellowship or endorse a faction?

I’d like to see in Boll’s own language that he believes the
church is an “accident,” rather than see someone else’s mis-
representation of what he did say. But if he has gone to “such
extremities” at all, he did it before 1927 when H. Leo gave him
a clean sheet of endorsement as a brother in Christ.

I am very frank in saying that there is a real difference be-
tween certain other questions and the millennium and that dif-
ference is that the government question, the eldership ques-
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tion, the war question, the college question, and the rebaptism
question involve the practice of the church and of the brethren.
This makes these last named questions more serious, indeed.
But the difference on the millennium question has been raging
for twenty years and more and has not in its life time changed
the practice of the brethren or of a single church, not even the
church in which it is claimed the doctrine originated, though
the preacher who is said to be the chief “offender” has been
that church’s preacher for thirty-seven years. This is long
enough to show effects.

Finally, we at Harding College learned to think much of you
last year and our appreciation of you has not changed. We
think much of you, and anytime we can assist you we shall be
glad to do it. Very sincerely, J. N. ARMSTRONG

SOME COMMENTS ON THE LETTER

1. It must be evident to all that Brother Armstrong is mak-
ing a labored defense of R. H. Boll among his preacher students,
both in and out of the college. He will not have it that Boll is a
factionist, nor that he is even one of the extremists. He seems
to think that those who oppose Boll and his party are the fac-
tionists, and if Romans 16:17,18 is applied to anybody, it must
not be to Brother Boll and his party. He will give Boll him-
self “a clean sheet of endorsement” but would apply Romans
16:17, 18 to “these brethren.” What brethren? In one of his
articles he objected very much to “drawing the line” on any-
body, and said that no man had any right to “enter the sacred
precincts of another man’s conscience” and tell him “what to
teach and what not to teach.” Wonder how Brother Armstrong
could apply Romans 16:17, 18 to “these brethren,” the group to
which Brother Boll does not belong, without entering their
sacred precincts? He would condemn some of Boll’s disciples
who have gone to “extremes” but will shield Boll, their teacher
and promoter, and let him go scot free!

2. In the October, 1935, Gospel Guardian, H. Leo Boles had a
straightforward statement on the developments of Premillen-
nialism under the heading “The Issue Then And Now.” In
this article Brother Boles pointed out the extremes of the Boll
theory. Brother Armstrong would have us think that Brother
Boles did not mean to include Boll himself in the extremes of
his own theory and of “these brethren” who have followed it
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to its logical ends. Let the victims of the theory, and his dis-
ciples, bear the stigma and be disfellowshipped, but let their
teacher and master be shielded !

He thinks perhaps Brother Boles did not really mean what
he said because he said it in the Gospel Guardian instead of the
Gospel Advocate. A good way to settle that is to ask Brother
Boles. The main point is--Brother Boles said it, and said it
effectively, and said it truthfully and forthrightly.

As for the Gospel Guardian, it did not die, but merged with
another paper with “increased circulation” like Truthseeker
(Brother Armstrong’s paper) said it was doing January 1. And
while the Gospel Guardian was cruising under its own flag and
mast, it was read by more than any “mere handful” as Brother
Armstrong remarked. Its smallest press run was 5,000; its
largest 10,000. The particular issue that carried Brother Boles
article “The Issue Then And Now,” (7,000 copies) was ex-
hausted and the demand for extra copies could not be supplied.
We venture the statement that the lowest figure above quoted
is more than Truthseeker ever issued.

But if Brother Armstrong wishes to insist that the Gospel
Guardian died, we reply that even so, it “being dead yet speak-
eth.”

3. Let it be observed that Brother Armstrong’s real position
has begun to sift through the smoke and the fog. Brother Arm-
strong has really heretofore not been pressed at the sore spot.
He has been disarming suspicion by admitting that the present
reign of Christ fulfills Daniel Two. But he believes that the
stone has not filled the whole earth, and that all the enemies of
Christ are to be put under his feet, not by gospel power, but by
physical force. He believes the time is coming when Christ will
not have an enemy on earth, and he will accomplish by his per-
sonal presence and physical force what cannot be accomplished
by the gospel. It is on these points that we have sought to draw
him out, and he now puts himself on record, teaching them to
his students. His theory differs from Boll’s only in some of the
details. He claims that all enemies, not one excepted, will be
put down during the reign of Christ--that is, the time will
come right here on earth when among the teeming millions--
all--not one accepted--will be friends of Jesus. He admits this
will not and cannot be accomplished by the gospel. He also in-
dicates that it will be after the coming of Christ, between his
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coming and "the end” mentioned in First Corinthians 15:24-28.
Thus he has a period of time between the coming of Christ and
"the end”-which is his millennium. He refers to Revelation
19:11 to support the theory that a literal sword proceeds out of
the mouth of Jesus when he “comes back again,” and that he
will lead an army to smite the nations, put down all govern-
ments and enemies, and reign here on earth. It is then that the
stone fills the whole earth. This is not only Brother Armstrong’s
“millennium theory,” which he says agrees with that phase of
the “pre-millennium,” but like Neal and Norris, he assumes
that Revelation 19:11 is literal and refers to the second coming
of Christ-a thing they cannot prove.

If his position is ever fully stated to the public, there will be a
sensation in some circles. It will be seen that we have stated
the facts in saying that his theory differs from Boll’s only in
some details.

THE PERIOD OF TIME

As for the period of time between the second coming of Christ
and “the end”--the passages are numerous which declare that
Christ must sit at God’s right hand until all enemies are under
his feet. Death is the last enemy. (1 Cor. 15:28.) So Christ
must sit at God’s right hand--stay in heaven--until the last
dead person is raised. Since millennialists say that the wicked
will not be raised until after the thousand year’s reign--but
Paul says that Christ must stay in heaven till the last dead
person is raised--it follows that Christ cannot be on earth be-
tween the two resurrections at all, so he stays in heaven during
the millennium ! The fact is, of course, all the dead will be
raised at the second coming of Christ--which is the end.

4. He says that the expression “then cometh the end” does
not mean that the end comes then, but rather it denotes an
order of events--hence, the next thing in order will be the end.
Very well, it still kayo’s the millennium theory--for if the next
thing in order is the end, it could not be the thousand years. If
the thousand years reign is the next thing after the coming of
Christ, it could not be the end. Let it denote order--it still
proves that the next thing in order after the coming of Christ
is the end--not a thousand years reign. It would be truly strange
to skip such a great event as the millennium, and say that the
end was the next thing in order. If Paul knew the millennium
would follow the coming of Christ, yet never mentioned it, but
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said the next thing in order after his coming would be the end,
he evidently did not think as much of the millennium as Brother
Boll and Brother Armstrong do.

PUTTING DOWN ALL ENEMIES

5. On the point of putting down all enemies, Paul says in the
Corinthian passage: “For he must reign, till he hath put all
enemies under his feet. The last enemy that shall be abolished
is death.” But Peter declared in Acts 2:34 that he would sit at
God’s right hand till all enemies were put down. Since death is
the last enemy, and Jesus must stay in heaven at God’s right
hand till the last enemy is put down, or abolished, even Brother
Armstrong should be able to see that there can be no thousand
years between the coming of Christ and the final resurrection.

Furthermore in Acts 3:21 Peter declared that the heavens
must receive (retain) Christ until that which all the prophets
had spoken was accomplished--“yea and all the prophets from
Samuel and them that followed after.” Now, if the prophets
predicted the millennium, as the "pre-mils" all say, from Boll
and Neal down to Norris and Tingley, then Jesus must stay in
heaven until the millennium is over; for all that the prophets
spake must be accomplished before heaven gives up Jesus.

The prophets prophesied the end of death. Hosea said : “I
will ransom them from the power of Sheol: I will redeem them
from death: 0 death, where are thy plagues? 0 Sheol, where is
thy destruction?” (Hos. 13:14.) Again, Isaiah says: “He
hath swallowed up death forever; and the Lord Jehovah will
wipe away tears from off all faces.” (Isa. 25:8.) In the fifteenth
chapter of Corinthians, in the very chapter where he discusses
putting down the last enemy, and “the end,” Paul quotes
these two prophecies with one sweep of the pen. “But when
this corruptible shall have put on incorruption, and this mortal
shall have put on immortality, then shall come to pass the
saying that is written, Death is swallowed up in victory. 0
death, where is thy victory? 0 death, where is thy sting?”
(1 Cor. 15:54-55.)

The conclusion is inevitable and irresistible--heaven must re-
tain the Christ until all things spoken by all the prophets are
accomplished. But the prophets prophesied that the enemy
death should be abolished. Therefore Jesus must stay in heaven
until death is no more. Peter said that he must sit at God’s
right hand until all enemies are put down. Paul said that he
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must reign until all enemies are put down. The last enemy is
death. Therefore, Jesus stays in heaven until the final resurrec-
tion, when the last dead person shall have been raised, and
death abolished. There cannot be a reign on earth between
two resurrections, and both Brother Boll’s and Brother Arm-
strong’s theories, which differ only in mere details, are utterly
untenable.

It is the sheerest folly for Brother Armstrong to attempt to
read into First Corinthians 15:24-28 his earthly program, after
the second coming of Christ, as an ultimate fulfillment of Daniel
2:42-44. And as he is palming these things off on his preacher
boys, in classes and in correspondence, the brethren should
know it.

No college can escape the responsibility for the erroneous
views held and taught by its faculty members. Brethren who
support and patronize the schools have the right to know what
is held and taught. Furthermore, plain freedom of speech and
press requires that such teaching be subject to scrutiny. The
good of the cause requires it.

How TO TREAT THE BOLL QUESTION

There is yet another angle to this matter. In an exchange
sometime ago with W. E. Brightwell, of the Gospel Advocate,
Brother Armstrong very stoutly affirmed that Premillennialism,
as an issue should be treated exactly as the Civil Government,
Rebaptism, the Eldership and College questions were treated.
He classed them all together. Personally, I am quite willing
for Brother Armstrong to treat the Boll and Millennial question
as he did Sommer and the College question. In looking back
over the past to see how he treated Brother Sommer and the
College question, in order that we might know how to compare
it with his attitude toward Brother Boll and the Millennial
question, which he says should be treated alike, we found an old
out-of-print copy of the Armstrong-Sommer Debate on the
College question. It is a book of 300 pages; nearly as large as
the Neal-Wallace Discussion, which Brother Armstrong thought
should never have been held. Now, how did he treat Daniel
Sommer and the College question? Let us quote some of his
strong denunciations of Sommer and his College doctrine.

In Brother Armstrong’s first negative speech he indulges in
the following charges against his Brother Sommer:
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“Let my respondent face the issue, for he is guilty of disturb-
ing the peace of God’s children over nothing, absolutely nothing,
(italics and emphasis his), unless, forsooth, it be wrong for Chris-
tians to invest their hard earned money in honorable businesses
beyond a mere living.” (Page 10.)

That was a very good start in showing us how to treat a man
who disturbs the church over nothing--and that is what the
“neutrals” call the Boll theory. But hear him again in the same
speech :

“It is foolish and sinful to disturb the harmony of God’s people
over anything else than an issue. . . . I do not believe that all of
Brother Sommer's fog and smoke can hide the issue from the
truthseeking heart . . . see how great a fire a little matter kindl-
eth how much dust and smoke may be raised over nothing.”
(Pages 11, 12.)

That is warming up fairly well in his treatment of his brother,
but we read on. In his second reply to Sommer he really begins
to castigate his brother:

“He is that “debater” (?) that has criticised, accused, and
unmercifully condemned, disciples of Christ, and now when
brought ‘face to face’ he ignores every entreaty to discuss the
issue and, school-boy-like, sends me matter prepared years be-
fore I wrote the article in which I so earnestly plead that he face
the issue without loss of time.” (Page 19.)

As Brother Armstrong is to be one of the writers on the new
paper which is pledged to “ethical journalism,” wonder if he
could induce them to reprint his own articles in this debate?
But more:

“Such a course on the part of a man of such reputed powers,
is inexcusable. . . . It is a shame to treat truthseeking hearts
so. If Brother Sommer can do no better and will confess the
fact to us, we shall be glad to excuse him, but so long as he
makes such great professions and pretentions we have a right
to expect better things of him.” (Page 20.)

Evidently Brother Armstrong was not so well up on his
ethics then as he ripped into his opponents pretensions. But
that is really mild as he turns on more heat in the same speech,
as follows :

“He should hide his face in shame. He has confused the
people of God all over this country by his theory of “The Lord’s
money,” and the only honorable way out or it for him is a full
confession that he has been wrong about it.” (Page 23.)
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But perhaps Brother Armstrong is more sensitive to the Col-
lege issue than the Premillennial issue! Hear him in his third
reply to Sommer:

“He has ‘puffed,’ ‘blown’ and ‘bragged,’ as only Daniel Som-
mer can. He is that braggart that always does his bragging be-
hind his Chinese wall with barred gates. Truly, his courage (?)
is great when the enemy is far off . . . Oh ! the bravery that has
been shown behind the ‘fence.’ Never has there been more
boasting done by any crowd than by those that have seemed to
oppose this school work; and now when the champion, aye,
even the father of it all, is brought hand to hand with ‘striplings,’
he refuses to consider one single thing that is being said.” (Page
30.)

He continues in the same “reply” to speak of “his absurd
doctrine” ; “he is afraid of the issue”; “he dare not touch my
questions for he sees the torpedo under them“; “will Daniel
Sommer still be regarded as a debater”--and on and on. Won-
der if the new paper would allow a discussion on such a “high
plane” as this one, held in 1908 by Brother Armstrong himself.

Incidentally, thirty years ago he was about the age I am now.
He thinks it is wrong for us to debate the Premillennial ques-
tion with Neal and Boll; but it was right for him to debate the
College question with Sommer. Still, he says that we should
treat Boll and Premillennialism as he treated the College ques-
tion !

At this point Brother Sommer called rules on Brother Arm-
strong, one of which reads:

“The Bible shall be the only standard of appeal for authority
in this discussion, and, therefore, all personal matters, and
all human standards shall be excluded.”

In regard to Brother Armstrong’s alleged violation of this
rule, Sommer said :

“In the light of the foregoing the reader will please consider
the personal reflections in each of my respondents replies to
me, especially the third, fourth, fifth and sixth paragraphs of
his third reply. If that is not ‘personal abuse’ and ‘mud-sling-
ing,’ then I have never seen an exhibition of it. I pronounce it
scurrility, and therefore, unworthy of a professed Christian, a
pretended gentleman, a college president, or an ordinary man.”
(Page 37.)

This was Brother Armstrong’s way of treating his Brother
Sommer and the College question in 1908, while he was Presi-
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dent of Western Bible Literary College, Odessa, Missouri. And
he says that we should treat Brother Boll and the Millennial
question as he always treated the College question! Whew!
We have not got started yet! And what will the new paper do
with him if he does that!

After Brother Sommer accuses Brother Armstrong of being a
“bad-tempered babe” and “numbered with the truce-breakers”
and “carnal” and of making statements “positively untrue”
(Page 38) Brother Armstrong then proceeds to take his scalp again.

“What is said concerning my respondent reflected on him
as a debater. I did not mean to reflect on him as a man and
a Christian . . . I have the right to expose his conduct as a
debater, and God being my Helper, I will do it . . . I entered
this discussion because I believed the truth was suffering . . .
That verbose, illogical, assumptive, presumptive (Sommer’s)
tract with which he is so well pleased . . . It is none of Brother
Sommer’s business . . . when he objects he becomes a meddler
in other men’s matters, a ‘busy-body’ . . . I do not know
what he will say next for his positions are so manifestly false
that he cannot move without deepening his predicament.”

The fourth reply of Brother Armstrong’s was punctuated
with all such “high-toned” discussion, suitable for “the kind
of a paper the brotherhood wants.” But let us raise the curtain
on the next scene:

“For years he has been “a troubler” in Israel, and, like Ahab,
he has charged the trouble to as consecrated disciples as live to-
day. History repeats itself.”

Now, it occurs to me that it would be a most apt and timely
thing for Brother Armstrong to apply this treatment to Brother
Boll and the Millennial question, as he said should be done.

But again:
“I have been scrupulously careful not to reflect on my re-

spondents motives and honesty. I leave you to judge what
success I have attained. I did say that he had ‘bragged’ as only
Daniel Sommer could, and I repeat it.” (Page 60.)

Well, we would hate to be anywhere about when Brother
Armstrong was not “scrupulously careful”--besides, is it not
reflecting on a man’s motives and honesty to say that he had
to be scrupulously careful to avoid doing so?

But on Page 92, it seems Brother Sommer might have de-
cided two could play at the game, so Brother Armstrong com-
plains : “I challenge him to prove that I falsified . . . a school-
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boy can make assertions and call others liars, and Brother Som-
mer is certainly much given to that mode of discussion (?)."
He further says that “such treatment of a brother (as Sommer
had treated him) should not be tolerated by the great brother-
hood of Christ. He should be severely rebuked by the church
until he corrects himself in the matter.” Thus he would have
the church to rise up and bring maledictions upon him, a strong
suggestion that Sommer should be disfellowshiped!

Here the tide of personalities turned. Brother Sommer let
go a veritable onslaught against Brother Armstrong, and in all
my reading I have never read or heard the expressions “falsi-
fier,” “falsehood,” “lie,” “liar,” “slanderous,” “slanderer,”
“wicked,” “demagogue,” “depths of Satan,” “unmitigated
falsehood,” “coward, " “cowardly conduct,” “braggart,” “dis-
honest” " scurrilous,” “bad-temper,” “truce-breaker,” and words
that exhaust the vocabulary of mud-slingers, employed by two
men in discussion, infidel or Christian, in either politics or re-
ligion, as were employed in the Sommer-Armstrong debate on
the College Question. One was as deep in the mire as the other
--except that Brother Armstrong started it--and then when
Brother Sommer doubled the dose in return, Brother Armstrong
complained as follows:

“If he were an unscrupulous lawyer, a mean political schemer,
I could understand his abuse of my language; but as he has
been for many years a student of the Bible and a follower of
the meek and lowly Jesus, his course is inexplainable. I refer
to these matters to show Brother Sommer’s ugliness as a de-
bater and also his weakness. He has no truth to present so
he spends his time fighting me personally.” (Page 160.)

But Brother Armstrong was just as “ugly” as Brother Som-
mer and it was a case of the pot calling the kettle black. Of
Sommer, Armstrong said :

“I am sorry for a man that cannot control his carnal nature
any better than Brother Sommer. He takes advantage of every
statement that can be twisted or abused. His last article is a
shame to the religion he professes.” (Page 208.)

Of Armstrong, Sommer said:
“My slanderous opponent, who confesses that he is ‘wicked’

and a ‘liar’ asks, ‘Where are the depths of Satan?’ . . . when
I begin to write against religio-secular colleges I did not sup-
pose that those who advocated them would be so determined
to defend them that they would disregard common veracity in
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order to make a show of defense for them. I did not suppose
that their chief advocate would confess that he and his col-
leagues are ‘liars’ and ‘wicked.’ (Page 154) .

Thus on and on through more than three hundred pages,
Brother Armstrong, according to a statement to Brother Bright-
well, shows us how to treat the Boll-Millennial question--that
is, as he treated the College question!

Finally, he reaches a verdict, as follows:
“May God pity the man who is so wedded to his theories

that he will twist, squirm, guess at and even abuse God’s holy
word to sustain it; who loves his theory more than he loves the
truth.” (Page 191.)

“I know that my respondent and a very few other preachers
are so blinded by their party spirit that they would be willing
to rend asunder the body of our blessed Redeemer over the
matter.” (Page 193.)

On the point of fellowship, Brother Armstrong stated him-
self as follows:

“Will Daniel Sommer still be regarded as a debater? Will
he be recognized as a man of power and ability? Will he be al-
lowed to disturb the peace of God’s children further? . . . I
am persuaded better things of the great brotherhood of Christ.”
(Page 31.)

In his letter to the young preacher Brother Armstrong said
that he would not fellowship a faction. He has no trouble de-
ciding what a faction is on the college question and he enters
their “sacred precincts” and “draws the line” on them.

Sometime, at his leisure, we would be pleased to have him ex-
plain what he meant when he told Brother Brightwell that we
should treat Brother Boll and the Millennial question in the
same way the College question was treated. And, also, we
would like to ask if the “new ideal” paper, with which Truth-
seeker merged, would publish another discussion between him
and Brother Sommer on the College question? If not, is he not
connected with a paper that repudiates his own ethics? It will
be quite all right with us for Brother Armstrong to answer
these things, “on a high plane,” in the new high-toned paper.

A N O LD P ROBLEM FOR THE N EW P A P E R

The Truthseeker has committed the new Leader to a policy of
good fellowship for Brother Boll and those who hold his views.
But in the Christian Leader of December 6, 1938, in an article
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entitled “Another Talk With Our Readers,” Brother F. L. Rowe
strives to assure the old friends of the Leader that the new paper
will be in safe hands by telling them of some hard and fast, hide-
bound stipulations he put into the contract with Clinton David-
son. He says: “Another paragraph in the contract stipulates
that R. H. Boll shall never at any time become an editor of the
Christian Leader.” The irony of it! One of the very things
that the men who are interested in the new paper had against
the old papers, is that Boll and his group have been virtually
disfellowshiped. Now, what are these softies who have so
severely opposed and condemned the other papers for disfellow-
shiping Boll going to do about that? Are we about to witness a
comedy in the developments? It would seem that they have
“drawn the line” on Brother Boll themselves before they even
get started. They will be publishing, writing for and upholding
a paper in which Boll is shut out. The way it looks is about
like this: “No, indeed, we should not disfellowship such a good,
pious, godly man as R. H. Boll, but in order to buy the Leader
we will agree that he never can be an editor of the paper”!
Maybe some of the neutrals can fix this angle some way, as they
are all great fixers. Or was this contract made for effect and is
understood by all of them, including Brother Boll? The readers
of the old Leader should not be lulled into a feeling of safety and
security for the new Leader, because of that “paragraph” in the
contract. It only stipulates that R. H. Boll will never at any
time be made an editor of the paper. It does not bar him from
writing for it. Nor does it bar any of his lieutenants and sym-
pathizers, from being editors. It leaves the gap down and the
gate wide open for Boll’s Fridays, or any outright Bollite, ex-
cept Boll himself. The whole thing is a huge joke, a burlesque
of asserted loyalty. Serious as it is, one is minus a sense of
humor who does not chuckle over the picture of these would-be
neutrals all writing for a new sweet-spirited paper that “draws
the line” on R. H. Boll and shuts him out by contract before
they start, when that has been one of the main complaints and
criticisms against the old papers. Brother Witty's next “unity
meeting” had better be with the editors of this new paper to
iron out this creed in the contract, this high-handed disfellow-
ship, which is a bar to the unity and good fellowship for which
the promoters of the new paper have been so ardently crusading.
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MORE AMUSING THAN SERIOUS

CLED E. WALLACE

(March, 1939)

Sometime ago, Brother Jorgenson heaved a sigh of
genuine or feigned relief, and since I am not a mind reader
he may have the benefit of the doubt. He was looking for
and found some signs that “the Wallace scare is nearly
over.” About the same time, Brother Davidson of “new
paper” fame writes in that he had “been informed by emi-
nent legal counsel” that certain matters in the Bible Banner
“is libelous.” He requested a conference of “the owners of
the Bible Banner” looking to a settlement with the implied
threat that something must be done--or else. He signed his
name right under “Sincerely yours” which suggests that
the brother means business. Had I been in his place I be-
lieve I would have signed up “Yours outraged” as a digres-
sive preacher did many years ago who wrote F. D. Srygley,
who was then first page editor of the Gospel Advocate, and
threatened him with “a case of law on your hands” as
soon as he could get the matter “in the hands of my at-
torney.” Brother Srygley was not easily scared and gener-
ously offered to furnish more material “for reflection and
more business for 'my attorney’ and ‘yours outraged'."
Nothing, of course, came of it, except “yours outraged”
showed that he couldn’t take it.

It seems that scares are to be the order of the day and
since the “Wallace scare is nearly over” a Davidson “scare”
will keep things from settling down too peaceably like. This
latest “scare” has its tragic features but I do hope that it
turns out to be more amusing than serious. Possibly Brother
Davidson, if left to cool off of his own free will and accord,
could be trusted to do nothing rash, but there is no telling
what that “eminent legal counsel” will talk him into. I
take it that a lawyer would have to be pretty dumb to sue
a preacher on such flimsy evidence as Brother Davidson
has, but then it has been freely published that he has made
more than ordinary success in business, and whispered
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about that he has plenty of money, and under the circum-
stances “eminent legal counsel” might be too interested in
their client to note the ragged condition of the defendant
in the case. The editor of the Bible Banner is a pretty good
friend of mine, I used to "nuss him” when he was a baby,
and he has vast resources but Brother Davidson’s “eminent
legal counsel” would not classify them as “tangible assets.”

Now, I meant to talk Brother Davidson out of this if I
can. I’m the only member of the Wallace family I know
of that anybody could scare even with “eminent legal coun-
sel.” As for the editor of the Bible Banner, if he was ever
scared, it w a s  before I could remember and I’m enough his
senior that two of our sisters are younger than I and older
than he. So that’s out! So if you are out to scare Foy, you
might as well call off your dogs, or should I dispense with
figures of speech and say lawyers? If more money is what
you want out of it, you had better forget about him and sue
me. If satisfaction of honor is what you have in mind, I
suggest that you fight a duel. Of course I understand that
you will have to take up these suggestions with “eminent
legal counsel” before you will feel free to act upon them.
I’m just hoping that Brother Davidson is not as hardheaded
as Brother Foy is. If he is, I’m afraid we’re in for a legal
fracas and wouldn’t a gang of preachers and a lot of dolled
up lawyers make a pretty scene trying to rescue Brother
Davidson’s honor or replenish his purse! Personally, I have
a little bit more confidence in Brother Davidson than some
seem to have. I have been slipped a warning to the effect
that he "will sue the socks right off your feet.” Now, Foy
is stubborn when he thinks he is right, and he always thinks
he is. He would surrender the only pair socks he has,
even if they had holes in them, and go home in his shirt-
tail to boot before he would back out. So I’m begging
Brother Davidson to settle with his “eminent legal counsel”
and call this whole thing off in the interests of peace. If you
get tired of reading what Foy writes, switch off on me, it
will be easier on your nerves.

I might not qualify as a mediator due to my relation-
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ship to the editor, but I do feel that I’m qualified to remind
our brother Davidson of a few things he seems to have
forgotten. After being “lost to us” for a number of years.
as Brother Rowe expresses it, he has decided to dedicate
himself to “things spiritual.” He wants to use some of the
money he has made in spiritual conquests. He is promi-
nent in the establishment of a new paper whose pages are
to be unsoiled by the sort of articles which sometimes get
into the Gospel Advocate and the Firm Foundation and
nearly always do in the Bible Banner Its diatonic scale
is blessing and its upper octave is joy. And now. for Broth-
er Davidson to frown up and threaten to sue a brother edi-
tor for libel just doesn’t make sense. Don’t do it for some
innocent bystanders are liable to get the idea that you are
not thoroughly dedicated to “things spiritual.”

In order to have an air-tight case against the brother’s
threatened action, I think I ' l l  appeal to the scriptures. Let
it be granted for the time being that the brother has been
slandered and libelled. I have been slandered a time or two
in my life and I didn’t have to consult “eminent legal coun-
sel” to find it out. He claims he has been wrongly used in
print and resents it. N o w  w h a t  course should he pursue?
The record is clear. “Take heed to yourselves: if thy
brother sin, rebuke him; and if he repent, forgive him.”
Give the editor of the Bible Banner credit for believing that
he was administering a case of “rebuke.” A charitable
man like Brother Davidson ought to be able to reduce “li-
belous” to “rebuke” under the circumstances. At least
he ought to be able to see that Jesus did not say “if thy
brother sin s u e  him.” Besides, he can administer a case of
rebuking without the help of legal counsel. He cannot do
it in the new paper for it is against the declared policy of
the paper to carry such rebukes. It looks as though what
he cannot afford to put in his paper he is prepared to turn
over to his lawyers. Does it all come under the head of
“things spiritual” ?

I may do a little side-line work on the editor, since I’m
his elder brother, if there’s anything left of him after
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Brother Davidson’s lawyers get through with him, but I’m
trying to hold Brother Davidson now and prevent the
slaughter. Here are some of the "things spiritual” I  want
Brother Davidson to dedicate himself to. “Resist not him
that is evil: but whosoever smiteth thee on thy right cheek,
turn to him the other also. And if any man would go to
lam with thee, and take an-ay thy coat, let him have thy
cloak also.” “Love your enemies and pray for them that
persecute you.” If Brother Davidson decides to sue, he
should insist on opening each session with prayer, since he
has dedicated himself to “things spiritual." One more refer-
ence ought to furnish the brother an occasion for great
rejoicing. “Blessed are ye when men shall reproach you,
and persecute you, and say all manner of evil against you
falsely, for my sake. Rejoice, and be exceeding glad: for
great is your reward in heaven: for so persecuted they the
prophets that were before you." If the brother thinks he
belongs in the company of the persecuted and slandered,
he ought to pray for his detractors, pass the whole case up
to a higher court and leave his “eminent legal counsel”
out of it. And you know some of our starving missionaries
might be glad to get the money that can easily he wasted
on “eminent legal counsel” and the appurtenances thereto.
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MORE CIRCULARS

(MARCH, 1939)

Brother Clinton Copyright Davidson feels indignified be-
cause the Bible Banner printed his letter which he wrote to
several brethren threatening them and the Bible Banner with
“eminent legal counsel.” He admitted that it was a bluff (he
was just spoofing), but thinks he has been badly mistreated.
So he brings out another circular in which he pleads for sym-
pathy. He came in like a lion and went out like a lamb.

But he reproduces a letter to Brother Akin in which he ex-
plained that he did not really mean to sue anybody. For his
information, the letter which was published in the Bible Banner
was the one he wrote to J. E. Williams, of Pampa Texas. He
wrote several other men at the same time. He did not cancel
his letters to them. Furthermore, some of us know of the pri-
vate boasts he made to various individuals in Nashville, Ten-
nessee and around (according to men whose veracity would not
be doubted), that he had no scruples against suing some of us
and that he intended to do so at the first good opportunity.
What about that, Brother Copyright? If the policy of the
Leader will not let you answer it in the paper, get out another
circular letter and tell us more about this matter.

Intelligent and honest brethren will not long tolerate a paper
or a movement which employs such tactics. The indications
are that the subscription list of the New Leader is being used
for private purposes as well as paid subscription list.

In addition to circularizing the brotherhood with matter
that high ethics bar from his sugarcoated paper--Brother
Copyright Clinton has another plan. He banquets the preach-
ers at his estate. Salesmanship and promotion are his lines;
so he sells himself to the preachers; sends them airplane trans-
portation to his New Jersey estate and--well, is he trying to
sell himself or buy them? Personally, I would not cross the
street to attend one of his conferences. Of course, if he wants
to bring that “eminent legal counsel” to see me, I will let him
know when I can be at home.
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But what will the “brotherhood” think of a man who writes
threatening letters, and admits that he was bluffing--just try-
ing to scare somebody? The answer will be: Exit, Mr. Clin-
ton Copyright Davidson.
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A PROPOSED PLAN
(MARCH, 1939)

A Gospel Advocate writer suggested that if those who teach
Premillennialism among us (with whom he has so long sym-
pathized) can be induced to quit teaching it, all the offences
among the brethren would immediately cease. Most of us have
known that all the time, and are glad the Advocate writer is
finding it out. In 1932 R. H. Boll, in an article directed at the
Gospel Advocate, offered his hand on a proposition to teach only
what the Bible actually says. We accepted his gestures, but he
withdrew his hand before we could get hold of it. In the Neal
debate at Winchester, Kentucky, in the presence of Boll, Jorgen-
son, Chambers and Neal, we offered our hand on a proposition
to discontinue teaching these errors and unite the churches in
Winchester. But these high gentlemen of speculative teaching
would not come across. It is on record in the published debate,
Why is he so late with his “suggestions?” Has he watched the
game from the sidelines until he sees which side will win, and
now wants to carry the ball over the goal line? Why has he
criticized instead of aided in the fight? Even now he says this
suggestion of his ends his responsibility. Then he feels mighty
little responsibility. About all he has done has been to try to
escape responsibility.

As to his plan for a committee of brethren to study the situa-
tion and make recommendations to the brotherhood, it is about
as good as the Methodist Conference. If that procedure is
right, the churches would have the right to be represented, and
that would call for delegates. So why not just take over the
delegate system of the Christian Church and settle all our prob-
lems. The gospel plan is better than this proposed plan. The
gospel plan is to preach the truth and fight error. And if the
issue is settled in the church, Premillennialism is a major sec-
tarian tenet, destructive to the plan of salvation, and must be
consistently and continuously opposed. If everything neutrals
have said or written on one side and the other, during this fight
against this false system and its promoters, were printed side by
side, the inconsistency would be amazing.
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WHAT A RELIEF

(April, 1939)

Brother Clinton Davidson of copyright fame has writ-
ten me that he had “made it very clear that I had neither
the desire or intention of suing anyone.” What a relief! Our
hearts can now resume their normal rate of speed. 1 still
can’t see the point in his conference with “eminent legal
counsel” unless he hoped to scare somebody, but if he has
the time and “desire” to carry on a conversation with law-
yers just to satisfy his curiosity as to the legal status of
what we write it is all right with me. While the lawyers
are reading it, they may learn something they would not
otherwise find out. It is my opinion that “eminent legal”
gentlemen in New York with a nose for libel could find a
few streaks of it in some of Paul’s pointed attacks on some
rather prominent citizens of his generation. They did not
take time to sue Paul, they just stirred up the rabble and
chased him out of town.

Brother Davidson should not be too impatient with us.
He has been in the East so long he probably does not under-
stand the psychology of us Westerners. It is considered bad
form out here for a man to reach for his hip pocket or draw
a gun in a fracas unless he aims to shoot somebody. Nat-
urally when the brother drew his “eminent legal counsel”
on us we inferred that he aimed to pull the trigger. It
seems to be a case of misunderstanding spiced with a
gesture of imprudence on the part of our spiritually
minded brother. So, henceforth, we shall feel free to express
ourselves as we see fit and if he again becomes legally
minded, we can just take it for granted that it is just an
innocent hobby of his, that he just likes to talk and play
with lawyers.

The brother complains about some “incorrect state-
ments” appearing in our paper. Incorrect statements should
be corrected, of course. We are not inspired and may make
some mistakes. There is a way to fix all that without
bothering any New York lawyers. If the brother cannot
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afford to soil the pages of his own paper with a correction,
I suggest that he send a correction to the Bible Banner.
If he will sign his name and not copyright it, it might get
in. It might make as good reading as some things that some
of the rest of us write. I warn you though, that the editor
of the Bible Banner is a little peculiar in some ways. He
entertains an aversion toward anonymous and copyright
material.--Cled E. Wallace.
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COMMUNISM AND PREMILLENNIALISM

(APRIL, 1939)

It will be remembered that Brother G. C. Brewer made a
veiled defense of “those brethren who teach premillennialism”
sometime back in a series of articles against “charging the con-
sequences” of the theory against them. The following tele-
gram was sent to the Gospel Advocate: “G. C. Brewer, affirm-
ing, meets Dr. J. C. Coleman, of Los Angeles, February 28, 29
(1936) at Central Church of Christ. (Proposition) Resolved,
that Communism or Sovietism as it is today reigns in Russia
contemplates world revolution, and as a means to that end
seeks to destroy the Christian religion.”

Brother Brewer had been contending that one may hold a
theory without espousing the consequences, and objected to
pushing the consequences of the doctrine on “our brethren who
teach premillennialism.” Anybody can see at a glance that the
proposition he debated with Coleman, the Communist, was
based solely on the consequences of Communism. The negative
of his proposition is not required to deny Christianity. He only
denies that Communism destroys Christianity. So Brother
Brewer found himself in the same relation to debating Com-
munism in that proposition that we sustain to the premillennial
discussion, showing the consequences of it. We then proposed
the following proposition, and offered to affirm it: “Resolved,
That Premillennialism As Taught By R. H. Boll And Others
Contemplates World Revolution In Order To The Establishing Of
A World Kingdom By Jesus Christ On The Earth, And Its Con-
sequences Tend To Destroy The Christian Religion..”

The above proposition is straightforward. We believe that
Premillennialism does for Christianity exactly what he believes
Communism does. Why, then, should we not debate it? Shall
we attach more importance to Communism, Sovietism, World
Revolution, and other questions that involve political angles,
than to issues that directly involve the kingdom and reign of
Christ and scheme of human redemption?
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THE BROTHERHOOD COMMITTEE

The latest proposed way and means to settle the premillen-
nial controversy is the selection of a committee and turn the
premillennial question over to it for a decision, with recommen-
dations to the brotherhood! A committee to settle the issue for
“the brotherhood.” So, “Peace Is In Sight,” per the caption
of a promiscuous circular sheet which is going the rounds. But
what price peace!

Committees seem to be the order of the day. Church com-
mittee, a brotherhood committee, editorial committees--give
me a committee to hide behind! Whence has courage and
forthrightness fled? Imagine a “committee” telling the found-
ers of the Christian Leader or the Gospel Advocate, or even the
founder of the Christian Standard, what to publish! And I
would not want to be on the committee to tell Brother G. P. H.
Showalter of the Firm Foundation what he could publish.

Some neutral brethren, looking on, have said, “if the split
comes we would, of course, stay with the brethren”--that is,
those who are against premillennialism. This only confirms
the feeling that so many have expressed--namely, if the pre-
millennial, or Boll party, were large enough to accommodate
these brethren, they would be right over there with them. And
if the New Christian Leader has its way, or the Gospel Advocate
modifies its past militant policy, that party might yet become
large enough to gather these brethren to the bosom of its patron
saint--R. H. Boll.

It is history repeating itself. The digression that swept the
church before it fifty years ago employed exactly the same
methods and displayed the same spirit. The younger genera-
tion may have to learn it by experience as did the former.
Preachers who were “conciliatory” in their attitude then--
went with the digressives when their party became large enough.
The New Christian Leader now, would have been a first class
organ for the digressives then. Clinton Davidson, its present
promoter is in considerable degree a digressive now. He has for
years attended a digressive church in New York, or vicinity.
We are informed that until comparatively recent months he
taught in their Sunday School. A man of unquestioned in-
tegrity wrote me recently that Davidson admitted to him per-
sonally that he still saw no harm in instrumental music, and
that his own words proved him definitely to be of Boll sympathy
and digressive sentiment.
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Shall we stand by, brethren, bowing to a false idea of “ethical
journalism” and see a digressive leader arise, take over a large
paper, and promote digression through compromise in our very
ranks? If the brethren all over the country knew the actual
facts, these movements among us would not be countenanced.
But the very papers among us that have the circulation, and
could furnish the facts, have apparently got scared and squatted.
So the fight must be waged by some of us at the disadvantage
of personal handicaps and limited means. We may lose the
fight, we may be slandered, sued and prosecuted, but we will not
surrender. To the last man our password will be: THEY SHALL

NOT PASS.
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WHO KILLED COCK ROBIN?

(APRIL, 1939)

Much ado has been made of the so called “brotherhood sur-
vey” published by Clinton Davidson, whose middle name is
“Copyright,“ and whose spiritual advisors are “eminent legal
counsel.” It is claimed that this survey is based on an exten-
sive questionnaire, or the answers received from it, which is
supposed to have been sent to the leading preachers, elders,
teachers, leaders and potential writers of the brotherhood, to
ascertain what kind of papers and writers they wanted. They
report an overwhelming straw vote in favor of soft-pedal journal-
ism-of course, “ethical” is their word for it. James DeForest
Murch, of the Christian Standard (Brother Witty’s Siamese
twin) said that this survey was taken in an “efficient and busi-
ness-like manner.” Wonder how he knows? Did he help take
it? It would not surprise us to find out that Murch and his
followers were among the ones who answered it. Murch also
says that the survey “reveals that the younger and more pro-
gressive elements” among the “conservatives” simply “over-
whelmingly favor their views.” Again, we wonder how he
knows so much about who participated in this straw vote, and
whether they were younger or older people? If Brother Murch’s
digressive members did not actually participate in this voting,
it is evident that it was the digressive element among “the con-
servatives” that did. The few answers that were published,
with names withheld, have the digressive ring-and sound
rather childish, which could be either youth or age--for in-
stance such answers as No! No! Never! and a thousand times,
No!--and a lot of other silly twaddle.

Since the names of those who answered the questionnaires
have been withheld, we are all wondering somewhat who it is
that has so “overwhelmed” the rest of us. In all my travels,
which have been quite extensive, I have learned of only one
gospel preacher (and no one else) who even answered the ques-
tionnaire. He was H. Leo Boles, neither young nor “progres-
sive,” and his answer must not have suited anybody, and was
evidently thrown out, as Davidson afterward said that he did
not know Brother Boles and had never heard of him!
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As a matter of curiosity, we would like to know more of this
“ninety-five percent” who “favor their views.” Brother Thorn-
ton Crews, of Houston, Texas, has suggested to us that all the
preachers who did not answer this questionnaire, send in a card.
We can then know who did not kill Cock Robin. The preachers
who have ever mentioned the thing to me, young and old, say
that they threw it into the wastebasket. The only elder of the
church I know that received one, did not answer it.

It would be interesting, at least, to know how many preachers
did not answer the questionnaire. A one-cent card will do it,
and the Bible Banner will be glad to publish their names, and
reasons. “Ninety-five percent”--of whom, how many, and
what?

Concerning questionnaires and surveys it was recently sug-
gested by R. L. Whiteside that if it is a good thing to take a
survey of the “brotherhood” through questionnaires to ascer-
tain what kind of articles the brethren want, why not apply the
same methods in the local church, canvass the membership
with questionnaires, take a survey, and find out what kind of
preaching is wanted. The principle is the same. The results of
such a questionnaire could then be submitted to all preachers
applying for the place and he could let them know whether or
not he could teach it either round or flat. It is about to turn
out that the New Christian Leader ought to be named the New
Digressive Leader.
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JUST THE FACTS

(APRIL, 1939)

The very latest flash on going to press is that anonymous six-
page sheet, mailed at Atlanta, Georgia, by one who subscribes
himself "a friend of Abilene Christian College.” Its burden is
to give “facts free from opinions” about the Bible Banner and
its editor, with special reference to announcements that the
Bible Banner would be incorporated through certain men, where-
as it was not incorporated by anybody at all. In the next issue
of the Bible Banner the exact facts concerning that particular
matter will be stated and somebody’s face will be red. These
purveyors of gossip should be seen in their true light--as med-
dlers in other men’s matters. A townclerk once said to a crowd
which possessed about the same spirit displayed by this pious
group : “Ye ought to be quiet and do nothing rashly. For ye
have brought hither these men who are neither robbers of
churches, nor yet blasphemers of your goddess. Wherefore if
Demetrius, and the craftsmen which are with him, have a mat-
ter against any man, the law is open, and there are deputies: let
them implead one another. But if ye enquire anything concern-
ing other matters, it shall be determined in a lawful assembly.”

So say I to this modern Demetrius and his anonymous crafts-
man. If they have a legal matter against me, “the law is open.”
If there are other matters, let them also be determined in law-
ful assembly--I belong to the church. The elders of the con-
gregation in which I hold membership have known me and my
manner of life through the years, even the details of personal
affairs. This dark effort to advertise the editor of the Bible
Banner as a crook and a criminal has gone about far enough.
He is ready for the showdown. Let them come out into the
open and fight face to face and fair.

While you are all standing by, remember this: If the man
they are attacking (even Foy Esco Wallace, Jr.) is as bad as
they make him out to be, that does not affect the issues at
stake, nor change the principles which are being upheld. The
truth stands in triumph as error crumbles in defeat. That is
the thing that hurts these men so. Defeat is written all over
their circulars and anonymous communications.
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IMPRIMATUR--LET IT BE PRINTED

(MAY, 1939)

Lincoln said : “Let the people know the truth and this coun-
try is safe.” If this is true of a nation, it is true of the church.
God sent his Son to deliver people from ignorance. He said:
“Ye shall know the truth and the truth shall make you free.”
There is freedom in truth--but one must know the truth. Who-
ever said ignorance is bliss was as far wrong as Shakespeare was
off when he said “there is nothing in a name.” The shackles of
ignorance are Satan’s fetters. Only the incisive power of truth
can cut them through, unloose the bands that bind to error,
and set us free. Lincoln’s words apply with a significant force
to the issues before us today. On every hand we hear it said in
this vein: We are not troubled with any of these errors and
isms here, our people do not know anything about them, they
are wholly ignorant of such issues. The evident idea is that
ignorance is bliss! And some of our brethren are advertising
their ignorance by putting it in the paper that they do not know
what Premillennialism is, and do not want to know. But they
speak with an air and tone of authority nevertheless in saying
that it is a harmless theory. They do not know what it is, but
there is no harm in it! How would you like for your doctor to
proceed on that basis. He would say: I don’t know what is in
this prescription, but it won’t hurt you!

There has not been a time in our generation when there have
been more apologies for error and more tolerance of evil than
now. We muse over the amazement that would follow the
travels and preaching of a Paul in the church itself today. The
world mobbed him then; the church would mob him now.

We believe the truth should be known on all issues before the
church. By the truth alone can the church be salvaged from
the machinations of an element in the church today headed for
a general compromise with prevailing conditions in religion,
an element altogether too large to be ignored and too definite
and determined in their plans to let the church be safe for sound
doctrine.
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It is history repeated. It was this element fifty years ago
that drove the dividing wedges of instrumental music and mis-
sionary organizations and sundry innovations into the church.
The brethren were guileless. Our dear brethren are. Many of
them said then, as they say now, these questions have not dis-
turbed us here--but their ignorance was not bliss. Silently
and stealthily the innovations crept in and in many places took
over the churches about like Hitler and Mussolini take over
the territories they covet. Preachers then were “neutral”--
but practically every one who was neutral went with the di-
gressives. Had it not been for brave and courageous men who
cared more for the truth than personal praise and fortune, the
church would have been entirely swept away.

The music question was not the real issue then--the real issue
was back of it--in an attitude toward the authority of New
Testament teaching and example in work and worship. The
question of instrumental music was only the horse they rode
out on. Today, Premillennialism is not the actual issue. This
is seen when that issue is supposedly settled by some who say
that they do not believe the doctrine--but! The “but” means
that the real trouble is still here, a general softness in attitude
toward error and compromise, and the premillennial question
is again the horse that some ride out on.

Looking back over the history of things, shall we passively
drift along in the course of the least resistance, or shall we fight
as did those valiant men a half-century ago, to whom the church
in Texas and Tennessee, owes its very existence today. Look
at the North--where the fight was not made. Then take a
perspective of what will happen again--if the fight is not made.

This is why those papers which have been published for nearly
a century in defense of the primitive gospel should not, and
must not, modify their offensive warfare on all error. Christian-
ity is not defensive merely--it is militantly offensive. But if it
were defensive only, war has been declared on the church by
the combined forces of false doctrines and worldliness, and it is
past time to mobilize. It is a tragedy that there is a definite in-
dication of modification in policy of the papers. The announce-
ments of editorial policies clearly indicate it, and where no
policies have been announced, there is an obvious lack of in-
terest in the defense of the church that the crisis demands. I
am no Paul Revere. I have no role to play. But I believe I
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know that we are in a fight which may assume all the proportions
which digression did fifty years ago.

There is a dangerous weakness in preaching. Reproof, rebuke
and correction of error in preaching are being discouraged.
Papers will not even give their own editors carte blanche to un-
mask error and sin. Men whose influence has admittedly been
on the wrong side of issues are courted and curried because of a
following they hold. The damage already wrought in the
church is great enough, but a more blasting menace may be
stayed by forthright action. It will take plucky preachers and
constant campaigning and penchant pens, with a disregard of
personal fortune in a fight wherein the Cause is imperiled.

For long the Bollistic blight has been a malignant growth in
the body of Christ. The reason it does not alarm is because,
like a cancer, its growth is internal and silent. It exists in mul-
tiple but unrecognized forms. The perilous softness of preach-
ers and churches so much in evidence in some quarters nowa-
days has been taken utmost advantage of by the crafty manipu-
lations of the Boll party, which with all of his lieutenants and
sympathizers, and the neutrals thrown in, form a sizeable party,
and compose a menace to the New Testament church. Con-
gregations all over the country are potential recruits to this
evil army in one regiment of it or another. The only thing that
can save the situation for the Cause is that forthright public
attack on this party and such direct exposure as will force them
out in the open to a square meeting of the issues that have been
forced upon us in secret and sinister ways. Only this will smoke
them out of that smug, say-nothing, sweet spirited method that
has been outwardly adopted by this cohort of compromisers.

If the brotherhood can be aroused the tide of departure can
be stemmed and stayed, but the old papers will have to scrap
pop-gun flips and indirect reference to these evils, and instead
pour mighty broadside salvos into this wickedness in doctrine,
naming and exposing these teachers and the sin of their teach-
ing and shaming all of their helpers and sympathizers, many of
whom are professedly in our own ranks. We challenge the state-
ment that these speculators are good men, because no man is
good who rives the body of our Lord with his opinions, no mat-
ter whether that opinion be an organ or a theory! And we
should declare here and now that we are as much of kin to the
digressives proper as we are to the Bollites and their unknown
legion.
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Without direct action and the bringing of these false brethren
to book, in a decade or less we shall see the speculators and com-
promisers in complete charge of our strongholds. The exposes
that have been made have but fairly begun the task. The
whole brotherhood is in a deep lethargic drowse. It will take
mighty effort to arouse them to this purge.

If it be said that worldliness and sin are more important
issues than errors and isms and general softness in doctrine,
we answer that as bad as personal impurity and misconduct
are, and they are bad enough, who can and will say that even
the moral delinquent is a greater sinner than the man who
winks at false doctrine and compromises the truth of the gospel?
Since the world began God has extended clemency to men in
their human weakness, but there is not a case on record where
any man escaped who changed God’s word or corrupted his
worship. The latter is by far the more far-reaching because it
affects the whole scheme of human redemption and the divine
plan of the ages. And this is no apology for sin in anybody.
But worldliness and wickedness are not to be found only among
those who are stigmatized as radicals in their defense of the
faith. There has been as much of that, yea more, among com-
promisers and apologists. The devil has always used the scandal
club. “A lie will go around the world while truth is putting its
boots on.” The same tactics used today by a certain group in
our midst were used by the digressive element in the church
years ago--yet it is now a known fact that there was more
worldliness and downright wickedness among that element in
the church, most of whom went with the digressives, than ex-
isted among those who were contending for the truth. And if
the actual facts were known, the same would very likely be
true today. Let these leaders submit their private and personal
records for public inspection; let the one who has made such a
great financial success during the time when he gave his all-
absorbing attention to material things, submit all of his financial
dealings, the details of the money he got and how he got it, his
promotional enterprises and how he promoted them--and then
let him cast the first stone. There is little to choose between
the bad conduct of a man, regardless of who he is, and the
course of another leading man who pretends to be loyal to God’s
way, but betrays the cause by lending such encouragement to
the enemy as all but blocks everything we can do to keep the
faith pure.
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The burden of this screed is to hearten preachers of the gospel
and elders of the church who may read it. It is no one-man
task. That all who believe and love the truth may unite in this
great cause is the theme of my prayers to God.
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THE LEADER OF THE NEW CHRISTIAN LEADER

(MAY, 1939)

When a man emerges from a twenty-year retirement from
his Christian duty, during which time he was giving himself
to material things, but now feels that his secular success has
been such that he can again direct attention to spiritual mat-
ters; when such a man appears on the scene as a Moses in the
church, floods the brotherhood with questionnaires, surveys,
and when his methods are criticized threatens the critics with
“eminent legal counsel,” it naturally begets doubt and every-
body wants to know more about such a pretentious person and
his propitious propositions. We have learned all we want to
know about his material side of life-he made a success of that
in the insurance business while he was “lost to us” in New
York. Spiritually and religiously, nobody knew him well until
recently, and he is about to let us all on the inside by certain
statements, letters and other “straws” besides his straw vote.

For instance, in a letter to Brother C. W. Scott, of Winchester,
Kentucky, a copy of which I have, Clinton Davidson says to
Brother Scott:

“Someone told me that you do not live according to the
commands and practices of the Scriptures, that is, you do not
fast. I have gone on two fasts. Had nothing but water for
three weeks each time, and have just completed a shorter one.
I cannot work while fasting, but I can do better work after-
wards. Yes, I pray also. Also, I have been away on a business
trip.”

So Brother Scott is unscriptural because he does not fast!
This is the same kind of foolishness that the missionaries have
gone off with who went out from Louisville--fasting, tongues,
healing and direct Holy Spirit influence, etc. It traces back to
the same thing. Davidson says he cannot work while fasting--
we wonder how much fasting he did while he was making his
howling success as an insurance man in New York, but he adds
that he has “been away on a business trip.” We all agree with
him that twenty years is quite a business trip.
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Another example of weakness is seen in the instance cited in
Hugo McCord's article on another page--that Davidson admits
instrumental music is wrong, but believes he can work and wor-
ship better with a digressive church that uses it! Is the “broth-
erhood” ready to accept his “leadership”?

In another correspondence our Copyright brother had re-
cently with an intimate acquaintance of mine, he offered to set
this brother right on some “facts.” The brother gave him au-
thority for the “facts” he had made some use of, and then asked
Davidson for some information that he wanted which he be-
lieved Davidson had, and could give him. First, it was com-
monly reported that Davidson was associated with the digres-
sives during recent years-and he asked, Is that a fact? Second,
it has been reported that he inspired or has a guilty knowledge
of the anonymous letters that have been put into mass circula-
tion--and he asked, Is that a fact The brother also told him
that he understood that he (Davidson) was hostile toward our
fight against premillennialism--and asked that he might have
more information on such things. Now, such questions should
be very easily answered. But did Davidson answer them?
Well, he just went into a huff and declined further correspond-
ence, even though he started the correspondence himself. He
said the questions asked had been answered before, but he did
not say when or where or what the answers were. As we have
not seen the answers, we would ail like to know what they are,
and where he answered them.

Again, it is generally known that the New Christian Leader
was promoted and purchased by Clinton Davidson--and copy-
righted by him. Then it was turned over to the incorporation.
Now, Davidson says that he has nothing to do with the New
Leader, that he is not even a “director” in the incorporation,
not even a stockholder. He is only an interested friend and a
financial contributor, but has nothing to do with it officially or
editorially. Ordinarily, we would accept that--but it is rather
strange that this editor (myself--Foy Esco Wallace, Jr.) should
receive the following letter, addressed to Oklahoma City, on a
Christian Leader letterhead :

Gentlemen :
The Christian Leader, published at Cincinnati, Ohio, is being

sent to you on an exchange basis.
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Beginning January 1, 1939, the editorial office of the Chris-
tian Leader was tnoved to Nashville, Tennessee, 145 Fifth Ave-
nue North.

Won’t you kindly send your publication to the Nashville ad-
dress hereafter? Sincerely yours, THE CHRISTIAN LEADER

PUBLISHING COMPANY, IN C.

What’s the point? It is just this: This letter on Christian
Leader letterhead, though its publishing office on said letter-
head is listed at Cincinnati, Ohio, was mailed in Davidson’s re-
turn envelope, 931 Trust Company of New Jersey Building,
Jersey, New Jersey, and the envelope bears the postmark of
Jersey City, New Jersey, March 25, 3:30 p.m., 1939.

If Brother “Copyright” Davidson has no official connection
with the New Christian Leader, rather strange that their business
mail is going out of his office in Jersey City!

But let the reader not overlook the fact that the letter was
addressed to me, in singular number, but I am called “Gentle-
men.” That is more than I expected--I am not only a gentle-
man in Brother Davidson’s estimation, I am more than one
gentleman.

While I am on the subject of letterheads and postmarks, let
me also say that I have a letter from another acquaintance of
mine who has received one of the anonymous folders which
were issued from Atlanta, Georgia, (some of them) but this
one came in a letter postmarked Nashville, Tennessee. We
are about to identify some of the anonymous tribe. The truth
is, we have had rather definite convictions all the time--Mr.
Anonymous is not one person, he is a composite personage,
many heads and hoofs and horns and toes and tails.

When the brethren find out that the New Christian Leader,
and in fact this whole new movement, is being promoted by a
man who has been reared under Boll influence, left the South
and went to New York on a twenty years “business trip,” as-
sociated with the Digressives, says he lived on “nothing but
water for three weeks each time” on two fasts, and has “just
completed a shorter one,” and thinks this must be done in order
to “live according to the commands and practices of the Scrip-
tures”--what will that ninety-five per cent who thought they
favored his views think of this? It is now a question of whether
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this man has been lost or is still lost. Ninety-five per cent of a
survey favoring those views would have to be taken among
ascetics, monks, and nuns of a Catholic monastery in medieval
times. The only modern fellow that would fellowship him now
in his three weeks fast on “nothing but water” is Mahatma
Gandhi! Who mentioned “the lunatic fringe”? This is lunacy
proper. If it all sounds silly, just read the quotation from his
letter above and draw your own conclusions as to how safe a
leader the New Christian Leader has for a leader. To the Phari-
sees who fasted, Jesus said: “If the blind lead the blind, they
will both fall into the ditch.”

Incidentally, the new office of the Christian Leader, according
to the notification we have from the New Jersey business office,
is 145 Fifth Avenue North, Nashville. If that is not the ad-
dress of Central Church of Christ, I have forgotten my Nash-
ville numbers. Things are getting complicated!
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“JUST THE FACTS”

( M A Y ,  1939)

It becomes our present duty, in keeping with the promise
made in the last Bible Banner, to state “just the facts” regard-
ing the announcements appearing in the Gospel Advocate and
the Bible Banner just prior to the introduction of this magazine
to the reading public. It was announced that the Bible Banner
would be launched “Under Safe Management” and that it
would be incorporated by J. W. Akin, J. E. Williams, George W.
Birchfield, Cled E. Wallace, Austin Taylor, and Foy E. Wal-
lace, Jr. It was also stated that the company would be capital-
ized and made financially safe. These promises were all made
in good faith. The brethren mentioned had all agreed to such
an arrangement and consented to the use of their names as they
appeared.

A short time before this announcement, my long time friend,
Leon B. McQuiddy, of the Gospel Advocate, proposed to finance
a paper in the west, and to back me in the publication of it. It
was his intention to incorporate the paper and capitalize it for
a sufficient amount of money to secure its future as a permanent
magazine. All statements which appeared in the papers were
printed under Brother McQuiddy's personal okey, and the issues
of the Bible Banner containing these announcements were
printed on his presses. At this time, Brother McQuiddy doubt-
less believed that he could promote this paper in the west to both
his advantage and that of the Cause generally, though he said
that he expected to lose considerable money on the venture for
at least two years; after that he felt that it might become a
financial success.

Various and sundry matters delayed the business details,
and then, finally, incorporation of the Bible Banner was aban-
doned by Brother McQuiddy, with his request of me that he be
released from the agreement and permitted to withdraw from
the management of the paper entirely and have me launch out
again on my own. In consideration of this unexpected develop-
ment, Brother McQuiddy offered some further financial assist-
ance as a contributor to the paper until it could become sta-
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bilized. While this was a great disappointment to me, and to
others involved, I have never wanted any man to do anything
that he did not want to do. I had not made any propositions
to Brother McQuiddy when the paper was started; he had made
the propositions to me. I accepted them; and when he later
desired to be released, there was no alternative but to release
him, and if there had been I would have released him anyway.
He doubtless has reasons which he considers valid, however, I
feel that influence and pressure from various sources caused
Brother McQuiddy to come to this decision, as nothing exists in
connection with my own affairs now that did not exist before,
all of which Brother McQuiddy knew unless he knows something
that I did not know. Be all of this as it may, Brother McQuiddy
abandoned the original plans, which is the reason why the Bible
Banner was not incorporated as announced by himself in the
Gospel Advocate and the Bible Banner.

It was about this time that one Clinton Davidson wrote the
men whose names had been announced as incorporators of the
Bible Banner that his “eminent legal counsel” had advised him
of the supposed libelous references which had appeared in the

Bible Banner, and inquired of their connection with the paper.
If this was not a threat to sue, nobody knows what a threat is,
and if he did not intend to sue some or all of them, then evident-
ly his letter must be interpreted as an effort to intimidate those
men who were thought to be backing this paper. It may be
that Brother McQuiddy felt that, as an editor, I am too stormy
and might involve him in tangles with such men as Clinton
Davidson who had intimated upon numerous occasions that he
would sue me and others if we did not behave. Of course, it
would not do any of them any good to sue me, but they might
get plenty out of Leon McQuiddy. I do not blame him for not
wanting to be sued over what I might say about Clinton David-
son, and others like him, who I believe to be enemies of the New
Testament church. Situated as he is, threats to sue might have
effect, but it will take more than New York “eminent legal
counsel” and Philadelphia lawyers to call me off.

Feeling that perhaps I had been done some financial injustice,
Brother McQuiddy very generously offered to pay me a liberal
tnonthly salary to discontinue the Bible Banner and write for
the Gospel Advocate once a week under an editorial cotnmittee.
Possibly I need one; but I knew I was not worth as much more
than his other writers as was offered me; and I could not have
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been true to the trust of my friends who believed what we said
about the permanence of the Bible Banner, if I had discontinued
it. I would rather work for nothing and be true to my personal
convictions than to receive as much per day as was offered me
per month. Therefore, without reflecting on any man’s motives
in the matter, but in what I considered duty’s demands, thank-
ing Brother McQuiddy for his offer, I nevertheless refused, not
knowing the destiny of the Bible Banner, but firm in determina-
tion that if it should sink I would sink with it. Several of my
true and tried friends immediately volunteered to go down
with the ship. My big brother, Cled E. Wallace, thought
he would also sink or swim, but figured on swimming. He has
always figured that way--and always swims. When on the
school ground as boys, if a big bully jumped on me, Cled said,
“All right, but you will have to take me, too.” He is still the
same big brother, and if you do not want to whip two, stay off
both of us. Others like, Emmett G. Creacy, who never learned
how to run from a fight, assured me that they were in there to
stay. My life-long friend and fellow in the gospel, Austin
Taylor, said that it was time to quit--except to “quit yourselves
like men.” We believed others would rally to the support of
this paper which was begun in such good faith and pledged to
the defense of the church of the Lord in this its greatest crisis
in our generation. They did. And other statements appearing
in this paper is the evidence that the present situation with the
Bible Banner presents no emergency. It is secure on the present
basis for a full two year period, at the end of which time we are
confident that the Bible Banner will rival the best of our papers
today in subscriptions and claims of patronage among the breth-
ren. Already it circulates in about forty states of the U. S. A.
and Canada. While we do not have the mass circulation that
other papers have, the Bible Banner goes into the hands of those
in most every place where its influence for the truth will be felt
in the leadership of the church in that community.

We have waited several weeks for Brother McQuiddy to make
a brief statement, and we would have much preferred that
Brother McQuiddy had made a straightforward statement of
these matters, but as he has felt hesitant to do so, I have re-
lieved him of the necessity of doing so. This statement settles
the matter so far as I am concerned. There is no feeling of
enmity whatsoever, rather of disappointment. We have been
friends for long; and I wish that it may ever be so.
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As for the Gospel Advocate, its publishers and editors have my
best wishes in everything they may do in righteousness, and all
the encouragement I am able to give them in the direction of
an unrelenting war on error. As for the Bible Banner, it goes
on with no intention whatever of letting up in the fight we are
waging. As for the meddlers in other men’s matters who cir-
culate anonymous letters, we wish that they could and would
repent, and do what Paul said, “Study to be quiet and do your
own business” or simply attend to their own business, and go
to heaven, but if they persist in their present course and go to
hell in the devilish course they are pursuing, there is nothing we
can do about it, as the only way we have to exhort them, not
knowing who they are (except by suspicious evidence), is through
the spirit of the press. But men who “love darkness rather
than light because their deeds are evil” are seldom reached by
any righteous appeal.

“Thou has given a banner to them that fear thee, that it may
be displayed because of truth”-and by the help of God and
those who love his Cause, we aim to keep the Bible Banner
waving.
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CONCERNING THE BIBLE BANNER COMPANY

(MAY, 1939)

In interest of truth and right, the following statement was
issued by J. W. Akin, of Longview, Texas:

“Some months ago when Brother Leon B. McQuiddy proposed
to back Brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr., in the publication of the
Bible Banner, I agreed to serve as an incorporator of the paper
along with other brethren whose names were mentioned in that
connection. But when the plans were changed, and the corpora-
tion was not formed, my connection as above indicated was
not established. Later, in answer to an inquiry from Clinton
Davidson, of New Jersey, I briefly stated the fact that I had
no connection with the paper. Since, however, a photostatic
copy has been made of my letter and circulated with the ap-
parent intent to injure the reputation of Foy E. Wallace, Jr.,
I wish to say that the use of my name was according to the un-
derstanding at the time, and further that I regard the photo-
graphing and circulating of my letter a misuse of the same."--
J.W. AKIN.

AUSTIN TAYLOR SPEAKS

“Dear Brother McQuiddy :

“There has been, as you know, considerable criticism of Broth-
er Wallace because of the failure of the plans to incorporate the
Bible Banner, and it has also been an embarrassment to those
of us who have been backing him. I feel that you should make
a brief statement assuming the blame for not forming the cor-
poration as announced in the Gospel Advocate and in the Bible
Banner and thereby save time, trouble and embarrassment, as
something will have to be done to clear this matter up if you do
not make a statement assuming the blame. Sincerely yours,”
AUSTIN TAYLOR

THE FUTURE OF THE BIBLE BANNER

Because the original plans for incorporating and financing
the Bible Banner were not consummated, an effort has been
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made to discredit our publication and its publisher, and to
create doubt in the public mind as to its continuance and per-
formance. That our many friends, who have felt a concern for
the Bible Banner may feel fully reassured, we are glad to an-
nounce that a group of Christian businessmen, who believe in
the principles for which the Bible Banner is fighting, have en-
tered into an agreement with the editor to contribute monthly
to the cost of printing the magazine for a two-year period--the
agreement subject to renewal at the expiration of that period.
The amounts subscribed represent a donation from these men
to the Bible Banner. One clause in the agreement reads:

“It is understood that this is a gift to the Bible Banner and
I (the donor) will have no part whatever in its ownership, man-
agement or otherwise.”

The editor of the Bible Banner will therefore be solely respon-
sible for what appears in these pages, for the information of the
legal minded brother and his “eminent legal counsel” who re-
cently wrote ominous letters to certain brethren he thought
were involved in the ownership of the paper. As it is, like it
was with Mr. Clarence Saunders, of Piggly Wiggly fame, who
was the “sole owner of his name,” so it is with me and the Bible
Banner, unincorporated.

The effect of this announcement, we believe, will be far-
reaching. Friends will be gratified ; readers will be satisfied ;
enemies who sought to capitalize on rumors of reverses, will be
mortified--but most of all, we trust that the Lord may be glori-
fied, his true people edified, and in all the cause of the New
Testament church advanced.

So with genuine gratitude to all who are helping in this fight
for the truth, with malice toward none, and due in humility of
heart, we take courage and press on.
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A LAME EXPLANATION

(June 1939)

In the old Christian Leader, December 1938, just be-
fore Brother Rowe transferred it to the new “Lost But
Found” management of Clinton Davidson, he made a la-
bored effort to apologize for Davidson’s twenty year nap by
saying that he was “lost to us for about twenty years.”
Now that it has leaked through the news sieve that this
man Davidson was worshiping and working with a New
York Digressive church, all of this time, because of his
general dissatisfaction with the habits and practices of
simple churches of Christ, and that all the while he was and
now is definitely a Boll sympathizer--all this has soured
many of the old friends of the Leader with Brother Rowe’s
sell out to the New Dealers in religious journalism. It looks
very much like Brother Rowe sold out to the combination
of a digressive and a Bollite.

Now comes Brother Rowe with a lame explanation of
what he meant by his own expression that Davidson was
“lost to us" for twenty years. He says that he meant that
he was only lost “to me”--that is, Brother Rowe did not
know where he was! And that he was merely lost to “Edi-
tors, Evangelists, Preachers and other church workers, who
are on the firing line in public service.” What a revela-
tion! The class of men Brother Rowe names are the very
men who would have known Clinton Davidson through
twenty years if he had been worth anything to the church
anywhere. Does Brother Rowe mean that Davidson could
be lost to the “editors, evangelists, preachers, and other
church workers, who are on the firing line in public ser-
vice” all over the nation, and still be the great church
worker that he now boasts that he was? If the wide class
of leaders, workers, and public men in the church over
this great United States of America never heard of this
man whose left hand does not let his right hand know
what is going on--it is an indication that he was not doing
anything for the New Testament church with either hand.
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WITIIIIOLDING THE FACTS

The fact is--and it is now becoming known to all as
pointed out by Brother Hugo McCord and by other breth-
ren in correspondence with Davidson--that he was working
with a big New York Digressive church during this twenty
year lost period. Why does Brother Rowe seek to withhold
this fact? Of Davidson Brother Rowe says: “He was lost to
me for about twenty years, but during this period, even
though immersed in his business, he was active in affairs
of the church, quietly--not publicly.” What church--Broth-
er Rowe? When it becomes known that it was with a mod-
ernistic Christian Church and not “the church” at all, just
what will Brother Rowe’s old friends who, he says, “un-
derstood my language” think of this language? Is a New
York Christian Church “the church”? Still, Brother Rowe
says that “Brother Davidson was not lost to the Lord, nor
the Lord’s work.” That is what Davidson believes exactly.
He has said recently that while he does not personally ap-
prove of instrumental music in the church, he nevertheless
does not believe it is wrong to worship m-here it is used.
This is what he did in New York until recently, and Brother
Rowe says that “he was active in the affairs of the church,
quietly--not publicly” !

It would also be interesting to know what missionaries
Clinton Davidson w a s  supporting while he was so “active
in the affairs” of a digressive church. Why not let us know?
Some of us have a strong hunch that they were either di-
gressives of Bollites, or both.

Anyway, why does Brother Rowe and the staff of the
New Leader withhold from the public these facts about
Davidson’s digressive connections ? The brethren will find
it out, anyhow-then how will the Leader staff look to loyal
brethren? There is an evident effort to receive the brethren
by withholding facts in these matters.

Another thing--according to Brother Rowe, Clinton
Davidson is too modest to let his left hand know what his
right hand does--but he lets F. L. Rowe put out a few
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thousand circular letters telling of the thousands of dollars
he has spent on schools and missionaries! Incidentally, this
circular letter which Brother Rowe has put out has every
appearance of a Davidson letter. The type appears to be
identical with that of the “questionnaire” and “surveys”
and of those anonymous letters! Compare the whole series.
Those fellows cannot even cover up their tracks. It is the
prediction of this editor that when and if the whole truth
is known (and the truth will out) some brethren who have
flocked to the New Leader, under the lure of “ethical
journalism,” will forsake it like rats deserting a sinking
ship. The Witty-Murch movement, and the New Digressive
Leader are “gold dust twins” and they have both won the
plaudits of the Christian Standard, the leading Christian
Church paper.

Another question: Why does Brother Rowe circularize
the brotherhood with one of those suspicious letters? If
he is stating facts of vital interest to the brethren, and to
his friends, why not put it in the paper? There seems to
be a double standard of conduct. Ethical journalism will
not permit certain things to be printed in the Leader--so
they say it with circulars! If it is unethical to say it in the
paper, what makes it ethical to say it with a circular? These
brethren are not so ethical. after all.

BETRAYING THE CHURCH

One more thing: Now comes announcement from Abi-
lene Christian College that this modern Rip Van Winkle
Clinton Copyright Davidson will deliver the commencement
address to the young people of this institution. Thus Abi-
lene Christian College is foisting upon the brethren of Tex-
as, and upon the young people who have been entrusted to
them by Christian parents, a man who has been a digressive
and Boll sympathizer all these years. Not only that, but as
a self-appointed Moses among us he seeks through soft-
pedal, copyrighted journalism to destroy the defense of the
truth and would sell the church down the river. When it
becomes known to the brethren generally that promoter



A LAME EXPLANATION 597

Davidson is still a half, if not full-fledged degressive, and
that during all those twenty years he worshipped with the
digressives, and that he has only recently given such evi-
dence by “words out of his own mouth” in an interview with
Hugo McCord on his New Jersey estate--I say, when all this
becomes known, what will the brotherhood think of those
brethren who have foisted Clinton Davidson upon the
church? What will they think of E. W. McMillan, editor
of the New Leader, for withholding these facts which we
know he possesses, for they have been given to him? What
will the brethren of Texas think of Abilene College for
bringing him to Texas to impose him on the churches
through the college influence.” Are the brethren of Texas
ready for such as this? Are Christian parents who have
trusted the school to protect your young people from digres-
sive influences and ground them in the truth willing to
support the school in upholding men who are not loyal to
the church and never have been?

It is time for all who love the cause of Christ, and who
are jealous of its welfare, to speak out. Just as F. L. Rowe
betrayed the cause by selling out to a degressive-Bollite sym-
pathizer, Abilene Christian college betrays the church and
the trust of Christian parents by bringing the man from
New York to the college.
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THE NASHVILLE (TENN.) MEETING

(JUNE, 1939)

From April 23 to M a y  7 it was my privilege and pleasure to
hold the greatest meeting that I have ever held in Nashville.
It was my eighteenth meeting with Nashville churches, but the
first since 1934--five years ago.

Sixteen years ago I crossed the mighty Mississippi the first
time, going up to the mecca of the church in America, to hold
a meeting. I was a young preacher. J. C. McQuiddy, E. A.
Elam, F. W. Smith and A. G. Freed were then living and were
dynatnic forces for the “old paths.” The first Hardeman Ry-
man Auditorium Meetings had just been held, followed by that
fatal blow to the Christian Church in Tennessee--the Harde-
man-Boswell Discussion. These were all epochal victories for
the truth, and the church flourished.

In 1930 I was called from a fruitful work in Los Angeles,
California, to the editorship of the Gospel Advocate. For four
years, in connection with regular evangelistic work, I endeavor-
ed to perform my whole duty as editor of the oldest gospel paper
published in interest of the New Testament church. It was a
new and laborious task. A great door was opened unto me--
but there were many adversaries. M y  position was strategic.
The Boll issue loomed. It involved the truth of the gospel and
integrity of the church. The issue had to be met or responsi-
bility shirked. The course of duty was plain--the issue was
met. This precipitated a break with men who had been osten-
sibly my friends (some of them fellow-editors), whom I had
trusted and who I believed could be depended on to defend the
church in any crisis. In this I was mistaken; they could not be
relied on; I was painfully disillusioned. Under trying circum-
stances I resigned my Nashville connections and went back
home, to Texas and Oklahoma, where the people have known
me from my youth up.

After five years, at the invitation of the Chapel Avenue
Church, I went back to Nashville “in weakness and in fear and
in much trembling” for a meeting which was calculated to make
history. I found a different Nashville. Indeed, Nashville has
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changed. The Nashville today is not the Nashville of yester-
day. The Central Church of Christ that once sponsored a
Hardeman Ryman Auditorium Meeting refused to even an-
nounce over their radio and from their pulpit the last one, not-
withstanding it was backed by thirty or more churches of Christ
in and around Nashville. But this church did announce a meet-
ing held by E. H. Hoover, a known Bollite. Some years ago
this church also permitted a sign to be placed in front of its
building to the effect that it was cooperating with the Gypsy
Smith Revival and invited the attending mothers to leave their
babies there. E. H. Hoover is a Premillennialist. Gypsy Smith
is a sectarian. Hardeman is a gospel preacher. “By their
fruits ye shall know them”--can be applied to announcements.
David Lipscomb College pursued the same course as the Cen-
tral church; their attitudes seem to be identical. The radio
facilities in Nashville, the college and the new paper are all un-
der the control of the same element--which is the wrong ele-
ment.

Back of all this is the blight of Bollism. It is in the Central
church. It is in the College. It is in some of the other churches.
Bollism and premillennialism are related, but are not identical.
There is a shade of difference. A premillennialist is one who be-
lieves premillennialism. A Bollite may be one who disavows
the doctrine, but sympathizes with the personnel of the party.
All sympathizers, neutrals and neither-nors are Bollites. Nash-
ville has both Premillennialists and Bollites. The church suf-
fers most from the latter--for they are the traitors in our ranks.
They are modern digressives. They hold the exact attitude the
digressives held fifty years ago, to a tee.

The high spots in my recent Nashville meeting were the
three Sunday afternoon meetings, two of which were held in
Dixie Tabernacle, and one in War Memorial Auditorium.
These meetings were promoted by G. C. Billingsley and Phil
House, of the Russell Street Church, in cooperation with the
elders of the Chapel Avenue Church, and other friends of the
cause in Nashville. Among these none worked more untiringly
than Price Billingsley, whose love and anxiety for the church
is known to all who know him. The spacious tabernacle over-
flowed, hundreds stood, and hundreds were turned away. The
warmest welcome I have ever received was given me in these
services--and I did the plainest preaching that I have ever
done.
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These special services were opened by E. R. Harper, Boone
L. Douthitt, W. E. Brightwell and James A. Allen, to whom I
am indebted for the things they said and did in my behalf.
W. E. Brightwell holds a responsible position with the Gospel
Advocate. James A. Allen is publisher and editor of the Apos-
tolic Times, which has a larger circulation in Nashville than any
other religious paper. The veteran and venerable F. B. Srygley
was on the platform in these meetings and his presence was a
source of inspiration and a benediction.

I am grateful to the Chapel Avenue Church for their confi-
dence in bringing me back to Nashville to render this service to
the Cause we love and defend, and for their further indorsement
of the work that was done, expressed in their invitation for me
to return for another meeting in 1941. The elders of this con-
gregation are R. W. Comer, Lloyd E. Scobey, S. L. Youree,
J. A. Clark and V. E. Gregory. They are faithful stewards.
R. W. Comer, president of Washington Manufacturing Com-
pany, is senior elder, and known for his unwavering loyalty to
the church. He has stood like a stone wall against error in all
forms through many conflicts. With him are his sons, Guy and
Mont Comer, who will take up his mantle when he lays it aside
for his eternal reward.

Further acknowledgments of appreciation are made to the
thousands of Christians in Nashville and Middle Tennessee,
all the way from Cookeville, Tennessee, to up in Kentucky,
who supported this meeting with their presence and influence.
This gives us heart and makes us know that there are yet the
Lord’s thousands who have not bowed to Baal or to Boll.

As for Nashville--it reached the point of saturation several
years ago. Decline has now set in. Digression and disintegra-
tion are the inevitable results. But a good portion of the church
can be salvaged, a faithful remnant saved, if the right fight is
made. If such a fight is not made, the work of those crusading
pioneers who planted the church in Nashville will be lost to
digression and modernism as went the cause to which Alexander
Campbell devoted his life and labors in Bethany. The spirit of
iniquity doth already work.
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THE INVASION OF TEXAS

CLED E. WALLACE

(August, 1939)

Clinton Davidson, whom the Firm Foundation de-
scribes as having “recently acquired the Christian Lead-
er, of Cincinnati, and, with others associated with him, is
endeavoring to carry out a distinctive policy in religious
journalism,” has added to his other conquests the invasion
of Texas

It must be confessed that this man’s triumphant pro-
gress among the disciples during the last few months forms
a unique chapter in our religious history. If someone had
told me that a man from New York “practically unheard
of among loyal disciples during the last twenty years,”
could suddenly emerge from his digressive connections and
without any pronounced change of sentiments step around
among us as he has, I would not have named him as another
Saul among the prophets. There is no parallel known to me
where such a man has so quickly dazzled or dazed an un-
suspecting brotherhood. From the start, the campaign has
been carried on with information and money furnished by
himself. He conceived a grandiloquent and revolutionary
scheme of journalism endorsed by the returns of a question-
naire which nobody seems to know much about but himself.
Ninety-five percent of “decent and fairminded” brethren
of all ages were said to demand a new deal in journalism.
Somehow or other the information spread that the amount
of this man’s money was exceeded only by the abundance of
his piety. After some preliminary skirmishes, he decided
that Nashville and Austin were a little too tough so he
moved on Cincinnati and succeeded in convincing the editor
of the Leader that he had “unlimited resources” and that if
the Leader did not surrender, it could not live more than a
year at the most. The Leader surrendered almost uncondi-
tionally. This taste of power was quickly followed by in-
teresting and, to some, disconcerting consequences. Rumor
quickly spread that other editors must behave more circum-
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spectly or somebody would get sued. It seems that some
got scared and decided to improve their behavior, but the
editor of the Bible Banner, the chief offender anyhow, and
being more reckless than prudent, invited the pious dictator
to come on down and bring all his “eminent legal counsel”
with him and promised to entertain him in a way he might
not forget. It was then decided that the best way to handle
the cantankerous editor was to tell everybody anonymously
and otherwise, not through the Leader of course, that he
was a big liar and several other things besides, not any
nicer than that. This campaign still goes on but uptodate
the “eminent legal counsel” hasn’t popped a cap. This
supersalesman who talks hours at a time about himself, has
written at least one letter to a friend of the editor of the
Bible Banner telling what a bad reputation the editor has
in the city where he lives. Nobody knows how many other
such letters he has written, demonstrating his idea of de-
cency and fairmindedness. The church in Oklahoma City
where the editor lives and holds membership is one of the
largest in the country. The elders are leading business men
in the city and close personal friends of the editor. He has
recently held the first meeting in their fine new meeting
house. Let the man from New York invade Oklahoma City
with his ugly charges and see what sort of reception he
gets. He has his wires crossed. They think they know ex-
actly what is the matter with meddlesome Clinton and they
would probably tell him so. I know them and they are like
that. They have not been spending their time and their
money during any of the last twenty years building up di-
gressive churches, and they are not premillennial sympa-
thizers.

In his invasion of Texas, our loquacious insurance
salesman and journalistic deluxe attacked two strategic
points, the Firm Foundation office and Abilene Christian
College. I gather from editor Showalter’s editorial that he
didn’t make much headway in the Firm Foundation office.
I am somewhat amused at Brother Showalter’s editorial
which is studiously polite if mildly sarcastic. Brother Show-
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alter is a fine man, a personal friend of mine and an elder
in the church where I hold membership. Incidentally i
know what he thinks of Brother Davidson and his current
antics. We are informed that he spent all of his three hours
in the Firm Foundation office talking about himself. I am
ready to admit that he is a genius of a rare order if he can
monopolize a conversation of three hours with my friend
Showalter, and something of a hypnotist to boot. I'm pretty
good myself and three minutes is the limit I have ever been
able to monopolize a conversation with him. Usually within
five minutes we are both talking at the same time and neith-
er of us hearing what the other is saying. At that we have
a good time. I recall that on one occasion he asked me to
hush until he got through, but I knew better than to do it,
for he never would have got through, and I didn’t propose
to be outdone in any such high-handed fashion. My con-
viction is that a man who can make a silent listener out
of the editor of the Firm Foundation for three hours in
the Firm Foundation office, can make a fortune selling
anything. He must have what it takes. He evidently told
the subdued editor that he was strong on “piety, prayer
and divine providence,” fasted three weeks at a time, got
his education under James A. Harding and “was an admirer
of M. C. Kurfees.” This probably accounts for the fact that
“he has been practically unheard of among loyal disciples
during the last twenty years.” The next thing you know,
Don Carlos Janes will be telling Price Billingsley that he is
a great admirer of the editor of the Bible Banner. It is
about time for us to all sing: “The World’s Turned Upside
Down."” Possibly Brother Davidson inadvertently said to
Brother Showalter: “You may sign here,” but of course
Brother Showalter was too polite to say anything about that
in his editorial. At any rate, I’m dead certain that Davidson
didn’t learn as much about Showalter as Showalter did
about him. That is a pity, too, for Showalter is worth know-
ing.

According to President James F. Cox, Davidson cap-
tured Abilene lock stock and barrel, church, school, city
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clubs and all. He succeeded in selling himself as about all
there is left of “humility,” “piety,” “optimism,” “sincerity,
loyalty to the truth, clean humble Christian life and his
great faith in God.” If I seem skeptical, remember that I
can recall that they used to talk about David L. Cooper and
Peter Plotkin the same way out there. Cooper went the
Lord knows where, and was still going the last time I heard
of him, and Peter Plotkin joined the Baptists. President
Cox is a mighty good man and I like him hugely--sometimes
--but then when a man from afar flushed with business
success and gift of gab sufficient to monopolize a three hour
conversation with the editor of the Firm Foundation, comes
to town, he is calculated to make “a deep impression upon”
a college president.

While Brother Cox is purring over Brother Davidson,
regardless of his antecedents that relate to “his loyalty to
the truth,” I cannot help but recall the times when the editor
of the Firm Foundation and the Bible Banner felt duty
bound to rebuke a little worldliness out that way. At first
I didn’t take it very seriously, being somewhat worldy my-
self, but the way President Cox acted caught my attention
He took on about like a mother cat when a couple of pups are
nosing around too close to her nursery. All of which goes
to show that college presidents are a good deal like the rest
of us. If you want to hear them purr, brag on them; if you
want to see their backs up and hear them p-ss-tt, criticise
them.

Brother Davidson knows his salesmanship. He had
lots to say about “the grievous error of instrumental music
in the worship” and talked fluently of the dangers that
confront the church today. “He warned that there is
danger today of congregations being controlled too much
by the opinions of some popular evangelist, college presi-
dent, editor of some religious paper, or what not.” That’s
hot stuff from a man who “has been practically unheard of
among loyal disciples during the last twenty years” and a
few months ago didn’t even know who H. Leo Boles was.
He is some “what not” to be writing prescriptions for an ail-
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ing brotherhood! Some day when he is not on the subject of
himself, it would be enlightening to have him tell who the
“two or three preachers” were he supported when “he de-
cided it might be best for him to discontinue preaching and
go into business” and, incidentally, go to the digressives.
I shudder to think what fate would have befallen the
church had he “been practically unheard of among loyal
disciples” much longer. He found us just in the nick of
time to save us from “some popular evangelist, college
president, editor of some religious paper or what not.” He’s
a little late but maybe he will be able to talk or sue them
into their place and save for the churches their precious
“right of local congregational independence.” I’m trying
to figure out just who is endangering the churches whose
“right of local congregational independence” has suddenly
become so precious to the talkative sage of Bernardsville.
The “popular evangelist” cannot be G. C. Brewer or S. H.
Hall. I can’t think who else he could have in mind. The “col-
lege president” cannot be George Benson, E. H. Ijams or
James F. Cox. Elimination of them leaves the matter
wholly in the dark! The “editor of some religious paper”
surely cannot mean R. H. Boll. I don’t know who he could
be unless he is Jim Allen. The defender of the independence
of the churches has Samson bested at making riddles. If
I ever get with President Cox I’m going to try to find out
if perchance he has the key. Possibly he was given the in-
formation confidentially. I have an idea of my own about
“the danger today” that confronts the colleges and a few
of the churches. I’m not uneasy about the rest of them. I
don’t think they will pay any attention to him. If he didn’t
have any more money than I have, nobody would pay any
attention to him.
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CONCERNING THE RIMMER DEBATE

(AUGUST, 1939)

We have had numerous inquiries concerning the debate
which was to have been held at the University of Oklahoma,
at Norman, Oklahoma, with Dr. Harry Rimmer, international
scientist, archeologist, theologian, lecturer and debater, of
world reputation. The announcement was made in the Bible
Banner on the ground that Dr. Rimmer had written out his
propositions with his own hand, which he agreed to debate with
a representative selected by those with whom he was dealing,
and agreed to notify us the exact date he could hold the dis-
cussion. Hence, the April Bible Banner carried announcements
to that effect, as here inserted:

TELEGRAM APRIL 1939

Foy E. Wallace, Jr., care W. A. Wakefield, Corpus Christi,
Texas.

“Harry Rimmer international scientist and Presbyterian faith
is lecturing in Norman under auspices of Baptist Student Union.
He affirms the Lord Jesus Christ will return to this earth in
physical and bodily form to reign on the earth for one thousand
years in a physical kingdom. This reign to follow the resurrec-
tion of the just commonly called the first resurrection. Also
denies apostasy. Rimmer agrees to publicly discuss these while
on future engagements here. Will you represent the church in
said propositions. Answer Western Union immediately collect.
WELDON B. BENNETT, Church of Christ"--

Weldon B. Bennett, Minister, Church of Christ, Norman,
Oklahoma

TELEGRAM IN REPLY

“It is a pleasure to accept invitation to meet Dr. Harry Rim-
mer in debate. Let him affirm exact proposition stated in tele-
gram and I will deny. Advise me as to arrangement of dates.
Congratulations to you on your alertness and interest in the
cause.”--Foy E. WALLACE, JR.
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Mr. Weldon B. Bennett, Minister, Church of Christ, Norman,
Oklahoma

“Dear Brother Bennett:
“Upon receipt of your telegram this morning, I wired you as

follows: ‘It is a pleasure to accept invitation to meet Dr.
Harry Rimmer in debate. Let him affirm exact proposition
stated in telegram and I will deny. Advise me as to arrange-
ment of dates. Congratulations to you on your alertness and
interest in the cause.’

“It will indeed be an unusual opportunity for good if such a
discussion as indicated may be had with such an eminent man
as Harry Rimmer. The only thing I fear is that something may
prevent its consummation.

“I am very anxious to hear from you further of the details.
If it is possible to get a proposition on the restoration of Israel
and on baptism in addition to the two propositions named, it
will add much to the opportunity for good, as all of these ques-
tions should be discussed in proper order.

“I shall await further word from you with a keen interest.
Let me thank you for the confidence you have indicated in me
by this invitation.”--Faithfully and fraternally yours, FOY E .
WALLACE, JR.

Later, when Brother Weldon Bennett wrote Doctor Rimmer
for definite arrangements, he received the reply inserted herein,
which not only speaks for itself, but also speaks for some of our
Premillennial, near-digressive, semi-sectarian and “Tishbite”
brethren. It reveals again, what some of us have known for
quite awhile--that the assumed sweet sirit of this element now
giving the church its gravest concern is actually antagonistic
to a defense of the truth, and will stoop to the lowest things.
America had a Benedict Arnold; Jesus had a Judas; and the
church has its traitors in various garb. Sometimes he is an out
and out Premillennialist; sometimes he is a neither-nor; some-
times he is a promoter of pseudo-unity and holds conferences
with the digressives; sometimes he is a member of the pious
brigade and is too sweet spirited to argue any question, so he
just writes anonymous letters attacking character in the dark;
sometimes he emerges from a twenty years recluse in a digres-
sive wilderness and as a self-announced hermit harbinger of
soft pedal preaching and noncontroversial journalism he pro-
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motes a paper with a policy that will, if adhered to, hand the
church back to the digressives on a platter in one generation;
and sometimes he is a college president who says that he does
not believe Premillennialism, nor teach it in his school, but he
is always found with the wrong crowd and never misses an op-
portunity to thwart a forthright defense of the truth on the
issues. As to which of these elements in particular which has
dabbled with the Norman discussion I would not attempt to
say, but if I had three guesses, I would guess that it was all of
them all three titnes. Doubtless Dr. Rimmer has been flooded
with letters and literature, anonymous and otherwise, since the
announcement of the discussion with me appeared in the Bible
Banner. He may have heard from Dr. Norris, Dr. Tingley,
Dr. Webber and others with whom the Premillennial brethren
hobnobbed in those discussions, but it is all but absolutely cer-
tain that he has heard from the Neal-Boll-Davidson elements,
and likely some of the college presidents, or ex-presidents (Pres-
ident Emeritus), among us. I will venture the guess that Clin-
ton “Copyright” Davidson furnished him most of the “dis-
turbing suggestions.” We certainly do not put it past the New
York promoter, for we know that he has done just that very
thing in the form of private letters to several others, some of
which I have seen and have in my possession.

We are not saying anything in these columns for the benefit
of the Tishbites, or their allies, because men who will do what
they have done will do anything and are past redemption-but
for the information of Dr. Rimmer, and for the benefit of the
readers of the Bible Banner, we submit the following letters.

“My dear Brother Bennett:
“Your letter of April 25th followed me down here. Hence the

delay in answering.
“I am not interested in pressing the matter of a debate with

Rev. Mr. Wallace. My statement at Norman was that I would
debate on the inspiration and the text of the Scripture with any
unbeliever in the English speaking world. I especially desig-
nated critics and modernists. If Mr. Wallace insists on his
right to a debate upon my next appearance in Norman I will
be glad to take him on in discussion of the following subject.

“Resolved--that the Bible is the infallible Word of God. I to
have the affirmative.



C ONCERNING THE R IMMER D E B A T E  609

“When Christian men debate doctrine they put a weapon in
the hands of the unlearned and unbelieving. For that reason
I have never done SO.

"I have received also a number of disturbing suggestions that
Brother Wallace does not have an untainted financial record.
If I do return to Norman and there is a prospect of a debate
with him I would want to know the certainty of this matter be-
fore I allowed our names to be coupled.

Thanking you for your communication, I am, Your brother
in Christ,” HARRY RIMMER

When the knowledge of this letter came to Brother C. E.
McGaughey and the elders of the Tenth and Francis Church,
in Oklahoma City, the following letter was drafted by them
and sent to Doctor Rimmer, and a copy given to me. Brethren
Jesse F. Wiseman and John H. Bannister also offered me similar
indorsements from the Capitol Hill and Culberson Heights
Churches in Oklahoma City, as appear below.

“Dear Dr. Rimmer:
“We understand that you are considering a debate at Norman,

Oklahoma, with Foy E. Wallace, Jr., but that you have been
hesitant to make the final arrangements because of unfavorable
reports you have received concerning the man to meet you. It
is to clarify these matters that we write, hoping that it may en-
courage you to carry out your promise to engage in this discus-
sion.

“Brother Wallace is a member of this congregation and in full
fellowship with it. The leaders here know him intimately and
are in a position to testify accurately concerning his character.
After years of association and dealing with him we believe him
to be a true Christian gentleman. So strongly do we endorse
him that we are using him at this time in a revival.

“We sincerely hope that you will not allow any reports from
those unfriendly toward Brother Wallace to keep you from
carrying out your intention to debate the propositions you have
signed. It is our wish that you give the matter the attention
it deserves and that the details will soon be worked out. Know-
ing your ability and believing in the sincerity of your challenge,
we believe that you will give this proposed debate the attention
of which it is worthy.
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“We assure you that if the discussion materializes you will
have a large audience from the group Brother Wallace will
represent.”

Very sincerely yours,
L. E. Diamond, A. W. Lee, Elders; C. E. McGaughey, Evan-

gelist; Tenth and Francis Streets Church of Christ, Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma.

To the Readers of the Bible Banner:
“Mr. Rimmer, no doubt after having been warned by some of

our Bollite brethren, or their sympathizers, is made to wonder
if Brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr., is a representative man among
the churches of Christ. The Capitol Hill church of Christ en-
dorses him one hundred percent as an evangelist or a debater.
We believe he is the logical man to defend the truth against any
of the champions of error. This congregation has engaged
Brother Wallace’s services in both evangelistic work and debate.
If we were sponsoring another such discussion, he would be our
choice of all those in our great brotherhood to represent us.

"We are convinced that some of our brethren who hold the
same view as Mr. Rimmer on the millennium question are the
ones trying to impeach Brother Wallace’s character and block
such discussions which will expose their hobby. A similar ef-
fort was made by false brethren when we were arranging the
Webber-Wallace debate here. They also made efforts to assist
Mr. Webber by furnishing him with material. One went so far
as to be seated with Mr. Webber and his moderator during the
discussion and voted in Webber’s favor at the conclusion of the
service.

“We earnestly hope that arrangements for a discussion be-
tween Brother Wallace and Mr. Rimmer will be completed.”

Yours in Christ,
Jesse F. Wiseman, Evangelist; Carl Cheatham, W. E. Bost,

Elders; Charles N. Wilson, E. H. Messenger, D. C. Drake,
Deacons.

But we do not now expect Dr. Rimmer to debate, even if he
can “know the certainity of this matter before” he allows “our
names to be coupled.” It will be observed that the doctor has
changed his propositions, and he would force me to turn infidel
in order to debate with him. He says when “Christian men de-
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bate doctrine,” it furnishes a weapon for the “unlearned and
unbelieving.” Did he not know as much when he wrote out the
propositions on Premillennialism and Apostasy, and agreed to
debate them? Also in his lectures at the University of Okla-
homa he stated publicly that he would defend in debate any-
thing that he taught in his lectures. It was this statement that
prompted Weldon B. Bennett and John P. Lewis to take Dr.
Rimmer up on the propositions, and Dr. Rimmer there and
then, on the spot, wrote his propositions, with his own hand,
which propositions were submitted to me by telegraph and ac-
cepted as the Doctor wrote them by return wire, without any
change whatsoever. So we are of the opinion that the Doctor
has other reasons for his retreat.

Dr. Rimmer allows his name to be coupled with infidels when
he debates with them but is not sure he wishes his name coupled
with mine! Some of my dear, sweet-spirited brethren must
have given me quite a send-off with Dr. Rimmer. Wonder if
the good Doctor would be good enough to let me read it. I will
promise (and get some good men on my bond) to return the
documents to him safely!

We cannot censure Dr. Rimmer so much in this matter, ex-
cept to kindly criticise his inconsistency in the points mention-
ed. He has been imposed on by some unscrupulous men. In
reality, we respect Dr. Rimmer’s outstanding ability as a scien-
tist who accepts and defends the plenary, verbal inspiration of
the writers of the Bible and we can go all the way with him on
his proposition “that the Bible is the infallible Word of God.”
I have read every book Doctor Rimmer has written, and can
truly say that his knowledge of science is marvelous. We be-
lieve the Doctor knows his science, but are persuaded that he
does not know his theology.

There will probably be no debate in the University of Okla-
homa with Doctor Rimmer. You may thank the sweet-spirited
purveyors of gossip and protnoters of soft pedal preaching and
journalism that are among us for this. A purge throughout
the church is needed that will send these promoters of this
latest digression where they belong-either to the anxious seat
of repentance or to the digressives. It is a pity for the churches
to be affiliated with them.
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EVERYWHERE PREACHING THE WORD

(AUGUST, 1939)

This year more than ever has been one of extensive travel
over a wide field of evangelistic endeavor. The gospel itinerary
began in West Virginia January 1, and in February we had
meetings in Florida (Lakeland, Winter Haven and Trenton).
The gospel was well received. We found loyal brethren. Special
engagements were filled at Tampa, Largo, Orlando, Miami, and
Jacksonville. In all of these places the brethren were outspoken
in their fidelity to the ancient gospel and the plain method of
preaching it. There appears to be a bright future for the
churches in Florida. Thomas G. Butler has preached at Lake-
land ten years and was responsible for my engagements in and
around Lakeland. Brother A. L. Colson’s interest in the defi-
nite re-emphasis on the gospel fundamentals is responsible for
the Trenton meetings. Plain preaching prevailed and the
brethren all over Florida manifested a marked interest. From
Florida the gospel itinerary called us to South Texas, where I
have preached loud and long for years--since boyhood. And
they will still let me preach in such places, without asking to--
they even ask me. A good meeting, though short, was held
with some great people and life-long friends at Corpus Christi.
Other appointments in South Texas were San Antonio, Uvalde,
Goose Creek, Houston, and Port Arthur. In all these places
the gospel prevailed, and the preacher was helped much and
encouraged no little by the good words and deeds of the breth-
ren.

From South Texas we went east to Texarkana, (Tex-Ark.)
and Nashville, (Tenn.) and to Birmingham, Ala., the scene of the
battle for the truth with one of these modern challengers, and
the scene of victory. Birmingham is known for loyalty to the
truth and no compromise with error or isms of any shade or
dye. In an early day John T. Lewis laid the foundation and
the building thereon has been steady and solid. Jack Meyer,
Floyd Horton, Elliot Hill, W. C. Graves and John Cox are all
doing regular work with the churches in Birmingham, and John
T. Lewis is still in his prime.
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Among these meetings in the West, South, and mid-south-
west was one of special interest in Paragould, Arkansas. I have
preached in Arkansas some, but not extensively. I know of no
better congregation of its size and circumstances. Blessed with
good elders and working members, and thoroughly indoctrinat-
ed under the strong preaching of B. G. Hope for nearly ten
years, it is one of the best churches in Arkansas, or anywhere
else.

Next I paused at home--Oklahoma City-where I did the
preaching in the first meeting in the new building of the Tenth
and Francis church. My heart was thrilled times without num-
ber to be preaching where I have lived and preached over the
years since 1922 and to be surrounded by family and friends in
such a delightful experience brought to my soul immeasurable
happiness and unutterable joy. C. E. McGaughey, preacher
for the Tenth and Francis church, is a faithful preacher, a dili-
gent worker, and one of the most unselfish, wholehearted broth-
ers in Christ that it has been my pleasure and profit to know.
Jesse F. Wiseman and John H. Banister are “not a whit behind”
and Oklahoma City is singularly blessed with preachers who
are loyal to the core and who love each other as well as the
Lord. The church in Oklahoma City enjoys peace and spiritual
prosperity. May no root of bitterness arise. The steady grow-
th of the cause in Oklahoma City, and in particular the Tenth
and Francis church, is due largely to the sound sense and firm
faith of A. W. Lee. His guiding hand is felt by all, and he is
loved and respected by all who love the church.

From Oklahoma City our itinerary called us to Canada to
fill engagements of long standing. The people of Canada are not
geared up as fast as in some parts of our country, but we had good
meetings at Beamsville and Meaford (Ontario)--especially
Beamsville, it being the longer meeting. I found loyal brethren,
concerned for the purity of the church along all lines, and de-
voted to the defense of the ancient gospel. I preached in Toronto
one night, where Brother James D. Bales is holding the line of
battle safely and securely. Brother C. G. McPhee labors at
Beamsville. He once lived and preached in Texas. He and his
fine family were good to me and mine, and we learned to love
them, as well as all the brethren. Meaford, Ontario, is the
scene of one great battle-the Harding-Wilkinson debate. It
was a great victory of some forty years or more ago. Harding
was a hard debater. It has always been an enigma to me why
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so many of the soft-pedal brethren today sing the praises of
James A. Harding, and even name their soft-pedal institutions
for him, when we all know that J. A. Harding was one of the
most scathing in his denunciation of false doctrine and of his
opponent personally in debate. I have never read a harder de-
bate than the Harding-Moody debate. Harding called Moody
a liar--and proved it! If Harding were living now, and should
preach and debate as he did then, the very school that is named
for him, and the very brethren who exalt him, would not in-
dorse him nor let him preach. But some people are peculiar.

In Toronto I met again Brother H. McKerlie, who for many
years has been militant in his advocacy of the New Testament
principles without compromise. Brother McKerlie will write
for the Bible Banner. Returning from Canada we went through
the New England States and filled some preaching appoint-
ments. We failed to reach an appointment at Portland, Maine;
but preached at Bridgeport, Conn., and found a fine group of
loyal brethren with a neat meetinghouse (I understand, paid
for). Adherence to the ancient gospel is their expressed deter-
mination. We were cordially received and wanted to stay long-
er. Some brethren from New York attended the meeting at
Bridgeport, but I did not meet Brother Clinton Davidson. As
in the case of Brother H. Leo Boles, he may not have heard of
me except to casually see my name in the papers.

We passed through New York, almost without stopping--
not that I was exactly afraid of anything, but being a country
man in such a big town, I hardly knew where to stop or what to
do when I did. So we went on to Philadelphia where we have
numerous friends and preached one night. I have held two
meetings in Philadelphia, where there is a true church of the
Lord, and some of his truest people. Soon they are to locate
an evangelist with them for full time preaching, and the right
man will accomplish untold good in and around that great
Metropolis. We were received in the home of the Drinkwater’s
upon arrival, stayed overnight with our friends, the Petty’s,
and had a reunion with the Rampy’s of Harrisburg, Pennsyl-
vania. (He, like the writer, is just a Texas country boy who
went to town.) All these, and others, are great people. We
love them, feel bereft when we part from them, and often long
to see them. There will come a time and a place where there
will be a meeting that knows no parting--if we may only reach
it.
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Our course took us to Washington, D. C., where we stayed
most of one day and a part of one night. The brethren had ar-
ranged for me to preach-and to my most pleasant surprise a
full house greeted me on Friday night, even on short notice and
brief announcement. I did not even know there were that many
Christians in the District of Columbia. The service was full
of interest, warmth and enthusiasm. It was through Brother
J. H. Sturgeon, whom I had met at Texarkana, Texas, upon the
occasion of his mother’s funeral that this particular engagement
was made, and in him I have found a new personal friend. The
work in Washington is showing the good effects of the whole-
some influence and preaching of Hugo McCord. Brother
McCord was away in meetings, but he was there in influence
and mention. The members of the congregation had nothing
but praise for him and his wife in their labors there. Would we
had many like him.

Having filled all these engagements we turned westward,
wending our way across ranges of mountains to the Ozarks of
Arkansas, to the Eureka Springs (Arkansas) Encampment.
Here we are in a really great meeting, attended by Christian
friends from “all over” everywhere, Austin Taylor leading the
singing. There is no church of the New Testament order plant-
ed in this beautiful Ozark resort. But we hope to include one in
the report of this meeting. It is being made possible by a man
of God--B. M. Strother, of McAlester, Oklahoma, who alone
guaranteed the financial end of the meeting, but it is being at-
tended and supported otherwise by many individuals from many
places. If Brother Strother can do a thing like this single hand-
ed, what could congregations do? Imagine the results in the
U. S. A. if the churches would do it. Give us more B. M. Stroth-
ers and his kind. We have several scattered over the country,
but not enough.

At home again I shall feel that I have really been “every-
where preaching the word.”
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THAT BROTHERHOOD SURVEY--WHO ARE
THE NINETY-FIVE PERCENT?

(AUGUST, 1939)

The avalanche of reports that have come to the Bible Banner
(and still they come) from gospel preachers all over the U. S. A.
and Canada is conclusive proof that the great Clinton “Copy-
right” Davidson’s Questionnaire and Survey, of which the New
Christian (Digressive) Leader was born, is a farce. It is a bold
attempt at treachery. The scheming designs of the Digressives
fifty years ago in their undercover ways and underhanded
means of getting control of churches in Tennessee and Texas
are amateurish in comparison with this modern plan of David-
son’s to take over the churches of Christ. Bollism has been
whipped Davidsonism must be, and will be whipped. He has
attacked the wrong body, and tackled the wrong men. We will
not bow to his mandates; and his methods of intimidation are
contemptible. The only thing that subjects the church to the
danger of this artful schemer who has arisen among us is that
some good men have been won over to his nefarious movement.
The president of Abilene Christian College sponsored Clinton
Davidson in Texas, imposed him on the student body and
pushed him into the limelight in Texas, thereby making an issue
of him in the church and in the school in Texas.

President Cox and Abilene Christian College, by this act, be-
come definite links in the Christian Leader-Davidson Move-
ment. So have David Lipscomb College in Tennessee, and
Harding College in Arkansas. It is evidence of the sell-out
that is being made by the presidents of these colleges to these
influences. His next appearance will likely be on the Pacific
Coast. He moves upon the schools; his plan is to “sell himself”
to the “brotherhood” and sell the church to liberalism. Thus
his net spreads, and unsuspecting brethren are caught within it.

The Gospel Advocate and the Firm Foundation are sidestep-
ping a responsibility. They know the Davidson Movement
is wrong yet they hesitate to expose and condemn it by name
and mention. If these two powerful papers had taken the
initiative in retarding this movement, it never could have
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gotten the running start that it has. From the very beginning
the Gospel Advocate knew the designs of Davidson, for the
publishers of the Gospel Advocate (Leon B. McQuiddy) talked
with the publisher of the Bible Banner repeatedly and was not
mild in his condemnation of the schemes of this man. Why
does not the Advocate appraise its readers of the dangers of this
movement, which the publisher knows to be insidious?

The Firm Foundation is well nigh an oracle with thousands
of people. When its editor speaks like he knows and means
what he says, his words carry more weight than any other one
man in the West. We believe he will eventually mobilize--but
why wait? Some of us are in battle and need reinforcements.
If we cannot get them we may go down in defeat but we will
not surrender nor retreat.

But who are the ninety-five percent--tell us, Brother Clin-
ton Copyright; tell us Brother E. W. McMillan--WHO ARE THE
NINETY-FIVE PERCENT.? Some of us do not believe that any
such percent has ever been tabulated.

Since it is so evident that the great majority of gospel preach-
ers repudiate the Davidson schemes--it really would seem that
certain college presidents and faculty members of certain schools
are the ones in doubt. Therefore--suppose we poll the schools?
Just to see how many presidents and teachers and board mem-
bers received and answered the questionnaire--and how. It
would be easy for anyone connected with the schools to obtain
such information and send a group report.

When the whole truth is known this whole thing will be seen
as a Clinton Davidson boast, the blatant braggadocio of a man
intoxicated with a degree of business success. Why be taken in
by the propaganda of a New York promoter who talks more
about himself and his money than anything else? Several suc-
cessful businessmen have remarked to me that they do not be-
lieve he has any money or he would not be talking about it.
His whole movement is a gigantic bluff, which needs to be
called. If the Firm Foundation will give the Bible Banner a
hand, we will put this movement right where it belongs--back
in some dark corner of New York where it originated or in the
backyard of Davidson’s New Jersey estate.

As for the question--"WHO KILLED COCK ROBIN?"--we pro-
ceed with taking testimony and soon we may be able to rest the
case.
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Note:  It became evident by the overwhelming flood of letters
received from preachers and elders all over the nation, among
them many prominent and noteworthy names, that the so-called
“ninety-five percent,” if it existed at all, represented only a
percentage of the minority group of liberals who formed this
Davidson take-over conspiracy. Feeding them out of their
own spoon, they received from representative gospel preachers
all over the land a resounding defeat. As large a sampling of
their letters as possible was printed in successive issues of the
Bible Banner.
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“FALSE--ABSOLUTELY"!

( SEPTEMBER, 1939)

In a recent editorial attention was called to a statement of
the publisher of Liberty Magazine, Bernard McFadden: “Be-
cause of my frank and sympathetic criticisms of labor, publica-
tions devoted to union interests have declared I am an enemy
of unions. This statement is false, absolutely! But I believe
in Americanism to the nth degree. That means, if a worker
wants to join a union he should have that right; but if he de-
sires to depend on his own efforts and does not want to join a
union, he should have that privilege.”

We again apply this language to some religious misrepresen-
tation which is current.

Because I do not preach that conversion is a convulsion and
that repentance takes place in a nightmare, or that sanctifica-
tion is cranky-fi-cation, or Christian experience some sort of a
weird dream of glorified hallucinations, people of those vision-
ary vagaries are wont to say that I do not believe in the Holy
Spirit. Is it true? It is not-it is “false, absolutely.”

Because we oppose and repudiate materialistic, carnalistic,
temporalistic, Judaistic, Davidistic, theoristic ideas of a Pales-
tinian reign of Jesus Christ on earth in a kingdom set up in
Jerusalem by physical power, wherein our Prince of Peace, the
Lord Jesus Christ would rule the world with a rod of iron like
Rome’s and an arm of flesh like Caesar’s, with the mighty mon-
arch of Israel in all their national pride and glory holding uni-
versal sway-when we relegate all such to the dung-heap of
Judaism where Paul said it ought to be incinerated, those who
hold the theory are wont to say: “He does not believe in nor
hope for the second coming of the Lord.” But that is “false,
absolutely.” Because we criticise some bad tendencies in cer-
tain colleges; calling attention to definite departures; evident
dangers of college domination of the church; compromise in
doctrine; weak attitude toward error; encouragement of pre-
millennial sympathy; and because we have condemned their
indorsement of the Davidsonian Movement, which is the latest
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Digression in the make-up of a New Liberalism-they say: He
is against the schools; he is an enemy of Christian education!
And that is “false, absolutely!”

These dangers of institutional (College) control of churches
and domination of preachers are not imaginary; they are ex-
perimentally real. On the personal evidence and testimony of
a student to whom this was done, I have the following: The
president of A. C. C. called the young man into his office and
flayed this editor alive (quite ethically) saying that he (I) was
against the colleges, had gone off with the anti-college "Som-
merites,” and was moreover a crook! He then informed the
young man that it would be only a matter of time until said
editor (me)--would be able to preach only for some churches
in the country (leaving the impression that the college was
doing all it could to make the prediction come true). But while
he was getting over to the young man what he thought of me
--he incidentally let us all know what he thinks of country
churches!

That, brethren, is one of your college presidents giving the
young man a private lesson in Christian Education!’

We are not against the schools; we are for them, as adjuncts
of the home, but not as auxiliaries of the church. We are not
against Christian Education, but we are against all the menaces
of institutionalism Moreover, we are not against going to
college. I went to college--one day, when I took brother Cled’s
lunch to him! And I have several degrees--ninety-eight, when
I am normal !

There is a portion of the Holy Bible called the Ten Com-
mandments. As an aid to practicing what they preach on
ethics, we suggest that these school men read the ninth com-
mandment and apply it to their conversation.
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THE ANIMUS OF THE CHRISTIAN
LEADER MOVEMENT

(NOVEMBER, 1939)

It is the general judgment of loyal brethren everywhere that
the Clinton Davidson-Christian Leader movement presents
the most formidable challenge to the New Testament Church
in our generation. The Davidson movement takes on the as-
pect of an octopus, and is seeking the strangle hold on the en-
tire body of Christ. It began with a flood of questionnaires,
polling the brotherhood, the claims of which have been proven
false. It turned out that their report was a percentage that
never existed-worse than a stuffed ballot box of a state elec-
tion. Davidson’s next move was the underhanded effort at
character assassination. It is my firm conviction that I have
in my personal possession sufficient evidence to prove that he
not only has "a guilty knowledge” of the anonymous letter
campaign but that he has a criminal connection with it as its
sponsor and promoter. I think I know this and believe that I
can prove it if the brother ever decides to carry out his threat
to sue my sox off. I have been putting on a new pair every
week since he made this threat so that he could sue for a good
pair.

From questionnaires and legal threats, the movement ad-
vanced to his well-known efforts to intimidate certain publishers
to sell him their papers. He succeeded in buying the Christian
Leader, and his modern digressive movement thus became
definitely organized with this old historic paper as his party
organ.

It is now proposed that this man Davidson, who is not only
positively disqualified but utterly unfit to lead, much less head,
any important movement in the church--it is now proposed
that he will promote and finance a complete series of “Sunday
School Literature” for the churches.

Of course, an effort will be made to convince the public that
it is not Davidson’s literature. But it will be remembered that
after he bought the Leader it was claimed that he had nothing
to do with it and was not even a director. But the business
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mail, as well as some of the mail regarding articles, was never-
theless going out from his New Jersey office. And when after
much apology the editor of the Leader finally summed up enough
courage to announce an exchange of articles on the millennial
issues, the announced order was immediately countermanded !
Davidson evidently said: Nothing doing--that talk about me
not being a director was only for public consumption!

So it is with reference to this literature series. Is the public
so gullible as to believe that Clinton Davidson will promote
this literature series with his money, as he has the Christian
Leader, and not retain control of it, through others if not di-
rectly? If so, then we have failed to profit from the lesson ad-
ministered to the churches by the digressives years ago. Their
movements have ever been sinister, and they are still sinister.
No, I have no confidence in a digressive, no more than I have
in a mule--and if I were going to preach a mule’s funeral, I
would stand at his head.

The following correspondence which has been furnished me
for publication by Brother C. A. Norred will reveal some things
which we believe brethren ought to become wise to, and Brother
Norred renders the Cause a service by releasing this correspond-
ence. In a letter to me, he says: “Before sending you the cor-
respondence between Sewell and me I found myself wondering
if it were right for me to expose to view a private correspond-
ence and that without the permission of Sewell. I reached the
conclusion that all things made it a worthy thing to do.” So
do I. When these men have sought to prevent the exposure of
their compromises under the legal protection of a copyrighted
paper, the mere technicalities of what is supposed to be ethics
by all means should be cast aside when the matters involved
affect the whole church of Christ.

The animus of the New Christian Leader movement, pro-
moted, financed and directed by Clinton Davidson, with this
newly proposed Literature Series for the churches, can be seen
without eye-strain from the following correspondence.

JESSE P. SEWELL’S LETTER

“August 8, 1939, C. A. Norred, 920 So. Adams, Fort Worth,
Texas.

“Dear Brother Norred :
“Sister Sewell and I expect to spend Friday night, August 18,

in Fort Worth.
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"If it is convenient, I would be very much pleased to have a
meeting with you and some of the other preachers and leaders
in Fort Worth to talk over with you the new series of Bible
lessons being planned.

“Ten different groups in widely separated sections of the
United States are at work now developing a prospectus for
these lessons. This is not a factional move in any sense. The
material will belong to the people who produce it until final
arrangements for its publication shall have been made.

“Brother Clinton Davidson is paying the expense involved
in its development and guarantees its publication in case the
different publishers do not care to publish it on a cooperative
basis, but Brother Showalter has assured us that he will be glad
to join in its publication and has appointed Brother Cox to
cooperate with me in its development. I have not approached
Brother McQuiddy with reference to the matter yet, but we
are hoping that he also will be interested.

“My desire is to make this literature represent the very best
thinking of the best prepared men and women in this field in the
entire brotherhood. To this end I am asking this conference
with you in Fort Worth, that if possible we may enlist the
cooperation of a group there.

“The meeting involves no responsibility of any sort or kind,
and I shall appreciate it very much if it is possible for you to
arrange it.

“Hoping that you are well and happy and that your work goes
nicely in every way, I am,” Sincerely and Fraternally yours,
J. P. SEWELL.

"P. S.: Please write me care of Abilene Christian College,
Abilene, Texas, whether or not the conference suggested is
satisfactory.”

C. A. NORRED'S ANSWER

“August 9, 1939, Mr. J. P. Sewell, San Antonio, Texas.

“Dear Brother Sewell :
“I have your letter in which you request that I take steps to

arrange a conference with you and the leaders and preachers
in Fort Worth for the purpose of discussing the Bible lessons
you are preparing. I feel that the honorable thing to do is to



624 T HE PRESENT T R U T H

state with all kindness and meekness that I could not conscien-
tiously have anything to do with such a meeting.

“Frankly, I distrust the spiritual leadership of Brother David-
son. If I am correctly informed he was for a long time affiliated
with the digressives. Almost immediately with his change he
manifested a desire to alter our methods and tactics, Until I
am made to see him in a more favorable light I shall avoid any-
thing which might entangle me in his influence.

“And I can never forget how my heart ached as I read Brother
Lovell’s statement in the final issue of the West Coast Christian
that his paper was merging with a new paper which was coming
out as a protest against the other papers. The Leader was the
paper with which the West Coast Christian merged. Further,
Brother Lovel l  was taken in as one to shape the policies of the
paper. I can see that the papers have made their mistakes, but
when a paper comes out as a protest against the papers pub-
lished among us it manifests a spirit from which I even invol-
untarily recoil.

“Under these conditions you will excuse me, I know, from any
participation in your conference. And I beg of you that you
understand that these statements are made in kindness and at
the dictate of conscience.” --Sincerely yours, C. A. NORRED

JESSE P. SEWELL’S SECOND LETTER

"Dear Brother Norred :
“I have read your letter in the same spirit in which you wrote

it.
“The meeting will be held in the Polytechnic meetinghouse

at 8 o’clock. I am still inviting you to attend, and your letter
indicates to me that you need to attend unless you are willing
to base your own judgments and attitude and the influence you
exert on the basis of one-sided and perverted information.

“As to Brother Davidson you say ‘if I am correctly informed’
and etc. and then say ‘until I am able to see him in a more
favorable light I shall avoid’ and etc. Just how do you expect
to see him in a more favorable light by refusing to hear anything
except from those who hate him-mostly whom have made no
first hand investigation? That you have been misinformed
about him in some fundamentals, your letter demonstrates be-
yond any doubt.
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“Some of us who have given a good many years of service to
humanity have spent a good deal of time and considerable
money in an independent effort to learn the exact truth, not
from his friends or from his enemies but from reliable disin-
terested sources. Everything we were able to thus learn con-
tradicts the statements of your letter. I believe a good man,
and you have impressed me you are, should not only be willing
but anxious to know the truth.

"As to the literature we are developing, Brother Davidson has
no more control over it than you have. The development is
entirely in the hands of Frank Cox, representing Brother G. H.
P. Showalter, and me, representing myself. I am inviting the
cooperation of men and women throughout the country who
have studied and had experience in this field. Those who pre-
pare the material will be responsible for it. It will belong to
them and they will determine who shall publish it and on what
terms.

“I feel that your study and experience in the field entitle you
to an exact knowledge of what is being done and how. And to
any contribution to it you might be prepared to make. Just
the facts as to what is being done and how is what I propose to
present in those meetings. Am asking not one thing except the
sincere judgment of those who attend. And I am more anxious
for criticism than for commendation. I have only one desire
and that is to develop a series of Bible lessons, sound scriptural-
ly and pedagogically, that will make possible better teaching in
the churches. I am absolutely free to do just that. Whatever
hardship there is connected with it is mine--not Brother David-
son’s, Brother Showalter’s, or any other publisher’s. Those
who cooperate with suggestions, criticism and work will de-
termine what it shall be. If you stay out and we put over
something unsound from any point of view, I feel that your re-
sponsibility will be considerable. This is a matter of service to
me. I am receiving no pay from any source and will not. Those
who write the material in its final form will be paid. No one
else. I am paying my own expenses on this trip. If you think
I am selling out or giving out to Clinton Davidson or anyone
else, you have your wrong man.

“As to my soundness, and loyalty to Christ and his truth, on
any point, I invite you, and if you won’t accept an invitation,
then I challenge you, and if that isn’t enough, I dare you to
pick out one place where I am either unsound or disloyal.
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“I have spent too many years and am too close to the end to
tie myself up and endeavor to draw others into it at any point.
I am not interested in any faction or group or click. I am in-
terested in the Lord’s church and his truth.

“Come to this meeting, Brother Norred, and let us talk things
over plainly and frankly as brethren, and not stand aside and
refuse to hear each other and pass judgment on one-sided in-
formation.

“I expect some men to do that but not you. You will not be
entangled with me or anyone else. Come help us see the truth.
I’ll be looking for you.” -Sincerely and fraternally, J. P. SEWELL

__

C. A. NORRED’S SECOND ANSWER

August 18, 1939, Mr. J. P. Sewell, San Antonio, Texas.
“Dear Brother Sewell:
“In your letter written Thursday you bring forward several

things which we could both discuss with much interest. In
view, though, of the limitations imposed in a correspondence
we must confine ourselves to main issues. And you will under-
stand why I must address you in correspondence when I say
that at the hour of your conference I shall be engaged in a serv-
ice at our meetinghouse.

“The request you made of me in your letter of August 8 was
that I arrange a conference here in which you and the leaders
here might talk over ‘the new series of Bible lessons being pre-
pared.’ You stated in that letter: ‘Brother Clinton David-
son is paying the expense involved in its development and guar-
anteeing its publication.’

“You will recall that I begged to be excused on the ground
that I distrusted the spiritual leadership of Brother Davidson.
In that connection I stated that I had been informed that until
a recent date Brother Davidson had been affiliated with the di-
gressives. Also I took occasion to say that almost immediately
on his alleged change he undertook to alter our methods and
tactics. In this latter statement I had reference to his question-
naire and his charge that our papers were run by men ignorant
of Journalism and were made ineffective for good because they
gave so much space to controversial matters.

“Personally, I should be happy to see persons repudiate the
Christian Church. But when a person allegedly affiliated ac-
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tively with them for years suddenly undertakes to change our
methods to conform with the general ideas advanced by the di-
gressives I distrust his leadership and entertain scruples against
participating in that particular enterprise.

“But in your letter written Thursday you say: ‘Everything
we were able to learn contradicts the statements of your letter.’
I assure you that if I have been misinformed I want to know it.
Since you assure me that you have made investigation in these
matters I want to ask you two questions:

“1. Is Brother Clinton Davidson paying the expense involved
in the preparation of the Bible lessons you are recommending,
and guaranteeing their publication?

“2. Was Brother Davidson affiliated until a recent date with
the digressives?

“It is my humble desire to abound as much as is possible with
me in every good work. If your work is worthy I certainly
should be happy to give it any encouragement I could. On the
other hand, I could not afford to support that which I have
been made to see in an unfavorable light. I am, therefore,
frankly informing you of my fears and inviting any information
you will give.

“Particularly I shall say that as much as I dislike controversy
I cannot dismiss from my mind the conviction that error must
be exposed. (2 Tim. 4:4.) And the wisdom of that provision
of the Divine Will is impressed on me as I observe that those
groups which have disdained the work of exposing error have
slipped so far in compromise as to have little excuse for their
continued existence. I cannot dismiss the feeling that among
us there is a distinct drift toward compromise and liberalism.
The information which has been given me makes me think of
Brother Davidson’s work as looking in that evil direction. Un-
til my convictions in that matter have been changed I cannot
identify myself with his enterprise. But I say again that if I
have been misinformed I want to know it.“-Sincerely and
fraternally yours, C. A. NORRED

C. A. NORRED'S FINAL ANSWER

September 8, 1939, Mr. J. P. Sewell, San Antonio, Texas.
“Dear Brother Sewell:
“I feel it my duty to write you that I am made to feel grieved

over what I must think of as a discourtesy. Recently you im-



628 THE PRESENT TRUTH

posed on me a correspondence in which you requested a certain
favor. I explained my scruples and begged you to excuse me.
In a none-too-kind reply you informed me that information you
had secured showed that I had been misinformed and that I
was basing my action on one-sided judgment. As I was engaged
in a service the evening of your conference here I mailed you by
special delivery a letter requesting the information. I have not
received any reply. Of course I can realize that your letter
could have gone wrong in the mails. Also, there might be the
barest chance that you did not receive my letter. If, though,
under the circumstances you have withheld a reply I cannot
dismiss the feeling that your action amounts to a discourtesy.--
Sincerely and fraternally yours, C. A. NORRED

Note: No reply September 26, 1939.

There is the evident effort to conceal the connection Clinton
Davidson sustains to this Literature Series. But it cannot be
hidden. It is silly for Brother Sewell to assert that “Brother
Davidson has no more control of it than you have” after having
definitely stated that “Brother Clinton Davidson is paying the
expense involved in its development and guarantees its publica-
tion in case the different publishers do not care to publish it on
a cooperative basis.”

As well argue that Leon B. McQuiddy has no more control
of the Gospel Advocate and its literature than “you” have. This
is the old Davidson scheme, his same old trick. He made that
same offer to the other publishers with reference to the paper
deal-that is, he offered them the alternative of cooperating in
his journalistic program or else he would promote a competi-
tive paper. They refused. He started his paper. Due to the
public reaction it was then announced that it was non-competi-
tive--but he moved it from Cincinnati to Nashville, and lo-
cated it almost next door to the Gospel Advocate anyway! !
Now, he generously (?) says that if the other publishers do
not care to abandon their literature publications and “coop-
erate” with this scheme, he will do what he did before--put out
a series in opposition to them. So his paper threat has been
followed by a literature threat of the same character. Hitler
occupies the Rhine, then takes Sudetenland, Czechoslovakia,
Austria, then Danzig and Poland! But he had no “territorial”
ambitions in Europe, nor has Davidson in the church! All he
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wants is control of the papers, the literature of the churches,
the colleges, and the preachers! By the time Davidson and
Witty get the church partitioned between themselves and the
digressives in this religious aggression, the church would look
like the Polish partition between Germany and Russia!

As for Brother Sewell’s soundness, he invites, challenges and
dares (I thought he was about to double-dog dare) anybody to
pick out “one place” where he has been “either unsound or dis-
loyal.” Well, for “one place” I will name Abilene. Texas is
indebted to Brother Sewell for the introduction of Bollism into
our state when he brought such men as David L. Cooper to
Abilene Christian College over the protest of many good breth-
ren. Brother Sewell knew that Cooper was from Louisville and
of the Boll school. He refused the warning of others who knew
it also. Cooper indoctrinated a number of the best and bright-
est students in the school and they were sacrificed to error.
Cooper was dismissed from Abilene after several years, but
only when public sentiment was so strong against him that it
amounted to a tempest of protest. He now affiliates with some
new off-brand non-orthodox, premillennial, cult in Los Angeles,
and does not even attend a church of Christ.

Brother Sewell also brought George A. Klingman to Abilene
as head of the Bible department, and he succeeded in making
digressives out of several fine young men, and others became
liberal or went modernist. At the same time he brought other
men to Abilene whose disloyalty to the truth and general soft-
pedalism have since been manifested. Abilene Christian Col-
lege has never lived over these acts of Brother Sewell, nor has
the Cause of Christ in Texas, and now he would lend his aid in
the effort to foist Clinton Davidson on the brotherhood of
Texas and Oklahoma and fasten his movement on the churches.
We are still determined that They Shall Not Pass!
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HE CAME IN LIKE A LION
AND WENT OUT LIKE A LAMB

(NOVEMBER, 1939)

The tables are turning. A few months ago Clinton Davidson
announced himself as a modern Moses to lead the church in
what he envisioned a great exodus from the spiritual Egypt in
which “the alleged church of Christ” was enslaved. He began
by polling the “brotherhood” with a questionnaire on what
kind of preaching and writing we need. He announced 95% of
the answers were favorable to his movement, but the evidence
is that 95% of the preachers polled did not even answer his
circulars. So his figures were based on something like 95% of
5% of some percent of the “brotherhood’‘--may be one-tenth of
one percent of the “brotherhood.” He started his paper in
protest against the other papers and copyrighted it. He then
moved against certain preachers who were in his way, threaten-
ed to expose them, and to sue the dry goods off of their pedal
extremity, if they exercised free speech. We said “Piggly Wig-
gly"--come in and help yourself. He did not come in. The in-
formation then became general that he had been a fullfledged
digressive twenty years, and in sentiment and sympathy was
still one. He had left the church in Buffalo, New York in a huff,
calling it the “alleged church of Christ,” and left it because he
“did not like it.” Later he abandoned the church in New York
in a huff also on some small technicality, associated himself
with an ultra-modern digressive church where for twenty years
he waxed “spiritual” and “wealthy” in the digressive church
and in the insurance business. It was while he was a digressive
that the Lord answered a “million-dollar prayer” for him,
caused the telephone operator to plug him in on a busy line for
some inside information, and by the fact that the Lord helped
him to eavesdrop on the conversation, he made his million-dol-
lar deal! Mark you, the Lord did this for Davidson in direct
answer to his prayer while he was a digressive. They must stand
in special favor with God. He should have stayed with them
as no “million-dollar” prayers have been answered by anybody
in the “alleged Church of Christ” which he left in Buffalo, ob-
viously for business reasons.
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He contended at first that he had not sinned, had done noth-
ing wrong in worshipping with the digressives twenty years,
but more lately has relented (if not repented) and admits under
several months questioning and pressure that he did do wrong,
even sinned, in going with the digressives. Nevertheless he re-
lates his million-dollar prayer experience since this admission
and tells us how the Lord directly answered his prayer, perform-
ed a direct operation on the switchboard by plugging him in on
a busy line to enable him to “get the dope” he needed to make
his million-dollar deal! If he was in such favor with God while
he was in the digressive church there is something haywire about
his recent admissions, or if his admissions are sincere there is
something shady about his million-dollar testimonial. As for
his testimonials on fasting and prayer, the Holy Rollers and
Salvation Army workers can do as well, except that they must
content themselves with smaller decimals. Davidson does things
on a big scale even when he prays! Read Cled E. Wallace’s
article, written in matchless vein, on the profanity of this com-
mercialized prostitution of prayer and the secular spirit within
its sacred precincts.

The following exchange between Lindsay Allen and Hugo
McCord will be of interest here:

“Decatur, Alabama, September 30, 1939, Dear Brother Mc-
Cord: I have a letter from Mrs. Pearl Johnson, 301 East Wash-
ington Street, Athens, Alabama, telling me that she is going to
Washington in a few weeks. She wants to locate the church
there. I wrote her giving to her your name and address. I do
not know whether she is going there to live or just for a visit,
but in either case I am glad to know that she wants to find the
location of the church before she leaves home. I feel sure she
will write you and any information or help you can give her will
be appreciated.

“Some few days past I received a ‘Success Bulletin’ from
Harding College in which Clinton Davidson was featured as
a pattern and model of success. The bulletin stated that in
spite of Mr. Davidson’s success in the financial world, he and
his wife had remained faithful and loyal Christians through-
out the years. I immediately wrote and questioned the state-
ments (as well as the entire bulletin) wondering how such a
statement could be made in the face of his conduct throughout
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the years. I received a lengthy reply in support of Davidson
and denying that Harding College had ever taught the Premill-
theories. Among many other things he stated that Davidson
had made a public confession of his wandering before the Man-
hattan church and that we should graciously and lovingly re-
ceive him now. What do you know about this confession?
When was it made and what was the nature of it? I have been
under the impression that he had made no confession since
‘coming back.’ What is your attitude toward Davidson now?
Is it true that he worshipped with the Christian Church with
the idea of leading them out of their error and then cease to
worship with them because he saw that he had failed? Is it a
fact that he stated that he would worship with or without the
instrument? If he has truly repented of these things and made
such a confession before the church, I felt sure you would know.
Any light you can give me will be appreciated. I trust your
work is moving along in a fine way. Fraternally, LINDSAY

ALLEN.
To this letter Brother McCord replied as follows:
“Dear Brother Allen: Your good letter of September 30 came

here today. Thank you.
"I have not seen the ‘Success Bulletin’ from Harding fea-

turing Brother Davidson. But what you say it contains is
contradictory :

“Bulletin: ‘He and his wife had remained faithful and loyal
Christians throughout the years.’

“Davidson had made a public confession of his wanderings.
“Those two statements just don’t fit together: If he had re-

mained faithful throughout the years there had been no wander-
ing.

“I have shown myself as unable to cope with a man of David-
son’s shrewdness. I am too easily ‘taken in’. Immediately
after I had heard of Davidson’s confession of error to the Man-
hattan Church, I wrote him a letter of congratulation. I also
wrote an article for the Bible Banner, expressing gratitude that
Brother Davidson had seen his digressive error, and hoping he
would see the importance of the premillennial errors. Brother
Wallace did not publish my article; I wrote Wallace, asserting
I believed him unfair not to publish his own gratitude for David-
son’s confession. Brother Wallace then wrote me other things
that Davidson has been doing: He has almost certain evidence
that Davidson is back of the anonymous letter libel; he (David-
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son) wrote McQuiddy trying to get him to say Wallace had
lied; he (Davidson) has tried to get Showalter to expose Wal-
lace--something his own white-shirted paper will not stoop to
do, but he will use all his powers to get other papers to do so.
Thus, Wallace explained to me, something more than a state-
ment of digressive affiliations is needed; such a statement does
not meet the needs in the case.

“Brother Davidson himself in February gave me a photo-
static copy of a letter that appeared (in May, I believe) in an
anonymous letter mailed from Atlanta.

“You ask: ‘Is it a fact that he stated that he would worship
with or without the instrument?’ He told me that he could,
and did for years, worship in his heart with the instruments
being used, which is just the same thing as saying ‘with or
without.’

“You ask: ‘Is it true that he worshipped with the Christian
Church with the idea of leading them out of their error and then
ceased to worship with them because he saw that he had failed?’
That statement is not so, as shown by his Buffalo and New York
experiences. When he moved to Buffalo, New York, he found
a church without instruments a few miles out of town; he did not
like the congregation, and called it ‘the alleged loyal church.’
Because he did not like it, he went to a digressive church in
Buffalo; and when that digressive church started another di-
gressive church in Buffalo, he helped in that work. He told me
the reason he went to the digressives was because he did not
like the ‘alleged loyal church.’

“When he went to New York City, if he had been set on cor-
recting the digressives, he would have gone first to them. On
the contrary he went to the church without instruments, but
he did not like the church, made a talk to them to that effect,
deserted that church, and went to the digressives--because he
did not like the ‘alleged loyal church.’ Had he liked the
‘alleged loyal church’ (Davidson’s words) he would never
have left; he would have left the digressives untaught. His big
interest in saving the digressives did not show itself until he
had soured on the true church.

“His Buffalo and New York experiences I have from his own
mouth. You are welcome to use this letter in any way you please.

' I  appreciate your writing me. May we all stand for the
truth and against everything wrong. I’m glad your work
prospers.” Faithfully, Hugo McCord.
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Since Davidson and his movement have been exposed, he is
now on the defensive. He writes articles for the paper, and
private letters to the preachers, relating his tragic, poverty-
stricken childhood, and pleads for sympathy. His “sob-stuff”
would have had better effect if he had not begun his movement
with his malignant attacks on others and his unprecedented
audacity in general.

Reviewing his course briefly, he leaves the Christian Church,
supposedly; he circulates questionnaires among the member-
ship of churches of Christ; he attempts to place membership
with the New York congregation by proxy (by letter) rather
than appear in person; he afterward appears in person when
his membership by letter was refused; he attacks and black-
mails certain preachers; he threatens to sue some who dared to
say things against his movement; he was under heavy suspicion
in connection with a chain of anonymous letters; he resents op-
position to Boll ; he protests against all existing papers; he at-
tempts to intimidate editors and publishers into selling their
papers to him, and buys one; he copyrights it and dares every-
body to reply to anything in it without written permission; he
moves on the colleges to bring them into his movement; he con-
tinues his attacks on brethren who have opposed his pet ideas
and attempts to vindicate those men (R. H. Boll, J. N. Arm-
strong, Homer Rutherford, and others) who have been leaders
in the millennial heresy and he engages in the worst kind of
personalities while assuming to be against personalities.

But it has not turned out as he expected. His challenges
were all one by one accepted. His hand was called on every
move he made. It was shown that he had not been converted
on the Christian Church issue; that he did not think he had
done wrong worshipping with the digressives twenty years;
he was exposed at every turn;  he decides to make "a confession”
that he did do wrong; and now seeing that his attack on the
certain men in the church was a boomerang, he assumes the
defensive, plays the martyr act, cries persecution, sobs over his
“tragic childhood,” what a hard time he had when he was a
little boy, pleads for sympathy and begs for mercy! Let the
mantle of mercy be applied and sympathy be extended--we
are all its suppliants and recipients--but in view of Clinton
Davidson’s course among us he reminds me of the old phono-
graph record : “He Came In Like A Lion And Went Out Like
A Lamb.”
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PROFANE USES OF PRAYER

(CLED E. WALLACE, NOVEMBER, 1939)

The Bible teaches that God hears and answers the prayers of
his children. The devout Christian prays often and earnestly
and rejoices in the good that comes to him from him that is
able to do exceeding abundantly above all that we ask or
think. Unselfishness and humility are naturally associated
with prayer. “Ye ask, and receive not, because ye ask amiss,
that ye may spend it in your pleasures.” It is shocking beyond
measure when men make use of the intimacies of their prayer-
life for advertising purposes. This is carrying super-salesman-
ship too far and is disgusting to people who understand the
nature and uses of prayer. Prayer is so personal, intimate, and
involves the very depths of the heart to an extent that the
delicately poised soul recoils from opening the door of the
sacred closet that the world may gaze in. It is not a healthy
symptom for a man to be always telling you how honest he is,
how successful he is, how much he gives and how often he prays.
Personally, I am afraid of such a man, as he usually lacks any-
thing from balance and poise to something even worse.

My Book is open at Matthew six. Our Lord was observing
“the righteousness” of the pharisees. They prayed, fasted and
gave alms. Jesus advocated these activities but he did not
savor the manner in which these hypocrites engaged in them.
His warning is still timely. “Take heed that ye do not your
righteousness before men, to be seen of them; else ye have no
reward with your Father who is in heaven.” They gave alms,
advertised the fact and gloried in the applause of shallow-
minded flatterers. They prayed in bombastic style, made
great pretentions to piety and were thrilled if they were con-
sidered special pets of the Almighty. With sad and disfigured
faces they advertised experiences which if legitimate would
have served well as calm strength within the soul. It is a deli-
cate matter to condemn a man’s prayers, but Jesus expressed
the deepest scorn for these peddlers of their own piety and
made no attempt to conceal the identity of the offenders.
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“But thou, when thou prayest, enter into thine inner cham-
ber, and having shut thy door, pray to thy Father who is in
secret, and thy Father who seeth in secret shall recompense
thee.” Shut thy door. This closed closet is the sanctum sanc-
torum of divine fellowship of the profoundest intimacy. The
suppliant finally emerges, peaceful, comforted and otherwise
blessed. He does not type off a highly colored account of his
intimate experience and send it to the paper for the same reason
he did not leave the door open in the first place. It is considered
bad manners and otherwise highly improper to impugn the
motives of men in religion, but then Jesus did just that, and the
motives were what drew the fire of his scorn. It does not re-
quire such supernatural knowledge of men as Jesus possessed
to detect wrong and even wicked motives in the activities of
some men today.

Nothing has been more prostituted as a screen for selfishness
and wrong than prayers. Men have advertised their prayers
to conceal everything from thievery to heresy. Religious
leaders in Jesus’ day robbed widows’ houses and for a pretense
made long prayers. Prayer was made to sanctify thievery. Such
hypocrites can tell you when, how and where the Lord has
answered their prayers. They have marvellous things to relate
and have you at a disadvantage unless you feel equal to challeng-
ing their veracity. Religionists use “answered prayers” to
cancel out the great commission and nullify the conditions of
pardon. If we preach that men must believe and be baptized
that they may receive remission of sins, a multitude of sectarian
experience meetings bear witness to numerous cases of salva-
tion before and without baptism. If God answered their prayers
and gave them the feeling; what difference does it make what
the Bible says? Sectarian papers generally, including such
wild theorists as Christian Scientists, Mormons and other
“healing” cults, feature their “testimonials” and “experiences,”
and “answered prayers” are their main stock in trade. If God
does all that enthusiasts and charlatans loudly and piously
claim that he does, he exhibits fanciful moods to the point of
being a God of confusion. The answer to all this is, “Let God
be found true, but every man a liar.” It is simply not allow-
able for men to sidestep responsibility for heresy or disloyalty
with their personal testimony to “answered prayers.” It is an
old trick which has lost most of its power to deceive. The
really devout would not resort to it and the poor in spirit who
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really receive answers to their prayers do not boast of the fact.
Men with smooth and fair speech rise up to deceive the hearts
of the innocent or perhaps engage in subversive activities of a
somewhat milder type. They meet criticism with a look of in-
jured innocence and dramatically call on high heaven, in the
presence of all who walk on the earth, to witness that their
prayers have been answered. The point, of course, is that God
has borne witness to his suffering servants and their critics are
wicked persecutors. It is an old trick employed by any and
sundry who have felt unequal to the task of honorably facing
issues on their merits.

As devoutly as we believe in prayer and rejoice in the bless-
ings that flow from him who answers prayer, it is important
that true disciples do not drift into such profane uses of prayer
as sectarians of various shades often employ.

As I see it, Clinton Davidson, our New Dealer in deluxe
copyrighted journalism is introducing a dangerous innovation.
He spreads out over a couple of columns of his paper a recita-
tion of some of his prayer experiences with their results. The
reader is left to infer that the Lord has been taking extra good
care of the brother from tender years onward. At age fourteen
the Lord in answer to prayer helped him find a lost check, it
would have taken him two or three hours to have found without
the aid of prayer. Prayer served as a labor-saving device. It
is not stated whether a grateful employer gave him time off to
go swimming or skating according to the season. Possibly the
precocious lad was too staid and settled to enjoy juvenile sports.
Later in life he was most anxious to put over the most impor-
tant business deal of his life which involved a million dollars or
more, which others, probably worldly-minded people who cared
nothing for the church, had at stake. A villainous attorney had
him stalemated. The Lord in answer to prayer exposed the
villain and saved the million to his humble servant by causing
a telephone operator to stick a plug in the wrong hole, or in this
instance the right hole, by mistake. Who profited most in this
deal? This is all pretty childish to be dishing out to the readers
of something new and high-class in journalism.

A Catholic tradition relates that the little Lord Jesus was
wont to make birds of clay and clap his hands and cause them
to fly away to amuse his little playmates. It is a common fault
to inject too much imagination into religion but it does less harm
if kept out of the papers.
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We are told that the brother got a lot of his inspiration from
Brother Harding. Be it said for Brother Harding without
either criticising him or setting him up as authority that he
was not interested in employing the help of the Lord in making
a million dollars for himself or anybody else. His theory of
trust led him to oppose either owning property or taking out
insurance. His disciple Davidson boasts that he for years sold
more insurance than any other man in the world and made his
money promoting the schemes of money-makers. He is con-
siderably more unlike Brother Harding than I am in more ways
than one. I have been compelled to set forth the situation in
my own words as his own account is protected by copyright
and I cannot quote him without asking Edd McMillan's per-
mission which he would probably relay to a committee, and I
never did like to have my requests smother under a board or
die in a committee.

It seems to me that the brother did not show proper gratitude
for his answered prayers by getting sore at “the so-called loyal
church” and spending some years among the Philistines. Or
did the Lord answer his million dollar prayer while he was with
the digressives? He did not say but I have some suspicions in
the matter. A prayer to save a million dollar deal for some un-
believers up in New York, Jews or Gentiles, is somewhat dif-
ferent from a prayer to “give us this day our daily bread.” Our
praying, fasting promoter of high finance who takes Brother
Harding as his model in matters of trust, is asking that all who
will, write in similar experiences of their prayer-life. The ones
who have the most to tell, if they would tell it, will not write
in. I have circulated around among “us as a people” for a
good many years with two good eyes and two big ears open.
It would be an interesting diversion to read some of the “crank”
mail which will flow in answer to this unusual call from this un-
usual paper among us. If they think it expedient to open up
he may even get some “healing” testimonials from some of our
missionaries who have seen (they say) Seventh Day Adventists
cast out demons, and others speak in tongues! It may be safely
said that all that comes to the office will not even reach the
editorial committee much less find its way into the paper. I
have my Book open at something better than a prayer for a
lost check or a million dollars. “And this I pray, that your
love may abound yet more and more in knowledge and all dis-
cernment; so that ye may approve the things that are excellent;
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that ye may be sincere and void of offense unto the day of
Christ, being filled with the fruits of righteousness, which are
through Jesus Christ unto the glory and praise of God.”
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WILL THERE BE AN ARMISTICE?

(JANUARY, 1940)

AN INTERVIEW WITH DAVIDSON

A friend of mine had a recent visit with garrulous Clinton
“Copyright” Davidson. He writes me that he believes it would
be a good thing to lay off “Brother Davidson” on the grounds
that he has had enough. Davidson worked on his sympathy
and my friend who has no sympathy for the Davidson schemes,
yet sympathizes with Davidson and feels that we should let up,
let by-gones be by-gones, especially as we all unfortunately
have a past which we would like to forget and have others for-
get if they know it. This friend of mine also lets me in on the
inside of this conversation by telling me that Davidson has
changed his methods of approach and means of attack. He be-
gan with threats to expose some men in high places, and to sue
some of the rest of us. He proposed to revolutionize and dic-
tate the policies of all gospel papers and sought control of them
by methods of force, money and intimidation. He claimed to
have polled the brotherhood with a straw-ballot in the form of
questionnaires and advertised 95% on his side. He not only
circulated questionnaires over the brotherhood like circulars at
a country carnival, but the evidence is so strong that I believe
without a doubt that he is the promoter and circulator of the
anonymous letters that shocked the moral and spiritual sense of
brethren everywhere and everybody else who has any sense of
honor or common decency. He went so far as to consult his
“eminent legal counsel” and made numerous threats to sue some
of us into submission to his dictatorial regime. We sent the
brother word that we would meet “him and his eminent legal
counsel” whenever he wished to make an appointment with us
and gave him the number of our post office box and domicile
as well. Somebody gave him some good advice and he dropped
his legal ideas, changed the expression on his face, and began to
be deeply spiritual. He travelled over the brotherhood, was
banqueted by the schools and bragged on by men, even in Texas,
who ought to know better. But despite his pious pretentions
and spiritual sentimentalism, he left privately behind him every-
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where he went a sluice of slime, in gossipping about certain men
whom he had marked for destruction, that caused brethren who
would have otherwise received him with a measure of grace to
turn away from him.

But “Copyright” Clinton Davidson simply did not know
the church of Christ. He was evidently ill-advised by some
who thought they did. His schemes did not work. His name
has just about become "a hiss and a byword” over the whole
brotherhood.

My good friend informs me that this high-pressure, super-
salesman of insurance has realized that his schemes and methods
will not work in the churches of Christ. He confides to him
privately that whereas he started out to give the church a gen-
eral house cleaning job, modernize it, reorganize it, reform it,
even if he had to sue some of us, even the preachers, to do it or
prove that we are grand rascals, he now has decided to abandon
all such plans and purposes, and instead of doing this “negative”
work just settle down to something more “constructive” and
stay in his own frontyard. In other words, the impression is
left on me that he has decided to attend to his own business.

THE PR E-REQUISITES OF AN ARMISTICE

Now that is a good decision if he has reached it through con-
version and conviction rather than policy and diplomacy. And
we have no disposition to hinder this erstwhile promoter and
reformer in his good resolutions. But there are some questions
and observations in order:

First: I should like to ask my good friend, and others who
may be sharing his sympathetic sentiments, this question:
Suppose the Bible Banner had not waged the fight on this David-
son movement with its octopus plans and schemes? Suppose
he had been left to his scheming? What if his hand had not
been called--definitely, effectively, positively and absolutely?
Everybody who has a thinker and is using it knows that he
would have been more brazen today than when he first began.
What is responsible for Clinton “Copyright” Davidson’s change
(?) of heart (?) on his methods and schemes? Anybody who
has mind enough to pour sand out of a boot with the directions
written on the bottom can answer that question.

Second: If our Copyright brother has changed his mind and
his plans, has decided to abandon “negative” work and proceed
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on a “positive” or “constructive” basis (a sort of a line of least
resistance or no resistance) then why not let him announce this
change in policy and attitude just as publicly as his former
methods were announced and known. He has a paper--why
not publish the statement that he has been all wrong in what
he has done, his questionnaires, his anonymous letters, his ef-
forts to intimidate, his threats to sue, his efforts to buy and
bribe papers and men who have been in his way, and publicly
call off his hounds of blackmail and campaign of calumny such
as no religious body ever before has had imposed upon them,
to say nothing of churches of Christ.

When he does this, the Bible Banner will take pleasure in
publishing his statements, and proposals for an armistice will
then be in order. Until he does this, we can consider it only as
an effort of the brother to impress certain ones privately, win
the sympathy of some and take on the role of a martyr, which is
the invariable last act of a man who plays the part he has played
when he meets the defeat which has been administered to him
in the measure that his own challenges have called for:

Third: In addition to the foregoing it will be necessary for
promoter Davidson to renounce his Copyrighted Christian
Leader policies, and either discontinue that landscaped, orna-
mental, but insipid, journal or else return it to its former policies
to be published by someone who knows what to write without
polling the brotherhood to find out, and who has confidence
enough in the truth of his cause to stand his own ground without
invoking the copyright to shield him from the exposure his er-
roneous movement deserves. Vulnerable indeed is the editor,
paper or publisher that requires such. It is repulsive to com-
mon editorial sportsmanship and without precedent in the an-
nals of gospel religious journalism. A copyrighted religious
paper cannot be compared to or defended by a copyrighted book
or any property that needs ownership or authorship protected
in legal right. Such is not the purpose of the copyrighted Chris-
tian Leader. It is rather the act of religious cowards who shy at
their own shadows, or who would scuttle their own ships on the
high seas of honorable controversy rather than come out and
fight like men.

T HE O NE AND O NLY W A Y

If Clinton Davidson wants an armistice, he can get it; but
he cannot ignore these issues and get it; he cannot beg for sym-
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pathy and get it; he cannot throw his stink bombs all over the
brotherhood and run back to his New Jersey estate and call in
visitors for private prayer meetings--and get it. His testi-
monials are as empty as those of Salvation Army workers and
Holy Rollers. His asserted discipleship of James A. Harding
is even worse when everybody knows that James A. Harding
was dogmatic almost to the point of being radical in the belief
that the very way Clinton Davidson makes his money (selling
insurance) was a sin for a Christian. He cannot therefore talk
of how he loved James A. Harding and admired M. C. Kurfees
--and get it. Talking about what a hard time he had when he
was a little boy, will not get it. There are too many people who
had a hard time when they were little, who are still having a
hard time, for that to go over with much effect. His donations
will not get it, and all the publicity from Texas to California can-
not get it. The one and only way that Clinton Davidson can
get an armistice is to openly renounce what he has openly done
and call in the movement which he is heading and leading
through the Christian Leader--a movement fraught with all
the disasters of digression that any movement could carry--a
movement more dangerous to the church today than was the
digressive division of fifty years ago, because it is more subtle and
because so many good men in the church, including some loyal
preachers of the gospel, have not seen its sinister form or observed
its stealthy approach. Some of these men are sending articles
and reports to the New  Leader of the New Digression who, if
they knew that they were lending their influence to the leading
menace of the church today, would never do it. Brother Thad
S. Hutson, a long time writer for the old Christian Leader, sent
an article upon request to the New Leader and when he saw the
influence of it, plainly told them that he would write for it no
more. If every faithful gospel preacher would have the intes-
tinal stamina to do likewise Clinton Davidson and his New
Leader would have been on the mourner’s bench asking for an
armistice long before now.

As long as there is an enemy of the truth of the gospel in the
field leading a movement against the interests of the church of
the Lord Jesus Christ, the Bible Banner signs no armistice. We
shall fight, and in so doing we give no quarters and ask none.

The audience may now stand while we sing the refrain, dedi-
cated to our retreating promoter, Brother Davidson: “He
Came In Like A Lion And Went Out Like A Lamb.”
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SPEAKING OF ETHICS

(JANUARY, 1940)

The Christian Leader is advertising the Jorgenson songbook
“Great Songs Of The Church” (or, “Great Songs Of What
Church?"--as it is a sectarian production). In this advertise-
ment appears a recommendation of the book mechanically by
N. B. Hardeman. I do not know whether Brother Hardeman
recommended the book or not--the fact that Word and Work
and Jorgenson quote him is not within itself proof that he did.
A journal that will misrepresent the writings of dead men like
it does would not hesitate to misrepresent living men if they
thought they could do it and get by. In this case, Brother
Hardeman can speak for himself--but I have something to say
on ethics.

The editor of the Christian Leader would not announce N. B.
Hardeman’s gospel meeting, backed by thirty churches of
Christ in Nashville. But he will publish N. B. Hardeman’s
purported indorsement of this Bollite songbook! Why? There
is a reason. First, it is commercial--there is money in the deal.
Second, they think they are getting under somebody’s skin by
having N. B. Hardeman commend the songbook which has
been so widely rejected lately by those who see the need of
closing the blockade around the Boll party for the protection
of the church.

Ethical journalism ! Ethical brethren, they are! N. B.
Hardeman’s name was not good enough in their estimation to
announce over the radio of the Central church--and E. L.
Jorgenson feels the same way about it--they agree on that
point. But when it comes to printing and using N. B. Harde-
man’s name to promote one of their publications, to capitalize
on his influence, and to take a slap at those who oppose their
party--begone ethics! this is a business matter!

When A. B. Keenan, of Detroit, Michigan, saw the mistake
he had made in allowing E. L. Jorgenson to capitalize on his
name as an indorsement for his book, he recalled his indorse-
ment, and over their protests demanded that they take his
name off their sheets of advertisement. This is exactly what
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these other brethren should do. It is folly to oppose the en-
croachments of this movement upon the churches and then
furnish them the money to carry on their work by buying their
book or indorsing it to influence others to buy it. Plain con-
sistency requires this stand. I occasionally hold meetings where
the book is used, but it has never been purchased on my indorse-
ment nor on even a hint in the direction. Jorgenson’s “Great
Songs Of What Church,” is the greatest source of revenue for
the group of brethren that divide the church.

Briefly put, churches of Christ should not buy or use the
Jorgenson songbook for at least the following reasons:

1. It is considered the link between the churches and the Boll
movement, and at one time the Word and Work published a
regular column of churches that used the book, under the title
“See How They Go!”

2. It is Jorgenson’s main financial asset. While he claims
that the Word and Work has nothing to do with the songbook--
still, he is publisher of Word and Work and he is publisher of the
songbook! He is Doctor Jekyll and Mr. Hyde. Such a claim
is too thin. It would be like trying to make a distinction be-
tween G. H. P. Showalter and the Firm Foundation, or Leon
McQuiddy and the Gospel Advocate.

3. The Jorgenson publications have always been full of error.
So rank was one of his books with error, when it was exposed
he set himself to the task of eliminating some of it (not all), but
only because of the unfavorable publicity and only for business
reasons. A man who does things on that principle does not de-
serve patronage of sincere people for that reason alone, as well
as the others, that could be named.

4. The purchase and use of the Jorgenson songbooks by
churches of Christ is a compromise. If the excuse that it is a
good book is the only alibi--there are other good books, and
even if it were necessary to purchase them from outside con-
cerns entirely, still it would not do the harm that furnishing the
money with which to operate a faction in the church will do.
It would then be purely a business matter, whereas in this case
it has all the complications named and many more.

When brethren get through with policy and diplomacy, per-
haps we may just stand for principle and be consistent. And
as I have no business interest in any songbook I suppose I can
say what I have said ethically.
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CONCERNING A TEST OF FELLOWSHIP
(JANUARY, 1940)

It is oftentimes said that since R. H. Boll does not make his
theories a test of fellowship, and has so declared that he does
not and never did, and never will, we therefore should discon-
tinue the fight on him and his party and settle down to good
fellowship. It is strange how limited some good men are in
discrimination who are thoroughly capable along other lines.
For instance, a certain brother wrote the editor of Word and
Work concerning the matter of fellowship, and he thinks the
answers given by Brother Boll settle the controversy. I think
I know who the brother is, believe I could spell his initials, but
the Word and Work did not reveal his identity so neither will I
reveal my guess.

In parallel below are the questions this brother submitted to
R. H. Boll, editor of the Word and Work of the Premillennial
church, and the same identical questions Brother John T. Lewis
submitted to E. R. Errett, editor of the Christian Standard, of
the Christian Church. I hope the brother who asked Brother
Boll these questions will see this parallel. I would send him
this issue of the paper if I thought he would read it, but these
sweet-spirited brethren lose their tempers easily when they
read something like this and it might be wrong to put his spiri-
tuality to such a test: Nevertheless, here is the parallel.

THE WORD AND WORK

(R. H. Boll, Editor)

Brother Boll: In view of the
fact that you are so often
accused of causing strife and
division, I desire to ask you a
clear-cut question and would
appreciate a clean and clear-cut
reply.

Question: 1. Have you at
any time, anywhere, made your
position on prophetic problems,

THE CHRISTIAN STANDARD

(E. R. Errett, Editor)

Brother Errett: In view of
the fact that you are so often
accused of causing strife and
division, I desire to ask you a
clear-cut question and would
appreciate a clean and clear-
cut reply.

Question : 1. Have you at
any time, anywhere, made
your position on missionary
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with any individual or con-
gregation, a test of fellowship?

Boll’s Answer: 1. “I have
never at any time or anywhere
made my teaching on any
prophecy a test of fellowship.”

Question: 2. Have you at
any time, anywhere, directly or
indirectly, divided any church?

Boll’s Answer: 2. “I have
never at any time or anywhere,
directly or indirectly, divided
a church. I have on several
occasions helped to reunite
congregations where division
existed or was threatened.”

societies or instrumental music,
with any individual, or con-
gregation, a test of fellowship?

Errett's Answer: 1. “The
answer is an unqualified “No.”
We have never made these
matters a test of fellowship.”

Question : 2. Have you at any
time, anywhere, directly or in-
directly divided any church?

Errett’s Answer: 2. “The
answer is “No,” with merely
this qualification there have
been a few occasions in which
we have exerted some influence
that may be considered to
have led to division, but the
occasion was not over instru-
mental music,” etc.

It is plain that any digressive can make the same specious
plea for fellowship and the same protests on tests of fellow-
ship as made by the Boll party and their neutral sympathizers.
Anybody that can see through a ladder ought to be able to see
the fallacy and sophistry hidden in their protests against disfel-
lowship. Their plea for tolerance is but a demand for the un-
hampered privilege of teaching any error or ism dear to their
hearts. But the digressives claim the same right, and could feed
them out of their own spoon, which they would either have to
take or as Brother Srygley remarked, “change the spoon.” Sure-
ly, sauce for the goose should be salad dressing for the gander!
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THE ELDERSHIP

(JANUARY, 1940)

The number of preachers who show a marked disregard for
the elders of the church is growing. There is too much levity
and burlesque in the “Preacher’s Meetings,” so much the order
of the day. Reporting a meeting, in the Gospel Advocate, of that
nature which was held at Waco, Texas, the reporter indicated
that there had been considerable merriment and funmaking
over the eldership--playing on the word “ship” in various ways.
It was said that one speaker called for chapter and verse for the
word “eldership,” anyway, as though there could be no such
thing because there was no such word in the English text. Some-
one might have as reasonably called for the chapter and verse
for the word “membership.” If the speaker’s argument (?)
meant anything we have no membership in the church by the
same reasoning that he would have no eldership.

There is too much profane disrespect of the elders of the
church and general disregard of the divine arrangement already
for any encouragement to be given to it in Preacher’s Meetings.
It is lack of due respect for God-made elders of the churches
and of reverence for the divine will.

It is certainly true that any man possessing the God-given
characteristics is a God-made elder, and such recognition should
not be withheld from such men. But it also seems to me still,
that after Titus had set in order the things that were lacking at
Crete he then appointed elders in some definite manner. Two
things were to be done according to Paul’s charge: 1. Set in
order the things lacking; 2. Appoint elders. And when Paul
returned to the churches he had planted and “appointed for
them elders in every church,” he must have done something
definite “for them..” As to procedure, since it does not specify
the particular manner, any method of naming elders which does
not infringe upon other principles taught in the New Testament
would be an “appointment” such as Paul charged. If the elders
are to be named, that is an appointment. Men are elders either
by assumption or appointment. Personally, I would rather be
one (if I were one) by appointment than by assumption. It
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would be difficult for a man to believe himself an elder in the
church if he had not been named one. And when that is done
he is appointed.

If he is not qualified a mistake has been made, but certainly
no greater mistake than if he should be considered one or acting
as one under the no appointment idea. It reduces itself to a
question of elders by appointment, or by assumption--which?
I would say--by appointment.

If an elder exercises authority in enforcing the will of Christ
as revealed in the New Testament he is not a “lord” and is not
"lording." If I understand the word “lord” it means one who
sets up his own will on his own authority. It requires authority
sometimes to enforce the will of Christ in a congregation, to
keep innovators out. Elders exercise authority under Christ,
but it is authority nevertheless.

“What is everybody’s business is nobody’s business” is not
in the New Testament, but it is true and is consistent with what
is in the New Testament.

The following is from Brother G. H. P. Showalter, in the Firm
Foundation of January 22, 1946.

The words “appoint” and “ordain” are used in the New
Testament--in fact throughout the Bible--with little or no
difference in meaning. They are synonyms. The words--both
of them--mean to name, point out, designate, make, etc. “Or-
dain” means to “appoint” and “appoint” means to “ordain.”
See Webster and all the dictionaries. To “ordain” elders is the
same as to “appoint” elders. To “appoint” elders is the same
as to “ordain” elders. Also the appointment of elders, or the
ordination of elders, which mean the same, requires no special
ritual, ceremony, or service, in order to be Scriptural.

The appointment, or ordination (which is exactly one and the
same thing) may be done in a very few words or it may be done
with many words, and still be in perfect accord with the Scrip-
tures. The Bible simply does not give any “outline” or any
“service,” “plan,” “schedule,” or “program,” to be observed
in the “ordination service.” He who makes up a plan or service
and claims that it should be followed, or demands that it be
observed by anybody or any church, is urging what the word of
inspired men nowhere requires, and if churches should adopt
any such fixed plan, program, schedule or “service” it would
become at once ritualistic and schismatic.
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Sectarian bodies have done this very thing. In their several
creeds and confessions of faith, they have an outline of their
respective “ordination” services. One denomination writes an
“ordination service,” but another denomination will not use it.
They prepare one of their own. But “when ye come . . . who
hath required this at your hands?” So the Lord would say
(Isa. 1:12). But the sectarian churches have as much right to
fix up some such “service” as their creeds require, and make it
binding, as do members who style themselves the church of
Christ. Neither has any authority whatever from the word of
God for such procedure, nor any recognizable right in the moral
realm or the realm of reason to make demands where God has
not spoken, nor seek to bind where God has not bound.

One brother fixed up a theory--a splendid hoax! It was to
the effect that men must “ordain” elders and that God will
“appoint them” ; that men can “ordain” but “cannot appoint,”
and that God alone can “appoint.” His proof texts to estab-
lish his predicate were Acts 14:23, and Titus 1:5. Because, in
the King James Version the word “ordain” is used in each of
the passages, the brother imagined he had proved his position.
But in the Revised Version, both of these passages render by
the word “appoint” and not “ordain.” This is true of both the
Revised Version of 1881-1885, and the American Standard
Version of 1901. And certainly there are no better English
translations. Thus the two passages prove the very opposite
of what the good brother hopes to teach and wants people to
accept. The brother urges that men cannot “appoint” elders--
that God alone can do that. But the Bible says that men did
appoint elders and that God, through Paul, “gave thee (Titus)
charge” to appoint elders. Note the translations.

KING JAMES VERSION

“And when they had ordained them elders in every church.
. . . " (Acts 14:23)

“For this cause left I thee in Crete that thou shouldest set in
order the things that are wanting and ordain them elders in
every city, as I had appointed thee.” (Tit. 1:5)

AMERICAN STANDARD VERSION

“And when they had appointed for them elders in every
church. . . .  (Acts 14:23)
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“For this cause left I thee in Crete, that thou shouldest set
in order the things that are wanting and appoint them elders in
every city, as I gave thee charge.” (Tit. 1:5)

The Revision of 1881-1885 reads exactly as the American
Standard Version. Now the brother declares that men cannot
“appoint elders,” but the Bible says they did appoint them;
the good brother finds himself asserting that men cannot “ap-
point elders,” and the inspired Paul tells Titus, “I gave thee
charge” to “appoint elders.” Now very clearly somebody is
entirely wrong, and I am fully persuaded that neither Luke nor
Paul are the ones who have made a false statement.

Please read the following passages in parallel columns, first
from King James Version, then from the Revised Version:

ORDAIN-APPOINT

MARK 3:14
King James Version Revised Version

And he ordained twelve, that And he appointed twelve,
they should be with him, and that they might be with him,
that he might send them forth and that he might send them
to preach. forth to preach.

ACTS 14:23
And when they had ordained And when they had appoint-

them elders in every church, ed for them elders in every
and had prayed with fasting,  church, and had prayed with
they commended them to the   fasting, they commended them
Lord, on whom they believed. to the Lord, on whom they had

believed.
TITUS 1:5

For this cause left I thee in For this cause left I thee in
Crete, that thou shouldest set  Crete, that thou shouldest set
in order the things that are in order the things that were
wanting, and ordain elders in   wanting, and appoint elders in
every city,as I had appointed every city, as I gave thee
thee. charge.

HEBREWS 5:1
For every high priest taken For every high priest, being

from among men is ordained  taken from among men, is ap-
for men in things pertaining to pointed for men in things per-
God, that he may offer both  taining to God, that he may
gifts and sacrifices for sins. offer both gifts and sacrifices

for sins.
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HEBREWS 8:3
For every high priest is or- For every high priest is ap-

dained to offer gifts and sacri-  pointed to offer both gifts and
fices: wherefore it is of neces- sacrifices: wherefore it is nec-
sity that this man have some- essary that this high priest al-
what also to offer. so have somewhat to offer.

In all the above passages the Revision of 1881-1885 reads the
same as the American Standard Version. In the King James
translation of the New Testament the word “ordain,” “ordain-
ed,” is found twenty-one times; in the Revised Version the word
is found only eight times, showing a marked preference for the
word “appoint,” “appointed.” The word “ordination” is not
found in either translation: neither “ordination service,” “or-
dination of elders,” “ordination programs” nor similar terms.

This answer is suggestive, but not exhaustive. I shall prob-
ably say something more later.

In Mark 3:14 Jesus did the ordaining (appointing) ; in Acts
14:23 and Titus 1:5 the disciples of Jesus did the ordaining (ap-
pointing); in Hebrews 5:1 and 8:3 God did the ordaining (ap-
pointing). So, God ordains (appoints) men, God’s Son ordains
(appoints) men, and members of God’s church ordain (appoint)
men.

On this subject Brother R. L. Whiteside writes under the
following caption:

ELDERS AND MAJORITY RULE

The evidence that elders were intended to be a permanent
feature in the churches of Christ seems so clear as to admit of
no doubt. Yet some do doubt. It is not my purpose to argue this
point at length. However, I call attention to two considerations,
which, to my mind, settle the matter without further argument.

1. In every group of men there must be leaders, some one or
more, to take the oversight, or there can be no order or system.
That has always been true, as all men of experience and dis-
cernment must admit. It is as true of the church as of any
other group of men. Certainly they are as much needed now
as in the days of the apostles. Then they were called “elders” or
“overseers.” If men of age and experience now direct the af-
fairs of a church, are they not elders and overseers? The whole
contention on this point seems to me to be a war about words
and names, a striving about words to no profit.
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2. It is assumed by some that elders, or bishops, were made
such by spiritual gifts, belonging, at least, to the class of in-
spired men. Is that so? God selected the men upon whom he
bestowed spiritual gifts. “But all these worketh the one and
the same Spirit, dividing to each one severally even as he will.”
(1 Cor. 12:11.) For that reason it was not necessary for the
Lord to tell the church, or any member of it, what qualifica-
tions men must have in order to the reception and use of these
spiritual gifts. Men did not appoint miracle workers, prophets,
unknown-tongue speakers, etc. But men did select and ap-
point elders, and for that reason we needed to know what sort
of men to select. And so God gave full directions as to the nec-
essary qualifications for elders. Develop this argument; it com-
pletely refutes the idea that elders were spiritually gifted men
and passed away with the passing of spiritual gifts.

SOME FUNCTIONS OF ELDERS

“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 his own blood. I know that
after my departing grevious wolves shall enter in among you,
not sparing the flock; and from among your own selves shall
men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away the disciples
after them. Wherefore watch ye.” (Acts 20:28-31.) The word
from which we have “bishop” is defined by Liddell and Scott as
“an overseer, watcher, guardian.” This definition harmonizes
with the duties laid down by Paul in the foregoing quotation.
As a guardian, the elder is to see that the flock is fed and cared
for; as a watcher, he is to see that no enemy comes in and de-
stroys the flock. The overseer is an inspector. Anyone can
see trouble after it develops. An elder, by close and constant
inspection, should be able to detect the seeds of trouble without
waiting till the ripened fruits appears. Not many people apos-
tatize suddenly. A little watchfulness at the right time might
save a soul. Neither does division in a church come suddenly.
Complaints come that a preacher has run things over the elders
and the more conservative members by majority rule. How
did it happen? The elders employed a preacher and allowed
him gradually to assume control. When he reaches a point
where they can stand him no longer, they find that he is the
ruler and they are the ruled. It is too late then to save the
congregation from ruin.
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The responsibility of the watchman is set forth in Ezekiel
33:1-6. If the watchman does not sufficiently inform himself
so as to be able to recognize an enemy, how is he to be of use as
a watchman? The watchman on the walls must know the enemy
when he sees him approaching. Any man who divides churches
is an enemy. If we do not inform ourselves concerning such
men, how can we obey Paul’s injunction? “Now I beseech
you, brethren, mark them that are causing the divisions and oc-
casions of stumbling, contrary to the doctrine which ye learned:
and turn away from them. For they that are such serve not
our Lord Christ, but their own belly; and by their smooth
and fair speech they beguile the hearts of the innocent.” (Rom.
16:17, 18.) Because we have not informed ourselves concern-
ing such men so as to avoid them, much harm has come to many
good churches. Sometimes the watchers, instead of giving the
alarm when such enemies appear, go out and invite them in,
and practically turn matters over to them. Then, before the
elders realize it, the enemy has spiked their guns and is in full
charge. In a recent letter from a friend where the church was
in trouble, I found a statement like this: “If we had investigat-
ed Brother Blank’s record, we never would have had him here.”
Because of that failure, trouble has been stirred up that may
never be settled. Instead of giving alarm at the approach of the
enemy, they went out and hired him to come in, thinking he was
a friend. The preacher who runs over the elders and divides a
church is doubly a sinner, but the elders must share their part of
the blame. They frequently wake up too late. But trouble may
be expected when the command to watch is disregarded, and also
when God’s order both in nature and the Bible is disregarded, as
it is when mere boys are given practical charge of a church. Also,
Absaloms are too much in demand for the welfare of the kingdom.

THE RULE OF THE BALLOT

I beg that every reader of this paper re-read Brother Wallace’s
excellent editorial in the Gospel Advocate of October 15. It
should settle the matter, but for full measure I will make a few
additional suggestions.

1. The Bible tells us to submit to those who have the rule
over us, but gives no hint that we are to submit to majority rule.

2. In majority rule Paul would count no more than Mr.
Care Less, who cusses, gets drunk sometimes, and goes fishing
on Sunday.
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3. Generally there is no such thing as real majority rule, even
when it is claimed. That is specially true when the party spirit
runs high. A group rallies around a leader, and he dictates
every move. He votes his followers. Instead of going through
the farce of calling for the votes, the leader might as well say:
“I control the votes of my two hundred followers, and I cast
their vote so and so.” When the preacher is the bone of con-
tention he naturally becomes the party leader. As he has more
ability in public speaking and manipulating a body of people
than the elders have, he has a decided advantage over them,
even if they should care to resort to his tricks. And Paul says
of such men that their god is their belly, and they will work all
the harder for their bread and butter. As he votes all his fol-
lowers, there is really one voice raised on that side. All he
needs to do is to tell how he stands and how many followers he
has. That is all there is to such voting as that, and it is folly
to call it “majority rule.” And we are told that the ballot is a
safeguard against the unfair rulings of the elders!

4. It is readily conceded that God’s plan of church govern-
ment is imperfectly carried out. The best of men make mis-
takes. Elders have a heavy responsibility and a hard task.
They are not infallible. They may, at times, deal unjustly
with a preacher; but it is better that the preacher suffer wrong
than to divide a church. If the preacher thinks it unfair for
them to put him out, how does he figure that it is fair for him
to put them out?

5. Whereto shall this voting lead? Where will it stop? It is
contended, of course, that only matters of opinion shall be voted
on; but who shall decide what are matters of opinion? The
Methodists and some others have decided that the form of
baptism is a mere matter of opinion. Some contend that your
opposition to instrumental music in the worship is a matter of
opinion. If you believe in voting, and your congregation de-
cided by popular vote that these things are matters of opinion,
what can you do about it?

But it is contended that every expression of preference is a
vote. If that is so, some men, when a political campaign is on,
vote several times a day for months before election day! If
that is voting, most of the votes are cast prior to the election
and are never counted. But the claim is too absurd for serious
consideration.
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“CULLED FROM CAMPBELL”

(JANUARY, 1940)

In the Fort Worth debate, J. Frank Norris attempted to
make a grandstand play with his garbled perversions of Camp-
bell’s writings, not only on the premillenniall     questions but on
the baptism question as well. In the Oklahoma City debate,
E. F. Webber made a mild attempt to do the same thing, but
was afraid of getting burnt and shied away. In the Birmingham
debate, Glen V. Tingley waxed bold (misled by Norris) and
launched a broadside of quotations (misquotations) from Camp-
bell. We were fair and gave the gentleman notice that if he
persisted we would make him sorry that he ever heard of Camp-
bell. He thought it was a bluff and launched out again. We
opened our steamer trunk, brought out a set of Millennial
Harbinger’s, opened them at the disputed pages, and read the
actual words of Campbell on these issues until Tingley turned
white in the face, and refused before the audience to shake
hands on what Campbell said. He dropped Campbell. Such
is the misuse perverters of truth make of the writings of men,
and we could not expect them to do better with the word of God.

Of late the Word and Work, edited by R. H. Boll, has been
doing a similar thing. The editor had been running a column
on “Culled From Campbell” in which garbled quotation’s
from Campbell are being fed to the readers with evident effort
to make them believe that Campbell was a premillennialist or
in sympathy with premillennial views and wild prophetic in-
terpretations. We positively know, by Campbell’s own writ-
ings, that such is not true and they know it also. Honest men
will not do such things, but these men are not honest. Their
own acts prove it. The brethren among us who do such things
and teach such things are no better than those men among de-
nominations that do such things. They will all do the same
things and will collaborate against men who defend the gospel
of Jesus Christ.

The editor of the Bible Banner has a set of the Millennial
Harbinger’s from 1830 (the first issue) through Alexander Camp-
bell’s entire editorial and writing career. He also has the Chris-
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tian Baptist complete in the seven years of its publication, by
Alexander Campbell. In the near future, we shall begin a
column in the Bible Banner which shall be entitled “Culled
From Campbell,” and we propose to prove that R. H. Boll and
the Word and Work are perverting the writings and the views
of Campbell exactly as did the denominational debaters re-
ferred to and apparently with the same intent and no higher
motive.

We can give Word and Work all that it may want of Camp-
bell. And if we had R. H. Boll before an audience as we have
had these other men, we would force him as we did them to
either shake hands with us on Campbell or turn white behind
the gills and refuse to do so. To say that it is downright sinful
to misrepresent and pervert the writings of dead men is not
half as strong as it could be said and stay within the bounds of
truth, but it would hardly be editorial language and we there-
fore desist with the declaration that such utter lack of honor
among men who attempt to guide the thinking of people with
pen is tragic, indeed.



“BROTHER HARDEMAN CAN SPEAK FOR
HIMSELF”

(FEBRUARY, 1940)

In 1937, upon receipt of a complimentary copy of “Great
Songs Of The Church” from E. L. Jorgenson, Brother Harde-
man acknowledged the same in the following manner:

“October 13, 1937. Dear Brother Jorgenson: I have No.
II of your book and have looked over it. This book presents a
good appearance in its physical make-up. It contains a number
of old songs that are always good. I am unable to speak of the
merits of the new ones due to the fact that I am unable to sing
them. I am assuming that you have made a good selection of
such and that your book will compare favorably with the first
issue. Faithfully yours, N. B. Hardeman.”

Since Word and Work and E. L. Jorgenson, the New Christian
Leader and all the other softies, have tried to capitalize on
Brother Hardeman’s "indorsement" of Jorgenson’s book,
Brother Hardeman sends the following.

“Dear Brother Foy: . . . I note what you say regarding Jor-
genson’s book. It is strange that one cannot be courteous
without an effort being made to use what he may say for selfish
ends. It was not my intention, in any manner, to recommend
the book. The fact is, I have encouraged a number of churches
where Jorgenson’s books were found to discard them altogether.
I am enclosing copy of my letter to Jorgenson, which you are
at liberty to use as you see fit with the above statement . . . In
hope, N. B. Hardeman.”

Even Brother Jorgenson ought to be able to understand that.
There is no such thing as “ethics” among these sweet-spirited
errorists and their sympathizers. They will stab the man who
opposes them in the back, cut his throat in the dark, victimize
him by gossip and whispering, but turn around and use his in-
fluence to their own advantage at every opportunity. Brother
Cled says they carry sugar in one hand and acid in the other.
Verily they do. I have refused to eat their sugar, but have felt
the burn of their acid.
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The plain truth is every church that buys Jorgenson’s song-
book makes a contribution to the promotion of a schism in the
church, gives assistance and succor to a group of factionists who
have exhibited their stubborn relentless determination to de-
stroy the church with their heresies, if they can, and they are
leaving nothing undone to accomplish their ends. Various ex-
cuses for buying this book from these men may be offered, but
they are but pitiful compromises of true principles in the light
of the real truth. Faithful preachers and singers who have com-
mended the book, whose statements are being used to augment
its sales, should recall their statements and forbid the use being
made of them. Consistency requires just that course. A spiri-
tual blockade should be put into effect against the Boll Party.
If any man says that this is not the “spirit of Christ,” we re-
mind him that one of His apostles said of the promoters of a
similar faction: “To whom we gave place, no, not for an hour”
and “a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump” and the “fac-
tious man reject after the first or second admonition.” And he
had the spirit of Christ. Personally, I am unalterably opposed
to the teaching of R. H. Boll, either as taught by himself or as
set to music by E. L. Jorgenson in his “Great Songs Of The ( ? )
Church”--what church? Thank you, Brother Hardeman. And
to others, “go thou and do likewise.”
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THE ACCENT ON LOVE

(MAY, 1940)

Clinton Davidson, alias “Copyright” Clinton, has been to
Los Angeles. He was there to promote his schemes and to try
to transfer the Christian Leader to the Pacific Coast under the
cloak of the George Pepperdine Foundation. James L. Lovell,
one of Davidson’s advance agents and salesmen, requested the
elders of the Central Church to permit Davidson to speak. The
courtesy was reluctantly extended. It was expected that he
would manifest the spirit he so much extols--the spirit of love
personified. But the spirit that actuates a man will out. His
speech was a complete let-down. It revealed the bitterness
that rankles in his breast toward the church. He criticised the
other papers and their publishers, including the Gospel Advocate,
the Firm Foundation, and the Bible Banner, without calling
their names but nevertheless making it clear to all what his ref-
erences meant. His address was punctuated with thrusts, in-
sinuations and inuendoes, and he lowered himself in the eyes of
those who had held him in some degree of favor.

Davidson’s subject at the Central Church was “The Accent
On Love.” The one thing that impressed so many was that
every man he praised was a premillennialist or a premillennial
sympathizer while every man he criticised was one who had
been active against premillennialism. That was a real eye-
opener. His actual sympathy was revealed; his hand was played;
and everybody in California knows now that Davidson is a
premillennialist. The Bible Banner has repeatedly said that
the whole Davidson movement has been an effort to vindicate
R. H. Boll, E. L. Jorgenson, J. N. Armstrong, and Homer
Rutherford, his brother-in-law. That has become more and
more evident. The brethren are becoming wise to Clinton
Davidson. The board of directors of the Christian Leader are
trying to shift it from the stigma of Davidson’s name and in-
fluence without renouncing his policies. But he is not the only
man connected with it whose premillennial sympathy and gen-
eral weakness on gospel fundamentals are known. The whole
movement is wrong; it started wrong; it proceeded wrong; it
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could not succeed. Its policies made it unworthy of the indorse-
ment and support of the hundreds of gospel preachers and
thousands of faithful brethren who know the history of the
church and are acquainted with the fight our fathers made to
establish it on this continent and who believe that an unrelent-
ing fight of the same type must be waged to preserve the church
unto our children in its undenominational purity. Clinton
“Copyright” Davidson dropped his candy in California. He
may be a great salesman but he did not sell anything in Cali-
fornia--not even himself.

As for the transfer of the Leader to the Pacific Coast, if it is
just a matter of changing the address from Nashville to Los
Angeles, it is better to leave it in Nashville. It will do less harm
in Nashville and we can look after it better there. What is
needed is not a transfer but a complete renouncement of its
policies and a repudiation of the movement it represents. If this
cannot be done, just let it swing low “till the cat dies.” Its de-
mise seems certain very shortly if some other group does not
take it over.

These movements within our own ranks constitute the im-
mediate dangers to the church today. When the institutions
and the papers that are among us have passed into the hands of
groups that are out of sympathy with what the churches of
Christ are and have been all of these years, history will have
repeated itself and our generation will have witnessed another
major digression. Confidence in the church is unshaken, but
there are a few men among us who are trying to change the
church. Some of us are determined that they shall not succeed,
but whether they shall or not depends upon the attitude of the
elders of the churches and upon a general return to the original
militant preaching on the part of gospel preachers. Outside
influence cannot defeat the church. Defeat comes from within.
The nations of Europe now fighting a life and death battle for
their very existence have been betrayed from within. England,
France and even the United States are menaced by the “Fifth
Columnists”--the Nazi and Communist traitors who would de-
liver the government to the enemy. The church has its Fifth
Columnists. Clinton Davidson is its leader. If his activities
were political instead of religious he would be jailed by his gov-
ernment. The agents of this Fifth Column influence in the
church are found in our schools, on our papers and in the con-
gregations. The Murch and Witty pseudo-unity meetings are
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definitely serving their ends. It is time for elders of the churches
and gospel preachers to wake up before it is too late.

It is being said that the fight against premillennialism has
been won. Even the editor of the Christian Leader, we are told,
has come out against premillennialism. But the casual reader
observes that he could not write against premillennialism with-
out taking side-cracks at those who have fought the battle and
focused the issues. When it hurts a man so to do a thing, it
takes all of the effect out of it. Anybody can see that it was a
painful task for that editor to take up his pen to write even
mildly against premillennialism or to condemn those who
teach it or to take a definite stand on anything. The truth is,
his connection with the Clinton Davidson Movement disquali-
fies him to fight anything for that is definitely against the policy
of that movement.

In the current Christian Leader F. L. Rowe announces that
Los Angeles is the objective for the next Unity Conference. I t
will be stoutly opposed here. It is a strange unity that drives
a wedge into our own ranks when these unity meetings are
forced upon communities of Christians who do not want them.
These promoters among us are apparently quite willing to see
division come within the church in order to have their pseudo-
unity with the digressives. Of course, the digressives are will-
ing for the wedge to be driven for driving wedges with their in-
novations has been their practice through the years.

The evident purpose of these meetings is to minimize the
issues and to build up the idea gradually among weak members
of the church that instrumental music is not a test of fellowship.
James D. Murch stated in the Gospel Advocate that the Unity
Meetings had at last developed a scriptural ground for instru-
mental music, showing very conclusively that he doesn’t have a
gnat’s idea of surrendering their innovations but is using the
Unity Meeting to justify them and to induce churches of Christ
to tolerate and fellowship them, without debating the issue.
And the sad thing is that Claud F. Witty and every gospel
preacher who participates in these meetings are aiding Murch
with his schemes and playing right into the hands of the digres-
sives.

Unity Meetings are more favorable to the digressives than
debates. The Unity Meeting is purely a speech-making tourna-
ment where a few oratorical masterpieces can be flung out over
innocent audiences in an effort to break down issues in emo-
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tional appeals without submitting them to the crucial test of
argument. Mr. Myers, president of the Restoration Associa-
tion, asked me if I was afraid of Unity Meetings? I asked him
if he was afraid of a debate? If not, sign your name to the
proposition. He did not sign his name. Homer Strong was
present and I asked Homer if he would debate the proposition
here in California that we debated in Arkansas. He replied
that he would never under any circumstances meet me in anoth-
er debate, giving as his reason that I had tricked him and am
no gentleman. Neal says that I am no gentleman; Norris says
I am no gentleman; Tingley says that I am no gentleman--but
I wonder if I have to be a gentleman to debate with these men.
Jesus Christ debated with the devil in the mountain--and I
debated with his twin-brother in Fort Worth.

It has been virtually conceded that the Christian Leader--
Clinton Davidson Movement has been defeated. Davidson
boasted that he would procure 50,000 subscribers and thought
he would get 30,000 of them in the vicinity of Nashville. My
venture is that the Bible Banner has more bonafide subscribers
in Nashville than the Christian Leader has. It has leaked
through that the Leader’s entire actual subscription list, after
all the boasts of a journalistic blitzkreig on the brotherhood,
will not exceed 3,000. And where are the one hundred trained
writers who are going to write for the Leader?

Clinton Davidson allowed himself to be misled. He was
simply misinformed. He did not know the church of Christ
and gospel preachers. John Allen Hudson told him in Chicago
that the Bible Banner would expose him and his movement
without mercy and that the Gospel Advocate would reap the
benefits of it without fighting, and would still be in Nashville
when his movement had run its course. Davidson did not be-
lieve it then, but he does now. The demise of the great New
Christian Leader is at hand and the inscription on its memorial
stone will be:

“Here lies Clinton Davidson’s copyright,
The ethical journal that wouldn’t fight,

A paper that started out of spite,
With a hundred trained writers, all too light,

To save his movement from this bad plight.
The truth has triumphed in its might,

And Clinton’s Copyright is out of sight.”
(Original with the editor, but not copyrighted)
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If the Pepperdine Foundation wants the Christian Leader
and will wait a few weeks longer, it can get it free. Davidson is
ready to give it away and is only waiting for the consent of “the
president.” But whoever takes it free will not have a bargain.

It is generally known that Davidson’s movement was direct-
ed against the Gospel Advocate, because he thought the Advocate
was the strongest exponent of the principles the policies David-
son wanted to crush. Davidson scared the Advocate. Its pub-
lisher capitulated. It policies were modified to conform to
Davidson’s ideas, even to the appointment of figurehead edi-
torial committees which have never functioned. The Advocate
has been willing for others to bear the brunt of a battle that it
should have waged, the benefits of which will accrue to the
Advocate, while they are spared the unpopularity of making the
fight.

D. Ellis Walker represented the Gospel Advocate all over the
South for several months as a contact man. In one of his re-
ports to the Advocate office, he wrote as follows:

“I do not know how you feel toward Cled Wallace and Foy
E. Wallace, Jr. You should be extremely grateful because
they fought your battle for you in the beginning. There is no
doubt in my mind but that the Christian Leader would have
made great headway had it not been for them. So far as I have
been able to observe the Christian Leader has made little head-
way in the Deep South. The strongest influence in the South
among churches of Christ outside of the Gospel Advocate is Foy
E. Wallace, Jr.'s Bible Banner.”

There are many brethren who have come to believe that due
to commercial and pecuniary interests papers representing pub-
lishing companies are receding from a forthright defense of the
truth against these dangers threatening the church and are fol-
lowing the course of least resistance. The Bible Banner has
not fought battles for other papers, but for the cause of Christ
and his church. Truth is too precious to be bandied and bar-
gained and the church is too sacred to be exploited.
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OFF TO CALIFORNIA

(May, 1940)

By the time this issue of the Bible Banner reaches its
fartherest point the editor and part of his family will be
off to the Pacific Coast. We went on a similar mission to
Los Angeles in September 1927. As a result of a meeting
conducted in the old Gamut Club building, arrangements,
were perfected for us to move to Los Angeles to assist the
Central Church of Christ, then struggling for existence in
the center of that great metropolitan area. On January
first, 1928, we returned to live and labor for a time in Los
Angeles and with the Central Church. For two and one-
half years an extensive and intensive campaign of evange-
listic work was waged in Los Angeles and vicinity. Many
gospel meetings were held; the Central church grew; we
moved out of the old Gamut Club into a modern downtown
auditorium called the Patriotic Hall and paid high rental for
its use for two years. Then the present structure of the Cen-
tral Church Of Christ, 12th and Hoover Sts., was completed
by the substantial assistance of friends and lovers of the
Cause in various parts of the country, the most substantial
of which came from Sister Woodward of Houston, Texas.
Only the walls of the building were up when I was called
from this field into other work, and I have never preached
in, not even seen, the building in which I have so much in-
terest in personal toil and labor and prayer. It has been ten
years since we departed from Los Angeles in sad but fond
farewell to some of the sweetest people and staunchest
friends that have ever come into our lives. The thrill of see-
ing them again, to grasp their genial hands, to bask in their
smiles of welcome, and to labor with them again in a great
gospel meeting, will be an experience unspeakable and full
of glory. But some will be conspicuous by their absence,
for the intervening years have changed the addresses of
some of them from time to eternity.

We will be engaged in several meetings in Southern
California and one in the San Francisco vicinity. The points
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in order are: The Central Church, Los Angeles; Richmond,
in San Francisco’s metropolitan area; then back to the
southern coast, to Riverside, Santa Ana and Long Beach.
The itinerary will require three months. We join in the
fervent prayers and ardent hopes for abundant labors with
abounding results and for a safe and sound return to our
home and friends at Oklahoma City. Pray for us.
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THAT “ALLEGED CHURCH OF CHRIST”
IN BUFFALO

(JUNE, 1940)

From J. Clyde Shacklett, Nashville, Tennessee, we have the
following ;

Ford M. Jenkins and wife, both zealous members of the
Chapel Avenue Church, Nashville, were transferred to Buffalo,
N. Y. They have succeeded in getting fifteen or twenty mem-
bers together for regular worship. Ten or fifteen nonmembers
are regular attendants.

The Chapel Avenue Church has engaged Hoyt Bailey to
work with them.

If the reader knows of members or prospective members
living within the Buffalo area, please send names and addresses
to Hoyt Bailey, 1122 Hertel Avenue, Buffalo, N. Y.--J. Clyde
Shacklett.

How different is this from the course Clinton Davidson pur-
sued when he went to Buffalo, New York--this very same city.
He referred to the little congregation there as “the alleged
church of Christ” and refused to even worship with it but went
to a popular digressive church instead. Not only that, he be-
gan to help establish other digressive churches. And he is the
man who would change the churches of Christ now. But we
have the brother’s number. Even Abilene, Texas, has about
deciphered it. Reliable information comes that Davidson’s
recent appearance in Abilene just about finished him there.
He made a speech to a group at the College in which he com-
mended the Premillennialists openly and criticised the oppon-
ents of that theory--“accenting love,” of course. We are told
that one of the college brethren even went so far as to tell David-
son if that was the best he could do, it would be an accommoda-
tion to them if he would get out of town and stay out--or words
of that import. Furthermore, the information is that Brother
Jesse P. Sewell sent a telegram from San Antonio (after he had
left) insisting that he was not responsible for Davidson’s blun-
ders. But Brother Sewell is responsible for his connection with
Davidson’s movement. And he has promoted Davidson all
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over Texas. He recently told Austin Taylor, in San Antonio,
what a great man Clinton Davidson is, and how “little” some
of the rest of us are who are exposing his plans--the editor of
the Banner in particular. But now Brother Sewell is having to
renounce Clinton Davidson’s activities at Abilene. The truth
is, these brethren see where the wind is blowing. They rode on
Davidson’s coattail until it was frazzled off, and now they are
looking for somewhere to light. Some men have played with
politics so long that they just have the poly-tics, and when
Polly ticks they click. Such men are timeservers and cannot be
trusted to guard the church against the wolves in sheep’s cloth-
ing. But when the wolves have been unmasked and chased
away, they all with one accord begin to say, we were not respon-
sible for this or that, and we dare anybody to prove that we
have ever been unsound on anything! There is a way to prove
one’s soundness without having to assert it, and there is a time
to do it, and it is not after the battle.

May the “alleged church of Christ” in Buffalo prosper, and
when I pass that way I want to meet them.

THE DAVIDSON-SEWELL COMBINATION

My personal friend, T. B. Thompson, of Corsicana, Texas,
writes me as follows:

“I note the report in your paper regarding the visit of Clinton
Davidson to Abilene. In my opinion the attitude of Davidson
in all matters concerning the Boll and religious paper affairs
has been unworthy of respectable consideration, being attended
by an assumption of ignorance which was only feigned for effect.
His attitude smacks of insincerity, which recent developments
have so brought to light that there is no further excuse left for
anyone’s not knowing exactly where he stands on these mat-
ters. I feel quite certain that he thought his money would win
the fight for the Boll faction, and due credit goes to your fight
on this matter.

“A note at the close of the above-referred-to article asks why
Brother Sewell, who heard Davidson’s speech did not repudiate
it on the spot. I had a conversation with Brother Sewell soon
after the occurrence and he told me that after the speech was
over that those young preachers took charge of Davidson and
that an engagement demanded that he hurry away without
having an opportunity to say a word to Davidson, and that he
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then prepared the statement to be read to the chapel the next
morning. Brother Sewell praised those young preachers to me,
and had not a word of defense for Davidson. He insisted that
would be the end of Davidson at Abilene, in his opinion.”

That listens good in print, to one who does not know any-
thing else. But it is a known fact that Brother Sewell has
worked himself into a fever on several occasions defending Clin-
ton Davidson. In his exchange with C. A. Norred, published in
the Bible Banner, he charged that Brother Norred had listened
to the enemies of Davidson, and extolled Davidson as a great
man. In San Antonio, he boosted Davidson to the skies, to
Austin Taylor, as one of the greatest men in the church, and
was bitter toward those who have stopped him. And he has
not answered C. A. Norred's questions yet, namely: Is Clinton
Davidson financing the series of literature that Sewell is promoting?
Does he have any connection with it?

Being affiliated with Davidson, as he is, it was a cowardly
act for Jesse P. Sewell to wait until Davidson had gone, and
then stab him in the back by sending a little note over to chapel
repudiating his speech. I would not do even Clinton Davidson
that way. Brother Sewell may be able to make my friend
T. B., and some others believe that he was “too busy” to stay
long enough to correct Davidson’s blunders to his face, but I
do not believe it. Sometimes a man gets in too big a hurry, and
other engagements are too pressing.

The following card from Brother C. A. Norred expresses my
feeling exactly. I believe it speaks the sentiments of most of
the best preachers in the church.

“In the July issue of the Bible Banner Brother Homer Hailey
has an article ‘Clinton Davidson in Abilene,’ in which he in-
sists that those who have openly defended Bro. Davidson should
openly acknowledge that they have been mistaken in him. I
wish to give my indorsement to that article and the view ex-
pressed."--Signed C. A. NORRED.

Now that is right. Will Brother Sewell do it? Everybody
knows that he is linked with Davidson. He has been with him
on the New Leader. He has defended Davidson and criticised
those who have been against him. To set himself right there
are two things that Brother Sewell should do. First, he should
answer Brother Norred's question: Is Clinton Davidson fur-
nishing the money to publish the Sewell series of literature? If so,



670 THE PRESENT TR U T H

the series of literature is a goner so far as loyal churches will be
concerned. If not, then, second: Since Brother Sewell “had
not a word of defense for Davidson” and “insisted that would
be the end of Davidson at Abilene, in his opinion,” he should,
as Brother Hailey and Brother Norred have suggested, simply
say so plainly and publicly. He should first tell Davidson him-
self. He is on the spot with Davidson right now. And he
should think enough of the Cause of Christ generally to make
his statement public, and clear. For, if that should end David-
son in Abilene, in Brother Sewell’s own opinion, should it not
also end him everywhere else? It is Brother Sewell’s time to
speak, unless Brother Davidson has something to tell him first.
R. 0. Kenley says that every man who has followed Clinton
Davidson will be henceforth marked “an appeaser of error.”
And what about the school and paper he backs?
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ECHOS FROM THE PACIFIC SLOPE

(JUNE, 1940)

CAMPAIGNING IN CALIFORNIA

On the 9th of May the editor and family left Oklahoma City
enroute to Los Angeles, California, for a series of gospel meet-
ings covering the most of the summer months. The first of
these meetings was held with the Central Church in Los Angeles.
This meeting embraced a month of Sundays, from the second
Sunday in May through the first Sunday in June. The second
meeting was held at Riverside, and covered three Sundays. In
an interval between the two meetings, a valley-wide service was
held at Van Nuys, where I was asked to attend to the Seventh
Day Adventists in reply to Mr. Knox, who is quite conspicuous
in these parts. Mr. Knox refused to be present, but we attend-
ed to him anyway. The third meeting is at Santa Ana, and it
is now in full swing and going strong. Both congregations
there are participating in the very finest way. Between the
Riverside and Santa Ana meeting we went North to San Fran-
cisco. Engagements were filled with the churches at Tulare,
Fresno, Modesto and San Francisco. These services were at-
tended by brethren over a wide area and represented many
congregations. My heart was made to feel good at the cordial
reception in these quarters. It is evident that much good was
done in the one-night services at each place, and numerous in-
vitations for engagements for meetings were extended.

The Bible Banner received a good welcome also and at each
place a sizeable subscription list was formed. Most of the fami-
lies in each of the congregations visited subscribed to the Bible
Banner. My opinion is that the Bible Banner will have a larger
subscription in Los Angeles and vicinity than all of the other
papers put together.

The Long Beach meeting will be held following the meeting
at Santa Ana, and will bring the series of engagements to a
close. It has been a delight to our souls to be reunited with
hundreds of friends of former years and to form new friendships
true and enduring. It is conceded by all that the meeting with



672 THE PRESENT TRUTH

the Central Church was more largely and consistently attend-
ed, though it covered four Sundays, than is usual in California.
The cooperation of other congregations and the preachers was
very fine, though on the part of some individuals it was evident-
ly superficial. There were some in these parts, of course, who
would about as soon have seen the devil appear in California as
to see me come for these meetings. But they had to nurse their
own wicked feelings and received little or no sympathy from
the people where the meetings were held. Those who heard me
preach soon learned that I have no personal grudges and simply
preached the gospel, exposed error, exhorted sinners to obey
the gospel and Christians to live the Christian life.

THE OKLAHOMA CITY MEETING

(C. E. McGAUGHEY)

Foy E. Wallace, Jr., (of Oklahoma City) and Marion Davis
(of Fayette, Alabama) recently conducted a successful meeting
with the Tenth and Francis Streets church in Oklahoma City,
during which eight were baptized and nine placed membership.
Many preachers, leaders and members from over the state and
some from out of the state, were present for the services.

The second Sunday night of the meeting we held the service
in the Municipal Auditorium, and Brother Wallace preached
a great sermon on the subject: “Why Believe The Bible.” It
was estimated by those who have charge of the auditorium
that not less than three thousand were present for the service.
The other congregations in the city cooperated in a very fine
way throughout the meeting. The church feels that much good
was accomplished, and we are confident that the seed sown will
continue to bring forth good in the days to come. This is the
second meeting in which Brother Wallace has done the preach-
ing since the new church auditorium was opened two years ago.
This was the first visit to Oklahoma City for Brother Davis.
He made many friends and the church was well pleased with
his good work in directing the worship in song.
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E. L. JORGENSON’S “SUPPOSE”
(JUNE, 1940)

On the back page of the Word and Work, the Boll and Jorgen-
son paper, E. L. Jorgenson gives the readers “a songbook story”
with application to Great Songs Of The Church, his premillen-
nial songbook, and himself, the millennial publisher of both
the Word and Work and the songbook. The songbook is sup-
posedly published by Great Songs Press--but E. L. Jorgenson
is Great Songs Press, and E. L. Jorgenson is publisher of Word
and Work. When he claims that no profit from the songbook
accrues to Word and Work, that is an academic question. Broth-
er McQuiddy says that the Gospel Advocate does not show a
profit, but we know that McQuiddy Printing Company does
make money on the Gospel Advocate and its auxiliaries, the
quarterlies, the books, and numerous other sources of Gospel
Advocate revenue. That is all right, in a way--if the way is
right. But it is not all right to deny it, as Jorgenson does. I t
is purely a ledger proposition as to which pocket the money is
in--Jorgenson has two pockets, just as Brother McQuiddy has.
If the Gospel Advocate does not “show” profit, the money is in
the McQuiddy Printing Company pocket (which is one of
McQuiddy's pockets, you see). So Jorgenson is Doctor Jekyll
and Mr. Hyde. If Doctor Jekyll makes no profit, Mr. Hyde
has the money in his pocket, and if Mr. Hyde is broke, it is be-
cause Dr. Jekyll has charged him too much--but Jorgenson is
both of them, you see, and in either case he has the money, for
the pockets are both in his pants.

So brethren, do not let the argument deceive you. When you
buy Great Songs Of The Church, you are furnishing the Louis-
ville party, headed by Jorgenson and Boll and Janes the money
to run their machinery to divide the churches. Brethren ought
not so to do.

The Jorgenson’s “Suppose” article, on the back cover of his
magazine, supposes eleven different things--all of which mean
that he is supposed to have the one and only perfect songbook
on the green earth ! And one would have to be plenty green to
believe it. He says his book is “fit to hand to the King of Eng-
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land”--but who is he? It still might be very unfit for churches
of Christ.

Among other “supposes” Jorgenson indicates that he wants
us to suppose that Great Songs Of The Church made less than
$10.00 profit last year. That, of course, is purely a ledger mat-
ter, salaries, the percent his sectarian affiliations received, his
own income, and Great Songs Press, etc. He gets 65 cents each
for his books, and if he made less than $10.00 profit, where is his
business? A Jew said to a Universalist preacher who was preach-
ing that there is no hell: “Well, Mister preacher, if there is no
hell, please tell me, where is my business?” We wonder where
Jorgenson’s songbook business “has went.”

He concludes : “And finally suppose--but why not send for
a returnable sample. . . . " It looks like all the returnable sam-
ples were returned, or else it may be “finally supposed” that
the Bible Banner got in after his premillennial songbook and re-
duced his sales to such an extent that he made only $10.00 profit.
An honest confession (though accidental) is good for the soul.
The Bible Banner is doing even better than we thought it was!
Praise the Lord.

AN ACKNOWLEDGMENT

(SEPTEMBER, 1940)

The editor appreciates the many expressions of interest in
The Bible Banner, being received from so many sources and
from over such a wide area. Among these expressions are often
personal messages and words of encouragement which “dig in”
deep into the depths of my heart, where they lodge. To those
who have told me that although they relished to the fullest the
other editorials in the July and August numbers but neverthe-
less “missed” mine in those two issues, I have supplied "three-
in-one” this time--and that all may know that I sign my name
to what I write, I subscribe myself the author of what has been
written in the preceding editorial pages.--Foy E. WALLACE, JR.
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THE CHURCH IN CALIFORNIA

(SEPTEMBER, 1940)

Twenty years ago the church (undenominational) was little
known in California. Now there are flourishing congregations
of the New Testament order all the way from San Diego to San
Francisco.

Ten years ago the churches were struggling against many
hindrances, chief of which, perhaps, was the handicap of hobbies.
This was due to the fact that the growth of the church in the
far west was not made of new material--conversions--but
rather the influx of many members from all over the world.
Among the immigrants were all shades of hobbyists, and every
one of them aspired to the leadership in the congregations and
insisted on establishing the particular custom or order of things
peculiar to the section from which he came.

The general handicaps also were many. It was a new field.
It was far removed from the center of religious activities so far
as churches of Christ were concerned. The brethren who went
west with their families had the problem of becoming adjusted
themselves socially and financially, as well as religiously. Few
had acquired for themselves a home in the new world, and
found it difficult to build from the ground up. They had to
“start from scratch” religiously as well as every other way, and
it was an uphill pull. Brother Gideon Riggs was the first gospel
preacher in the Los Angeles district who was without digressive
tendencies, and to him the credit is freely given for the estab-
lishment of the work in Los Angeles.

Today there are six or seven congregations in Los Angeles,
each with a modem building which any congregation in the
state would have coveted ten or fifteen years ago. And while
gospel preachers were a scarce article then, they are numerous
in California now.

THE CENTRAL CHURCH

The most flourishing and best known congregation on the
Pacific Coast has been the Central Church of Christ. It came
through all the handicaps indicated above, and more. Blessed,
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however, with an unusually sound and well qualified eldership,
they weathered all the storms and grew into one of the very
best churches anywhere. They first met from one rented hall
to another, until in 1930 the present structure was erected, at a
cost beyond the resources of the congregation, through the help
of various friends of the Cause in California in other parts of
the country. This may not have been best; I doubt that it was,
for I have come more and more to believe that no congregation
should build anything beyond its own ability nor undertake
any work beyond its own power. I say this notwithstanding
the fact that I was, myself, the chief promoter of the “building
program” that gave to the Central church the present edifice.
I am convinced that churches should acquire their material
possessions by growth, as families do, and to inherit such often
has the same adverse effect on a church that it does upon an
individual. But the Central church has been mindful of that
fact and has been good “stewards of the manifold grace of God”
which was bestowed upon them. Nor would I leave the impres-
sion that they have received but not given. On the contrary,
while others were investing in the Cause in Los Angeles through
them, they were themselves making the greatest sacrifices “for
according to their power, I bear witness, yea and beyond their
power, they gave of their own accord.”

The Central Church of Christ has not only given of their
means but they have given of their members. Every church in
Los Angeles area has either been started or strengthened by
members from the Central congregation. They have given
freely of money and members that the church in all Greater
Los Angeles might expand.

T HE C ENTRAL M E E T I N G

Having been engaged with the Central church during a part
of their pioneer period, from 1927 to 1930, it was a pleasure
which language is inadequate to express to be with them again
in a meeting after an absence of ten years. The elders of the
church have had such a meeting in mind for quite awhile, but
felt that the resources of the congregation were so taxed by the
indebtedness on their building and the heavy local demands as
not to be able to undertake a meeting of such proportions. But
where there is a will, when it is God’s will, there is a way, when
it is the right way. Brother and Sister J. W. Akin visited Cali-
fornia. Brother 0. P. McCann, one of the elders of the Central
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Church, who had known Brother Akin for years and who knew
his interest in the Cause of Christ, mentioned to him the need
of this meeting and the desire of the elders to have it, but ex-
plained the financial burdens already upon the congregation,
and that a meeting of the proportions and length desired was
more than they were able to support, considering the expenses
of bringing the preacher from such distance for such a period
of time. Brother Akin’s immediate reply was: “When do you
want it?” Some time later, knowing nothing at all of what had
been proposed, I received a letter inviting me to come to Los
Angeles for a meeting to cover a full month, and as proof that
the invitation was unanimous the letter was signed by every
elder of the church.

As evidence of how the elders of the church regarded the
meeting, and to “stop the mouths of the gainsayers,” I insert
here a signed copy of the letter the elders sent to Brother Akin
when the meeting was over.

“Dear Brother Akin:--
“With deep appreciation we acknowledge receipt of your

check for three hundred and fifty dollars, favor of Foy E. Wal-
lace, Jr., but know not how to adequately thank you for your
liberal contribution to our meeting. We know that your good
offices, in this and other instances, are not for favor or praise
from men, but prompted by your love for the cause of Christ
and to promote the preaching of his gospel, and will be abun-
dantly rewarded.

“This evening we are closing the greatest gospel meeting
that was ever held in Los Angeles. It is the best Central has
ever had in point of attendance, interest and visible results, and
the most optimistic of us probably do not realize the great
good that will follow.

“Many leaders and members of other congregations have
come to us with words of commendation for our having brought
Foy to California, and with expressions of joy and privilege of be-
ing afforded the opportunity of hearing him through the meeting.

“We are of the sure opinion that the church in California,
as well as elsewhere, is in great need of the plain and fearless
manner of preaching at which Brother Wallace is past master.
The church has been strengthened in Southern California by
what its members have heard here and the good will be continued
by the other meetings to be conducted in neighboring cities.
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“Again thanking you for your able assistance, we are, Your
brethren in Christ, A. A. Godfrey, Moore Lynn, 0. P. McCann,
G. W. Campbell, W. A. Phillips, THE ELDERS.”

THE PRESENT PERSONNEL

Some of the strongest men in the Central Church have been
removed by death, and others have moved away or gone with
other congregations. W. E. Bernard, A. J. Dumm and R. L.
Smith have answered the summons from on high--three of the
strongest men in the church--but they are replaced by others
as firm and true. Brother Moore Linn, formerly Auditor for
the State of Texas, is a valuable addition to the congregation,
and is one of the elders. Other active elders are W. A. Phillips,
George Campbell and 0. P. McCann. They are men of ability,
integrity and unblemished character. Brother W. B. West is
preaching for the church, and was called to this work the third
time by the elders. He broadcasts the gospel daily over one of
the leading radio stations of the city, preaches each Sunday,
does much local work, and teaches in George Pepperdine Col-
lege, and is allowed to do as he pleases with his leisure time! I
do not fear for the loyalty of the Central church of Christ in
Los Angeles while it is in its present hands.

OTHER SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA MEETINGS

Our stay in Southern California was not terminated with
the Central meeting. There were others. The meeting at
Riverside was a good one. Here an old friend of mine, Brother
L. L. McQueen, a “Sooner” from Oklahoma, who was “in the
Run” in the early days of Oklahoma, is an elder of the church
and has done as much or more than any other man for the
church in Riverside. Brother Albert Lovelady, an unusually
capable young man preaches for this congregation. Albert was
baptized in the first meeting I ever held in Los Angeles in 1927,
and I am proud of him. He is not a softie, but already a strong,
fearless gospel preacher, baptizing many people even in hard
fields, and the church will hear from this young Gideon of the
gospel in the future. The meeting with the Southside Church,
Santa Ana, was another good one-they were all good. Floyd
Thompson, another of our Oklahoma boys (though no longer
a boy) preaches with the Southside church. Plain preaching
“took” on him before he left Oklahoma, and he is not apt to do
any other kind in California.
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The next meeting was at Long Beach, with the Ninth and
Lime church. Brother James A. Scott is the preacher. This
congregation is generally conceded to be one of the strongest
churches in California and is perhaps the strongest, financially,
of any of the churches, with the exception of the Southwest
church where Brother George Pepperdine is an elder. Long
Beach has been in the past the hotbed of hobbies and heresies
and the church has had a checkered career in that city. There
have been numerous divisions which the church has had to out-
live. To Brother Scott is given very largely the credit of guid-
ing the church out of these troubles into a now peaceful, pros-
perous era, and the church is thriving.

The last meeting of the series was with the York Boulevard
congregation in Los Angeles, one of the newest congregations,
but has already swarmed once and is still growing. J. E. Wain-
wright built this congregation up and has been with it from
the beginning. He has done a fine work starting new congrega-
tions in the Los Angeles area. Thus the first and the last meet-
ing was held in Los Angeles.

R. L. SMITH

After a stay of more than three months, we left for home in
Oklahoma City. Upon reaching Albuquerque, New Mexico,
a long distance telephone message was received calling me back
to Los Angeles to the funeral of one of the grandest men that
ever lived--R. L. Smith, of the Central Church. He had prayed
to live, and we had prayed that he might live, to attend the
Central meeting. By sheer power of will, backed by the in-
vincible spirit that only an unfaltering faith imparts, he attend-
ed every service and heard every sermon, save one (one Sunday
afternoon), of the month’s series at the Central church. It was
the marvel of the whole congregation. After the meeting his
strength ebbed away. He had been ill for long. Sister Smith,
long under a heavy strain, won the admiration of all for the
constant care and tender attention she gave him. He carried
his “million-dollar smile” through all of his afflictions, and he
carried it with him when he went away. The last word we heard
him say, when Mrs. Wallace remarked to him that he still had
that smile, was, “Yes, but there is not much behind it.” But
there was much behind it, and his passing was as calm and
peaceful as a California sunset. I thank God that I knew R. L.
Smith-and knew him well. I thank God that it was my privi-
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lege to return to California before he was called and to be with
him much in his last days. He was my friend and I loved him.
His body is buried beside A. J. Dumm, another friend I love,
and an elder of the Central Church of Christ. They were in-
separable friends. They were, together, a strength and stay
to the church. They sleep side by side in a California cemetery
of entrancing beauty. Sister Smith and Sister Dumm will sit
together beside the mounds that mark the graves--but they
are not there. They live! Elsewhere!
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THE JORGENSON SONGBOOK IS ON
THE WAY OUT

(SEPTEMBER, 1940)

Your attention is called to John T. Lewis’ remarks on the
editorial in the Christian Standard, leading paper of the Chris-
tian Church in the nation, on the Boll-Jorgenson songbook as
“a symbol of unity” between them and the Christian Church.
The Bible Banner has insisted all of the time that the use of
Jorgenson’s songbook was a connecting link between the Boll
party and the churches. The purchase of it has furnished the
money to promote the Boll party, and has given Jorgenson
standing and prestige with loyal churches, an entrance into
them, and a dividing wedge with both individuals and churches.

The Christian Standard has now joined Jorgenson in the pro-
motion and sale of his book--another sectarian affiliation, and
another strong ground of objection for its use in churches of
Christ. It is now a tie-up between the digressives and the
Bollites. The Standard thinks that by making Jorgenson’s
songbook the “common hymnbook” for all the churches, Chris-
tian Churches and churches of Christ, there will be a common
ground of fellowship and maybe in time instrumental music
may be adopted as a common practice! He even mentions the
“dispute over music in the church” as being related to the ef-
fort to make the Jorgenson songbook a common hymnal for
use in Christian Churches and churches of Christ.

With the Christian Standard digressive affiliation, Jorgen-
son may see a chance to sell more books and make more money
--but when the loyal brethren find this out, it will end the
“Great Songs of The (?) Church” with all churches of Christ
that have not become so soft as to be past redemption. Churches
using this book should not wait until they are worn out to re-
place them. There is a principle involved. The books should
go out of the churches of Christ--Now. They will go out.

In this issue of the Bible Banner appears an advertisement of
the new songbook being compiled by Austin Taylor, the dean
and prince of gospel singers in the church. The book is being
published by the Firm Foundation. The Bible Banner requested
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this matter of Brother Taylor and the Firm Foundation, to
insert in the Banner, because of the interest in the church on
the songbook question.

Also in this issue appears the advertisement of “Complete
Christian Hymnal,” complied by Marion Davis, of Fayette,
Alabama, and published by himself. He is one of the best
singers, and one of the best men, in the church. He has one of
the best books that has been published.

Then there are the songbooks and hymnals put out by the
Gospel Advocate, compiled by C. M. Pullias and L. 0. Sander-
son.

What excuse does any church of Christ have for patronizing
this premillennial faction, which has now formed an alliance
with the Digressives, with an announced intention of making
a drive on the churches to force the Jorgenson songbook to be-
come the “common hymnal” of all the churches, as “a noble
symbol of unity” between Christian Churches and churches
of Christ? Truly, it is time to discontinue, immediately and
permanently, the Jorgenson songbook. The brethren should
see to it that henceforth E. L. Jorgenson will look to the Chris-
tian Church for his patronage.

The Bible Banner should not have to fight this battle alone.
It is the duty of the Gospel Advocate and the Firm Foundation
to declare against this combine. True, they would be accused
of not being ethical--but what difference does it make who ac-
cuses us of what, when the interest of the church is involved?
The Bible Banner is not “in business,” so it can say what is
needed, ethically.
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THE HARDING COLLEGE WHIRLIGIG

( SEPTEMBER, 1940)

On another page of this issue will be found a letter from
Brother Clem Z. Pool, member and former president of the
Board of Harding College, to H. H. Dawson, now president,
resigning from the Board. It is evident that Brother Pool has
made a very patient effort to get along with the Board and the
College in the efforts to correct the irregularities in the Admin-
istration, and in the policies and teaching which have destroyed
the confidence of so many brethren in Harding College. Broth-
er Pool has indicated his intention of making a more detailed
statement later. The brethren will be waiting for it. He knows
whereof he speaks. He has been a friend of the College. He
has been president of the Board. The brethren will take his
word at face value on the situation at Harding College. Broth-
er Pool says that he simply cannot “indorse the school in its
failure to correct these errors” and instead of the condition
being improved of late it continues “to grow rather worse.”
These statements do not come from an enemy of the school,
but from a man who has been its friend and supporter but who
has despaired of correcting the policies of its present Adminis-
tration.

The fact that Brother Batsell Baxter is being added to the
faculty of Harding College will be of little value, if any. In
going to Harding College, Brother Baxter becomes a part of a
regime. He is not the head of the school; he is not even the
head of a department. He becomes simply a teacher. Clinton
Davidson its general manager and ramrod. It is, in reality,
Clinton Davidson’s school. He has furnished it the money to
pay its debts and is making it possible for it to operate. What
can Brother Baxter do in a set-up like that? His hands are
tied. And even if they were not, to become a part of a regime
financed and controlled by Clinton Davidson is a mistake, a
bad mistake, a sad mistake, and some of Brother Baxter’s best
friends, one of whom I certainly am, hate to see him do it.

Brother Baxter hopes to improve the situation. He said to
me that if he did not succeed in “straightening it out” the first
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year he is there that he will not be there the second. Then in
all probability he will not be there the second year. Because to
straighten it out, he will not only have the task of straightening
out the Administration, but he will have another impossible
task-the task of straightening out Clinton Davidson. Brother
Baxter cannot do it. Moreover when he tries they will turn on
him and crucify him. He does not know the men with whom
he is having to deal, as some of us do. If and when they turn
against him (eliminating the “if,” when Brother Baxter begins
trying to straighten them out) it is my opinion, based on the
knowledge of what these men have done in other instances,
that they will try to ruin him--if and when, I say, he attempts
to expose conditions in the administration of the college. I
personally do not believe that Clinton Davidson and the Ad-
ministration of Harding College would stop short of anything
in an attempt to ruin any man who actively opposes them. I
base this opinion on the campaign of calumny that has been
waged against other men, and the underworld methods that
have been used to destroy them. Brother Baxter is not of the
type and temperament to wage the kind of a fight he would
have to wage to clean up Harding College. He would have to
clean it out--and again I say he cannot do it, with Clinton David-
son back of it with his politics and money. Brother Baxter will
inevitably do one of three things: 1. Go along with them and be
a mere teacher in a bad regime; 2. Quit after, if not before, the
first year is out; 3. Be crucified by Clinton Davidson and the
Administration, if he makes any major attempt to “straighten
them out.” I hate to see Brother Baxter get mixed up with
Clinton Davidson and Harding College.

As for Davidson, he is on his way out so far as influence with
the churches is concerned. His Christian Leader movement
failed. He started it to vindicate the premillennial-Boll faction
in the church, as developments have proved. It is stated on
good evidence that Clinton Davidson said in Chicago that he
expected to make enough money out of the New Christian
Leader to finance the Word and Work. But F. L. Rowe told
John Allen Hudson out in California lately, according to Broth-
er Hudson’s own statement, that the New Leader has less than
2,500 subscribers and is losing them all of the time. So David-
son’s aspirations with the New Leader failed, miserably failed.
Davidson cannot live through the N e w  Leader any longer,
therefore, he will now attempt to live through Harding College.
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It was Davidson’s purpose, without question to dominate the
church through a new type of Journalism, and the Christian
Leader was his instrument. Having failed, he now seeks to con-
trol the church through some of the colleges, and Harding Col-
lege is his choice as an instrument. Who believes he would
finance it, if he could not, and did not, control it?

If for no other reason, the fact that Clinton Davidson is the
ruling head of Harding College makes it the duty of all loyal
brethren to repudiate the school, withdraw their support and
patronage, and declare against such an institution fastening
itself on Christian families in the churches of Christ in various
parts of the country. If Davidson is to finance it and run it,
and premillennialism is still to be taught in it or teachers of it
condoned, let them do as Jorgenson’s songbook has done, es-
tablish "a noble symbol of unity" with somebody else and look
to them for patronage and support, and not to the churches of
Christ.

No one can blame Brother Pool for resigning from the board.
For precisely the same reason Brother Baxter should not go to
Harding College. Its utter untrustworthiness on vital issues
has been repeatedly demonstrated. We shall await with in-
terest Brother Pool’s “detailed explanation” for his resignation,
and I have an idea that it will de-tail Harding College.
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CHURCH-SPLITTERS AND UNITY MEETINGS

( SEPTEMBER, 1940)

There is irony in these pretended National Unity Meetings.
All the various groups participating in them are church-splitters.
First of all, the Digressives are church-splitters. They mini-
mize the music question, talk patronizingly of the “dispute
over music,” and speak of “a little thing like an organ” being
made a test of fellowship-but they are entirely willing to split
the church and keep it split over it. By splitting churches they
have acquired over the years many meeting houses which they
did not build nor pay for--they robbed the loyal people of their
houses of worship in these places who did pay for them, but had
no recourse other than give in or give up. They gave up--their
meeting houses, but not the church. They built again. They
put the legal restrictive clause in the deeds this time, and the
Digressives cannot walk in and take them now. So they are
trying it another way-by taking the church itself, gradually,
through the propaganda of National Unity Meetings. They
hope to break down opposition to the music, and through some
of our “leaders” to break the spiritual morale of the “conserva-
tive brethren.” But the long list of their unrepented digressive
acts is yet on record. Let it be remembered that these very
promoters of unity have always been, and still are, church-
splitters.

The Premillennialists are also church-splitters. That group
goes with every Unity Meeting. The Boll-Jorgenson party is
always conspicuously represented and Jorgenson tries to steal
the show, with his musical performances. In the Lexington
Unity Meeting Jorgenson said that he would like to travel
around with and lead the singing for a preacher like Lappin, a
leading light in the Christian Church. The Christian Standard
says that the use of Jorgenson’s songbook will be “a noble
symbol of unity” between them, so it may be that Jorgenson
can land the job. But the Boll party are church-splitters, the
Digressives are church-splitters--and they are one in the so-
called “unity meetings.” The trouble is, they are too short on
unity and too long on splits.
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The majority rule element within the churches are also
church-splitters, and they have joined the “unity meeting”
parade. Some of the speakers at the last National Unity Meet-
ing in Lexington have espoused the majority rule procedure in
the churches. One of these speakers said to me personally a
few years ago when he was having trouble with the church he
was preaching for, that the elders were trying to “cut his salary
and that he was going to “kick them out," and he did, resorting
to majority rule procedure to do it. This man was right in the
middle of the Lexington Unity Meeting. That element in the
churches of Christ are following these great Unity (?) Meet-
ings around, and are as vociferous for unity as if they cared
something for it. Much of their declaiming in these Unit-less
meetings is directed at our own brethren. They who claim to
be of the churches of Christ, conniving with the Digressives on
unity, stand before a convocation of compromisers to lambast
their own brethren and praise the Digressives! To call them
traitors to the Cause of Christ is to put it mildly. I do not know
exactly what they think their pottage will be, but they are sell-
ing their birthright. They should be, and if they keep on, will
be disowned by the loyal churches. Ernest Beam in Long
Beach, California, has declared for Unity Meetings. He told
some Digressive preachers, in the presence of Brother John A.
Hudson and me, that he would like to have the Unity Meeting
come to California, and repeated once every year. It is well
known that Brother Beam is an exponent of the church-divid-
ing, majority-rule doctrine. He advocated the election of elders
once every year, and has been directly connected with two or
three split-wide-open church divisions in Long Beach. So this
group within the churches of Christ following the Unity Meet-
ings are majority-rule church-splitters. They have more in
common with the Christian Churches than with churches of
Christ, they believe alike on a number of things, especially on
splitting churches.

The other group within churches of Christ that court the
National Unity Meetings are the promoters of ethical journal-
ism and ethical preaching. Clinton Davidson, the head of this
movement, has done all within his physical and financial power
to divide the sentiment of the churches of Christ throughout
the nation. He quit the church years ago because he did not
like “the alleged church of Christ,” and went to the Digres-
sives. During that time, it now comes out, that he also fratern-
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ized with the Baptists. (He was in the insurance business, you
know.) After twenty years he comes back to the church, with-
out any “fruits meet for repentance” whatsoever, launches an
invasion to either take it over or split it. And this group has
followed the National Unity Meeting.

The gruesome fact is that there is not a single element con-
nected with the Unity Meetings that does not have a church-
splitting record. What "a noble symbol of unity,” indeed!
The loyal brethren are learning that the National Unity Meet-
ings, and those men who go along with them, will do to let alone.
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WATCHMAN, WHAT OF THE NIGHT?

(SEPTEMBER, 1940)

The loyal gospel preacher is in a very definite sense a watch-
man. To Timothy, a gospel preacher, Paul said, “watch thou
in all things,” and he was referring especially to things pertain-
ing to sound doctrine, which some in the time to come would
not endure.

There are a host of gospel preachers throughout the brother-
hood whose sentiments on such issues as the Murch-Witty
Unity Meetings have not been known to the general public be-
cause of their lack of a medium of expression. The Christian
Standard has exulted over these Unity Meetings, and through
its columns the Digressive preachers are holding jubilees over
what they think is their victory in these “unity love feasts” and
fiestas. It would doubtless surprise the Christian Standard and
these digressive preachers, and the entire Christian Church, if
they knew how many of our preachers were opposed to and
thoroughly disgusted with these pseudo-unity feints, and how
much ashamed they are of those men among us who have shown
such palpable weakness in these shams. There are many dozens
of young preachers who have their feet on the ground on all of
these issues. In many instances they have more stability than
the older preachers are showing. It is my belief that the preach-
ers of the churches of Christ are overwhelmingly against these
Unity Meetings. It would have a wholesome effect on the
churches, disillusion a lot of digressives, and serve as a rebuke
to the promoters among us of such meetings, if all of these
preachers, or a considerable number of them would speak out.

Under the spreading caption, “Who Killed Cock Robin?”
the Bible Banner exposed the false claims of that “brother-
hood survey” which pretended that 95% of the preachers were
back of Clinton Davidson’s journalistic schemes, and it was
shown to be a bald-faced assertion, an outright misrepresenta-
tion, little short, if any, of factual fraudulence. Men who will
do things like that will do most anything, when they think they
can get by with it. I believe the same thing can be done on
these bogus meetings called “National Unity Meetings.” The
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impression that they represent the sentiment of any consider-
able part of our preachers and churches needs to be effectively
relieved. The preachers can put an end to this propaganda, if
they will.

Under the caption, “Watchman, What Of The Night?” the
Bible Banner will publish expressions from the preachers, not
only on this particular thing, but a brief summary of their views
on the general outlook on these issues.

In addition to this, in this news and views section of the
Bible Banner, a monthly summary of the preacher’s work is
invited--a sort of the news-of-the-month report, since the
Banner is a monthly, and not a weekly. This, the editor be-
lieves, may be even more readable and profitable than an every
week report of the work.

May we hear from the preachers everywhere on these sug-
gestions? The Bible Banner is waging a fight for the truth
against multiple forms of error, and desires to enlist every gospel
preacher who is a friend to the Cause it labors to uphold.
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THE CENTRAL MEETING

(W. A. PHILLIPS, ELDER, CENTRAL CHURCH, Los ANGELES)

(SEPTEMBER, 1940)

Great good has been accomplished by the three months visit
of Foy E. Wallace, Jr., to Southern California. He was cordially
received, renewed old friendships and made many new friends.
More important is it, however, to observe that his thorough,
plain and direct manner of handling vital issues has been of
great benefit to the churches in this section. The meetings
were well attended by preachers, elders and members generally
and the effect of his sound teaching is sure to be reflected in the
leadership of the churches for some time to come.

It was a joy to him to begin his campaign with Central, at
Twelfth and Hoover Streets in Los Angeles, in the edifice that
he was instrumental in erecting while with this congregation in
1928-30. This meeting, beginning May 12 and continuing
through four Lord’s Days, was, in attendance, interest and
visible results, the best meeting that has been held in the build-
ing. Considered as a part of the results is the fact that during
the three months since the meeting the attendance at all ap-
pointments of the church has continued larger than before.

The Central meeting was followed by two-weeks meetings
at Ninth and Lime in Riverside, Fairview and Walnut in Santa
Ana, Ninth and Lime in Long Beach and a one-week meeting
at York Boulevard in Los Angeles and a number of single ser-
mons in Los Angeles, San Francisco and points between.

The appreciation of and interest manifested in the type of
preaching which he does indicates a healthy condition of the
churches here. However, that some brethren be not misrepre-
sented, it is necessary to state that there was a slight lack of
whole-hearted endorsement on the part of a very few. But we
need not be surprised, for we remember that it was said of the
Master’s preaching, “This is a hard saying, who can hear it?”
and they walked no more with him.

The preaching was directed mostly to the strengthening of
the members, admonishing to faithfulness in the Lord’s work,
and warning against worldliness and false doctrines within the
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body. Not only is he a man of deep convictions, based on a
knowledge of the Word of God, but possesses ample courage
to say the right thing at the right time. By reason of his direct
manner of condemning sin, and occasionally mentioning the
names of offending members, letting neither the love for friends
nor the fear of foes deter him from declaring the whole counsel
of God on any subject under consideration, some think he is
harsh and say that all things should be done in love. Certainly
all things should, but the difference of opinion is as to what
love is. Solomon said “Chasten thy son while there is hope, and
let not thy soul spare for his crying.” Brother Wallace’s preach-
ing is motivated by his deep love for the church and for the wel-
fare of its members. It requires far more courage, produced by
love of the right type, to rebuke a friend than a stranger and
the use of strong language does not indicate a lack of it.

Certainly no uninspired man preaches more forcibly against
worldliness in the church than does Brother Wallace, but none
of us fall out with him about that (its just his way and a mighty
good way it is). And he is just as emphatic against erroneous
doctrines and we take that too, except that some among us just
cannot stand for premillennialists to be rebuked. That aver-
sion does not necessarily mean belief in false theory on the sub-
ject that is being taught in the churches but may only indicate
that such have friends who teach, believe or are soft on the
issue.

Recent history shows that the erroneous teaching on the
millennial question is the most serious problem in the way of
false doctrine that is now within the church. In objecting to
Brother Wallace being brought to California, one stated as the
reason, that we had no premillennialists here and did not want
him to come and stir up the “fuss” that is in the church in other
places. The answer-If we have none, none can be stirred up,
but if we have they should be stirred and routed. The way to
find out is to turn on the light. And it worked.

During the past decade the church in Southern California
has made a wonderful growth. However, with prosperity comes
inclination to worldliness--with individuals so with churches--
and worldliness opens the door to erroneous doctrines and off
color practices. It is not meant to infer that the condition is
worse in California than elsewhere, indeed I think it better, but
vigilance is needed nevertheless, and the coming of Brother
Wallace was timely and his teaching has been truly helpful.
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With his further assistance, he having accepted invitations for
meetings in Central and Southern California for next year, we
hope to continue to keep the churches here free from the “fuss.”
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WATCHMAN, WHAT OF THE NIGHT?
“THAT NATIONAL UNITY MEETING”

(October, 1940)

Two or three years ago a New York life insurance
specialist, Clinton Davidson, an erstwhile member of the
church who “went into a far country” and spent twenty
years with the digressives, conceived the idea of launching a
movement within the Churches of Christ to change the
church and make it safe for digression, and premillennial-
ism, and softism in general. He began his sinister move-
ment with what he termed a “brotherhood survey,” which
he published and copyrighted, so that it could not be quoted
and exposed. His survey was based on questionnaires, which
were sent to the preachers, and the claim was made that
95% favored the policies in preaching and in journalism
advocated by this man who announced his intention to
change things in the church. It was at this turn of things
that The Bible Banner challenged the brother’s schemes and
flatly denied that he had received the indorsement of 95%
which he claimed, and we dared him to reveal his figures.
We then denied that he had received indorsement from five
percent and challenged him for the proof. The columns of
the Bible Banner were thrown open to the preachers of the
gospel all over the nation in which to state their attitude
toward Clinton Copyright Davidson’s questionnaire and
survey, and under the heading. WHO KILLED COCK R O B I N? "

Clinton Davidson’s claims were exposed and his movement
shown to be unworthy of fellowship or participation by any
decent member of the church. From that day until now,
Clinton Copyright Davidson has been on his way out so
far as churches of Christ are concerned. Even his own pa-
per, The Christian Leader, (for policy) is dropping him,
and the man who defied the church, threatened the preach-
ers whom he could not bribe, is now known to all the church
as a religious fake.

What the Bible Banner did to this Clinton Copyright
Davidson’s questionnaire, survey, and New Christian Lea-
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der Movement, it now proposes to do this so-called National
Unity Meeting. The Murch-Witty movement claims the
sympathy of a large element of brethren, and the Christian
Standard boasts of the great success of these meetings in
favor of the Christian Church and its innovations. We
simply do not believe that any considerable percent of gos-
pel preachers indorse the Murch-Witty National (?) Unity
(?) Meeting, therefore, under the heading, “WATCHMAN,
WHAT OF THE NIGHT?”  we are making an entire section of
the Bible Banner available for gospel preachers throughout
the nation to say what they think of this National Unity
farce.

Preachers of the gospel--you who stand for the truth
without compromise, who love the unity of the church, its
real unity such as it possessed when Jesus established it, and
such as it possesses now in every New Testament congrega-
tion--send the Bible Banner your card. Let the Christian
Standard, the exulting digressive preachers who believe
what they have read, and all the softies in the churches of
Christ, know definitely that there are seven times seven
thousand who have not bowed to their Baal. Watchman,
what of the night? Will the Firm Foundation and the Gos-
pel Advocate give us a lift by a comment in their papers to
encourage expressions from all the preachers? Address The
Bible Banner, P. 0. Box 1804, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.

POSTSCRIPT: The response to this call to arms was over-
whelming from all over the nation, north to south, east to
west--from the Atlantic to the Pacific, from the Great
Lakes to the Gulf. A cross-section of this avalanche of let-
ters was printed in special departments of successive is-
sues of the Bible Banner 1939-40 in vindication of the bat-
tle-cry-They Shall Not Pass.
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“THEY SHALL NOT PASS”

(OCTOBER, 1940)

The West Coast Christian again brings pages of palaver from
James L. Lovell, alias “Jimmie.” He is ever learning but
never knowing anything, ever talking but never saying any-
thing. And every thing he does say, he has to take back about
as fast as he says it. Here is one of his latest ebullitions:

“But the brother who stayed at home? Can’t you imagine
that you can see him running out in front of the house jump-
ing up and down with a ‘blad-blad here and a blab-blab there,’
shouting and waving his arms, ‘He shall not pass.’ "

The prodigal parallel applies to Clinton Davidson (to whom
he refers as coming back to the father’s house) in part, but not
in whole. For instance, Davidson “went into a far country”
and “spent” twenty years of his life’s substance with the di-
gressives.

There the prodigal parallel apparently ends; for the prodigal,
indeed, when he returned to the father’s house, humbly prayed:
“Make me as one of thy hired servants.” But Davidson said
when he came back (?) from the digressives: “I will show you
how to run this alleged Church of Christ, and if certain preachers
try to block my blitzkreig I will simply sue the sox off their feet.”
I would recommend the humble and penitent part of the prodigal
story to Davidson, and when he enacts it, then we will “make
merry and be glad.”

The adaption of the old war adage, “They Shall Not Pass,”
was made by this editor several years ago. Its use was provoked
by a series of editorials in the Word & Work, by Boll, Chambers
and Olmstead. In the very tone of rebellion, and hurling de-
fiance at the whole church, R. H. Boll put forth his “Doctrinal
Manifesto.” This was followed by Stanford Chambers’ “The
Latest Creed,” and H. L. Olmstead’s “What To Preach.”
These challenges by the leaders of the Boll party were promptly
answered in the Gospel Advocate, and we notified these men of
the determination to stop their movement, and simply said to
them and to all: They shall not pass! And they did not pass.
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Then came the Charles M. Neal challenge. He mailed out
open cards to gospel preachers challenging them to meet him on
the millennial question. His challenge was accepted. The de-
bate was held in Winchester, Kentucky. R. H. Boll and E. L.
Jorgenson were there by C. M. Neal’s side to funnel him. But
they did not pass.

Then came the episode at Abilene Christian College. Irked
because of the Neal-Wallace debate, and displeased that the
Gospel Advocate had launched out on a policy of stopping the
Boll Party, a writer on the Advocate’s staff publicly declared
against its policies of opposition to the Boll party and of debat-
ing the millennial question. He revealed there and then his
sympathy for R. H. Boll and the personnel of the Boll party,
which sympathy he has been unable to conceal from that day
until this. They evidently thought they had passed--but they
had not. The Gospel Guardian was started, and for nine con-
secutive months the fight was continued in the Gospel Guardian
that had ceased in the Gospel Advocate. And they did not pass.

Unable to carry the financial responsibility of the Gospel
Guardian, it merged with the Firm Foundation. The Boll party
and their aiders and abettors held jubilees all the way from
Louisville to Abilene. But their rejoicing was not for long. We
still said: They shall not pass.

It was about this time that Clinton Davidson appeared on
the scene with his schemes to make the church ethical. His
questionnaires and “brotherhood surveys” were employed to
scatter his propaganda, and the announcement was made that
95 per cent of the brethren indorsed his movement. All of the
Boll sympathizers joined his movement. He took over the
Christian Leader, streamlined it and made it ethical. Though
they would not fight in the paper, they did fight behind the
paper--“sugar in one hand and acid in the other.” They cir-
culated anonymous letters--dirty, dark, villainous letters, with
no name signed, attacking men’s characters. They carried on
a whispering campaign-all the time protesting “ethics” and
“the spirit of Christ.” But they did not pass.

The Bible Banner was started to replace the Gospel Guardian.
It was clear to all that the Gospel Advocate would do nothing
about the Clinton Davidson movement. They talked about
killing it with diplomacy! Like Chamberlain did Hitler at
Munich! They appointed an “editorial committee” to ap-
pease Clinton Davidson--a committee which has never until
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this day had a single meeting! That is camouflage gone to seed
and by such a course the Advocate forfeited the respect of the
loyal element of brethren who had supported it for three-quar-
ters of a century. It henceforth became the appeasement
paper.

Meanwhile the Bible Banner camped on the trail of Clinton
Davidson and his New Leader. He boasted that he would have
50,000 subscribers, and indicated that he meant to get 30,000
of them right in the cradle of the South. Today, it has been
admitted that they actually have but little more than two
thousand subscribers, less than half the number they had at
the start! So Davidson and the New Leader did not pass.

Now comes the National Unity Meeting, promoted by Murch
and Witty, aided by this same element of softies and sympa-
thizers who seem to wait around every corner to see who and
what they can take up with next. But when all the faithful
gospel preachers in Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Tennessee,
Kentucky, Alabama, and elsewhere get through with this great
national nothing in the form of so-called unity, it will look just
like Davidson’s “Cock Robin” questionnaire and survey. It
shall not pass.

It is a shame for the church to be afflicted, and the cause to
be hindered, by weak men like Lovel l  and designing men like
Davidson, who, with an inordinate desire for leadership and
notoriety would victimize the church of the Lord Jesus Christ,
with their schemes. When such men arise there is but one
thing to do-oppose them. Else the church becomes the prey
of men who from among our own selves “arise, speaking per-
verse things, to draw away disciples after them. Therefore
watch, and remember.” (Acts 20:30, 31.) “For there are many
unruly and vain talkers and deceivers . . . whose mouths must
be stopped: who subvert whole houses, teaching things which
they ought not.” (Titus 1:10, 11.)

Boll and Jorgenson, Davidson and Lovell, Murch and Witty,
and a group of their sympathizers, are the men who are trying
to change the church. But they shall not succeed. We say it
again, and again, neither shouting nor waving, but saying it--
They shall not pass!
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THE WONDER GROWS

CLED E. WALLACE

(November, 1940)

The first phase of the fight against premillennialism
has been definitely won and we propose to keep a weather
eye cocked in the direction of seeing that it stays won. In
the none too distant past some alarming signs portended
that the disruptive future kingdom theories might break
out among us in epidemic proportions. Boll, Jorgenson,
Janes and company seemed poised for a regular blitzkrieg.
The danger of a direct invasion seems to be over, at least
for a long time. Avowed premillennialists are so scarce
among us, some consider it unsportsmanlike to shoot at the
rare specimens still remaining and want to declare a closed
season. Who are they? There are Boll, Jorgenson, Janes
and Olmstead together with a few smaller imitations. The
vast body of the disciples including elders and preachers
have turned thumbs down on the doctrine.

What other phase or phases of the fight are left to be
waged? We are not supposed to charge a man with the
consequences of a doctrine which he distinctly disavows.
And about everybody disavows premillennialism these days.
If you found an a v o w e d  one, even in Harding College, you
would probably have to pull him out from under the bed
by his two heels. Right here “the wonder” begins. When
you pull him out, stand him up, or have somebody to hold
him under duress long enough for an interview, he pres-
ents the phenomenon of “blessing and cursing coming forth
out of the same mouth.” Out of one corner flows a noisy
disavowal of Boll doctrine, while out of the other blessings
descend as gently as the dews of Hermon on Brother Boll
himself. Is it possible that the only issue we have left is
a man, and that shielding him has become more import-
ant than defending the church against his heresy? We may
be reminded that some think the doctrine, even though
false, is not disruptive. Yes, and there are some rare souls
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still enjoying their freedom who still think the earth is
flat, and that they can prove it by the scriptures.

The wonder grows. Along about the time the heresy
was taking the count of ten, along comes an insurance
salesman from New York who had to be introduced to us ,
inasmuch as he was almost a total stranger. You see, when
he wasn’t under premillennial influence during the previous
twenty years, he was going in and out finding pasture
among the disgressives. He is introduced with a dream in
his heart and a check book in his hand. It seems that the
check book blinded the eyes of some of his brethren to the
true color of his dream. Verily, “the love of money is a root
of all kinds of evil: which some reaching after have been
led astray from the faith, and have pierced themselves
through with many sorrows.” It should have been evident
to all who could see beyond a dollar mark that this man
had a hatred in his heart for most of the preaching and
writing that was being done by us outside of Louisville and
some even in Louisville. His every move from his survey
and questionnaire on, revealed this. He did not even make
a decent effort to conceal his feeling. He proposed to buy
and bluff his way into leadership. It is amazing that F. L.
Rowe, Jesse P. Sewell, E. W. McMillan and others could
not see this. By their own admission they are smarter
than I am and I couldn’t see anything else. Sewell has a
habit of locking the stable after the horse has been stolen
but I expected better things of McMillan. In a late issue of
the Christian Leader Brother McMillan says:

“There have been constant charges the last two years
that Brother Clinton Davidson has a covered desire to make
the Christian Lender helpful to premillennialism. When
these charges first started, Brother Davidson told me that
he was not a premillennialist and that he had no interest in
promoting or assisting premillennialism. I believed him.”

Brother Eddie is old enough not to believe everything
he is told when the evidence all denies it. They might have
got by with it, in a way, if they could have kept Davidson
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in New York with his mouth closed. But Brother Sewell
conceived that brilliant scheme of having him invade Texas
and show off at Abilene Christian College. The show he
put on out there exploded in his face and even gave Brother
Sewell a hard chill. Even as he shook the, dust off his feet
and left for other parts, he left a disapproving note to be
read in chapel which didn’t exactly sound like President
Cox’s extravagant effort to whitewash Davidson on the
pages of the Firm Foundation. The whole thing was a
fiasco if there ever was one. As for the Leader, Brother
Davidson is reputed to be out, back in New York still
writing a few checks for Harding College, and Brother
Eddie is still in the woods holding a sack open, momentarily
expecting a snipe to pop into it. He has been imposed upon.
“I believed him.” The wonder grows if he still believes
him. Nobody else much does. Brother Eddie’s faith in him
seems to be wavering. He said editorially: “If Brother
Davidson, in reality, holds the beliefs or the sympathies
of which he is accused, he should make them known clear-
ly.”

To my mind he has already in various ways made
"them known clearly.” If these brethren knew all along
what Davidson was and now desert him when he is whip-
ped, it is a cowardly thing to do. They ought to stand or
fall with him. Why desert him now? If they did not know,
their course is equally clear. A timid editorial gesture does
not meet the demands of the case. I wish I were in Brother
Eddie’s shoes just long enough to show him how to act in
a crisis like that. Some knots that cannot be untied should
be cut. He tells us sagely and evasively that “clearing the
misunderstanding is Brother Davidson’s responsibility.”
Responsibility doesn’t shift that easily.

“And still the wonder grows !" There are some other
things that need clearing up. Don’t pile all the odium on
Davidson. If he gets to be too much of an “underdog” I ’m
liable to go to his rescue. We have done enough to him
without you fellows jumping onto him. . . . after he is
whipped. It is unsportsmanlike. You received him, defended
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him, flattered him and ate out of his hand. Now, don’t turn
around and bite the hand that has been feeding you! Per-
sonally, I think he is at least as good as some of the rest
of you. View the white-robed angel band who waved palms
of welcome to Davidson and his schemes! They, of all
places, come from Harding College, Pepperdine College,
David Lipscomb College, Abilene Christian College. A n d
there is not aa  single premillennialist in all this angelic
choir! No wonder the colleges are having to sow down the
whole brotherhood with bulletins of disavowal and ex-
planations. And still the wonder grows.
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THE CHRISTIAN LEADER FOLDS UP

(DECEMBER, 1940)

The Firm Foundation of December 10, carries an announce-
ment, that Brother G. H. P Showalter has acquired the Chris-
tian Leader and in so doing assumes full responsibility for what
it will be until it is merged with the Gospel Proclaimer, as con-
templated, with the February issue of that paper. Brother
Showalter says: "I crave the good-will, confidence and support
of all who read and love the paper and love the whole truth of
God " Brother Showalter has all of that from me.  We who
are of the Great West have had in G. H. P. Showalter during
the past generation an almost unbounded and unlimited con-
fidence, and the brethren all over this broad area accepted his
leadership almost unanimously, through the Firm Foundation,
in the fight that he made in earlier days against all forms of
error and digression. While some of us have thought that the
Firm Foundation has not been as militant and outspoken against
the menace of the Davidson movement, promoted by the Leader,
as the importance of it demanded, yet the positions of the Firm
Foundation and the integrity of its editor on any question never
have been questioned. Whether the Christian Leader is merged
with the Gospel Proclaimer or is issued as a separate periodical
by the Firm Foundation under Brother Showalter’s manage-
ment, we wish for Brother Showalter the comfort and consola-
tion of doing the cause of Christ a service by taking over this
added burden, for there will be no financial gain in it to him.
We believe that Brother Showalter’s loyalty to the truth will
be the safeguard against the former false policies and promo-
tions of the Leader.

It is not untimely to say here that "two years ago the Chris-
tian Leader passed into the hands of a new management” in the
person of Clinton Davidson. It became his instrument, medium
and tool to accomplish the invasion of the church with his
schemes. He is said to have made the boast that he would
have 50,000 subscribers, 30,000 in the South around Nashville,
Tennessee. But after two years his dreams of conquest have
come to an ignominious end. But some phases of the Davidson
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campaign apparently have not ended. C. B. F. Young, of New
York, sometimes called “Doctor C. B. F. Young” (he is a chem-
ist), appears to have succeeded him in the campaign of calumny,
which Davidson waged against certain of us who opposed him.
In the Bible Banner sometime back I quoted John T. Lewis as
saying that “Doctor” Young had made a statement over long
distance telephone from New York to Birmingham that he
had “enough information” on the editor of the Bible Banner in
Nashville to ruin him “if” he would tell it. The readers will
remember that we promptly invited Doc Young to come right
on down to Nashville while I was there in a meeting and tell it.
He did not do so. He would not do so. He could not do so.
But we have heard from him. First he says that he did not
make the statement over the telephone, but he did make it
through another medium to the same party. He wants Brother
Lewis to correct the mistake. A slight mistake it is, involving
only the medium of the statement. But that does not help
C. B. F. Young any for what did he do? Well, he goes to Birm-
ingham and carried with him Clinton Davidson’s “files” con-
taining “information” on the editor of the Bible Banner and
shows these “files” privately to certain parties whom he would
love to turn against the Bible Banner and its editor! So the
campaign of calumny continues. They would not fight in their
paper, but they will fight behind it! The “Doctor” (?) would
not come to Nashville upon my invitation and show me his
files-but he will peddle Clinton Davidson’s files around and
show them to others. Of course, he does not have to show me
the files, I know all that is in them, and I know that it is not
any old creditors in Nashville that they care about. They
would never have taken the pains to get a report on me had it
not been for the fact that I debated premillennialism with Neal
& Boll, Norris & Tingley, and exposed the spirit of the David-
son movement. Nor do they care primarily anything about
the relations between me and the church in California (which
have always been good and only good)--it is my opposition
to their diabolical schemes that has made them mad and
brought down their vengeance upon my head.

So Doctor C. B. F. Young takes up where Clinton Davidson
left off, with the campaign of calumny.

The obligations that were so unfortunately made through
several exceedingly hazardous and trying years between 1929
and 1934 in Nashville, Tennessee, were paid several years ago.
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My creditors never did cut up half as much as some who were
never my creditors. They, my former creditors, are satisfied--
but Clinton Davidson and Doctor Clarence are not satisfied.

All financial affairs between me and the elders of the Central
Church of Christ, in Los Angeles, were understood and agreed
upon in business manner before I ever left there in 1930 to be-
come editor of the Gospel Advocate, and the details were worked
out accordingly, during the strenuous task of building up the
church and erecting a $75,000 edifice in Los Angeles, and in
trying to see it through after I left. They were satisfied. But
Doctor Clarence and Clinton Copyright are not satisfied.

Even in the matter of getting a disagreement adjusted be-
tween the Gospel Guardian and the firm that printed it, these
meddlers have shown their hand. Property rights were in-
volved in this settlement. An adjustment was due. One of
the elders of the church in Oklahoma City, a businessman, who
knew all the details assisted me. The matter was settled out
of court amicably, and the adjusted account was paid in full
exactly as I had agreed to do in the beginning. But the at-
torney assisting us said that it was apparent that an outside
party was urging this concern to get a judgment against me and
that apparently someone had offered to buy the judgment in
order to induce this concern to file the suit. Can anybody
imagine who it was that wanted to hold a judgment against
me? But this matter was honorably adjusted, and this concern
gave me a written statement that the matter was settled justly
and satisfactorily. They are satisfied. But Clarence and Clin-
ton are not satisfied! So it is with everything they think they
have against me. While all parties concerned are satisfied and
have been for several years, Davidson, Young et. al., who are
not concerned, are not satisfied.

If the New York chemist, who appears to be so pious, insists
on peddling the Clinton Davidson “files” around among the
brethren, I propose to have a photostatic copy made of the doc-
uments in my possession bearing on these matters and print
them in the Bible Banner, showing the original statements and
signatures, to put these scandal-mongers where they belong--
in the corner. I could put them in jail, if that were my way of
fighting. I have in my possession, and have had for ten years,
the positive evidence to refute their charges, every one, in de-
tail. Some of my friends have urged me to print them all--but
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I have not wanted to enter into a discussion of my character
which with me is not a debatable question.

C. B. F. Young says that Clinton Davidson denies threaten-
ing to sue us. Is that so? Well, ask J. W. Akin if he under-
stood the letter he received as a threat. Ask J. E. Williams if
he understood the letter he received as a threat. Ask George
W. Birchfield if he took the letter he received as a threat. Ask
Austin Taylor if he interpreted the letter he received as a threat.
Ask Leon B. McQuiddy why he met me in Memphis, Tennessee,
to inform me that Davidson had said that he would sue me, and
to talk the Bible Banner situation over. Brother McQuiddy
thought he meant to do it, and withdrew from the proposed
organization of the Bible Banner Company, leaving it up to me.
The difference between him and me was that he was scared and
I was not. Davidson ought to repent and apologize for such
conduct instead of denying it, thus adding another sin to what
he has already done.

This has been the spirit of these men who were so much in
favor of promoting a sweet-spirited journal--the New Christian
Leader. We hope that Brother Showalter, now that he has
acquired the Leader, will not give them the medium through
which to feed us sugar in his paper and throw acid in our eyes
out of it.

In “taking over this increased labor and responsibility with
a determination to make the Christian Leader of just as much
help to each individual Christian as possible” we wish Brother
Showalter the highest success, in such a cause, and proffer our
assistance and encouragement as it serves that end, with the
hope that the added burden and responsibility may not add to
his accumulating years.
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HEAVY, HEAVY, HANGS OVER MY HEAD

(January, 1941)

Confidentially, the editor has received the following
note containing information from unknown sources. Read
and wonder.

“Just in case you have not heard it, your goose is
cooked, and is now ready to be served by courses. You are
doomed . . . You are surrounded as completely was the Dago
army in Lybia.”

Now, what do you think of that? What ominous fore-
bodings! Maybe I should have a nervous breakdown. But
the threat is a familiar one, except that it pertains to my
goose instead of my socks! When I stood in the precarious
condition of having my socks sued right off my feet a
friend in solicitude sent me six pairs. Won’t somebody
pleased dispatch me some gooses ?

From more than one source comes the menacing ill-
omened note. The Christian Leader went defunct. Clinton
Copyright Davidson’s promotion schemes failed in religion.
He is out. His paper is out. The grapevine says that he
wants revenge; that he plans and plots in some way,
through someone, to get the head of this editor on a platter.
He is not alone, but give me six guesses and I will guess
all six of them.

They envied my sox, and now they covet my goose. As
I said before, so say I now again--Piggly Wiggly: just
come on in gentlemen ( ?) and help yourselves ! The David-
son-Leader movement is dead, But the backstage cam-
paign of calumny continues.
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THE DOCTORS THAT ARE AMONG US

(FEBRUARY, 1941)

Doctor C. B. F. Young, of New York, erstwhile president of
the defunct Davidson Christian Leader, demurs that the Bible
Banner has minimized his calling by referring to him as a chem-
ist. “You err,” he says, “I am an electrometallurgist, a far cry
from a chemist.” Now don’t ask me how to pronounce it--
just name it and take it. He also tells me in detail how he be-
came a Ph.D.

The Doctor complains that I have addressed him only through
the Bible Banner, to which he does not subscribe, and that he
therefore did not see the suggestion that he might come down
to Nashville, Tennessee, while I was there last fall, with the
“information” from that place that would “ruin” me, “if” he
would tell it. But he saw the previous issue of the Bible Banner,
which referred to his telephone conversation from New York
to Birmingham, in time to demand an immediate correction.
And he saw the next issue in time to inform us immediately
that the correction had not been made. As for addressing him,
and them, only through the Bible Banner, that is the only way
I aim to address them, so he had better subscribe for it and quit
borrowing it from someone else like he has been doing.

He proposes now that I come to some distant point to meet
him. But I have nothing to see the Doctor about. He is the
one who peddled Davidson’s files down to Birmingham as an
extension agent of Davidson’s campaign of calumny. I merely
informed him when I would be in Nashville where he said he
had information that would “ruin” me, and told him to bring
it down. Now he wants me to get some brethren together, go
somewhere, and make a convention out of it. That was not
the proposition, and besides I wouldn’t go that far to see the
Doctor about anything. However, since he went all the way
from New York to Birmingham to tell John T. Lewis that he
could ruin me in Nashville. I thought that he might just stop
off there while I was in town and proceed.

Finally, the Doctor suggests that I publish in the Bible Ban-
ner, his extra long, rambling letter. There are two reasons why
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I am not disposed to do so. First, he does not hesitate to say
that he believes everything he has been told; I am certainly
under no obligation to furnish a medium to any man who at
the outset calls me a thief and a crook. Second, the Doctor re-
cently went on record that he is conscientiously opposed to that
kind of journalism. He thinks it is a sin to engage in contro-
versies through the papers. Now he wants to help me run the
kind of a paper that he helped start the Christian Leader to
stop. If he should do this thing now, by his own confessions,
he would be violating his conscience, and if I should furnish
him the medium to do it, I would be guilty of causing a weak
brother to stumble, a thing I am commanded in the New Testa-
ment not to do.

It does occur to me that the New York electrometallurgist
is going considerably out of his way to put himself to a lot of
trouble about something that does not concern him. These
brethren have been unable to meet the issues and have there-
fore had to resort to something else.

Brother Ph.D. complains that I “refused” to “meet him face
to face.” Now, just who’s afraid of the big, bad wolf? Well,
why don’t I come up to see him sometime? Because, firstly,
he is nobody’s Mae West and, secondly, I have nothing to see
him about and, thirdly, if he has anything to see me about any-
thing that concerns him, let him do the coming, he knows where
I live, and nobody is holding him. But I am under no sort of
an obligation to trip over the country to hold either private or
public conferences with these character-assassinators whose
whole effort has been to destroy the men who have stood for the
truth against error on these issues.

Another complaint of Brother Ph.D. Young is that I accused
him of “peddling.” Of course, that would reflect on the dignity
of a Ph.D. “far cry from a chemist” in New York. He says
Webster’s definition of “peddler” is one who goes from house to
house dispensing in small quantities. And he has not done
that! But Webster also defines peddling as trifling, trickery,
piddling, petty and insignificant. So according to Webster he
is about to be a trifling, peddling, petty peddler. I think most
any of the definitions will describe what the New Yorker is
doing now, but inasmuch as he demurs, we are willing to take
his own definition and since he has quit dispensing his wares
in small quantities and is canvassing the whole brotherhood,
he is no longer a peddler, but a jobber! As for my use of the
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word “calumny,” I knew what it meant when I used it without
being a Ph.D. and have nothing to retract. But he says he is
not taking up where Davidson left off. He has acquired his
“files,” so maybe he is just taking up where Davidson started.
He showed them to John T. Lewis--but he has not circulated
what John T. Lewis told him. I happen to know that he told
him plenty.

Again, the usual exception is taken on premillennialism. He
insists that he is no premillennialist. Well, just who is--these
days? The ones that are will not admit it. We have heard that
before. To hear them talk there is not a premillennialist among
them--yet they are helping the premillennialists with all their
influence and money. Davidson is not a premillennialist, he
says, but he always goes to the R. H. Boll-E. L. Jorgenson
church in Louisville, Kentucky. Thinking that he had better
make an argument against premillennialism, too, Ph.D. calls it
“fantastic.” That’s quite a nice name for it--doubtless rather
pleasing to those who teach it--but I have a better name for
it. It is an out-and-out false doctrine, destructive of the gospel
of Christ and the church of Christ. As well call Mormonism,
Adventism, Russellism, or Spiritualism, “fantastic.”

Another exception taken by our high degree complainant is
that my reference to those who “appear so pious” impugns his
righteousness, and violates the Sermon On The Mount--but in
the next breath he says that this is “not the first time that
Brother Wallace has wilfully misrepresented” things. Note
that he says “wilfully,” and yet he objects to language that
impugns his own pious motives! The same chapter that men-
tions “the mote and the beam,” to which the brother of high
degree refers, has something in pretty close connection to say
about judging not that you be not judged. Was he trying to
be a Christian when he let that one slip, or was he “throwing
acid”?

It has been noteworthy and notorious that these super-pious
brethren can be as ugly as anybody. They would not publish
what Ph.D. Young has circulated in their once glorious but now
defunct Christian Leader, but they demand that we publish it.
The foreground of their premises is alluring but when one looks
at their background it spoils the scenery. Yes, “sugar in one
hand and acid in the other” is exactly what they carry regard-
less of the pious protest. Nobody expects them to admit it.
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But people who think will always look with doubt on the man
who talks about how much he prays and how hard he is trying

to be a Christian. Watch him and see.
Among the other greater or lesser sins of the editor is that

of referring to the brother’s letter as "long" and “rambling,”
Since he has mailed it out to everybody, I am willing to let them
be the judge. Does it read like the composition of a Ph.D.?
Someone said in a jocular vein that Ph.D. means Phenomenally
Dumb, but the present case gives me the feeling that the author
may not have been joking. And since this one resents anything
like a wisecrack or a joke, if he insists we will let him take it
seriously.

Preachers--it has been nearly a year since the date of C. B.
F. Y’s letter. Why has he waited nearly a year to stereotype
it and mail it out over the brotherhood? Is it because the cam-
paign against the Banner and the editor is lagging and threatens
to bog down? Just review the succession of circulars from first
to last and see if this one does not form a link in the chain of
strategy in this campaign of calumny.

1. There was first of all the circular from Philadelphia signed
by “A Christian Young.” Now, let’s see, that sounds familiar--
A. Christian Young--C. B. F. Young--and he emphasizes what
a good “Christian” he is. And their line of chatter, as well as
object of attack, is similar--Philadelphia is not far from New
York, with New Jersey between, and that circular had several
references to New York. Though not impossible it would be
strange that two different individuals by the name of Young
would be trying to do the same thing at so near the same time,
or that an anonymous writer should accidentally take the
non de plume of the man who later attempts the same thing.
It does look suspicious--doesn’t it? This was the beginning
of the Circular Campaign.

2. Then came Clinton Davidson’s survey of the preachers,
and build-up for the New Christian Leader, questionnaires, and
the organization of the Davidson movement to crush the present
papers and take over all enterprises in the church, papers,
schools, preachers and churches.

3. During all of this period, at certain timed intervals other
anonymous documents appeared under various plumes non de
plumes, or no plumes at all, from St. Louis, Chicago, Atlanta,
dealing in vitriolic attacks on character in the lowest and vilest
sort of personalities. Besides all of that, a volume of personal
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correspondence went out from Clinton Davidson to preachers,
enough of which fell into my own hands to give me an accurate
picture of what was going on. Why all of this? There is but
one answer: The cause they promoted required it. That is
how they fight. Their paper was too ethical to print it--but
they were not too conscientious to circulate it through under-
ground channels.

4. Even the “National Unity Meetings” took on the same
character, and the promoters of it were caught redhanded in an
organized scheme, with malice aforethought, to destroy the
reputation of the Banner’s editor. Here is where Witty, pro-
moter of the magic movement for union with the Christian
Church, showed his hand. He joined hands with Davidson in
a base confidential scheme to “expose” the editor. Why?
“Because,” he said, of the fight we have made against the
Davidson-Witty-Murch movements. Now, that is the truth--
they let it out once. Therein is the motive for it all. They
care nothing about the “past actions” nor the present actions
of the editor of the Bible Banner as such--they are after him
because the Bible Banner has smashed every advance they have
made on the church. By the Grace of Almighty God, we shall
continue to do so.

5. The New Christian Leader folded up and Clinton David-
son went into retreat, or recluse, but he is still operating and
will continue to operate. His methods and money are easily
identified, and his agents cannot cover up their tracks, in their
guerilla warfare.

There has been plenty of money and influence back of the
fight that has been made to destroy the Bible Banner. Though
Clinton Davidson is now out of the public picture, he is still in
the fight. He is waging it through others and he will do that on
and on. Preacher lists, and leader lists, and paper lists, will con-
tinue to be worked, and the preachers and the brethren may
continue to expect such things through the mail, some signed,
some unsigned, but all of one intent--the total destruction of
the opposition to their diabolical plans and schemes by any
means fair or foul.

Thus it all links up, and as the President of the United States
said in Collier’s, “the fight goes on”--if they must have it so,
very well, that is our dish, except we cannot and will not descend
to their levels to serve it. Our fight has been on issues, for issues,
and therefore for the church. Let them fight as they will--they
have not passed, and they shall not pass!
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CAMPAIGNING FOR THE CAUSE

(FEBRUARY, 1941)

As a matter of choice, and because it was regarded profitable
for the cause the Bible Banner espouses, the editor has devoted
several weeks during the months of January and February to
an itinerary in Texas and Oklahoma. One night services have
been held over a wide area from Central Oklahoma to South and
West Texas, extending South to the Rio Grande Valley and
West to Carlsbad, New Mexico. The personal reception given
to me by many brethren and friends in all of these places has
been heartening and the response given to the Bible Banner has
been beyond expectations and gratifying, indeed.

In Corpus Christi it was my privilege to visit my father,
whom I do not see as often as I crave to see him, and I was made
happy to find him apparently unabated in physical, mental and
spiritual vigor as he approaches his three-score and ten. I sat
at his feet when I was a boy and heard him preach and debate,
and I yearned within to one day do it as he did. He was my
inspiration then, and has not ceased to be through the years.
From all appearances he has a full decade of useful years of
preaching yet before him, and we pray that it may be so.

In Austin the pleasure and profit, which also comes alto-
gether too seldom, of visiting my brother Cled was also mine.
The readers of the Bible Banner know full well my indebtedness
to this big brother of mine. It is not family pride nor fraternal
loyalty that causes me to say: he is the ace writer of the com-
bined staffs of all papers published by the brethren today, a
formidable foe of error with his pen, and no less so in his preach-
ing. I say this because I believe it and have a right to say it in
the Bible Banner or anywhere else I may choose to do so, and I
dare say it will not be disputed.

It was my good fortune also, in Austin, to see and visit Brother
G. H. P. Showalter, owner and editor of the Firm Foundation,
and publisher of a number of other gospel periodicals as aux-
iliaries of the Firm Foundation. As J. D. Tant said, Cled and
I were “raised” in the front yard of the Firm Foundation, or
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the back yard, as the case might be. Brother Showalter has
been a long time friend of our family. He spoke words of com-
fort to us in 1913 at our mother’s grave. I still have the piece
he wrote in the Firm Foundation, praising her life and warming
our hearts.

Though a very busy man Brother Showalter took time out to
entertain me and in social vein and detail, to talk on things of
mutual interest pertaining to the kingdom of God.

The following editorial from the Firm Foundation will, I
think, be appreciated by the readers of the Bible Banner, and
for that reason I pass it on to them.

To sit in “the editor’s easy chair,” read what others write in
the papers, and write what they leave out, is not always all
there is for an editor to do--not a busy editor. True he is ex-
pected to learn wisdom from others--if they have any--correct
all their mistakes and make none himself. Of course the editor
is supposed to be able easily to solve all the problems, dissolve
all the difficulties and answer all the questions of an inquisitive
constituency, but these common place engagements are not
half of his pleasures nor half that is expected of him. Answer
all the questions? Yes, why else do they take his paper, any-
how? But Samson-like the editor sometimes decides that he
will go out as at other times, and as other people, and shake
himself free--at least be a free man--free from the studies and
perplexities of the office.

Brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr., was at Austin last week and
spoke to a large crowd in the auditorium of the University Ave-
nue Church of Christ. He delivered a most excellent discourse
on “Things That Endure” from Hebrews 12:27. Brother Wal-
lace has served the brotherhood with distinction as preacher,
debater, author, editor, and publisher. And, in each capacity
like most men who write, print, speak, utter or publish any-
thing that amounts to anything, he is both popular and un-
popular in the superlative degree. The Saviour was the most
hated and most loved man the world has ever known--as to the
former they hated him without a cause, as to the latter he is
worthy the loftiest and most sublime exercise of and expression
of the benevolent emotions of the souls of all the created in-
telligences of earth and heaven.

Brother Wallace is the founder, editor and publisher of the
“Bible Banner”--issued monthly--and his editorial sanctum
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is in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma. This paper is now in its third
year. I have read it with interest, pleasure and profit from the
beginning. Not that I have been, always, in perfect agreement,
with all that is said in the Banner, nor with the manner adopted
for its expression. But this does not provoke me to bitterness,
nor malice. I have been an editor too long myself to expect per-
fection, and I know that if I did, it would still remain that bit-
ter enmity, hatred and malice find no place for the sole of their
feet in the kingdom of God, nor in the hearts of those who are
going to enter heaven. I have persuaded myself long ago that
I will always be in a good humor in dealing with my fellowmen
in the realm of religious controversy; which does not mean that
I may not make an apparent exception in cases like those our
Savior “looked round about on them with anger, being grieved
at the hardness of their heart.”

The Bible Banner has a field of its own. It came into ex-
istence to oppose the doctrine of an earth reign of Christ after
his second coming. To my own mind there has not risen a
doctrine of men more unscriptural and God-dishonoring. Broth-
er Wallace has had five oral debates with representative men,
(including Frank Norris) exponents of said doctrine. One of
these discussions is in book form--the “Neal-Wallace Debate.”
Brother Wallace does not believe that this is the only question
among us that merits attention in the papers, nor that all the
dogs should be barking up the same tree. Neither does Brother
Wallace believe that all the coons of the forest are up one tree,
nor that the only question among the churches worth consider-
ing is the throne of David. For my part I am quite well satis-
fied with Brother Wallace’s defense--the Bible Banner’s de-
fense--of the teaching of the New Testament regarding pre-
millennialism. It has never quite appealed to me, when a
brother is called and sent to do some debating on a Bible sub-
ject or to expose some false doctrine, for brethren to distrust
his ability to do so, and mess things up by trying to do it them-
selves. Well, papers are like men, in some respects at least.
The Bible Banner has adopted as a slogan the battle cry of the
ancient Greeks when they faced the invading hosts of the might
of Persia: “They shall not pass”--meaning, of course, that
somebody wants to pass, and they--the cohorts of the Banner--
are not going to permit it.

Brother Wallace was given not only a good hearing, but quite
a nice list of subscribers for the Bible Banner, the subscription
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list of which has grown, I am told, in a very satisfactory way.
Brother Wallace is still a fast friend of the Firm Foundation.
At one time, when he had no paper of his own, he sent more
subscribers to the Firm Foundation than any other field repre-
sentative. In one list, from one town, I remember, he sent 120
subscribers. He is responsible still for many names reaching
our list, and we appreciate it.

I have not expected any other editor to be “always in perfect
agreement with all that is said in the Banner, nor with the man-
ner adopted for its expression,” but it pleases me to have Broth-
er Showalter’s indorsement of what the Bible Banner is doing
and to know that he is in general agreement with its aims and
purposes.

As stated, the Firm Foundation Publishing House publishes
a number of periodicals serving the various fields of journalism.
The Davidson group, who recently turned the Christian Leader
over to Brother Showalter, now claims that it was identical in
purpose with the Gospel Proclaimer. That may sound good to
some who have forgotten, or who never knew, the moves made
by Davidson against the type of journalism represented by the
Firm Foundation then and now. It is significant that they did
not say that their aims were identical with the aims of the
Firm Foundation. If their intention from the beginning was
merely to start a paper like the Gospel Proclaimer why did
Davidson declare war against all papers like the Firm Founda-
tion and the Gospel Advocate?

The recent statement of the Christian Leader Board is clearly
an after-thought, conceived in the death throes of an expiring
movement. In the taking over of their paper Brother Showalter
has it in his hands to do with in the future as he pleases, but he
has let them save their faces. In the “Statement of Clinton
Davidson,” which is being circulated as a leaflet, he assumes
the attitude of injured innocence and refers to the “subtle” in-
fluences against him. He is, of course, the last man to refer to
anything sinister or subtle. His whole scheme has been of that
nature. He says he does not believe in the use of instrumental
music now, and has never believed in its use. Yet he worship-
ped with an ultra-modern Christian Church, and with the
Baptists, many years all the time he says he did not believe in
instrumental music! “Whatsoever is not of faith is sin,” and
if instrumental music were right, if he is telling the truth, he
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sinned anyway by doing what he says he did not believe! He
says that he does not believe premillennialism and has not tried
to promote it. Yet we have reliable information that on a re-
cent trip to Louisville, Kentucky, he attended the R. H. Boll
church and did not go around the loyal brethren! It seems to
me that brethren should be able to see through such as this--
and I think they do.

The Davidson statement therefore is purely a front. The
effect of their statements on some, perhaps on themselves most-
ly, will be this: We started a paper to serve the same ends and
purposes of the Gospel Proclaimer. We have shown the brother-
hood how to do it. We have convinced them on ethical journal-
ism, and now we are willing to retire from the field in favor of
the Gospel Proclaimer which is our kind of a paper anyway.
So Davidson saves his face at the expense of The Gospel Pro-
claimer. Brother Showalter knows his business, but if I were in
his place I would never let them do that to me or any paper
of mine.
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DESERTED THE CHURCH

(MARCH, 1941)

REPORT: “Charles M. Neal has completely deserted the
church, and gone off with the Biblical Research Society. Those of
us who know the personnel of the Boll party are not surprised.
According to reliable information, a remnant of the Main Street
Church in Winchester is saved, and have published that they
are through with Bollism and will stand firmly on revealed
truth. This is some of the good fruit borne as the result of
Brother Wallace’s able defense of the truth in debate with Neal
in Winchester a few years ago. Call the roll and name the
followers of Boll who have completely deserted the church. I
am not a prophet nor the son of a prophet, but I predict that it
will only be a matter of time till D. H. Friend and H. L. Olm-
stead will go to the Christian Church, for they have no convic-
tions on “the music question”. They already have more in
common with the digressives than they do with faithful and
loyal brethren”--(E. G. CREACY, MARCH, 1941)
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THE EVILS OF GOD’S PEOPLE

(APRIL, 1941)

If history repeats itself in the rise and the fall of empires and
in the destinies of nations, it is none the less true in the develop-
ment and the declension of the church. This antecedent thought
dates back to Israel, God’s Old Testament church, whose mis-
takes have been repeated in the history of the church of his
Son through the ages of its existence. Israel’s was a history of
gradual departure, the end of which was rebellion against God’s
way. Moses lifted up his voice of tearful warning against any
deviation from the Oracles of Sinai, but the feet of Israel wan-
dered from the way. God raised up prophet after prophet to
guide their wayward feet, yet Israel wandered. The end of the
story was national decline, captivity and exile, forfeited prom-
ises--and rejection.

This Biblical record is not mere ancient history. It was writ-
ten for the learning and the admonition of those upon whom
the ends of the ages are come. The lesson is aptly put in the
words of Jeremiah: “My people have committed two evils;
they have forsaken me, the fountain of living waters, and hewed
them out cisterns, broken cisterns, that can hold no water.”
(Jer. 2:13)

FORSAKING THE RIGHT WAY

Jeremiah, the weeping but brave, lion-hearted prophet,
struck the vital cause of Israel’s exile. God touched the proph-
et’s mouth and his message flamed forth: “My people have
committed two evils.” In their idolatry Israel had not com-
mitted one evil merely, like the heathen idol devotees who knew
no better. Besides the evil of idolatry Israel added the sin of
forsaking the Living God whom they had known. Forsaking
God, “the fountain of living waters,” for idol nonentities was
like taking cracked and leaky cisterns hewn out by men in
preference to the everflowing supply of fresh waters that a natural
fountain could give. In turning from God to idols, Israel had
abandoned fountains for tanks--man-made, broken cisterns
that could hold no water.
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How readest thou? Can we not see the application in our
own deviations? The denominations, like the heathen idola-
ters, know no better; but in our departures from the way, the
church like Israel commits two evils: first, the evil of the thing
done; second, the evil of forsaking what we have known in the
doing of it.

Wise and just Samuel was rejected for young and handsome
Saul. The choice seems to have been made on looks--mere ap-
pearances. Today, many are more concerned about how the
church looks to the world--outside appearances--than about
what God wants the church to be. The result of such will prove
sadder and far more fatal than with Israel, who rejected not
Samuel, but God. There are many such problems before the
church today.

THE PREACHING PROBLEM

There is a marked reticence in preaching today that did not
exist a generation ago. The church grew when our pioneers
waged relentless war on error. The doors of public buildings
were closed against them, and persecution was bitter, but that
did not deter them. Then courage was an essential quality of
the man who preached the gospel.

We would not assume (far be it) a hyper-critical, holier,
wiser, better-than-thou attitude, but there has been too much
of the “method-of-approach” preaching, and not enough of the
Stephen, Paul, Peter and John sort. In a Sunday morning
Bible Class in a certain church it was remarked that if Stephen
had used the right method of approach, those Jews would not
have killed him and he, perhaps, would have baptized many if
not the most of them. Attention was called to the fact that
Stephen was “full of the Holy Spirit” when he did that preach-
ing and the criticism was against the Holy Spirit. It was learned
that a Bible teacher in one of the colleges had made a like state-
ment to his class.

Another instance of the same sort is a statement which has
been heard from the pulpit of a church of Christ that John, the
apostle, was called “son of thunder” when he was a young man,
full of zeal, but in the maturity of his age he toned down and
wrote his epistles on love!

It is also being talked that no apostle ever “took baptism for
a subject.” Neither did any apostle ever take repentance “for
a subject.” But when they said anything on faith, repentance,
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baptism, heaven or hell--it was decidedly on the subject. Such
statements can be taken only as an apology for plain Bible
preaching and as an effort to court the favor of an element in
the church and out of it in whose mouths such preaching leaves
an unsavory taste. But such preaching never converts any-
body--though it may bring a few responses.

These instances, out of many like them, are mentioned as
examples of the fact that much preaching is headed in the wrong
direction, with a definite trend away from the boldness of
apostolic and pioneer preaching. When a young preacher once
asked the veteran A. J. McCarty how to preach effectively,
fearless Jack McCarty replied : “Young man, get brim full and
running over with the word of God and it will come out.” Yea,
verily, God touched the mouth of the modest Jeremiah, and
said : “I have put my words in thy mouth.” They were words
aflame with a message of vehemence. Some preachers today
need their lips touched by the hand of God.

When God touched the mouth of Jeremiah, He said, "I have
set thee over the nations and over the kingdoms, to root out, to
pluck up, to throw down, to destroy, to build and to plant.”
Yet there are those who cry for “affirmative” preaching and
decry “negative” preaching. Go back and read that verse
again. God set Jeremiah over the nations in that kind of preach-
ing and that kind of preaching will still influence nations.

If the noncombative policy some brethren urge in the pulpit
and press should be generally adopted--where would the church
drift within a single generation? The Christian Church fur-
nishes a good example. They got where they are by pursuing
that very course. And who wants to be where they are?

Another preacher problem is the tendency toward profes-
sionalism. Certain colleges of business, guarantee those who
graduate from them a position within a certain length of time.
There is a sentiment in our schools among those “preparing for
the ministry” somewhat akin to that. Not with the idea of
doing the work of an evangelist,” such as Paul commanded
Timothy to do, but rather with the idea of obtaining a “posi-
tion” with some established church as its “minister,” do many
“enter the ministry” today. It can hardly be denied that when
a New Testament preacher established a church, and set it in
order, he went to his next field. Whether that practice is re-
garded as obligatory, expedient or inexpedient now, we cer-
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tainly should not get so far away from it as to destroy the evan-
gelistic spirit possessed by the New Testament church, and let
a clergy grow up in our midst out of our located ministry.

The need of the hour is straight live-coals-from-the altar
gospel preaching, with the fire of Stephen, the boldness of Peter
and John--note, the boldness of Peter and John (John still had
thunder then)--and with the invincible spirit of Paul; preach-
ing that will start people to talking, even arguing. The people
will hear it, if the brethren will bear it. Let us do it.

THE INSTITUTIONAL PROBLEM

We get the organize bee in our bonnets. The institutional
idea is no longer a trend--we are institutionalized already. No
week passes that churches are not circularized by “our insti-
tutions.” True, "we" did not start them but they were left on
our doorstep for adoption, tagged, “your institution, support
it.” As a doorstep child, the only alternative is adoption or
death. Too kindhearted to let any of them die, the “brother-
hood” adopts them all.

Stress needs to be put on the independency of the local church,
with its own individual program, as being better than to be-
come a mere subscriber, willing or unwilling, to a number of in-
stitutions. Some sober thinking is needed here. And some
efficient figuring will reveal that the institutional way is more
expensive and less effective.

Institutions are inclined to assume power as they grow and,
consciously or unconsciously, to control preachers and churches.
From the schools into the churches young people go as potential
leaders and it is easy to see how churches in the future may be-
come what the schools have in their power to make them. And
it is reasonable that most young preachers will be formed into
the mold of the college they attend. The colleges are now con-
ferring the title “Doctor” on certain gospel preachers, through
the avenue of the LL.D. “Doctor’s degree.” Now Abilene
Christian College is “conferring” the LL.D. on gospel preachers.
Where are we headed? Aside from its being positively ridicu-
lous for a school that can barely give a recognized B.A. degree,
to confer on anybody a doctor’s degree; aside from the cheap-
ness of it, which will make a laughing stock out of the preachers
that accept it and the school that confers it--aside from all
that, it just does not comport with the simplicity of the truth
these schools are pledged to represent and disseminate.
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Remember that it was the colleges, not the societies, that
swept the church into the digression. The colleges were before
the societies and far more powerful in their influence. Their
original intent was right, but they later became the hotbeds for
innovation, compromise and all forms of digression.

THE PREMILLENNIAL PROBLEM

On this point the brethren drowsed in the feeling of a doc-
trinal security while Judaizers sowed tares in the field. The
teachers of the doctrines of millennialism among us are equaled
in their teaching of materialism only by such men as Russell
and Scofield. Before the church became aware of the latent
evils of the theories, the teachers of them had crept unsuspected
into important places. When the disclosures began to be made
those whose love for the truth was deeper than respect of persons,
rallied to the defense of the truth and the exposure of these men
and their movements was made effective. Some assumed the
“watchful waiting” attitude to see how the fight would go.
Others were pronounced neutralists, which was and is yet the
popular position for the masses are for the man who assertedly
preaches the gospel and lets everybody and everything alone--
including the devil--he is popular. But what price popularity!
Surely the gospel preacher who wants to feel the pulse of public
sentiment before he will take a stand is not a safe leader in the
thought and action of the church. And the preacher who does
not know where he stands on vital questions, should stand aside.

With the millennial heresies came other extremes. They are
breeders. They draw flies. They multiply as fast as gnats.
The R. H. Boll Louisville School of Speculation saturated young
preachers and missionaries with the theories, and away from
home, without restraints, the extremes of the teaching came to
light. The chickens came home to roost--divine healing, anoint-
ing with oil, tongues, Spirit baptism, and the like. Yet with all
their heresy this group has been able to hold a sympathy by the
emphasis they have put on piety. There are yet some who can-
not detect the difference between piety and putty. Those who
can think, and who do not let sentiment reign where sense
should rule, can see that the show of heartfelt religion, clothed
with fasting and prayer, is but a head-on into unadulterated
Phariseeism.
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THE PROBLEM OF DIVISION

Another tendency that hangs as a dark menacing cloud over
some congregations is the growing inclination to settle church
problems by division. Instead of congregational trouble being
handled by the elders of the church, the members resort to a
sort of referendum and recall vote, take matters into their own
hands under a revolutionary leadership, and the sequel is divi-
sion--hateful, fateful division ! Later when the parties to it be-
come worn out by the grind, and time heals an element of the
bitterness, the white flag is raised, a truce is declared, hostilities
cease, and the announcement comes that an “understanding”
has been reached--but why not have understanding before the
division and spare the plight?

It is all in a lack of respect for the word of God. The divine
will is ignored and the human passion rules.

OTHER PRACTICAL PROBLEMS

Their name is legion. Preacher’s problems and the problem
of preachers; the striving for place and the swapping of jobs;
preachers meetings, young people’s meetings, all kinds of meet-
ings; the night service, the song service; missionary work,
women’s work, and no work; these and a hundred kindred prob-
lems are ever before a congregation. They can be amicably
and scripturally settled, or handled, only by a sober, thinking
prayerful, Bible-guided eldership, with the cooperation of a
consecrated, obedient, subservient membership.

Denominations may thrive on it--but a wild democracy will
wreck any church of Christ on earth.

To reject God’s way and substitute our own in anything is
but to abandon the everflowing fountain for the broken cisterns
that can hold no water. The fearful consequences of forsaking
God and turning from his way in the history of Israel should
serve as a perpetual warning to us, for “by their unbelief they
were broken off and thou standest by faith. Be not high-minded
but fear.”
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THE SUBVERSIVE CHARACTER OF THE
MURCH-WITTY MEETINGS

(MAY, 1941)

There has never been a movement in the history of the church
on this continent with more sinister designs than the much pub-
licized Witty-Murch Unity Meetings. The Bible Banner made
this charge at the beginning, when these so-called “national
unity meetings” were announced. We have been told not to
judge men’s motives nor impugn their purposes, because the
Lord only knows whether men are sincere or hypocritical. But
Jesus said “by their fruits ye shall know them”--he did not say
that by their fruits he should know them, he said “ye’‘--and by
their fruits we do know them. With the history of digressive
designs back of us, in the virtual theft of meetinghouses all over
the land, divided churches and misplaced confidences, brethren
who have seen or read the past to any profit will repose no con-
fidence in Witty and Murch.

The letter which appears below in the article by Brother
B. C. Goodpasture, which is copied from the Gospel Advocate,
furnishes a clear case of the designing character of these meet-
ings. Brother Goodpasture makes some excellent remarks,
containing timely truths. One point, however, is being over-
looked. The proponents and opponents of these Unity Meet-
ings are all speaking of the desire for Christian Unity. The
Lord’s prayer for unity is repeatedly referred to as not having
been answered. We hear prayers for God to answer the prayer
of his Son. That sounds like these “unity meeting” preachers
have a better standing with God now than his own Son had
then, for they are praying for God to answer the prayer of his
Son! For their information, the prayer of Jesus has long been
answered. He prayed that the apostles should be one. They
were one. He prayed that all who believed on him “through
their word” might also be one. All that believed on him
“through their word” were one. They are still one. Christian
Unity exists wherever Christians are, whether few or many,
who believe on him through the word of the apostles. We
simply mean to say that Christian Unity does not depend on
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what the digressive Christian Church is going to do about any-
thing. Does Christian Unity depend on what the Methodists
are going to do about sprinkling for baptism? Neither does it
depend on what the digressives are going to do about instru-
mental music, missionary societies, delegate conventions, open
membership, women preachers, women pastors, women elders,
vested choirs, union meetings, Thursday observance of the
Lord’s Supper, Junior churches, consecration of infants, modern-
ism, and a thousand things that would separate them from
simple New Testament churches if instrumental music in the
worship had never been heard of. If they, like Ephraim, are
joined to their idols--still Christian Unity exists in the church,
large or small, where Christians follow Christ and his apostles,
“through their word ."” The Lord’s prayer for unity was answer-
ed before the Witty-Murch meetings were born, and the best
that can be said for the Christian Church is that it is a digres-
sion from that unity--an apostasy from the New Testament
order of things.

In this department also appears an article from Brother John
Allen Hudson, of Los Angeles, California, under the title “Unity
Meeting Decline.” Brother Hudson says some good things. I
have personally seen him in action with a few digressive preach-
ers when he made “the fur fly” and I know he can do it. But
it occurs to me that in the letter sent to these digressive leaders
over his signature there is a super-abundance of love making.
The gobs of love with which these digressive “brethren” are
being anointed everywhere seems to me to be rather super-
fluous and gratuitous. It is fine to love when it is the time to
love. But a dose of love is not the medicine these Witty-Murch
Meetings need now. Jesus loved the Pharisees but there were
occasions upon which he did not take any time out to tell them
so--the occasion required something else.

Brother Hudson states that we regard the members of the
Christian Church as our brethren in Christ. I will venture the
assertion here that three-fourths of the members of the Wilshire
Boulevard Christian Church in Los Angeles have never obeyed
the gospel. Large numbers of them came one way or another
from the denominations without obedience to the gospel; many
of them went into the Christian Church on marriage com-
promises. In my home city, Oklahoma City, the pastor of the
First Christian Church stood in the baptistery and apologized
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for immersing a man by saying that there were members of that
church who had never been immersed, and some who had not
received baptism in any form, and they were all welcome, but
that he immersed those who wanted to be! That is the situation
in all of the large Christian Churches and most of the small ones.
On what basis then can the blanket statement be made that we
regard them as our brethren in Christ?

Suppose the organs in the worship should be removed. What
of the other innovations? And what of that majority in the
Christian Churches who have never been converted to the
gospel and have never obeyed it? Suppose the “two groups”
united--there would be an incompatibility as great as if a union
should be formed with any other protestant denomination.
Union is not unity, and Christ did not ask the Father for union.
He asked for the unity of all who believed on him through the
apostles--and he got what he asked--Unity. It is automatic.
When individuals in the denomination called the Christian
Church, or any other denomination, believe the word of the
apostles and obey it, their unity with the New Testament
church will be immediate. Why “Unity Meetings”? The idea
is itself unscriptural.

Back to the designs of the digressives, including Claud F.
Witty, in these mush meetings. Read the letter from the Broth-
er C. R. Elerich of Columbus, Ohio. Brother Witty claims to
represent churches of Christ. These meetings are widely pub-
licized as getting the two groups--Christian Churches and
Churches of Christ--together. Yet Brother Witty did not
even consult any loyal church in Columbus. “The Church of
Christ” mentioned in the announcement is a digressive church
wearing that name! Brother Witty knew this. He went to
Columbus and consulted with the digressives about this “Unity
Meeting” but did not go around the loyal brethren at all to
even find out whether they wanted such a meeting or not. It
is in this high-handed, arbitrary manner that the Witty-Murch
Meetings are being forced upon brethren in various sections by
Claud F. Witty. He is the one that is responsible, led around
by the nose by James Deforrest Murch and W. R. Walker of
the Christian Standard.

The Columbus case is an example of the sinister designs of
this group of men upon the churches of Christ. Brother Witty
has proved himself a traitor to the church. He is not going to
the digressives, he is already with them, and our prediction is
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that he will not long be identified with churches of Christ at
all, unless someone can show him his sin, or something happens
to check his course.

It is more and more evident that churches of Christ have
nothing to gain by these love-making meetings, and Christian
Churches have nothing to lose. Loyal brethren everywhere
are being more and more convinced of this. The digressives
went out--let them repent and return. “They went out from
us because they were not of us; if they had been of us they
would not have gone out from us; but they went out.” (1 John
2:19)

James Deforest Murch and W. R. Walker will not succeed
in their designs on churches of Christ. Claud F. Witty will not
succeed in victimizing the loyal churches and selling them down
the river. The battle against digression has been too long and
hard to surrender it to Witty, Walker and Murch. The Na-
tional Unity Meetings will not succeed.--They Shall Not Pass!



729

“THERE WILL BE NO SUCH SECESSION”

(JUNE, 1941)

The above caption is taken from an editorial in the Firm
Foundation by Brother G. H. P. Showalter in reference to the
efforts of James D. Murch and other digressive leaders, aided
by Claud F. Witty, to “beguile” churches of Christ by their so-
called, but mis-named, National Unity Meetings. Brother
Showalter’s editorial is a strong statement of the right attitude
toward the unity question--the Bible attitude. It is character-
istic of the writings of Brother Showalter covering more than a
third of a century when he takes up his pen to deal decisively
with a vital issue.

“THE UNITY MOVEMENT”

In another column (see page 2) the Firm Foundation is giving
space to an article offered by Claud F. Witty and James Def.
Murch proposing a consideration of the question: “What Is
This Unity Movement?” Brother Witty sent to me the manu-
script some weeks past and I am aware that it has not received
the prompt attention that its authors might reasonably expect.
Brother Witty in a personal letter accompanying the article
says, “I know that you have not shown much interest in the
movement, but I would like for you to let your readers know
what the movement is.” To the contrary I am interested. I
am, at all times, deeply concerned in any and all practical and
Scriptural effort extended toward the unity of God’s people.
“Movements” are sometimes dangerous. If one is, religiously,
in the right place the less “movement” the better. If he wiggles
about he is in danger of getting off the position that God de-
sires and requires, and which alone is acceptable to him.

It is, of course, accepted without argument that God’s people
should be united. No one will deny that. But it is quite a dif-
ferent thing to say that anything unscriptural should be tol-
erated in order to unity. Any unity consummated at the ex-
pense of a recognition of and acceptance of either the teaching
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or practice of things not authorized in the New Testament is
clearly a unity not of the kind for which the Lord prayed. To
believe on Christ clearly cannot mean an acceptance of a part
that he requires, and a rejection of the rest. It seems not to
have occurred to some who are enthusiastic for “unity” that
the really safe road to unity is the elimination of a lot of things
that God has not required at our hands. Unscriptural teaching
and practice connected with or introduced into the churches is
responsible for the divisions that have separated and in many
instances alienated a once united and happy people. To say
that we can be united as long as these departures from God go
uncorrected is to say that convictions must be stifled and com-
promised, and God’s word disregarded if only it may result in
unity. The best way to bring about the unity that God desires
and that our Savior requires is to be set about to eradicate from
the churches and from the practice of professed Christians all
of those things that are without divine authority and that are
hence sinful in the sight of God.

The Pauline teaching on unity was addressed to the local
congregation. He nowhere talks of a unity that would bring
about an ecclesiasticism. He does not call for that type of con-
solidation that would merge the different local churches into
some sort of an organized brotherhood. The rebukes of Paul
in chapter one of the First Corinthian letter had to do with in-
dividual and personal notions and opinions and not with the
sound doctrine of Christ. The teaching of Paul and Apollos
and Cephas and Christ was one and the same thing. And the
church of Christ at Corinth was not divided on matters of doc-
trine. It was a matter of choice of preachers who were all sound
in the faith. But the whole situation would have been different
entirely had it been a dispute arising from following after false
teachers who are introducing heresies. Paul would never have
advised the brethren at Corinth to disregard such cause of di-
vision. He did not fail to approach problems of this order and
to declare himself in no uncertain terms. “False teachers”
have always been the bane of the church. They have always--
from the earliest history of the church--brought about division
for the simple reason that truth has no part with error, Christ
has no part with Belial, nor he that believeth with an infidel.
Paul may be quoted: “Be not unequally yoked with unbe-
lievers: for what fellowship have righteousness and iniquity?
Or what communion hath light with darkness? Or what con-
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cord hath Christ with Belial? Or what portion hath a believer
with an unbeliever? And what agreement hath a temple of
God with idols? For ye are a temple of the living God ; even as
God said, I will dwell in them, and walk in them ; and I will be
their God and they shall be my people. Wherefore come ye out
from among them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord, and
touch no unclean thing; and I will receive you, and will be to
you a Father, and ye shall be to me sons and daughters, saith
the Lord Almighty. Having therefore these promises, beloved,
let us cleanse ourselves from all defilement of flesh and spirit,
perfecting holiness in the fear of God” (2 Cor. 6:14-7:1). To be
acceptable to God we must rid ourselves of (a) defilements of
the flesh, all fleshly lusts that war against the soul--all sins of
the body that pollute, corrupt, and destroy, and (b) of all de-
filements of the spirit, that is all false doctrine. Paul teaches
that we should cleanse ourselves of all teaching and practice
that is after the doctrines and commandments of men and not
after Christ.

The church to be united must be purified. The cleansed,
purified part of it is united already in Christ. They are calling
for peace. But purity must precede peace. The wisdom that
is from above is first pure, then peaceable (James 3:17). Purity
first, then peace. We ought to be anxious for peace, but not so
anxious for it that we would compromise the truth or unite
with those who do. In the days of Jeremiah the prophet the
ancient people of God had rejected him and his word so that
of them it is said, “from the least of them even unto the greatest
of them every one is given to covetousness; and from the proph-
et even unto the priest every one dealeth falsely.” And just
there it turned out that there were appeasers who were wanting
peace. Of them the Lord said: “They have healed also the
hurt of my people slightly, saying Peace, peace, when there is
no peace” (Jer. 6:13, 14; 8:10, 11). There are times when God
wants war, not peace--opposition, not submission--separation,
not unity. Whatsoever is not of faith is sin, and nothing un-
authorized in the New Testament can be, to us, a matter of
faith.

The Christian church people are not themselves united. In
fact they are hopelessly divided. And with what particular
section, branch, schism or faction do they want us to unite?
Dozens of their churches now practice the so-called “open mem-
bership” doctrine. They accept into their full-fellowship people
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who have never been immersed. Into their membership are
enrolled persons who come from the various sectarian religious
bodies who practice sprinkling and pouring, and “are satisfied
with it,” and have never been baptized--just been sprinkled or
had water poured on them. I wonder if Brother Witty expects
his cloak of unity to be big enough to encompass them. I be-
lieve Brother Murch himself does not indorse such practice. If
he does he will correct me. And if he does, Brother Witty is
certainly tying himself up with a most shameful corruption of
the sound doctrine of Christ. And does he expect the churches
of Christ who are earnestly contending for the faith once for all
delivered to the saints, to be beguiled into a realm of religious
practice that operates without the support of faith? There
will be no such secession among the loyal churches of Christ--
of that I am certain--and all the unity meetings and love feasts
of misguided brethren will fail.

Paul said, “We have the mind of Christ” (1 Cor. 2:16).. Also,
“Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ” (Phil. 2:5).
This shows that when Paul says, “Be of the same mind in the
Lord” (Phil. 4:2, et al), this can be effected only by all having
the mind of Christ, and this is the possible basis for unity. If
we are going to be united, and all be of one mind and one heart,
it can be effected only by all having the mind of Christ and this
can be, only when we accept what he says and do as he requires.
Unity must have a foundation on which to rest, and this, to
believers, is, and necessarily must be, the word of God.--
G. H. P. SHOWALTER , in Firm Foundation.

The above words of Brother Showalter will carry weight.
We recommend that Brother Witty read them to his next Unity
Meeting. For instance this passage: “There are times when
God wants war, not peace--opposition, not submission--sepa-
ration, not unity.” Then another passage: “Brother Witty
is certainly tying himself up with a most shameful corruption
of the sound doctrine of Christ.” And yet another passage:
“There will be no such secession among the loyal churches of
Christ . . . and all the love feasts of misguided brethren will
fail.”

That editorial will do great good and we put in our bid for
more of the same order.



733

THE CAMPAIGN OF CALUMNY

(JUNE, 1941)

There is nothing new about it. It is the same old campaign
of calumny. If it breaks out in a new place it comes from the
same old source. It began with the discussions which were
held with Boll, Neal, and Norris. Defeated on the issues, they
swore vengeance in personal destruction. Even when Norris
sought palliation for utter defeat in personal retaliation these
false brethren fed him on slander and slime. There they met on
common ground.

Then came the Clinton Davidson movement and anonymous
letters. Because the Bible Banner stood squarely in the way of
this sinister movement its promoters vowed to destroy its editor.
His movement died but his bitter hatred lives and flows through
other channels.

Next up was the Murch-Witty National Unity Meeting
notion-a carefully devised scheme to take over the church.
The Bible Banner opposed the schemes of Witty and Murch
on the same principle precisely that it opposed the schemes of
Clinton Davidson. Stung by defeat, Davidson was seeking
revenge and saw an opportunity to enlist the assistance of
Claud F. Witty. The following letter reveals the Davidson-
Witty calumnious coalition. It was written by Brother F. L.
Rowe as a “confidential” letter to the editors of the Christian
Leader. But as it was sent as a form letter, it could hardly be
maintained that it is confidential. Read it and see the spirit
and the persons back of the campaign being waged.

CONFIDENTIAL LETTER TO LEADER EDITORS

January 8, 1941. Dear Brother: About three weeks ago,
Brother Davidson called up from New Jersey about 8:30, but
I let Sister Bauer answer the ‘phone as I have a little difficulty
sometimes in hearing clearly. The substance of his conversa-
tion was that if I would go after Foy E. Wallace and expose
him in every way that I could and in every way that would be
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proven to me that such a work on my part would be financed
by a Brother in Detroit. My answer to him was I would have
no part in any such an affair and that as far as I am concerned
I am out of all that. I had Sister Lena tell him that I was start-
ing a new paper and wanted to keep it clean. So much for that.

Then this week, Monday, Claud F. Witty came to Cincin-
nati and called on me and talked to me privately about lending
my name of influence to a paper for a few months at least whose
purpose would be to expose Foy E. Wallace because of his bit-
ter attacks upon Witty and others. I told Brother Witty I
could not lend my name to any such a proposition and I sug-
gested that he get some small-town printer get the paper out
for them and that they mail it themselves. I told him I was
through with all that manner of contention among brethren.
I asked him why he came to me. His answer was, he wanted
my name and reputation. I told him he would have to find
someone else that I would be no party to it. Fraternally, F. L.
ROWE.

No comment is necessary to point out the evident purpose
of what is being done. Regardless of who is doing what or
whether they have an understanding or not, they are one in
aim, and intent. Here they meet on common ground “of one
accord and of one mind”--to destroy whom they hate.

The amazing thing is that the men back of this thing are the
promoters of “unity meetings” and appear as love embodied
and piety personified.

A Boll-Jorgenson-Witty writer descended to the level of con-
tributing an article to the editor of the paper which is now their
tool. It revealed their own mental level. They claim that
they do not “sanction” the Unity Movement--but “rejoice in
the iniquity” of libel. They have admittedly distributed
bundles of papers containing what was indecent, to get even
with Foy Wallace because of his alleged “unchristian” treat-
ment of the promoters of Premillennialism and pseudo-unity
movements.

The denominations will unite to oppose their common foe--
the church. It is in the same spirit that these men, some of
whom have little or no use for each other, have met on common
ground to oppose the Bible Banner by any means or measures
necessary, fair or foul--mostly foul.
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It is my firm conviction that the public in general, and the
readers of the Bible Banner in particular, can and will see the
influences back of this campaign of calumny. It cannot be
disguised.

Concerning the personal attacks that are being made, the
Bible Banner has no reply to make. Our battle has been fought
on issues and attitudes that affect those issues. We have not
attacked the personal character of any man in all these con-
troversies. We shall continue to leave that type of “journalism”
to those who oppose us. It is significant that we have refused
to even quote the bad language of articles to which attention
has been called. The person of this editor is nothing, and his
personal fortunes are nothing. Do unto him what they will; it
does not matter. But as long as he lives he will continue the
fight on error “while the heathen rage and the people imagine
vain things.” We shall continue to stand by the issues involved
in this controversy. And on these issues--they shall not pass!
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ANOTHER BROTHERHOOD MOVEMENT

(JULY, 1941)

We are about to be treated to another “brotherhood” some-
thing. Not long ago one Clinton Davidson, an ex-digressive,
claimed that he had made a “brotherhood survey” and an-
nounced “a brotherhood paper” based on that supposed survey.
He tried to take over the Gospel Advocate and threatened to
put it out of business; he even tried to get the Firm Foundation
and extend the influence of his movement into the schools and
all the high places of “the brotherhood.” He did get the old
Christian Leader, had it copyrighted so that nobody could
quote it or reply to anything in it, and started his “brother-
hood” blitz. But his invasion of the “brotherhood” bogged
down; his machine stalled; his paper died; his movement failed.

Now, comes Claud F. Witty with another brotherhood
paper proposition. In case there are some who do not know
it, Brother Witty is the left member, or as Murch would say,
the “conservative” member, of the Witty-Murch Unity Meet-
ing combination. Can anybody imagine what Witty wants
with a brotherhood paper? He says that the paper (Christian
Tribune) which he is taking over is now only "a state paper,”
but when he takes it over and becomes its editor it will be a
“brotherhood paper.” Now, just what is “a state paper”?
Some of us will naturally wonder if it is something like “a state
evangelist.” Then what will his brotherhood paper be? Brother
Witty has been running with James Deforest Murch and the
digressives so much that he talks like them.

On page 11 will be seen the cut of a “confidential” letter
which Brother F. L. Rowe wrote to the editors of his Christian
Leader, known now as the Christian Ledger. This is a photo-
graphic reproduction of that letter. It was Davidson and Witty
who proposed to finance Brother Rowe if he would publish his
paper to “expose Foy E. Wallace.” It will be noted that David-
son called Brother Rowe by long distance telephone from New
Jersey to make his proposition. It is also very interesting to
note that Claud F. Witty made a trip on the train to see Broth-
er Rowe to induce him to use his paper for this purpose.
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The question is now in order: Will Brother Witty use this
“brotherhood paper” in an attempt to do what he wanted
Brother Rowe to do? If not, why did he try to get Brother
Rowe to use his paper to do something that he will not use his
own paper to do?

Or did they find that small-town printer and a small-town
paper to do their work? This is quite an interesting question.
According to the testimony of their own words, on record, they
will furnish the finance for others to do an underworld job,
while they assume an air of pious innocence and run nice papers.

A brotherhood paper indeed ! The evidence is conclusive
that Brother Witty is the middle member of a set of unholy
triplets. He has Davidson on one side of him and Murch on
the other side. What an “Axis”! And Claud F. Witty has
the temerity to propose a brotherhood paper! The brethren
will turn thumbs down on it.
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THAT “NOBLE SYMBOL OF UNITY”

(AUGUST, 1941)

It will be remembered that not long ago the Bible Banner
called attention to an editorial in the Christian Standard by
Edwin Errett commending E. L. Jorgenson and his premillen-
nial songbook. The Christian Standard announced editorially
that it had adopted the Jorgenson songbook and urged all the
Christian Churches to buy it and use it as “a noble symbol of
unity” between the “two groups” Christian Churches and
Churches of Christ.

It will also be remembered that the Bible Banner called at-
tention to the fact that in the Lexington Unity Meeting E. L.
Jorgenson paid flattering tributes publicly to S. S. Lappin, one
of the leading evangelists of the Christian Church, stating that
he would like to go around with him and lead the singing in his
meetings. That sort of back-slapping and mutual admiration
was the order of the great (?) unity meeting! Except that it
was not altogether mutual-because as previously remarked
the group of digressive preachers there were said by eye-wit-
nesses to actually turn and give each other the wink while
Claud F. Witty and others of our brethren were making their
speeches. These Christian Church preachers knew that our
preachers there were being taken in, but they were so gullible
as not to know it, or else knowing it were willing to be taken in.

It will not be forgotten that the Bible Banner also pointed
out that the results of such meetings would be the abandon-
ment of the issues entirely and that before long the digressive
preachers would be holding meetings in the churches where the
brethren participating in these meetings live and preach.

It has come to pass. The following announcement was taken
from the daily paper in Louisville, Kentucky:

S. S. Lappin, former editor of the Christian Standard, will
preside at a series of tent meetings beginning Sunday at High-
land Church of Christ, Bardstown Road. Mr. Lappin was a
professor at Bethany College and is author of several books.
The meetings will be held at 7:45 p.m. daily except Saturday.
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The following ad also appeared in the Louisville press:

HEAR THIS GREAT GOSPEL PREACHER !

S .  S .  LAPPIN

JULY 13 to 27

Highland Church of Christ
Bardstown Road near Longest Avenue

Three Sunday Mornings in the Church House
Every Evening (Omitting Saturdays)

in Tent on Lawn

The “Highland Church of Christ” mentioned in the above
newspaper announcements is the church where E. L. Jorgenson
preaches. It is the church in which Don Carlos Janes is a leader.
Thus these two men, concerning whom the brotherhood has
been repeatedly warned, have now come out into the open in
their affiliations with the Christian Church. They believe in
“fellowship” so strongly that they fellowship everybody--except
loyal preachers and Christians who oppose their millennial
teaching. It was this same church, under the direction of E. L.
Jorgenson and Don Carlos Janes, that “withdrew fellowship”
from such men as C. A. Taylor and those who compose one of
the best churches in the whole brotherhood today, (the Bards-
town Road Church in Louisville) because they stood against
the premillennial teaching of E. L. Jorgenson and Don Carlos
Janes. But they extend full fellowship to S. S. Lappin, a di-
gressive evangelist, and have him to hold the meeting for the
Highland Church of Christ.

Brother H. Leo Boles exposed the affair in a manner worthy
of the old Gospel Advocate. He did not mince words. In the
same article he exposed the modernism of Walter W. Sikes,
and his Christian Church connections and sympathies. Walter
W. Sikes is my brother-in-law, married a sweet sister of mine
and led her astray. He received his start toward modernism
and digression in Abilene Christian College under the influence
of such men as G. A. Klingman, David L. Cooper, and others
whom Brother Sewell retained on his faculty over the warn-
ings and protests of some of the strongest men in the church
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who knew where these men stood. And it was Brother Sewell
who so recently did everything in his power to fasten Clinton
Davidson on the churches and colleges of the West. It was
also Brother Sewell who held a similar meeting with a digres-
sive preacher, with a digressive church cooperating, at Waxa-
hachie, Texas, a meeting similar to the Jorgenson-Lappin
meeting in Louisville. Yet Brother Sewell recently demanded
that anybody name anything in which he has been “unsound.”
Well, he is the one who started such young men as Walter Sikes
on the road to digression and modernism through Abilene
Christian College. So Walter Sikes now writes an article for a
magazine published by a Christian Church College, in which he
avers that the “Church of Christ” and the “Christian Church”
are two denominations that have grown out of the same move-
ment ! In other words, because those who first formed the
Christian church departed from the New Testament order of
things and went away, the church itself thereby became a de-
nomination. If the church was not a denomination before the
Christian Church came into being, why should the fact that
some who were not loyal to the New Testament went out from
us make it a denomination now? According to that idea of it,
when John the apostle said some in his day “went out from us,”
that made the church that John belonged to a denomination!
The “church of Christ” is just what it was before some went
out for one thing or another--whether digressives or premillen-
nialists. I am glad Brother Boles exposed the fallacies of Walter
Sikes in his article. More is needed and the editor of the Bible
Banner will join Brother Boles in doing it.

Surely honest brethren, even those who have been misguided,
can now see that E. L. Jorgenson’s songbook actually has a
digressive and sectarian affiliation, being held as “a noble
symbol of unity” between his group and the digressives. The
Christian Church is now his medium of promoting his book.
It should certainly be abandoned by all loyal churches. The
reasons are obvious.

With digressive preachers holding meetings for Jorgenson’s
church in Louisville, and Jorgenson holding a meeting in re-
turn for a digressive church in Indiana, the purpose of the Unity
Meetings is now revealed. No further argument should be nec-
essary. The course of the premillennialists is also manifest.
It is the common ground of these men. They are all unsound on
every vital issue before the church, both in doctrine and worship.
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The next Bible Banner will review more fully the report of
the Jorgenson-Lappin meeting in the Christian Standard by
S. S. Lappin and in the Christian Messenger by Don Carlos
Janes. But knowing these things now--will the churches of
Christ continue to aid E. L. Jorgenson in the promotion of his
errors by the purchase and use of his hymn books? And will
they continue to send missionary money to Don Carlos Janes
who has proved so unfaithful in teaching and practice? I can-
not believe loyal churches will do it; but if in certain instances
they do, loyal members should protest and continue to protest
until their protests become effective. Truly, “by their fruits
ye shall know them.”
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A PLOT THAT WAS THWARTED

(AUGUST, 1941)

In recent issues of the Bible Banner there appeared the re-
productions of a letter written by Brother F. L. Rowe to the
editors of the paper which is now called the “Christian Ledger.”
It was the old Christian Leader until Brother Rowe sold out to
Clinton Davidson and Company and was “tricked” (he says)
out of his old Leader. Being tricked by Davidson once should
have cured him, but instead he listened to another Davidson
“trick” in which he was aided by Claud F. Witty, the Unity
Meeting promoter, and so Brother Rowe is in trouble again.

The story goes as follows: Clinton Davidson called Brother
Rowe on long distance telephone from New Jersey to Cincin-
nati and proposed to finance his paper if he would use it to “ex-
pose Foy E. Wallace, Jr.” Brother Rowe did not accept the
offer. Shortly afterward Claud F. Witty boarded the train and
went from Detroit, Michigan, to Cincinnati, Ohio, to carry the
proposal in person. The reason he gave for wanting me exposed,
as stated by Brother Rowe, was because I have opposed their
Unity Meetings and other Davidson-Witty activities. Now
there is their reason-their very own reason-for attempting in
every underworld way to cut the throat of the editor of the Bible
Banner.

Brother Rowe states that he refused but because he wanted
to run a clean paper. That was well and good. But he did not
stop there. Brother Rowe aided and abetted in the thing these
men were proposing to attempt to do by actually giving them
advice on how to do it-he told them to get a small-town printer
and a small-town paper to do the job. So he evidently thought
it should be done or he would not have advised them how to do
it. Like Balaam of old he said to a modern Balak: “I cannot
do it, but I will tell you how to get it done.”

After this Brother Rowe addressed a form letter to the four
editors of the “Christian Leader,” which he entitled "Confiden-
tial Letter To The Editors Of The Christian Leader,” in which he
related these schemes.
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CONFIDENTIAL LETTER TO LEADER EDITORS

January 8, 1941
Dear Brother :
About three weeks ago, Brother Davidson called up from

New Jersey about 8:30, but I let Sister Bauer answer the ‘phone
as I have a little difficulty sometimes in hearing clearly. The
substance of his conversation was that if I would go after Foy
E. Wallace and expose him in every way that I could and in
every way that would be proven to me that such a work on my
part would be financed by a Brother in Detroit. My answer to
him was I would have no part in any such an affair and that so
far as I am concerned I am out of all that. I had Sister Lena
tell him that I was starting a new paper and wanted to keep it
clean. So much for that.

Then this week, Monday, Claud F. Witty came to Cincin-
nati and called on me and talked to me privately about lending
my name and influence to a paper for a few months at least
whose purpose would be to expose Foy E. Wallace because of
his bitter attacks upon Witty and others. I told Brother Witty
I could not lend my name to any such a proposition and I sug-
gested that he get some small-town printer get the paper out
for them and that they mail it themselves. I told him I was
through with all that manner of contention among brethren.
I asked him why he came to me. His answer was he wanted
my name and reputation. I told him he would have to find
someone else that I would be no party to it.

Fraternally, F. L. ROWE

It so happens that one of the editors is a faithful friend of
mine, and a friend of the cause of God. Brother Ben F. Taylor,
of Bowling Green, Kentucky, known by thousands of people
as a godly man and loved by all who know him, is that man.
When Brother Taylor received the letter revealing the cut-
throat scheme of Davidson and Witty he wrote Brother Rowe
that he (Brother Rowe himself) should send that information
to me, the victim of their schemes. When Brother Rowe did
not do so, Brother Taylor was Christian enough and man enough
to send it to me himself because he thought that friendship,
Christianity and common honor among men required it of him.

It was published--a photographic copy of it--in the Bible
Banner, without asking Brother Taylor’s permission. This
was done not so much as a matter of personal defense, though
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I was the personal victim marked for their wicked destruction.
The letter was published because brethren everywhere should
know the character of the men who are menacing the church
and threatening those who are fighting to uphold it. It was
published without Brother Taylor’s permission because I wanted
him to be able to say, as he has said, that he did not have it
published and did not know that it was going to be published.

Now, Brother Rowe puts out a special edition of the “Chris-
tian Ledger” in which he brands Ben F. Taylor, of Kentucky,
as a traitor, and wishes that he could have died before this hap-
pened to him. Why? What he did was done by himself, and
therefore what he wants to die for must be because it has been
made known. He should want to live to make amends for sell-
ing out to Clinton Davidson in the first place, and for being a
party to their dark schemes in the second place.

We simply contend that a scheme to destroy a man, stab him
in the back, cut his throat in the dark, is not a proper subject
for a “confidential letter,” and I do not hesitate to say that I
feel absolutely under no sort of obligation, Christian or ethical,
to keep such diabolical designs a secret. It is indeed a strange
complex when men think that they may enter a secret pact to
assassinate a man’s character, but when the man they propose
to assassinate discovers it and exposes them, he has committed
a great sin and is a traitor and a betrayer! The fact is, they
started out to do some “exposing” and they have gotten “ex-
posed ."” It all depends on whose ox is gored !

There are a great many faithful brethren who will resent
Brother Rowe’s calling Kentucky’s Ben F. Taylor a traitor and
otherwise vilifying him. It is not true. As for the publication
of the letter, the full responsibility is my own, and I gladly ac-
cept it. I have no compunction of conscience in having done
so. I do regret that it has become the occasion of reproach and
suffering on the part of my loyal friend. I would like to bear
the reproach that is being heaped upon him. But while Brother
Rowe and some of his other editors are tirading against Brother
Taylor, there are other thoughtful brethren who are sending
him words of praise and commendation. Among these is the
letter from Brother R. L. Dunagan, an elder in the church where
Brother Taylor preaches, than whom there is none better in
God’s service.

Dear Brother Taylor: Christian Ledger of August 5, 1941,
just received. Have read Brother F. L. Rowe’s notes, pages
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10 and 11, and the editor’s letters. You have done exactly right
in exposing the attempt to murder Brother Wallace. If Brother
Rowe or any of the editors were in Brother Wallace’s place they
would view this entirely different and appreciate your stand for
the truth, honor, justice and Christian attitude. No man has
any right to withhold the truth when a brother’s character is
at stake or the Master’s cause is attacked. Your brother,
R. L. Dunagan.

This letter is a copy of the original and was sent to me by
Brother Dunagan. We deeply appreciate the attitude expressed
and its depth of brotherly feeling.

If this affair, as Brother Dunagan suggested, were reversed;
if Davidson and Witty had made such a proposition to me in-
volving Brother Rowe as their proposition to him involved me;
as little as Brother Rowe thinks of me, I would have sent him
the information anyhow, by air mail. And, as for the special
edition of the Christian Ledger which is being sent to all the
preachers, I know of no better way that Brother Rowe could
help Brother Taylor. He evidently secured the funds which he
said he did not have to make a general distribution of this edi-
tion. Perhaps Davidson and Witty furnished the money as
they suggested. People will wonder.

With Brother Taylor, we are really sorry for Brother Rowe,
and devoutly wish that he could have saved himself the humil-
iation of the blunders he has made in connection with the David-
son-witty schemes. It is not too late for him to make a clean
breast of it all and square himself with the church. And he
owes a straight-out apology to Brother Ben F. Taylor for the
abuse he has heaped upon him.
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THE NEED OF UNFEIGNED FAITH AND
FELLOWSHIP

(MARCH, 1942)

The end of Paul’s charge to Timothy was “love out of a pure
heart and a good conscience and faith unfeigned.” From these
things some who were desirous of being “teachers” had “swerved”
and had “turned aside” and “understood neither what they
said nor whereof they affirmed.” These words of Paul set forth
a rather accurate picture of the conduct of some men among us
today. Some of them are young and are misguided by mis-
placed confidence in men who are plenty old enough to know
better, and do know better, but have become Quislings in the
church of Christ. Efforts are being made to lead the church
into a pseudo-unity and a false fellowship. Much is being made
of “love” and “fellowship” but it is not love “in knowledge and
in all judgment” nor is it fellowship “in the gospel,” which Paul
exhorted the Philippians to possess. One who does not know,
and cannot discern, what to love is apt to love the wrong thing--
we need love, but love in knowledge and in judgment, or discern-
ment. When a preacher is heard to remark that he believes
this or does not believe that--but--but, put it down that his
faith is feigned’ This lack of an unfeigned faith and love can
be observed in the palpable inconsistencies in the attitudes of
some leading preachers and brethren among us. It is in order
that some examples should be cited.

1. A FEIGNED LO V E

Sometime ago a copy of the Chicago Christian was sent to
me. It is published by the Cornell Avenue Church of Christ,
Ralph Wilburn, Preacher. The sentiments in this particular
issue of this church bulletin are not hard to trace. In an article
entitled “The Choice Before Us” the preacher had much to say
about the “self-appointed lords of orthodoxy,” and “playing
the game with the big, influential preachers in the brotherhood,”
and “the orthodox dogmas of the brotherhood,” “dictators”
“political rackets” and other expressions of like nature pre-
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sumably to emphasize the love we should have for each other!
These expressions all sound familiar to some of us. A few years
ago R. H. Boll issued “A Doctrinal Manifesto” in which he
branded the church and all of its loyal preachers and leaders
with the same terms and many others like them. Such terms
as “creed-bound sect,” “orthodox dogmas,” “popes,” “dicta-
tors," “Pharisees, " “Sanhedrin,” have abounded in the writings
of the Boll group and their sympathizers. Such terms always
sound suspicious, but not knowing the preacher referred to
above, who was author of the article, judgment might have been
withheld if other expressions had not given him away completely.
He criticises bitterly "a certain preacher” in Chicago who “dog-
matically refused to associate” with E. L. Jorgenson (R. H.
Boll’s chief aide) in a meeting there in the city. Next, he makes
a critical reference to “such men as write for the B. B.” Can
anyone imagine what paper B. B. stands for? These fellows
are too sweet and ethical to mention the Bible Banner by name,
so they just initial it in their articles. And, finally, he makes
an assault to condemn all of the writers in all of the papers who
have been condemning the Murch-Witty “Unity Meetings”
which he refers to as “this noble Christian effort.” He very
knowingly and lovingly avers that those who oppose it “have
but the slightest notion of what these gatherings are” and says
(in love) that their “gullibility is manifest” in what they write
against these digressive promotions. All of this the brother
was saying while exhorting to kindness and pretending to write
in love--but it was not love unfeigned. He only located himself.
His own article marked him. A further check-up revealed that
he has been a student of R. H. Boll and writes for the Word and
Work, Boll’s paper.

And a recent issue of Word and Work copied the Wilburn
article, “The Choice Before Us” in full. So the brother’s
“Choice” admittedly has been to cast his lot with Boll. It is
generally known that Harding McCaleb, a rank premillennialist
and Bollite, has been virtually in charge of the Cornell Avenue
church. With that kind of a manager and this kind of a preach-
er, the chance for Cornell Avenue church to be a pure church of
Christ is rather slim.

Incidentally, when a man loves the Word and Work and hates
the Bible Banner he need not tell who and what he is--every-
body knows. Their feigned love of the truth cannot be conceal-
ed--it will out.
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2. A FEIGNED FAITH

Before me is another example of one who is not a premillen-
nialist-but. The elders of a Kansas church decided that they
should have a statement from the missionary they were support-
ing in China. His reply was published in several papers, with-
out comment or challenge, whereas it should have had both.
He makes a partial statement of what he believes and does not
believe, and adds that the issue is not worth “quarreling” over,
that it is not necessary to understand these questions “correct-
ly” (?), classes them with the eating of meats in Romans 14,
and hands down the decision that it is “not a matter over which
one might withdraw fellowship.” He has no disposition to
“argue the question” but makes “this statement that all who
care to, may know my faith in this matter”--and the evidence
points to a feigned faith, indeed.!  But what else can the brethren
expect from the missionaries, seeing that they are sent out from
Louisville. The check-up reveals that when the missionary
went to Louisville, Kentucky, he attended services and spoke at
the Boll-Jorgenson churches! When asked why he did that, his
reply was that the other churches (the loyal churches) did not
invite him! And that is his “faith in this matter”! He does
not b e l i e v e  premillennialism (try to find someone who admits
it!) but--but what? No one must disfellowship these dear
dividers of the church-the premillennialists. And as long as
these missionaries are under obligation to the missionary office
of Don Carlos Janes and the Louisville party “all who care to
may know” their faith in this matter--it will be a feigned faith.
Between the actual premillennialists and the “but” premillen-
nialists, the but--premillennialists are far more dangerous to
the church.

The Kansas church got its information, all right--the brother
is a Bollite, pure and simple. His speech betrays him, that he
has been with Boll !

3. A FEIGNED SPIRIT

There cannot be too much of the spirit of Christ exercised,
but there can be far too much talk about the “spirit of Christ”
by those who feign it. For instance, the personnel of Harding
College, Searcy, Arkansas, have been loud and long in their
constant and fervent protestations of the sweet spirit among
the brethren. They have been chief advocates of what they
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term “the spirit of Christ.” They have scorned and condemned
bitter personalities among the brethren. But that was all
varnish--religious veneer. For their real spirit read the offical
bulletin. The writers dipped their pens deep in poison and
from their quills flowed the venom of their sweet spirit of re-
venge. Instead of dealing with the issue of the school’s doc-
trinal status--whether or not premillennialism is believed,
taught, condoned, sympathized with, fraternized with, their
purity and soundness pro and con, these professors of the sweet
spirit descended to levels about as low as personalities can go.
Not satisfied to appease their wrath by offering up on the altar
of their vengeance the victim himself, they descended so low as
to invade the family circles, so to speak, to do the loathesome
work of casting aspersions upon a man’s aged father! Of all
the wicked things that have ever been put in print and cir-
culated among the brethren, this caps the climax of iniquity.
It not only indicates that they are guilty of the charges against
them, and shows that they feel the effect of the exposure on the
issues involved, but it reveals the depravity back of the spirit
they sweetly but suavely feign. In this instance, their piety
has not turned into putty, it has putrified into slime, seething in
corruption. And they ask Christian parents to look to them
for the scriptural development of sons and daughters. I will
venture to say that there is not a worldly school or college in
the land that would stoop to the thing they have done in the
Harding bulletin.

4. A FEIGNED SOUNDNESS

For an example of feigned soundness we need not leave the
subject of the foregoing paragraph. Harding College personnel
has been persistent in their denials of charges that the school
has harbored premillennialism in the form of some who believe
and teach it and others who sympathize with it and privately
promote it. To hear them talk one would think that they are
the acme of soundness, and that opposition to premillennialism
originated at Searcy! But what of their practice? Well, here
it is: Clinton Davidson has recently been appointed to the board
of trustees of Harding College, according to announcements in
the state press. Of course, everybody knows who Clinton
Davidson is. He is the man of digressive fame, of the Copy-
righted Christian Leader fame, of sue-the-socks-off-of-them
fame--in short, the man from New York, who so recently tried
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to intimidate all the preachers and the papers and take over
the schools and the churches by his propaganda. His schemes
were exposed ; the brethren turned him down ; his propaganda
organ, the New Christian Leader, folded up--and now Harding
College adopts him, or has he adopted it? Soundness, indeed!
I ask you, members of the church, can such a college be trusted?
Their professions of soundness are feigned.

5. A FEIGNED CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH

We were told in a recent article by another prominent Doctor
among us that Contending For The Faith is not the mere title of
a book. This pronouncement was made at the end of his article
in the Gospel Advocate relating the persecutions that he is en-
during at the hands of the Catholics in Lubbock, Texas. But
the denominational preachers stood by him nobly, as well as some
of the brethren, and he has escaped martyrdom, at least, tem-
porarily !

Such a feigned contending for the faith! Everybody in Texas
knows that the Catholics are very much in the minority at Lub-
bock. When he espoused the cause of Protestantism there, he
was on the popular side. And he has had much to say about
Protestants this and that. Is that contending for the faith?
Is Protestantism any more the faith than Catholicism? He can
make a great splash over an issue like Communism, Catholicism,
Companionate Marriage, where he can arouse the popular sent-
iment of the religious public, and rally the denominational
preachers to stand behind him but when it comes to defending
the church against isms and errors within our own borders that
have a far greater immediate effect on the church than Catholic-
ism, he “sitteth in the seat of the scornful.”

The editor of the Gospel Advocate, recently presented me with
a copy of the book, Contending For The Faith. I am expect-
ed to say something about it. My first observation is that
Harding College has been snubbed. The author holds an
“honorary” degree from Harding College, yet it is not listed
among his “attainments” on the author’s page. We naturally
wonder why. He seemed quite proud of being a Harding Col-
lege LL.D. doctor, ordained by the president, at first, but now
it appears that his pride has waned. Is it because several others
among us have become that kind of a doctor, too, and the dis-
tinction is minimized?
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My next observation is that his book begins with a big peeve,
right in the preface. The author is grouchy. Before his book
was published he sent out letters to a select number of preach-
ers stating that he would probably print photostatic endorse-
ments by me and certain others who disagree with certain
articles that he wrote several years ago which would appear in
the book. The Bible Banner commented on it to the effect that
he had just called me a megalomaniac twice in two articles, and
had been actually heard more than once to say some of the most
uncomplimentary things about us and everybody would won-
der why he wanted to print endorsements from men whom he
held in such an attitude. That seemed to sour on the author’s
literary stomach, so he sent forth his book, to be read by who-
ever may ever read it, with a peeve, taking digs in the preface of
it, without calling any names. He says “the editor” at that
time was not in “agreement” with him on certain issues but
wanted to be his first convert. That is mighty fine for an editor
to be willing for someone to convert him on a controverted
point. I have never heard of him being that humble. Then he
explains that not “wishing to take the advantage of any one”
he did not publish the endorsements and added: “if any brother
wishes to talk two ways he will have enough to answer for with-
out any accusations from this book.” How charitable the
brother was--not to make any accusations in his book! Read the
above again and see how many accusations you can pick out.
Thus is recorded the author’s petty peeve in the preface of his
book. It follows him everywhere he goes, in his writing and in
his preaching, in his book, and I doubt not--in his dreams!

As for talking two ways the author under review is the last
man that ought to mention that. For an example of talking
two ways, the chapter on “Premillenarianism” is remarkable.
The author says “This is a most excellent subject to let alone"--
but he does not let it alone. He says that men cannot enter a
discussion of it and “remain entirely balanced and serene and
sane”--then he himself enters into the discussion of it! His
criticism of those who teach the doctrine is draped in flowing,
easy-to-listen-to unoffensive language, but when he refers to
those who oppose the teaching he bluntly calls them hobbyists--
that they have made a hobby of opposing the teaching. This
can serve no other purpose than to break the influence of the
opposition to these false teachers and their teaching--a thing
that he has persistently tried to do from the beginning of the
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controversy. He brands those who have debated against these
heresies, who have defended the church against their encroach-
ments, as hobbyists. But if they have made a hobby out of oppos-
ing premillennialism on the same principle he has made a hobby
out of criticising them who have opposed it! Between the two,
I would certainly rather make it my hobby to oppose a bad doc-
trine than to make a hobby of opposing the men who oppose
the bad doctrine.

For the outstanding inconsistency in it all compare the follow-
ing. On page 191, of chapter 9, he says that it is “a question
that is entirely academic and touches no essential point of doc-
trine or item of practice in any Christian’s life.” Then on page
195, in the same chapter, he declares that the “premillennial
theory contradicts the Scriptures.” Is that talking two ways?
Or talking just any way? Premillennialism contradicts the
Scriptures--but it should not be an issue! Premillennialism
contradicts the Scriptures-but it is a question that is entirely
academic1 (The word “academic” means that it is a debatable
question. But if it contradicts the scriptures, how can it be
classed “academic”?) Premillennialism contradicts the Scrip-
tures-but it touches no essential point of doctrine! Premillen-
nialism contradicts the scriptures--but it does not affect prac-
tice in any Christian life! How about the effect it has had upon
the practice in the life of R. H. Boll, E. L. Jorgenson, and the
entire group of men who have taught the doctrine, divided the
church, and have no more fellowship today with true churches
of Christ in Kentucky than a digressive Christian church has?
Does preaching a false doctrine have any effect on the “practice
in any Christian’s life”? Preaching a bad doctrine would seem
to me to be a mighty bad practice in any Christian’s life.

An author so illogical ought not to try to make a syllogistic
argument on anything much less on a subject on which he has
so often contradicted himself. Thus the author of the book
which bears the title “Contending For The Faith” proceeds,
to minimize the issue and to weaken rather than strengthen a
real contention for the faith. The truth is, he loves the teachers
of premillennialism far better than he loves those who oppose
it. There is nothing in the doctrine to him that would keep him
from working wholeheartedly with the Boll group--and if their
party was big enough, it is evident that he would be with them
in person as he is in heart. His every utterance on the subject in
the pulpit and press has been a feigned contending for the faith.
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On Catholicism, where Protestants are overwhelmingly in
the majority, he is bold. On Communism, he declared that
Russia is the place for it, to the American Legion, exclaimed,
“give me a gun” to defend Americanism against Communism!
He is a martyr on Catholicism, wants a gun to use on Commun-
ists, but minimizes Premillennialism! By all means, he should
keep the denominational preachers behind him. As much as he
has called on them to lead the prayers in his meetings, he evi-
dently thinks the Lord will hear them when the Catholics get
after him. Contending for the faith!

6. A FEIGNED UNITY

The world today has witnessed a new method of warfare with
new and scientific weapons. These weapons are not all me-
chanical, such as huge tanks, giant bombers, and late model
guns. One of the most potent weapons of modern warfare has
been psychological. The name of it is Propaganda. It was
used as a means of softening and undermining certain nations
preparatory to an invasion, and by this weapon Herr Hitler’s
propagandists succeeded in subduing some of them without
firing a shot. But the world has become wise to his ways and
Der Fuehrer is not faring so well.

Years ago the leaders of the Christian Church decided that
they could not win the battle for digression in open warfare--
they learned their lesson in the first debates that were held.
Now, after so long a time, they launch a new offensive--they
attempt to soften the church by propaganda.

The Minister of Propaganda in Germany is Dr. Josef Goeb-
bels. In the Christian Church his name is James Deforest
Murch. Through the fifth columnists in France, and a Quisling
in Norway, Germany’s office of Propaganda became effective.
In the same way The Christian Church’s Murch has attempted
to make his pseudo-unity campaign propaganda effective in
the churches of Christ. Our ranking fifth columnist and chief
Quisling is Clinton Davidson. There is, of course, a whole
brood of them in various forms. But the brethren have become
wise to their ways, and they are fast becoming impotent.

A few months ago Herr Hitler boasted that his latest inva-
sion was a push-over, the opposing armies, in fact, had been
“smashed,” then “shattered,” afterward “crushed” and finally
“annihilated’‘--but still he never reached Moscow!
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So it has been with these invasions in the church. Propa-
ganda was sown throughout the length and breadth of the
brotherhood in the form of Clinton Davidson’s surveys and
questionnaires. Then came the shattering announcement that
ninety-five per cent of all the preachers had surrendered to him--
it was a push-over! He would then crush the press by buying
up the papers and starting one great paper of his own, and
finally he would annihilate the remnant of us by suing the socks
off our feet! But where is Clinton Davidson now? Does any-
body know? The only word we have had lately is the notice
in the Arkansas papers that he had been put on the Board of
Harding College at Searcy! His movement fizzled out. The
men who tried to help him put it over began to fall off his band-
wagon and desert his sinking ship. Since then they have been
trying to explain why they ever had anything to do with it--
they did not know this and that and Clinton Davidson had de-
ceived them!

The following recent report in the Firm Foundation is an
example of the influence of the brethren on some of the younger
men in the church.

“It has been called to my attention more than once that my
connection with the New Christian Leader as a writer has and
is still misunderstood by many brethren who do not know me
personally. This connection has been construed by some as
indicative of my belief in, or non-committal to or sympathetic
attitude toward the doctrine of premillennialism and those who
espouse the same. Such is definitely false. I neither believe
the doctrine, nor do I wish to lend my influence knowingly in
that direction. Those who know me personally know that my
convictions are definitely in opposition to this as well as all
other error. It is a happy privilege of mine to express my con-
viction at this point and thus clarify in the minds of any who
may have a question mark on my opposition. I never care to
do anything in any way that might mitigate against my in-
fluence in the kingdom of God, and by this principle I am at all
times guided. I am grateful for the confidence of my brethren,
for their help, and long ago dedicated my life to the full service
of Christ and the church. I trust that all who read this will
clarify this false impression should it arise in the future.”

Thus it now is that every man who ever wrote for Davidson’s
Christian Leader wants the stigma removed ! They were all de-
ceived. Yet the Bible Banner was telling them the truth in
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every issue. They have now admitted that it was the truth--
but they are still mad at the editor of the Bible Banner for tell-
ing it, and have never apologized for the bad names they called
us. Even the editor of the Firm Foundation puts a P. S. to the
above piece to let everybody know that the reference is made
to the former management of the Christian Leader.

The best evidence that the Murch-Witty pseudo-unity move-
ment is on the way out is the recent article on “Straws In The
Wind” in the Christian Standard, by James Deforest Murch.
A casual reader can see the ‘evident weakness of the Murch
article. It bears the marks of a dwindling movement. It came
in with a great gust of wind. There was a “rapprochement”
at Detroit, a “fine fellowship” at Indianapolis, and a “veritable
victory” at Lexington. They had enlisted all of the “intellec-
tual” and “spiritual” brethren among us as recruits to the
Unity Movement. Only those on outer “lunatic fringe” were
left among the objectors, and they heralded to the brotherhood
that the opposition would be “annihilated” with the next spring
offensive! But the Christian Standard admitted the failure of
their very next meeting at Columbus, Ohio, conceding that the
attendance was “cut down” due to the counterattacks from
certain sources among the “conservative brethren” whom Murch
designated as “the lunatic fringe.” The Murch-Witty move-
ment began its retreat. According to the latest from General
Murch and Lieutenant Witty, it has now dwindled down to a
few “straws in the wind.” The threatened storm has passed,
the dust has cleared away. It was only a whirlwind. That ac-
counts for the straws! Since Paul says only those without
knowledge are tossed around by the wind and James reminds
that only the doubters are driven by the wind,” and Jude pro-
nounces a woe upon those who are “carried along by winds,”
we will let them have what they can get from the wind they
blow.

Periodically, they write articles of a revealing nature--ex-
posing the real spirit and inner purposes of these Unity Meet-
ings, falsely so called. Quite inadvertently this time Murch
has exposed that the purpose of the Unity Meetings is to bring
about generally what happened at Horse Cave, Kentucky,
locally--with a step beyond. Only the restrictive clause in the
deed kept them from introducing the organ into that church.
In all other particulars they have become an orthodox Christian
Church. Murch now claims that this is an accomplishment of
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the Unity Meeting. He reveals that it proposes to do that to
all of the churches. Appropriate and appreciated attention to
this phase of his article has been given in an editorial by Brother
B. C. Goodpasture, in the Gospel Advocate, and is covered by
Brother John T. Lewis and other able writers in this issue of
the Bible Banner, doubtless to the embarrassment of both Murch
and Witty, unless they are beyond the point of embarrassment
in their scheming. They are poor diplomats--not even good
schemers. They cannot keep their secrets. They ought to
stay out of print, or else establish a censorship, for every time
they break into print they say a lot of things that vindicate all
that has been said of their intents and purposes. They prove
that we have told the truth. The unity (?) they have offered
is not in part but in whole a feigned unity! The New Testament
is replete with warnings against such schemes and schemers.
If the complacency of the American people constitutes an inner
danger to our national liberty, it is no less so spiritually. If the
leaders of our nation must cry, Wake up, America! it is also im-
perative that the church awake. Awake to what? To the
dangers yet within. The fifth columnists and the quislings are
still at work. They do not sleep. They are known not by what
they say so much as by what they do not say; not by what they
openly teach, but by their attitude toward certain teaching and
teachers. Their pulse on these questions can always be felt in
an attitude which they hold. They do not believe this or that--
but! They have no compliments for men who have fought the
battles against error and never a criticism of those men who
promote them. It is an attitude, brethren, an attitude that marks
men among us today. It is not an actual preaching of error,
but the wrong attitude toward the plain preaching of all of the
truth. Some men preach truth, and do not preach error; but
they do not preach all of the truth, and they do not condemn
error. Withholding a truth is as evil in God’s sight as teaching
an error. It is the mark of a timeserver, who cannot be trusted
with the spiritual interests of the church. The church is not
now endangered so much by actual premillennialism as it is by
an attitude toward error, a by-product of premillennialism--
softness. It exists in many forms. We are told that the nation
is soft, that society is soft, and the general effect of it all on the
church is to make it soft. It is the back-wash of the general
condition of the world.
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Remember, the Ministry of Propaganda exists for the pur-
pose of softening opposition before an invasion! But whenever
and wherever, in whosoever or in whatsoever form anything
contrary to sound doctrine and faith unfeigned may appear
let us unite in the determination that they shall not pass!
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THE JORGENSON PROTEST
(JUNE, 1942)

Attention is here called to the photographed letter to a radio
station at Louisville, Kentucky, on page six of this issue. Read
it. It is, indeed, a very revealing letter, renouncing as it does
the fellowship of those churches known to all as the churches
in Louisville that stand for New Testament teaching.

A brief history of things will not here be amiss. It is known
by all who are informed on the Premillennial-Boll defection,
that a Boll party, a premillennial church (no matter what else
it may be called), has for years been in the offing. It is now in
definite formation. The evidence of its emergence appeared in
the early 1930’s. It was in 1932 that a series of encyclicals were
issued from the Boll headquarters in Louisville, entitled “A
Doctrinal Manifesto,” by R. H. Boll, “The Latest Creed,” by
Stanford Chambers, and “What To Preach,” by H. L. Olm-
stead. The editor of the Bible Banner was at that time the edi-
tor of the Gospel Advocate, and replied editorially to the three
decrees in the order referred to. Protests came from certain of
our own brethren, who had been regarded by many as sound
and safe leaders in the church, virtually demanding that such
exposures of Boll be stopped. This group of brethren exchanged
letters and held conferences on proper ways and means of dis-
posing of the editor. They objected vigorously to continued
exposures of R. H. Boll and his party. Their objections were
ignored and the exposures of Boll and his party movement con-
tinued. The Winchester debate followed, in which Boll, Jorgen-
son, Janes, Chambers, Friend, and the whole Louisville group,
rallied around Charles M. Neal to bolster up his effort to de-
fend the Premillennial-Boll teaching and practice. Boll-Neal
& Company went down in defeat. From that day until now
they have spent their time trying to repair their broken-down
fences.

The thing that Boll and Jorgenson have for so long sought
to conceal from the church as a whole is that there has been no
fellowship between them and the true churches of Christ in
Louisville. Brethren in other parts who did not know these
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facts have extended fellowship to these men by giving them
appointments and in financial contributions. Some who did
know it, and do know, still do so through the influence of some
of the preachers, of the group mentioned, who have tried to
persuade the brethren that it was all a personal matter and
should be ignored. Thus Jorgenson and Janes are still receiving
a fellowship in various ways among churches over the country
which they do not receive from the recognized churches in
Louisville, a fellowship they do not deserve and cannot scrip-
turally be given from the churches elsewhere.

But the final effort to vindicate Boll, Jorgenson, Janes and
party came from Clinton Davidson and his New Christian
Leader movement. That movement was somewhat of the
“composite beast” character--it had multiple heads and hoofs
and horns and tails and toes. One of its angles was definitely
to vindicate R. H. Boll and his party in Louisville and J. N.
Armstrong and his school at Searcy. That movement was
stopped--and it will go down in history as one of the most in-
sidious attempts to destroy the church by propaganda that has
ever been known.

And now--after some of us have for several years been vili-
fied and scandalized because of opposition to and exposure of
these very things, E. L. Jorgenson himself writes the manager of
a radio station, “confidentially” telling him his objections to the
faithful churches of Christ in Louisville and their preachers, in
a protest against their use of the radio facilities. Do you ask
what is the ground of Jorgenson’s protest? Read his letter:

W G R C Program Director, Louisville, Ky. April 16, 1942

Gentlemen :
You are, of course, perfectly free to sell radio time for religious

broadcasts to any one you choose. You should know, however,
that Mr. Utley’s broadcasts are in no sense representative of
the Churches of Christ in general in this area, but, on the other
hand, are very repugnant to a great body of these disciples here.

I am told that Mr. Utley has been saying on the radio that
there are only three or four churches of Christ in this city where-
as there are 20 in Louisville, and not less than 30 in the imme-
diate Louisville area. The ministers of Haldeman Avenue and
Atwood Avenue churches (Douthitt and Williams) would prob-
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ably support Mr. Utley and his program; that is about all.
These men, together with a portion of their membership, con-
stitute a small and schismatic element among the Churches of
Christ here. They are dogmatic, sectarian, and bitter in the
extreme, and it may be said that they do not represent the
churches of this area even in doctrine, much less in spirit and
attitude.

This letter is, of course, confidential; but you can check what
I say with almost any of the thirty or forty ministers of the
Church of Christ in this city, or with Mr. Gregg, of the Council
of Churches.

We do not protest these programs merely or chiefly because
of doctrinal differences--we realize such differences are inevi-
table; we protest the programs on the ground that they are bit-
ter and sectarian, and will do harm and not good.

Respectfully submitted,
(Signed:E.L. JORGENSON)

Grounds of objection as stated by the brother himself are
doctrinal. He wants the radio station to stop the preaching of
gospel preachers like Douthitt, Utley, Williams--why? Be-
cause “they do not represent the churches of this area even in
doctrine, much less in spirit and attitude.” Do you get that?
Douthitt preaches for Haldeman Avenue church, the oldest
church of Christ in Louisville--the church that M. C. Kurfees
labored with and preached for over a period of forty-five years.
Utley preaches for the Bardstown Road church, one of the best
churches known. Williams preaches for Atwood, a newer con-
gregation. These churches and these preachers are known
and recognized as being loyal to New Testament teaching.
But Jorgenson has now put it in the record that the barrier be-
tween these churches and the party headed by R. H. Boll and
himself is a doctrinal barrier. Now, what becomes of the propa-
ganda that the whole thing was a personal difference, just a
private feud? What will these brethren say now, who have
told everybody all over the United States and Canada, that
would listen to them, that it was all just a personal fight.

Let it be further observed, in the Jorgenson letter, that the
gospel preachers representing the Haldeman Avenue, Bards-
town Road and Atwood churches are “repugnant” to him, and
to something that he calls “a great body of disciples” in that
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area, meaning, I suppose, those churches controlled by R. II.
Boll and himself. He refers to the loyal churches there as “a
schismatic element.” He calls the gospel preachers who labor
with them “dogmatic” and “sectarian” and “bitter” (along
with some other “sweet” names) and brands them as being out
of fellowship with him and his body of disciples “even in doc-
trine,” not to mention “spirit and attitude.” I should say not!
If I were he, I would not mention it either!

Friends, that is E. L. Jorgenson talking--the real E. L. Jor-
genson, the purveyor of the sweet spirit, with his makeup off!

Finally, in an effort to prove that such preachers as Douthitt
and Utley, and such churches as Haldeman Avenue and Bards-
town Road, do not represent "a great body of disciples” in
Louisville, Jorgenson says, “you can check” what he says with
“Mr. Gregg, of the Council of Churches.” He proposes to
prove by the Louisville Council of Churches that Haldeman
Avenue and Bardstown Road churches are not real churches of
Christ and that Douthitt and Utley are not representative
preachers of the gospel ! That is E. L. Jorgenson talking now--
the real E. L. Jorgenson. It is the same E. L. Jorgenson that
engaged the Christian Church preacher, Lappin to “represent”
him and his “great body of disciples” in a meeting with his
Highland Church. He is the same E. L. Jorgenson that helps
Murch and Witty in their National Unity Meetings. This
E. L. Jorgenson (the real one some of you have not known be-
fore) fellowships the “Council of Churches,” a denominational
organization in Louisville like the Ministerial Alliance, and
puts that organization on the witness stand to testify against
true churches of Christ and faithful gospel preachers; and he,
this same Jorgenson, fellowships the Christian Church and its
preachers, like Lappin, even to the point of engaging them to
hold meetings for his church--but he does not fellowship churches
of Christ like Haldeman Avenue, Bardstown Road and At-
wood, nor gospel preachers like Douthitt, Utley, and Williams
--no, not even in doctrine! That’s what his letter says. Lappin
and his Christian Church, and Mr. Gregg and his Council of
Churches, are included in Jorgenson’s “great body of disciples”
in the Louisville area, but churches of Christ like Haldeman,
Bardstown and Atwood, with their gospel preachers like Dou-
thitt, Utley, and Williams, are not included in his body of dis-
ciples. We knew it all the time, but just want everybody else
to know it. Remember, it is E. L. Jorgenson speaking, explain-
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ing the difference between the Boll party in Louisville and the
churches of Christ.

The truth is finally out--and Jorgenson has told it. We have
contended all the time that Jorgenson and Boll think more of
the whole sectarian world than they do of the simple churches
of Christ and plain gospel preachers.

The Jorgenson letter of protest is a virtual edict of withdrawal,
a fiat of disfellowship. No sectarian alliance in any town or
city has ever made a more underhanded attempt to get gospel
preachers off the air than Jorgenson has made to put our churches
and preachers off the air in Louisville. As in 1918, he drew the
line of withdrawal over his own preaching of these false doc-
trines, he now draws that line again--this time, not against a
few in his congregation who tried to save the church from his
heresies, but against every faithful church and gospel preacher
in the whole wide world. It amounts to that very thing. In
view of these facts, established first by the evidence of a series
of events and a chain of circumstances over the years, and now
by the evidence of Jorgenson’s own written statements, will
our elders and preachers in the loyal congregations over the
land continue to give appointments to E. L. Jorgenson, extend-
ing him a fellowship which he not only does not receive but ac-
tually renounces in Louisville, continue to buy his books to
place money in his hands with which to wreak wreckage in the
church, and otherwise assist him and his colleagues who are
and have for years been bent on destroying the true churches
of Christ as they now exist and as we believe them by New
Testament right to exist? Will the brethren continue to aid
Jorgenson, Janes and Boll in these and other ways? I cannot
believe they will.

It is sometimes said, as an alibi for buying the Jorgenson
hymnals for use in the churches, that it is a commercial matter
on the same basis as buying books from any commercial firm.
That sounds reasonable as a “fair trade” speech--but will it
bear scrutiny? If you knew that a commercial firm would take
the money paid for a product and put it into an organized effort
to destroy what you are doing, would you buy his product and
pay him the money for it? If you would, and are not my broth-
er, I would call you a fool. When it is evident that every pur-
chase of the Jorgenson hymnbook by faithful churches of
Christ is but a contribution to a group of men bent on the de-
struction of the cause we uphold, it ceases to be a commercial
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matter and becomes a principle. As a proof of the attitude
they hold toward the very mission of his hymnal, it has been
given much publicity as “a noble symbol of unity” between
churches that use it, even Christian Churches, and the group
that publishes it. Is that commercial? Does it not reveal that
Jorgenson himself regards his book as a symbol of something
wherever he is able to introduce it? Every order sent to E. L.
Jorgenson for his “Great Songs Of The Church” places money
in his hands to disseminate false doctrine and promote his de-
structive work in the church. The men who form the party
to which he belongs have long been bent on the destruction of
the church as we know it, believe in it and preach it. They
should be quarantined by the churches everywhere as they
have been by the church in Louisville. It is time to localize
this poison.

Premillennialism as a doctrine, we are told, is now a dead
issue in the church. That is not true. It is working in devious
ways its heresies to promote. It is seen in the attitude of many
preachers and brethren toward certain faithful men and impor-
tant issues. There is a known understanding of certain atti-
tudes by groups of men. There are passwords, so to speak, an
“Open Sesame,” or a shibboleth that goes with certain circles,
schools and sentiments, organized or unorganized. These things
represent an insidious and sinister working of error and evil.
There must be a constant watching. Eternal vigilance is the
price of liberty. It is no less the price of the truth, which is more
precious than liberty, and of the church, equal in value with the
precious price heaven paid for its purchase--the blood of the
Sovereign’s incarnated Son. To faithful men, elders in the
church, God committed the trust of watching it. “Take heed
therefore unto yourselves, and to all the flock, over which the
Holy Spirit hath made you overseers, to feed the church of God
which he hath purchased with his own blood. For I know this,
that after my departing shall grevious wolves enter in among
you, not sparing the flock. Also of your own selves shall men
arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away disciples after
them. Therefore watch, and remember that by the space of
three years I ceased not to warn every one night and day with
tears.” Such an appeal from an inspired apostle of the Head of
the church cannot be passed up with a mere assenting nod or,
some insignificant gesture. It is Paul’s charge to the elders
carrying even more weight of responsibility than Paul’s charge
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to Timothy. Preachers must preach the word--but the grave
responsibility of shielding the churches from influences within
and without has been placed upon the elders of the churches.
They dare not shift it nor shirk it. They deserve and should re-
ceive the faithful, full-time cooperation of every member in such
a task now before us--a fight for the survival of the church and
its purity in preaching and practice. These are not false alarms.
The influences are not always readily discernible, and may lie
dormant awaiting a favorable atmosphere in which to spring up
and grow, but they exist as actual and potential influences. The
Head of the church commands his servants, the elders, to “where-
fore watch ye.” How? Keep the door open to faithful men who
firmly preach the plain word of God. Keep it closed to those
who do not or are uncertain when they do. And against these
dividers of the church and the entire party of appeasers, let us
rise up together, elders and preachers, and in concert say--
They Shall Not Pass!
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“COMMANDEERED”

(JULY, 1942)

Tenth and Francis church in Oklahoma City is regretfully
giving up their preacher, C. E. McGaughey, to the Fourteenth
Street church in Washington, D. C. The loss to Oklahoma’s
Capitol will be gain to the nation’s Capitol. This feeling is miti-
gated only by the knowledge that Brother McGaughey is going
to a work of first importance--a strategic for the work of the
church in this nation. Reluctant as we are to do so, we are
giving him up in the spirit of transporting a gospel general to
another front where an able leader is needed. The Tenth and
Francis church has never had with it a finer personality than
C. E. McGaughey. His family is of exemplary quality. Sister
McGaughey possesses the essential excellencies of a Christian
woman, and their two boys have all the young manliness of
Christian boys. In the leaving of Brother McGaughey I feel
personally bereft, in that I will be deprived of the immediate
association of a personal friend and companion. I join hun-
dreds of hearts in Oklahoma City who regret to see him go from
us, in the prayer that his work in Washington may be the most
fruitful of his life. But no matter what his future success may
be, I personally doubt he will ever do a better work anywhere
than he has done during his five years with the Tenth and
Francis church in Oklahoma City.

When the elders were advised of Brother McGaughey's defi-
nite decision to go to Washington, they called me into a meet-
ing with them and advised me that my services were “comman-
deered” for the remainder of 1942, to stay at home and preach
for the Tenth and Francis church. This demand came alto-
gether unexpectedly and I was wholly unprepared at the mo-
ment to receive it. My schedule of gospel meetings over the
nation was set, but I could not see how I could properly ignore
the demands of these elders over me in the Lord. My life and
labors have been identified with this church since 1922. It has
been a haven for my family and a refuge to me through stormy
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years when the shadows were dark and the waters were deep.
There is nothing within my power to righteously give or do that
I would withhold from them.

The reasons for which my services have been requisitioned,
so to speak, by the elders, as stated by them, are several: First,
in their judgment, I can do more good preaching in Oklahoma
City the next six months than anywhere else, and therefore my
immediate duty is there. Second, I need a recess from many
years of constant preaching and continuous travel in meetings
over a wide area. For twenty-five years I have preached re-
lentlessly in meetings, and in recent years other labors of con-
siderable responsibility have been added to that. The work in
Oklahoma City will be a diversion in labor and will afford me
the opportunity of being at home with my family for a time.
They need me, and I feel the need of them. In consideration
of all of these things, I have yielded to the judgment of the
elders, in whom I have implicit confidence, and beginning with
July I shall devote my time to the Tenth and Francis church in
Oklahoma City for an indefinite but necessary limited period
of time.

I desire to express appreciation to the elders of the churches
where I was engaged for gospel meetings the remainder of this
year for the sympathetic and co-operative attitude, and to my
brother, Cled E. Wallace, for his disposition to arrange his own
schedule of meetings (being himself quite busy) so as to help
prevent some disappointments on the part of the churches in
these rearrangements. It is my purpose early in 1943 to be
back in the work dearer to me than all things else, the work of
holding gospel meetings, and it is my prayer that I may return
to that work relaxed in body and refreshed in spirit to pursue
it more faithfully and vigorously than ever before. Mean-
while, in Oklahoma City I shall give to the church I love, and to
the cause we love, my very best efforts.
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THE SITUATION IN THE SCHOOLS

(AUGUST, 1942)

ANOTHER ABILENE COLLEGE SPEECH

It is reported that a millennial-sympathy speech has been
delivered at Abilene Christian College. The gist of the report,
by one who heard the speech, is that he had on his fighting
clothes. He told of a man in Lubbock six-feet-seven who was
rejected by the Army because of his height. It was assumed
that the Army thought that being so tall his head would be a
target for the enemy. The report is that the speaker likened
himself to this man six-feet-seven-that is, he stands so tall
among his fellows that some whom he termed “so-called big
preachers” are always sniping at his head. Brethren, behold
the man! Six-feet-seven, so to speak! “Upon what meat has
Caesar been feeding that he has grown so great?”

After this self-eulogy our LL.D. from Harding College, giant
among men, proceeded to say with great emphasis that he would
fight--yes, fight to the last breath--for what? Ah, the valor of
it--“for Christian education” and for premillennialists who he
said have been “so ruthlessly and unjustly attacked.” So that
is what our brother who has grown so great in stature is now
going to fight for.!  It will be a great relief, indeed, to know what
it is. He is quite willing to fight for some things. He will fight
Communism in California; he will fight Catholicism in Lubbock;
he will fight for Christian Education in Abilene; he will fight for
J. N. Armstrong where his friends are, but nobody has ever
heard him fight a premillennialist, rather he comforts them and
fights those who fight them.

It was in 1934 that the other famous compromising speech was
delivered at Abilene, and as in this case, from the college plat-
form. It will be remembered that it was R. H. Boll for whom
he was then fighting to his last breath. Boll was his friend, he
said; Boll had entered his life at a crucial hour, he averred; and
he would not desert Boll now nor throw him down, etc., etc.
The way to treat such men as Boll and Jorgenson, he advised,
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was to have them hold meetings for us and his confidence in
them was such that he just knew that they would not teach
their doctrine!

That was 1934. The president of the college was called upon
to repudiate these utterances, but he did not. It is now 1942
that he speaks, as before, from the college platform, this time in
open defense of another avowed premillennialist--J. N. Arm-
strong--in an apology for what these men are teaching and
doing. Who ordered this speech? Will the president now re-
pudiate it or, like the former president, side-step the issue?

It is another incident that reveals the sympathies of the
neutrals among us. It also indicates which way the wind is
blowing in Abilene. There is a general feeling that the pledge
to purge A. C. C. of the weaknesses that have been embedded
there, doctrinally, spiritually and morally have not been ful-
filled. One thing is certain: If confidence in Abilene Christian
College is ever to be restored it will not be done by repeating
ever so often the speeches and apologies of the Boll sympa-
thizers, who have for too long been a favored lot at Abilene.

HAS HARDING COLLEGE IMPROVED?

It is known to all that Harding College has in the past been
a hotbed of premillennialism with all of its by-products of com-
promise and softness. The present administration has sought
out many devices and inventions to publicly overcome this ob-
vious obstacle, which has admittedly been a heavy handicap
to their publicity program. Several months ago Brother Bat-
sell Baxter was added to the faculty as teacher of Bible. As
usual an effort has been made to capitalize upon Brother Bax-
ter’s recognized soundness on the issues that have made Harding
College such a doubtful institution in the minds of loyal breth-
ren. The question remains: Does adding a sound man to the
faculty make the institution sound? The answer is, that the
digressive school at Cincinnati, and R. H. Boll’s school at
Louisville, or any other unsound school in the land would not
only be willing but eager to add a man to their faculties con-
sidered sound by loyal churches, if in so doing they could com-
promise the issues by quieting the opposition. They would
gladly allow the man to teach what he desired, leaving him free,
and at the same time they would be free to offset his teaching
by their own precepts and examples. They could well afford to
do so for the gain they would derive from a quieted opposition.
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No one doubts Brother Batsell Baxter’s personal soundness,
so far as I know. I do not doubt it. He was my teacher at old
Thorp Spring College in Texas. He was sound then, and I be-
lieve him to be personally sound now. But I also believe that
he is in the wrong place and that he is being used by designing
men. In the summer of 1940 Brother Baxter and I were in
California together. He told me then that he was aware of the
objections to Harding College and knew its weaknesses. He
commended the work that the Bible Banner has done in bring-
ing out the facts and stated that he would take no exceptions
whatever to any further exposures necessary to make after he
became connected with the school. And Brother Baxter told me
that if he could not reform the situation, that he would not stay.

I am not saying this to embarrass Brother Baxter--I love
him and have confidence in him--but has Harding College im-
proved? Rather has not Clinton Davidson himself been added
to the Board of Trustees of Harding College, and does he not
practically underwrite or finance the school by his contacts?
Does he not virtually control it and make its policies? Would
Clinton Davidson support this school if it were not pledged to
his views and policies? With all the confidence that we have
in Brother Baxter, we are not able to see how he can remain
with a school so much under obligation to and controlled by
Clinton Davidson. The public knows that this fact alone would
make it impossible for the school to either become sound or to
remain sound if it had ever been sound. Brother Baxter has not
reformed the situation at Harding College. He has not been
able to even improve the situation, unless the addition of such
men as Clinton Davidson could be regarded as an improvement.
It is time for Brother Baxter to come out. He is too good a man
to stay where he is.

That Harding College has not only been the hotbed of pre-
millennialism in the past but that it is still the hotbed of pre-
millennialism, in the very present, the following facts supplied
by men in direct touch with the situation, who know whereof
they speak, are submitted:

1. Dean Sears to Brother Gilbert Copeland, January 26,
1942: “He (Brother Armstrong) does definitely believe that
the ‘heavenly period of Christ’s kingdom and rule will begin
at his return !’ He has said again and again he does not know
how soon it will take him to complete the work necessary on
his return.”



770 THE PRESENT TR U T H

In the articles in 1939 Banner, September issue, you will find
that he says it may be 2,000 years; also in that issue you will see
that it is to last long enough to “conquer the whole earth” and
“re-establish divine authority over the whole earth.” “Then
he will deliver it up to the Father.”

2. Again the Dean says: "I do not doubt that some things
Brother Armstrong may have said in his classes have led you
to the conclusion you have formed, etc.” Here is one of the con-
clusions he had reached. “I shall entertain the idea that those
who agree with Dr. Brents and those who hold the idea that the
second coming is not the announcement of the end, but that it
is the time for the kingdom’s establishment, or even a changing
scene or a re-adjusting of things for a continuation of the king-
dom that was set up (one phase of it) on the first Pentecost after
the resurrection of Christ believe, at least, one phase of pre-
millennialism. According to Brother Armstrong and you, that
is what he believes.”

3. “But why say that he (Brother Armstrong) has never
taught it? I  know he has. Will you say that you know he has
not? If so, then I ask, ‘how do you know since you were not in
the classes I was in?’ " (This man is a graduate of Harding.)
Remember Dean Sears, Bro. Armstrong’s son-in-law, made the
above statement about Brother Armstrong.

4. Here is another letter from Searcy, written April 30, 1942.
Hear this part of it, “Finally got a debate on premillennialism
the other night. A student who caused so much trouble out on
the mountain last fall, finally mustered up enough courage--
after being prodded on every hand--to debate one of his Greek
classmates . . . The most outstanding thing about the debate
was that although it was supposed to be a practice debate, about
fifty persons turned out for it, and 90 per cent of them were
openly on the premillennial side. It’s just like we figured, give
them the chance and they will commit themselves every time.”

This young preacher is the son of a member of the Board of
Harding College and they are rank premillennialists. This boy
is preaching it all over that section and in this place referred to
in the letter he was taking subscriptions for R. H. Boll’s paper.
Harding College is backing him and keeping his father on the
board.

The letter says "90%" of those who came out were openly
on that side--that is, they were premillennialists. I was told
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last week that more than 100 premillennialists could be counted
easily in Searcy. “Where the carcass lies the buzzard flies.”

5. Still another letter from Searcy: This time it is a man
who has no connection with the school but who is alarmed over
the condition. He says the same as the above letter. “Brother
Blank is coming back to the truth. He told me yesterday
(November 10, 1941), that more than half (50%) of the mem-
bers in Searcy believe premillennialism. This man who said
that is one of the outstanding leaders in Searcy. He told me
and the elders here one Sunday night that they tried to get
them to have a premillennial preacher to hold them a meeting,
and he said NO.”

Harding College is a hotbed for premillennialism and they
are flooding Arkansas, and yet Brother Baxter said and, it was
published in the Banner, that he could not find out one premil-
lennialist! The above folks have found plenty.

6. But listen to this letter, April 20, 1942: “Sherrill even
committed himself the other day by saying that he himself
would debate that R. H. Boll should not be disfellowshiped be-
cause of his belief and teachings. He has promised to debate it
so it may happen before long. That will be interesting, too.”

This is Brother T. H. Sherrill, minister of the downtown
church and assistant teacher and general “roust-about” for
Harding College. He is willing to debate the issue. He is a
graduate of Harding College, lives in Searcy and is an active
worker in and for the school activities. Now what do you
think? Propositions have been signed and sent to him for de-
bate in Searcy on the above question. He will meet that group
of boys in debate, and call in the people to hear it, but get an
outsider and he backs down.

7. Here is a letter from one of our outstanding young men in
this state who has been two years in Harding College: “Should
you like to use my name along with others who have heard
Brother Armstrong teach phases of premillennialism in his
classes, you are at liberty to do so. Construct the tract as you
please, but it might be impressive to have testimonials from
some who have been in his classes and who know that he teaches
this doctrine.”

Now we have all of this together with the fact that Clinton
Davidson is an active board member of Harding College. That
makes at least two active board members who are premillen-
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nialists, with Brother Armstrong openly teaching it in his classes
this year.

These are but a few of the facts that show definitely that con-
ditions are worse than ever at Harding College.

D ISTURBING R EPORTS FROM THE W E S T

When a report is a matter of rumor it should not be repeated
much less printed to the hurt of an institution. But when the
things said are verified by men of integrity, they should be
given necessary and impartial attention. We should not be
respecters of institutions any more than of persons. The high
regard that this editor has for Brother George Pepperdine,
recognition of his fine character, unquestioned integrity and
genuine sincerity, have all been affirmed with emphasis in this
paper. This personal attitude toward the founder of George
Pepperdine College and faith in his pure intentions, are here re-
affirmed. But the philanthropies of Brother Pepperdine are
being directed away from the interests of the cause of Christ,
due largely to the fact that his agencies and institutions have
been in the hands of men who themselves are not grounded in
the fundamental principles of the church and in the knowledge
of the truth.

The reports from sources that have been verified as trust-
worthy are as follows:

1. That most of the guest speakers at chapel services have
been sectarian, denominational preachers--Baptist, Methodist,
Presbyterian, Jew, and Catholic. That the plan of rotating the
city preachers puts members of the church, gospel preachers,
very much in the minority, as much so as in any public school
adopting that plan of chapel services.

2. That the president of the college introduced the denomi-
national guest speaker as “Reverend.” Upon one occasion a
Presbyterian minister was allowed to teach in chapel exercise
his theological doctrine of Calvinism without reply, but later
a member of the faculty, who is a member of the church, was re-
buked for reading a text on baptism and commenting on it for
his chapel talk. The president of the school called him down
for doing it.

3. That students have left the school because of low stand-
ards of conduct, worldliness and lack of spirituality in the
school.
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4. That some of the things being done are defended on the
ground that the college is a secular and “not a church school.”

5. That the main source of trouble seems to be in having a
young president who craves popularity and publicity, belongs
to many clubs and organizations of social, political and religious
nature, and is so full of the “Dale Carnegie” idea of selling him-
self that he can do nothing except “pat every one on the back.”

6. That the president of the college spoke for the Methodist
Church on Easter Sunday and excused it on the ground that
“he spoke as a representative of the college and did not repre-
sent the church.”

7. That the dean is a modernist, from Duke University,
with ideas of the “new approach,” does not believe in disci-
pline, and the word “don’t” is not in his vocabulary. In short,
the trouble is in having a young president that is “carried about
by every wind of doctrine” and a modern dean who is not ground-
ed in the truth, and both of them “flirting with the denomina-
tions.”

8. That a number of faculty members are plainly distressed
with the conditions, some have quit, others are trying to make
things what they should be, and that young preachers who have
gone out from the college do not give it their support, and that
unrest and confusion prevail in faculty and student body.

9. That the college conditions have been transferred to the
church because the president and faculty members preach for
the church, and in one instance have attempted to depose
elders and replace them with men who were favorable to the
college and its policies. This congregation, near the college,
has had endless trouble from men who have collaborated to
bring the congregation under the domination of the college.
They have maintained that the church is a democracy and
should be ruled entirely by the majority vote of the members
and not by the elders. They asked the elders to resign, con-
tending that any decisions should be made by the whole group
of members and not by the elders. The men so doing are faculty
members of the college, including the president and dean.

The Bible Banner has no desire to harm any worthy institu-
tion nor hinder any legitimate endeavor. But public institu-
tions that involve the cause of Christ and affect the future of
the church through young people influenced by them, should
not be shielded from criticism when conditions become as sadly
and badly mixed up as they appear to be in the California Col-
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lege. If Brother Hugh Tiner, the president of the college,
wishes to distinguish himself by service to the cause of Christ
rather than popularity with the California public, he will set
himself to the task of rectifying these conditions. If it is denied
that these things exist, then we can only say that something ex-
ists that has disturbed and distressed some mighty good people
of both mental and spiritual discernment, in and out of the col-
lege. It would be difficult to make the public believe that there
is nothing to it.

If the colleges among us continue to look to the members of
the church for patronage and support, it is their solemn duty
to make these schools worthy of the trust and confidence of all
Christian people, rather than the objects of distrust and sus-
picion .
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A CHARACTERISTIC REACTION

(OCTOBER, 1942)

A recent issue of the Bible Banner carried an editorial criti-
cism of some things that are going on in some of the colleges
both in teaching and practice, and we may add, conduct. The
article carried no bitterness, but was a plain, straightforward
expression of concern for the cause of Christ and the character
of our young people. I have received a number of compliments
on the spirit of the article from the immediate vicinities of the
schools, with many expressions of hope that the results of such
an article might prove wholesome.

Worthy of singular mention, however, is the reaction of the
callow president of the Pepperdine College in Los Angeles, who
remarked, "O, well, nobody pays any attention to Foy Wallace
anyway” ! That answer runs true to form, exactly what could
be expected, and it proves precisely the attitude that has been
charged against the youthful administration of this college. I
have not wanted anybody to pay any attention to me, but if
the president has an illusion that nobody pays any attention
to the treatment of these issues in the Bible Banner, we suggest
that he ask Clinton Davidson for some information on that
point. Where is the Davidson movement? Where is the New
Christian Leader? After he interviews Davidson, he might hold
a consultation with Murch and Witty. Where is the National
Unity Movement?

The president cannot toss these things aside with a flippant
remark and a wave of the hand. High-hatting will not get any-
where on this issue. He is not dealing with a clique now that
he can bend to his will with a gesture. Let him refuse to give
the attention to the issues that a silent but tense brotherhood
now knows they demand and deserve and he may become dis-
illusioned on who pays any attention to whom. The mind of
the brethren is becoming more and more conscious of the im-
portance of these things. And it has become generally known
that the college is endangering the church in the far West
through the influence of a dean that has all of the earmarks of
a modern psychologist, and a young president who is green
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enough to believe that he can ignore these issues. Remember
Absalom, son. His good looks and public popularity got the
best of him, too, you know.

There are many who feel deeply concerned over the condi-
tions in the California college. Their anxiety should be con-
sidered. Among them are the best people in the church. They
are not faultfinders and cranks, but thinking, discriminating
brethren who love the Cause and do not want to see it withered
by departure. Already a parallel is being drawn between what
is happening now in Pepperdine College and what happened in
Abilene Christian College several years ago when the college
there retained George A. Klingman and David L. Cooper over
the protest of many of the best brethren in Texas and else-
where. Men of the eminence of M. C. Kurfees warned the
management of the Abilene College that these men were unsafe
teachers, but the warnings were ignored and Brother Kurfees
was ridiculed by some of the faculty members and charged with
interference by others. Now everybody knows that Brother
Kurfees was right. As a result of keeping such men in the
school several young men went into modernism and digression.
Abilene Christian College has not lived over the effect of these
blind blunders-neither has the church. The general impres-
sion is that the present dean of the Pepperdine College is about
the same type. Such men manifest a certain deep piety and
are possessed of a “magnetic personality,” but they are unsound
in their general attitude toward the church and issues that
vitally affect its integrity. The defiant attitude of the presi-
dent of the college runs true to form. His statements sound
familiar.

What business is it of mine? Just this. I belong to the
church of the Lord Jesus Christ. The young men who come
from the schools will not only be the future preachers but also the
future elders, deacons and leaders in the churches. The young
women will be the wives of these preachers, elders and deacons.
The church of the next generation is in the molding. That is
where the schools involve the church--and anything that in-
volves the church is some of my business.

The things that have been said of the colleges are true. They
have not been successfully denied. It is the solemn duty of
those in charge of these schools to correct the weakness in them
if it requires a purging from the attic to the cellar to make them
true to the principles of New Testament teaching. That would
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require courage, of course, but weaklings should not be in charge
of such institutions. This is no time for weaklings. We need
men--men with the intestinal stamina to do what is right re-
gardless of opposition. Any man who will not do it is a time-
server, and the New Testament tells us plainly what God thinks
of them.

True to sound doctrine, the potentialities of the colleges are
unlimited. But the converse is also true. Their active and
latent influence can affect the church for generations to come.
Remember--practically all of the departures in the past have
centered in the colleges. If you do not believe that, you need
to read history. Of course, an institution with a vast amount
of money to back it can continue regardless of criticism. No
one can put them out of business, no one desires to do so; at
least I am very far from having any such desire. But they can
forfeit the goodwill of loyal-minded brethren, and when that
is done, they are reduced to a mere worldly institution with no
good reason to exist.

Doubtless certain ones will pay as little attention to this as
they allegedly did to the other. But among the thousands who
are reading it there are many hearts that are responsive to it
and with quickened beats feel the impulse to do something
about it. As for the professors themselves they might read
with profit what Paul said of some professors of olden times who
“professing to be wise they become fools.” A man of some
wisdom and education himself, in the Old Testament, also said
a thing that experience has verified--“pride goeth before de-
struction and a haughty spirit before a fall.” The principle
may be applicable to institutions as well as men--for institu-
tions are made of men.

I love California. I love her sunny slope that stretches from
the mountains to the sea. I love the people who are there,
many of whom are my steadfast friends. I love the cause you
love--the church of the Son of God. It is in interest of His
church--the present and the future-and not in spite that these
things are said. The cause in California is young. It is not
sturdy and strong enough to sweep back the tides of compro-
mise and digression. For men to take advantage of this lack of
strength to seduce the church, and lead it away from the Lord,
is a capital crime, and God will not hold him guiltless who does
it, or silently allows it to be done.
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A LETTER TO MY FRIENDS

(NOVEMBER, 1942)

November was a month that will be remembered at our
house. There were days of tension and toil, and weeks of
anxiety and distress. After some five weeks in the Scott &
White Hospital & Clinic at Temple, Texas, Mrs. Wallace is
home again in Oklahoma City and well on the way to recovery,
and we hope, good health.

Hundreds of cards, letters and inquiries, impossible to an-
swer, were received, all of which were and are still deeply and
devoutly appreciated.

It will not be considered ungrateful to the Providence that
has preserved us for me to mention disappointments. Think-
ing that Mrs. Wallace had passed her crisis I went to a meeting
with the Irvington church in Indianapolis, five days late, which
Brother C. G. Caldwell, their preacher, was holding until I
could arrive. I was able to stay only three days, being called
back to Temple on account of a backset and some unexpected
complications in Mrs. Wallace’s condition. My personal
friend, W. R. Elder, of Indianapolis, and his brother, J. L. Elder,
who is an elder in the church at Jacksonville, Florida, also my
friend, accompanied me on that trip and were of much assist-
ance and consolation. Such a deep personal interest in a time
of anxiety is not a thing to be forgotten. And I shall always
appreciate the kindness, patience and forbearance of Brother
Caldwell and the elders of the Irvington church in my attempts
but failures in meeting the demands of their meeting.

It was also necessary for the meeting with Brother A. B.
Keenan and the Fairview church in Detroit, Michigan, to be
cancelled. Extensive preparations had been made for this
meeting all over the Detroit area and I regret beyond expres-
sion the disappointment that occurred. I shall hope to make
good my engagements with both of these churches before very
long, if it is their will and the Lord’s. With me, such experiences
serve to bring us closer together in the Lord.

During the several weeks’ absence from the Tenth & Francis
church, in Oklahoma City, the elders called upon Brother
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R. L. Whiteside, of Denton, Texas, to do the preaching in
several services each week and in teaching various classes. His
work was appreciated, and Brother Whiteside formed lasting
friendships in Oklahoma City. Other churches would do well to
use him more and avail themselves of his ripe Bible knowledge.

The time at Temple afforded me the opportunity to visit
with my brother, Cled E. Wallace, a thing I need to do more
often, and also to see my father, who now lives and preaches
at San Marcos, Texas. So according to the proverb, it is an ill
wind that blows no good.

I will be at home for a while, preaching with the Tenth &
Francis church, until they have had time to complete arrange-
ments for a permanent local preacher. I shall always claim the
distinction of being one of their preachers--to me, a rare dis-
tinction, for I do not believe there is a better church in all the
land than the Tenth & Francis church in Oklahoma City. But
soon I must resume my work in meetings--a waiting work in a
wide harvest field.

With a feeling of deep appreciation to you all, I am, faith-
fully and fervently yours-Fov E. WALLACE, JR.
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“HICKS FROM THE STICKS” AND THE DEAN FROM
DUKE: OR, RELATIVITY OF RELIGION

(APRIL, 1943)

Under the caption of “Hicks from the Sticks,” or, “Rela-
tivity of Morals” the Dean of George Pepperdine College, form-
erly of Duke University, tells us an interesting story in the
Gospel Advocate “of a small-time politician, the honorable Hicks
from the Sticks.” Here is his dissertation:

HICKS FROM THE STICKS, OR RELATIVITY IN MORALS

OR RELATIVITY IN RELIGION

(E. V. PULLIAS, DEAN OF GEORGE PEPPERDINE COLLEGE, IN

THE Gospel Advocate, FEB. 25, 1943)

There is a story of a small-time politician known as Hicks
from the Sticks that runs somewhat as follows: Hicks had
achieved considerable success by applying the simple formula
of never taking sides either in action or expression. His stock
answer to all questions of opinion or action was: “Yes, and
no.” “Mr. Hicks, do you believe in woman suffrage?” “Yes,
and no.” “Mr. Hicks, is Mr. Jones, who has admittedly com-
mitted the following crimes, still an honorable man?” “Yes,
and no.” Hicks stuck by his magic answer. There were, ac-
cording to his view, two sides to every question, and it was
Hicks’ aim to spread his opinion so as to cover both sides and
the middle. Now, if “Hicks from the Sticks” were found only
in the sticks and were limited to small-time politicians, the mat-
ter might be dropped without further ado. Unfortunately
such is not the case.

One of the most serious symptoms of the illness of our age is
a sort of “Hicks-from-the-Sticks” attitude toward right and
wrong. The church is not free from this infection. There is a
dearth of voices that speak clearly and uncompromisingly about
righteousness of life, purity of motive, humbleness of spirit.
In respect to the steps in primary obedience (and, of course,
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these are fundamental) practically everyone is willing to give
a clear “yes” or “no”- - i n these things there is little Hicks from
the Sticks. Except for a few isolated cases of altogether un-
Christlike rudeness and discourtesy, this willingness to stand
for what the Bible teaches on these basic questions is excellent.
If the question is put, “Must a man be baptized if he would be
a child of God?” the answer is unequivocal, “Certainly-the
Scripture is crystal clear on that point.” There is no “yes”
and “no.” I repeat: this is good.

But now we come to an astonishing and disturbing fact. If
the question involves right and wrong (except in a vague,
general way), the answer becomes vague and compromising.
Let me illustrate, and you will be able to add your own ex-
amples. A minister of the gospel irresponsibly lies about his
brethren, dodges his honest obligations, gossips, is a busybody,
uses abusive language (as Paul expresses it), and so on. The
question is asked: “What do you think about these actions?
Should this man be upheld?” The answer is: “Well, every-
body had his faults. He does a lot of good.” In short, the
answer is: “Yes, and no.” The implication is that righteous-
ness of life is unimportant to preaching the gospel--that in
Christian living there are two sides to every question.

Suppose a preacher of the gospel clearly and rather proudly
violates this simple Scripture, “Let all bitterness, and wrath,
and anger, and clamor, and railing, be put away from you, with
all malice: and be ye kind one to another, tenderhearted, for-
giving each other” (Eph. 4:31, 32), and the question arises,
“Is this action right or wrong?” “Yes, and no” comes back
from our moral Hicks from the Sticks.

The situation is in no sense limited to ministers; they are
simply a little better known. Even more illustrations may be
found in respect to elders, deacons, and Christians in general.
A man who has been designated as an elder in the church is by
his own admission a gossip, a bearer of false tales, a striker.
The minister of the congregation and the members look at the
problem and reply: “Yes, and no.” Is this man an elder of
God’s church? “Yes, and no.”

Members flagrantly violate the weightier matters of the law
(as Christ called them), and their fellow members smile and
reply : “Yes, and no.”

One final example will suffice: A man comes into a new
situation in which many sins are rife--lying, dishonesty, hypo-
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crisy, hatred, talebearing, jealously. (James 3:14-16.) This
was the man’s opening statement, a prize example of Hickism:
“I want everyone to understand that I never take sides. I re-
main apart from all such matters.” In brief, in all questions
relating to Christian life and virtue his answer is: “Yes, and
no.”

This condition threatens to become the dry rot of Christianity
in modern times. This relativity in morality undermines self-
respect and the respect of all sincere men. It was of people
who held to this type of hypocritical position that Jesus him-
self said: “Ye compass sea and land to make one proselyte;
and when he is become so, ye make him twofold more a son of
hell than yourselves.” (Mat. 23:15.)

It is not implied that any great proportion of ministers or
other Christians are seriously immoral. Undoubtedly the pro-
portion is relatively small as yet. The serious aspect of the mat-
ter is that the rest of us do not seem concerned about Christian
traits and virtue. The great Christian attributes of character
which by Christ and his disciples are placed at the core of the
Christian way are by implication and sometimes by actual
teaching classified as being all right, but in no sense basic. Not
infrequently there will be a half sneer in the voice when humil-
ity or love or other similar traits are mentioned. The words of
a misguided young preacher are in point: “We have enough
of this soft stuff about faith, love, humility, devotion, service
to one’s fellows. Give me the real gospel.” The desire and
tendency to strip the gospel of Christ of all its moral or char-
acter meaning is the very dangerous error which this paper
wishes to point out.

Let us be firm on Acts 2-38, but at the same time let us avoid
like poison the Hicks-from-the-Sticks attitude on Romans 12,
Colossians 3, Ephesians 4, Philippians 4, 2 Peter 1, John 1 and
2, James 3, etc.

We who would be Christian must be Christlike in word, in
spirit, and in action. We must develop the attributes of Christ
as he lived them and as he and his disciples taught them. We
must love and honor righteousness of heart and life as Jesus
loved and honored righteousness of heart and life. To be Chris-
tian one must be Christlike; there is no substitute.

Since the character of the story did not believe in “taking
sides” on anything it would seem strange that the dean from
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Duke could use him as a witness against anybody, as no one
has ever heard of the dean himself coming out very strong on
anything. Could it be possible that he is himself Hicks from
the Sticks?

Anyway, Squire Hicks from the Sticks always answered
every question “yes and no.” Well, that fits some of the teach-
ing and preaching of the dean and his playmates now, who are
themselves somewhat like the preacher who did not “take
sides” by preaching on heaven and hell because he had friends
in both places!

But the dean says the “yes and no” infection is in the church
and gives an example of “a minister of the gospel” who, he says,
“irresponsibly lies about his brethren” and “dodges his honest
obligations” and “uses abusive language (as Paul expresses it)
and so on.” Apparently fearing that he himself would be
charged with such an expression “abusive language” he puts
“as Paul expresses it” in parenthesis--he wants us to know
that it was Paul who so expressed it, not the dean, 0, no. But
he charges that some brethren will actually say “yes and no”
when they are asked if an irresponsibly-lying, debt-dodging
minister of the gospel is all right! I am made to wonder with
what kind of brethren the distressed dean has been associating,
and where, for in all my travels among the churches I have
never found brethren who would answer “yes and no” to such
a thing, or whose “implication is that righteousness is unim-
portant to preaching the gospel.” The dean must have been
associating of late with a crowd of profligate preachers and
brethren, or else that dream about Hicks from the Sticks must
have been a nightmare.

Personally, I think he has his illustration turned the wrong
way--he has it in reverse. He has it pointed toward the wrong
group. If there are any in the church who have played the
“yes and no” role, it is not the ones whom he seeks to impugn
and impeach in his application. Rather does his story fit that
soft-speaking, step-easy, tread-lightly, go-away-around-by-the-
Joneses group among us who have never stood for sound doc-
trine and who probably never will, including the dean. But
the dean does break down and admit that it is all right to stand
for “what the Bible teaches on these basic questions” except
when it is done in an “altogether un-Christlike rudeness and
discourtesy.” As to what he would regard “un-Christlike rude-
ness” and “discourtesy” we are left to guess. I have an idea
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that some of us could write out some of the sayings of Christ
and leave off the Lord’s signature and it would be called un-
Christlike, rude and discourteous by the dean and some of the
brethren he is running with.

But the dean’s “yes and no” Hicks from the Sticks story
suggests some questions. We have been told that when the
dean was with Duke University that he regularly attended the
denominational churches. Our information is that he did not
gather together any number of individuals he might have found
for simple New Testament worship or to start a New Testa-
ment church. It is reported that he chose rather to go in with
the denominations in Durham. We do not want to misrepresent
any one nor to be unfair, and certainly not to “irresponsibly
lie about” the dean. But we have honestly been told that he
preached for the various denominational churches during the
several years that he spent at Duke in Durham. It has even
been said that he had membership in the Congregational Church,
a union of Congregationalists and Digressives, during the “six
years” that he taught in Duke.

If and when the dean was teaching in Duke and preaching
for denominational churches someone had asked him if denom-
inational churches are wrong--would he have said, like Hicks
from Sticks, “yes and no”? Well, if they are wrong, what do
you think of these actions--or shall we say, “relativity” in doc-
trine and practice? Must a person be baptized to be a child of
God?” The dean had us answer, “certainly.” Well, how did
the dean answer it in the denominational pulpits of Durham--
“yes and no,” or did he answer it at all? If so or if not--“Is
this action right or wrong,” Squire Hicks--did you say “yes
and no”?

Should denominationalism be fellowshipped? “Yes and no,”
says the dean from Duke. Is it right to have denominational
preachers teach their doctrine to students of George Pepperdine
College in chapel services? “Yes and no” says “Hicks from the
Sticks.” Is it right to fellowship Premillennialism and those
who teach it? “Yes and no” says Hicks. Hickism, indeed!

Finally the dean from Duke has quite a lot of ugly things to
say about others, in a “Christlike” way. He charges them with
lying, dishonesty, hypocrisy, hatred, talebearing, jealousy on
“questions relating to Christian life and virtue.” Then, he says
“it is not implied that any great proportion of ministers or other
Christians are seriously immoral.” Wonder how much immoral
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“ministers or other Christians” can be without being seriously
immoral? Since the dean appears to be authority on “relati-
vity of morals” perhaps he can tell us without saying “yes and
no.” Again he says, “undoubtedly the proportion is relatively
small as yet.” That’s encouraging. Since there are so few,
perhaps he could publish the list and relieve the curiosity, as
well as the suspicion, as to who these lying, debt-dodging
“ministers and other Christians” are. It might turn out that
the dean is himself a purveyor of gossip and is “irresponsibly
lying” on somebody. Personally, I am not as much concerned
about what someone does who is “irresponsible,” as I am about
men like the dean from Duke who are old enough to be respon-
sible for what they do and say.

Really, “the prize example of Hickism” on relativity of doc-
trine and practice is the dean himself. At least, while urging
others to be “Christlike in word and spirit, and in action” he
might pause upon his own threshold with due deliberation and
caution.

The dean’s article is also a “prize example” of how these
brethren who lay claim to the “spirit of Christ” resort to the
lowest of all personalities-insinuation-when their teaching
and practice are called in question.

History repeats itself, and with their dean from Duke, George
Pepperdine College is reliving and re-enacting the experience
of Abilene Christian College with such teachers as George A.
Klingman and David L. Cooper.
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PERSONAL

( SEPTEMBER, 1943)

There are two things that I hope always to be man enough to
do--first, to modify or change my stand on any question when
by investigation I find that the truth requires it; and, second,
to be willing to apologize to any one whom I may have wronged.

Sometime ago, in connection with the discussion of certain
questions, the Bible Banner printed some articles that contain-
ed reflections on the personal integrity of Brother C. R. Nichol,
in attributing to him ulterior motives in some of his statements
in his book, “God’s Woman.” I have not accepted some of the
views set forth in this book, but I do believe in the complete
sincerity and honesty of its author. I do not believe that he
wrote anything to please any class in the church, If I believed
that he did such a thing I could not have any confidence in him,
whereas I do hold him in confidence and respect and I have
never doubted his complete loyalty in heart to the word of God.

It is one thing to discuss a question; it is quite another thing
to question a man’s honesty in discussion. Regardless of in-
tent, statements containing such implications appeared in the
Bible Banner, and they should not have been published.

I am indebted to my father and G. H. P. Showalter, to R. L.
Whiteside and C. R. Nichol, for whatever I may know. They
have been my teachers--all of them. It is not required of me,
even by them, to accept every point and detail of their teach-
ing--though I did, and do, accept by far the most that they
ever taught me, the value of which has been inestimable to me.
When I was a lad of sixteen attending Thorp Spring Christian
College, I missed a week of school (without permission) to stay
through the Nichol-Lockhart debate in a neighboring county.
I was disciplined by the school, my father concurring with the
president, in prescribing the punishment, until Brother Nichol
interceded in my behalf, suggesting that they “lay off” on the
ground that I had learned more in “one week” at that debate
than I would have learned “all year” in the school! His appeal
got results--with my father, if not with the school. I am still
using information that I obtained in that debate.
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The personal emotions involved in this statement have their
origin in family and fraternal ties. Among the earliest recollec-
tions of my childhood are things connected with the friendship
between Brother Nichol and my father. That friendship has
not waned with the years and will endure until “death do them
part,” which cannot be many years as we count time, for my
father is seventy-two; Brother Nichol a number of years younger.

Out of that friendship grew other ties--a similar relation be-
tween Brother Nichol and my father’s sons, particularly Cled.
For years Brother Nichol and Cled have been inseparable
friends.

When our mother went to heaven, in 1913, Brother Nichol
and Brother Showalter were called by my father to speak the
words that would help to heal our hearts. Brother Nichol was
overcome with emotion and Brother M. 0. Daley completed
the talk. But we have not forgotten the words that Brother
Nichol in such emotion did say. I remember his words as if
they were spoken yesterday.

In their early years my father and Brother Nichol labored
much together in the gospel. And it was “labor.” I know of
an instance years ago when they went from Texas to Oklahoma
together to hold a debate with a Mormon. There were no mem-
bers of the church there. They were entertained in a sectarian
home. They did not get expenses for their trip, to say nothing
of the ten days work-and they knew it before they went. But
they went, gladly, and none of us ever heard either of them com-
plain about it. That is only one example out of many that
could be related, of the things they did because they loved the
Lord and His Cause-the Lord and the Cause they still love.

If anyone should say that my father wrote a book, or an ar-
ticle, or preached a sermon to please a certain class of people,
I would resent it--and would deal with it. Brother Nichol is
not thin-skinned, and he does not take exceptions when his
views on any matter are put to the test of discussion. But
when it is intimated that he wrote things in a book, or any-
where else, to please a certain element--that such was his ob-
ject, rather than to teach what he believed was the truth, such
could only mean that he would be seeking to please men rather
than God, and a conscientious man could not lightly pass by
such a charge. All of us who know Brother Nichol know that
his entire life has been the very opposite of that and is, in fact,
a sufficient denial of it.
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Due to the relations that have existed through the years be-
tween Brother Nichol and my father, and Cled and me, it
doubtless inflicted a deeper wound for such things to be printed
in a paper published by one of us, and as I am the one who
furnished the medium, I am making a forthright apology, un-
reserved and unqualified, for permitting anything to appear
in the Bible Banner in any article, whether my own or another’s,
that reflected directly or indirectly on the sincerity, honesty,
and integrity of C. R. Nichol.

This has nothing to do with any discussion of issues. It is
simply an apology-when we fight, we fight; and when we
apologize, we apologize.-Foy E. WALLACE, JR.

RESPONSE TO PERSONAL

Dear Brother Wallace:

Los Angeles, California
October 14, 1943

With deep emotion I read the statement of your appreciation
of me, in Bible Banner of September, 1943. As I read there
trooped out of memory’s storehouse remembrances pleasant,
as well as hallowed, of days in our lives.

I think you know there has not been a moment since I met
your father that I have not stood ready to render any service
I could to him, or his family.

Because of my personal attachment for you I was deeply
wounded when you allowed the personal, discreditable, reflec-
tion to be made on my character in your paper, the Bible Banner.

I cannot recall when I have not believed the right will ulti-
mately prevail; and not for a moment has there been in my
heart other than the view that in time you would see the article
was a gross injustice to me, and that you were in the wrong in
permitting your paper to be used for such a purpose; and that
you would have the courage to say you made a mistake in pub-
lishing the attack on my character, without mincing words, ex-
pressing your regrets.

Foy, you will find the same welcome in my home, the Chris-
tian hospitality and congenial fellowship we have enjoyed to-
gether in the past--days we each treasure. You will command
me for any service I can lend you.
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Whatever wrong you may have done me, though uninten-
tional, or whatever wrong I have imagined you have done me,
in allowing the article appearing in your paper, it is all dismiss-
ed from my heart--gone like the “sped arrow.”

May your days be many, your ability increased, and your
opportunities for doing good multiplied, as we together labor to
advance the Cause we love. Yours in The Christ, C. R. NICHOL.
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THE LOS ANGELES DEBATE

(JANUARY, 1944)

It has been known in a general way for several months that
a debate with the Doctor John Matthews, the leader of Anglo-
Israel Millennialism on the West Coast, was pending. The
Doctor arbitrarily changed the dates on the debate several
times, with but a few days notice, but through the kindness
of the brethren where I have been engaged for meetings I was
able to shift gears with the Doctor, and the debate was finally
staged.

It was held in the Embassy and Philharmonic auditorium
in downtown Los Angeles. The questions debated were: Bap-
tism, Throne of David, The Thousand Years Reign, and the
peculiar claims of this cult that Britain and America, with all
Anglo-Saxon and Celtic peoples, are fleshly Israel, descendants
of the Ten Tribes, and therefore we are “God’s Modern Cove-
nant People.”

The debate was arranged for and paid for by the Central
Church of Christ in Los Angeles, but they received the fine
cooperation of the churches of the Los Angeles area. Glenn L.
Wallace and John Allen Hudson contributed more, in effort,
as individuals, to the bringing about the discussion, and their
work in so doing has been generally applauded on the West
Coast.

All the sessions of the debate were moderated by Brother
C. R. Nichol, of the Vermont Avenue Church, and teacher of
Bible in George Pepperdine College. His services were invalu-
able and were appreciated by all--and especially by me.

The debate was largely attended every session--several
thousand outside people heard the truth, who perhaps had
never heard it before.

On Saturday, before the debate closed the following Sunday
afternoon, I received a telegram signed by all of the churches
of Christ in the city where I live--Oklahoma City--and I am
inserting this telegram.
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WESTERN UNION

S AM24--OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA. 22 902A
1944, Jan. 22, AM 927

FOY E. WALLACE, JR.,
CENTRAL CHURCH OF CHRIST,
12 AND HOOVER STS.,
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA.

We are with you in spirit and the Oklahoma City churches
authorize this wire to let you know of our interests and our
prayers in your behalf as you enter the final day of your
great defense of the truth. We are looking forward with
confidence to your finishing the debate with complete
victory for the truth. Be calm. Be thoughtful.

-Tenth and Francis Church
-Capitol Hill Church
-Culbertson Heights Church
-Twelfth and Drexel Church
-Thirty-first and Blackwelder Church
-Southwest Church
-Nineteenth and Byars Church

12 31

I had no thought of receiving such a warm expression of con-
fidence and interest. Needless to say that my heart was melted
by this expression of personal regard. It greatly increases my
obligations in the endeavor to merit such confidence. It is my
whole desire to do so. God being my helper, I shall never know-
ingly let them down.

A fuller report of this discussion will be given by Glenn L.
Wallace, representing the Central Church of Christ in Los
Angeles.

It is the desire of the Central church to have the anglo-
Israel phase of this discussion put in pamphlet form for distri-
bution on the West Coast in view of the fact that this doctrine
has some fifty thousands adherents, it is claimed, in the west
and northwest areas from Vancouver to Los Angeles. It is a
deep-seated doctrine in England, Australia, New Zealand, and
the New England States and on the West Coast. The brethren
believe the exposure of the doctrine, along with the opportunity
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of placing the truth before the people on the subjects of baptism
and the kingdom, which the debate afforded, will result in great
good.

The Bible Banner will carry a summary of the argument on
some of the phases of this discussion, which will be put in pamph-
let form for distribution. Have your friends send for the Ban-
ner, or send it to them--and we may suggest: Renew your own
subscription.
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THE WALLACE-MATTHEWS DEBATE

(GLENN L. WALLACE, FEBRUARY, 1944)

In September of 1943, I heard Dr. John Matthews of Los
Angeles in a debate and heard him boast of his desire to debate
his theories. I immediately contacted him on behalf of the
Central Church here in the city. After many delays and ef-
forts on the part of Matthews to have the debate cancelled, we
finally arrived at an understanding and on January 18, 19, 20
and 23 the discussions were held. All expenses were paid by
Central Church and although we were promised half the sup-
port for the hall rent, we have never received the money. The
Embassy Auditorium and the Philharmonic Auditorium were
used for the debate and large audiences attended all sessions.
The largest audiences ever assembled in a service of our people
in this city, were the result, and more outsiders heard the gos-
pel than would have been possible in any other service.

John Allen Hudson, of the Southwest Church in Los Angeles,
was a constant source of help and encouragement, both before
and during the debate. C. R. Nichol, of the Vermont Avenue
Church, was our moderator, and his counsel and assistance
were deeply appreciated by all. All the preachers and churches
of the Los Angeles area gave their whole-hearted cooperation.
Many spent money in advertising in their sections and nearly
all dismissed their week night services to attend.

Dr. Matthews is a Presbyterian, and although he is not a
debater, he is by far the best speaker of the Anglo-Israel move-
ment in this section. He has traveled over the world, and was
formerly a lecturer on Shakespeare. He has a large following
in Southern California and is one of about a dozen preachers
of this theory. Dr. Matthews has no church, but depends upon
his radio preaching plus Sunday engagements in a large audi-
torium to keep him going. He proved to be one of the weakest
debaters it has ever been ours to hear. The first two sessions
Brother Wallace was in the affirmative and Dr. Matthews read
a prepared negative speech throughout. He took no notes and
refused to answer a single argument made. His defeat was so
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evident to the audience that many of his followers have attend-
ed our services since the debate.

Foy E. Wallace, Jr., editor of the Bible Banner, was the rep-
resentative of the church. Central Church here in Los Angeles
and all Southern California are grateful for the great work that
he did in defense of the truth. The Central church was a former
place of labor for him and he preached to an overflowing house
on Sunday morning while in the city.

The Anglo-Israel movement is not new, although it is new to
America. It is centered chiefly in the British Isles and has fol-
lowers in Australia, New Zealand and Canada. It is a religion
of race and seeks to prove that the Anglo-Saxon peoples are the
“modern covenant people of God.” It has all the old doctrines
of the premillennialist made to fit Britain and America rather
than the Jews. It affirms that the ten tribes are the roots of
the Anglo-Saxon races and that all the fleshly, earthly promises
God made to the Israelites in the Old Testament will find their
fulfillment in “us.” The present king of England is seated upon
the “throne of David,” and the throne will be taken by Christ
at his return and will be again transferred to Jerusalem. It can
be seen that that would add greatly to any feeling of superiority
an Englishman or American might have of himself. It amounts
to little more than the “master race” theory of the dictator
nations. The doctrine is definitely un-American as well as un-
Christian.

Bro. Wallace affirmed that baptism is for the remission of
sins. It was evident that Matthews had never debated with a
gospel preacher previous to this discussion, as he was completely
lost on this subject. Our second affirmative was that Christ
is now king on David’s throne. Dr. Matthews affirmed that
Christ will return to the earth for one thousand years. His last
affirmative was, “The Anglo-Saxon, Celtic races are descended in
large part from the ten tribes of Israel and are the modern cove-
nant people of God.” Since Matthews did not do much affirm-
ing, it was necessary for Bro. Wallace to show what the doctrine
was and then to take it apart.

The proposition, “descended in large part,” was used with
force on Dr. Matthews. He was asked to tell just what part
was not descended from the ten tribes. Since he admits that
not all are a part of Israel, he was unable to tell what part was.
If the present king of England is on David’s throne, then when
the thirteen colonies rebelled against England, they rebelled
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against a divine throne, and are today as much in rebellion as
the ten tribes originally were and the United States would be
perpetuating that rebellion even now. This was used with tell-
ing effect upon Matthews. It should be remembered that the
English government does not give any endorsement to such
foolishness as this. England and America stand as two great
allies today and are not responsible for such absurd theories as
advanced by these Anglo-Israelites.

Central Church feels that this was one of the greatest oppor-
tunities that has ever been offered the Cause in Los Angeles and
it was well cared for during the debate. A fine spirit prevailed
throughout and even brethren who were skeptical about the
good of debates, admitted that this one was an outstanding
success.

The material used in the speeches delivered by Brother Wal-
lace on the throne of David and on the Israel question will be
placed in tract form soon. Information about securing these
can be secured by writing the Central Church of Christ, 12th
and Hoover, Los Angeles 6, California.
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THE LAST WILL AND TESTAMENT OF
DON CARLOS JANES

(MARCH, 1944)

The probation of the will of Don Carlos Janes has brought
forth many ejaculations from brethren in various quarters who
have had reports of the contents of the will. But it is not a
matter of surprise at all to some of us who have known what
was being done with “missionary money” by this “one-man
missionary society.” When brethren were told of these things
the usual reaction was a sort of a look of askance or of suspicion
that we were just taking a pique at someone whom, perhaps we
did not like--and they went on giving their money to a one-man
missionary agency. The last will and testament of Don Carlos
Janes lifts the veil, and the lid, and the brethren can now see
for themselves.

The Bible Banner is publishing this document in full because
of its world-wide interest and its definite bearing on vital issues
in the church.

THE DON CARLOS JANES WILL

I, Don Carlos Janes, being a resident of Louisville, Jefferson
County, Kentucky, do hereby make and declare this my last
Will and Testament, hereby revoking any and all Wills by me
heretofore made. (Only the items involving the missionary
funds contributed by the churches are herewith listed. Items
I to IV are devoted to the “personal estate.” The last paragraph
of Item IV, perpetuating his doctrinal heresy, is inserted; other
parts referring to parents and personal estate are omitted. The
issues of this article bear on the missionary and trust funds,
contributed by the churches and members of the churches all
over the brotherhood, and used for the propagation of the
heresies of millennialism without their knowledge or realization.)

(The last paragraph of Item IV)

Being fully assured that the pre-millennial view of our Lord’s
coming advent is the scriptural orthodox teaching of the Church
from the days of the apostles and feeling that the propaganda
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of the Gospel Advocate, Firm Foundation, Apostolic Times,
Gospel Guardian, Bible Banner and some other publications
has done great injury to the cause of the Lord in creating and
spreading dissension and in creating the impression that this
doctrine is heresy, and that the teachers of such doctrine are
to be disfellowshipped, I have labored earnestly and exten-
sively in the Scriptures and in religious literature, particularly
in the literature of the “Disciples of Christ,” commonly known
as “Churches of Christ,” or “Christian Churches,” and as
“The Nineteenth Century Restoration Movement” led by
Brothers Barton W. Stone and Alexander Campbell, gather-
ing data on this and allied matters with the result that a great
deal of pertinent material has been assembled, which I wish
used by my Executors in the wisest and best way known for the
counteraction of error, for the promotion of peace and unity,
and for the establishment of this doctrine, which was taught in
the original churches of Christ in the days of the apostles, and
for the first three hundred years thereafter, which Pope Da-
mascus denounced in A. D. 373, which a Catholic historian says
was then “silenced” and later “entirely extirpated,” which has
been held down through the centuries and which was taught by
many of the most able, honorable and useful members of the
“Restoration Movement.” I will that the residue of my estate,
when the foregoing ends have been met, shall be used by my
Executors for the publication and distribution, by sale or gift,
or by both sales and gifts, of the material, which I have gather-
ed on the imminent, personal, premillennial coming of the
Lord Jesus Christ to earth to reign gloriously where once he
suffered great pain and dishonor when “he was despised and
rejected of men.”

ITEM V

For some years now I have had in my hands certain Foreign
Missionary Trust Funds. In order that my Executors shall be
advised as to what property is mine and what property con-
stitutes these Trust Funds, I now make explanation and direc-
tion as follows:

My own property consists of real estate and certain stocks
made in my name and certain bonds, and certain cash, which
will be in the bank on deposit in my own individual name.

The Trust Funds will be in cash on deposit in the bank in
such a way as indicating that they are Trust Funds, and in
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savings accounts, and perhaps some real estate lien or mort-
gage notes, which will be indicated on the said accounts and
notes, and on instruments securing same.

ITEM VI

The Missionary Trust Funds, which have been in my hands,
and which I have been administering for many years, are the
following:

1. Mission Homes Building Fund.
2. Cold Drafts Fund.
3. Current Missionary Funds for general benefit of Mission-

aries, which before my death I may blend or combine into one
Trust Fund, as they are held for the same uses and purposes.

These Funds were mainly raised by me from miscellaneous
givers, who absolutely entrusted their gifts to me to be used
for the use and benefit of Missionaries, who are teaching, preach-
ing and serving as Christian Missionaries in lands foreign to
the United States as follows:

1. The Mission Homes Building Fund was raised and used
for the purpose of providing homes to Christian Missionaries
laboring in the foreign field.

2. The Cold Drafts Fund was raised by me under the follow-
ing circumstances: Prior to the time The Louisville Trust
Company went into receivership, there was a deposit carried
in The Louisville Trust Company for the purpose of supporting
and taking care of the needs of the Missionaries in the foreign
fields, on which there was being drawn checks, which were sent
to said Missionaries. After The Louisville Trust Company
closed its doors and was placed in receivership, it became ap-
parent that the outstanding checks, which had been sent out
would not be honored upon their return to New York or Louis-
ville, and, in order to save embarrassment and inconvenience
to the Missionaries, gifts were made at my solicitation by vari-
ous persons in many places, which gifts were turned over to me,
and which I in turn deposited in a bank here in Louisville for
the purpose of making good the checks on the Louisville Trust
Company when these checks should be returned by the Mis-
sionaries to Louisville for payment. I, therefore, called this
Fund the “Cold Drafts Fund.”

These two Funds long ago accomplished the purposes for
which they were originally raised and the interest derived there-
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from by loans has since been used for the general benefit of
Missionaries, as set out in Item VI, No. "3" above.

In the event I should die or should not actually blend these
two Funds into one Trust Fund before my death, I direct that
same shall be blended and combined into one Fund after my
death, and be disbursed as follows, to the following Christian
Missionaries and workers.

To THE FOLLOWING PERSONS IN THE AFRICAN FIELD

Emma Sherriff the sum of Four Hundred and
Ninety-Six. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $$ 496.00 Dollars

Theodora Sherriff the sum of One Hundred
Forty-Four. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 144.00 Dollars

W. N. Short the sum of One Thousand One
Hundred Seventy-Six. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $1,176.00 Dollars

Foy Short the sum of One Hundred Twelve. . . $ 112.00 Dollars
John Dow Merritt the sum of One Thousand

One Hundred Fifty-Two. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $1,152.00 Dollars
George M. Scott the sum of One Thousand

Two Hundred Ten.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $1,210.00 Dollars
Helen Pearl Scott the sum of Two Hundred

Forty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 240.00 Dollars
W. L. Brown the sum of One Thousand. . . . . . $1,000.00 Dollars
Robert Brown the sum of One Hundred

Seventy-Six. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 176.00 Dollars
Ardath Darlene Brown the sum of Ninety-

Six. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 96.00 Dollars
Alva B. Reese the sum of Six Hundred Forty-

One. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . $ 641.00 Dollars
Boyd Reese the sum of One Hundred Forty-

Four. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 144.00 Dollars
S. D. Garrett the sum of Eight Hundred

Sixty-Four.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 864.00 Dollars
J. C. Shewmaker the sum of One Hundred

Forty-Four. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 144.00 Dollars
Orville D. Brittell the sum of One Hundred

Twenty-Eight. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$ 128.00 Dollars
Mrs. Myrtle Rowe the sum of One Hundred

Eighty-Two.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 182.00 Dollars
Alvin Hobby the sum of One Hundred

Ninety-Two.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$$ 192.00 Dollars
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To THE FOLLOWING PERSONS IN THE JAPAN FIELD

J. M. McCaleb the sum of Eight Hundred. . . .$ 800.00 Dollars
Herman J. Fox the sum of Twelve Hundred . .$1,200.00 Dollars
Miss Lillie D. Cypert the sum of Four

Hundred.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 400.00 Dollars
Miss Sarah Andrews the sum of Four Hundred

Sixteen. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 416.00 Dollars
0. D. Bixler the sum of Nine Hundred. . . . . . . $ 900.00 Dollars
E. A. Rhodes the sum of One Thousand

Fifty-Six.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .̀ . . . ..... . . . . . . .$1,056.00 Dollars

To THE FOLLOWING PERSONS IN THE CHINA WORK

Charles Gruver the sum of One Hundred
Twenty-Eight. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$ 128.00 Dollars

N. B. Wright, the sum of Two Hundred
Twenty-Four. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 224.00 Dollars

Lowell B. Davis the sum of Four Hundred.. . .$ 400.00 Dollars
Mrs. Alice Broaddus the sum of One

Thousand Six Hundred Eighty. . . . . . . . . . . . $1,680.00 Dollars
Lewis T. Oldham the sum of Three Hundred

Twenty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $̀ 320.00 Dollars
Roy Whitfield the sum of Two Hundred. . . . . . $ 200.00 Dollars
Miss Ethel Mattley the sum of Four Hundred

Six. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 406.00 Dollars

To THE FOLLOWING PERSONS IN THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS WORK

H. G. Cassell the sum of Six Hundred
Seventy-Two. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 672.00 Dollars

0. T. Rodman the sum of Six Hundred
Fifteen. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$ 615.00 Dollars

George R. Johnson (of Brazil) the sum of
Three Hundred Eighty-Four. . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 384.00 Dollars

Sukehiro Ishigure of the Los Angeles, Calif.,
Japanese Work, the sum of Four Hundred
Twenty-Two. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 422.00 Dollars
3. Current Missionary Funds made up of funds, which have

been paid, and are currently being paid for missionary purposes
to be paid to certain designated Missionaries. As moneys are
thus collected and paid in, they are credited on a Missionary
Ledger, which I have been carrying, and which will be found in
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my possessions, and on this Ledger will be found the names of
said Missionaries, and the credits entered thereon to be paid to
said persons for missionary purposes.

On this Ledger will also be found some general funds, which
have been paid in for general missionary purposes undesignated
as to whom they are to be paid. My Executors are to desig-
nate the Missionaries to whom these general funds are to be
paid.

All other Funds on said Ledger, credited to certain Mission-
aries, are to be paid to them as credited.

Additional Trust Funds, which I have been administering,
are the following:

“RELIGIOUS LITERATURE FUND” consists of funds,
which have been given by friends and givers for publication of
Christian religious literature.

I direct my Executors to use such of this fund as remains at
the time of my death for such purposes.

“MISSIONARY TRACT FUND” consists of funds, which
came from the proceeds of sale of pamphlets, and I direct my
Executors at my death to use such moneys as are in said fund
for the purpose of continuing my free Christian tract work, the
way being left open for supplementary gifts from those willing-
hearted.

ITEM V I I

In the event any person or persons should contest this my
Will, or assist or lend aid and comfort to any one who might
contest same, then and in that event, I direct that such person,
or persons, shall forfeit all interest which they may have in my
estate by reason of any device to them herein, or by reason of
their being my heirs.

ITEM VIII

If any portion of this Will, or any devise herein, should be
considered as in any way invalid, then I devise that portion,
which would have otherwise passed under said devise, for Chris-
tian religious purposes to be used and expended by the High-
land Church of Christ of Louisville, Kentucky, in any way it
may see fit.

ITEM I X

I hereby name, constitute and appoint Elmer Leon Jorgen-
son, and his wife, Irene Doty Jorgenson, and the survivor of
them, as the Executor and/or Executrix of this my Will, and
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direct that they be permitted to qualify as such without the
giving of any surety on their bond, and that they be recom-
pensed from my estate for their services as such Executor and
Executrix.

My said named Executor and Executrix have been for many
years my true friends, whose love and friendship I highly value,
and I have every confidence in their spirit and ability to carry
out my wishes as expressed in this Will, and to administer the
trust funds herein in harmony with my wishes and others, who
have contributed to said trust funds.

ITEM X

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, Witness my signature to
this my last Will and Testament, in the presence of the sub-
scribing witnesses hereto, who have each signed same as Witness
at my request, and in my presence of each other this 4th day of
April 1942.

(signed) DON CARLOS JANES

COMMENTS ON THE JANES WILL

For many years individual brethren and elders of the churches
have been told that Don Carlos Janes and E. L. Jorgenson are
out-and-out premillennialists and could not be trusted to rep-
resent loyal churches of Christ in any capacity whatsoever.
That point is settled once and for all. Don Carlos Janes is on
record for eternity, and his partner in heresy is on record with
him, for all time, unless and until he becomes converted, turns
from his heretical course, and repudiates these wrongs to Christ
and his church, before it is too late, as it is in the case of the
testator of this will.

It would appear that the “one-man missionary society” is a
rather profitable business. It is strange, indeed, that money
thus collected from individuals and churches over a period of
many years should be put into, and kept into, a “trust fund”
until the day of a man’s death and then made a part of his will.
Reports have come through all along that proceeds from these
funds have been loaned out to the Bollite churches in the vicin-
ity of Louisville for building or improving meetinghouses and
other purposes. And it will be noted that Don Carlos Janes
had sole control of funds, specifying in his will the missionaries
in various fields among whom he desired the funds distributed.
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[The “Religious Literature Fund” and the “Missionary
Tract Fund” consisting in donations of many people designated
as “friends and givers,” including churches, were tagged for the
printing and distribution of “religious literature” and “mis-
sionary tracts” which teach and support the teaching of pre-
millennialism, consistently with the admissions and instruc-
tions of the last paragraph of Item IV.

The “Highland Church of Christ, of Louisville, Kentucky,”
designated in Item VIII to receive and disburse these funds
(in certain exigencies “for religious purposes to be used and ex-
pended by the Highland Church of Christ, Louisville, Kentucky,
in any way it may see fit”) is an out-and-out, dyed in the wool,
Boll- Jorgenson- Janes premillennial church, which first drew
the line of cleavage on premillennialism by withdrawing from
members who opposed the teaching of it while Jorgenson was
their preacher. Of course, a premillennial church which would
disfellowship its own members for opposing the millennial doc-
trine would “see fit” to distribute the money of “a trust fund”
bequeathed to it by a premillennial testator for premillennial
purposes. It is evident and obvious that the money contributed
to this so-called “trust fund,” by the churches and members of
the churches who do not believe such a doctrine and had no in-
tention of helping to propagate it, was nevertheless so used and
is apparently yet being so spent in whatever amount of residue
remains.]

Here the question arises: If the testator of the will, Don
Carlos Janes, was such an ardent premillennialist as to instruct
that $40,000 should be used for the definite propagation of the
doctrines of premillennialism--does anyone think that he would
voluntarily will a portion of the funds to missionaries who do
not believe this doctrine, or who were not in sympathy with
this group in Louisville? His will becomes a brand to every
missionary who accepts his bequest.

Another question pushes in: Would a man who makes such
a will designate an executor and executrix to administer it with-
out bond, who do not indorse the thing that he has done, as
well as the views which he has held? Is it conceivable that
E. L. Jorgenson did not know all about it all the time, and that
he has not been a party to it all? The Janes’ will brands E. L.
Jorgenson, not only as an all-out premillennialist (a thing some
of us, of course, have known all the time) but it brands him as
being the same in kind and in degree as Don Carlos Janes. Yet
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there are brethren over the country who have told us that the
way to treat the premillennial brethren is to publish their re-
ports, have them preach and sing in our meetings, and thus
break down the “disfellowship”! We are wondering what the
particular preacher who gave that advice in an Abilene Chris-
tian College lecture thinks about it now?

There is yet another question pushing in: What about the
other one-man missionary agencies among us? For instance,
B. D. Morehead and James L. Lovell. They are doing the
same thing in principle, if not in actuality. The brethren should,
and surely they will, turn thumbs down on them now. This is
not a matter of mere expediency--it involves scriptural prin-
ciples of “missionary work.” If these one-man missionary
agencies and offices are to be continued among us, we had as
well surrender the opposition to the missionary societies now,
for between the two the missionary societies of the Christian
Church are not more unscriptural, and they are certainly oper-
ated on a better business basis. This is not intended as even a
hint at indorsement of the latter in any degree, but just another
way of voicing an unqualified repudiation of the “one-man mis-
sionary society” instead.

It will be noted that the Gospel Advocate, Apostolic Times,
Firm Foundation and Bible Banner were mentioned in this will
as having done the church irreparable harm by their “propa-
ganda” against what the will calls “the scriptural orthodox
teaching” of premillennialism !  I cannot help wondering how
these other publications feel about being put in the same sack
with the Bible Banner! The Firm Foundation has been more
liberal in its attitude toward the premillennial Louisville breth-
ren than any of the papers mentioned and more lenient than
most of the brethren think it should have been. This has been
especially true of its attitude toward Don Carlos Janes. It has
been more than liberal with him--it has been generous, in the
publication of his reports, and his articles all through the years.
In appreciation of that generosity, the Firm Foundation re-
ceives a slap in the face in the Janes’ will, is branded as a propa-
gandist, a hindrance to the church, and as “having done a great
injury to the cause of the Lord.” What a bequest in return for
favors bestowed and services rendered! Some of us think the
greatest injury some of the other papers have done to the cause
of the Lord has been in publishing the reports of any of this
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group of premillennialists, however good the intentions on the
part of the papers and the editors may have been. And many
have protested all the while their doing so.

“The Last Will and Testament of Don Carlos Janes”--what
a document to face in the judgment! And what a millstone its
testator has hung around the necks of his premillennial fellows
whom he has left behind! Is it possible that brethren can ever
apologize for them again?

And think of the legacy! Thousands of dollars bequeathed
to teachers of error and to the propagation of heretical doc-
trines. And then obligating his fellow in error and heresy,
E. L. Jorgenson, to perform that evil task! It should haunt
them in their dreams, and taunt them in their waking hours.

As for the statement in the will that “the premillennial view
of the Lord’s coming advent is the scriptural orthodox teaching
of the church from the days of the apostles”--that is a pure
assumption. A rank and arbitrary assertion.

Don Carlos Janes has gone--but his will remains. And we
are told that his missionary offices have been left to another--
to a successor who is instructed to continue receiving funds in
the same way. The name of this person should be advertised,
and all the churches warned. Is it possible that the brethren
will be so gullible as to continue this sort of thing? Surely not.
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“GIVING THANKS FOR THE OFFERING”

(G. H. P. SHOWALTER, IN Firm Foundation)

(APRIL, 1944)

I have received quite a number of inquiries along the line of
thought suggested by the above heading. I hardly feel that I
am the most suitable one to write on this question. I love to
assist my brethren, when I can, in their study of the Holy
Scriptures, and to point out the teachings of God’s word on the
questions and problems that come to my attention, if and when
my services may be of assistance. It is needless to write or
speak where we cannot help.

The trouble with some things we do, is not at all in regard to
what the Bible reveals, but where the silence of the Bible is
conspicuously apparent. Anyhow, brethren keep writing me
to know whether they should thank God for “the offering,” or
would it be better to thank him for “the privilege,” or for “re-
turning to God a portion of what God has given us.” (The
rest of it of course, to be kept for our own use.) And why not
return it all to him? All we have and are is the Lord’s already,
provided at least that we have first given ourselves to the Lord.
(2 Cor. 8:5) And some of the brethren have decided that they
should “first take up the offering” before they give thanks for
it; they do not want to be found giving thanks for what they
don’t have. And then it has occurred to others that the “offer-
ing” is not theirs, and why give thanks for what they do not re-
ceive, and what is not theirs? It is the Lord’s offering. (May-
be the Lord should give thanks for it?) But the earth is the
Lord’s already. And the fulness thereof (Psalms 24:1; 50:12;
89:11; 1 Cor. 10:26). We are not our own. “And ye are not
your own; for ye were bought with a price” (1 Cor. 6:19, 20;
7:23.) Read 2 Corinthains chapter 9. And particularly, verses
10 to 15. There the matter of thanksgiving is considered in
connection with the free-will offerings; and you will note that
it was the ones who received the offering and the benefits of it
who thanked God, not the ones who made the offering. And,
if now, you take a poor widow, a bushel of potatoes or a ham of
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meat, and she is one of God’s children, she will most certainly
give thanks to God for this ministration at the hand of one of
his servants. But it is not in place for you to thank God for
what you have done, for the small and pitiful service you have
rendered to him, for all we do is SO small in comparison with
what God has done for us.

Our “offering” on the Lord’s day is a simple service that we
render to him and should not be confused with the worship.
For orderly and convenient arrangement, it is entirely suitable
to make this offering on the first day of the week, in keeping
with Paul’s order to the Corinthians and Galatian churches
when they were making up a collection for the poor saints (See
1 Cor. 16:1-4). Not that this is the only time when an offering
may be made. This, of course, can be done and must be done,
as we have opportunity (Gal. 6:10). The requirement of the
primitive churches (1 Cor. 16:lf.) for a special offering on the
first day of the week when they assembled for the breaking of
bread, as made by Paul, was for a scriptural purpose, and it is
a safe precedent for our offerings for scriptural purposes. And
this is all that this passage teaches or authorizes. It certainly
does not mean that Paul meant to augment, increase or enlarge
the items connected with the worship, itself, known as the Lord’s
supper. It is reasonably certain that these offerings, at that
time, were not made, as a formality in immediate connection
with partaking of the bread and wine in memory of Christ.
They most likely followed the general custom of the time.
When Christ paused and beheld how the Jews “cast money
into the treasury” (Mark 12:41) they were putting the money
into a box or chest, provided with an aperture for receiving the
money. The “chest” was in a side room, or court, probably
“the court of the women,” and was not in the place of worship
in the temple. The early disciples most likely followed this
custom in the absence of any divine precept prescribing any
formality for making the offering. Any special formality, or
show, or ostentation, or exhibition of vanity, was then out of
place. It was not in keeping with the genius and spirit of the
Christian system in the primitive days of the gospel era. It
remained for the decadent days of the great apostasy to bring
about all the fanfare, boast and bluster, and the extolling of the
names of rich men, big men, and big gifts, such as has charac-
terized many sects and parties during medieval and modern
times. Because these flatteries please men they bring them
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into the worship and service of God. They overlook the great-
ly significant and sublime truth of heaven that “man looketh
on the outward appearance, but Jehovah looketh on the heart”
(1 Sam. 16:7), and that a very small gift presented by the poor,
is often far more precious in heaven’s sight, than princely gifts
from the worldly wealthy.

But just a few words more concerning thanksgiving and “the
offering.” Some of the embarrassing features relating to thank-
ing God for what we do, for what we give, may be the better
understood by referring to the time of the institution of the
Lord’s supper, and by noting what our Saviour did, and what
becomes an example to all his followers. He gave thanks for
the bread and then the disciples ate of it; he gave thanks for the
cup and the disciples all drank of it; he did not give thanks for
the offering. And it does not appear that an offering was any
part of this worship-this initial observance of the Lord’s sup-
per. (Read Matt. 26:26-29; Mark 14:22-25; Luke 22:19, 20;
1 Cor. 11:23-29.) Here we find Paul agrees with the synoptics.
All four of the accounts are in perfect agreement in regard to
what was done by our Lord in the institution of the supper.
None of them call it “the sacrament”; none of them say, or
intimate, that the Lord gave thanks for both the bread and
wine at the same time, and then started the distribution of the
bread and the fruit of the wine at the same time. In fact, the
record states the opposite of this procedure--a practice that
seems to be growing in popularity at the present time. But
the precedent did not come from the Saviour or the church of
the New Testament times. Neither did the Saviour “give thanks
for the offering”; nor do we find mention in the inspired writ-
ings of any such practice among the early Christians. It sprang
up away later, and after the popes of Rome had started the
practice of blessing water and many more material things in
order to make them “holy” and thus acceptable to the Lord.
Some of our practices are borrowed bodily from the sectarian
churches about us, and they borrowed them and many more
from the Catholics. Usually the best thing to do with borrowed
property is to return it to those from whence it came. It is
seldom that matters of history, in connection with the Saviour’s
life, are recorded by as many as four writers of the New Testa-
ment. But such is the case with the institution of the Lord’s
supper, and, moreover, with an unusual detail. Is this mean-
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ingless? It is the only commemorative institution of the new
dispensation and the simplicity of its observance in the begin-
ning must not be overlooked.

We find in the New Testament just one example of where any
one gave thanks for “the offering.” This was the Pharisee who
went up into the temple to pray. He thanked God for what he
was, for what he had done, and for what he gave--“the offering.”
The Saviour mentioned this but without commendation of this
exceedingly religious professor. R e a d  L u k e  18:9-14. H e
thought himself to be “righteous and despised others.” We
should thank the Lord for what we receive from him, not for
what we do for him.
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MORE ABOUT THE JANES WILL

(MAY, 1944)

Attention is here called to the excellent, true and timely
article of Cecil B. Douthitt, of Louisville, Kentucky, anent the
Last Will and Testament of Don Carlos Janes. His article ap-
pears on pages 8, 9 and 10 of this issue. It is not merely a con-
tributed article--the Bible Banner indorses it one hundred per-
cent. Brother Douthitt has lived in Kentucky all of his life,
and has lived in Louisville for a decade, and he speaks of these
matters not only out of his personal knowledge and experience,
but out of the direct information he has obtained from loyal
servants of God in Louisville, such as J. F. Kurfees, and others
too numerous to mention here. Brethren all over the land who
love the Cause of the Lord and who are sick of the sentimental-
ism of compromise over these matters will appreciate and ap-
plaud the Douthitt exposure of the fraud this Louisville millen-
nial faction has perpetrated on individuals and churches through
all these years. Under the cloak of missionary work and in the
guise of angels of benevolence they have preyed upon the
churches, and with smooth words and fair speech, they have de-
ceived the innocent.

The article by Brother Douthitt furnishes a refreshing con-
trast with some editorials in other leading papers. The Gospel
Advocate published J. N. Armstrong’s glowing tribute to the
missionary man of this movement and commented that the
publication of the article did not mean that they “necessarily”
indorsed all of the article. But so far as that statement goes
the converse would also not “necessarily” be untrue. They
had as well, or even better, said nothing.

The Firm Foundation, while making it plain that they very
stoutly opposed the “Boll- Janes- Jorgenson theories”-yet re-
marked that missionary contributions constitutes a matter be-
tween the donors and the Janes Missionary Office, and hence,
not to be criticised unless by the donors themselves. Then,
since the contributions to a missionary society also constitutes
a matter between the donors and the society, a missionary
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society is not to be criticised except by the members of it or
donors to it!

Leaving the premillennial angle out of the matter entirely,
we contend that the Janes Missionary Office is as unscriptural
as any missionary society ever was, and far more deceptive.

The Firm Foundation further remarked that it is not a mat-
ter of surprise that Don Carlos Janes should leave the funds of
his office to promote after his death the tenets that he had be-
lieved through his life. That being true, and knowing that
Janes was an ardent believer of premillennialism, it was the
duty of the Firm Foundation to warn the brethren through the
years of the “consistent” use the receiver of their missionary
funds would be expected to make of them instead of furnishing
a medium for deception by publishing their reports. An open
forum policy may serve some good purposes but such a policy
is being carried far too far when it serves the advantage of men
who are promoting errors and fostering heresies and deceiving
myriads of innocent men and women in the church. A gospel
paper owes something to the church along these lines, and owes
nothing to such men.

It is not ours to attempt to regulate the policies of other
papers, nor do we have any desire to do so, but it is ours to
speak our convictions on this and other weighty matters. In
this instance, it is our strong conviction that the papers that
have aided these brethren and have not warned the churches
against what they have been doing, and are still doing, are dere-
lict in their duty to the churches of Christ and to the cause of
the Lord. A great many discriminating brethren are expressing
disappointment in what has been said in some of the papers already.
A forthright commitment on issues is an editorial duty.

With the Firm Foundation we can also say that it was no
surprise at all to us that Don Carlos Janes disposed of the mis-
sionary estate in the manner set forth in his will. The differ-
ence is, we knew that he would do such a thing, warned the
brethren of it constantly and refused to aid and abet his evil
work by publishing his reports. Nor do we apologize for it by
ill-spoken tributes now. We are not afraid of our ground on
this question. And we are not alone. Brethren who know the
truth will stand by it. But whether any number of them did
or did not-any man who knows the truth ought to stand by
it, if he must do so alone, a thing no one will likely have to do
long at a time. There will always be the “seven thousand” who
have not bowed the knee to Baal.
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“MISSING IN ACTION”

(MAY, 1944)

These grim words brought to Cled and Ola Wallace the mes-
sage from our nation’s capital that John, their third son, had
gone down with his crew over Italy. John was Pilot of a four-
motored Liberator and was on his seventeenth mission over
enemy territory. He has been missing since April 21, the date
of his last hurried letter to his parents, in which he mentioned
his love for them, for his young bride, for the church, for his
Lord, and for the causes in which he was enlisted--the cause of
God and man. He closed the letter with a terse, “I must leave
now,” took off and did not return.

The message came during the good meeting we were having
at Temple, and while it cast a pall over the whole church, and
the town people, too-who know Cled and Ola so well--yet it
did not retard the meeting. We carried it on with a new zeal.
Though suffering all of the agony of grief-torn hearts Cled and
Ola are as strong as their noble son was brave, and they do not
surrender to their sorrow. With the muscles of his face tight
and quivering, his manly frame shaking with grief, Cled remark-
ed to me in broken tones, but in characteristic manner: "I
shall have more to live and fight for than ever--and I shall do
it.” And he will.

We do not know how the word traveled so far and so fast
but floods of messages, letters, telegrams poured into Temple
from all over the country, from friends, brethren and some who
do not know them personally. The heart of the brotherhood
seemed touched. The pulse of fellowship in a common cause
was felt.

Among the messages that came was a touching note from
one lad to another lad. The note was from Tom Ed Wallace,
youngest son of our father, to Henry Wallace, youngest son of
Cled and Ola. Tom is also in the Army Air Corps. Henry is
fifteen. Tom and John are near the same age. Tom said to
Henry: “Henry, your brother is a hero, and a great man. He
justly deserves all the admiration you and I can give him. I
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am confident always that the Lord’s ways are wiser than man’s,
and all events will continue to work to his will, and good. John
has my prayers that he will return safely to you again.”

On the front page of this issue is a twelve-line paragraph of
terse words characteristic of the spirit of the father and the son,
and expressive also of the devoted courage of the mother who
gives more in the country’s cause than money could buy in
bonds.

“This is war. We join the thousands who know that no
words can describe the horror that grips the soul when the
message comes that “your son is missing in action.” John
was a first lieutenant in the A.A.F., First Pilot on a B-24 Libe-
rator bomber. He went down over Italy. We cling to the hope
that he is alive and will return to us. The flood of letters and
telegrams coming from friends throughout the country shall
receive my personal attention as fast as I can get to them. This
is war and we are in it.. We claim no exemptions for the re-
sponsibilities of citizenship in this great country of ours and we
are taking ours with chins up and no whining.”

There are no noncombatants in this struggle. “This is war
and we are in it.”

Lt. Dow B. Wallace, Cled's oldest son, is enroute over seas.
His whereabouts are unknown to us, but he received the de-
layed word at sea. His immediate response by letter to his
parents breathed affection for them, reverence for God, hope
for John--and courage to press on. In the midst of an almost
unbearable grief in their suspense and anxiety, Cled and Ola
nevertheless have cause for an unspeakable satisfaction in that
both of their sons in the service of the nation, are also in the
service of God--they are both Christians, living or dying.

There will be weeks of waiting; days of doubt; nights of dark
forebodings. But they are not dismayed, for God will take
care of him. He was performing the functions of good, govern-
ment in the cause of humanity. “For he is a minister of God to
thee for good . . . for he beareth not the sword in vain.” John
was bearing the sword, but not in vain. In so doing he was one
of “God’s ministers, attending continually upon this very thing.”
God ordained the use of the sword as “a revenger to execute
wrath upon him that doeth evil.” The sword belongs to the
government for that purpose. But the only way the government
can use the sword is through its citizens, for it is “of the people,
by the people, and for the people.” And the apostle said:
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“For this cause pay ye tribute also.” A Christian, as such, is
no more exempt from one than the other. That is the way our
New Testament reads. It is therefore in harmony with the will
of God and Christian duty. When we stay on the side of the
God-ordained mission of government, we stay on God’s side.

May the God of all consolation comfort the heart of the
parents and loved ones of our noble lad, and we believe that
the Lord whom he loves with all his youthful heart, and who
loves him, will take care of him whether in life or in death.--
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AN ALL TIME RECORD

(OCTOBER, 1945)

I have had numerous requests of late for a report of my work
the past few months and some have insisted that I give an ac-
count of myself--so here it is.

The year 1945 has been the fullest year of the more than
thirty years that I have been preaching the word. I have held
more meetings and covered more territory than any other year
of my life. If I am permitted to fill the remaining engagements
of the year, when December 31 has come, I will have held thirty-
five gospel meetings, the shortest in length was seven days and
the longest eleven days. That is, I believe, an all time record
for gospel meetings in one year. Many of these meetings were
among people I have known and loved for many years, others
in new places where new associations were enjoyed and friend-
ships formed. Of these thirty-five meetings, half of them were
held in Texas, my native state. Others in Oklahoma, Louisiana,
Tennessee, Kentucky, Indiana, Alabama, New Mexico, Mich-
igan, Oregon and California. The Texas meetings were at
Houston, McLean, Wellington, Beaumont, Sweetwater, Ferris,
Rhome, Hamilton, Gatesville, Memphis, (Tex.), Texarkana,
Denison, Dallas, Corpus Christi, Fort Worth (two meetings,
Polytechnic and Castleberry), and Killeen. In other states,
Altus and Shawnee, Oklahoma; Haynesville, Monroe and Tal-
lulah, Louisiana; Memphis, Tennessee (two meetings, McLe-
more and Bethel churches) Birmingham and Florala, Alabama;
Roswell, New Mexico; Flint, Michigan; Bowling Green, Ken-
tucky; Indianapolis, Indiana (Irvington Church); and on the
West Coast, Oregon and California.

In these meetings there was no spectacular success, but the
steady preaching of the gospel, to average audiences under pre-
vailing conditions, and I have been assured by sober minded
brethren that the church in every place was made stronger in
the fundamentals of the gospel and the basic truths of Chris-
tianity.

In the midst of this extra heavy schedule of preaching engage-
ments, I have endeavored to carry on the Bible Banner. The



816 THE PRESENT TR U T H

readers of the Bible Banner have come to know that it “is due
when it arrives,” and to “look for it when they see it coming.”
But when it comes it is “all there,” and every single issue is
worth the subscription price for the whole year, for the Bible
Banner is not just a paper, nor even a mere magazine--it is a
book in every issue. It should be remembered with a degree of
forbearance and allowance, that its editor is a travelling preach-
er, publishes the Bible Banner on his own, without office force
or editorial assistance. During the past few months there have
been difficulties in printing and problems in publication, besides
the inconvenience of constant travel to the editor. In these
problems may be found the reasons why the Bible Banner is
not altogether regular. That, however, is incidental, as it serves
a special purpose, fills a special need, and unlike the regular
weeklies, it is not intended to occupy the field of a religious
newspaper.

Someone has inquired as to what I do with my spare time--
well, between the printing and the sprinting of the foregoing
report I spend the rest of my time at leisure! (F. E. W., JR.)
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A NEW PREACHER

(October, 1945)

Announcements have appeared in the weeklies that
Wilson Wallace, 19, son of Foy E. Wallace, Jr., has launched
out as a full-fledged preacher and evangelist. Already he
has held three gospel meetings and is now in the midst of
his fourth. Some baptisms were reported as a result of his
first meeting. This meeting was held at Bluff Dale, Texas,
in Erath County near Stephenville, where his father filled
his first appointment in the year 1912. Wilson’s second
meeting was at Sap Oak in the same county. Max Crumley,
youngest son of much loved and lamented J. W. Crumley,
and preacher for the Stephenville church, was responsible
for these two meetings, and he has given Wilson a good
report and an excellent launching as a preacher. Max is in
his twenties but is an experienced preacher and one of the
very best of the younger set. He has two brothers who are
also creditable dispensers of the Word. Though death ter-
minated the career of their brilliant father while he was
yet in his prime, through his fine sons “he being dead yet
speaketh.”

Wilson’s third meeting was with the 40th and Capitol
church, Indianapolis, Indiana, where Dr. 0. S. Jaquith is an
elder. Dr. and Sister Jaquith are friends of the Foy E.
Wallace, Jr., family, having vacationed in meetings with
them in the west and visited in their home in Oklahoma
City. They are interested in Wilson’s preaching and have
given us a good report of his work with them. We appreci-
ate their personal interest.

After filling a few short engagements in East Texas,
with his grandfather, Foy E. Wallace Sr., Wilson is now
in his fourth meeting at Bishop, Texas, and indications are
that he will be kept busy in the work.

Wilson has waited until he is well equipped to launch
out as a preacher. He finished Central High School in
Oklahoma City with honors several years ago, and has
now completed his college attendance at the University of
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Oklahoma, and is waiting for his B. A. degree to be issued
at mid-term, having finished his classes in the summer
term.

Wilson’s desire is to preach all of the time, to hold
gospel meetings, and he will go wherever he may be called,
where he can do good by preaching the plain and simple
gospel of Christ, which he has been taught all of his life,
which he believes and loves, and which above all things
else he desires to preach.

He was named 19 years ago, Albert Wilson Wallace,
for A. W. Lee, an elder of the Tenth and Francis church
in Oklahoma City. It is our hope that Wilson will be worthy
of all of his connections and of the high and holy calling
which he has chosen.
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THE PREMILLENNIAL PROPAGANDA PARTY

(MARCH, 1946)

It is frequently remarked now that premillennialism is dead
and that Bollism is a thing of the past. It is true that the
schism has suffered defeat and the schismatics have been set
back, but as Satan in Job’s day retreated only to return, the
leaders of the millennial schism receded from certain public
positions only to regroup their reinforcements.

Certain examples of this fact are outstanding. For instance,
Clinton Davidson having failed to gain control of the papers
and the preachers now operates through Harding College. Now
a Bixler-McCaleb affiliated party in Chicago is in formation
to attack another flank of the church. 0. D. Bixler and Harding
McCaleb, avowed premillennialists, who have now openly
espoused the cause of R. H. Boll, are reported now to be asking
for several hundred thousand dollars “missionary money.” In
years past Don Carlos Janes travelled among the churches
gathering up money for the missionaries. He used the mails
also for his fraud. The brethren were warned years ago by such
men as M. C. Kurfees, F. W. Smith, F. B. Srygley, and other
men of unquestioned integrity, but because it was for “mission
work” the brethren ignored the warnings and filled the coffers
of this millennial group with steady contributions. Janes died--
and left $40,000 “missionary money” to E. L. Jorgenson to be
used for the specified purpose of promoting premillennial prop-
aganda by the printed page. And the innocence of thousands
of brethren, who had for many years been warned, turned to
amazement. They simply could not believe that these pious
brethren could do such a thing. But they did it, just the same.

The Janes Will instructed the administrator, E. L. Jorgenson,
to promote premillennialism through the avenue of reprinting
the alleged millennial notions of certain pioneers--so his trusty
is now featuring his “Precious Reprints” in Word and Work
and the Missionary Messenger. Precious Reprints--forty
thousand dollars worth! Reprinted incidentally, of course, in
the Boll and Jorgenson owned and controlled magazines.
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So within the churches of Christ there is now a fully organized
Propaganda Party--as deadly determined by every means,
method or manner to fasten their ism on the churches as Prop-
aganda Minister Josef Paul Goebbels ever was to make Nazis
of all the German people. And this party now has the money
with which to do it-the missionary money, misappropriated
missionary money, misobtained missionary money--left to this
millennial party by the legal will of Don Carlos Janes. So now
the Word and Work (R. H. Boll’s paper) is allegedly being sent
free to all the preachers, that is, free to them--being a promoter
of premillennialism the circulation of this magazine as millen-
nial propaganda easily comes within the provisions of the Janes
Will.

Now appears also a new Chicago formation--an affiliated
party--who on the heels of the Janes Will are reported to have
the unmitigated audacity to ask for several hundred thousand
dollars for “missionary work.” The sad thing is, if it is true,
that too many brethren will respond (any will be too many)
through ignorance, indifference or simple stupidity. The famous
Barnum statement that the people like to be humbugged does
not apply to the public only; it applies to the church as well,
the proof of which is seen in the response to schemes in the
church all the way from send-me-a-dollar begging broadcasts
to Don Carlos Janes, Barney Morehead and Jimmie Lovell
missionary mediums. How the Bixler-McCaleb missionary
machine is about to be set in motion in Chicago. We should
raise our voices in unison to say, Remember the Janes Will!
It is a monument to misplaced confidence and misappropriated
missionary funds. But when men like Kurfees, Smith and
Srygley warned the brethren of that missionary racket, they
were abused to the degree of vilification, and the editors of some
gospel papers, who should have known better, published the
reports of these premillennial missionary promoters, and fur-
nished the medium for their propaganda, thereby becoming
particepts criminus to the greatest imposture of all time of de-
signing men who descended like vultures on the church.

Before the brethren take on another organized missionary
scheme, whether an individual or a group, read C. A. Norred's
article on page five of this issue.

As for “Precious Reprints”--it sounds sweet, but it is pure
premillennial propaganda. Precious Reprints is reputedly a
reproduction of alleged millennial views of early preachers in
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the church. If such views on their part could be definitely es-
tablished it would only mean the reprint of a lot of early errors.
Did the brethren contribute missionary money to D. C. Janes
for such a thing as that?

But one of the best evidences that “Precious Reprints” in
the manner and connections in which they are reprinted are
misrepresentations, if not actually misquotations, is in the fact
that the quoters have through the years refused to reprint cer-
tain articles and statements of the very men whose views and
writings they prostitute and pervert. Why do they refuse to
“reprint” certain articles, and paragraphs of articles, from the
“utterances of Alexander Campbell” while pretending to re-
produce his views? For years they have been urged to do so,
but these “reprints” will never see the light of type in Word and
Work, Missionary Messenger, or any other printed medium
financed by the erstwhile missionary money of the churches
now comprising the residue of the Last Will And Testament
Of Don Carlos Janes. The tactics of these brethren are the
same as the wiles of J. Frank Norris, who falsified the records
to make it appear that Alexander Campbell agreed with him
on the design of baptism, the establishment of the kingdom and
premillennialism! His perfidy in so doing was no greater than
their improbity in doing so.

As an example of some “precious reprints” that will never be
reprinted at any price by these premillennial propagandists,
a few juicy extracts, of which kind there are many more, from
pens of the departed which they are wont to quote, but which
they do not and will not quote, are here submitted:

ALEXANDER CAMPBELL:

“The doctrine of two literal resurrections is no where taught
in the scripture, unless it be taught in this passage; and cer-
tainly to select out of the midst of so many symbols, as we find
in this passage, one phrase, and make it not only literal and un-
figurative, but also to found on it the doctrine of two distinct
corporeal and literal resurrections, would be a dangerous pre-
cedent--and without a parallel in sound criticism and good
sense--not only in the Bible, but in other similar composition
in the world. Where have we a first and second resurrection in
any other passage of Jewish or Christian scriptures besides
this? And where have we a hint of more than one literal resur-
rection from any prophet or apostle? I know of none. It ap-



822 THE PRESENT TR U T H

pears therefore like building a castle upon the ice to found the
theory of two proper resurrections upon such data as this pas-
sage affords.” (Millennial Harbinger 1841 P. 194)

“Who, then, enlightened in the Christian religion, can pray
‘thy reign come,’ or ‘thy kingdom come’? I want no other proof
of the darkness that yet covers much of Protestant Christendom
than the papal ceremonies hebdomadal abuse of ‘the Lord’s
prayer,’ as it is named in many hundred synagogues in this so-
called ‘Bible enlightened land’.“ (Mil. Har. 1851, Page 21)

“The kingdom has come and the king has been on the throne
of David now more than 1800 years; still, myriads are yet pray-
ing ‘thy kingdom come’! Some qualify it by such awkward
phrases as ‘thy kingdom come into the hearts of this people’;
‘thy kingdom come in its ultimate glory.’ But this is to dese-
crate and mystify the scripture style.”

“David foretold that his son would be a king and sit upon his
throne--not on earth, but in the heavens.”

“With this induction of all the passages that speak of the
throne of David, and all that is said of the anointing or corona-
tion of the Lord Jesus, can anyone find a vestige of authority
for the assumption that Jesus Christ will descend from the
throne of God in the heavens, to set up anything called a throne
of David, in literal Jerusalem; and thus, in the form of a man,
reign as a prince and priest over one nation and people, for any
national, temporal or spiritual purpose?

“God reigned on earth in the persons of Judah’s kings on
David’s throne. But after the Jews said-‘This is the heir,
come let us kill him and seize the inheritance,’ he translated the
throne of David to heaven and placed his Son upon it, and there
it will continue as the seat of the Lord Jesus Christ till all
enemies fall before him.” (Mil. Har. 1849, Pages 291-4)

Moses E. Lard:

“It is strenuously maintained that, as a nation, Israel is yet
to be restored to divine favor. With those entertaining this
view I cannot agree. As a nation, Israel, in my opinion will
never be restored. The only restoration that awaits them is in-
dividual . . . on the condition alone of belief in Christ, can
they ever regain the divine favor . . . it will be as individuals
and not as a nation. They will then exist as constituent parts of
the church, and not dwell apart by themselves as a nation. The
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individual Christianization of the Jew is one thing; their re-
nationalization, quite another. In that, I believe up to a large
number; in this not at all.“-Commentary on Romans, P. 347.

“The future salvation of Israel does not imply their restora-
tion to their ancient home in Palestine. The former is a great
necessity, the latter is none . . . the gospel is not designed to
prepare men for an earthly Canaan, but for a heavenly.“-
Commentary, Page 371.

Robert Milligan :
“According then, to the testimony of Peter, Jesus Christ was,

on the day of Pentecost, seated on the throne of David, not in
Jerusalem, as the Jews anticipated, but in heaven at the right
hand of God.“--Millennial Harbinger, 1858, P. 69.

These are but a few of many passages that could be reprinted
from the pens of the men claimed by these perverters of the
pioneers for the prestige of their unworthy faction. If they in-
sist on rejecting these “reprints” on the ground that these men
forsooth said something else, then we could with as much con-
sistency reject anything else they said on the ground that they
said this. I am not a Campbellite, but I have the writings of
Campbell, just about the whole of them, and I am not disposed
to sit around and allow these perverters of the word of God and
the writings of men, under the pious pretention of “Precious
Reprints,” to dishonor their names in an effort to dignify them-
selves and their theories.

As for this new premillennial propaganda party, we stand
ready to meet their challenge to the church on whatever ground
they elect to lay the gauntlet--and they shall not pass!



SECTION FOUR

JULY 1950 THROUGH DECEMBER 1951

AND OTHER PAPERS THROUGH 1976.

“THIS WILL SERVE TO INTRODUCE TORCH, A PURELY
PERSONAL PAMPHLET, WHICH WILL SEEK ADMISSION TO
Y O U R H O M E A N D Y O U R H E A R T M O N T H L Y B Y W A Y O F T H E
MAIL BOX.” . . . . . “TO LET ALL MY FRIENDS KNOW ABOUT
THIS NEW MONTHLY PUBLICATION TORCH IS BEING SENT
TO MY OLD BIBLE BANNER SUBSCRIPTION LIST. I HAVE
MAINTAINED THIS LIST SINCE 1935, AND HAVE PRESERVED
IT. IT IS A PRECIOUS LIST TO ME FOR ON IT ARE THE
NAMES OF A HOST OF GENUINE FRIENDS, MANY OF THEM
PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME, OTHERS FROM WHOM I
HAVE HAD LETTERS THROUGH THE YEARS . . . . I WANT
TO COME TO SEE YOU ALL IN PERSON ONCE A MONTH
THROUGH TORCH.”



827

INTRODUCING TORCH

(JULY, 1950)

Since the passing of my father, in November 1949, a torch has
burned anew within me. Truly with Solomon I can say that I
have “mused while the fire burned.” My father was a magni-
ficent man, majestic in death as he had been in life; a defender
of the faith who never had fear of any foe nor felt the cringing
cowardice of compromise. Standing by his body in the mor-
tuary parlors, viewing his faded form, the pallor of death seemed
to embolden rather than diminish the rugged etchings of char-
acter in his firm face. There the visions of the past and the
voices of yesterday enthralled me. Through childhood I sat
at his feet when he preached, and by his own hands I was bap-
tized. Sixty years he preached the gospel, at seventy-eight laid
down his armour, approaching age seventy-nine.

In our youth we saw him in the thick of the fight against di-
gression, joining with R. L. Whiteside, C. R. Nichol, Joe S.
Warlick, J. W. Chism, George W. Savage, F. L. Young, T. W.
Phillips, J. W. Crumley, and a long list of whom “time would
fail me to tell,” in the gigantic effort to stem the tide of depar-
ture and stay the flood of apostasy. Two men of giant stature
(intellectually and spiritually), A. G. Freed and F. W. Smith,
came over from Tennessee to reenforce the fight at Denton,
Texas, to help hold the line against the leaders of digression
who brought the Texas Christian University into being. The
breach widened ; digression prevailed ; the numerically large,
socially prominent and financially prosperous elements went
with the digressive surge that swept the state, leaving in its
wake weakened churches, diminished and impoverished. I
saw my father turn to secular work to provide for a family in
which children were numerous-but with indomitable determi-
nation carrying on the contest. My feelings ran deep at the
sight of all this, though the sentiments surging in my youthful
soul could not be phrased. What I then felt is what I can now
say: I hoped to live to help hold the torch when released from the
hand of those men.
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Outside the church the issues then were the dogmas of the
old denominations, with the current theories of materialism and
millennialism of the then recent cults of Adventists, Russellites
and Christadelphians. Inside the church the controversies
were the same in principle as now: unscriptural innovations,
human organizations, secular institutions, local autonomy,
pseudo-unity, false fellowship, denominational baptism, and
worldly activities within the church. Brethren who had the
audacity to dispute the right to invade the church with such
secularism, and who possessed the courage to challenge those
who did so, were stigmatized with ugly epithets. They were
accused of being fossilized, a word I well remember, but it was
slung by digressive preachers at the faithful preachers who
stood in the way of their invasions. Strange, indeed, that we
should now be similarly accused of having “petrified brains”
because we are still insisting on sticking to the “stipulated con-
ditions of the New Testament.” Men who talked that way
then went on over to the digressive side, as all of the apologists
and neutrals eventually did; and those men among us today
who are speaking that shibboleth, while they ridicule the “stip-
ulated conditions” of God’s Word, had as well go on over to the
digressives now, for they contribute nothing to the defense of
the truth nor the strength of the church.

The influence of some of these men of prominence, extended
by an apparently unlimited and unrestrained access to the
columns of several major journals as their mediums, can re-
sult only in producing a condition of asthenia on the part of
the preachers particularly and an inevitable cession among the
brethren generally.

History is definitely repeating in the church today. The
issues are unchanged. Periodically repulsed the invaders re-
treat only to await favorable conditions to renew assaults, or else
they take their movements under ground to work clandestinely,
insidiously and subversively, as was done by the premillen-
narians within the church. Now the issues that besiege the
church are in the open field, with their advocates appearing
boldly as aggressors in the attacks, denying opposition and
challenging counteraction, which they shall surely receive, and
their offensives will be repulsed, as often as they come, for
there is a mighty host who are one in the resolution not to let
them pass.
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MARKS OF MODERNISM
(JULY, 1950)

The movement toward modernism in our own ranks the past
decade is cause for a note of alarm. Among the preachers of
certain schools or groups, of class or caste, the modernistic
tendency is more than a trend--it is an organized development.
Twenty-five years ago a fine-toothed comb could not curry a
modernist out of the church of Christ, but today we can take
a hayrake and bale them up. One of the first indications is
a general looseness in attitude toward conformity, a non-strict-
ness in regard to essentials. Modernism has definite and un-
mistakable marks.

Philosophy. In the Corinthian epistle Paul unhesitatingly
pits faith against philosophy. There are some men among us
now who are unsatisfied with their doctorates from the Univer-
sity of Chicago, who are going abroad for post-doctorate dis-
tinction at Oxford. They are putting more trust in the wisdom
of men than in the word of God. It does not seem to jibe with
1 Corinthians 2. Paul predicates faith on the power of God,
which means revelation, and not on the wisdom of men, but these
men among us now have reversed it. Their faith (what little
they possess) is resting on the wisdom of men and not in the
power of God. This is evidenced by the fact they do not ac-
cept the historicity of the Bible without judging it by the stand-
ards of men. They place so much emphasis on modern scholar-
ship as to allow no confidence in revelation if the former does
not confirm the latter.

Not along ago one of the “moderns” was bold to assert that
men in the church of undergraduate levels are not qualified to
decide matters of religious teaching and belief. So what? One
must be a graduate to know the truth and understand the gos-
pel, or else must let one who is a graduate decide it for him.
But that still will not resolve the doubts and difficulties for
the doctorates will regard those of underdoctorate levels as
the graduate regards the undergraduate; for now the emphasis
is being put on post-doctorate research. It is not necessary to
graduate in hog raising to know when a ham is rotten, or to
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have a post-graduate course in animal husbandry to learn when
a beefsteak is spoiled, if we can smell or taste just one whiff or
pinch would be sufficient. Physiology is a good study, but it
is not necessary to graduate in pathology to ascertain whether
one has the measles or the mumps. We can discern that by the
way he looks; and another surface irritation of the epidermis can
be discovered by the way he acts! On the same principle, it is
not necessary to graduate in philosophy to know that the Bible
is right; but one who knows the Bible can tell when philosophy
is wrong. The capacity of the undergraduate to discern the
truth and diagnose error has been underrated by these modern-
ists among us. The average man in the church will sense their
fallacies and will stand in their way “steadfast and immovable.”

Terminology. The nomenclature of some thought-to-be-in-
tellectuals among us marks them as modernists. Their speech
betrays them. Their writings abound in such phrases as, “these
ancient beliefs”-“these fundamental faiths” (is there one faith,
or more?)--“as Paul viewed it”--“as James understood it”--
these and many more such expressions have been common in
the writings and orations of this class in the church recently.
It does not represent the kind of inspiration Paul claimed in 1
Corinthians 2, when he declared, “we speak these things not
in words which man‘s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy
Spirit teacheth,” nor in 1 Thessalonians 2:13, “not as the word
of men, but as it is in truth, the word of God”; nor in 1 Corin-
thians 14:37, “the things that I write unto you are the command-
ments of the Lord.” When these men talk in such terms as how
Paul viewed it, and how James understood it, they should be
forced into a definition of inspiration. The degree of inspiration
is the heart of the issue, and it must be met. There is as much
difference between the kind of inspiration modernists teach and
the kind that Paul taught as there is between the modernist
view of the divinity of Jesus and the New Testament doctrine
of the deity of the Christ.

The late model modernists among us are the pitiable products
of this loose attitude toward the inspiration and infallibility of
the Oracles of God. They are in the church; they are in the
schools; and while these professors are more cautious than
Reedy and Etter, who “went out from us,” they are neverthe-
less as loose, and so far as any value to the church is concerned,
they are as useless. Some of their fellows, in the “School of
Religion” suffix to the curriculum, stand in danger, according
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to some of their deeply concerned friends, if not already in
doubt. To them the words of the Psalmist assuredly apply:
“Blessed is the man that walketh not in the counsel of the un-
godly, nor standeth in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat
of the scornful.” Reputation and influence cannot escape the
effects and the odor in consequence of the company they keep.

We have been urged to wait until these men have acknowl-
edged their modernism and voluntarily sever their connections
before judgment is passed upon them. So it was urged in be-
half of the premillennialists that infested our ranks--but if we
had waited for the direct admissions from many of them, where
would the church be now in reference to the millennial heresy?
While we wait for modernists to admit their modernism and
sever their own fellowship, students are being made the prey
of their propagandism, young preachers the victims of their
faith-paralyzing pedagogy, and the whole church being honey-
combed with their skepticism. To confirm this fear we have
but to cast some casual glances at the pattern of preachers im-
posed on some churches now on the approval of these college
professors.

Inspiration. The dubious and indefinite attitude toward
the question of inspiration is another mark of modernism.
Again speech becomes a sign. Such parlance as the scriptures
being inspired in sense but not in sentence is the language of de-
structive criticism. Exception to the claims of verbal inspir-
ation is an ill omen. We are told that careful writers and clear
thinkers do not employ that phraseology. That is quite an
imputation against some men of prominence both past and
present as creditable scholars. For instance, the unimpeach-
able McGarvey. In the “Missouri Christian Lectures” (1893)
is found a brisk argument between Isaac Errett and J. W.
McGarvey on the subject of inspiration. Errett was brilliant,
but loose; McGarvey was scholarly, and exact. A few quota-
tions will serve to indicate how “clear” and “careful” McGarvey
was in his writing and thinking.

“I was pained to hear from Brother Errett the concession
that the Scriptures are not infallible. In arguing the neces-
sity of this concession, he really argued a totally different ques-
tion. His mind seemed unconsciously to drift from the question
whether the original record is infallible, to the question whether
the thoughts contained in it are conveyed infallibly to our
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minds. He discussed the fallibility of translations, of copied
manuscripts, and of interpretations; and he insisted upon a
variety of meanings belonging to certain words; but he said
nothing at all, that I remember, on the infallibility of the orig-
inal autographs. . . .

The objections which the lecturer urged against verbal in-
spiration are, to my mind, equally invalid with those urged
against the doctrine of infallibility. That God had not seen
fit to grant verbal inspiration to copyists, translators, and in-
terpreters is no proof that he did not grant it to the original
writers. Neither does the fact that interpreters, translators
and copyists are left without such aid, render the verbal in-
spiration of the original writers useless, as Brother Errett has
argued. . . .

If the sacred writers were left to their own choice of words,
and their own construction of sentences, we know that some
uncertainty attaches to their writings, and, what is worse, we
know not how to locate this uncertainty in any given place,
but are compelled to let it spread like a mist over the whole
Bible. This conception robs us of certainty in regard to any-
thing. It takes away certainty even from the apostolic com-
mission, for, if this theory be true, who can affirm with entire
confidence that Jesus ever said, “He that believeth and is bap-
tized shall be saved”. . . .

What the lecturer said about Hebrew words possessing a
great variety of meanings undoubtedly presents an obstacle in
the way of the translator and interpreter; but I cannot see that
it presents any in the way of verbal inspiration, or of infalli-
bility in the original writer. . . .

If I had to believe that in such instances the Bible writers
were left entirely to their own construction of sentences, I
would feel a degree of uncertainty as to the result; but if I can
be sure that they were divinely guided in both the choice and
location of words, I can rely implicitly upon the exact truth-
fulness of all they have written. . . . "

Thus the eminent McGarvey, of undisputed claims to scholar-
ship, not only employed the term verbal inspiration, but defend-
ed its use and its meaning. It seems rather presumptious for
some lesser lights today, who think they are scholars but who
really are not, to cast reflections on scholars of J. W. McGar-
vey’s caliber for the use of that term. At least, it does seem
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rather careless for one to say that careful writers do not employ
verbal inspiration phraseology in view of the fact that one of
the most exact scholars ever known in the church, and recog-
nized in all circles of scholarship outside the church, defended
with vigor the verbal inspiration of the sacred scriptures. But
that is that caliber of some men in our schools today, to whom
the training of our future preachers has been entrusted. We may
well ask our selves with deep concern, what shall the harvest be?

Continuing his comments on verbal inspiration, McGarvey
gives several examples which afford no explanation on any other
basis.

First, the example of the apostles when brought before the
governors and kings.

“When brought before governors and kings they should not
premeditate either the matter or the manner of their speeches.
The reason given is, ‘it is not ye that speak, but the Spirit of
your Father speaketh in you’ . . . . it is absolutely certain
that in all they said the Spirit bore a part, guiding and direct-
ing them how to speak and what to speak.”

Second, the example of Paul’s answer before Agrippa and
Festus.

“It was a most singular thing to prohibit men, when about
to answer for their lives, from premeditating what they should
say. Were I required to answer as Paul did before Agrippa and
Festus, I would be extremely solicitous as to what I should say,
and I would select with utmost care every word I was about
to speak. The wording of my thoughts would give me no less
solicitude than the thoughts themselves. But Paul was forbid-
den to bestow any forethought on either, because of the promise
that it should be given him what he should say, because it was
the Holy Spirit who should speak in him. This promise includes
verbal inspiration in all its fullness.”

“What need had he of the Holy Spirit’s aid in order to make
such a speech as this? I can see absolutely none, unless it be
to guide him in selecting out of the multitude of well remember-
ed facts in his past life the few which he mentions, and in choos-
ing the inimitable wording in which these facts are presented.
The whole, however, is so perfectly natural to the man, that no
one would think that he had divine aid at all, were it not for the
promise of Jesus, which could not fail. If it be said that he
had no need of the Spirit’s aid to choose the words he uttered,
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I answer that he had still less need of its aid to choose the
thoughts; and if there is any evidence here against verbal in-
spiration there is the same evidence against any inspiration
at all”. . . .

Third, the example of the twelve apostles on Pentecost,
speaking in tongues, is in the strictest sense a verbal inspira-
tion.

“When the apostles on the day of Pentecost spoke in lan-
guages which they had never learned, what kind of inspiration
was this? Did the Spirit give them the thoughts, and allow
them to choose the words?“. . . .

Fourth, an answer to objections on the ground that verbal
inspiration is mechanical and makes machines out of the men
who wrote the Bible.

“We have heard verbal inspiration spoken of under the op-
probrious title of mechanical inspiration, as though it contem-
plated the inspired man as a mere machine. But you cannot
make a mere machine out of a living man. He is made of heart
and mind as well as flesh and blood, and when he is inspired,
his whole being, with all his varied faculties and powers, is
awakened into activity . . . yet, if the Saviour’s promise is
true, he speaks not a word without the guidance of the Holy
Spirit. This is a profound mystery, which no one who has not
experienced it can understand. It is like the union of the di-
vine and human in the person of Jesus . . . They were them-
selves in every respect, in their modes of thinking and reason-
ing, in their emotional nature, in their style and diction. In
their tastes and habits; and yet in all that they said, without
being led out of themselves they were miraculously guided by
the Spirit of God”. . . .

“Finally, on this point, I call attention to a declaration made
by Paul which Brother Errett has totally overlooked. . . . It
is a declaration in which, if Paul had intended to affirm the
fact of verbal inspiration so explicitly that it would be impos-
sible to misunderstand him, he could not have expressed him-
self more clearly than he has. Speaking of the things which
God prepared for them that love Him, things which eye saw
not, and ear heard not, and which entered not into the heart of
man, he says: ‘God revealed them unto us through the Spirit.’
This shows how the apostles obtained knowledge of these things.
But that which was revealed to them they spoke to others.
Paul adds: ‘Which things also we speak, not in words which
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man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Spirit teacheth.’
Now here is a clear distinction made between the things reveal-
ed, the facts and thoughts which make up the matter of revela-
tion, and the words in which those facts and thoughts were
communicated by inspired men. These words, it is expressly
declared, were taught by the Spirit and not by the wisdom of
man. In view of such a declaration, I dare not doubt the ab-
solute verbal inspiration of the apostles”. . . .

“This view of the subject justifies the prodigious labors of
such men as Griesbach, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Westcott and
Hort, in eradicating from the sacred text every change made by
human hands, and restoring to the world every syllable of the
inspired original ; it justifies the patient toil of the great host of
translators and interpreters who have helped us to understand
the original documents; and it enables us to rest with implicit
faith upon-all the precious words of our blessed Bible; but no
other hypothesis enables me to find solid ground on which to
place my feet.”

Thus the scholarly and careful McGarvey replied to the
loose and liberal Errett, in defense of Verbal Inspiration, who
withstood in the field of Biblical Criticism the phalanx of Higher
Critics who sought in his day to destroy the integrity of the
Word of God, and became known and recognized by scholars
throughout the whole world for his contributions in the field
of Evidences. Compare with his superb essays the shallow say-
ings of some of “our” small scholars today--and they are not
all in California! Through them these errors have now invaded
the church, and in them an issue is posed which presages a con-
flict that may determine the doctrinal purity and integrity of
the church of Christ in this generation.
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ANENT THE MUSIC QUESTION

(TORCH, JULY, 1950)

The quotation of the following article by Moses E. Lard on
Instrumental Music In Churches is made seasonable by the
growing number of large churches of increasing popularity and
pride, with beautiful buildings, planned for recreational centers
as auxiliary projects adjunctive to congregational activity,
which have brought demands for the use of instrumental music
in services of the church not regarded as belonging to “the wor-
ship service”--a very strange term, indeed, but now common
parlance. So reports are current that some of these churches
have already annexed music rooms, under another name, of
course, where the instruments of music are kept on the premises
for “non-worship” services and “social uses.” All of this makes
good reading of the article here quoted, as particularly apropos.

INSTRUMENTAL M USIC IN THE CHURCHES . In settling any
question, whether theoretical or practical, the first thing to be
agreed upon is the standard of final appeal. Without this our
discussions are mere endless wranglings, and arguments little else
than mere circular talk. Neither error in thought nor error in
practice is corrected. Strife is engendered and issue joined, but
neither that nor this ever finds an end. Positions are taken
which are untenable, and replies are made which are illogical
and gratuitous; while parties are formed seemingly without
hope of remedy; and all this for the want of some standard to
which appeal can be at once and decisively made. Now that we
as a people have agreed to accept the New Testament as that
standard is a fact too notorious to admit of question. To this
we have consented to bring the smallest point of doctrine, and
the most trivial feature in practice. And furthermore, we have
solemnly covenanted that whatever cannot be clearly shown to
have the sanction of this standard shall be held as not doctrine,
and shall not be practiced. We say shown to have the sanction;
for it is not enough to warrant a practice that this standard does
not sanction. No practice can be defended on this ground. To
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warrant the holding of a doctrine or practice it must be shown
that it has the affirmative or positive sanction of this standard,
and not merely that it is not condemned by it. Either it must
be actually asserted or necessarily implied, or it must be posi-
tively backed by some divinely approved precedent, otherwise
it is not even an item in Christianity, and is therefore, when it
is attempted to be made a part of it, criminal and wrong. Right
in itself, and when standing apart from Christianity it may be,
but when the effort is made to constitute it either a part of the
Christian doctrine or of the Christian worship, then both the
act to do so and the thing itself become marked with the deep-
est stains of sin. In itself and as a mere act we think it perfectly
innocent to sprinkle water on the face of an infant; but when
the attempt is made to foist into and incorporate it with Chris-
tianity, then the frown and anathema of Heaven lie on it. To
all of which we as members of the body of Christ have bound
ourselves in solemn acts and covenants. The simple fact that
we claim to hold a place in the family of God is proof of this.
As a people we have from the first and continually to the present
proclaimed that the New Testament and that alone is our only
full and perfect rule of faith and practice. We have declared a
thousand times and more that whatever it does not teach we
must not hold, and whatever it does not sanction we must not
practice. He who ignores or repudiates these principles whether
he be preacher or layman, has by the act become an apostate
from our ranks; and the sooner he lifts his hand high, avows
the fact, and goes out from amongst us the better, yes, verily,
the better for us.

Now in the light of the foregoing principles what defense
can be urged for the introduction into some of our congrega-
tions of instrumental music? The answer which thunders in my
ear from every page of the New Testament is, none. Did Christ
ever appoint it? Did the apostles ever sanction it? Or did any
one of the primitive churches ever use it? Never. In what light
then must we view him who attempts to introduce it into the
churches of Christ of the present day? I answer, as an insulter
of the authority of Christ, and as a defiant and impious innova-
tor on the simplicity and purity of the ancient worship. In no
other light can we view him, in no other light should he be
viewed. But we are told that there is no harm in instrumental
music, and that therefore it may be innocently introduced into
the churches of Christ. I shall certainly attempt no grave re-
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ply to this shallow thing; for argument I will not call it. Grant,
then, for a moment that there is no harm in instrumental music.
The question arises what kind of instrument shall be used? An
organ, shouts the sickly puling of Rome. An organ indeed!
And shall we have only an organ? Is there no good music in
anything else than an organ? We know there is; why then have
only an organ? That is arbitrary and tyrannical. But what
signifies arbitrariness and tyranny in a church which has con-
sented to be disgraced by an organ? Simply nothing. These
are now its spirit and its law, and of course, are no offense to it.
But despite of even these, for now we care nothing for strife,
nothing for the feelings of brethren, we shall insist on the right
both for self and others to introduce each for himself the in-
strument with which he can best conduct his worship. For the
son of Mars, then, we claim the right to introduce the fife and
the drum; and for self the right to introduce, for I could never
make music on anything else, but am capital on these, the
Jews-harp, the tinpan and barrel-head. I even go farther, and
with all the pluck of a Lacedaemonian contend for the right of
the Caledonian to have his bagpipes, and the ancient Israelite
his ram’s horns. To all of which let us still add a few fiddles,
a tamborine, and a gong. Vive la music made on instruments!
This is about as like pandemonium as anything we can well
imagine, and about as near that place as we can get unless we
could get between that place and the church that has adopted
instrumental music, and we think there is left little room be-
tween the two on which to stand.

Soberly and candidly we are pained at these symptoms of
degeneracy in a few of our churches. The day on which a church
sets up an organ in its house, is the day on which it reaches the
first station on the road to apostasy. From this it will soon pro-
ceed to other innovations; and the work of innovating once
fairly commenced, no stop can be put to it till ruin ensues. And
then the spirit which precedes and fosters these innovations is a
most dangerous spirit--dangerous because cruel, intractable,
and unreasonable. It is cruel because it is ready to immolate
everything that in the least stands in the way of its wicked work;
intractable, because it will not yield on even one tittle of its in-
novations; and unreasonable, because it will heed neither the
voice of God nor that of a man. Indeed, when a church has once
introduced an organ, we believe it to be true, as a general rule,
of those members who take the lead in the work, that they will



A NENT THE M USIC Q U E S T I O N  839

suffer its Bible to be torn into shreds before they will part from
their pet. No matter how unanimous or how kind the voice of
remonstrance may be, the spirit of innovation never retraces
its steps. When once it sets in to accomplish a certain object,
accomplish that object it will, though ruin marks every step in
its advance. Church history teems with proofs of what is here
said. Let now, as further evidence of this, any set of brethren,
no matter how pious and true, set about inducing a church which
has introduced an organ, to put it away, and these brethren will
soon fall under its proscriptions and it will absolutely go the
lengths of putting them away before it will put away its organ.
It will part from everything and anything rather than its in-
famous box.

But what shall be done with such churches? Of course
nothing. If they see fit to mortify the feelings of their brethren,
to forsake and ignore the example of the primitive churches, to
condemn the authority of Christ by resorting to will worship,
to excite dissension, and give rise to general scandal, they must
do it. As a body we can do nothing. Still we have three partial
remedies left us, to which we should at once resort. 1. Let
every preacher in our ranks resolve at once that he will never
under any circumstances or on any account, enter a meeting-
house belonging to our brethren in which an organ stands. We
beg and entreat our preaching brethren to adopt this as an un-
alterable rule of conduct. This and like evils must be checked,
and the very speediest way to effect it is the one here suggested.
2. Let no brother who takes a letter from one church ever unite
with another using an organ. Rather let him live out of a church
than go into such a den. 3. Let those brethren who oppose the
introduction of an organ remonstrate in gentle, kind, but de-
cided terms. If their remonstrance is unheeded, and the organ
is brought in, then let them at once, and without the formality
of asking for a letter, abandon the church so acting; and let all
such members unite elsewhere. Thus these organ-grinding
churches will be broken down in the lapse of time, or wholly
apostatized and the sooner they are in fragments the better for
the cause of Christ. I have no sympathy with them, no fellow-
ship for them, and so help me God never intend knowingly to
put my foot into one of them. As a people we claim to be en-
gaged in an effort to return to the purity, simplicity, freedom
from ostentation and pride, of the ancient apostolic churches.
Let us, then, neither wink at anything standing in the way, nor
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compromise aught essential to this end. The moment we do so
our unity is at an end, and our hopes are in the dust.

This ancient treatment of a modern trouble should cause an
element in the church now promoting similar movements to
pause and ponder. But it likely will not now for the same
reason that it did not do it then. Innovators do not hear warn-
ings nor heed admonitions. If the preachers in Lard’s day had
adopted the remedies he recommended, and had persuaded
loyal brethren to enforce the measures he entreated, the tide
of digression could have been stemmed and the flow of devia-
tion stopped. We are facing similar situations now in the
multiform projections in the churches of heterogeneous variety
-young people’s programmes, recreational promotions, social
festivities, wedding nuptials-all sponsored as multifarious
functions of the church of Christ, and always demanding de-
viations of some description. What Moses E. Lard said in 1864
in reference to organs in the meetinghouses of the churches, I
wholeheartedly repeat now with reference to pianos on the
premises, and “so help me God” I never intend to participate
in or function at an affair that requires me to “under any cir-
cumstances or on any account enter a meetinghouse belonging
to our brethren in which an organ stands,” whether it be a so-
called “church wedding” or some other so-called “non-worship
service,” and all gospel preachers today should “adopt this as
an unalterable rule.”
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COMMENT

(JULY, 1950)

Church Institutions. “Central college is not, strictly speak-
ing, a church school. It is not under the direction of any church
board. It is not directly responsible to any church. The board
of directors is composed of individual members of the Church
of Christ.” These were not the words of the reporter, but of
the head of the school. Everything said could also be said of a
missionary society--so why say “strictly speaking” it is not a
church school? It is not a church school any way of speaking,
and should be made a secular institution and an individual
enterprise altogether. How long will it be until it will be ad-
vocated that the colleges be put under the eldership of some
local sponsoring church? According to the prevailing sponsor-
ing church idea, the only thing necessary to make a missionary
society scriptural would be to put that organization under the
eldership of a local church somewhere.

Minimized. “I deeply resent the papers’ referring to both
Freed-Hardeman and Harding College as the ‘little Church
of Christ College’ at Henderson, Tenn., and at Searcy, Ark.
There is no occasion for such except downright prejudice against
the church Christ died to establish.” It is not clear whether
the resentment was felt over the offense of affixing the adjective
“little” to the college or to the church. But as “Church of
Christ” is made to modify “College” in the sentence, so does
“little” and to call these colleges little stirs resentment. Also,
perhaps some need to be reminded, and should remember, that
the church, not the college, being the institution that Jesus
Christ died to establish, why have its character, name and repu-
tation so dependent on the fortunes of a human organization?

Affiliation. "We have had serious trouble, which, with the
paper reports, have hurt both the college and the church.”
That is another good reason why the colleges and all other
secular institutions should be kept completely separated from
the church, a good argument, indeed, against their affiliation.
No secular organization should be allowed to assume the place
or position where its success or failure could hurt the church
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of the Lord. How much the church has been hurt in this case,
however, may be imaginary. Where has the church been ac-
tually hurt by what has happened? Not in a single place that
I have visited or observed, and I have been about quite a bit.
What has happened may help instead of hurt the church, by
enabling the brethren to see the importance of keeping the
church free of and unshackled by human organization. Con-
crete examples convince some whom arguments do not, and
help them to make discriminations. The only way the church
of Christ can be hurt by the affairs of a human institution is for
them to be linked and tied together in the public eye. And
that should never be done. Let the secular institution stand
on its own feet, stay in its place, and succeed or fail on its own
merit, sustaining no more connection with the church than any
other business enterprise, and the church will not be hurt by
anything that happens to it.

Boards and Budgets. “This school has a board of directors,
composed of fifteen fine businessmen. Through three meetings
of long duration they have had various ones to appear and air
their grievances. At their last session they reached the point
where they were deadlocked and could not decide what to do.”
And this is what churches are asked to put in their budgets
and support from their treasuries! Waiving the discussion
here of what is not the work of the church, the question of how
to do whatever is its work looms large. Here is a human organ-
ization, governed and controlled (except that it went out of
control) by a fifteen-member board. Can the church scriptural-
ly work through such boards? If so, and that part of its work
can be done through that board, why not do all of its other
work through other boards? This fifteen-member board could
not decide what to do, but any church of Christ should have no
difficulty in deciding that the church cannot work through such
boards. No human board can stand between the church and
the work of the church. So even if operating a college for secu-
lar education were the work of the church (which it is not), the
organization would bar the church from working through it. A
fifteen-member secular board in the budget--consider it, think
it over.

Literature. A literature syndicate for the churches of Christ
appears to be in the making. It is known as the Gospel Treasure
Series, with a tie-up of several publishers as sponsors and dis-
tributors. Off to a bad start, they have encountered serious
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setbacks due to inexcusable blunders in the content of the
series of grossest sort of false teaching. Attention has been
called to the teaching of the form of evolution known as the
nebular hypothesis, appearing in this series in an apparently
sly manner, or else the result of just plain ignorance on the
part of the writer. Advanced in it also was the tenet of out-
right modernism concerning the authorship of John’s gospel--
claiming it to be of second century origin, which if true would
be after the death of John, hence, could not have been written
by John. This has been one of the battlegrounds on which the
integrity of the New Testament has been defended, and this
Gospel (?) Treasure (?) series takes sides with the modernists!
Also taught in this series is the fundamentally erroneous idea
that the final authority rests in the church, which is out-and-
out Roman Catholicism. My honest opinion is that the par-
ticular writer did not know any better and had no conception
of what was being taught on the point. But the editors and
publishers are men who should know, and it has come to light
that after these errors were called to their attention, instead of
recalling the series for correction, they continued to advertise
and sell them to the churches. Such a thing is not only a sin
against the church, but a crime against the innocent souls of
all the boys and girls in all the churches among whom these
lessons were circulated and taught.

Another serious slip is made in this mis-named Gospel Treasure
Series in their teaching that the days of creation in Genesis
were periods, long ages of time, rather than a day which Moses
defined as “evening and morning.” Just how could the expres-
sion “evening and morning” define a period, rather than a day?

Besides, since the record of Genesis represents herbs as being
created before light, if the day is a 500,000 or 1 ,000 ,000 year
period, then the scientist theory has plant life thriving a mil-
lion (or half-million) years without light, which is impossible
according to the scientist himself, therefore unscientific! In
the effort to stretch the days of creation into periods to har-
monize with “science” they have run smack into a scientific
contradiction! Moses said the days were days of “evening and
morning”--just why should teachers of classes in our churches
feel obligated to favor the theories of evolution by teaching
it some other way than the way Moses said it.

My attention has been called to the fact that in the sentence,
“the earth was without form and void,” the verb “was” is the



844 THE PRESENT TR U T H

original word ginomai which may be translated “became” or
“came to be”--that is, “became (or came to be) without form
and void,” before God brought order out of chaos in the creation
days of “evening and morning.” That makes all the allowance
necessary for the geological upheavals the scientist thinks he
proves. It is amazing how little proof (?) is necessary to con-
vince some people that something the Bible says could not have
been that way.

In addition to the foregoing items, I observed that in an
illustration on Noah’s ark, in one of this series, the author
fell into the old fallacy that has furnished the skeptics a point
for scorn. It is the old time-worn objection that two of every
animal could not have been housed in the ark. The reply, of
course, is that the Bible does not say two of every animal--but
two of each kind. There are only a few kinds, but different
varieties come from one kind. The Bible does not say varieties,
it says kind. But this Gospel Treasure literature represents in
illustration varieties of the kind streaming out of the ark, across
a two-page opening of the book, hence conceding to the infidel
the point of his objection. Again, I frankly say that I do not
think the writer knew what she was doing, in which case the
writer of it is disqualified, but in the other case, if the writer
did know all of these things, and still wrote them, the writer of
it is a modernist, and what do you think of that?

Besides all this, a personal objection I have to what I have
seen in the way of the art (?) in these books is that it is simply
horrible! Noah’s ark--what a tub they draw of it. God was
its designer, and that picture of it certainly reflects on divinity’s
architecture. The dimensions of that ark were perfect accord-
ing to modern standards--Noah therefore could not have
planned it; God did. I resent the reflection on God which that
bulky tub presents. And the pictures of the patriarchs--they
are made to look more like old ALLEY OOP in the comic strip
than like anything I read about in the Bible.

All this but reminds us, and should warn us, that in the midst
of the clamor for humanisms, we are losing sight of the impor-
tant thing--the Bible itself. In all of this promotion of com-
mercialized literature for money-making purposes, the selfish
ambitions and business interests of men have victimized the
church. What can we do about it? This is a task for the elders
of the churches. Either know the literature, or do not use it.
When one deeply concerned member asked me recently, “What
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literature can you recommend?” I replied: “the New Testa-
ment is a fairly good text-book for any class.” But the answer
did not satisfy. We have a few women writers who have learn-
ed a little, and think they know a lot, and they want to write
the commentaries for the churches.

It is a pity that after we have made the fight against the
cranks, anti-class, anti-literature, anti-college and anti-every-
thing, that liberalists and extremists are now running away with
things, disarm us, and all but make us wish we had not made
the fight against the hobbyists, for between the two their cranky
notions are less harmful.

I am not anti-Sunday school (when it is a Bible class on Sun-
day); not anti-literature (when it is the right kind); nor anti-
college (when it is not made a church school); nor anti-mis-
sionary (when the New Testament way is observed)--but I am
anti what is going on.
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COMPENDIUM OF ISSUES

(AUGUST 1950, IN TORCH)

[PREAMBLE: There have been quotations and misquota-
tions of this treatise, omissions and deletions, applications and
misapplications, and an unauthorized reproduction and distri-
bution of it by some unethical individuals who will stoop to any
low level and employ any unmoral method of chicanery as a
means of falsely associating me with the current defection and to
thus further their evil end of local discord and division. The
seeds of this insurgent confederation of factionists had not
headed when Torch was issued, and the Compendium Of Issues
was not published with any motive of lending aid to such a de-
velopment, and no one knows this fact more surely than the de-
signing men who attempt to so use it. The purpose of the
Compendium in the Torch was rather to serve as a restraint, a
checkrein, on certain projects and promotions in which there
were and yet are existent potential perils to the church, a thing
recognized and granted by men of reputation in the church who
were never identified with nor have ever had any respect for
the radicalism. Similar editorials were penned by me in the
Gospel Advocate twenty years before these later articles were
written, all of which had the indorsements mentioned, and not
until the factious party was formed was there any attempt made
to classify my editorials and treatises with the current defection.

An example of what my attitude toward orphan homes has
been through the years is clearly evident in editorial statements
such as the following, which appeared in the Gospel Advocate in
October 1932, entitled, Concerning The Potter Orphan Home:

The statement inserted below appeared in a recent issue of
the Christian Leader in criticism of an article in the Gospel
Advocate which was intended to be a commendation of the Pot-
ter Orphan Home. We do not think the writer meant any re-
flection on the good men who have formerly managed the Potter
Home, and certainly the Gospel Advocate did not intend such in
the publication of it. We took the brother’s statement, not as
a criticism of the men who have superintended the home in the
past, but as an opinion that preachers generally are better fitted
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to preach than to run such institutions. But since the publisher
of the Christian Leader has construed the statement as carrying
a reflection, we gladly insert his correction and make it ours by
an unreserved indorsement of all that he says of the good men
who were the predecessors of the present superintendent of the
Potter Home.

The Potter Home ranks as one of the best-managed institu-
tions of its kind anywhere. Everything about it is apparently
as near to the ideal as such an institution could approach. The
home atmosphere; the tender interest and affection and training
the children receive; the substantial, homelike buildings and
beautiful grounds-in fact, everything about it is beautiful; and
to observe these children would remind us that the children of
some parents we know would not be unfortunate in a home like
this.

There are many good people in the land who have not been
so fortunate as some of us, in that no children have blessed their
union, and who, perhaps, for valid reasons do not find it ex-
pedient to adopt children. What better thing could such people
do than “adopt” one or more of these children by paying for
their shelter, clothing, food and training, just as they would
have done for one of their own ? To do so will be a threefold
blessing. It will bless those who do the good deed ; it will bless
the child who is the recipient; it will help to lift the heavy bur-
den from the shoulders of those who have unselfishly made
themselves responsible for the care of homeless children.

Through this home, and others like it, the opportunity is
afforded good people who cannot take children into their homes
to “bring them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord"--
by proxy. Thus we justify the existence of such institutions as
an adjunct of the family--an auxiliary of the home--supple-
menting the work of parents. They are not “church institu-
tions,” but “home institutions,” and all good people should be
interested in them.

The foregoing insertion, with numerous other articles avail-
able, are in evidence that I have never in the Gospel Advocate
of earlier years or the Bible Banner of later years classed an
orphan home with the Missionary Society, and no one can suc-
cessfully do so. My references to comparing a benevolent
board of a missionary board, as has been explained herein,
applied to the Christian Church Board Of Benevolence--a
general organization to which churches contribute, the funds
of which the board apportions to the various institutions of
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their denomination. This general board is thus between the
churches and the fields. No such thing nor anything like it
exists among the churches. There is no board that so functions.
The home itself is the field--there is no second destination or
third party involved--the contribution is made to the place or
field where the need is existent.

Supervision is not an issue. If the church contributes to the
need of children of a private home, the parents or guardians
stand between the church and the needy--the principle of
structure or supervision is the same.

The term institutionalism as used in my own writing was
then applied to the college-in-the-budget of the churches--and
a clear distinction was made at the start between an orphan
home and a college, for the reason that should be apparent to
all-that secular education is not within the work of the church,
whereas benevolence is a requirement. And as observed there
is no parallel between the Missionary Society and an orphan
home, nor in the Christian Church Board of Benevolence and
the orphanage. Both the Board of Missions and the Board of
Benevolence stand between the contributing churches and the
field, or places, where the funds are apportioned by the respec-
tive denominational boards. But the orphan home does not
stand between the churches and the field--the home is the field,
the place or destination of the contribution, where the orphan is,
and there is no board of apportionment to another second or
third field. Certainly no issue could be made of the supervision
of the home, whether private or public. The supervisors or di-
rectors of the home are no more an issue than the structure of a
private home, for in either case the home is the end, and there-
fore the field itself.

In my writings I have stood in consistent opposition to the
colleges in the budgets of the churches and have signalled ex-
isting dangers and potential deviations posed by certain projects
and promotions, but in the whole course of opposition to these
abuses I have never opposed an orphan home or their public or
private support. It is not I but my critics who have changed.

The previous articles and editorials in the Gospel Advocate of
1930, of the Bible Banner from 1938 through 1940's and in
Torch of 1950-51 have not been disowned, but the right to apply
them is claimed, with the reaffirmation of their basic truth, and
with the disclamation of any intended aid to an anti-party, and
with the disavowal of any concession to its doctrines.]
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There are always things that need to be said regardless of who
likes it or who does not like it. And there are always good peo-
ple who will not like it, because they lack discernment and do
not sense the seriousness of the issues. Preachers need to be
situated to say the things that ought to be said and still be able
to eat; but whether they do or do not eat-they should say
them. Discussion of the means and methods of doing the work
of the church is necessary to keep the members of the church
sensitive to deviation and alert to ever-present threats to the
virtue of the church. A general review of these issues will not
be amiss.

SECULAR INSTITUTIONS

No one has claimed that these man-made organizations are
divine institutions; no one denies that they are secular enter-
prises in human affairs; yet they would bed them up in the
treasuries of the churches and thereby subsidize the churches
to human organization. The argument has been made that the
churches depend on the colleges for preachers and leaders, and
should therefore support them, which in turn makes the col-
leges depend on the churches, and that puts the church direct-
ly in the school business. If that does not make colleges “suck-
ers” on the stalk, what would or could? One writer has declared
that “no one can doubt the contribution the schools have made
to the church.” There is a serious doubt on that point, but sup-
pose it were true, it is true of publishing companies and of every
successful business enterprise of any Christian, all of which are
directly or indirectly a contribution to the church. Shall they
all be put into the budgets of the churches? Such lack of dis-
crimination is pitiable. The method of reasoning represents
the common mistake of ignoring completely the nature and
mission of the church. It ignores also the organization of the
church and puts the churches at work through the man-made
boards of human institutions. It further ignores the church as
the divine teaching agency in that it assumes that “Christian
education” is synonymous with the Christian College, as though
the church itself is not engaged in the work of Christian educa-
tion. If that is the right idea of Christian education, the Bible
missed the point. The very definition of Christian education
has come to mean a college. But the activities of a college are
not the work of the church, so it means that the program of a
church apart from that of a college is not Christian education.
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Most of the speeches made on Christian education in the
lectureships of the schools for the past twenty-five years have
been misapplied. These brethren have become so institutional-
ly minded that they do not know what the church is, nor what
it is for. They are awed by the size and influence of these in-
stitutions, and are reduced to mere pigmies before them. The
schools have taken their independence away from them, they
will not go against the colleges. They are slaves to institutions,
without independence enough to criticise one of them. The
schools become all powerful, feared, worshipped, and revered
above the church. Schools dominate the preachers who control
churches, and the campaign goes on. Periodically defeated in
the deliberate plans to get in the budgets of the churches, as in
1935-38 and again in 1945-48, already we are hearing post
mortem gasps with threats to try again. And they will try
again, and again. Which of the old established schools has
made a statement of conviction against churches contributing
to the colleges? Some have announced a policy, but only as a
resolution that they will not solicit contributions from the
churches, but never a word as to whether such contributions
will be received and accepted. Until announcements are made
that contributions from churches will be rejected and returned,
statements of policy can only be regarded as mere diplomacy
and cannot be respected. This is why the schools have lost the
confidence of so many members of the church, and forfeited the
trust of brethren who were able and willing to help them on the
right basis. But they will never learn, and in less than a decade
it will be necessary to fight the battle all over again, for some
are saying already that they will win it in the next campaign.
Yet with many there is no cause for alarm. Any threat to the
schools alarm them, but a threat to the church does not. As it
now stands, instead of the schools exerting a good influence for
the church, it is becoming more and more evident that the
church must be saved from the influence of the schools.

THE RULE OF EXPEDIENCY

Somewhat has been said of a New Testament law of expedi-
ency. Where is any such law found in the New Testament?
Expediency is not a law. “All things are lawful for me, but all
things are not expedient,” is the way it reads in 1 Corinthians
10:23. Of course, Paul was not making the blanket affirmation
that everything is lawful. Obviously, it means only the things
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that are lawful can be expedient; but some things that are law-
ful are not expedient. Therefore, to prove that anything is ex-
pedient, it must first be proved to be lawful. The brethren are
in reverse, attempting to prove that a thing is lawful by trying
to prove that it is expedient, which is an inversion of the New
Testament principle. Nothing is expedient that is not lawful.
To assume that anything is expedient before proving it to be
lawful is simply begging the question at issue. But now when
authority is wanted for a practice for which no authority exists
--presto! the “law of expediency” is invoked! If it can be called
a law at all, it is human law altogether, it is not divine. How
can anything be permitted if it is not lawful? How can it be
lawful if it is not authorized? Why plead expediency if it is au-
thorized? Take some examples:

Assembly is authorized, the meetinghouse is expedient.
Teaching is authorized, arrangement in classes is expedient.
Giving is authorized, collection baskets are expedient.
Baptism is authorized, the baptistery is expedient.
Singing is authorized, hymnbooks are expedient.
But classes could not be expedient if there were no authority

for teaching. Collection baskets could not be expedient if there
were no law on giving. A baptistery could not be expedient if
there were no command for baptism. Hymnbooks could not be
expedient if there were no instructions for singing. On the same
principle, the employment of mechanized music in the church
not being authorized, instruments of music are not expedients;
and cannot be paralleled with songbooks. Mechanical music is
not authorized, therefore instruments for that kind of music
cannot be classed with expedients. Anyone who can see through
a ladder, can see that, and can make the application of these
principles to the present issue.

Before arguing the “law of expediency” for putting colleges
in the budgets of the churches, let the authority be cited for the
church to support human organizations and institutions, work-
ing through man-made boards, showing such to be lawful, and
it will then be time enough to discuss whether it is expedient or
not.

The once famous Henry Ward Beecher said, “infant baptism
is like an ox yoke, it works.” So it is now argued that a thing is
expedient if it works! A missionary society works, therefore it
is expedient, on that premise. Instrumental music works, Chris-
tian Endeavor Societies work, pie-suppers work, and Methodism
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works (organically), therefore all of these unscriptural things
are expedient! The whole institutional proposition has been
predicated on a law that does not exist--the so-called, but non-
existent “New Testament law of expediency.”

Another miss in the logic of those seeking sanction for unlaw-
ful practices is in the assumption that orphan homes furnish a
premise without fault or criticism from which to draw the con-
clusion that any and all other institutions may be included in
the budgets of the churches. Some who have drafted proposi-
tions for debate did not distinguish, and apparently did not
know, the kind of benevolent work a church can scripturally
do, and the kind of a school a church can scripturally conduct.
Most churches operate their local schools every Lord’s Day,
and through the week, and carry on a consistent program of
“Christian education” under the direction of the elders of the
congregation. But no distinctions are made between these
proper activities of the church and the propositions demand-
ing the support of the church for human institutions, ignoring
altogether the vital points of organizations and boards through
which the church would be compelled to work in order to do the
things these brethren are determined to make the churches do.
The “stipulated conditions of the New Testament” reveal
nothing of that sort, nor is there any thing like it in the New
Testament that is not stipulated, not even a hint at a “law of
expediency” (whatever that may be) that will authorize such
things.

The astute editor of the Firm Foundation is on record that
even a home for orphans must be under the elders of the local
church to be scripturally supported by the church. What then
can be said for the schools, waiving other proper objections,
claiming a place in the budget of the church? All of this stress
on human institutions, after all, is a misplaced emphasis. Breth-
ren need to learn the place for human organizations and keep
them there; and they need to learn all over again what the
church is, what the church is for and what the church can do.
The vocalization now being accorded the schools in many con-
gregations at all their services, including Lord’s Day worship,
makes us wonder if people who are baptized in some places know
they are being added to the church or think they are joining
some college.
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REGIONAL ELDERSHIPS

A new fallacy has now become prevalent, that the only thing
necessary to make a thing scriptural is to put whatever it is
under the eldership of some church no matter where the church
is. So institutions and organizations with their boards, wholly
outside the church, are being put under the eldership of some
sponsorial church, boards and all. According to that idea all
that is necessary to make a missionary society scriptural is to
put the society under the sponsorship of some eldership! Comes
then the notion that the eldership of a church in the U.S.A. may
sponsor an institution under a board in Italy or Germany. It
is now advocated that educational and benevolent institutions
should first be set up in foreign countries as a beachhead for the
church--hence, the establishment of a human institution to
spearhead the work of the church, thereby making human
organization more effective than the divine.

On what principle can the eldership of a church in America
take the oversight of an institution in Europe or Asia, whether
that organization be a school or an orphanage? When the elder-
ship of a church becomes a centralized board of benevolence or
a general board of foreign missions, it is just as unscriptural as
any other board, and the authority for it may be found on the
blank page of your New Testament.

As for establishing institutional orphan homes in Germany,
Italy and Japan, to spearhead the missionary work of the
church, where is a New Testament example of that procedure?
Poverty existed in the days of the apostles in mass form, as
much so as in any foreign country today, but where was such a
program inaugurated by Paul in various lands where he preach-
ed the gospel? This institutional idea is something new. The
truth of the matter is, benevolence is the fruit of Christianity,
not the means of establishing the church. But as we now have
it, vast sums are funneled from the churches all over the nation,
concentrated in a “board of elders” of a church somewhere,
which agrees to “sponsor” an institution in some other distant
place at home or abroad! This centralization of authority and
concentration of funds in boards have been the main points of
difference between the human and divine plan, and now the
brethren are practicing it and prominent preachers who ought
to know better are defending it. But there is nothing like it in
the New Testament nor so much as a hint in the direction of an
intimation of a so-called imaginary law of expediency which
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could authorize it. Better that we get back to the simplicity
of the New Testament church, and let our brains “petrify” on a
few of its stipulated conditions. Such phraseology runs parallel
to the parlance of a group of digressive “brain trusters” in Ten-
nessee and Texas over forty years ago.

In an effort to compose the opposition the representative of
one of provincial elderships announced that individual contri-
butions only would be marked for the support of the educational
institutions abroad, and church contributions would be applied
on the preaching of the gospel. In that case the allocation of
the funds is only on the ledger. The regional board in charge,
not the contributors, decides the entry. Furthermore, that
system has a local church overseeing a foreign institution to
which other churches cannot contribute! That is, according to
their ledger. The school is under a board, and both the school
and the board are under the regional elders of a local church.
That is institutionalism in modern garb.

To justify the establishment of institutional orphanages for
the churches to sponsor as a means of doing their “pure and
undefiled religion,” reference is frequently made to James 1:27
--“visit the fatherless and the widows in their affliction.” But
the passage does not limit this visitation to the fatherless. It
says, “fatherless and”--and whom? Widows. For comparison:
“He that believeth and”--and what? Is baptized. The con-
junction “and” conjoins two things, the “fatherless” and “the
widows.” Now, if James 1:27 is a command for an institutional
orphanage, it is no less a demand for an institutional widowage.
Why is the latter part of the command never emphasized, much
less obeyed, by those who insist that the first part of it is the
precept for an institutional organization? The institutional
idea is not in the language of James. The fact that Paul puts
an age restriction on the widows, that none under sixty could be
enrolled as permanent charges of the church, and that the New
Testament specifies these benevolent interdictions, makes it
evident that it is not the will of God for the church to be en-
cumbered with the permanent programs of material benefac-
tions, as are now being promoted with such assiduity, which
undoubtedly diminish the temporal means to the spiritual ends
of preaching the gospel. The duty of the church in alms-giving
is therefore limited to relief emergencies. There is no passage
in the New Testament that incorporates the institutional idea
as an obligation of the church.
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It is even being argued that the healing of diseases by Jesus is
precept for a medical program by the church; and the instances
of healings by the apostles to confirm the word preached by
them are examples for the establishment of benevolent institu-
tions and medical centers in foreign countries by churches over
here as a means of starting the church over there. What next?
That would make medicine take the place of miracles, if the
argument is any good; and medical colleges, with their labora-
tories for training doctors; and the hospitals where the internes
are finished off for medical practice--all that, with everything
that goes along with it should be added to the budgets of the
churches! If that premise is right, this conclusion is inevitable;
and the Great Commission, after all, is limited; for Jesus should
have called and sent doctors, as he did apostles, and should have
included dispensing medicine along with preaching the gospel.
Hard pressed, indeed, are these brethren for any New Testa-
ment example for what they are doing. It reminds us all, who
know the past, of the grabbing at straws for something to favor
instrumental music and society organizations.

If the miraculous ministrations are to be taken as an example
for beginning the medical missionary program proposed, then
the fact that such ministrations ended is proof that we should
quit--before we begin. When Jesus said to his disciples, “great-
er works than these shall ye do,” he meant that the preaching
of the gospel commanded in the commission would be a greater
work than all the miracles of his personal ministry, including
his ministrations of physical healing. The church does not
operate in the field of pathology.

A group of young men from a certain college attended one of
my meetings recently, and incidentally told me that they had
been attending classes in biology that day; had dissected frogs
and performed an experimental operation on a cat. I listened
and learned a little more about the work of the church; since
this college had contended for a place in the treasuries of the
churches, it is a part of the work of the church to dissect frogs
and operate on cats! That is what it means if these secular in-
stitutions are to go into the budgets. If medical research and
administration are the work of the church, so is surgery, and
the church is therefore obligated to all such institutions alike.
Who can believe it, who knows anything about the mission of
the church?
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It is evident that more emphasis is now being put on building
a few human institutions in Japan, Germany and Italy than on
the preaching of the gospel and the establishment of the church
itself. The argument that the church can be better established
through these human institutions and more souls saved through
their agency only magnifies the fallacy of the procedure. Why
is it that Jesus Christ did not order it that way when he gave
the Great Commission to his apostles? Such a “program” or
“plan” makes the church, a divine institution dependent on
human organization for existence and success. It does not help
the scriptural status for some centralized, brotherhood elder-
ship to assume the “oversight” of these overseas organizations.
Aside and apart from the organization feature, what right has a
local eldership to become a general eldership and to eldership
for all the churches? It appears certain that the fight against
organizations and digression made in Texas and Tennessee fifty
years ago must be fought all over again. If this sounds like an
over-statement of the situation, just take a look at the picture:
A central eldership in the United States overseeing institu-
tional boards in foreign countries through which to do the work
of the church, with all other churches working through this
central eldership of one church, which in turn works through
the man-made boards of human organizations somewhere else!

Instead of starting institutions, the plain New Testament
plan would be for churches such as these “sponsors” to select
for themselves a trustworthy gospel preacher, quietly send him
to the field of work, put him to teaching and preaching the gos-
pel in the chosen field, and support him as they do the preacher
at home. This would probably never produce enough notoriety
to get into LIFE magazine nor attract the attention of congress-
men and senators, but God would see it and know it and make
an entry of it in the records of heaven. And while the results,
perhaps, would not be so widely publicized, the church would
nevertheless be established in all such places in the apostolic
way and develop according to the New Testament pattern in
every land. There is only one New Testament, and it does not
set forth one way to do the work of the church in this country
but another way, more expeditious, for another country. It is
the one New Testament, the one church, and the one way for
every land.

Another matter that has been treated altogether too lightly
is the kind of preachers that are being sent into these fields. It
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obvious that any preacher, or anybody who is not a preacher,
who decides he or she wants to become a “missionary,” can ob-
tain the passport from some central eldership and sail abroad.
Experience has taught us nothing. Before the echoes from the
Don Carlos Janes and E. L. Jorgenson scoop of missionary
money has died away in the distance brethren are again com-
mitting their mission work and trusting their missionary money
to weak and wavering, unreliable and untrustworthy men in
the foreign fields. After going among the churches for a whole
generation, soliciting money for missions, Janes (a premillen-
nialist) left a fortune to Jorgenson (another premillennialist)
with the proviso that the bequest should be used to promote
premillennialism. Now the churches are again blindly support-
ing 0. D. Bixler (one more premillennialist), a self-confessed
Boll sympathizer, caught and convicted in his premillennial
teaching (which evidence we hold in documentary form), and
he is in control of much of the work in Japan today. Under his
influence also are other men in charge of other parts of the work
there who have acknowledged their ignorance of the premillen-
nial issue, and who, to compose the situation, pledge themselves
not to oppose the introduction of the premillennial issue. How
then can they teach the truth on the kingdom of Christ, the
reign of Christ, the throne of David, the second coming of Christ,
the resurrection, the judgment, the Great Commission itself,
which premillennialism nullifies, without introducing the issue?
And since the denominational preachers in Japan will be teach-
ing all of the millennial theories, how can they answer the de-
nominationalists, or oppose their doctrines, without introduc-
ing the issue? The issue ought to be introduced everywhere,
and its heresies exposed. The gospel poses the issue. Men who
do not know the issue, and who cannot meet the issue, ought
to be kept at home and taught before sending them anywhere
to teach anybody either at home or abroad. Yet recently a
young man planning to go to Africa would not consent to a
declaration of views on these questions on the ground that no
one had a right to ask, and besides, he said, the money of the
premillennialists was as good as anybody’s money! So it is
with this centralization of eldership, a big eldership of a big
church takes over the work of the elders of many churches, with
the concentration of authority, overseeing workers by the scores
who are not even members of the congregation where these
elders are supposed to elder, sending unsafe and unsound teach-
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ers and preachers by swarms into the foreign fields--with all of
this, what will the harvest be? And what will be left of the
autonomous organization of the New Testament church? It has
already happened in Texas and in Tennessee, whether you are
among those who have believed it could not happen here or not.

In the midst of all of this false teaching, and among all of
these false teachers, there are yet some brethren who are so
afraid of disfellowshipping anybody that they extend fellowship
to everybody. We suggest that Romans 16:17 covers their
case and that Titus 3:10 prescribes the procedure. Extending
fellowship is a rather singular way to mark and avoid, and sup-
porting them in foreign fields is a rather peculiar form of rejec-
tion, which are the exact actions the two passages command.

THE COOPERATION QUESTION

The definition of “cooperation” and “cooperative” in my
dictionary is “working together for common ends; concurrence.”
Business firms can concur in matters of civic obligations and
work together for the same ends without surrendering their
identity to one firm and all the others working through it. Nor
is it essential to cooperation, “working together for the same
ends,” for all the churches to send their missionary money to
the elders of one church to do their work for them.

The references that have been made to “co-operative” gos-
pel meetings held and to be held in some of our cities do not
parallel the missionary programs of these brotherhood elder-
ships. If the eldership of a church in a Texas city should siphon
funds from churches everywhere to sponsor a “co-operative”
meeting in Oklahoma City--that would be a start on drawing a
parallel. There is a width of difference between local coopera-
tion and centralized brotherhood elderships, but even so, in any
local effort where more than one church is involved there are
certain principles that should be observed. It has not been
denied, so far as I know, that contributions can be made to a
church to assist in a work being done where it is and where its
elders are elders.

But every article of late with even an attempt to deal with
this issue has referred to the case of Antioch in Acts 11:29-30
as a solid example for centralization practice. It is not an ex-
ample of what is being done. Even a casual reading of the case
will reveal the loose thinking and careless writing in evidence
in some of the papers.
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The passage reads: “Then the disciples, every man accord-
ing 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 hand of Barnabas and Saul.” The first thing to
observe is that the disciples in Antioch sent the relief to the
elders where the brethren dwelt in Judea. One writer said the
Antioch disciples sent the money to the church in Judea--no,
that is not what it says. As well talk about the disciples in Ten-
nessee sending something to the church in Texas. There were
churches in Judea: “the churches of God which in Judea are in
Christ Jesus.” (1 Thess. 2:14) The passage in Acts states that
the disciples in Antioch sent relief to the brethren that dwelt in
Judea, and sent it to the elders, obviously where the brethren
that needed the relief dwelt. There is not so much as an in-
timation in this passage that money was sent to the elders of
the church at Jerusalem for all Judea. This passage does not
even mention Jerusalem nor elders at Jerusalem. It merely
states that relief was sent to the brethren that dwelt in "Judea,"
and that it was sent to the “elders” by Barnabas and Saul.
What elders? The elders in "Judea." Where in Judea? The
elders where the brethren dwelt. So the passage certainly does
specify what elders and where. Acts 11:29-30 is not a case in
point for what some brethren are promoting in the way of a
general eldership as a board of benevolence and missions for all
the churches.

Comes now a writer of some note who thinks he has proved
that Paul delivered all of the funds to the elders of the Jerusalem
church, who acted as elders for all the other churches in this
administration of funds. His method is this: Paul went from
where he was to Jerusalem; then Paul returned to where he was
from Jerusalem; therefore, Paul went nowhere except Jerusalem!
But the facts are that Paul was in Judea on this trip for many
months, and McGarvey points out that he toured Judea, going
among the churches rendering his personal service in connec-
tion with this emergency, going in and out of Jerusalem all of
this period of time. It is certainly a thin premise and a slim
conclusion upon which to predicate an argument, to say that
Paul went to Jerusalem, stopped in Jerusalem and stayed in
Jerusalem, when the text itself states that the relief was for
“the brethren that dwelt in Judea" (not Jerusalem) and was sent
to “the elders” (where they dwelt).



860 THE PRESENT TR U T H

It is doubtful if the brethren who are arguing this matter
have considered the consequences of their contention. If their
argument is true, the elders of the Jerusalem church were ecu-
menical in character--that is, a general or universal eldership
for the whole church. Are they ready to accept such a conclu-
sion? If so, then instead of local elders now, let us have a gen-
eral eldership in each state, subject to an ecumenical eldership
somewhere else, and settle all our disputes! There were elders
in every city (Tit. 1:5), and in every church (Acts 14:23) in-
cluding the churches in Judea (Gal. 1:22; 1 Thess. 2:14), and it
is an assertion unwarranted and unsupported that disciples in
various parts of the world, including Antioch, sent their funds
to a diocesan eldership in Jerusalem for all Judea, or anywhere
else.

What the advocates of brotherhood elderships need, but can-
not show, is one or both of two things: First, where the church
in Antioch solicited the churches over all the world to send their
money for Judea to the elders at Antioch--so they in turn could
sponsor the relief work in far-away Judea. That would be a solid
example. Second, where the churches at Antioch, Philippi,
Thessalonica, Berea, Galatia and Corinth contributed their
funds to the eldership of one church, a concentration of funds
in a centralized eldership, to be used in distant places where
they were not elders. That also would be a solid example.

But the facts are that when the disciples in other parts of the
world, such as Antioch, sent relief to the brethren in Judea they
sent it to the elders of the church where the brethren dwelt that
needed the relief--and that is exactly what is stated in Acts
11:29-30.

Besides all of this, the passage says that relief was sent to the
“brethren” in Judea; and Paul’s itinerary was for the “saints”
in Jerusalem. There is no precept for nor example of the church
undertaking to feed the world.

The practice that many brethren are now advocating calls for
diocesan eldership. Bulky accounts, solicited from all of the
churches of the nation, are deposited in their local treasuries,
amounting to hundreds of thousands of dollars. These churches
have in effect become banking institutions, with huge payrolls,
involving many jobs, and promotional projects all the way from
grade schools to medical centers, with all that such projects in-
volve, in equipment, laboratories, doctors and nurses and school
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teachers, all under the oversight of a local eldership in another
part of the world ! Truly we need to learn all over again what
the work of the church is, and how to scripturally do it.

There is yet another phase to this discussion. What about
small churches that desire to have part in “missionary work”
but are unable to support a preacher alone, or a “program” of
their own? The answer to this supposed difficulty applies to
the preaching of the gospel at home as well as abroad, there can
be no difference in the principle involved. Let us make the ap-
plication. There are scores of small churches in the State of
Arkansas that cannot support an evangelist to preach the gos-
pel in their own county. So the eldership of a church in Okla-
homa City (another State) proposes that all of these Arkansas
churches send their limited contributions to the elders of this
Oklahoma church, who in turn select and oversee an evangelist
to do the preaching in Arkansas for all of these small churches
in that state. That is an example of what is being done by some
missionary sponsoring churches among us.

Still another application. The state of Texas needs evan-
gelizing. There are scores of small churches that cannot sup-
port a full time evangelist. So the elders of one church, Dallas
or Fort Worth, propose to all the churches to concentrate their
funds in the one eldership which in turn will oversee a “state
evangelist.” That is another example of what is being done in
principle by these sponsoring missionary churches with their cen-
tralized elderships.

The deductions set forth in the foregoing examples are the
exact arguments used by the digressives years ago to justify
their “state evangelists.” The only difference is that they ap-
pointed a board of missions out of several churches, and we have
a self-appointed board of missions in the eldership of one church.
In either case it destroys the autonomy of the local church in
doing its work, and develops elders of a local church into dio-
cesan bishops.

When we criticise these deviations from New Testament
principles in the organization and work of the church it does not
mean that we oppose the work. All of the effort to foment feel-
ing and plant prejudice against men who plead for adherence
to “the stipulated conditions of the New Testament” by charges
that we are anti-foreign-missionary, anti-Christian education,
and anti-cooperation will not prevail in the end. Many sober
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minded brethren are already seeing the light on these issues,
and many others will as we shall continue to set forth these
principles. It is the same battle over the same issues that had
to be fought fifty years ago.

If elders of a local church can function in a general adminis-
tration of the affairs of many churches in one thing, what bars
them from doing so in all things, benevolence, missions, dis-
cipline? That being the case Presbyterians, Methodists and
Catholics can all justify their ecclesiastical forms of church
government, and we will have surrendered the whole ground
on the organization of the church of Christ.

[APPENDAGE: In reference to much publicized 1950 issue of
Torch, the following observations are in order as a statement
of facts:

1. It was plainly stated, that one or more churches may send
money to another church where there is need of assistance in
benevolence or in the preaching of the gospel.

2. The joint-efforts of churches in gospel meetings, in which
the writer himself has been the preacher, was plainly indorsed
and reaffirmed as a scriptural evangelistic endeavor; and it was
mentioned, as having a bearing on this point, that in the New
Testament in some instances reference is made to the church in
an area by the use of the singular term.

3. The long time practice of all-day singing and preaching
services, attended by providing tables of food on the premises,
either outside or inside the buildings according to convenience,
after the order of the old-fashioned “dinner on the ground,”
was approved, somewhat with nostalgia--a longing for the old
times! And there was not a word or a syllable in the treatise
in favor of the dedication of church buildings, or the making of
money or material property sacramental.

4. The treatise nowhere condemned the practice of general
benevolence to needy non-members of the church within the
opportunity for good in the Gal. 6:10 reference. There was no
indorsement of “the saints only” doctrine.

5. There was no condemnation of orphan homes--it was not
an anti-orphanage treatise, and there was no opposition to the
necessary care of children in homes for orphans, a thing which
in the past the author has always defended and supported.

6. Both the individual and the collective duty and responsi-
bility of the members of the church, according to the circum-
stances and the nature of the obligation, were fully recognized.
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7. The criticisms of instituionalism were directed at increasing
dangers of  college domination  and control of the churches
through budgetary encroachments and various demands made
upon the churches-and against the general concept of church-
owned-and-operated institutions--but the distinction has al-
ways been made by this author, from his earliest writings, be-
tween the orphan home and the college, the former being a work
of benevolence which is a work of the church; the latter being a
business of secular education which is not the work of the church.

8. The whole point of caution was, is and shall continue to be,
against the involvement of the churches in the ownership and
operation of secular enterprises, organizations and businesses--
and to warn them against the over-shadowing and dominating
influence of the colleges over the churches. Therein lies the
danger--and such a potential danger has never existed in the
whole history of an orphan home.

9. The Torch issue of 1950 was a statement of general prin-
ciples, intended as a word of warning against all promotions
and projects and programs getting out of bounds, a danger that
is yet a reality. But the present lately organized "anti-orphan-
home party” did not then exist--it had not been spawned--and
the Torch which was published nearly twenty years ago, cannot
honestly be claimed or adapted by them. To do so is an act of
dishonesty.

With renewed emphasis we repeat now that the colleges (in-
cluding the college-institution of the “antis” themselves) are
the real and actual institutional danger--not the orphans.
Present developments justify past fears. Their right to exist
has not been denied, a thing repeatedly affirmed-but the ap-
parent movement to bring the teaching and practice of the
preachers and the churches within the domination and con-
trol of the college professors through the agencies and depart-
ments of the colleges is a threat to the churches.

A casual or cursory review of that Torch issue will show that
the whole and sole purpose was to alert brethren generally to
potential dangers in extremes of certain promotions and pro-
jects-potentialities which yet exist, but which do not offer
cause or excuse for the opposite extremes or for the existence of
the radical party.

It is plain and easily seen by any one not looking the other
way that there was no condemnation of orphan homes and no
parallel drawn between an orphanage and a missionary society,
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as efforts have been made to do. It has been repeatedly stated
in every medium that I have ever published or employed that
they are not the same. The same is true respecting the issue of
the colleges in the budgets of the churches--each and every
time that issue has been forced from 1935 until now it was re-
jected--and as all informed people know, we opposed it and are
still opposed to it--but we also showed that the college question
and the orphan issue are not the same.

The orphanage is a home institution as previously shown.
That it has a structure is not denied--but so does any home--
private or public--have a structure, and could not exist without
it. But supervision, or even structure, is not a perceptible issue.
On the principle that a church may expediently contribute to a
needy private home, it would at the least be assuming a tedious
task to affirm that the same church could not contribute to an
orphan home.]



865

SOME THOUGHT PROVOKING QUESTIONS

( SEPTEMBER, 1950)

Questions About Purpose: The scheme of redemption is a plan--
a divine plan for salvation. In all things pertaining to this
plan that are clearly revealed and plainly taught, the pattern
and the purpose can be seen and understood. In reference to
the so-called thousand years reign of Christ on the earth (no-
where mentioned in the Bible), men have become so engrossed
in the details of a theory that questions of purpose have been
overlooked. There may be some thoughtful people who, with-
out the spirit of finding difficulties, would like to have an ele-
ment of curiosity appeased by eliciting answers to a few ques-
tions--the answers to which could do no other than embarrass
the millennial speculators and prophetic prognosticators.

In the first place, there is no command anywhere connected
with their whole millennial scheme. In the absence of com-
mands to be obeyed, what importance could be attached to
anything pertaining to man’s duties to God? Such duties can
be known only as they are revealed in commands or their equiva-
lent. Would men be deprived of participation in such a mil-
lennium (if such there should be), because he did not know that
such a thing was to be, or did not believe that it would be?
They say, no. I was told by one man in public discussion that
it would be possible for me to get into the millennium whether
I believed in it or not, but that I could not be a ruler in the mil-
lennium. Imagine my lot in the millennium in such an event--
a premillennialist ruling over me in the next world, after all the
punishment I have inflicted on them in this world!

Now, if there is to be such a thing we would all naturally like
to know its purpose and its design. But there apparently are
none; for the whole affair admittedly is to begin in a terrible
bloody tragedy, continue under an iron rule, and terminate in
another awful conflict, after which we are to go on to heaven
anyway. So why such an interval of unnecessary interposi-
tions--why not just go on from here to heaven, without the dis-
appointment of having to return here after we are once over
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there? It does not fit into the processes of redemption, it is al-
together without any redemptive purposes.

Questions About Benefits: It is said that the saints are to
rule in this millennium. But over whom? If over the wicked,
where will they come from, since the wicked are to be destroyed
during the “rapture” period preceding the millennium? And,
if saints are to simply reign over saints, what is the benefit in
that? Is it just a practice session, a sort of a grand dress re-
hearsal? If it is a preparation period, over whom are the saints
being coached to reign in eternity ? We are told that the saints
are to be brought back to the earth, after they die, to hold posi-
tions in a civil government of Christ, to be such things as jus-
tices of peace, judges, attorneys, postmasters, legislators--to
hold positions of rulership, after the same order of such positions
in the governments of the earth now, throughout the thousand
years. What purpose could that serve? There are many
brethren who are opposed to Christians holding such offices
now, or even voting for those who do, but we are told that
Christ will establish an earthly civil state in which the saints
can hold such offices and positions and rule over somebody who
has no power to prevent their assumption to such power and
position by vote or choice of their own.

Questions About The Jews. Why bring the Jews into it again,
anyway? They served their purpose as a nation, and deserve
no further national consideration. Their existence was provi-
sional and providential, to furnish God a medium, after the
threat of a second universal apostasy of Genesis 11, to preserve
his name in the earth, lest the very name of God perish in the
earth; and thus by the call of Abraham God established a special
nation for a special medium to unfold the scheme of human
redemption through the seed of Abraham in Jesus Christ. That
was the sole purpose for the existence of the nation of Israel,
and that purpose having been served, that nation exists no
more, and can never exist any more. But the nation of Israel
does exist again in Palestine, does it not? No. But the govern-
ment of Palestine is called Israeli--is it not? Yes. With em-
phasis on the li--they claim to be Israel, but are not; therefore
it is a lie, hence Isra-e-li. It is only a mongrel political Jewish
state. Mongrel is right; a mongrel means not pedigreed--and
that political state over in Palestine is of the same character in
breed, it is not pedigreed, is not and cannot be the nation of
Israel in any biblical sense of the term. What about their
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genealogies, necessary to establish the tribe, the family, the
descendant of David’s line through Judah, for an occupant on
David’s throne. There is not a Jew on earth who can qualify
as a regal descendant of David, and therefore not one as a legal
heir to the throne. God was never partial to the Jews; and he
owes them nothing. He is not a respecter of persons. He
dealt at first with mankind as a whole; later, with the Hebrew
nation for the sole purpose of the divine medium of unfolding
the scheme of redemption through the ages to bring the Re-
deemer into the world. It was done. The Gentiles occupied
just as secure a place in God’s love as did the Jews, and were
provided for in the promise made to Abraham, which was ful-
filled in Christ and the gospel. When this promise was fulfilled,
the purpose of the nation of Israel was complete and they were
retired from the picture, never to enter it again as a nation.

Questions About Materialism. While saints are in this world
they are taught to be spiritually minded; to set their affection
on heavenly things, and not on things on the earth. They are
exhorted to turn all their treasures into the legal tender of
heaven and lay up deposits to their account up there. Very
solemnly did Christ exhort his disciples to be not troubled, for
he was going to prepare a place for them. Later his apostle,
Simon Peter, who heard that promise, recorded its meaning--
forty years later in his epistle he said: “There is a place re-
served in heaven for us.” Another apostle said that “our
citizenship is in heaven.” And Jesus himself said that his king-
dom was not to be “of this world.” But after our hearts have
been lured away from the things of this earth, and we pass, by
death, into the bliss of the spiritual state, lo! the redeemed
saint is turned right around and marched back down here to
this earth for a thousand years more, only to wait again on this
earth to receive the thing that we thought we were about to
enter when first called from this world. And the kingdom which
the Lord said is not of the world, is put right down here in the
world ; and the worship which Jesus said would not be in Jeru-
salem is established right in old Jerusalem--old earthly Je-
rusalem, with Jesus Christ, now passed through the heavens,
reincarnated to dwell on an earthly, delapidated, Jewish throne,
to be a local Christ on a local throne, ruling over local govern-
ments, over all the earth. Such as that is an insult to the in-
telligence of a saint. It is the most degrading anti-climax that
could ever be proposed in the name of Jesus Christ. It is a
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complete let-down; and the only ones who would not be let
down by such a low earthly and materialistic conception of the
kingdom of Jesus Christ, is one who never did become spiritual
enough to get weaned away from the love of the world and the
things of this earth.

Questions About A Second Chance. Though it is true that not
all premillennialists espouse the second chance theory, it is
logical consequence of the doctrine, and those who accept the
consequences of their theories and teach the second chance are
consistent, while those who do not are inconsistent. Why
should saints in the millennium rule over the wicked nations
and peoples cf the earth without affording them the opportunity
in the millennium to accept the rule of Christ, and be saved?
Not to do so, would simply mean to use the wicked nations as a
toy for the saints to exercise the rule over, but after being sub-
jected to the rule of the saints for the thousand years, these
wicked nations are sent on to hell where it was meant for them to
go all of the time; and the saints will then go on to heaven where
it was eventually meant for them to be all the time. The theory
is repulsive to every instinct of a Christian’s soul. It is de-
moralizing in every respect and aspect.
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MORE COMMENT

(SEPTEMBER, 1950)

Greek. In the first number of TORCH, under Comment, I
mentioned that my attention had been called to the fact that
in the sentence, “the earth was without form and void,” the
verb was might have been translated “became” in some in-
stances--hence, it could mean “the earth became without form
and void, " thereby allowing for all the upheavals some men
want to imagine took place. Now comes an informant wanting
to call my attention to the fact that the verb I mentioned is a
Greek verb, whereas the Old Testament is in the Hebrew.
Thanks, but I already knew that. I also know that the Septua-
gint is the Greek translation of the Hebrew Old Testament;
and we therefore have the Old Testament in the Greek as well
as the Hebrew language. The quotations made from the Old
Testament by Jesus and the apostles in the New Testament
were taken from the Septuagint version, hence, they quoted
from the Greek Old Testament. I am sure they knew that the
Old Testament was first in the Hebrew. On the point I was
making, Englishman’s Hebrew Concordance lists all the passages
in which the Hebrew verb occurs, and it is variously translated
“caused,” “happened,” “came to pass,” “become” and “be-
came.” That appears to be fairly good authority for the sug-
gestion made. My point was that the verb was in Genesis 1,
may also be translated “became,” as in some places it evidently
was, and therefore is. I hope even a Ph.D. may be able to see
through this simple point. Most of the common readers under-
stood it the first time.

Light. In the first number I referred to the fact that herbs
and plants were created before light, according to the Genesis
record, and the theory that the days of creation were million
year periods would therefore require plant life and vegetation
to thrive and grow a million years without light upon it, which
contradicts science; so the scientists are found contradicting
themselves. Comes now one who wants to correct me in time
for me to take it back before my hand is called by somebody
else. Reference is made to verses 3 to 5 of Genesis 1, where God
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said “let there be light,” before verse 11, where herbs and plants
came into being. Now, in due respect and all humility, I knew
that, too. But the light of verses 3 to 5 was not upon the earth.
The Great Northern Lights, the Aurora Borealis, are light, but
not for the earth, and would not help herbs and plants. Just
read the text, and in verses 11-12 you will find herbs and plants
created “upon the earth,” and that was the third day. Then
in verses 14-15, God said, “Let there be lights in the firma-
ment . . . and let them be for lights in the firmament of the
heaven to give light upon the earth . . . to divide light from
darkness”--and “it was so” and God saw that it was good"--
and that was the fourth day. Light and darkness were not di-
vided “upon the earth” until the fourth day. Wherever and
whatever the light was of verses 3-5 the first day, it was not
“upon the earth,” and since herbs, plants and vegetation (at
least, all I have ever seen or assimulated) are on the earth, the
light must of necessity also be upon the earth to benefit the
vegetation. But herbs and plants were not created until the
third day (verses 11-13) and light upon the earth was not created
until the fourth day, “for seasons” and “to give light upon the
earth” (verses 14 to 19), therefore herbs, plants and vegetation
existed the day before light upon the earth. If the days are mil-
lion year periods, it necessarily follows that plant life lived,
grew and thrived a million years without any light “upon the
earth”--and the scientists, I repeat, in the effort to stretch the
days of creation into vast periods to harmonize with geological
theories, run smack into one of the blundering contradictions,
which they are ever so capable of doing. Thanks, but I will
just stick to my first statement.

Quota. In a full-page ad in the back cover of the Firm Foun-
dation, one of the large “sponsoring churches” blasts these lines
in big point type: “We Need A Million Christians In Japan.”
If they mean by “Christians” (as I hope) faithful members of
the New Testament church, that is more than the U. S. Bureau
of Statistics gives to the United States--the membership of the
loyal churches of Christ in this country is less than one million.
So, if this sponsoring church is asking for that many Christians
in the United States to respond to their call and go to Japan,
it would liquidate every church of the New Testament order in
this country--so who would sponsor them? No sooner would
they arrive in Japan until they would have to sponsor some of
them back over here to start up again. But if that is not what
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is meant by the ad, then who are the “WE” who need "a mil-
lion Christians in Japan”--and why has a quota been set?
More than a million people in Japan need to become Christians--
but there are a hundred million people in the U. S. A. who also
need the same thing. "We" who, need a million Christians for
what, in Japan? No matter what the flaring headliner was in-
tended to mean, it is a senseless, useless statement, and shows
the type of weakness that we have been pointing out in these
centralized elderships. This ad was signed by the elders of a
church. They evidently want to sponsor a million Christians
in Japan. But they are not centralizing anything--Oh no; not
that! Well, then, they are just talking at random, and it does
seem that thoughtful brethren could see the end of such things.

Holding. Something has been said on the point of churches
playing the role of “sending” or “spending” the money of other
churches. Some of them may be doing both, but some are doing
neither with some of the money of other churches. They are
holding it. Their reports show large accumulations of money,
big bank accounts, held in reserve for emergency. Thus the
church is made a holding company, a sort of a religious federal
reserve bank. The money in this reserve bank account has been
siphoned from many other churches. But it is controlled by the
eldership of the one church. Is that centralized control? Also,
something is said of a church forwarding the funds for another
church, like the U. S. mails. Well, when is a church a forward-
ing company, and when is it a holding company?

The effort of elders of these churches to defend their practice
is about all the evidence needed that their programs are in-
fringements on the divine system of the New Testament. Just
read their ads and pick out their weaknesses. For instance,
distinction between churches and individuals doing the giving
to the foreign college is all on the ledger. The ad placed the
church and the college in Japan side by side, and called on all
the churches to give; to take their choice; either or both. Even
if the churches are informed that they “may” send direct, or
mark their funds for forwarding, it remains that they also “may”
not do so, but may put their money into the big religious bank
of one church, controlled and administered by a central elder-
ship, at their own will, the thing some are trying to make be-
lieve is not being done. But it is. The Don Carlos Janes Agency
of not many years ago did the same thing, and said the same
thing about it, using the same language. Churches were told
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that they “may” mark their checks for forwarding, or "may"
simply put it into the Janes Missionary Fund. Churches did
both. But Janes left a huge missionary account in his will and
specified the missionaries he wanted to be the beneficiaries of
certain amounts, and in the same will specified that approxi-
mately $40,000.00 should be used exclusively to promote the
tenets of premillennialism. That is how that “may” and “may
not” terminated. The churches that are pouring money now
into these brotherhood reserve banks of centralized elderships
have no more control, administration and identity in their
funds, as local churches, than these churches did who were
victims of the Don Carlos Janes missionary schemes. The
principles involved are the same. If the missionary societies
should announce that henceforth the churches “may” mark
their funds for certain places, and the society would simply
function as a forwarding agency--that would not make a mis-
sionary society a scriptural thing. Nor does it make it scrip-
tural when an eldership of one church becomes a “board of
foreign missions” for all the churches and does the same thing
under the name of a local eldership. When elders become gen-
eral, they cease to be local.

Extremes. It is to be admitted that these extremes in this
so-called cooperation have slipped up on us all. Most of us in
the past have acquiesced in cooperation plans, one way or
another, and have said things that may be taken as a past in-
dorsement of what is presently being done. But it has develop-
ed into something that was not expected. Even the brethren
who have assayed to come to the defense of the central sponsors
are now conceding that this cooperation thing may be carried
to extremes. That being true, it really becomes their duty to
point out when and how these churches may practice the ex-
tremes they concede to be a possibility. If they are not already
doing so, I confess a loss to know how they could do so. If it
has not already gone to an extreme when would it, and how
could it? When the conceded extreme is named, and an attempt
made at an argument on it, the conclusions will contradict the
premises.

When it comes to pass that the elders of a big city church
feel called upon to propagandize the “brotherhood” with big
ads in the papers, in an effort to justify their course, and at the
same time plead with the “brotherhood” to the point of implor-
ing the churches to “send us” your money, not for any local
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emergency or need, but for a general program--anybody ought
to see that it has gone much too far, and honest brethren who
know the principles involved will acknowledge it, even if they
may have thought a more limited cooperation was harmless
and previously said things to condone it. A practice may be-
come so persistent as to develop into a malignant growth, and
so far reaching as to form an octopus. That stage has apparent-
ly been reached in the course of things, and hope lies in the
eventuality that these men and these churches have gone to
such an extreme that their arbitrary attitude and diocesan dic-
tates will become so repulsive to sober-minded brethren as to
be self-rebuked. Many good brethren already, who have felt
sympathetic to the plans of these big churches, have come to
realize that it is time to call a halt.

Precedent. It is palpably weak to offer to affirm that some-
thing is as scriptural as something else. Nothing is scriptural
unless it is. There is no as about it. That is mighty poor logic,
and men who are always doing it are afraid of their ground. I t
is time to quit talking about who did this or said that, and
start giving scriptural precedent for the practices that are be-
ing promoted. It is time to quit careering around all over
creation and cite the scriptures to prove the practices. A
starter to focus the fracas may be suggested in the matter of
“autonomy.” If a “board of foreign missions” do no more than
forward funds for the churches, would it violate the autonomy
of the local church? If not, then on what principle would it
be wrong for the local churches to send their missionary funds
to a “board of missions”? It is on that principle that the elders
of one church may themselves become an unscriptural board of
some kind, and when elders are organized into a general board,
they cease to be elders and become an eldership, with a big E,
as well as a big WE. It does not comport with the divine ar-
rangement and scriptural functions of the New Testament
congregations.

Rome. Of late Rome has been associated with rocks in this
country. But the reports from the brethren in Rome indicate
that what actually happened was mild in comparison with the
overstatement of the incidents by certain groups of brethren
over here. It is rather a tame stoning in which nobody gets
hurt. I daresay that the “persecution” did not even approxi-
mate the insults and indignities suffered by the early preachers
of the church in our own land where Old Glory waves. There
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are a whole big lot of mighty good people in this country, in
the church and out of it, who regard the whole affair as a stupid
publicity stunt on the part of brethren over here--not over
there. The members of the church involved in the more or
less insignificant episode over there did not appear to be cry-
ing about anything. All of the noise was made over here, by
misguided brethren who seized upon an opportunity to put the
church before the public. As for all of the appeals to sentiment
in regard to that midget riot in Rome, with all the accusations
that were hurled at some good men who could not see any sense
or sanity in the things that were being done, everybody knows
or ought to know that nobody among us was trying to help the
Catholics. Speaking for myself, there is no man in all the
church or in all the land whose repulsion and revulsion to Roman
Catholicism exceeds my own. But I was not and am not in
favor of allowing important New Testament principles to be
scrapped in a riotous rumpus with Rome. The fault is all over
here. It is in the thing that we are seeing developed before our
eyes. In an ecclesiastic eldership are the latent seeds of Cath-
olicism. There is far more implicated and embedded, in the
work and activities with which the churches of Christ in this
country have become involved in Italy, than a momentary
clash with the Catholics. The pope of Rome is himself an over-
grown metropolitan elder. It was the diocesan eldership that
developed the corruption that produced him with all of the
abominations of the ecclesiastical papel system. The organiza-
tional functions of the protestant denominations are but the
reflections of that same corruption. The digressive Christian
church with its boards, societies and inter-church organizations
has copied after the denominations. And when churches of
Christ arrive at where all of this centralized cooperation propa-
ganda is leading, they will have become carbon copies of the
Christian Church. Who in the name of reason or religion, or
even popularity, wants to be that?
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THE CAUSE IN CHICAGO

(OCTOBER, 1950)

It has been generally known for years that the Cornell church
in Chicago, with its premillennial leadership and sympathy,
has been the dominant force in that area, which means that the
influence has been for error rather than truth. The policies and
attitudes of this church have been extended to other congrega-
tions in Chicagoland, and they are responsible for the disloyalty
existing on practically all of the issues before the church today,
including the first principles of the gospel and the identity of
the church. Some of the smaller churches there do not actually
share the beliefs nor hold the errors of the premillennialism and
modernism sponsored by the Cornell church, but these other
congregations have pursued the course of least resistance, and
assuming the air of complacency, in a spirit of indifference,
they have adopted the head-in-the-sand attitude of the ostrich
--they do not “see” the danger in the false doctrines taught.
Still others who concede the evils of the teaching and confess
its dangers nevertheless seek peace by appeasement and want
no issue drawn. Among these are those who always say that
they indorse the “principles” we uphold, but do not approve
the “method.” That is the old line of all who have not upheld
the truth nor helped in any way those who have made the fight
for it. In the final analysis it means that they are not with us,
but against us. Their language is the speech of appeasers and
the jargon of betrayers. They do not sow with us, they scatter
abroad.

But premillennialism is not all that is wrong with Chicago
churches. The gathering clouds of Modernism cast sable
shadows over the churches there. The preachers for the two
largest churches in Chicago are modernists in belief and teach-
ing in reference to the Bible, and sectarian in their view of the
church. They are not gospel preachers. The proof of this in-
dictment is in their own sayings both private and public, oral
and written. Samples of such are here submitted:
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“The Restoration Movement began as a reaction against
rabid sectarianism on the American frontier in the last century.
It has flourished in the South where conditions have favored its
growth. For a long time its ministry and its constituency were
largely uneducated. Its democratic interpretation of the doc-
trine of salvation was a much-needed antidote against Calvin-
istic determinism. Its clarion call to unity inspired earnest
Christians to hope that their beloved Faith could be saved from
the destructive wrangles of warring sects. Now we are in a new
century. America has no more frontier. Our churches are in-
creasing in the East and West and Middle West as well as in
the South. Our members are increasingly informed people.
Our ministers have college degrees and graduate degrees. The
noise of sectarian strife is dying away; many people in all
churches are praying and working for unity. A new interest in
the redeeming grace of God is promising to revitalize American
Protestantism. We are faced with new issues, new problems,
new decisions. The Restoration pioneers can help us but little.
We are on our own. What shall we do?

“1. Should we be offering men peace, or are we really come
to bring a sword and to set a man against his neighbor and also
against himself? Is the Christian life one of discontent and
tension or of steadiness and peace?

“2. As the range and tempo of our missionary efforts increase,
as our churches and their membership north of the Mason-Dixon
Line increase, as our ministers and members become more edu-
cated, shall we shift to new emphases in our preaching and
thinking, or shall we continue to repeat in unaltered form what
our frontiersmen-fathers set forth as the full gospel?

"3. Shall we seek points of contact with the new vitality
manifesting itself in American Protestantism seen in the re-
newed interest in Biblical religion and Christian unity; or shall
we continue our policy, forced upon us by Southern sectarian-
ism, of complete separation from our religious neighbors?"--
ROBERT E. Box--(in bulletin of Cornell church.)

It is hardly conceivable that the above sample of tripe could
ooze out of the pen of any man professing to be a preacher of
the gospel. From any source it is sickening and from one claim-
ing to be a gospel preacher it is putrid. But it is what issues
from the Cornell church, radio programs and bulletins. It is a
mixture of several elements--digression, sectarianism and mod-
ernism. Portions of it have the ring of digressive preachers in
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Tennessee and Texas in early days; parts of it sound like Harry
Emerson Fosdick, Chicago University, and some lesser lights in
California. This bulletin of the Cornell church and its preacher
proves that there is more wrong in Chicago than premillennial-
ism alone.

The modernist whose name is initialed at the end of the
article was born in the South, rocked in an Alabama cradle,
and reared in Southern Methodism. His real trouble is not
sectarianism getting into the church as he decries, but rather
Methodism not getting out of him. He wants to reform the
whole church of Christ to conform to the ultra-liberalism of
modern Methodism. He did not get far enough out of Method-
ism to know what the gospel is, nor what a New Testament
church is like.

These modern fledglings among us are glibly referring to the
giants of the church as men without education. According to
their standard the greatest men in the church in the past, and
the ripest Bible scholars of the present, are “uneducated.” It
is plain that a few men with “degrees and graduate degrees”
want to change the church. They are not in sympathy with the
church as it is; they do not believe the gospel; they do not sub-
scribe to the same principles nor stand for the same things the
churches of Christ set forth to the world. They are not of us;

 they ought to go out from us, as John said of such in his epistle.
They are the same in kind and character as those of whom
John wrote. The churches do not need them; loyal churches
cannot use them.

Unfortunately there is more than one of this brand in Chi-
cago. The minister for the Northwest church is of the same
strata-a modernist. In the files of his recorded public and
private sayings are such passages as the following:

1. The book of Genesis, as to Mosaic authorship, not to be
accepted simply because Jesus quoted from it and said Moses
wrote it.

2. God did not keep Moses out of the Promised Land for
such a little thing as striking the rock.

3. God did not say to Balaam what is stated in Numbers
22:20, and Balaam’s ass did not speak; it was only Balaam’s
conscience.

4. Argued in favor of the “two Isaiahs” theory, which denies
the date and authorship of the prophecy of Isaiah and assigns
it to a post-exile time, which destroys its inspiration.
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5. Contrasting Ephesians 2:8 “not of works” with James
2:24 “by works and not by faith only.” Paul’s theology was
more beautiful than the theology of James.

6. Declared against the verbal inspiration of the New Test-
ament in a discussion of such passages as Matthew 10:19, 1
Corinthians 2:13; and Acts 2:4.

7. Stated that many a person had died a much more heroic
and noble death than Christ.

8. In defense of a known modernist, declared that he might
be forced to leave the “Church of Christ,” though he did not
wish to do so.

9. Charged “our brethren” with being so narrow-minded
that they would get mad if they learned that a good Methodist
had gone to heaven.

10. Referred to the Baptist teachers in the Baptist Seminary
as “godly men in this Seminary who reverence the word of God.”

11. Complained to a gospel preacher in Louisville that “there
is absolutely no elasticity in the Church of Christ.”

12. Stated that the Church of Christ needs some educated
men to write out the doctrine of the church so theologians can
study it.

13. Stated on several occasions that his views were out of
line with the “traditional preaching” of our preachers in general.

14. Claimed that there are no scriptures for the items of wor-
ship as observed by our congregations on Lord’s Day.

15. Asserted that it cannot be proved that the Lord’s Supper
should be observed weekly, and that Acts 20:7 is no proof.

16. Taught that the early church observed both the sabbath
and the first day of the week.

17. Insisted that the elders of the church hold no position of
authority in the congregation, and that it is right to vote on
church affairs, except to vote people into the church, and argued
that “take heed to the flock" in Acts 20:28 means for the elders
to heed the flock.

18. Reflected on the brethren who had opposed premillennial-
ism and said if he had to choose between a certain one and
R. H. Boll he would “take Boll every time.”

19. Taught that the church is “the visible manifestation of
the kingdom” (which is premillennialism) and condemned the
idea of the church and the kingdom being the same thing as
“traditional preaching.”
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20. Ridiculed the Good Confession and criticized the preach-
ing and practice of the older preachers regarding it.

These and other like statements are in the record of this
man’s utterances, documented by reputable people, elders and
deacons and members of churches, and a number of well-known
preachers of the gospel before whom these statements were re-
peatedly made, who signed their names to documents verifying
them. And this sort of liberalism infiltrated the church for which
this modernist preached.

On my appointments in Chicago I have preached plainly and
forthrightly on “Evidences of Inspiration”; “The Establish-
ment of the Church”; “The Setting Up of the Kingdom”; “The
Marks of the New Testament Church”; “Salvation in the
Church” ; “The Evils of Modernism”; and “The Errors of Pre-
millennialism.” The fact that these sermons, and the preaching
of them, were opposed by the Liberals there, reveals the atti-
tude they all maintain toward gospel preachers and gospel

meetings. We hold nothing in common.
With premillennialism on one hand and modernism on the

other, it can be seen that some of the churches in Chicago are
now at the crossroads. They must turn one way or the other.
The only alternative for those who desire to be loyal to the
truth is to reject such teachers, repudiate their teaching, and
openly oppose the sphere of influence of those churches that
engage and support them, for such teaching is the worst sort of
heresy. “A man that is a heretic after the first and second ad-
monition reject.” (Tit. 3:10.)

I shall be returning to the Chicago area in the effort to make
the impact of plain Bible preaching felt throughout the region
of Chicagoland.
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ANOTHER NEW PREACHER

THE TRIBE: Early in 1945 I wrote a short announcement
for the Bible Banner, entitled “A New Preacher.” It intro-
duced Wilson Wallace, my middle son, to the brethren as
a preacher. He had graduated from the University of
Oklahoma, and was ready to go. With nearly six years to
his preaching credit, Wilson has held a hundred meetings,
and is a gospel preacher in his own right, standing on his
own merits and qualifications.

Comes now another recruit to the tribe--William E.
Wallace, my youngest son, “Bill.” He worked for Uncle
Sam in the U. S. Marine Corps for four years. Out of mili-
tary service now, William is attending school at the State
College in Ada, Oklahoma, and is full time preacher for
the church at Asher, near there. He is in the territory of
his grandfather, Foy E. Wallace Sr., who lived at Seminole
a long time, and who before that preached in the early
days all over that area when it was Indian Territory,
before Oklahoma’s statehood. My boys have a noble grand-
sire and a name to uphold. When his college work is done,
William will also make his mark preaching, as his brother
Wilson, three years his senior, is now doing. With parental
pride I see the tribe increase.

Wilson is engaged full time in holding meetings, is
available, and takes pleasure in going wherever he may
be called. Allowing for “parental prejudice,” I have it on
good authority that his meetings are well conducted, and
that he is capable of fulfilling all of the demands of a
gospel meeting anywhere he is wanted.
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THE LAW OF CHRIST ON THE FIRST DAY
OF THE WEEK OBSERVANCE OF THE

LORD’S SUPPER

(NOVEMBER, 1950)

From some classrooms of Bible Departments in “Christian
Colleges” now comes the teaching that there is no specific com-
mand for the observance of the Lord’s Supper on “every first
day of the week,” and being only a one-time example in Acts
20:7 on and for a special occasion of Paul’s presence at Troas,
the Lord’s Supper may be observed at optional intervals and on
other occasions than “the first day”--even on Thursday or
Friday. A look at the passages of scripture bearing on the ob-
servance of this memorial of the death and resurrection of the
Lord Jesus Christ will annihilate this sacrilegious error of cer-
tain professors--it borders on heresy.

1. Christians were commanded to eat the Lord’s Supper--
Matthew 26:26; 1 Corinthians 11:23-24.

2. They were commanded to assemble--Hebrews 10:25.
3. They ate the Lord’s Supper when assembled--l Corinthians

11:17, 34.
4. They assembled to eat the Lord’s Supper--l Corinthians

11:33; Acts 20:7.
5. They assembled on the first day of the week--Acts 20:7;

1 Corinthians 16:1-2.
6. All of these things were commandments of the Lord--

1 Corinthians 11:2; 14:37.
Summary: We are commanded to eat the Supper; we are

commanded to assemble; the purpose of the assembly is to eat
the Supper; the time for the assembly is the first day of the
week; therefore, the assembly on the first day of the week “to
break bread” (eat the Lord’s Supper) is commanded by the
Lord--l Corinthians 14:37.

The Corinthian church was established, and these com-
mands had already been given to that church, before Paul’s
visit to Troas mentioned in Acts 20. (Acts 18--l Corinthians
15:1--1 Corinthians 16:1). The conclusion is irrefutable that
Acts 20:7 is an example of obedience to the previous commands,
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and when it is declared in Acts 20:7 that “upon the first day of
the week, when the disciples came together to break bread” it
was based on the previous command. Paul had “received of
the Lord” this commandment, “which also I delivered unto
you,” he said (1 Corinthian 11:23); but Paul was not present
with Jesus and the twelve on “the same night in which he was
betrayed,” therefore he later “received of the Lord” this com-
mandment by revelation and had “delivered” it to the Corin-
thian church as an inspired command--“This do in remem-
brance of me.” The verb do--“this do”--is the imperative
mode which grammatically carries the command, and the prepo-
sition in--“in remembrance of me”--is eis, or in order to. So
the command reads: Do this in order to the remembrance of me.
In Acts 20:7 “when” the disciples came together upon the first
day of the week to break bread”--the word when is an adverb
of time, and denotes the appointed time, and to break bread is a
phrase of purpose and states the reason, or the why for the
gathering--the purpose for which they came together: Namely
and specifically to break bread. Paul’s presence and preaching
were incidental to the occasion and it was not the purpose of the
coming together on that day.

So the example of Acts 20:7 “upon the first day of the week,
when the disciples came together to break bread,” was in obedi-
ence to the command of 1 Corinthians 11:23 which Paul “re-
ceived of the Lord” by revelation and “delivered” to the Corin-
thians by inspiration--and it is in “the commandments of the
Lord” (1 Cor. 14:37)--it is the law of Christ.

That a professor in a “Christian College” should attempt to
minimize this divine ordinance in a Bible class of young stu-
dents, in an effort to break the force of this New Testament
teaching and practice, is deplorable, and God will not hold an
administration guiltless which permits it, nor elders of churches
who allow such error to proceed from pulpits.
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QUOTING THE PIONEERS

(DECEMBER, 1950)

It is generally known that it is a habit of the premillennialists
among us to quote from the writings of the leaders in what is
called the “Restoration Movement,” in an effort to find sanction
for their present day millennial creed. It is also becoming
more and more known that they have not been too scrupulous
in their quotations and in the handling of the writings of these
men. But occasionally from new sources comes indications of
the prevalent misconceptions that many people have formed of
the teaching of some of the great men of the nineteenth century.
Comes now a letter conveying to me the suggestion that despite
my recent quotations from McGarvey on verbal inspiration,
that I must really not have read McGarvey, as I had apparent-
ly overlooked the premillennial teaching in his writings! And
this from the intellectual cultus of California. So it now be-
hooves me to give the readers a sample of "McGarvey's premil-
lennial teaching.”

When Glenn V. Tingley, the Birmingham, Ala., premillennial-
ist asserted in debate with me that McGarvey was a premil-
lennialist, I fed him on the following quotations, and he lost
his appetite for McGarvey. We certainly do not aim to even
leave the impression that because McGarvey is “unimpeach-
able” as a scholar that he is infallible as a teacher. We know
wherein he was mistaken on some things, but he was neither a
modernist nor a premillennialist, and such schools of thought
among us now can get no comfort from his writings. We have
heard him on inspiration, now hear him on premillennialism.

“It was well known to the Jews, as it is now to all interpreters
of the prophetic Psalms, that David habitually speaks in the
first person when prophesying of Christ; and in any given case,
if it is made clear that he does not speak of himself, the conclu-
sion is said that he speaks of Christ . . . . it also corrected
their conception of an earthly reign of the Christ, and showed
them that he was to sit on David’s throne after his resurrection,
not before his death.” (Commentary On Acts, page 33.)
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“He had made him Lord by causing him to sit on God’s own
throne, to rule over angels and men; and he had made him Christ
by causing him to sit on the throne of David according to prom-
ise. It was God’s throne because it was the throne of universal
dominion; and it was David’s throne, because it was the lineal
descent from David which made Jesus rightful king. From this
conclusion the Jewish hearers of Peter learned that, contrary to
their previous conception, the promised Christ was to sit, not
on an earthly throne, however glorious, but on the throne of the
universe.” (Commentary On Acts, page 36.)

Doubtless, much of the current confusion over what "McGar-
vey says” is due to the Standard Commentary series, published
under the names of McGarvey & Pendleton. But the bulk of
this commentary was by Pendleton, and should not be ascribed
to McGarvey at all. In fact, as a whole, it should not bear his
name. The death of McGarvey occurred when this work on the
New Testament epistles had only proceeded to eighth chapter
of Romans--all after that belongs to Pendleton alone. As an
example of Pendleton’s immediate disregard of McGarvey, he
inserted the comment on the Greek verb psallo in Romans 15:9
as permitting the use of mechanical instruments in music in the
worship of the church, knowing full well that McGarvey re-
pudiated the argument that any such meaning is attached to
the New Testament use of psallo. This is what McGarvey said:

“If any man who is a preacher believes that the apostle
teaches the use of instrumental music in the church, by en-
joining the singing of psalms, he is one of those smatterers in
Greek who can believe anything that he wishes to believe. When
the wish is father to the thought, correct exegesis is like water on
a duck‘s back,” (Biblical Criticism, page 116.)

That is a rather severe rebuke to Pendleton, his colleague,
who did that very thing in reference to psallo, and put it in the
Standard Commentary, after the death of McGarvey. In every
debate I have held with digressive preachers on the music ques-
tion, they have quoted Pendleton’s comment on psallo as being
what “McGarvey said”--and every time they did it, their
ignorance and dishonesty were exposed.

The same thing is being done now by various writers who
attempt to lend sanction to their schisms and prestige to their
perversions by quoting, or misquoting, the writings of these
men. It has never been, and is not now, my idea to prove any
point of scripture teaching by what men have said; but when
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the opposers of the truth appropriate the names of great men to
enhance their heresies, it is right and proper that their dis-
honesty be reproved and the integrity of the teaching of good
men of the past be vindicated. We all know that some of these
good men were in error on some points, but we are not minded
to be silent when they are misrepresented on the points wherein
they were right, and allow their teaching to be perverted.

The same thing is true of other important names. Take Lard,
for instance. That he held certain theoretical views on a future
millennium, no one denies; but that it was the modern millen-
nialism of a restored national Israel, of the sort promoted and
propagated today, Lard himself denies. Read his own words in
his Commentary on Romans:

“It is strenuously maintained that, as a nation, Israel is yet
to be restored to divine favor. With those entertaining this
view I cannot agree. As a nation Israel, in my opinion, will
never be restored. The only restoration that awaits them is
individual . . . on the condition alone of belief in Christ can
they ever regain the divine favor . . . . it will be as individuals
and not as a nation. They will then exist as constituent parts
of the church, and not dwell apart by themselves as a nation.
The individual Christianization of the Jew is one thing, their
re-nationalization quite another. In that, I believe up to a
large number; in this, not at all.” (Romans, page 347.)

“But in endeavoring to forecast the probable future of the
Jews, two things are to be steadily kept in mind. 1. That no
miracle will be worked in order to effect their conversion. The
gospel is God’s power for salvation. Consequently, he who is
not saved by it will never be saved at all. All will be done to
save the Jews that is now being done to save the Gentiles, but
no more. 2. That the future salvation of Israel does not imply
their restoration to their ancient home in Palestine. The former
is a great necessity, the latter is none. When converted, the
Jew can be just as happy, dispersed as they now are, as though
they were all crowded back into Judea; and certainly they can
be far more useful. The gospel is not designed to prepare men
for an earthly Canaan, but for a heavenly.” (Romans, page 371.)

Another example is Robert Milligan, whom millennialists
among us are wont to claim. Regardless of any “views” he may
have indulged, here is what he says on points which involve the
very heart of the millennial heresy:
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“According then, to the testimony of Peter, Jesus Christ
was, on the day of Pentecost, seated on the throne of David,
not in Jerusalem, as the Jews anticipated, but in heaven at the
right hand of God. He was exalted to the rank and dignity of
a Prince as well as a Saviour. And hence, for the first time in
the history of the world, those who gladly received the word,
were commanded to be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ for
the remission of sins. And hence, a few years after this, Paul
in his letter to the Colossians, made it a subject of thanks-
giving that God had delivered them from under power and
dominion of darkness, and had translated them into the kingdom
of his dear Son. We need scarcely add that what was in this
respect true of the Colossians, was equally true of all other
Christians; that they had all, in like manner, been translated
into the same kingdom.” (Milligan, in Millennial Harbinger,
1858, page 69.)

“When we say that this language is symbolical we simply
affirm that it is similar to other parts of the Apocalypse. Very
few persons, we presume, will insist on a strictly literal inter-
pretation of this passage. That an angel, in the ordinary sense
of this term, will ever descend from heaven, and literally lay
hold on the Dragon, that Old Serpent, which is the Devil and
Satan; that he will bind him with a literal chain of gold, silver,
iron, brass, or any other kind of material; that he will literally
cast him into the bottomless pit and lock him up as a culprit
is confined in a jail or penitentiary; that during the period of
his imprisonment the souls of the martyrs and of those who had
not worshipped the beast and his image will sit on the literal
thrones, and literally reign with Christ, while all the rest of
the dead will slumber in their graves; and that at the expiration
of one thousand years the literal chain will be literally taken
off Satan, the doors of his prison opened, and he be permitted thus
to go out once more to deceive the nations--This we presume
is rather too literal for almost anyone.” (Scheme of Redemption,
page 567.)

And now, after all of the apologies for men and what they
have said have been made, the thing we most need is not a
“thus saith” Campbell, Milligan, Lard and McGarvey--but a
“thus saith the Lord,” for all that we do.
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THE PURPOSE OF BAPTISM

(DECEMBER , 1950)

The question of what a scriptural subject of baptism must
understand in order to render obedience in that act has again
been brought to attention. A writer on the subject congratu-
lates himself that he preaches for a church that does not ques-
tion the validity of one’s immersion, so long as the one him-
self is satisfied with it. This is not a new point of view, but it is
certainly a wrong viewpoint. Paul asked the twelve at Ephesus
into what they had been immersed. Was Paul holding an in-
quest over these immersed people? They were satisfied with
their immersion, which (being John’s baptism) was even for
the remission of sins. Though they were baptized for that
purpose, they still did not obtain the remission for which they
were baptized, because something else was wrong with that
baptism. If, then, the baptism of the twelve was invalid when
they believed it to be for the remission of sins, because they
were mistaken on another vital point, what about the validity
of one’s baptism who does not believe it is for the remission
of sins, hence wrong on that vital point?

We are told that baptism has numerous designs, the under-
standing of which is not essential to its validity. But there
is one of these various and sundry purposes of baptism, it is
contended, that must be always understood. If it is true that
there are multiple purposes of baptism, by what authority does
a man select one of these purposes, out of the many, as the one
which must be understood? What right has anyone to say
that this one must be understood while the others may not be
understood? That is a rather singular standard of discrimina-
tion, and a peculiar assumption of authority for an arbitrary
selection of essentials and non-essentials.

It is interesting also to note that the one purpose picked as
the essential one, is a “design” that is nowhere mentioned with
the command to be baptized, and nowhere named by either
Jesus Christ or his apostles as being the design of baptism. It
is argued that this one necessary purpose of baptism is to obey
God. The other purposes of baptism, such as remission of sins,
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washing away sins, to get into Christ, to be saved, and even to
receive the Christ whom God would send--all these are designs,
we are told, which may not be understood, but the design to
obey God is the one which must be understood. Now what is
the basis of any such selection ? I submit to you that if baptism
has several designs, no man can select one and sift the others.

At this point, as altogether too often it has been done, Alex-
ander Campbell was called up as a witness, and made to testify
that it is not necessary to understand the sundry designs of
baptism in order for baptism to be valid. It is always a mis-
take to attempt to prove anything by men, but a definite mis-
take to offer Campbell as a witness on that point. It was Alex-
ander Campbell who insisted that baptism has one design only
--only one, and that is the remission of sins.

Hear the substance and summary of his argument on this
point, taken from Christian Baptism, under Design of Baptism,
pages 249-253.

“The form of the expression is exceedingly familiar and in-
telligible: and, were it not for an imaginary incongruity between
the means and the end, or the thing done and the alleged pur-
pose or result, no one could, for a moment, doubt that the de-
sign of baptism was “for the remission of sins.”

The form of the expression is the most common in language,
and especially in the simple and sacred style of the apostles
and evangelists. From the few examples at the foot of the page,
any one can see with what little reason and evidence anyone can
intimate that the form of the expression does not indicate the
design of an action. Indeed, if this preposition does not inti-
mate design, we might well ask, what other word in that lan-
guage could suggest such an idea?

Nor is it only casually intimated that New Testament bap-
tism was ordained for this purpose. It is the only purpose for
which it was ordained ; whether in the hands of John or the
twelve apostles. What could be more plain or intelligible than
such forms of expression as the following:- . . . “the baptism
of repentance for the remission of sins.” (Mark 1:4) It was not
a baptism, but the baptism of repentance. It was not for re-
mission of sins, but for the remission of sins. The fixtures of
language could not more safely secure the intention of an in-
stitution. It was not because your sins have been remitted; but
it is for, or in order to the remission of sins. . . .
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So far, then, as the force of the preposition is of any conse-
quence or value to show a connection between baptism and
remission of sins, it is incontrovertibly indicative of that con-
nection. But were it translated in every case into or unto (ver-
sions of the word very common in all writings, sacred and pro-
fane), it is as certainly, though not so obviously to all minds,
indicative of such connection. To baptize into remission, or
unto remission, intimates that the subject of that act is about
passing into a new state; as entering into marriage indicates
that it is for such purposes the action, whatever it may be, is
performed. “Unto what, then, were ye baptized?” (Acts 19:3),
is equivalent to the question, For what were you, then, baptized;
or, into what were you, then, baptized? In either case the rela-
tion of the person baptized is changed. . . .

Now if there be but one baptism, and if it appears that both
the New Testament dispensations of baptism, by John and by
the apostles, clearly affirm a connection between baptism and
remission of sins-must it not follow that the only divinely in-
stituted baptism is for the remission of sins.

It may, however, tend to the confirmation of those halting
between two opinions, to inquire whether there be any other
connection between baptism and anything else noted in the
Christian Scriptures; and, if so, of what nature and kind it is?

In the first place, then, no one is commanded to be baptized
for anything else, than for the remission of sins. This is a very
important fact, and worthy of much reflection. . . .

Evident, then, it is, that there is no specific design on account
of which any one can constitutionally be baptized, except it be
for the remission of sins previously committed. . . .

True, when immersed into Christ, we have “put on Christ”;
and, of course, are in him and under him . . . . Still, through
faith and repentance, we are commanded to be baptized for one
specific purpose, just as much as we celebrate the Lord’s Day
and the Lord’s Supper for a specific purpose. . . .

Having then, philologically ascertained that, in the sacred
writings of the apostles and evangelists of our King, the bap-
tisms of the New Testament were all for the remission of sins,
and for no other specific purpose; our second leading inquiry
must be, in what sense is baptism for the remission of sins?
The connection between baptism and remission being now fully
ascertained and established, the nature of that connection
comes deservedly under our immediate examination.”



THE PRESENT TRUTH

No matter what Campbell may have said before, during the
course of the rather checkered religious career in which he made
many changes, he was right when he wrote this statement about
the design of baptism; and after learning this truth I have no
information that he ever turned from it.

It is true that the design of baptism is stated in various ex-
pressions, but the language employed clearly indicates the one
and the same design or purpose. Such terms as regeneration,
reconciliation, conversion and the new birth are all descriptive
of the same thing. So it is that the expressions, “shall be saved”;
“for remission of sins” ; “that your sins may be blotted out”;
“wash away thy sins”; and “baptized into Christ” are all simply
different ways of saying the same thing; and if a subject of bap-
tism understands the truth of any single one of these statements,
he understands the truth of all of them, for they all express the
same truth, pointing to the one same end, or design.

Another mistake on the point involved here lies in the failure
to distinguish between design and result. They are not the
same. The Lord’s Supper has one design, expressed in the
phrase “in order to the memory of me.” The preposition "in"
is eis (in order to), hence “do this in (eis) in order to the memory
of me.” Can one observe the Lord’s Supper who does not
know that it is “in memory”--a memorial of Christ?

While it is true that the Lord’s Supper has but one design,
there are several results attached to its observance, one of
which, for instance, is proclaiming Christ till he comes--“as
oft as ye eat this bread and drink this cup, ye proclaim the
Lord’s death till he comes.”

So it is with the statement of Acts 3, when the apostle said,
“and he shall send the Christ.” Sending Christ was not the
design of baptism, as stated in Acts 3:10 in the command to “be
converted that your sins may be blotted out”--it was a result of
the state of conversion into which they entered. But if it is
insisted that sending Christ is the design of their baptism, then
it would only mean that the people were baptized in order to
receive Christ, and again that is but another statement of the
same truth, for how can one be baptized into Christ without
receiving him? Baptism has only one design, no matter how
many statements of it, and one who understands any statement
of it, understands the truth of every statement.

So, when Paul asked the twelve, “into what were ye baptized”
he asked the vital question. Applying the question to a denom-
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inational baptism, no man can be baptized into a human de-
nomination and get into Christ by the same act. If one is bap-
tized into the Baptist church, he is not baptized into Christ, be-
cause Christ is not in the Baptist church and the Baptist church
is not in Christ. If he is in it, one might be baptized into it and
get into him; or if it is in him, one might be baptized into him
and get into it. But he is not in it, and it is not in him, there-
fore no one can be baptized into him and get into it, nor be bap-
tized into it and get into him.

It is time for brethren to quit (and I thought most of them
had) preaching to denominational people that they are in the
wrong place, and when convincing them of it, just leave them
where they are, satisfied with their baptism. Personally, I
have unsatisfied several thousand denominational people with
their baptism, and have baptized more Baptists than any other
brand.

Jesus Christ said, “Go ye into all the world, and preach the
gospel to every creature. He that believeth and is baptized
shall be saved.” He that believeth--what? The gospel. The
idea that all one must believe in order to be baptized is the mere
fact that Jesus is Christ did not originate with the gospel. One
may believe the fact that Jesus is Christ, and not believe the
gospel. “He that believeth (the gospel) and is baptized, shall
be saved.” When a man believes that he is saved before he
is baptized, he does not believe the gospel, and he cannot be
baptized, in any scriptural, valid sense. When one is baptized
into a denomination, and knows that he is being baptized into
one, no matter what he believes about baptism, it becomes an
institutional act, a denominational baptism.

Preachers of the gospel should preach the gospel to denom-
inational people on baptism, and quit encouraging them to be
satisfied with something they have done which is no part of the
gospel, and therefore no act of obedience to God.

To obey God is the general purpose of everything one does in
life publicly and privately, religiously and otherwise. But that
expression is not a specific design attached to positive institu-
tions. Suppose someone eats the Lord’s Supper to obey God who
does not know that it is in memory of Christ. Could he observe
the Lord’s Supper? Paul says that in order to observe it, the
body and blood of the Lord must be discerned. Hence, simply
to obey God would not be a sufficient “design.” So it is with
baptism-it has one specific purpose, and without the know-
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ledge of that purpose, one cannot obey God in the command.
As well say one can observe the Lord’s Supper without discern-
ing the body and blood of the Lord, as to claim that one may
be baptized who does not know and believe the scriptural
purpose.
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McGARVEY AND THE CRITICS

(JANUARY, 1951)

In the year 1910 the Standard Publishing Company printed
a book under the title Biblical Criticism, consisting of the articles
of J. W. McGarvey in a department of the Christian Standard
from January 1893 through the year 1904. The purpose of the
department was to deal with the criticisms against the Bible in
the field of Higher Criticism, better known as Destructive
Criticism, and to expose the fallacies of the modernists of his
time, who were at that time beginning to drive wedges into the
colleges of the Christian Church, such as Transylvania and
Bethany. History repeats, and this same modernism is now
edging into the colleges being conducted by our own brethren
today. It is interesting to note that the same sophistry being
put out now by the modernists of the Chicago University, and
their proteges of the miniature replica of that institution in
Los Angeles (Pepperdine College), were demolished under the
withering fire of McGarvey. Other books by McGarvey, such
as Evidences of Christianity, and Authorship of the Pentateuch,
are exhaustive works and exceedingly valuable, but the short
and incisive articles of Biblical Criticism are glittering gems of
truth, casting scintillating rays of impenetrable faith in the
unanswerable arguments made in support of the absolute in-
tegrity of the Bible as the verbally inspired word of God.

The articles were written for the masses, in an easy and un-
derstandable style, often bubbling with wit and bristling with
humor, to which some objected who were the objects of his
shafts; but it was plain to see that the gravity of his logic, rather
than the levity of his witticism, was the real ground of objection.

On this point Brother McGarvey inserted the following note
in his department, entitled “Criticism and Witticism” :

“Under this heading there is an editorial, in the Christian
Evangelist, reviewing the last lesson which I gave its senior
editor. He says: “Professor McGarvey, so far as we know,
never manifested the qualities of a humorist until he assumed
the role of a Biblical critic.” He does me too great honor in rep-
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resenting me as having assumed the role of a Biblical critic. I
make no such pretension. I only aim to stand in between the
critics, some of whom I have had opportunity to study, and
my brethren who have not enjoyed this opportunity, that I
may give the latter the benefit of my readings, and guard them
against being misled. If the editor had known me better, he
would have known that, without being a humorist, I have al-
ways been somewhat given to humor; perhaps too much so for
a preacher. I have always been disposed to laugh at things
which are ludicrous, and the only development in this respect
of which I am conscious in connection with Biblical criticism, is
this: I find myself now disposed to laugh at some things which
once made me angry. When I first began to read these destruc-
tive critics, I was like Elihu while listening in silence to the
sophistical arguments of Job and his friends--my wrath was
kindled. I recollect particularly that when I read Robertson
Smith’s “Old Testament in the Jewish Church,” I was out of
humor from beginning to end. But now that I see farther into
the sophistries and follies of the critics, I laugh at some things
which then kindled my wrath. I have experienced a change
somewhat like that of the barnyard animals when, after the
ass had come in clothed with the lion’s skin, and had frightened
them all, they saw his long ears stick out, and all broke into a
roar of laughter. I must be excused, then, if I laugh at some of
the ridiculous positions of the critics and their apologists.

“I have observed, too, that some things are exposed in their
nakedness as soon as you turn the laugh on them, and that a
good laugh is sometimes more effective than any amount of
argument. If a fellow should stand up and say that two and
two make five, and you should undertake to argue with him,
such a fellow will dispute all day, and have the last word in
spite of you. But if you laugh, the company will probably
laugh with you, and that’s an end of the matter. It is precisely
so in regard to many of the positions and expositions of the de-
structive critics; so I have laughed, and I will laugh, at their
folly. If I were writing a book, I would try to straighten my
face and put on my dignity; but as I am only writing for a week-
ly paper, I can afford to have a little fun.” (Biblical Criticism,
pp. 71-3)

While the usually sedate McGarvey deviated from his serious
vein “to have a little fun,” at the expense of the critics of the
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Bible, he also took a few other excursions from the main pur-
pose of his department to take care of a few other issues, ap-
propos to present day sympathetic attitudes toward error and
the teachers of error, as the following quote on “Heresy-hunt-
ing,” so interestingly reveals :

“Some people have a very confused idea about hunting for
heresy, and about Christian liberty. If a man advances and
seeks to propagate teaching which I regard as very injurious,
if not ruinous, and I assail it with vigor, such vigor as he feels
unable to resist on the merits of the question, it is common for
him and his friends to cry out, “Heresy-hunter! Heresy-hunter!”
If a lot of us should go prying into some man’s utterances to
find something wrong, somewhat as W. T. Moore’s hounds
kept up a yelping all night because, as the old darkey said,
“dey smell somethin’, but can’t 'zac'ly locate it,” we might be
charged with hunting for heresy; but if those hounds had seen a
fox coming out of some man’s hen-roost, nobody would have
objected to their giving him a chase. The fox might cry out for
personal liberty, and say, “I have just as good a right to take a
chicken as you have to take a fox,” nevertheless, the common
judgment of mankind would say that to chase the fox away
would be a righteous act. Out West there are bear-hunters.
They go creeping around among the hills and rocks trying to
slip up on a bear and take advantage of him. In this they are
like real heresy-hunters. But if a man is walking along the
public road, and meets a bear reared on his hind legs, and reach-
ing for him with his fore paws, there is bound to be a fight or a
footrace; and if the man should fight the bear, no man could on
this account call him a bear-hunter. The bear might say, “I
am free, and have as much right on this road as you have,” and
the man could answer, "I am free, too, and have as much right
on this road as you have.” And if the man should also say,
“You are after hugging me, and you hug everybody you can
get hold of, so I will put a bullet through you,” the average
citizen would say that the man was in the right. So if heresy
does not want to be shot at, it should play sly and not walk out
into the public road.” (Biblical Criticism, pp. 383-4)

With the same piquancy of pen the versatile McGarvey took
time out to pay his “respects” to the pretenders of miracle-
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working cults and “divine-healing revivals,” evidently in vogue.
Answering a querist on this subject, he wrote as follows:

“The writer’s mind is evidently controlled by the one con-
sideration set forth in her second paragraph, where she says:
“Ever since I have been old enough to read the New Testament
with any understanding, I have felt that if Christians would
put themselves in the same attitude toward Christ as did those
who came to him for healing when he was on earth in the flesh,
it could not be otherwise than that he would answer their peti-
tions as he did then.” This feeling rests with her on the fact
that Christ is the same yesterday, today and forever, and upon
his promises to answer prayer. It is a feeling quite common
with the readers of the New Testament, who have not learned
to discriminate between the miraculous and the providential.

“The fact that Christ is an unchangeable being is sufficient
proof that he will always act on the same unchangeable prin-
ciples, but not that he will always act in the same way. It is
proof that he will always have compassion on the sick, but not
that he will always restore them to health in this world. Fur-
thermore, the fact that he healed the very few sick who were
in all Palestine, and none outside that little district, if we ex-
cept the Canaanite woman’s daughter, by a touch or a word, is
no ground for supposing that he will now heal all in the whole
world who call upon him, and thus put an end to disease and
death so far as his kingdom extends. He never proposed to in-
terfere in this way with the Father’s decree, “Dust thou art,
and unto dust thou shalt return.”

“It is true that Christ promised to answer prayer, and that
some of his utterances on this subject are so unlimited in their
terms as to have the appearance of being unlimited in reality;
but we must remember that one of the apostles was afflicted
with a malady which was so painful and irritating that he called
it a messenger of Satan to buffet him, yet his earnest prayers to
Christ for healing left him still in his affliction. These promises
are to be construed in a general and not in a universal sense.
The same is true in the matter of life and death. Christ deliver-
ed Peter out of the hand of Herod when all the world would
have said it was impossible, and when the church, though they
prayed for him, prayed not for his deliverance, but for the
steadfastness of his faith in the death which appeared inevi-
table; but when the elder James was taken by the same Herod
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a few days earlier, though he doubtless was also a subject of the
prayers of the church, Christ permitted Herod to cut off his
head. A miracle was wrought in the one instance for special
reasons. In the other the ordinary course of providence pre-
vailed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

“It is true, also, in the passage which our sister cites from
the apostle James, sick disciples were directed to send for the
elders of the church, that they might pray over them, anoint
them with oil, and raise them up; but every reader of the New
Testament should know that this was written when many elders
of the churches possessed the miraculous power of healing, which
was imparted to them by the imposition of the hands of an
apostle. To argue from this that elders of the church, or any-
body else, can do the same in the present day, is to leave out of
view the one thing that enabled them to do it then; that is, the
imposition of apostolic hands with prayer for this gift.

“The practical working of this precept of James, even in the
apostolic age, is modified by actual facts which are too often
overlooked. Paul had the power to heal by a word or a touch,
and he used it on proper occasions; but on one of his journeys
through the province of Asia he left Trophimus sick at Miletus
(2 Tim. 4:20). On another occasion, Epaphroditus was sick
“nigh unto death.” He had been sent to Rome by the brethren
at Philippi to minister to Paul’s wants as a prisoner, and he in-
curred this sickness in consequence of the journey. Paul was,
therefore, doubly sorrowful at the prospect of his death; but he
did not heal him. He did not anoint him with oil, nor raise him
up (Phil. 2:25-30). Again, Timothy was an invalid from some
disease of the stomach; yet Paul neither healed him nor told
him to pray for healing, but advised him to take a little wine
as a tonic. These facts show plainly that the precept of James
was exceptional and temporary, even in the age of the apostles,
and that the later practice of Paul is to be looked upon as the
permanent order of the kingdom of Christ.

“Finally, there is a negative evidence on this subject which
in itself is conclusive: unlike these modern advocates of “divine
healing,” the apostles were never known to go about exhorting
people to come forward for the healing of the body. They ef-
fected miraculous cures in a few instances, “as a sign to the un-
believers,” but they never proclaimed, either to saints or sin-
ners, that the healing of all diseases was a part of the gospel
which they were sent to preach. These so-called faith-cure
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churches, therefore, and the preachers who officiate in them
as “divine healers,” or what not, are not modeled after the
apostolic type, but are misleading the people by humbuggery.
Fortunately for the people, the great majority of them have
too much good sense to be humbugged by a device so trans-
parent. (Biblical Criticism, pp. 348-351)

In similar vein McGarvey would frequently puncture argu-
ments of the Adventist, Universalist and Millennial cults, with
incisive brevity, which also “punctures” the dishonest refer-
ences by some of millennialist sympathy today to what, with-
out warrant, they have termed "McGarvey's millennial tenden-
cies.” He has spoken too plainly, and too repeatedly, in his
articles and books for such misrepresentations to go unchal-
lenged, in such direct comments as the following under the
title “The Restoration of All Things.”

“There is no passage in the Scripture more constantly garbled
by the Universalists, and some others than Acts 3:21, in which
the expression “the restoration of all things” occurs. In the
verse, as usually quoted, Peter, speaking of Jesus says: “Whom
the heaven must receive until the times of the restoration of
all things”; and it is claimed that by the restoration of all
things is meant the restoration of the whole human race to its
primitive condition. . . . They quote but a part of the sen-
tence leaving off a modifying clause. The whole of its reads,
“Whom the heaven must receive until the times of the restora-
tion of all things whereof God spoke by the mouth of his holy
prophets who have been since the world began.” In other
words, the heaven must receive (and retain) Jesus, until all
things which have been predicted by God’s holy prophets since
the world began, shall be fulfilled. This is a totally different
conception, and it is time that preachers of all classes had learned
to quote the passage as it is.” (Biblical Criticism, pp. 404-5)

That is a “totally different conception” from that which is
held by millennialists who assert that Jesus Christ will dwell
on the earth one thousand years in bodily presence between two
resurrections. In 1 Corinthians 15, Paul quoted two Old Test-
ament prophets, Isaiah and Hosea, on the subjects of the resur-
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rection of the dead, and applied both prophecies to the abolition
of death. And as McGarvey correctly says, Peter said in Acts
3 that Jesus will stay in heaven “until all things which have
been predicted by God’s holy prophets since the world began,
shall be fulfilled.” Not until the time for the last dead person
to be raised has come will Jesus leave heaven. How then can
he dwell on the earth in bodily presence one thousand years
after the resurrection of the righteous but before the resurrec-
tion of the wicked? If there is to be a future millennium on this
earth between two resurrections, Jesus will not be in it, for he
will be in heaven, not on earth, according to "McGarvey's tend-
encies.” It would be very interesting if a certain perverter of
some of the pioneers, who carries a department which he calls
“Precious Reprints,” would reprint this “precious” print from
McGarvey, the like of which there are numerous others.
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ANOTHER MAN OF EIGHTY--R. L. WHITESIDE

(January, 1951)

Mention has been made in the papers of the men of
eighty--the octogenarians among us--and congratulatory
cards, letters and telegrams on such occasions are well de-
served and fully in order.

At Denton, Texas, in a modest suburban home, there
is in retirement a man of eighty, a nobleman indeed, a
great scholar, a tested and tried and true servant of God--
R. L. Whiteside. He is a godly man; unpretentious, un-
assuming, undemanding, but not unappreciated by those of
us who have long known him, loved him, and recognized
his extra-ordinary intellect, his vast knowledge and his deep
spiritual capacity. His writings excel in scholarly exegesis
and spiritual simplicity. His commentary on Romans sur-
passes Lard’s or any other, and Whiteside on Romans is a
companion work to McGarvey on Acts--any student who
has one of these should have both. His pen and tongue have
been of inestimable value to the church of the Lord Jesus
Christ. As McGarvey once wrote of another: “What a pity
we cannot move back the dial of his life about twenty
years.”

Both Brother and Sister Whiteside are invalids. But
they are as serene as a summer breeze and as calm as a
Texas sunset. The world has been blessed by their lives;
the church especially has received the benefit of his great
powers.

Now he is eighty. When? Exactly, I do not know; but
why wait for another date to come. Salute this man of
God--with cards, letters, and better still from some of
you who have prospered, with a check and make it sub-
stantial. It will not hurt you and it will help him. And
order his book, Whiteside on Romans, $3.00, at Denton,
Texas.

No permission was asked to write these lines. He will
not know of it, nor will anyone else (except the printer),
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until it is read. He may rebuke me for doing this, but I
have written this piece because of the deep devotion for
this veteran of the cause of Christ; and because I am among
those who, knowing him, appreciate him. A belated salute
to this man of eighty.
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BROTHER WHITESIDE

(February, 1951)

Before the salute to “Another Man of Eighty” in the
January issue of this periodical had come from the press,
the subject of the tribute, Brother R. L. Whiteside, had
departed from us. We met with his family and friends in
simple but sublime services, January 8, in the church
building where he had preached and worshipped through
many years of his life. Numerous preachers from various
places were present. It was my honor to read the passages
he had marked in his Bible, C. E. Wooldridge led us in
prayer; Cled E. Wallace made the talk; and B. M. Strother,
of McAlester, Oklahoma, loved and respected by Brother
Whiteside as an elder in the church, led the prayer at the
grave. Talking to God, Brother Wooldridge gave expression
to the fervent faith and heavenly hope that fill us and thrill
us on these occasions. Talking to us, the remarks of the
speaker were of the classic character customary with him.
Better than anything I can write is the article by Cled E.
Wallace entitled “At the Close of The Day”:

At the close of the day on January 5, 1951, brother
R. L. Whiteside quietly released his hold on this life and
departed to be with Christ. “It is very far better.” He was
in his eighty-second year. It seems fitting that he should
depart at the close of the day.

Proper tribute was paid brother Whiteside in the final
service in the meeting-house of the church in Denton, Texas,
Pearl and Bolivar streets. A large crowd was present, in-
cluding many preachers. It flooded me with memories
from the long ago. My father lived in Denton and preached
for that church during some years in the very early part
of the century. I was baptized in that meeting house, made
my first prayer-meeting talk there at the age of fifteen,
and in later years did quite a bit of preaching there.

Attention was given to two passages of Scripture
which he dearly loved and had marked in his Bible. “And
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Enoch walked with God: and he has not; for God took him.”
(Gen. 5:24) “I have fought the good fight, I have finished
the course, I have kept the faith.” (2 Tim. 4: 7.) Brother
Whiteside walked with God for he knew Him and trusted
Him fully. He knew what the Bible says about God and
believed it without holding back. He walked and fought
and kept the faith right up to the finish. As I say these
things my own father walks into the picture and stands
beside him. They were near the same age, fought the same
battles, and took their flight for glory not far from the
same time. When the crowning time comes “at that day”
God will not hold back.

In his early manhood brother Whiteside came under
the influence of David Lipscomb and J. A. Harding. Broth-
er Lipscomb was his ideal as a teacher. He encouraged in-
dependent thinking and close study of the word of God as a
guide. Brother Whiteside was an independent thinker and
a close student all his life. He came as near getting every-
thing out of a passage of Scripture that the Holy Spirit
put into it, and then stopping, as any man I ever knew, He
was anxious to go every step as far as “that which is
written” and just as anxious not to go one step farther.
That was his idea of keeping the faith. He departs at a
time when he is sorely needed.

Brother Whiteside’s health began to fail in 1944. He
came to Temple, Texas, where I then lived, and went
through the Scott and White clinic. He spent two weeks in
my home. His trouble was diagnosed as a heart ailment
from which he never recovered. He has been confined to
his home most of the time since then, much of it on his
bed. I have visited him many times during the time of his
confinement and have never heard him complain. He was
patient, talked little of his condition, but much about the
church, for which he felt deep concern. He did much of
his writing propped up in bed, and his thinking was as
clear as a bell right up to the last. When I last saw him
alive, shortly before the end, his frame was shaken and
weakened by hiccups, which the doctor could not control.
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He ignored it, and expressed the hope for strength to do
some more writing that he had in mind.

The thought has been repeatedly expressed in my
hearing that we need R. L. Whiteside and will miss him.
We still have him. His “Commentary on Romans” is a con-
stant companion of mine as it is of many others. He has
left with us a lot of his strength in his books. Men like
Nichol and Whiteside never die. They just keep on living.

Brother Whiteside had a large family. He was given
every attention during his illness by his wife Ruth, whom
he loved to compare with “Ruth, the Moabitess,” and his
daughter, Miss Inys. They still have him, too, in memories
that bless, even while they burn.
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INSPIRATION

(FEBRUARY, 1951)

The treatise on “Inspiration,” which is especially timely now
as when originally printed by McGarvey in the Christian Stand-
ard, seeing that the verbal inspiration of the Bible is being
questioned by religionists generally, and apparently doubted by
some of our own school men. This reads as though it had been
written today and it applies forcefully to the present trends.

“The word ‘inspiration’ has come to be used in a multitude
of senses, and it is sometimes used with no sense at all. A
striking example, which the reader may classify as he thinks
best, is found in the introduction to Lobstein’s work on the
virgin birth of Christ, and the passage has been recently quoted
with apparent approval in the Biblical World. This introduc-
tion was written by W. D. Morrison, and the passage reads as
f o l l o w s :

‘The literal inspiration of the Bible, that is to say, the in-
spiration of the exact forms in which the religious truth is ex-
pressed in Holy Writ, has been abandoned by all thoughtful
Christian teachers as an utterly untenable position. The in-
spiration of the Bible is confined to its eternal religious sub-
stance, and does not extend to the external forms in which the
Bible expresses religious truth.’

As is usual with this class of writers, this author expresses
himself in a style that is vague and intangible. I would be glad
to ask him what he means by ‘inspiration of the exact forms in
which religious truths are expressed in Holy Writ.’ For ex-
ample, here is a religious truth: ‘He that believeth and is bap-
tized shall be saved.’ What is the exact form in which this
religious truth is expressed, the inspiration of which has been
abandoned by all thoughtful Christian teachers as utterly un-
tenable? Here is another: ‘If Christ has not been raised,
then is our preaching vain, and your faith also is vain.’ What
is the exact form in which this truth is expressed, the inspira-
tion of which has been abandoned? I might go on to specify
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hundreds of other examples, but evidently the writer, in making
the remarks which I have quoted, had no particular religious
truths in his mind. Had he thought of the specifications nec-
essary to the support of his proposition, it is probable that he
would not have written it. It is only when making a wide
sweep at the whole Bible, with no particular passage of it in
view, that such a sweeping declaration could be made. Again,
I would like the privilege of asking what is meant by ‘the
eternal religious substance,’ as distinguished from ‘the ex-
ternal forms of expression.’ I would like for Mr. Morrison, or
some other scholar with a dim conception of inspiration, to tell
us what is meant by the exact form and what is the eternal
substance of the truth, ‘He that believeth and is baptized shall
be saved,’ and then I would like to have the same distinction
made with respect to the statement, ‘If Christ had not been
raised, our preaching is vain, and your faith is also vain.’ And
if satisfactory answers respecting these two passages were ob-
tained, I presume we should have these two truths expressed in
better forms than those employed in the Scriptures. There
would be an improvement on the phraseology of Jesus and
Paul. We should have ‘the inspired eternal substance’ of
these two statements unencumbered by the ‘uninspired forms’
in which they are expressed. What a great blessing it would be
to have the whole Bible released from the bondage of its unin-
spired forms of expression, leaving us only its ‘inspired and
eternal substance’! No wonder that several gentlemen have
suggested the idea of a new Bible; and I wish that some of them
would hurry up and give us a few chapters as specimens in ad-
vance. I am anxious to see them.

The trouble with all these loose thinkers on the subject of
inspiration is that they totally disregard the statements on the
subject found in the Scriptures themselves. It might sober the
minds of many of them if they would ‘read, study and inwardly
digest’ the following statements by the apostle Paul:

‘Things which eye saw not, and ear heard not and which
entered not into the heart of man; whatsoever things God hath

prepared for them that love him; but unto us God revealed
them through the Spirit: for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea,
the deep things of God: for who among men knoweth the things
of a man save the spirit of the man which is in him? Even so
the things of God none knoweth save the Spirit of God. But
we received, not the spirit of the world, but the spirit which
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is of God, that we might know the things which are freely given
to us by God. Which things also we speak, not in words which
man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Spirit teacheth’
(1 Cor. 2:9-13.)

If these gentlemen have sufficient respect for the apostle
Paul to believe that he and other inspired men expressed the
truths revealed by the Spirit, they should pause upon this pas-
sage and give it due consideration. I think it would also help
to clarify their thought on the subject, if they would duly con-
sider certain statements made by the Lord Jesus himself.

For example, ‘The Comforter, even the Holy Spirit whom
the Father will send in my name, he shall teach you all things,
and bring to your remembrance all that I have said to you’
(John 14:26). Was this promise fulfilled? If it was, why all
this questioning by mystified critics as to whether the words of
Jesus were correctly reported by these apostles? And if all
things He spoke to them which their natural memory did not
retain were thus recalled after many years by the Spirit within
them, what kind of inspiration was this?

Again : ‘When they lead you to judgment, and deliver you
up, be not anxious beforehand what ye shall speak: but what-
soever shall be given you in that hour that speak ye; for it is
not ye that speak, but the Holy Spirit’: Are we to understand
from this statement that the Holy Spirit in the apostles had
nothing to do with the exact forms in which religious truths
were expressed by them? If so, how can we account for the
exact forms in which Jesus expressed these promises? If he
did not mean exactly what he said, what did he mean, and what
means have we of ascertaining what he meant? When a man
writes or speaks about inspiration, if he does not allow such
passages as these to guide and control his thought on the sub-
ject, he is lost in the fog, he is at sea without chart or compass,
and what he may say is no more to be regarded than the idle
wind. If there was such a thing as inspiration, it consisted in a
direct action of the Spirit of God upon the spirit of inspired
men. Anything else than this, or anything less than this, is
not the thing. The very beginning of inspiration in the ex-
perience of the apostles was when they spoke in other tongues as
the Spirit gave them utterance. This is a complete refutation
of all the vague and intangible theories of inspiration which
these loose thinkers have furnished us with, and one of the
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clearest evidences of this truth is found in the effort made by
them to explain away the facts in this case, which are represent-
ed by Luke in language that is unmistakable as any to be found
in the New Testament, or in any other book.

It would be well for all of our teachers and preachers to make
a new study of the Scripture statements on the subject of in-
spiration. If we speak not of inspiration that is set forth in the
Scriptures, let us drop the word and have nothing more to do
with it. (Article on “Inspiration,” by J. W. McGarvey, quoted
from Biblical Criticism.
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TEXAS AND TENNESSEE

(April-May, 1951)

TEXAS: The first of the year found me at Snyder,
Texas, with Boyd D. Fanning and a flourishing west Texas
church. I was born in Texas, my father and mother were
born and buried in Texas, and I want my mortal remains
to be buried in its soil when I die. I love Texas people, and
no matter where I go or how long I stay, to come back to
Texas, cross its border and tip my hat to the Texas sky,
gives me a feeling that beggars description in any langu-
age. In some states where I have gone, comments were
made on such a fine sunshiny day, when their sun at noon-
day was about as bright as the Texas moon. What I am
attempting to say is that I love Texas.

In the year 1916, at age 19, I preached in a meeting at
Vernon, Texas. It was at that time a thriving town of 3,000
population, and the church was settled in the faith, strong
and growing. It has been so ever since. Vernon is now a
city of 20,000. The membership of the church has grown
with the expanding population of the community. It re-
quires four numerals to count the number of God’s people
inside the city limits alone, and within the county there
are many more. Some of the sturdiest people in the west
compose the Vernon church, which has always had the good
fortune to have competent elders and other capable lead-
ers. Many fine preachers have served them in the ministry
of the gospel, and their present preacher, John G. Reese, is
“not a whit behind them all.” The recent meeting with them
was up in the second dozen in which I have done the preach-
ing through these thirty-six years. As in a number of
others, Austin Taylor led the singing. In addition to the
great meeting it was this time, it was joy immeasurable
to be among these people again. Many of them I have
watched grow up; I saw them baptized, marry, establish
families, some of whom now have children old enough to
be active in the church, and are. Old ones have gone on,
others are old now and ready to go on, as all of us are
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going on. The meeting was a reunion of friends, a revival
for the church, and a gospel proclamation to the world. The
preaching was carried over the local radio station by remote
control from the rostrum, with no restrictions imposed,
and none observed. Denominationalism was condemned,
names called, and error exposed in the same manner and
exercise of freedom as if no microphone had been there.
It is worthy of comment, and I thank God for it, that a
church rated among the largest in the state, has elders and
a preacher, who want it that way, and indorsed it when it
was done that way. God bless them.

TENNESSEE: With the exception of Texas, I have
preached more in Tennessee than any other state of the
union. Several years had elapsed, however, between the
schedule of regular meeting engagements in Tennessee and
the recent Murfreesboro meeting. My first meetings at
Murfreesboro were in 1926 and ‘27. According to my re-
collection of the past and observation of the present the
church there is better and stronger now than it was in
those years, though it was then rated as among Tennessee’s
landmarks. George W. DeHoff is the preacher for this
church, and his strong stand for the truth and upcom-
promising attitude toward error is the leading present
contributing factor to the present health and strength of
the church. He has lived with this church some six years
and there is no thought on the part of the elders, nor of
the members, in the direction of letting him go. Brother
DeHoff is in the middle thirties, has attained unto high
academic rating in the educational world, has been offered
professorships on the faculties of some of the largest col-
leges and universities, but prefers to preach the gospel
and serve the church with all of his time. He is author of
some very fine books on vital subjects, of which his favorite
one is “Alleged Discrepancies and Contradictions In The
Bible”--and he picked the right one for his favorite. His
publication work stands out, and already he ranks with
his nearest neighbor (geographically) in the volume of his
publication business. His monthly, Christian Magazine, has
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sizeable circulation and furnishes him an excellent and
effective medium. It is a personal pleasure to commend him
as a man, as a preacher, as an author, as a publisher, and
to claim him as a friend.

The singing in the meeting was great in every way,
led by Paul Brown, of Lewisburg; and if I am a judge of
fruit, as a singer he is a “peach.” The meeting was largely
attended from without the city. Many came from Nash-
ville, some from adjoining states, and as many as sixty
preachers of the gospel were counted in a single service.
Young preachers, and other students, from David Lips-
comb College were in regular attendance. Batsell Baxter
Sr., my teacher at old Thorp Spring College in Texas
(1912-13), a long time friend of the whole Wallace family,
was present more than once. Brethren too many to mention,
from places too numerous to name were there when the
meeting ended, and I needed to get away, it was my friend
Jack G. Dunn, of Shelbyville, who volunteered to drive me
all the way to Memphis, the same night, to make a connec-
tion home-and this enjoyable company with Brother Jack,
his worthy wife Nancy, and their precious Pam, “capped
the climax” of these latest associations in Tennessee.
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“IN THE DAYS OF THOSE KINGS”

(May, 1951)

The objection to the obvious truth that the kingdom
established on the day of Pentecost in the days of the
Roman kings was in fulfillment of the prophecy of Dan.
2:44-45 is based on the claim that it was not in the days
of “those kings,” but rather in the days of the kings of
only one of the kingdoms mentioned in Daniel’s prophecy.
According to this reasoning the kingdom must of necessity
be established when all four of the universal kingdoms of
Nebuchadnezzar’s dream and of Daniel’s interpretation
would exist simultaneously, and in power at the same time.
Just who could imagine that? There was never a time, ac-
cording to such an idea, from the date of the dream until
the last of the Roman emperors passed off the stage of
history, that the dream and its interpretation by Daniel
could have been fulfilled to the satisfaction of the future
kingdom theory. The notion makes God utter a prophecy
through a dream and its interpretation which it was physic-
ally impossible to fulfill. Within the ordinary bounds of
history and of reason such a thing could never be accom-
plished; for it calls for the sway of the four universal king-
doms of Nebuchadnezzar’s image did not overlap; but their
territories did overlap; the kingdoms were over the same
nations and over the same peoples. The people of Israel
were under all four of these kingdoms. So it not only did
not historically happen that these reigns were simultaneous,
but in the very nature of things it was physically impossible
that it could have happened. Can any one imagine four uni-
versal kingdoms holding sway at the same time ? Such a pic-
ture is worse jumbled than an unsolved jigsaw puzzle.

When, then, will the prophecy of Nebuchadnezzar’s
dream and image be fulfilled? Why, in the millennium, of
course, we are told. There is no period of time nor age of
the earth, according to the things said about it, so elastic,
so versatile, so magical and so convenient as this millennium
fancy. It solves all difficulties. After all of the speculating
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on prophecies, if there are any hard questions left over,
just pass them on to the millennium, without explanation,
and feel satisfied. God is supposed then to straighten out
all of the alleged mistakes of six thousand years of rule
over the earth, bring forward and adjust all of his post-
poned prophecies and unfulfilled promises, square his ac-
count with the Jews who got in his way and thwarted his
plans, and balance the books. Just pass it all over to the
millennium !

There is nothing in the Bible to indicate that God will
stage a historical pageant in a millennium, and bring all
the kings of all the four kingdoms, universal empires, back
to the stage at the same time, in order to have the historical
background again in a sort of dramatic way to establish
his own kingdom here on the earth. This manipulating of
kings and kingdoms in order to manufacture a setting for a
fantastic theory on a few verses in the twentieth chapter
of Revelation, which millennialists attempt to make literal,
is worse than fantasy, it is foolery.

In this view of such a pageant, God would not only
find it necessary to dig up Jerusalem, but the remains of
Babylon, Media, Grecia and Rome, and put the nation of
Israel under all four of them at the same time before the
Christ could come, inaugurate his kingdom and rule over
them. In the millennium just whose wife shall Israel be
for they all had her !

Another thing--this land of America and its Ameri-
cans were never under any of the four universal kingdoms,
nor under David’s rule; and since the theory has Christ
sitting on David’s throne in Jerusalem, exercising David’s
staff over David’s realm, shall we merely be there as
strangers? What a mesh of spiritualizing and dramatizing
they do in order to make a few symbolic passages literal!

This so-called millennium must needs be a very inter-
esting thing. As a necessary consequence, it demands an
extra-special resurrection. The wicked dead, according to
the theory expounded, are not to be raised until the last end



914 T HE PRESENT T R U T H

of the millennium; but the kingdom of Christ must be set up
at the first end of the millennium. But those kings of the
four universal kingdoms will be rated among the wicked
dead. So a special permit will be required from God to
raise up those wicked kings in an extraordinary resurrec-
tion, a thousand years ahead of schedule, to re-establish
their kingdoms, and kings and kingdoms also imply sub-
jects, so there will be a rather sizable resurrection which
the millennial schedule has not called for until now.

Close observation in the study of God’s word will show
that God has always accomplished his purposes in the most
simple, direct and reasonable way that would carry out his
purpose. Miracles were not employed except when and
where miracles were necessary. And there can be no neces-
sity for several thousand years and the use of several
orders of resurrections, with the stupendous dramatic
faking of bringing back into existence make-believe ancient
monarchies, just to establish his own kingdom for a mere
thousand years. In order to provide a place for their mil-
lennium, the theorists will not only re-interpret the Bible,
they will rewrite history itself, resurrect mankind back
to the days of Eden, and make them live it all over again,
just to get in that imaginary thousand years of their
theory.

It is certainly the more sensible and sane to believe
that Dan. 2:44-45 was to be, and was, fulfilled during the
historical period embraced in the reigning of the four king-
doms mentioned in the image, represented to be Babylonia,
Medo-Persia, Macedonia and Rome; rather than to let these
kingdoms all perish, their kings turn to dust; their names
and achievements erased from the memory of men--and
then, after thousands of years, revive their dust and their
bones and the ruins of their kingdoms, and in a great pag-
eant stage an act in which they shall all again reign simul-
taneously. Theories that require such pagentry to be true
bear the prima facie evidence of their palpable falsity.

When Jesus the Christ proclaimed that “the time is
fulfilled, the kingdom of God is at hand” (Mark 1:15-15),
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he did not herald a premature announcement. The time
had come; his kingdom came (Mark 9: 1) ; and his hearers
were witnesses who lived to see it and receive it. The Colos-
sians were in it (Col. 1: 13) ; the Hebrews were receiving
it (Heb. 12: 28) -present participle “receiving,” partaking
of it, therefore were in it; John, the apostle, was a “brother
and partaker in the kingdom and patience of Jesus Christ”
(Rev. 1: 9) ; and we are all in “the kingdom of Christ and
God” (Eph. 5:5) now. And Paul was in it with the Colos-
sians (Col. 1:13-14), for he said God “hath translated us
into the kingdom of his dear son.” The verb “hath” is past
tense, not future, and the pronoun “us” included Paul him-
self. Jesus said the disciples would live to see it; John said
the seven churches were in it, and that he was in it; Paul
said the Colossians were in it, and that he was in it with
them. These passages do not indicate any upset of the
prophetic time-table, nor any postponement of kingdom
prophecies. The kingdom came, and it is the church.
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A. CAMPBELL ON THE TWO
RESURRECTIONS THEORY

“Now it ought to be distinctly noted, that although the
burial and resurrection of Satan, or of the antagonist
powers symbolized by the dragon and Satan, are first
spoken of in the vision; still the resurrection of the souls of
the mighty dead--the revival of such spirits on earth,
though next described, is first in fact, and in occurrence:
since Satan and his innumerable hosts are not to encompass
the city of the saints till some time after the thousand
years, or the revival of the “rest of the dead.” Have we
not, then, I appeal to the unprejudiced readers, much more
reason and consistency in explaining the first in contrast
with the second symbolic resurrections, as we have it
clearly intimated in the context, than to imagine a second
literal resurrection to suit a first literal resurrection. In-
deed, as first implies a second of the same sort, we are
constrained to make both either literal or figurative. But
the doctrine of two literal resurrections is no where taught
in scripture, unless it be taught in this passage; and cer-
tainly to select out of the midst of so many symbols, as we
find this passage, one phrase, and make it not only literal
and unfigurative, but also to found on it the doctrine of two
distinct corporal and literal resurrections, would be a dan-
gerous precedent--and without a parallel in sound criticism
and good sense--not only in the Bible, but in any other
similar composition in the world. Where have we a first
and second resurrection in any other passage of Jewish or
Christian scriptures besides this? And where have we a
hint of one literal resurrection, from any Prophet or Apos-
tle? I know of none. It appears, therefore, like building a
castle upon the ice, to found the theory of two proper resur-
rections upon such data as this passage affords."--(Har-
binger, 1941, p. 194-5.)
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“LET THE CHURCH BE THE CHURCH”

(May, 1951)

[The following insertion from the pen of C. R. Nichol
has appeared in several mediums, quite deservedly, and
because it touches a matter of moment TORCH gives it
additional conveyance to the readers for a wider currency
among the churches.]

I quote the following from a letter recently received:
“I wonder how you feel about the present controversy
among the brethren in regard to mission work. It seems
to me that we have done so little in the past, that this
increase in our activity is alarming. I would hate to think
that we do not have enough of the grace of God to stand
a little success. I have just finished reading the Gospel
Advocate from 1855 to 1861. Tolbert Fanning in this five
year period, was fighting for the very life of the church.
It would seem that his plea, and others, succeeded, but now
that it has succeeded, we are afraid that something wrong
is in the offing. Would like to have a line from you.”

So far as I know there has been no controversy over
doing missionary work. There has been an adverse crit-
icism over a congregation “sponsoring” a work, when it
knew it was not in position, financially, to do the work
“sponsored,” nor was it in their program to attempt the
work within and of themselves. They had planned to send
men to congregations throughout the land asking them to
send to them money to assist them in doing a work for
which they proposed to be surety, and that they distribute
the money as seemed to them good.

There is a marked difference in any emergency aris-
ing in a congregation, and a congregation deliberately cre-
ating an emergency, and then soliciting other congrega-
tions to send them money to be disbursed as they see proper,
in mission work, or erecting buildings.

Less than a year ago I was in an assembly of consider-
able size, composed largely of members of the church of
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Christ from different communities. The speaker on the
occasion, tried, as it appeared to me to “high-pressure”
those from different congregations into sending money to
a “sponsoring” congregation which would disburse the
money as seemed good to that congregation in missionary
work, in erecting buildings. Some degree of success attend-
ed his effort. Need there be a comment made touching the
“high-pressure” method in a large congregation?

Do the elders of the “sponsoring” church sustain the
same relationship to the congregation which they try to
induce to send to them money, that they do to the congre-
gation in which they are elders? If “no” what relationship
do they sustain to the congregations (churches) from
whom they seek to raise money. What relationship do the
congregations over which the elders of the “sponsoring”
congregations are not elders sustain to the elders of the
“sponsoring” church?

You tell me that Tolbert Fanning fought for “the church
to be the church,” and that his effort, with that of others,
“succeeded.” It is my persuasion that the church should
be the church, and that the local congregation is the largest
organization ordained by the Lord for the accomplishment
of all the work he has commanded at the hands of congre-
gations. I am not in sympathy with the statement I often
hear: “We need a twentieth century church; that the
church the Lord established was quite adequate for the first
century, but we have come a long way since then, and the
way work was done then is antiquated, outmoded, and there
is now need for larger organization, and different methods
than those of the first churches in the first century, when
churches labored under the direction of the elders in local
congregations.” To say that there is need for different
methods now is tacitly to declare that the Lord was near-
sighted, and did not know the progress which we would
make, and the need for a different program than that of
the first century.

Some years ago there lived in the U. S. a man of whom
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it was said: “He is a one man missionary society.” He had
for his slogan, “Greater Things For God.” Some weeks
ago I talked with a successful business man, a member of
the church of Christ, and he said to me, in the presence
of others: “I am not pleased with something the church
(congregation) of which I am a member is doing; but
think what great work we are doing.” Is there a flare now
among congregations to do “great things” and leave God
out of the thinking?

“Let the church be the church.”

POSTSCRIPT :

To the foregoing we add, and let the college be a col-
lege. The trend of things is to turn the schools into
churches and to turn the churches into schools. Classes in
colleges are being conducted as church services and classes
in churches are being put on a college basis. Some colleges
open classes with “silent prayer,” and have “devotional”
periods for “sentence” prayers. This seems to be a sort of
ring-around-rosy praying exercise, or circle praying. One
student (boy or girl) begins with a sentence-prayer (“Just
anything on your heart”), the next in order says a sen-
tence, and so on until it goes around the circle! It is sup-
posed to be a voluntary exercise, but when one student, who
is a Christian but did not participate because she did not
believe such rigamarole in worship is right, she was waited
upon by an upper classman who asked her if she did not
believe in worshipping God. Thus for a supposedly volun-
tary exercise an undue pressure, designed to humiliate and
embarrass was placed upon a student who did not wish to
participate. So in schools students are virtually made to
“go to church” every time they go to class, and the schools
become churches.

On the other hand, the churches are being turned into
schools, and when our children attend church services now
they are required to virtually “go to school.” The church
classes are being put on the graded school, the high school
and collegiate basis, with promotions from lower to higher
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grades, in some places on the basis of examinations, as in
school. Just what is the church anyway? It is not intended
that it should be operated as a school. We go for study,
meditation, teaching and worship, but not for grades and
promotions. Why not let the schools be schools, and let
churches be the church.

But the order of the day is for “educators” among us
to send some outside expert, usually a woman teacher, to
teach the teachers in various churches how to teach. The
churches are expected to pay these women experts now,
as they would support preachers in meetings, to teach the
teachers how to teach! Very soon (if not even now) we
shall have travelling women going from church to church
teaching the teachers. Already it has been advertised in
connection with meetings that “Brother and Sister Blank”
will assist this-or-that church at such-and-such a place in
a gospel meeting.

Certainly our young people should be taught the new
testament, the word of God, in church services and the
propriety of an arrangement in natural classifications is not
here questioned. But teaching them the pure word of God
is the purpose, extent and limit of such services. There
are women in every congregation who can take the New
Testament in a class of children, read it with them, and
tell them what it says. And there are men who can con-
duct Bible study in the same way for the adults, without
secularizing the services of the church to academic stan-
dards and collegiate ratings. There is no substitute for
simple Bible study in church services, and it was not in-
tended that the church be put on the school and college
status. Whence cometh these things, and whither do they
lead? Already the school men boast that the churches are
indebted to the colleges for their preachers and therefore
obligated to pay the colleges for the service rendered by
contributing to the schools. Now they want to furnish the
church another set of workers, called super-teachers to teach
the teachers; and soon they will want to provide elders to
elder the elders, and on, until the churches will have been
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subordinated to the colleges completely, thereby subsidizing
the church to institutional schools.

Brother Nichol is right in what he said, and so is this:
“Let the church be the church” and make the college be a
college.

Austin Taylor says:

The Lord has told us what to do and by example shown
us how to do it. This is enough for all who want to “fear
God and keep his commandments,” which is the “whole
duty of man.” All institutions and organizations of men
only show weakness and lack of faith. “Let God be true
and every man a liar.” Anything unscriptural will bring
strife and trouble. When a church has the spirit of the
Pharisee who loved the praise of men, and of Diotrephes
who wanted preeminence, the desire to glorify Christ is
shut out. The real spiritual power of a congregation is with-
in itself, not borrowed from another. Others may see the
good works of a church and be encouraged to glorify God
in the same manner, both following the same Guide, not
one following the other. A showing of zeal may arouse zeal,
but unless it is coupled with truth and with humility it is
worse than no zeal. All departures, large and small, have
been flattened and the promoters gone down beneath the
weight of their disgrace in the eyes of good people. The
Christian Missionary Society has been a failure in every
way. It developed at one time that ninety percent of the
money sent went to promoters, and ten percent to preachers
on the ground doing the work. The plans that were pro-
moted years ago around Sherman and Dallas turned out
the same way. It was the same way with Don Carlos Janes,
There are always some thieves connected with these pro-
jects; and selfish men connected with them who want to
make a show, take advantage of the innocent and the ignor-
ant. These beggars never bother here; if one comes he will
be given a “warm” reception. This “getting ready” to save
souls across the sea by building institutions, colleges and
relief sheds is attracting interest, but when it comes to
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preaching the plain gospel to Catholics and Lutherans, and
typical foreign classes in this country, the fever goes down
below normal. But this preaching must be done if souls
are saved. I do not know a sponsoring church that would
support a real gospel meeting, such as held by great gospel
preachers of the past, in the place where they are located.
Straight gospel sermons would empty their pews. There
are 240,000,000 people in the United States of America who
have not obeyed the gospel. Multitudes of them would obey
the gospel and be saved if they were taught. It is a false
idea to wade through millions of people who have not heard
it, and tread the ocean, to reach a limited few of the same
kind of people; it is the wrong appeal ; the wrong plan ;
and makes the wrong impression. If some one would say
“judge not that ye be not judged,” remember that Paul
said, “warning every man perfect in Christ Jesus.” It is up
to a few of you to preach the truth; some will falter, and
others fall by the wayside, but many will endure to the end.”

REMARKS

The foregoing lines are words of thoughtful reflection
and worthwhile wisdom. We have all heard of “plans” be-
fore this present promotion panic struck. When disgression
threatened the churches of Tennessee and Kentucky, there
was “The Louisville Plan,” which was defended by all of the
preachers who went the digressive way. The Lipscombs,
Sewells and Srygleys fought the Cowdens and Erretts and
Pendletons. In Texas our loyal preachers fought against
the McPhersons, McKissicks, Lockharts and Holsapples, who
promoted the digressive “plans.” When the smoke of the
battle cleared, some among ourselves wanted plans; so
came Don Carlos Janes and his ilk, with “Greater Things
For God.”

NOW we have “The Lubbock Plan,” and an ado over a
“Brother Blank’s Plan,” as though the Lord had no plan.
Must men have a plan? If so, what value is the New
Testament to the church today for a pattern in either work
or worship? The church is living over again the days of
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digression, the principles of which are represented in and
advocated by some leading churches, prominent preachers
and organized institutions. If history repeats, the course
will be the same, and so will be the outcome: diminished
churches, disloyal preachers, unfaithful members; but as
Erother Taylor has so well said, “many will endure,” and
there will be the ultimate triumph of truth over error.

MEMBERSHIP MANIA

The propriety of members of the church identifying
themselves with the congregation in a new place when they
change locations, especially where there is more than one
congregation in the place, is not to be criticized or even
questioned. But there has been an over-emphasis of essen-
tiality on the formality of “placing membership.” It is even
advocated now that when a boy or a girl goes away from
home to school, his or her membership must be withdrawn
from the congregation at home, and placed with a congre-
gation where the school is located; and when he or she
returns home, the membership must be again placed with
the home congregation--and each time it is reported as an
“addition.”

Now we must join a class in the church. What is called
a class has always been considered a convenient arrange-
ment for teaching the Bible. But it has become something
to belong to, something to join. Some classes have their
rules of attendance, and if one misses a specified number of
times, off comes his or her name, which stays off until he
or she joins the class again. No, thanks--1 do not wish to
join a class--I did not even join the church!

Once more, we say with Brother Nichol, “let the church
be the church.”
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SECTARIAN PRACTICES

(JUNE, 1951)

Silence Period:

The practice of “silent prayers” was first witnessed in public
services years ago in connection with denominational revivals,
when the evangelist would mount the platform before his aud-
ience, kneel or stand before them with hands clasped and face
upturned, in a moment of “silent prayer.” Members of the
church and preachers of the gospel condemned such with vigor,
and classed it with the rebuke to the hypocrites by Jesus in
Matthew 6:5: “And when thou prayest, thou shalt not be as
the hypocrites are: for they love to pray standing in the syna-
gogues and in the corners of the streets, that they may be seen
of men. Verily, I say unto you, they have their reward. But
thou, when thou prayest, enter into thy closet, and when thou
hast shut thy door, pray to thy Father which is in secret; and
thy Father which seeth thee in secret shall reward thee openly.”
Of course, these street pray-ers were “silent’‘--for Jesus said
they prayed to be seen (not heard). These hypocrites were not
shouting prayers on the street-they were seen praying. But
Jesus told them to do their silent praying in a private place--
the closet. So should it be done now, silent praying in the room,
not before an audience, nor in a restaurant, cafeteria, nor any
public place. For the schools to be teaching our young preach-
ers and our young people the habit of silent prayer in public
services is wrong. It is a misplaced emphasis on the “devo-
tional.” It smacks of sectarianism and looks like the “Oxford
Group” has exerted an influence among teachers in our schools,
for the “silent prayer,” and “silent meditation,” and “silent
moment,” and the “silent period” are forms of worship in that
sectarian group.

Moreover, Paul said to the Corinthians (1 Cor. 14:15) “I will
pray with the spirit (his spirit), and I will pray with the under-
standing (their understanding) also”--and that does not com-
port or harmonize with silent prayer in public places.
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Borrowed Articles:

Borrowed things should be sent back. This may be applied
to borrowed practices. Offering thanks for the contribution
is one of them. It was borrowed from the denominational
evangelist who sent the collection plates out over the crowd
nightly, but just before passing the plates he offered thanks for
the collection, because he was getting it! But the only example in
the New Testament of anyone giving thanks for his giving is
that of the Pharisee in the temple, who prayed: “I thank thee
that I pay tithes.” And the example of silent prayer in public
services is that of the same religious class who used the street
corner for his “devotional” period. Better that these practices
among us be returned to their owners--the denominational
neighbor from which they were borrowed.

Reconsecrations:

Thirty years ago when “reconsecrations” were the order in
denominational revivals, the practice was preached against by
all gospel preachers in every gospel meeting. Sectarian exhort-
ers called for all who needed to be “reconsecrated” to “come
up” and be “prayed for.” The altar of reconsecration was the
twin sister of the mourner’s bench. Both fell under the barrage
of gospel gunfire laid down by the powerful preachers in the
church of the early days. Now what? We have it. Where?
In our schools; in our churches; in our meetings. In some
schools mass reconsecration is becoming popular. If students
have said, or done, or thought anything wrong, they are exhort-
ed to “confess faults.” So scores of young people stream for-
ward to get reconsecrated by shaking the hand of a preacher
and being prayed for. If that is what the Bible requires, then
all the older people should “go up,” too. And what of the
preachers? They never do; but on the same principle they
should. Thus when the preacher has received all who come
forward, he should in turn have an elder to stand before the
audience and let the preacher “come up” for his own “reconse-
cration” and confession of “faults.” What preacher could
claim exemption? It is obvious to all who have ears to hear
and eyes to see that these are all sectarian practices that have
infiltrated, and they need to be expurgated. The word “re-
sponses” as employed in so many reports of meetings has the
same significance as the word reconsecration has with sectarians.
Such language is missing from all reports made of the preaching
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of the apostles in the Acts of the Apostles, and the practice is
foreign to apostolic teaching.

Let The Church Be The Church. The trend of things is to
turn the schools into churches and to turn the churches into
schools. Classes in colleges are being conducted as church
services and classes in churches are being put on a college basis.
Some colleges open classes with “silent prayer” and have “de-
votional” periods for “sentence” prayers. This seems to be a
sort of ring-around-rosy praying exercise, or circle praying.
One student (boy or girl) begins with a sentence-prayer (“just
anything on your heart”), the next in order says a sentence,
and so on until it goes around the circle. It is supposed to be a
voluntary exercise, but when one student, who is a Christian
but did not participate because she did not believe such rigama-
role in worship is right, she was waited upon by an upper class-
man who asked her if she did not believe in worshipping God.
Thus for a supposedly voluntary exercise an undue pressure, de-
signed to humiliate and embarrass was placed upon a student
who did not wish to participate. So in schools students are
virtually made to “go to church” every time they go to class,
and the schools become churches.

On the other hand, the churches are being turned into schools,
and when our children attend church services now they are re-
quired to virtually “go to school.” The church classes are
being put on the graded school, the high school and collegiate
basis, with promotions from lower to higher grades, in some
places on the basis of examinations, as in school. Just what is
the church anyway? It is not intended that it should be op-
erated as a school. We go for study, meditation, teaching and
worship, but not for grades and promotions. Why not let the
schools be schools, and let churches be the church.

But the order of the day is for “educators” among us to send
some outside expert, usually a woman teacher, to teach the
teachers in various churches how to teach. The churches are
expected to pay these women experts now, as they would sup-
port preachers in meetings, to teach the teachers how to teach!
Very soon (if not even now) we shall have travelling women
going from church to church teaching the teachers. Already
it has been advertised in connection with meetings that “Brother
and Sister Blank” will assist this-or-that church at such-and-
such a place in a gospel meeting.
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Certainly our young people should be taught the New Testa-
ment, the word of God, in church services and the propriety of
an arrangement in natural classifications is not here questioned.
But teaching them the pure word of God is the purpose, extent
and limit of such services. There are women in every congrega-
tion who can take the New Testament in a class of children,
read it with them, and tell them what it says. And there are
men who can conduct Bible study in the same way for the adults,
without secularizing the services of the church to academic
standards and collegiate ratings. There is no substitute for
simple Bible study in church services, and it was not intended
that the church be put on the school and college status. Whence
cometh these things and whither do they lead? Already, the
school men boast that the churches are indebted to the colleges
for their preachers and therefore obligated to pay the colleges
for the service rendered by contributing to the schools. Now
they want to furnish the church another set of workers, called
super-teachers, to teach the teachers; and soon they will want
to provide elders to elder the elders, and on, until the churches
will have been subordinated to the colleges completely, thereby
subsidizing the church to institutional schools.

What Brother C. R. Nichol said is right: “Let the church be
the church,” and we add, make the college be a college.
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THE CHURCH AT AURORA, ILLINOIS

(TORCH, JUNE 1951)

[Note: Connected with the beginning and the continu-
ing of the Aurora congregation was the work of Taylor
Wallace, and his loyal wife, Julia, who went there to further
his education. He conducted the services for this small
band, making the talks Sunday mornings and evenings
and on Wednesday nights, although he would not permit
them to call him their preacher, privately or publicly. But
he baptized people (I saw him baptize a Catholic man)--
and by such work the small group grew from twelve mem-
bers to one hundred twenty, at which time elders and
deacons were appointed, and he relinquished his work with
them to a preacher !]

The best results in the shortest time, with limited
resources, that it has been my opportunity to observe is
the establishment of a real church of Christ at Aurora in
metropolitan Chicago. A year (to the month) from the
beginning of this work, which started with less than one
dozen members, a congregation was set in order with a
regular attendance of well over one hundred. The faith-
fulness of the Littlejohn family, who for several years
maintained workshop in their home, furnished the oppor-
tuunity, and was the occasion for the selection of Aurora,
to found a faithful church in Chicagoland. Readers of
TORCH are familiar with the writer’s personal interest
in Chicago effort the past year, and have knowledge of the
trips made and the meetings held. Mention also has been
made of opposition encountered from the millennialists,
modernists and their sympathizers in Chicago. It is known
that the leadership of the Cornell church has for many years
been of premillennial sympathy, whose present preacher is
a former Methodist-modernist and wholly unconverted to
the gospel. No further proof of this statement is needed
than his own writings, radio preachments and private ut-
terances. The Northwest church is also now being led by
a preacher whose looseness has brought him under the con-
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stant accusation of modernism, which has caused trouble in
churches one after another where he has preached. He is
either a modernist or with all of his pretended intellect and
education is incapable of expressing himself and neithr
knows nor believes what he says when he talks. The
Brookfield church is known as the “Bixler church,” which
brands it in the eyes of all informed people. It is thus by the
“diplomacy” of the Cornell church through the years that
various groups formed into the small congregations of the
Chicago area have been brought into the orb of Cornell’s
premillennial influence.

It was the mention of these influences and issues by
name in connection with my preaching in the Chicago
meetings that developed opposition from certain ones in
whom some of us thought confidences could be placed, and
who had been trusted to lead in the evangelistic efforts.
When these exposures were made, and names called, it
was the test revealing where their sympathies actually lay,
and that Cornell intended to control through them the work
we were initiating. One of these, an elder at Washington
Heights, who was treasurer of funds for this work, at-
tempted to destroy the whole effort when it was seen that
it could not be sabotaged; and, like Nehemiah’s mutineers,
he sought to divide its supporters by returning funds to
the donors with letters black-balling the work. If the proof
of the pie is the eating, then he proved his colors, for while
criticizing our work he has since affiliated openly with the
above-named elements, after having at the first assured
us that he had no part nor lot with them. Certainly the
scheme failed, for the donors to this work were informed
of the issues and the oppositions and they promptly return-
ed their “refunds” to the Aurora work. If any loyal breth-
ren away from Chicago have been influenced by “informa-
tion” from this informer, you may know, if you fall for it
and join in with it, you will be keeping company with the
millennialists and modernists of Chicago.

The final effort which climaxed the year’s program was
the recent Aurora meeting, held in a public auditorium,
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widely publicized, and diligently advertised, house to house
and door to door, by the men and the women of the congre-
gation. Donald Moyer, who formerly preached at Washing-
ton Heights, led the singing, and since the meeting he has
been preaching on Sundays for the Aurora church. He is
capable in both fields--singing and preaching--and is
loyal to the truth. Other trustworthy preachers attending
the meeting were Bert Brown, of Gary (it is a faithful
church and he is a sound preacher), and Clifton Trimble,
the bold young preacher who has made a courageous stand
for the truth on all issues in downtown Chicago.

The setting in order of the Aurora church will reserve
the order of things in Chicago, which previously left small
groups the prey of false teaching through the agents of the
Cornell church. The appointment of these sound men as
elders, wise to the issues that exist, will make impossible the
inroads of the errors, isms and weaknesses that have been
so common in the area.

The church at Aurora is an organized congregation.
During the meeting elders and deacons were chosen and
on the last day of the meetings they were publicly appoint-
ed. There was no dissension in their selection and their
appointment was unanimous. In the number is Brother
Luther D. Brown, a former elder at Washington Heights,
and others who have been teachers and leaders in other
places. Their qualifications are fully commensurate with
the demands with which they are now charged.

The attitude of some of the debated subject of “qualified
elders” has become so whimsical and cynical as to make it
impossible for churches to develop “material” for elders in
one generation of its membership. It should be needless
to say that the New Testament does not set up such im-
practicable rules for local church government. The insist-
ence of some for rigid qualifications for “scriptural elders”
does not make an impression for the strict adherence to the
New Testament as it would seem, for those who voice such
strong objection to an “unscriptural eldership” inconsist-
ently set up a “board of leaders,” an organization wholly



T HE C HURCH AT A U R O R A  931

untaught, and they do it as though that is altogether scrip-
tural !

As for me, I have no intention of leaving them to “sur-
vive or perish"--I shall by their request return again and
again. And to all who have made possible this accomplish-
ment of the year, I wish to say: You have had part in a
job well done--do it again.
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THE GREATEST NAME

(September, 1951)

In the position that Jesus Christ occupies at God's
right hand in heaven, he is declared to be “far above”
all of the things mentioned in Eph. 1:20-22--principality,
power, might, dominion, “and every name that is named, not
only in this world, but also in that which is to come.”

What is the name that is “above” every other name in
this world or in the world to come?

A twin text to Eph. 1:21 is Phil. 2:9-10: “Wherefore
God also hath highly exalted him, and given him a name
which is above every name: that at the name of Jesus
every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in
earth, and things under the earth, and that every tongue
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of
God the Father.”

In these two texts the glory and authority of Jesus
Christ are presented. Before this, however, was his humil-
iation. He “took upon him the form of a servant, and was
made in the likeness of men: and being found in fashion
as a man, he humbled himself, and became obedient unto
death, even the death of the cross.” It was following his
humiliation and death that his glory came. There can be
no mistake as to time: “Wherefore God also hath highly
exalted him, and given him a name which is above every
name.” Ephesians 1 speaks of “the riches of the glory of
his inheritance in the saints,” and “the exceeding great-
ness of his power,” where he is seated in “the heavenly
places” above all principalities, powers and dominions.
There he became the head of the church, after all things
had been put “under his feet” as the head “over all things
to the church” which is the “fulness of him that filleth all
in all.”

Now, all of this “glory” and “power” and "fulness"
came after the resurrection of Christ. “Which he wrought
in Christ when he raised him from the dead and set him at
his own right hand.” The glory, power and fullness came
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not only after the resurrection, but it came after the as-
cension, after God “set him at his own right hand.” The
text reads that God wrought this when he raised him from
the dead and set him at his right hand. We cannot go back
of the time set by Paul, back of the ascension of Christ,
to find when he was glorified. Anticipating his ascension,
J e s u s  upbraided the disciples for being slow to believe
what the prophets had spoken, and said: “Ought not the
Christ to have suffered these things, and to enter into
his glory?” and he “expounded unto them in all the Scrip-
tures the things concerning himself.” (Luke 24:25-27) He
then added, “Thus it is written, and thus it behooved
Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead the third day:
and that repentance and remission of sins should be preach-
ed in his name among all nations beginning at Jerusalem.”
(Luke 24:46-47) Christ therefore taught the disciples that
“all the prophets” foretold that his glory would follow his
suffering. We have the authority of all the prophets, of
Christ and of Paul for the statement that the state of glory
for Christ was after his suffering, after he Ieft the earth.
All authority therefore compels us to look from this earth
to the Christ glorified at God’s right hand, where he now
speaks to us from heaven, instead of looking to this earth
for some future exercise of authority. “See that ye refuse
not him that speaketh: for if they escaped not who refused
him that spake on earth, much more shall not we escape, if
we turn away from him that speaketh from heaven.” (Heb.
12:25.)

The exercise of authority in his name, said Christ in
Luke 24, should begin at Jerusalem, after his ascension.
In heaven at the right hand of God, Jesus Christ was given
this name which was above every name that is named or
known in either the present or the future state. On
Pentecost Peter quoted David to bring out of prophecy
these declarations: (1) Christ the son of David was to
sit upon the throne; (2) but he must first arise from the
dead; (3) and after his resurrection he was exalted at the
right hand of God; (4) this took place after his ascension
into heaven; (5) and it was in the heavens that God said
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to the Son, “sit thou on my right hand until I make thy
foes thy footstool;” (6) hence the concluding declaration
“therefore let all the house of Israel know assuredly, that
God hath made that same Jesus, whom ye have crucified,
both Lord and Christ.” The kingdom of Christ dates from
this Pentecost of Acts 2. This “same Jesus” whom they had
crucified had been made Lord (ruler), and had been given
a name which is above every name in this or any other age.

What is the name which is above every name?

Let it be observed and remembered (1) that when Paul
used this expression Jesus Christ was in his official position
and Paul considered and referred to him in his official re-
lation. He was far above every name that is named; he was
the head over all things to the church, which is the “fullness
of him that filleth all in all.”

Consider (2) that the authority of Jesus Christ in this
position is universal. “Wherefore God also hath highly ex-
alted him, and given him a name above every name: that
at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in
heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth;
and that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is
Lord (ruler) to the glory of God the Father.” Here in
Philippians 2 the apostle merely reaffirms what the Lord
himself had claimed and announced in Matt. 28:18-20 at
his ascension, that “all authority in heaven and in earth”
was given to him.

Consider (3) that official positions require official
names to designate the rank of the official. In our form of
government officials range from the precinct judge to the
chief magistrate of the nation. Between these are the
governors of states. Taking the official scale from the
lowest to highest, each name connected with all the inter-
mediary offices indicates degrees of authority and extent
of jurisdiction. With the “president of the United States”
we reach a name that is above every name in our form of
government. In kingdom and monarchies the greatest
names, or the name above every name, would be king, czar,
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emperor, monarch. These names express the highest offic-
ial rank and relation. In all cases, the name which is above
all other names is used and adapted only by the one who
holds the highest official position and rank in a certain form
of government. No one has the right to use or exercise
that name before he receives the highest official position.
A candidate is elected to be president; he takes the oath of
office; he is made president in fact; he then has the con-
stitutional right to use the official name “President” of the
United States of America. Before he enters office and after
his term of office expires, he has no constitutional right to
the name and can no longer use it.

In prophecy it was declared that Christ was to be king.
A son of David was to sit upon the throne. (Psa. 132 :11,
Acts 2:29-36) He was to be “Lord (ruler) of all.” (Acts
10:36) His kingdom was to be universal. His authority was
to extend over all in heaven and on earth. On Pentecost
Peter declared that these prophecies were fulfilled. “God
hath made that same Jesus, whom ye have crucified, both
Lord (ruler) and Christ.” (Acts 2:29-36) In Eph. 4 Paul
declares that “when he (Christ) ascended up on high, he
led captivity captive,” and as king over all, “he gave gifts
unto men.” He then clothed his apostles with the portfolio
of ambassadors of his government on the earth (Eph. 4:11;
2 Cor. 5 :18-20), and began his reign over all the earth from
heaven.

The prophecies concerning a son of David to occupy the
throne of David did not merely designate one of David’s
sons, but a particular son of David to whom God would be
a Father, and who would be to God a son. (2 Sam. 7 :14;
2 Chron. 17:11) In Hebrews 1, verse 5, the apostle quotes
this prophecy and identifies it by the expression, “I will
be to him a Father and he shall be to me a Son.” This son
of David therefore was Jesus Christ, and the prophecy
stated that he should sit on David’s throne while David
was yet in the grave, sleeping with his fathers. On Pente-
cost Peter said to the Jews: “David’s tomb is yet with us”
--David was still sleeping with his fathers--and “he fore-fore-
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seeing this, spake of the resurrection of Christ.” Foreseeing
what? That “God would raise up Christ to sit on his
(David’s) throne.” Jesus Christ therefore acceded to David’s
throne when he ascended to heaven. After identifying
Christ as the particular Son of David’s sons to sit on
David’s throne, the apostle of Hebrews 1 then declares that
David’s throne and Christ’s throne are one and the same
throne, upon which he now sits and rules. Hear him: “But
unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, 0 God, is for ever and
ever: A sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy king-
dom.” Note he says, thy throne, and he says it unto the
Son. So it is the Son’s throne, Christ’s own throne, upon
which he now sits. Furthermore the text says, the sceptre
of thy kingdom. The sceptre is the ruling staff. Millennia-
lists argue that Jesus Christ is on the Father’s throne now;
but when he returns to earth he will sit on his own throne,
which will be David’s throne restored to the earth. But
when the first chapter of Hebrews was written, Jesus
Christ was the “Son” on David’s throne; but it was also
his own throne-“thy throne”; and it was his own kingdom
---“thy kingdom”; and he held the ruler’s sceptre, exercising
the authority of Lord and Christ.

These and many more scriptures show :

(1) That Christ became “Lord of all” after his ascen-
sion.

(2) That universal authority was given to him, and as
Lord or Ruler over all, he then and there received the name
which is above every name.

The facts stated in order by Paul in Eph. 1 and Phil. 2
are simply these: 1. Christ was raised from the dead. 2. God
set him at his own right hand in the heavens. 3. There
and then in the heavens, to Christ was given the official
position that placed him far above all principality, power,
might and dominion. 4. Thus given universal dominion, his
universal authority was expressed in the giving of the name
which is above every name.
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The names that expressed the authority of rulers on
earth were already in use. Those names belong to this pres-
ent age of earth and time. They are still in use, for instance
“the king of England.” But Christ received a name above
every name and would only have ranked him with others
merely given the title king. That would not be a name above
every name and would only have ranked him with other
kings. In the word “king” there is nothing distinctive. All
kings are grouped under that title. The title “king of Eng-
land” is no greater title than “king of Belgium” because
the titles are equal. To have simply given Christ the title of
“king” would have ranked him on the level with all other
kings. But that will not do, for all other kings are “under
his feet.” (Eph. 1:22) The name that is above every name
must express the fact that he is “Lord (ruler) of all.” He
is “King of kings and Lord of lords.” Note: “King of"--
“Lord of.” He is King of all kings, he is Lord of all lords--
all kings and all lords are his subjects. The title Lord and
Christ is simply “anointed ruler”--Christ the Lord is the
Anointed Ruler, the King of kings and the Lord of lords,
an official name above every name in this world or the
world to come. Neither in the present nor in the future
age can there be an equal to this name. No other name can
express authority that it signifies. He is Lord and Christ--
he is “Lord of all” and every tongue shall confess it. “All
hail the power of Jesus name ! Let angels prostrate fall !
Bring forth the royal diadem, and crown Him Lord of all!”

Some there are who tell us that Christ has no throne
and no kingdom of his own--not yet. We are told that he
will set up his kingdom when he comes again. To them we
put the following questions :

1. If Christ has no kingdom now, and is not “King of
kings” in act and fact, how is it that he now wears the
name above every name that can be named in this world?
We all know the names king, czar, emperor, and these names
have all been named in this world--but Christ has a name
above all these in this world--now. His present official
title places him above all of these.
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2. If Christ is to be made king when he comes again,
he must then be given an official title that will express his
official position and universal authority at that time. What
higher name can then be given to him than has been given
to him? What name can be given to him in the future that
can rise or soar above the name which he has now, which
is declared to be above “every name” that can ever be given
in the present or future state? Is it possible to go “above”
the highest name to crown him with a higher title?

3. Since it is declared that the name that Christ has
now, is greater than all other names in this world or in the
world to come, on what ground can it be affirmed that
Christ will be made “King of kings and Lord of lords”
when he comes again?

The higher official position requires a higher official
title to designate it. What will be Christ’s higher official
title if he sets up his kingdom when he comes ?

The answer to these questions will show beyond the
shade and shadow of a doubt the utter falsity of the theories
of the future reign and kingdom of Christ on the earth. All
such theories reflect on the present position and power of
Jesus Christ, and are so carnal in character as to destroy
the spiritual nature of the kingdom of Christ. The intrinsic
and inherent substance of the future earthly kingdom
theory is materialism. Jesus Christ is now King of all kings,
Lord of all lords, wears the name above all names, and bears
the title above all titles.
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THE GREATEST QUESTION

(October, 1951)

The question of all questions is “What think ye of
Christ?” What one thinks of Christ determines his
thoughts and actions on every question. The correctness
of faith depends on the correct answer to the superlative
question--“What think ye of Christ ?" The question of how
and when one is saved by faith through Christ is answered
when the first question is resolved. The value of faith in
salvation is determined by the use that is made of faith.
How faith is to be used must be decided by what the gospel
of Christ says; for apart from the testimony of the divine
records no one can settle any question as to salvation
through Christ.

Before all men today there are two plans of salvation
offered. One is of human origin, and contradicts the teach-
ing of Christ and his apostles. The other is Jesus Christ’s
own plan, and it was revealed through the apostles.

Since the time of Martin Luther the doctrine of justi-
fication by faith alone has been taught as a leading theologi-
cal tenet. It is taught in opposition to the teaching of Christ
through his apostles. We should and we do emphasize justi-
fication by faith, as the apostles of the Lord taught it, but
we refuse to add the word “alone,” and because we refuse to
do that we are charged with teaching justification by works
and water salvation. Paul and all of the apostles taught
justification by faith, but never did they say faith alone.
Why? “There’s a reason,” as certain advertising reads, and
quite a sufficient reason. First, they would have contra-
dicted the commission of Mark 16: 15-16 which gave them
authority to preach. Second, they knew that faith is a con-
tinuing state of mind. Faith was to be ever present, hence
a life of faith. Hence, Paul said “Christ liveth in me.” Do
you ask, how? “The life which I now live in the flesh I
live by the faith of the Son of God.” (Gal. 2: 20) Thus Paul
teaches that faith is ever present, all through life, and is
directed all of the way by “the faith” of Christ. All stu-
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dents of language know that we may employ transposition
of clauses in a sentence without changing its meaning, but
rather making its meaning clearer. Transposing Rom. 1: 16
it reads : "To every one that believeth it (the gospel) is
the power of God unto salvation.” So here is the order: (1)
There is a believer; (2) the believer is in possession of
“the power” that is “unto” salvation; (3) when that “pow-
er” is used, the believer becomes saved. Power is necessary
to the accomplishment of anything, physical or spiritual.
The power must be used before there can be results. The
power unto salvation is the gospel. That power and the
use of it stands between the believer and salvation. Is the
believer saved before and without the use of the power
which is "unto"--in order to--his salvation? Who can
imagine results without the use of the power necessary to
the results? Thus it is that this passage, and every other
passage quoted as a faith alone text, condemns the doctrine
of salvation at the moment one believes.

What one thinks of Christ is determined by what he
thinks of the gospel of Christ.
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SALVATION BY FAITH

(December, 1951)

The relation between the question “what think ye of
Christ,” and the question of when one is saved by faith,
has been previously set forth. It has been shown that it is
the believer who is to be saved. But between the believer
and salvation is the power of God. And it is when the
believer makes use of the “power” (the gospel) that he is
saved, and not before. (1) Faith (2) power used (3) sal-
vation. Thus Rom. 1: 16 is fatal to the instantaneous faith
alone doctrine.

Another passage frequently quoted by the faith alone
advocates in Jno. 1: 12. It reads: “But as many as received
him, to them gave he the power to become the sons of God,
even to them that believe on his name.” Great stress is
laid on the last words, “even to them that believe on his
name.” But John 1: 12 is like Romans 1: 16--the same order
is in it. First, is the believer; second, between the believer
and the sonship is the “power” to become; third, when the
believer uses the power he becomes the son of God. Strange
indeed, that men will quote this passage to prove that a be-
liever is saved the moment he believes, when the passage
itself says that the believer must “become” a son of God.
The use must be made of the power that lies between that
believer and sonship.

Another effort for faith only is made on Rom. 5: 1-2.
They attempt to drag it into service. It reads: “Therefore
being justified by faith, we have peace with God through
our Lord Jesus Christ; by whom also we have access by faith
into this grace wherein we stand, and rejoice in hope of the
glory of God.” Of course, the emphasis is on faith, and the
assumption is that Rom. 5: l-2 teaches that the sinner is
saved the moment he believes--assumption, and nothing
else. First, Paul bases salvation on,faith. Second, he states
that faith gives the believer access into “this grace.”

The word “access” is defined to mean “admittance or
approach to a person or place; means of approach or ad-
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mission.” Inasmuch as faith gives “access” into the grace,
then the believer is not in the “grace” the moment he be-
lieves. He gains access by faith, that is, after he is a be-
liever.

The use of the word “access” may be further observed
in a comparison with Eph. 2: 18: “For through him we
both have access by one Spirit unto the Father.” In verse
16 the apostle had shown that “by the cross” the pathway
to reconciliation unto God had been opened up to both the
Jew and the Gentile. Then, in verse 18, he declares that
both have “access” by the one Spirit unto the Father. In
chapter 3: 12, the apostle says that in boldness we have “ac-
cess” and confidence “by the faith of him.” Now, the faith
of Christ is the gospel. So by the gospel we have access--into
what? Verse 12 to 21 gives a list of the blessings of the
gospel, and it was by faith that the Ephesians had obtain-
ed the access into all of these blessings. Though believers,
they still had to use their faith in order to enter these bless-
ings. So it is in Rom. 5: 1-2, faith gave the believer access
into the grace, and he was not saved out of the grace but in
it, therefore the believer is not saved at the moment of faith
--he is saved when he uses it as the access, the means of his
admittance into the grace of God. Anybody ought to be able
to see that Rom. 5: 1-2 is fatal to the faith only theory,
which would have a believer saved outside the grace, saved
without grace. That is a new thing, indeed!

Other passages in the Roman letter settle the faith
alone issue. In Rom. 3: 22 we read of “the righteousness of
God which is by faith of Jesus Christ unto all and upon all
them that believe.” And again, in Rom. 3: 26, “that he might
be just, and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus.”
He is the justifier of whom? The one who has already be-
lieved in Jesus--if God justifies one after he is already a
believer in Jesus, then how can salvation be co-incident with
faith? If salvation is instantaneous with believing, how can
God justify the one who has already believed in Jesus? But
Paul says he does that--therefore salvation is not instan-
taneous with faith; it is not co-incident with believing. At
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this point Rom. 4: 16 comes in to settle it: “Therefore it is of
faith, that it might be by grace.” Here Paul puts “might be”
right between faith and salvation by grace! How could he
say that a believer might be saved by grace if he was al-
ready saved the moment he believed? Thus in the Roman
letter Paul uses four chapters to lay his premise that the
law of Moses could not save, and in the fifth chapter he
gives his conclusion that we are justified by faith because
it gives us access into the grace of God. But to gain this
access, faith must be used. How is faith used? This question
is extended into the sixth chapter where he describes how
the believer is “baptized into Jesus Christ,” and is therefore
“buried with him by baptism into death,” that as Christ was
raised “even so we also should walk in newness of life.” The
doctrine of the Roman letter is not the doctrine of faith
alone salvation.

A sectarian sugar stick is claimed for Gal. 2: 16. It
reads : “Knowing that a man is not justified by the works
of the law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ, even we have
believed in Jesus Christ, that we might be justified by the
faith of Christ, and not by the works of the law: for by the
works of the law shall no flesh be justified.” We are told
this passage teaches, first, that “not by works of the law”
excludes baptism; and that “justified by the faith of Christ”
means salvation the moment one believes. To this we reply:
(1) Baptism is not a work of the law. To class baptism as a
“work of the law” is to deny believer’s baptism, for “the
law is not of faith” (Gal. 3: 12), and the one baptized
furthermore would be under a “curse” (Gal. 3: 13), and
would come under the “wrath of God” (Rom. 4: 15.) That
is consequence number one of such reasoning. (2) Paul
contrasts the law of Moses and the gospel of Christ. The
first is “the law” and the second is “the faith.” The law
is the Jewish system. The faith is the gospel of Christ, for
all the world. (3) In the passage there are two things named
--“faith” and “the faith of Jesus Christ.” They are not the
same. The word “faith” refers to the state of mind in the
person, when one says that he believes. The phrase “the
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faith of Jesus Christ” refers to the gospel of Christ. Cer-
tain ones had believed in Christ, they had “faith’‘-but was
that enough? No. Faith alone left them short of justifica-
tion. Why? No. Faith alone left them short of justifica-
between the believer and justification. Paul puts down into
this record this order: First, we have believed in Christ;
second, that we might be; third, justified by the faith of
Christ. If salvation was co-incidental with believing, if
salvation comes the moment one believes, there could be no
room for the “might be” between belief and salvation. But
Paul puts this “might be” in Gal. 2: 16. Between the be-
liever and salvation there are conditions. That is why the
“might be” is there. If the believer obeys Christ, he is bap-
tized into Christ and comes into “the faith of Christ.” Here
the “might be” disappears, but as long as he has “faith
alone” the might be stares him in the face.

Faith alone teachers can never harmonize their doctrine
and the scriptures. While it is true that the apostles taught
the doctrine of justification by faith, do not overlook the
fact that Gal. 2: 16 says that the believer is justified by
“the faith of Christ.” Why is this? Because the personal
faith, the faith of the individual, prompts him to obey the
gospel, to be baptized. Thus he “by faith” accepts “the
faith”--the entire teaching of Christ--and is baptized “into
Christ.” Can anyone be foolish enough to say that the sinner
is saved “by faith” the moment he believes, and is saved
again “by the faith” when he accepts the faith in baptism?
To such an absurd position all who teach the doctrine of
salvation by faith only are driven by Paul’s Galatian argu-
ment.

Many times I have travelled from Oklahoma City to
Los Angeles on the railroad. The energy in steam moved the
train. “How did you travel?“--some one asks. “I came by
steam,” I would reply. Who could misunderstand that?
Steam was in the boiler of the locomotive before we left
Oklahoma City. But the train did not move until the energy
in the steam was released in the engine of the locomotive;
then energy was converted into motion, and away we went.
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The question was not whether there was energy in steam,
but when does the energy get us to the destination. Now,
on the human side of salvation, the energy that saves is in
faith, but the question is: When are we saved by faith?
Paul settles that question for us. He says: “We believed in
Christ that we might be justified by the faith of Christ.”
The faith that saves is the faith that obeys the gospel.
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THE CRITICAL DECADE

(1950-1960)

[The beginning of this decade was marked by surgery
with the consequent result of hemiplegia and prolonged
hospitalization, around the clock nurses for days, weeks and
months, with lingering suspense, the extended stay at the
Hot Springs, Arkansas, National Spa, all engagements
suspended, remaining beside our invalid beloved day and
night, not knowing what tomorrow would bring or that
Providence should permit us together to see the dawn of the
day.]

A WORD TO OUR FRIENDS

(Gospel Advocate, January 22, 1953)

The publication of reports of the illness of my beloved
mistress has not been according to either her wishes or
mine, and without our previous knowledge some statements
have been published. But we do deeply appreciate the
earnest solicitation of so many people from so many places,
expressed in the flow of inquiries we have received. Be-
cause of this it appears proper for me to make a personal
statement.

On November 13 she was stricken in the hotel where
we were staying during a gospel meeting. A cerebral stroke
resulted in the complete paralysis of her left side. We con-
veyed her immediately by ambulance to Scott & White Hos-
pital, Temple, Texas, where through many weeks she has
struggled to survive. During all of this anxious time I have
been with her, leaving only a few hours at intervals when
necessary. In this period of suspense all of my affairs have
been suspended, as I have watched, waited, prayed and hoped
at the side of my suffering, stricken wife. She was in this
clinic for treatment and surgery most of last summer, and
had made satisfactory recovery--then came this. Since she
has never had abnormal blood pressure it appears that a
vascular condition produced the hemiplegia. The effort to
keep her and to restore her will be extended; a trying task
and difficult days are ahead for us, but we shall face them
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with resolute determination. It is far beyond our own
limited means and resources, but material considerations are
nothing in comparison if we can only keep her, and we have
no thought of surrender, not even of letting up, much less
giving up, in this battle to save her and restore her.

I have had this mistress of mine all of my life. I met
her when we were both in our teens, and loved her immedi-
ately and permanently. She is too young now for this to
happen to her, and she has too much stake in life in her
five children to leave us now, if God will let us keep her. I
cannot imagine myself bereft of her and would not want to
live in this world without her. Trouble which I have thought
has come to me through the years now seems nothing. To
see her whom I love stricken and suffering has wrung my
heart and is the greatest grief my soul has ever borne.
Would that I could take her place !

In the Scott & White Clinic she has had the best that
specialized science can provide, and she has made progress
toward recovery. It is believed that she will survive the
present crisis, and we shall hope to restore function to her
impaired body in nature’s time and God’s grace. We are
grateful that during all of this time she has had full exercise
of memory and mind-she is stricken in body only, and
through the whole ordeal has displayed such exemplary
attitude in a high type of cheerful courage that doctors of
the clinic named her “a wonderful woman.” This I already
knew, but the days spent beside her observing it under the
most trying test have been sobering to me. I have sat with
her near the brim of the river, close to the rim of eternity.
I know something now that hitherto I have not known by
personal experience.

Brethren where I am scheduled to preach in meetings
have been considerate to wait, and I shall expect to fill
engagements as soon as assurance can be given that the
crisis is passed and it is safe to be away long enough at a
time to hold a meeting.

As to the publication of Torch, my purely personal
periodical--it was recessed earlier in the year, briefly I



948 THE PRESENT TRUTH

thought, but these emergencies have prevented the printing
of material prepared and copy for Torch ready and waiting
to be published. It is yet my intention to resume publication
as early as possible, and that all subscriptions on record shall
receive fair and equitable disposition.

Our permanent all-time address, unchanged for fifteen
years, remains the same--Box 1804, Oklahoma City, Okla.
(Editor’s Note: The foregoing comes to our desk as we
go to press. Our hearts go out in sympathy to Mr. and Mrs.
Wallace in these days of suffering and suspense. It is our
fervent prayer that Sister Wallace may soon be restored
to health and to her loved ones, if the Lord wills.)

FROM THE NATIONAL SPA

(Gospel Advocate, May 14, 1953)
Several weeks ago through the kindness of the editor,

“A Word To Our Friends” was published in this medium. A
further word now is my only means of responding to the
requests for later information concerning our situation.

As generally known, nearly six months have passed
since my beloved was stricken with paralysis, resulting from
cerebral thrombosis, and for many weeks she was in a
critical condition in the Scott and White Hospital at Temple,
Texas. Since leaving the hospital she has been under regular
therapeutic treatment by specialists prescribed by physi-
cians. Some improvement was made, and it appeared advis-
able to bring her to Hot Springs where she can receive
special therapy in the thermal waters of this National Spa.

As explained in the previous word, my affairs, personal
and public, have been at a standstill while I have given entire
attention to my ailing, invalid loved one. I am the only one
who can care for her now; I want to do it, and I am doing it.
She has been loyal to me in every crisis of my life and I
shall not fail her now or ever. To this task I have applied
myself with determination and devotion. It is a struggle--
the end of which we are not yet able to see. But through
weeks and months of anxiety we have been conscious of an
all-prevailing Providence.
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The constant interest of multiplied friends and the un-
ceasing prayers uttered in private chambers and public
places on our behalf have sustained us.

The battle is extended, but we have reason to believe
that we can win it, and I look to the day when the one whose
faith in me has always imparted the courage so many times
needed will walk again, ride beside me again, and go with
me to places I am expected and expecting to preach, where
we had planned to go together. This I believe.

Until the present task is performed, other things re-
main in abeyance.

Mail will be forwarded to us from Box 1804, Oklahoma
City, but our direct address for an indefinite time is: 214
Fountain Street, Hot Springs, Ark.

We thank the editor and all of you--and in God we
trust.

REPORTING BY REQUEST

(Gospel Advocate, December 17, 1953)

In respect for continued requests, this brief report is
given. A year has passed since my mistress suffered the
cerebral attack from which medical staffs said she could
not recover. In the determination to reverse this fateful
prognosis, we came to Hot Spring National Park. Here the
waters of these natural radioactive hot mineral springs,
the hydro-physio-therapy method of manipulation and
massage, a proven process to restore impotent members of
the body, has been administered. Every day for many
weeks, I rolled her in the wheelchair down “Bath House
Row” to the Maurice Therapeutic Pool, where this special
therapy is applied. Results were soon apparent and
sustained. She, whom doctors once believed could not live
and later thought could never walk again, not only now lives,
but with assistance walks--and in time, she will walk alone.

With us it has been a year of extreme crisis. Away
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from home, old friends and loved ones, my beloved and I
have been companions in loneliness. I can remember no time
when I have felt so humanly helpless as in these waiting
weeks through months of vigil kept over a dependent l o v e d
one, so stricken and so trusting. In the shadows we have
felt at sea, unable to look through hovering darkness to
shore. The “lower lights” at times seemed not to “be burn-
ing.” But we have believed that in some way it will some-
time come out all right. We came here to restore the mis-
tress of my heart and mother of our home to physical activi-
ty. We shall continue in the effort, returning as often and
staying as long as the task requires. To accomplish this end,
I count no personal sacrifice within my ability to sustain
too great, no pecuniary means within my power to secure
too much, regardless of present difficulties or future obliga-
tions. All these are accepted with the same determination
that brought us to this national resort in quest of the hold
on life embosomed in thermal fountains.

In this time of stress, it has not been possible for me
to fill more than occasional apopintments, but it appears
hopeful now that I shall be able to meet a limited schedule
of short meetings or special engagements through the com-
ing year. My mail address, still unchanged for more than
fifteen years, is P. 0. Box 1804, Oklahoma City.

No words of my own can communicate the depth of
our feeling for the flow of good words from faithful friends.
May God forever bless you all.

FOY E. WALLACE, JR. ENDS MEETING

(Olan Hicks, In Christian Chronicle, May 1954)

Breaking a year and a half recess from evangelistic
work forced upon him by the critical illness of his wife,
brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr., recently conducted a gospel
meeting for the Northside congregation in Abilene, Texas.

The quality and spirit of his sermons were unexcelled,
and he endeared himslf to many who had not before had an
opportunity to hear him, while many who have heard and
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loved him through the years were constantly present, some
coming from distances to hear him aagin.

His sermons showed the enriching effect of months of
vigil and sorrow which have weighed upon his family, and
this genuine feeling of sympathy for mankind added much
to his well-known insight into human character--in its
strength and in its weakness. His sense of humor was better
than ever, chastened and mellowed, but still unsubdued,
But outstanding still is his originality and force of mind.
There may have been some who heard him who did not
agree with every sentiment, but none went away without
having been made to think-not even those who may have
come only to find fault. In the treatment of the most delicate
and controversial subjects there was notably no personal
reflection, no malice, no offence--nothing but good will.

The congregation was greatly strenghtened, and many
found a new thrill in being reminded of the joys to be had
in “contending for the faith once for all delivered to the
saints.”

When sister Wallace was first stricken physicians told
the family that she would be a helpless invalid the rest of
her life, never to walk again. Brother Wallace called off
all his meetings and set himself to the task of recovering her
health. They stedfastly determined that she would someday
walk again. By devoted care and prayerful determination
she is now walking some. Brother Wallace is confident that
she will overcome her condition and again enjoy a large
measure of health. Such complete confidence was a tonic to
our souls.

We sincerely pray that sister Wallace may soon suf-
ficiently recover her strength and that brother Wallace
may have many years to preach and teach the unsearchable
riches of Christ. It was very good to have had him in our
midst.

“CLED AND OLA"

(Gospel Advocate--February 4, 1954)
In the course of only a few hours after occurrence trag-
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ical words, borne by ebon pinions through ether’s nocturnal
waves, carried across the continent the heart crushing com-
munication that Ola, cherished wife of Cled E. Wallace, has
been numbered in the highway’s mounting toll of the new
year’s fatalities.

In the 1911-12 session of the old Thorp Spring College
in Texas, Cled and I came to know Ola McCall. She was a
member of the faculty in the speech department, or as then
designated, the teacher of expression. I was fifteen and
fully bent on walking in the footsteps of my father and fol-
lowing the lead of my brother Cled, who was then an ex-
perienced preacher of the Word. Recognizing my need of
tutelage, "Miss Ola" took me in charge and gave me expres-
sion lessons. On the occasion of my first preaching appoint-
ment at Stephenville, February, 1912, she accompanied me
from Thorp Spring as my tutor and prompter. Thus at the
incipience of my public efforts I was inspired by her
influence and safeguarded by her counsel.

Between Cled and Ola an amorous rather than academic
interest existed. Romance budded and bloomed and soon
in plighted troth the twain were one. Their union yielded a
progeny of four sons and one daughter, which stark tragedy
has reduced to one remaining son and daughter. Three sons
were casualties of war in the country’s cause. They main-
tained religious fealty and parental devotion, with a touch-
ing personal loyalty to their father that any paternally
minded parent would covet. Endued with the same filial
spirit, Cled Junior and Alice Lavergne will display this fi-
delity to their father now in greater than ever degree.

Without cynicism Cled and Ola have borne together
the grief exacted by our government which called to uni-
form their sons as they successively attained military age.
For this patriotic altruism they received in return not their
sons among the victors of battle, but posthumous awards
and medals for herioc performance of duty.

Death has stood with drawn sabre over Cled’s house.
The pale horse and its rider have made a beaten path across
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his threshold. He has been called to stand trial by the like
of which few since Job have been tested. Previously he has
had Ola for a support and stay. Her presence gave him
constancy. They understood each other to the glance of the
eye. In a mutual concern that the burden might prove
greater than the other could bear they watched one another
with a silence full of meaning. Now the relentless reaper
swings again the sickle and plucks Ola. But an invincible
spirit is never conquered. That is why Cled accepts the king
of Terrors’ recurring challenges in death’s own arena, ask-
ing no quarters of the adversary and giving none.

He called his wife “Lady,” and that she was--a very
lovely lady, and he never ceased to tell her so. I have chanced
to snatch glances at letters that have passed between them
in times of absence imposed by his preaching and in the
later as well as the earlier years he addressed her “My Dear
Sweetheart,” receiving from her in reply reciprocal prefixes
of affection. The rhythmic prose of James J. Metcalfe re-
minds me well of Cled’s letters to his Lady: “How often do I
think of you, when we must apart? As often as I have to
breathe, to keep alive my heart. As often as I walk on earth,
and there are skies above, and just as often as my lips may
utter words of love. There is no intermission, dear; there
is no time to pause, and all the thoughts I have of you are
free from any flaws. They are my loving thoughts of you
each moment of each day, and when the purple of the night
has put the sun away. I think of you so often and how much
you mean to me I may as well confess, my dear, I love you
constantly.”

No longer now can Lady respond to the postman’s
whistle by that reach for the letters he handed, but these
sentiments she stored in her heart through the years are a
part of her soul and eternally treasured in heaven. And in
Cled’s yet rightful score of years, which may “by reason
of strength” be doubled, she shall continue to live, the same
lovely lady, in the secluded castle of his heart.

Our own pain is made more poignant by circumstances
of enforced absence from the family circle and the gathered
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friends at the services. We share the full depth of their
sorrow and feel unspeakably bereft of one whom we all
loved.

A strong vein of sympathy for Cled is current through
a benevolent brotherhood as many thousand prayers are
joined in his behalf for the enabling grace to press on until
victory shall have been crowned with glory.

FOR GENERAL INFORMATION

(Gospel Advocate--November 24, 1955)

Current reports and impressions move me to let it be
generally known that I have no connection at all with the
present Gospel Guardian. In several years I have not re-
ceived or read an issue, no copy of it has come to my hand.
No one on its staff or among its contributors represents me,
nor has permission to speak or write for me. Efforts to link
me with it by reports in its columns, reprints and quotations
of articles attributed to me, and the using of my name in
any way by anyone in connection with it or with any of its
activities, are all contrary to my desires and incompatible
with my feelings.

It is known to many that in the three years since my
mistress was stricken my first concern has been her care.
Everything else has been secondary. To the many who indi-
cate constant interest in us by inquiries concerning our
state, let me report that the hydro-therapy treatments at Hot
Springs accomplished what was believed impossible in re-
leasing the grip of paralysis, enabling our beloved to aban-
don the wheelchair and to walk with assistance. We are
steadfast in the determination to break this hemiplegic hold
and too see her walk on her own power in full restoration
to physical activity.

The weight on our hearts in this time of stress and
strain has been unutterably heavy. The continued mention
of us by many people in many places in petitions to the
throne of grace has been our greatest source of consolation.
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In this comfort of faith, still trusting, we shall yield always
to the will of him who holds the future in his hand. His
providence has sustained us. We do not walk alone.

It has been heartening to me to fill numerous engage-
ments for meetings, and my spirit has been renewed preach-
ing the word in places where we have known and loved the
people through the years. At intervals we will be in Hot
Springs, Ark., and in various other places where we may
be able to go, but wherever we are, communications ad-
dressed to Box 1804, Oklahoma City, Okla., will reach us
by the services of our enduring friend, 0. T. Lowry, who
in this extended emergency has looked after our local per-
sonal affairs with an interest and care that no other than
a confidential friend could do.
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PAPER YOKES AND PARTY LABELS

(Firm Foundation--May, 1959)

[Ordinarily we try to hold articles in the Firm Founda-
tion to one page or less. But this week we give three full
pages to an article by Brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr. We
seriously doubt whether a more important article has been
written in this generation. We believe it will have profound
effect upon the brotherhood.

No man among us has been of greater service to the
cause of Christ in this age than has Foy Wallace. A fearless
defender of the truth and a jealous lover of the church, he
has engaged in several outstanding appearances through
what will undoubtedly be considered an epochal period of
our religious history.

Few men have attained such universal acclaim. And
few men have possessed such power and influence. The very
mention of his name sends chills of apprehension through
the denizens of error and evil. While many have disagreed
with his tactics, none have ever doubted his soundness.

In recent years many have claimed that Brother Wal-
lace stood with them in their extreme and church-dividing
teachings. That same use has been made of the names of
other good and faithful brethren whom we have every rea-
son to believe neither endorse the teaching nor the church-
spliting practice of the group. We have urged repeatedly
that it would be extremly beneficial to the cause of Christ
if brethren whose names were so used, but whose sympa-
thies were everything else but in accord with the teaching
and the practice of these trouble causing brethren would
say so. It is time that the rash of publications sent free to
thousands who did not subscribe for them, and either paid
for out of some church treasury or some wealthy private
endowment fund, be at least denied the indiscriminate use
of the names of our great men as if they were in sympathy.
It is plainly evident that some who claim to believe in ab-
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solute congregational autonomy meddle the most-both
churches and individuals.

We are certainly happy to see him disavow any part of,
or connection with, the element that today disturbs the
churches. At the same time his dissociation of himself from
this fringe most certainly does not associate him with the
opposite fringe. This represents both his past and present
conviction. Like us, he is not conscious of having changed
one iota on these issues through the years. Read what he has
to say. We believe you will find him right in the middle of
the road! We also believe that this road is the one the great
bulk of brethren have traveled through the years, and in the
middle of which we will find them when neither fringe any
longer troubles the body of Christ. Reuel Lemmons, Editor]

In the several years of critical circumstances known
to all who know us, statements have appeared at intervals
for the information of our friends in many parts of the
country who have wanted word from me rather than rumors
from multiple sources variously friendly and unfriendly.
One thing is known to all--the unfailing hope expressed
in every report that my beloved would walk again. That
hope has been realized though not in full measure attained.
She cannot walk altogether alone, but she can ride--and we
do ride, going to many places where I am called to preach,
without limitations of distance. During our long struggle
the activities of certain men with evident design to hurt
us have been unmentionably low. Meddlesome men have
peddled their meddling in matters concerning which the
truth has not been and never will be told. Herein they have
sanctuary wherein they are beyond retaliation and whereby
the ends of personal victory are gained. But what price
victory! “We have made lies our refuge and under false-
hood have we hid our selves.”

It is customary for purveyors of prevarication to relate
elements of truth, smattering portions of truth, but never
the truth. Pertaining to these things, nothing that has been
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said and done or that may be said or done can provoke
reply. Therein is their sanctuary. Circumstances exceeding-
ly deplorable have been caused to exist and dramatized
into general publicity for notoriety, created intentionally
as the device for personal advancement, and exploited for
elevation to position and prominence-the sort of thing
that makes men the pawns of promotion, faithless votaries
of ambition. “Thou has sold thyself to do evil in the sight
of the Lord.”

In our efforts to carry on under manifest difficulties
the least that the meddlers can do is to let us alone and the
most that some well-intentioned friends can do is to desist
aiding and abetting the meddlers with their meddling, spar-
ing us the pain of receiving letters concerning matters
which we would not commit to correspondence with any one.
Right doing proceeds from the heart. It comes not from
mediations, propositions, negotiations and deals. When the
heart is right men do right, and the results are automatic
and immediate. “He that doeth righteousness is righteous.”

In the flight of a missile weapon known as the boom-
erang it is brought back to the place from whence it was
thrown and thus reacts to the damage of the user. So it is
when scheming men play the wrong hand--they invariably
overplay it, and their ill-conceived strategy rebounds as a
boomerang. It has so happened in the instances under refer-
ence and the tactics were reversed, but their comportment
alternately shifts from praise to aspersion as policy re-
quires. It is the old deception of offering sugar in one hand
while holding acid in the other. “Out of the same mouth
proceedeth blessing and cursing.” The bestowal of gra-
tuitous eulogies and condescending compliments betokens
no genuine affection for me-rather it is the sheerest hypo-
crisy. “Faithful are the wounds of a friend but the kisses
of an enemy are deceitful.” Professing a feigned friendship
they are contrarily responsible for putting into currency
premeditated misrepresentations and perversions ranging
from private affairs to preaching activities, all of which
have been made the subjects of irresponsible conversation,
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All of this stems from an organized group of propagandists
with designs not hard to detect. “Let no man deceive you.”

CONCERNING PAPERS AND PUBLISHERS

Some time ago a statement appeared in these columns
to let it become generally known that I had no connection
with the Lufkin, Texas, Guardian; that efforts to link me
with it by reports and reprints attributed to me, or the
using of my name in any way by any one in connection with
it or with any of its activities, were all contrary to my
desires and altogether incompatible with my feelings. Simi-
lar occurrences make it necessary for me to extend the ap-
plication of these sentiments to certain protege periodicals
and allied publications which are wont to quote and mis-
quote me. To these publishers and pamphleteers I have
contributed no articles, and it is not my intention to do so.
It is not unusual for devoted members of a man’s family to
publish or republish posthumously his penwork. But for a
man or group of men to be so presumptuous and obtrusive
as to appropriate one’s writings while he is living and active
would not from any point of view be considered an act of
either friendly regard or filial respect. If the professions
of friendship and fidelity were real the wishes of the author
would be observed. I am not directly or indirectly con-
nected with any publication. None is within either legal
right or moral immunity in appropriating and republishing
without signature and consent my editorials. From both
past and present experience there can be no assurance of
the accuracy of the printing or reprinting of anything from
my hand in those mediums. The assertion that any man was
ever given permission by me to sign my name to articles
or parts of articles that I did not write is false absolutely
--so palpably false that it should need no refutation. He
who SO asserts knows that it is not true and he is falsifying
to hide his dishonest acts and cover his editorial improbity.
Men who do such things have no integrity and will say and
do anything. The liberty to tamper with my printed works
is being exercised by the circulators of various papers and
bulletins almost everywhere, some of whom do not hesitate
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to alter the original articles at will. The impudence of these
impertinent and amateurish editors to censor my articles
and republish them in abridged or diverted form is an
affront. The services of these officious publishers in the
dissemination of my work have not been asked and are
neither needed nor wanted. Such effrontery has no bounds.
The audacity that will so misuse the writings of living men
would be without restraint of conscience in quoting the
words and reproducing the writings of men who are dead.
This is why necessity is laid upon me to make public the
information that reprints appearing in various papers under
my name are not contributed by me and the probability is
that they have been changed to suit the notions of some
unscrupulous editors. The original deleter was guilty of
deliberate dishonesty, and the one who reprints it is parti-
ceps criminis.. “Neither be partakers in other men’s sins.”

THE PARTY LABEL

The instigators of congregational strife resulting in
church-splits are the standard bearers of parties. Whatever
position is necessary to get out of a jamb, that is the posi-
tion they will take. One party-side now opposes things in
which they recently engaged. The other party-side now ap-
proves things which they recently opposed. Yet they expect
whole churches to change gear every time they shift an
editorial lever, and preachers are expected to follow the
party line, making every turn the editors do. But if the
people shift every time these editors change they will all
need to be equipped with automatic transmissions. Issues
cannot be trusted to men of such inconstancy. “They be
blind leaders of the blind. And if the blind lead the blind,
both shall fall into the ditch.”

Some of the promoters of such important engagements
as the Fort Worth Norris debate, and the Houston and
Louisville auditorium meetings, who led the local churches
into them, are now renouncing such meetings and denounc-
ing all the brethren and all the churches that do not change
when they do. It was my honor to represent the church as
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speaker in more than one of these memorable events, and I
would participate again in similar meetings under the same
arrangements. But the new criterion decides whether a
congregation is strong or weak, sound or soft, in propor-
tion to changes made by the party leaders, though no change
whatsoever has been made in the belief or in the practice
of the congregation, which is doing only the things that
leaders of these new parties taught them to do and led them
in doing. “Thou therefore that teachest another, teachest
thou not thyself ?"

The course of the current controversy has made it clear
that the church is in a squeeze between liberalism and ex-
tremism, both parties radical and both parties wrong. They
are both in the processes of evolution into increasingly ex-
treme views both ways. Both sides claiming to be studying
the issues have reduced the argumentation to whimsical
absurdities. To make certain passages fit a requirement
premises are asserted and conclusions drawn from the forc-
ing of texts in a sinuous use of scriptures without scruples.
Textual interpretations without precedence in exegesis are
being arbitrarily dogmatized in the effort to establish a
semblance of support for some new contention. The density
of these obscure arguments is not depth of thought but
rather a frustrated grasping for a plausible rebuttal to a
similar sophism. The truth does not require the vague and
intricate processes with which both sides are belaboring
their disputations. The truth is simple and its evidences are
clear. Hypotheses so devious belong to that serpentine
subtlety which beguiles and that corrupts “your minds from
the simplicity that is in Christ.”

This procedure has not been restricted to one side, the
liberalists and the extremists are pursuing the same course.
A college professor who holds a doctorate offers a book of
many chapters to the public at the start of which he exhorts
the reader not to draw any conclusions until the entire book
has been read. This is a tacit admission that its theories are
enigmatic, a virtual acknowledgment of the author’s aware-
ness of his inability to make out a clear case for his thesis.
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It is my understanding of logic that a single valid argu-
ment must deduce a conclusion from the premises. But I
have not been to college lately and it may be now that the
method of argument has been changed so that a professor
may write whole chapters without deriving any conclus-
ions. Such an abstruse book is in circulation and is con-
sidered the model for at least one wing of the liberal party
--the we be brethren. As the matter stands, each party
accuses the other in things of which both parties are guilty,
measuring all others by the standards of their own incon-
sistencies. “Therefore thou art inexcusable, 0 man, who-
soever thou art that judgest: for wherein thou judgest
another thou condemnest thyself; for thou that judgest
doeth the same things.”

Another patent method of proving a spiritual truth
lately is the application of the law of mathematics. But the
nature of the evidence is not the same in all realms. Mathe-
matical proof does not prevail in the moral and spiritual
spheres. By mathematics we may prove that two plus two
equals four, or that the shortest distance between two points
is a straight line. It cannot be proved by the same method
that honesty is virtue or that there is a spirit in man.
Things pertaining to the church are not subject to mathe-
matical demonstration, and men who resort to human wis-
dom in religion abandon divine revelation at that moment.
“Professing themselves to be wise they became fools.”

The real body of believers are not with the extremists
of either party. They are rather the multitude of sound,
sober, silent Christians all over the nation who want the
church to continue to be and remain what the church has
always been since we have all known it. Liberalism with
all the paraphernalia of modernism will recurrently enter
our midst to challenge the truth and trouble the church. But
it will go on out because liberalism never turns back, and it
cannot stay in because confinement is not its nature, and
having nowhere else to go the liberalists will go on out.
“They went out from us, but they were not of us; for if
they had been of us, they would no doubt have continued
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with us: but they went out, that they might be manifest
that they were not all of us.”

AS the liberalists go out the extremists, entangled in
their own radicalism and wrongdoing, will work their own
ruin. They have clouded rather than cleared issues. They
are wresting the scriptures unto their own destruction,
and their destruction in inevitable. It is true that some
brethren and some churches are riding horses larger than
scriptural harness, but to oppose their wrongs by taking
positions that are wrong also is only to mount another horse
of the same description. The lines of cleavage being drawn
involve functional and operational questions which have
been discussed by the ablest men in the church as long as
I have been in it, a full fifty years, without a brotherhood
division. Though malfunctioning exists with operational
irregularities, the issues are not of the essence to cleave the
church in the midst. Both parties claim to be saving the
church from something, but they are not saving it from
anything-they are rending it. A set of novel tenets, a
code of new doctrines, has been developed and appended to
all that has been previously preached and practiced, and
as the rallying ground for the new party. The extremists
have gone far too far. I can neither accept the dogmas nor
indorse the doings of this radical group of defectionists. In
the determination to form two distinct parties their attacks
are not limited to liberal churches, but assaults are being
extended to congregations long known to be conservative,
the elders of which favor no changes in procedure or in
practice but who do not choose to line up with party leaders
and submit the work of the congregation to the decisions of
outside men. This is what makes it so obvious that the aim
of this association of autocratic men is not unity but party
control of the churches. The whole attitude is wrongheaded.
Breathing the very breath of the party spirit the formula
is rend and divide. Feeding on Caesar’s meat they have
grown imperious and are resolved to hold sway over the
churches. Yet the same men are the most loudly vocal on the
autonomous character of congregations. I would as soon
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accept the college domination of churches as to submit to
this party control of congregations. “Happy is he that con-
demneth not himself in that thing which he alloweth.”

A sort of manifesto has been communicated to me in
effect that my own future usefulnes in the church depends
upon alignment with this party and its paper. My reaction
to that decree was at once forthcoming. Through a con-
siderable number of years I have been called by churches to
defend the cause of truth in epochal battles of brotherhood
importance and national interest. Over and above the
polemical defenses of the faith it has been a high but hum-
ble honor to preach the gospel in as many as thirty meetings
a year from one end of the nation to the other. Now at age
sixty-two, after having been so long and so continuously
“set for the defense of the gospel,” it is declared that
further usefulness hinges on submission to a group of pub-
lishers and joining a party in the church! I belong to no
party and I shall join none; I belong to the church alone
and shall continue to devote my life wholly to it. The al-
ternatives and consequences are not to be considered. I have
been too long in combat, inured and battle-scarred, to be
intimidated by implied threats or insinuated blackmail, or
to be be scared into anything. There is no handwriting on
the wall so far as I am concerned, and no ominous decree
of mere man can strike terror to my heart. “None of these
things move me.”

THE PAPER YOKE

The general idea prevails among young preachers that
to start a paper and hold a debate is the making of a career.
The ambitious urge to break into print and write on broth-
erhood controversies as evidence that all the issues have been
mastered is prevalent. For an older editor to so use young
men is not to their advancement but to their injury. A few
years hence they will be as much ashamed of what they
have written as some of their wiser seniors are now. A
rash of papers and a rush on writing are being imposed on
the members of the church everywhere. Much of both the
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talking and the writing has been immature and amiss. When
men of limited knowledge dissertate on profound themes it
reminds of a duck paddling on the bosom of a bottomless
lake, drawing two inches of water, serenely unaware of
the fathomless depths beneath it. “Desiring to be teachers
of the law; understanding neither what they say nor
whereof they affirm.”

In this free-for-all melee the discussions have descended
to arguing the latest whims of the disputants, a logomachy,
a war of words, which demoralizes the church within and
degrades it without. It has become a ridiculous caricature
of the polemics of Christianity. It presents a sordid spec-
tacle. It is a sorry concept of defending the faith and
advancing the cause of Christ. Consider the ignominious
exhibitions of public debates between brethren on whether
it is scriptural for a congregation to perform a humanitar-
ian service to someone not a member of the church, or
whether it is right for an able church to help a weak one
maintain a preacher among them--and to make such whims
the wedge of division in congregations to the confusion of
all the members. Such forensic episodes are not ameliorating
to the disturbed state of the churches generally and cannot
be the solution to any crisis that exists in congregations
locally. “Of these things put them in remembrance, charg-
ing them before the Lord that they strive not about words
to no profit, but to the subverting of them that hear.”

It would be difficult to conceive of a party devoid of
truth. The Sommer opposition to institutional evils could
have been a service, an effective deterrent, but when the
party was formed it became a defection and rendered a
disservice to the cause of truth. For the same reason the
formation of a party now to oppose operational irregulari-
ties will not succeed. The debacle of the Sommer movement
was due not to any truth espoused but to the radicalism
that wrought its own ruin. The party was established, but
where is it now? Gone with the wind.

No movement can succeed without a cause. And a
ground of complaint is not per se a cause. The men of the
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restoration were mighty men because they had a cause--
a mighty cause. They were powerful in their pleading be-
cause they had a powerful plea. There will always be devia-
tions subject to correction by constant teaching and patient
persuasion which are not valid reason for separation and
disfellowship. There are several men now who apparently
imagine themselves in the role of an Alexander Campbell
commissioned to restore the church again. But they are
only Don Quixotes instead. I disclaim any alliance with this
assertedly new restoration movement. Men of that complex
can work havoc for a time but they always play out like a
whirlwind when its force is spent.

A legion of young men among us, loyal in heart to the
gospel of Christ and devoted in life to His cause, are facing
what they have been led to believe is an alternative--that
is, they must stand with one or the other paper or join one
or the other party. That is not true. It is being said that
there are only two sides, the right side and the wrong side.
And that is not true. Both sides to this controversy are
wrong. The most serious mistake that the young preachers
can make is to become vassals bearing a paper yoke and
wearing a party label, subjecting themselves to the dictates
of a paper policy and to the decisions of a party group. “Let
no man make merchandise of you.”

Revulsion to the unprincipled things that lie back of
these parties does not tincture my own love for the truth
nor neutralize loyalty to it--the truth, the whole truth and
nothing but the truth. What I wrote as editor of the Gospel
Advocate in the 1930 to 1934 period, and in all the years
since, is what I believe and teach now. Whatever have been
the changes either way in papers and publishers are not of
my making. In the vindication of this averment, and to
expose the tampered-with reprints and multilated recom-
positions, it is my purpose to publish in permanent form
the original articles covering the 1930 to 1950 period. And
anent the present status, an honored octogenarian among
us recently remarked that no one can write the things now
that need to be published--and be heard. The prejudices
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are too pronounced and the tensions are too severe for the
people on either side to listen, and the views in every
congregation are so diverse that elders could not conform to
the divergent opinions of the membership. It seems incon-
ceivable that such a state could exist in churches of Chirst.
How wrong can good people get? The only remedial course
is to preach again the pure and plain gospel that brought
the church to us and made it strong. The gospel faithfully
and fervently preached has power to compose all issues and
restore tranquillity to agitated churches. No party mediation
can effect it, no human power can accomplish it, but the
gospel of Christ can do it. The power that can reconcile a
sinner to God can unite the church of God. And the church
will be here when the petty disputations based on the party
determinations of ambitious men have been broken on the
rocks and the reefs of schismatic controversies and have
forever perished. “The God of all grace who has called us
unto his eternal glory by Jesus Christ, after that ye have
suffered awhile, make you perfect, establish, strengthen,
settle you.”

POSTSCRIPT : This book, “The Present Truth,” is the delayed
fulfillment of the foregoing statement of intent--extending
the indicated period of 1930-1950 to the later period of this
book, 1930-1977, thus incorporating the important later arti-
cles bearing on the departures and deviations which have
threatened the church during these critical years.
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THE PASSING OF CLED E. WALLACE

(Editorial In Firm Foundation, January, 1962)

By Reuel Lemmons

During the early evening of January 9, Brother Cled
Wallace, another of the great preachers and writers of our
age, slipped into eternity. Brother Wallace was visiting with
a friend who had called when he silently slumped over in
his chair. He never felt the jolt of his bark touching the
shore where billows never break nor tempests roar. One
moment he was here, laughing with visiting friends, the
next he was there. There was no commotion at the change.
Earth simply receded and disappeared--and suddenly, there
was heaven! He had suffered from a heart condition several
years and had made repeated comebacks physicians hardly
thought possible.

Cled--nobody ever knew him by any other name--
was an unusual man. He was a man whose bigness became
more apparent the longer you knew him. Without contro-
versy he was one of the most powerful and pungent writers
the brotherhood ever knew. His SWORD SWIPES which ap-
peared in the Gospel Advocate for many years nipped many.
He could take the sophistication and chicanery out of an
opponent quicker and more completely than any man we
have ever known. Piercing in his analysis and merciless in
his exposures, he could whittle an adversary down to size
in half a page. Yet, no one ever knew Cled to be mad at
anyone. He could end a verbal battle with a joke and a
hearty handclasp and put his arm around an opponent and
go home with him for dinner. Principle was everything with
him. Personalities never existed.

Cled knew sorrow and tragedy as very few men ever
knew it. Four members of his family were wiped out--
one at a time--in accidents and by military casualty in
the space of a very few years. Much less has made many
lesser men bitter. But not Cled. Job never showed greater
patience under adversity. Each blow seemed to mellow
Cled, and bring him still closer to the Lord. He spoke ten-
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derly of the Lord as a man speaks of a very close and
dear companion.

For the past seven years Cled has lived just across the
block from the Firm Foundation office. On countless oc-
casions he has walked over to the office here simply for a
visit. In the first few years of our tenure here he has been
of invaluable assistance, and his advice and counsel relative
to present problems an editor faces will long be remem-
bered and cherished by me. He has saved me from many
a mistake. On numerous occasions I have had opportunity
to get an intimate glimpse of the bigness that was in him.
On personal matters his heart was big and mellow; and
where there was truth involved there was iron in his soul.

Cled stood several years with the gulf in view. He
wasn’t anxious at all to plunge into it, but he wasn’t afraid
to. Repeatedly he manifested a complete readiness to go and
be with the Lord. He had spent all but sixteen years of his
entire life preaching the gospel. One church he served
twice, and to another he returned for the third period of
labor.

It is no rare thing to die. But when a rare man dies it
leaves a feeling of loneliness in the world. First our plea-
sures die, then our ambitions, and finally our fears--and
then, we find it easy to follow. And down the valley one by
one all of us must go. Cled was just a little further up fore-
front in the line than those of us who remain. The brother-
hood has lost a mighty champion of truth, and this editor
has lost a very warm and personal friend.

“Fear death? To feel the fog in my throat, the mist in my
face, when the snows begin, and the blasts denote I am
nearing the place;

Where he stands, the Arch-fear in a visible form; yet the
strong man must go.

For the journey is done, and the summit’s attained, and the
barriers fall;
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Though a battle’s to fight ere the guerdon be gained, the
reward of it all.

I was ever a fighter: so-one fight more, the best and the
last;

I would hate that death bandaged my eyes and forbore, and
bade me creep past;

No, let me taste the whole of it, fare like my peers, the
heroes of old,

Bear the brunt, in a minute pay glad life’s arrears of pain,
darkness and cold.

For sudden, the worst turns the best to the brave, the black
minute’s at end,

The element’s rage, the fiend voices that rave shall dwindle,
shall blend, shall change,

Shall become first a peace out of pain, then a light, then thy
breast;

0, thou soul of my soul, I shall clasp thee again,

And with God be the rest!“-Cled E. Wallace
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HONORED AT APPRECIATION DINNER

REX E. TURNER, PRESIDENT

(Alabama Christian College)

“More than 360 persons were present to honor Foy E.
Wallace, Jr. on the night of March 10, 1966. The dinner was
held in the large Eadger Gymnasium at Freed-Hardeman
College, Henderson, Tennessee.

After the dinner a number of men spoke in praise of the
great contributions Foy E. Wallace, Jr. has made to the cause
of Christ. W. E. West Jr. told of his long time association
and friendship with Wallace and described how that Wallace
has been for decades now an arduous student and scholar
of the bible. In a paper read by Flavil Nichols, Gus Nichols
stated that Wallace is one of the ablest debaters of this age.
Emphasizing that the Neal-Wallace Discussion should be
kept in print for ages to come, Nichols stated that Wallace
had by his debate with Neal set the church forward at least
thirty years in its fight against the false doctrine of pre-
millennialism. B. C. Goodpasture related that Wallace is an
able writer. He said: “Wallace has a pungent pen,” and
then he humorously added: “I know by experience how pun-
gent his pen is.” Goodpasture then stated that Wallace’s
book, God’s Prophetic Word, is a monumental work and in
the class with such books as Brent’s book, The Gospel Plan
of Salvation,  and  Milligan’s  book,  The Scheme of Redemp-
tion. Rex A. Turner stated that Wallace is one of the great
evangelists and pulpiteers of this century--that his preach-
ing is based on the foundation principles of the Gospel of
Christ and is coupled with keen wit, calculated logic, and
pungent statements.

In response to the testimonials, Foy E. Wallace, Jr.
stated that he would not make a speech for two reasons:
first, because he was too emotionally stirred to speak what
was in his heart, and second, because who ever imagined his
being able to make a speech of only five to ten minutes in
length. Wallace paid tribute to Sister Wallace and stated
how happy he was to have her present for the occasion. He
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said there are some outstanding things about himself that
“she would never have known had she not been present.”

(There was an omission in the above references of my
own admission of having been on the receiving end of the
Goodpasture editorial quill--he pushes a trenchant pen--
but the tie that binds is not so slender that it can bear no
weight, and the bond of friendship is unbroken, and the long
mutual regard undiminished.

It is not for selfish exploitation but from heart swell-
ings of deep appreciation that this account is here inserted
--it is for the record, it belongs to the record, and is rele-
vant to all the purposes of these historical reproductions.)
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THE FORMULA FOR ELDERS

1 Tim. 3--Titus 1

[Delivered at Roanoke, Sunday October 12, 1970, in
special session preliminary to the selection of Byron Nelson
to serve as an elder of the church, in answer to requests
and questions from the members during the meeting con-
cerning the apostolic teaching of Timothy 3 and Titus 1
pertaining to the eldership of the churches--previously
delivered by the request of the elders at Seminole, Oklahoma
upon the occasion for appointment of additional elders in
the congregation.]

The purpose of the apostle’s teaching in the two chap-
ters is to provide guidelines for elders in the churches. They
are descriptive of the traits of character both positive and
negative of social and moral and spiritual nature and practi-
cal application. They do not represent an inflexible jot and
tittle code for such rigid application as some have regarded
the Lord’s behest: “be ye therefore perfect, even as your
Father in heaven is perfect.” That consummate command,
the ultimate in all spiritual admonitions, does not enjoin
perfection of man in this life--it rather counsels children of
God to maturity in conduct, to comportment as full-grown
sons of God in the imitation of the Father whose children
we are. It is not an unconditional requirement for an un-
impeachable rectitude in a life without flaw or failure, un-
attainable by any whose mundane abode is in the body of
humanity. The perfect code in the Lord’s command is but
a pattern for encouragement to maturity through stages
of moral and spiritual growth.

So it is with an elder of the church. Inspiration is not
a condition of being one and perfection is not a qualification
possessed by one. God has not set up an arrangement of
such rigidity that it cannot be practical and functional in a
church within the generation of its members.

There is a committee government movement in the
making initiated by ambitious perfectionists who display
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much insistence on the rigid “scriptural elders” clamor,
with a hue and cry of protest to “unscriptural elders”-but
they in turn resort to the altogether “unscriptural system”
of committee government. To them the “scriptural” way is
a one-way avenue--their w a y .  But it is not God’s way, nor
the Bible way.

Much of the apostolic teaching concerning elders in
the New Testament was delivered after men were already
elders, and defined the process of active work and growth.
The mention of age is omitted, but the qualities that are
mentioned belong to maturity--when attained age required
for responsible oversight will have been acquired, if lacking
no older years will suffice.

The number of preachers who show a marked disregard
for the elders of the church is growing. There is too much
levity and burlesque in the “Preacher’s Meetings,” so much
the order of the day. Reporting a meeting, in the Gospel
Advocate, of that nature which was held at Waco, Texas,
the reporter indicated that there had been considerable
merriment and funmaking over the Eldership--playing on
the word “ship” in various ways. It was said that one
speaker called for chapter and verse for the word “elder-
ship,” anyway, as though there could be no such thing
because there was no such word in the English text. Some-
one might have as reasonably called for the chapter and
verse for the word “membership.” If the speaker’s argu-
ment (?) meant anything we have no membership in the
church by the same reasoning that he would have no elder-
ship.

There is too much profane disrespect of the elders of
the church and general disregard of the divine arrangement
already for any encouragement to be given to it in Preach-
er’s Meetings.

It is certainly true that any man possessing the God-
given characteristics is a God-made elder, and such recogni.
tion should not be withheld from such men. But it also
seems to me still, that af ter  Titus had set in order the
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things that were lacking at Crete he then appointed elders
in some definite manner. Two things were to be done ac-
cording to Paul’s charge: 1. Set in order the things lacking;
2. Appoint elders. And when Paul returned to the churches
he had planted and “appointed for them elders in every
church,” he must have done something definite “for them.”
As to procedure, since it does not specify the particular
manner any method of naming elders which does not in-
fringe upon other principles taught in the New Testament
would be an “appointment” such as Paul charged. If the
elders are to be named, that is an appointment. Men are
elders either by assumption or appointment. Personally, I
would rather be one (if I were one) by appointment than
by assumption. It would be difficult for a man to believe
himself an elder in the church if he had not been named
one. And when that is done he is appointed.

If he is not qualified a mistake has been made, but
certainly no greater mistake than if he should be considered
one or acting as one under the no appointment idea. It
reduces itself to a question of elders by appointment, or by
assumption--which ? I would say--by appointment.

If an elder exercises authority in enforcing the will of
Christ as revealed in the New Testament he is not a “lord”
and is not “lording.” If I understand the word “lord” it
means one who sets up his own will on his own authority.
It requires authority sometimes to enforce the will of Christ
in a congregation, to keep innovators out. Elders exercise
authority under Christ, but it is authority nevertheless.

“What is everybody’s business is nobody’s business” is
not in the New Testament, but it is true and is consistent
with what is in the New Testament.

The pattern of principles embodying the virtues and
duties of elders, social, moral, intellectual, doctrinal and
spiritual, form a broad spectrum of the fundamentals of
the faith--a formula to guide the men of God in the task
of tending the flock of Christ--the local church. It is as
follows :
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1. The desire.
Not in the sense of seeking the office, but desirous of

its qualities and willingness to bear the responsibility. A
difficult and dangerous post, arduous, hard and severe, but
a noble service.

2. Blameless.
According to the truth. Not reproached morally or

spiritually; not discredited, not subject to just censure.

3. One wife.
The state of society in the Roman empire at the time--

polygamy on one hand, divorce on the other hand--the
former among the pagans, the latter among the Jews. An
elder must be neither a divorced man nor a polygamist. The
reference is in debasing the moral standard.

4. Vigilant.
If “eternal vigilance is the price of liberty” it is no less

the price of the truth. Vigilance--discreet, alert, sensitive
to things that are improper; the discernment of evil in
character or of error in teaching, or anything tending to
evil or adverse effect and influence upon others.

5. Sober.
Subdued in private life and personal association; re-

straint in behaviour : not youthful levity or gaiety; not a
social cut-up; moderation in manner; an example in de-
meanor.

6. Behavior.
In specific reference to decorum in public conduct, of

outward mainfestation in bearing to correspond with inner
character. Living becomingly.

7. Hospitality.
This was a special need to avoid consorting with the

idolaters by members of the church who were Grecians and
had come out of the pagan society. A trait all should possess
but especially important for an elder to exemplify this social
characteristic.  It is inclusive of manifesting an interest in
any need.



THE FORMULA FOR ELDERS 977

8. Apt to teach.
Readiness to advise, counsel and correct. Not a refer-

ence to public speaking ability. Does not mean apt to
preach. Refers to the ability to influence for the right, to
direct by advice and counsel the course of life and habits of
the members, a sufficient knowledge of the truth to advise
and admonish.

9. Patient.
Not forbearing error, but not impetuous, not rash,

not implusive or vehement, but gentleness toward all people.

10. Not given to wine.
This does not refer to drunkenness as such, but to

banqueting, parties associated with the modern expression
“wine and women”--improper parties. It is the form of
synecdoche (syn-ec-do-ky) where the whole is put for the
part, or the part for the whole. Philip Schaff’s comments
are as follows: It represents imprudent public associations
with the rowdy banquets so common among the Gentile
world. The elder must have no interest in such--it is not
the habit, the practice or the pleasure of one fitted for an
e l d e r .

11. No striker.
Not pugnacious either physically or mentally, by rude

or harsh, unkind or mean words to others or in the presence
of others--not quarrelsome.

12. Not greedy of filthy lucre.
The term filthy lucre is not a reference to money as

such, but to ill-gotten gain of either money or goods, or
anything of profit in business dealings--it means greed.
It has no application to business success, but to business
ethics and honesty.

13. Not covetous.
Not a money lover, or a lover of personal pleasure in

pursuit of selfish interests, not one who is guided by absorb-
ing self-centered and self-possessed desire, whether money
or that which others possess, with the heart set on the im-
proper means to secure it.
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14. Ruling his house well.
The character impressed on the family-the family life

well ordered, the children properly disciplined--with all
gravity--applied to decorum aimed at relation with the
young, propriety in the conduct of child-life or youth--one
who cannot control his own is not fitted for the responsi-
bility of an elder--this is a negative characteristic, a dis-
qualification, based on the general rule that an elder would
normally be a family man.

15. Not a novice.
Not a beginner or a recently converted man, without

advanced knowledge or general experience in the church.
Some men who have had much of the personal experience
who hear the gospel and obey it in mature life have already
obtained basic experience in the affairs of life and family
administration, executive ability, and various things that
enter into this qualification, hence he may become soon
ready for the office of an elder in the church.

16. Of good report.
The general testimony concerning his life in the society

of the world--excluding gossip, it refers to no evidence of
evil conduct in any part of his life in the community, with
influence free from bad example.

17. The snare of the devil.
The warning here is of the devil laying a trap to get

men of wrong influence in the lead so as to use such a one
to his own ends as a means of destroying the influence of
the church.

18. Likewise the deacons.
All moral qualifications are the same for the deacons

as for the elders, with the  same family  requirements,
reputation and influence.

19. Not double-tongued.
Not saying on one occasion but unsaying at another

time, denying what he has said to others--talking two
ways, not consistent in what he teaches either in public
speech or in private conversation.
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20. Let deacons be proved.
If deacons have served well in their office, with favor-

able progress in knowledge and development of ability in
all things mentioned, they purchase a good degree and may
be called to higher service in becoming elders.

21. Having faithful children.
Whose children are “not accused of riot or unruly” is

reference basically to the profligacy of the heathen families.
The character of unruly, riotous children, defiant of par-
ental rule, disobedient to the law of the home, destroys the
influence of the parents and disqualifies for the position of
an elder in the nature of things. Here again is a negative
application--it is not a matter of an elder having children
in order to be qualified, rather his being disqualified by the
kind of children he has, if of the wrong kind or character.

22. For the elder must be blameless.
That is, not reproached by the bad ways of his family.

The word blameless does not mean sinless, but not subject
to censure in the control of his family. The reference is
to the character of a man’s children--the kind of children
he has, not the necessity of having children. Note that it
does not say here or anywhere else that an elder must have
children, but rather that he must be blameless--those who
so contend misplace the word "must"--the verb is connected
with “blameless.” What blame is attached to an elder who
has no children? None at all. But if he has the wrong kind,
of bad character there is blame in the reproach of having
unfaithful children, accused of riot and who are unruly.
Obviously, the application is to the character of an elder’s
children, not to the having of children. To make it a posi-
tive requirement for an elder to have children is not only
not the teaching of this part of the formula, but to so apply
it would in many instances deprive the church of the most
available and capable man in knowledge and ability and
character for the service of an elder. There are numerous
examples, such as David Lipscomb, who had no children,
yet the ablest man in the entire church in Nashville and in
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his generation--and he was very properly an elder in the
church until his death.

23. Not self-willed.
The self-willed man is the one who pleases himself

regardless of others or the wishes, interests and circum-
stances of others; who has no regard for the judgment and
counsel of others-not only of other men, but who pursues
his own will rather than the will of Christ. He does not
seek or respect the counsel of any, including “the whole
counsel of God,” but in his arrogance follows and enforces
his own will--with particular reference to occasions and
situations when the judgment and desires of others are due
consultation and consideration. Even the apostle Peter,
himself an elder, said: “Neither as being lords over God’s
heritage”--one who enforces his own will is acting lord.
but the elders who are executing the will of Christ, not
their own will, in the performance of duty are not guilty of
the common accusation of “lording it over God’s heritage”
-they are acting in obedience to the command: Feed (tend)
the flock of God . . . taking the oversight.

24. Not soon angry.
Not one of an irascible temperament, of unreasonable

attitude, inflamatory disposition, angered on slight provoca-
tion, easily provoked, bad temper.

25. Company of good men.
The association with men of good character, not regular

associations and friendships with irreligious and wicked
men without piety--his personal associations are with up-
right persons. It is not an injunction against dealing in
business or the necessary worldly relations.

26. Just, holy and temperate.
The elder who is jus t  in upholding that which is right

toward men, and holy in maintaining that which is right
toward God, and temperate in his moderation, tempering
his zeal to discretion in what he says and in what he does.

27. Holding the faithful word.
The word hold here means to possess the knowledge of
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the word of God and harbor conviction concerning it. The
faithful word means the teaching which is the source of
faith-the doctrinal word, the word that is full of faith, or
doctrine. To hold the faithful word is to believe it and up-
hold it. To hold fast the word means to be doctrinally stable
and constant, not compromising and wavering, but to be of
sound doctrine--“as he hath been taught” by the inspired
apostles.

28. Convict the gainsayers.
The gainsayer is an abbreviation of against sayer--

one who is saying or speaking against the church and the
truth. The elder must show him guilty, convict him of
error, prove him to be wrong.

29. Unruly and vain talkers.
An indictment of members who subvert houses or fami-

lies in the church by gossip--the undermining work of
canvassing from house to house, petition signers, stirring
up members in the spirit of agitation and anarchy. This
apostolic fiat “whose mouths must be stopped” makes it
mandatory that elders possess the knowledge of how to do
this and the firmness of action to do it.

30. Teaching things they ought not.
Some were teaching the talmudic traditions of the Jews

and the judaistic heresies of the abrogated system, at-
tempting to bind the Jewish traditions on the churches--a
likely reference to the activities of the Judaizers. The
mandate “wherefore rebuke them sharply” is consistent
with Paul’s own example in the instances cited by him in
the second chapter of Galatians and the first chapter of
Timothy.

It is plainly taught in the New Testament that the
church is governed by elders. It is the arrangement of
divine wisdom and it must not be superseded by human
judgment. The “business meetings” are not scriptural execu-
tive councils for the churches of Christ.

First, the mere suggestion of an executive committee
procedure is an attack on the authority of the elders.
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Second, A proper committee is a tool or implement of
the elders and should be initiated at their discretion and
subject to their disposal, not imposed upon them by a group
of insurgents in the congregation. The elders have sole rule
--committees perform only delegated duties, they have no
vested authority.

Third, in large congregations committees appointed to
serve as a source of information to the elders is expedient,
but the clamor for committees to take away the function
of the elders and to override their decisions is unscriptural
and sinful.

Fourth, by what authority do committees not subject
to the elders exist? By what process are they empowered--
if by the vote of the members, majority rule prevails; if
not by the vote of the members, by whom is it created and
to whom is it amenable, and to whom does it report?

There is no scriptural substitute for the New Testa-
ment organizational arrangement of elders to rule, deacons
to assist, members to assemble, and evangelists to preach--
any other plan frustrates the will of God concerning the
character of the church. It inevitably leads to anarchy and
is nothing less than a declaration of independence against
the Lord’s plan for church government.

In the controversial issue that an elder must possess
the physical qualification of having children--it is con-
tended by some who hold this view that the word children
is plural from the Greek teknon, therefore having one child
fails to qualify an elder of the church. A comparison and
parallel of these words in the root meaning and the common
use in both the Old Testament and the New Testament re-
moves this claim from the controversy.

(1) The Old Testament--the Hebrew word b e n  for
children, a  child, a son, is used 1300 times, and according
to Young and Bagster it is generic, not specific. In refer-
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ence to Sarah, in Genesis 21: ‘7, it is said: “Who would have
said unto Abraham, that Sarah should have given children
suck? for I have borne him a son in his old age.” Added to
this is David’s reference to Sarah in Psa. 113:9 as a
“mother of children”--yet Sarah had but one child--a son.
If it is argued that these passages have reference to poster-
ity, or Sarah’s descendants from one child, then the same
thing would be true of an elder, and being a grandfather
could fulfill the qualification of having children, in which
event it would probably be argued that he was too old to be
an elder! Again, in Gen. 30: 1 Rachel said to Jacob, “Give
me children, or else I die”--and in verse 6, Rachel said that
God had heard her voice “and hath given me a son.” These
passages show that a  son and children were synonymous,
in the generic sense, and according to Bagster, Young and
the scripture text the Hebrew word is either singular or
plural in application,

The following citations are a few examples, out of a
few hundred, where the word is used generically, either
singular or plural, in the Old Testament. (Gen. 3: 16; Gen.
21:7; Gen. 30: 1, 6; Ex. 12:26; Deut. 4: 10; Deut. 5:29; Deut
6: 7; Deut. 32:46; Josh. 4:21-22; 1 Sam. 1:2, 20 27; 2 Chron.
25: 4; Psa. 78: 5; Psa. 103: 13; Psa. 113:9; Psa. 148: 12,
Prov. 17: 6; Prov. 20:7; Prov. 31:28; Isa. 30:9; Jer. 31:29;
Ezek. 18: 2; Mal. 4: 6)

(2) The New Testament--the Greek word teknon, one
born, a child, a  son, children, and descendants, according to
Bagster and Berry and Young is generic and used in both
the singular and plural forms. Out of 98 occurrences of
teknon in the New Testament a few citations will serve to
show both generic and specific applications: In Acts 7: 5
Stephen referred to the promise of God to Abraham con-
cerning his seed “when as yet he had no child (teknon) ."
In Phil. 2:22, Paul made reference to Timothy “as a son or
child (teknon) with the father.” In Matthew 22: 24 refer-
ence to the statement of Moses, “if a man die having no
children (teknon) would apply to one of more but by no
stretch of language could it be forced to mean “two or
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more” ! In Luke 20:29-31 the first of the seven brothers
“died having no children (teknon)--but in verse 30 the
brother died “childless,” and in verse 31 ‘they left no chil-
dren.” In Mark 12: 19-22 in reference to the same Mosaic
law, and the seven brothers, the Mosaic statement “leave no
children (teknon) " of verse 19 is equated with “left no
seed” in verses 20, 21 and 22. In 1 Cor. ‘7: 14 reference is
made to the sanctity of the marriage of the wife to the un-
believing husband, with the statement added, “else were
your children (teknon.) unclean”--this cannot mean that a
child of this union must remain “unclean” until this wife
had children! The case similar to the sanctity of the chil-
dren of the believing wife with the unbelieving husband is
the eligibility of a widow for welfare benovolence (1 Tim.
5: 4, 10) “if any widow have children (teknon)"--"if she
have brought up (or nourished) children (teknon)--cou-
pled with tropheo, for “brought up”). Shall the “two or
more” rule be invoked here?--so if the poor widow has had
or brought up only a  child she cannot be taken into the num-
ber enrolled for benevolence! Who can believe it? In 1
Thess. 2: 11 what the apostle said, “we exhorted and com-
forted and charged every one of you, as a father doth his
children (teknon) ,"” would without controversy apply to a
father and his child. Compare the language of 1 Thess. 2: 11
“as a father doth his children” with 1 Tim. 3: 4 “having his
children in subjection.” The passages would have equal ap-
plication in the grammar of either singular or plural num-
ber. These passages and comparisons prove the synony-
mous meaning and use of child and children--the singular
and the plural--in New Testament teaching and applica-
tion.

There are ninety-eight teknon passages in the New
Testament. In five references the word is translated child
(Matt. 10:21; Luke 1:7; Acts 7:5; Rev. 12:4, 5) in twenty
references the word is translated son (Matt. 9:2--21:28;
Mark 2: 5-13: 12; Luke 2: 48-15: 31-16: 25; John 1: 12;
1 Cor. 4: 14-4: 17; Phil. 2: 15, 22; 1 Tim. 1:2,18; 2 Tim.
1:2--2: 1; Tit. 1: 4; Philemon 10; 1 Jno. 3: 1, 2)--in seventy-
one references the word is translated children. too many to
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list here, but both the singular and plural connotation of
children (teknon) is so evident that it should not require
argument to sustain it. In one passage (Matt 10: 21) the
words child and children are in the same verse translated
from the same word teknon. Another example of the dual
use of teknon is in the second chapter of Philippians, verses
15 and 22 where the plural word s o n s  is employed in verse
15, but the singular word son is adapted in verse 22--and
both s o n s  and s o n  (plural and singular) are from the same
word teknon. A similar case of previous mention is the com-
parison of 1 Thess. 2: 11 with 1 Tim. 3: 4--in the Thessalon-
ian passage reference is made to exhorting and charging
every one "as a father doth his children,” and in the Tim-
othy passage reference is made to an elder “having his
children in subjection.” The word “children” in both verses
is from the same word t e k n o n .  As it is undeniable that this
parental duty of a father to his children would apply to a
father and his child, so it should also be as unquestionable
that the reference to an elder “having his children in sub-
jection” would apply to an elder and his child. There are
numerous similar comparisons in the three score and ten
passages which preclude the fallacy that the phrases “having
his children in subjection” and “having faithful children”
require an elder to have “two or more children.” The pre-
cepts and inferences and consequences annihilate that con-
cept and renders the notion nil.

After all is said, except for the need and demand for
the refutation of the “two or more children” fallacy, the
discourse anent the child-children subject--with the sin-
gular and plural technicalities of teknon--is deprived of
practical significance, for the point of the Timothy and
Titus passages is not the requirement of having children as
a qualification but the reproach and consequent disqualifi-
cation of unfaithful children accused of profligacy and in-
subordination to parental authority and rule.

Another inaccurate ideology of more serious import is
the theorization that the office of elders in the church
ceased with inspiration and miraculous endowment. But
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neither primary nor secondary inspiration was on the roster
for any aspect or facet of qualification for the office of
elders in the church. Moreover, the nature of the character-
istics and definitions of the qualities of the elders are
definite indications of continuance. Furthermore, the fact
that the qualifications of elders in the church were pre-
scribed by the apostles in the end of the era of inspiration
is positive proof of permanency. Eoth Paul’s and Peter’s
inspired instructions concerning the character and conduct
of the office in all of its functions in relation to the congre-
gation require its continued existence. The elders are named
shepherds and the congregation is called a flock--shall the
flock continue without the shepherds? The titles conferred
upon the elders and the duties assigned to them are the
prima facie evidence that the office was not temporary--
it is a part of the church without which it declines into a
nondescript.

The apostolic exhortation to the shepherd-elders is
written: “Feed the flock of God which is among you, taking
the oversight thereof . . . and when the chief Shepherd
shall appear, ye shall receive a crown of glory that fadeth
not away.” (1 Pet. 5: 1-4) This inspired directive to the
elders is a positive pronouncement that the shepherd-elders
over “the flock of God” will continue until “the chief Shep-
herd shall appear”--therefore the office of elders is as
permanent as the church, and to the end of its earthly
existence, until the appearing of Christ, the Chief Shepherd,
it is the will of God that elders continue in the church to
tend the flock in his stead.

The apparent motive in the move to relegate the elders
is to reform the church under a democratic majority rule
system--a take-over resulting in what Alexander Campbell,
in his defense of the office of elders, described as “a wild
democracy.” It is an underlying movement to change the
organization of the church. We are in an age of change. The
new versions are changing the Bible--and late new trans-
lations eliminate elders and list them as leaders. This move-
ment is not a late thing--it has had gradual development--
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the time was not opportune until now as it is timed to a
changing society, a changing Bible and a changing church.
It is history repeating itself, and as in the ancient days we
need watchmen on the walls and an enquiring people asking
“watchman, what of the night?” We must needs be that
concerned.
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70TH BIRTHDAY CELEBRATION DINNER

BY NOBLE PATTERSON

(Publisher, Christian Journal,
Fort Worth, Texas)

Over six hundred gathered in Fort Worth, Texas, Sep-
tember 30, 1966, at a specially prepared birthday celebra-
tion dinner to honor Foy E. Wallace, Jr. The dinner and
program were held in the gymnasium on the campus of Fort
Worth Christian College. A great host of friends, including
many preachers from the Fort Worth-Dallas area, were
present. Those from the greatest distance were the elders of
the Hudson and Elm church in Altus, Oklahoma. President
Don Morris, of Abilene Christian College, along with a num-
ber of the faculty members attended. After a prayer by
Tillit S. Teddlie, the crowd heard tributes by four prominent
and nationally known men in the church, who spoke words
of praise and appreciation in recognition of the outstanding
contributions Foy E. Wallace, Jr., has made to the cause of
Christ.

A few days previous to this gathering of friends and
brethren, in a Firm Foundation editorial Brother Reuel
Lemmons wrote:

We think it is wonderful that friends of Brother Foy
E. Wallace, Jr., are having an appreciation dinner for him
in Fort Worth, at Fort Worth Christian College, on the
night of Friday, September 30. Most men who deserve the
appreciation of hosts of brethren never receive an expres-
sion of it.

Foy Wallace has been a pillar of strength in the church
through a rough and rugged period in its history. He has
been in the forefront of many battles, most notable of which
were the Premillennial controversy and the Wallace debate
with J. Frank Norris. He stopped both cold.

The power of his preaching and the power of his writ-
ing has been unexcelled in our generation. So powerful were
they that various groups have sought to hold on to his coat-
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tails and to claim his support. It has been necessary for him
to shake them loose more than once. When they couldn’t
claim him, they turned coyote-like to snapping at his heels
in an effort to discredit him.

Foy Wallace is an individualist. He doesn’t run with a
crowd. He agrees completely with no man, and we suppose
no man agrees perfectly with him. But when you get the
idea that Foy Wallace doesn’t know the Bible, and isn’t fa-
miliar with God’s revelation, think again.

The church has produced some stalwart men in the past,
and none have stood more foursquare for God and the Bible
than has Foy Wallace. He loves the Lord and he loves the
church. His books, in publication as well as those in prepa-
ration, are doctrinal to the core, and are recommended read-
ing for a generation whose respect for what God’s word

 really says needs reinforcing.

Carloads and busloads will converge on Fort Worth
from a wide area for this historic event. In order that
brethren may know how many to prepare for, tickets at
$1.75 each should be reserved by writing Noble Patterson,

. 2709 Race St., Fort Worth, Texas, immediately.--Reuel Lem-
mons.

The first speaker on the program was Brother George
S. Benson, Chancellor of Oklahoma Christian College and
former President of Harding College. Not only is Brother
Benson known throughout the church and the educational
world, he is recognized by governmental authorities in
Washington as one of the most informed persons on China
and the entire Asian world. At times he was called upon to
provide valuable testimony before various government agen-
cies and in committee hearings. His weekly syndicated col-
urns which appeared in newspapers across the nation con-
stantly brought to the attention of readers the various un-
American influences that threaten our land, and he pointed
out the genuinely patriotic and conservative principles of
government that made America great.

When I contacted Brother Benson and asked him to
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have a part on the program, he responded immediately and
stated that he would consider it a most distinct pleasure to
come and join with others in honoring Brother Wallace. He
interrupted a busy schedule and flew to Fort Worth from
Oklahoma City in his private plane to appear on the pro-
gram. In speaking on "Foy E. Wallace, Jr. As A Bible
Scholar,” Brother Benson stated: “I think the greatest com-
mentary on the biblical scholarship of Foy E. Wallace, Jr. is
the fact that during fifty-five years of successful, effective
evangelistic preaching, reaching into all parts of our nation,
scarcely anyone challenged his interpretations of the scrip-
tures.”

In referring to Foy E. Wallace, Jr. as a writer, Reuel
Lemmons stated, “I have never seen the writings of a man
who could more vividly portray thoughts or make ideas
stand out in base relief more clearly than Brother Wallace
has done in his writings.”

The assigned subject of Brother Leroy Brownlow was
“Foy E. Wallace, Jr. As A Debater.” Brother Brownlow has
established a remarkable record as a local evangelist. At the
time he concluded his twenty-two years ministry with the
Polytechnic congregation, he had the longest tenure of any
preacher in the brotherhood west of the Mississippi river.
During his ministry the congregation grew into the largest
church in the brotherhood at the time. His pioneering ef-
forts in getting the gospel and sound biblical teaching out
to the grass roots of our people through mass production of
good books will be a permanent and lasting contribution to
the church. He has written more books than any other auth-
or among churches of Christ. His book, “Why I Am A Mem-
ber of the Church of Christ,” is the number one best seller
among our brethren. Over one and a half million copies
have been sold. Brother Brownlow was in attendance at the
Norris-Wallace debate in Fort Worth and has followed him
throughout his long and illustrious career as a debater and
gospel preacher. Among the many appropriate things men-
tioned by Brother Brownlow about Brother Wallace, he stat-
ed: “My friends, it is my opinion that Brother Wallace is
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the greatest, the most gifted, and the most effective debater
we have ever produced in the church since the days of in-
spired men.”

The closing speech was given by Brother John H. Bani-
ster, of the Skillman Avenue church in Dallas. Brother
Banister previously preached for the Culbertson Heights
church (now Mayfair) in Oklahoma City for ten years. He
has served other congregations in a most outstanding man-
ner. He appeared on KRLD radio in Dallas each Sunday
morning for over sixteen years and was also involved in ex-
tensive TV work. During the time Brother Banister was
growing up in Thalia, Texas, Brother Wallace conducted
many gospel meetings for the church there. Brother Bani-
ster readily admits in a most grateful manner that his life
was influenced and molded by hearing Brother Wallace dur-
ing those early days. As most everyone knowns, Brother
Banister is a most fluent and voluble speaker. In the course
of his speech he demonstrated his unique ability as a humor-
ist. In a very jovial and interesting manner he referred
freely to many humorous and amusing incidents that oc-
curred during his early associations with Brother Wallace.
It was obvious that he cherished a deep, warm and respect-
ful affection for Brother Wallace. In his speech on “Foy E.
Wallace, Jr. As I Have Known Him,” Brother Banister stat-
ed: “There has never been a preacher among us whom I
have loved, esteemed and admired more than Brother Wal-
lace. When I was a boy I never heard a more eloquent
speaker or one who could more ably preach the gospel.” To
top the evening off he concluded by presenting to Brother
Wallace a plaque from the preachers of the Dallas-Fort
Worth area.

In responding, stating his feelings of unworthiness,
Brother Wallace said: “I could not in any degree of ade-
quacy respond to what has been said here tonight. The one
who sits to my right (Mrs. Wallace) would highly deserve
it, but not I. And for men of the eminence in the church
to come here and say words in my honor moves me more
deeply than possible for me to express.” Brother Wallace
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then spoke of the debt and respect we owe to the pioneer
preachers who through sacrifice brought the church to us
and made it what it is today. Brother George Tipps directed
the audience in singing one of Brother Wallace’s favorite
songs, “I am Bound for the Promised Land.” Brother L. R.
Wilson led the closing prayer.



The
Postman’s Whistle

SECTION FIVE
“WHEN THE BRETHREN FROM ROME CAME DOWN THE AP-
PIAN WAY TO MEET PAUL, AND BY THEIR WORDS AND
PRESENCE TO ENCOURAGE HIM, ‘HE THANKED GOD AND
TOOK COURAGE.’ THE MANY EXPRESSIONS OF GOODWILL
AND ENCOURAGEMENT DO IN A GREAT MEASURE THE
SAME THING FOR US, BELIEVING THAT THE READERS
MAY ALSO FIND ENCOURAGEMENT IN THESE ASSUR-
ANCES, COMING FROM FAR AND WIDE, WE PASS THEM
ON.”
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ANENT ANONYMOUS LETTERS

The bullet of an assassin, shot from the dark.--R. L.
Whiteside, Denton, Texas.

My opinion is that the gun they use will kick harder
than it shoots.--Cled E. Wallace, Austin, Texas.

I am not telling you what to do with the document; but
I have my opinion of what should be done with any docu-
ment a man is ashamed to send out under his own name.-
C. R. Nichol, Seminole, Oklahoma.

I have seen the recent attack upon you from Chicago,
and I cannot refrain from writing you and telling you how
much contempt I feel for the slimy creature who was too
cowardly to sign his name. Surely you have nothing to fear
from such vermin who, like the night riders of old, are con-
tent to do their work under the guise of anonymity. But
this is the price that you must pay for your courageous
fight against premillennialism in the church. Loyal disciples
are behind you to a man.--Guy N. Woods, Wellington,
Texas.

The sheets mailed to preachers of the churches of
Christ, with Chicago and St. Louis postmarks, are simply
outbursts of an under-current that threatens the church.
They evidence the success of your work in defense of the
church in the time of crisis. Enemies cannot meet you with
an open Bible and seek to do their malicious work in the
dark. The cowardly attacks upon the man they cannot meet
is proof that your work is not in vain. Power unto you. Do
not allow this work of the devil to deter you. Faithful
brethren are with you heart and soul.--E. G. Creacy, Horse
Cave, Ky.

I am very busy and feel that I never have time to read
all of any of the half dozen or more religious papers that
I receive, yet I devoured the last line of every article in the
November issue. Stand by the old book one hundred per-
cent-and we believe you will--and I am with you one
hundred percent. I received and read the two anonymous
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letters mailed, one in Chicago, the other in St. Louis. I
try to be Christ-like in my conduct toward my fellowman,
but my righteous indignation gets the better of me at the
very thought of one’s being little, measley and dirty enough
to write that which reflects on a fellow mortal, and then
too little to sign one’s name.  I hope that I shall  never know
who wrote those letters, as I want to love all mankind, and
sense of fairness compels me to hold the author of an
anonymous letter in contempt.--T. Q. Martin, McMinnville,
Tenn.

You are doing a good job. When cowards mail out un-
signed letters to assassinate your character, you may rest
assured that you have rung their number. The great church
of the Lord will not stand by while scandal mongers do their
dark work, nor permit them to get by with their schemes.
You are to be commended. Keep up the fight, turn on the
heat and the light.--Will M. Thompson, Holdenville, Okla.

That crowd can’t hurt you with your friends in Florida.
Russellism (Bollism) and softness in the churches are doing
great harm down here. God bless you in your fight. I  am
with you.--Frank Morrow, Tampa, Fla.

They are unable to meet you on the Bible, so they
resort to anonymous methods. It is their admission of
defeat, an acknowledgment of inability to defend their
Russellistic teaching; but proof that your sledge-hammer
blows at error are felt.--Frank D. Young, Scottsville, Ala.

I knew that a storm of protest would go out against
those anonymous letters sent out from the underworld. A
casual observer can see that there is more than one in the
gang. Loyal members of the church of Christ will not for-
sake you in this just fight. A few have spoken, but thou-
sands will speak when the time comes.--L. N. Moody,
Vernon, Texas.

“KEEP THE GUARDIAN GOING”

The first issue of your paper came duly to hand and I
wish to congratulate you upon the issue. Not only is it
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creditable from a mechanical standpoint, but it is also well
edited. Wishing you success in your undertaking.--Leon B.
McQuiddy, Publisher of The Gospel Advocate, Nashville,
Tenn.

I received your first paper a day or two ago. I gave my
copy to Brother Hall as I have access to Brother Hinds’
copy. You certainly got up a fine edition. Fine in appear-
ance and good in matter. You gave Brother Armstrong an
extra dose, but he needs it.-F. B. Srygley, Nashville, Tenn.

I am simply delighted with the “Guardian” in every
way. I like its appearance. The contents meet exactly the
announced purpose of the magazine and only good should
come from this “watchman on the tower.“--C. A. Taylor,
Louisville, Ky.

Accept our commendation of the dauntless, straight-
forward manner in which you present your material; the
abundant information contained therein; the clean-cut man-
ner in which it is edited, and also a word of thanks for the
enamel stock used.--Joseph C. Malone, Dallas, Texas.

The Gospel Guardian came yesterday. It seems to be
set for plain speaking. I wish it success. If it will be true to
New Testament teaching and practice it surely will bless
and be blessed. Such is badly needed. The devil is exerting
himself to destroy the church through false teaching and
rotten living.--G. A. Dunn, Dallas, Texas.

My eye is full (and my heart, too). The Gospel Guard-
i a n  is an encyclopedia. I do not see how it is possible for
one to publish and edit such a fine thing. I know it will do
good--it can’t help but do good. I have read and reread
every line. The magazine is a beauty, and best of all, it is
one hundred percent for the truth.-E. G.  Creacy, H o r s e
Cave, Ky.

It is full of meat--possibly too strong for some. I hope
there will be enough brethren able to receive strong meat
to give you the necessary support to keep the good work
going When brethren leave Christ and his gospel and go
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about preaching something contrary to his gospel, they
need spanking. May the Lord help you win the battle. When
your present job is finished another will need attention as
we are all “so prone to err.“--Austin Taylor, Uvalde, Texas.

I congratulate you on your enterprise.--Edwin R.
Errett, Editor Christian S t a n d a r d  Cincinnati, Ohio.

I wish to commend very highly the first issue of your
magazine The Gospel Guardian.  I am sure it will do much
good. I shall be very glad to have a copy of it come regularly
to our library so that our young preachers may have access
to it.--Jas. F. Cox, President Abilene Christian College,
Abilene, Texas.

The brethren in Louisville are certainly pleased with
the Guardian--or perhaps I should have said some of the
brethren are pleased.--J. M. Powell, Louisville, Ky.

The Gospel Guardian is all that one could expect. Here’s
hoping that it may so completely stamp out the malady of
“Bollism” that not even a scar will be left to mar the unity
of the Lord’s work in his kingdom. I pray for it, and the
editors, many years of devotion to the truth.--J. B. Gaither,
Gainesboro, Tenn.

Its bold exposure of false teaching of every complexion
should give it a welcome by all who contend for the faith. I
predict for it a wide reading but plenty of critics. All in all,
its launching, its purpose and its aim, is a bold undertaking.
May success attend your every effort.--M. 0. Daley, San
Antonio, Texas.

I expected that it would be good but it was far better
than I expected. I think there is a genuine need for just
such a publication. If you can hold up as high a standard
as you have started out I think it will undoubtedly meet the
need.--L. L. Brigance, Henderson, Tenn.

I bid you good speed in your purpose of combating a
growing error and of setting forth the true teaching of the
New Testament. E. R. Barnes, President, The Barnes
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School, Montgomery, Ala. (a great educator, the son of a
pioneer of the gospel in Alabama--Editor.)

I am delighted and thrilled with its sound and whole-
some teaching. Especially pleased that it not only combats
premillennialism but other evil tendencies of the times as
well. I congratulate you and hope for your magazine a wide
circulation.--G. W. Riggs, Los Angeles, Calif.

With my present love of the truth I would not take one
dollar for my one copy, even after having read it. God bless
you and the paper in the Master’s service.--Gus Nichols,
Jasper, Ala.

I have read with very profound interest every issue of
The Gospel Guardian, and appreciate it more than I can
express in words. It is well edited, well printed and sound
to the core. May it ever remain so.--G. H. P. Showalter,
Editor Firm Foundation, Austin, Texas.

I surely admire your grit in going after Boll without
gloves. Under such pressure as you are bringing to bear,
something is bound to give way.--F. L. Rowe, Publisher
Christian Leader, Cincinnati, Ohio.

I believe this one issue (January) will be worth all
of your efforts and time spent. For some two weeks or more,
I have been studying the B o l l  matter with our young preach-
ers and this resume will clinch what has been taught in a
less extensive way.--N. B. Hardeman, President Freed-
Hardeman College, Henderson, Tenn.

I am well pleased with the vigorous style of the publi-
cation and its manly defense of the truth as opposed to
speculative teachings. The facts disclosed in the January
number should do much toward clarifying an understanding
of the regrettable situation in Louisville of which I have an
intimate knowledge.--A. B. Lipscomb, Valdosta, Ga.

I feel that your publication is rendering a very definite
service. I have heard many favorable comments on the many
articles appearing from time to time.--C. G.McGehee, Jack-
sonville, Fla.
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I think the magazine is true to its name. There is a
great need today for such a magazine. I admire your cour-
age and the courage of other writers in exposing the teach-
ing of R. H. Boll, and others. Brethren that insist on teach-
ing Russellism and Bollism ought to be exposed and re-
proved face to face. I speak out against it whenever I have
an opportunity, as every gospel preacher should. I hope you
will be able to continue this good work of exposing false
teaching.--John G. Reese, Business Manager, Harding Col-
lege, Searcy, Ark.

We appreciate exceedingly the efforts you are making
in this field. The Gospel Guardian is ideal both in material
workmanship and spiritual content. May you live long is
my prayer.--W. Claude Hall, Teacher of Bible, Freed-
Hardeman College, Henderson, Tenn.

The January issue of the Guardian  is as hot as a bag of
mush. Boll and his henchmen will have to say something or
play the “martyr.” I predict that they will cry "persecu-
tion."--C. R. Nichol, Seminole, Okla.

This is a letter I have had in my system since the latter
part of last October. First, you are to be congratulated on
getting out such a fine paper. Long live the Guardian! Sec-
ond, here is my check for one year’s subscription. I hope you
can send me the November and December issues, as well as
the January issue. Third, you ought to keep a good supply
on hand for binding purposes. Urge your readers to have
the paper bound. Fifty years from now some poor fellow
may be ransacking old book stalls’ garrets like I am, in quest
of “pioneer’” literature. A volume of the Guardian would be
a choice find in 1986.--B. C. Goodpasture, Atlanta, Ga.

Congratulations on the G o s p e l  Guardian! It sure is fine.
I had no idea we had so many good writers in addition to
those already writing to “our papers.” It would seem that
the old papers will have to gird themselves to keep up with
the procession.--Victor W. Kelley, Professor University of
Illinois, Urbana, Ill.

I have just finished reading the January issue of the
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Gospel Guardian. I am glad you published this data. It will,
in my opinion, serve a good purpose.--Allen Phy, Glasgow,
KY.

It is a real treat in this age of neutrality, and a mighty
good tonic for young preachers. The first copy gave me
more inspiration than any paper I’ve ever seen. More
power to you !--George W. DeHoff, Richmond, Va.

I am very much pleased with the magazine.--Early
Arceneaux, Fort Worth, Texas.

It is like an up-to-date automobile--it has bumpers on
both ends.  As full of good things as an egg is full of meat,
I mean a good egg, of course.--Thad S. Hutson, Parkers-
burg, W. Va.

“KEEP THE BANNER WAVING”

I feel like God has raised you up to lead us back. It will
take two years to get your work before the brotherhood.
My help and prayers will be with you. I feel like many of
the old-timers will fall in line.--J. D. Tant, San Benito,
Texas.

Congratulations on appearance as well as contents of
the Banner. It looks good to me, and it reads good. Com-
mand me when I can serve you or the cause.--C. R. Nichol,
Clifton, Texas.

It is a joy to me to see that you are weakening on no
point of the truth with the many that you are battling.
Never think of a compromise on anything.--G. A. Dunn,
Dallas, Texas.

It is just what we need, and I pray that it will accomp-
lish great good, and that you will live long to publish it.
God will bless you for your plain sound preaching with
mouth and pen.--Marshall Keeble, Nashville, Tenn.

There is great need for such a paper as yours. And I
certainly appreciate your bold and scriptural stand on all
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issues involved. More power to you in this worthy work.-
John H. Banister, Oklahoma City, Okla.

The Bible Banner is as good as the best, It is bound
to accomplish great good in staying off departures from
the Old Paths. God bless you and keep you bold and courage-
ous to do a work for the defense of the truth for many
years, which none other can do so well.--Gus Nichols. Jas-
per, Ala.

The Bible Banner is needed and I personally feel that
it will do much good toward keeping us away from de-
partures so liable to be made if we are not constantly being
reminded. You are to be commended for your courage and
faithfulness to the ancient gospel and the Lord’s church.--
C. E. McGaughey, Oklahoma City, Okla.

We need this paper and we need you as its editor . . .
The time is right for some militant gospel preaching.--J. M
Powell, Louisville, Ky.

Your first issue of the Bible Banner is received and I
congratulate you. Brethren everywhere should, and I feel
that all the loyal and faithful will welcome such a paper.
one set for the defense of the truth against all error, all
isms, neutral compromisers, apologists, and such like. May
the greatest success crown your efforts.--J. F. Kurfees,
Louisville, Ky.

You have killed Bollism so dead that it will never rise
again. Many of us make mistakes but you made no mistake
when you took up the fight against Bollism, and you have
the job done.--Joe H. Blue, Salem, Ark.

I sometimes wonder just where we might have been
had it not been for the fight you have made against sub-
versive activities in the church.--Harry Pickup, Gainesville:
Fla.

The Bible Banner is what the Firm Foundation was
fifty years ago. Keep the good work going. Expose all of
their evils and put them to silence.--Mollie Kidd, Fresno,
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Calif. (Sister Kidd is eighty years old, but young in spirit
and intellect.)

Be sure you are right, then go ahead. I am with Y O U,
God bless you.--D. C. Riley, Lubbock, Texas.

Hold the Banner high. I have to debate with myself
which article to read first, Cled’s or the Editorials.--0. E.
Donahue, Killeen, Texas. (We especially appreciate this
good word from Brother Donahue, a deacon in the church at
Killeen. W e  have many such expressions from the rank and
file which we would love to publish, and will give space to
some of them to let readers know that many who are not
preachers are speaking their sentiments.)

It sounds like Jude 3 to me! May the Lord help us to
be “devoted to a defense of the truth against all errors and
innovations."--Fred E. Dennis, Marietta, Ohio.

It measures up to my expectations every way. Your
present set-up will be a mighty tower of strength in de-
fending the ancient gospel. Keep the bombardment up.-
C. E. Thomas, Holdenville, Oklahoma.

Allow me to say that I am ready to be of assistance in
establishing the Banner in my home country, Canada.--
Stanley McInery, Henderson, Tenn.

The Digressives well know what the division is and
who caused it. What the Bible has done to premillennialism
it can do to the so-called unity meetings. Now is the time
for the Bible Banner to nip this thing in the bud.--W. C.
Graves, Birmingham, Ala.

The Bible Banner is doing a work the other papers re-
fuse to do. May God bless your continued efforts.--Stoy
Pate, Memphis, Ten.

Every issue enjoyed. Brother Wallace, don’t let them
pass. Success to the Manner.--Allen Killom, St. Catherines,
Ontario, Can.

I had hoped to see you put forth such an effort.--L. W.
Mayo, Van Nuys, Calif.

The current issue of the Banner is simply breathtak-
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ing. In the general conspiracy of commercialism and high
wire stunting surrounding us how could we ever know what
is actually going on if it were not for the pitiless white
light of your indispensable publication. Of course, I am
back of the war on pseudo-unity, premillennialism, Great
Songs-ism, etc. etc. one hundred percent.--A. E. Keenan,
Detroit, Mich.

The Banner is superb. I have yet to meet the preacher,
elder or deacon who even answered the infamous question-
naire. It was an effort to buy out a few and intimidate the
remainder.--0. C. Lambert, Port Arthur, Texas.

The circulars of survey I also received but not noticing
anything in them worthy of a reply they were cast aside.
Not a preacher in this section of the state of Texas that I
know answered the circulars. Someone seemingly misrepre-
sented the truth in making such bold assertions concerning
the brotherhood.--Hulen L. Jackson, San Saba, Texas.

I have been a subscriber to every paper you have pub-
lished since I was a high school boy, paying for subscrip-
tions from money earned on a paper route.--Mack Kerche-
ville, El Paso, Texas.

(NOTE: Mack is the son of deceased W. A. Kercheville,
a true gospel preacher contemporary with A. R. Holton,
also deceased, both of whom were my school-mates and
room-mates at the old Thorp Spring Christian College)

I do not indorse the unity meetings of brethren (?)
Murch and Witty, the reformation of Davidson, the pre-
millennialists, nor the attitude of softness toward these
errors held by some of the preachers of the church. You are
making a great fight for the church and the truth. Do not
let them pass.--R. L. Roberts, Cleburne, Texas.

You have certainly dealt the future kingdom folks a
haymaker. In many parts of the country they have almost
gone out of business, or they are ashamed to let the public
know where they stand.--Oscar Smith, Houston, Texas.

Dear Brother Foy and Cled: May you live long to keep
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up the splendid work you are doing so well. We read each
issue with much interest and profit.--J. G. H a r d e m a n ,
Henderson, Tenn.

The Bible Banner has my approval--that will get t h e
job done.--R. L. Colley, Memphis, Ten.

Your exposure of Clinton Copyright Davidson was more
than plenty good.--C. A. Norred, Fort Worth, Texas.

I am a long distance subscriber and reader of the Bible
Banner and would just like to express my humble estimation
of the same. My impression of the Banner (and I have read
every issue) is: you are contending “earnestly for the faith”
and are “set for the defense of the gospel” . . . We are not
free from premillennialism in this country, and your oppo-
sition to the same has been criticised . . . We hear more
criticism of those who oppose error than we do of those who
teach error.--John Williams, Beamsville, Ontario, Can.

The current issue of the Bible Banner is a warm num-
ber; in fact, it is more than warm. Super fine. Keep it
coming.--C. R. Nichol, Clfiton, Texas.

I always read it with interest and miss it if it does not
come.--G. H. P. Showalter, Austin, Texas. (Editor of the
Firm Foundation.)

Your article in the November issue of the Bible Banner
on Bollism is one of the very best you have ever put out on
it. It is timely and I am glad you wrote it. Do not weaken
and do not let the fire cool any. I am for you in the work
you are doing.--G. A. Dunn, Dallas, Texas.

“DON’T LET T H E  TORCH BURN LOW”

From a generous two-column editorial announcement
of Torch in the Firm Foundation: “A torch is supposedly
for two purposes, one to apply heat and the other to give
light. Ey having read the first issue in its entirety, our
conclusion is that Brother Wallace is to use this torch both
ways ... we shall read with interest what he has to say iny



1006 T H E  PRESENT TRUTH

the “Torch” and herewith offer him our congratulations in
his venture."--G. H. P. Shon-alter, in Firm Foundat ion,
Austin, Texas.

(The first editor I ever knew was Brother Showalter.
And I have very often acknowledged that my early preach-
ing, along with others my age, was largely molded by the
Firm Foundation. September 1913 the pale horse and its
rider crossed the Wallace threshold in my first experience
with death in our home, and slipped our mother from us.
Brother Showalter and Brother Nichol came to comfort us
and stood together beside her grave to talk to us about her
and about heaven. November 1949, thirty-six years later,
the grim rider returned to take our father. On the same
spot these two men again stood, and talked to us about him
and the hope he had. The shadows of the setting sun silhou-
etted the patriarchal forms of the two now grayhaired men,
standing by two graves, and that impression shall last--al-
ways. It is fitting that it should be so; we would have had
it no other way.--F. E. W.)

Your undertakings in the publication work have never
been failures. You may have run short of “filthy lucre” but
never of precious and powerful truth. Your tribute to your
father is a classic--the fitting praise of a worthy son. The
opposition has never met you on an issue. They always
desert and raise a smoke screen of personalities or try to
justify themselves by what someone else is doing that is
questionable or apparently so. There are some things going
on in schools, papers and churches, the attitudes and ten-
dencies of which are toward heresy and anarchy. “Stand
fast in the faith, be strong.“--C. E .  Woolridge, Fort Worth,
Texas.

Dear Foy: We read the Gospel Advocate when you were
editor, the Guardian,  the B i b l e  Banner ,  now Torch. I believe
your writing the best, your preaching the soundest, and hope
you continue to be best always.--Your friend, J. W. Akin,
Longview, Texas.

They say that one should not play with fire, but I will
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catch your “Torch” and trust that I will not get burned--
G. K. Wallace, Tampa (Temple Terrace) Fla.--Enjoyed
first number immensely.--Glenn L. Wallace, Los Angeles.

I am happy to see you produce this magazine.--Reuel
Lemmons, Cleburne, Texas. (Later, the editor of the Firm
Foundation, Austin, Texas.)

Certainly we need to hear from you on the issues con-
fronting the Lord’s church today. You have always spoken
out when issues were issues. Let Torch make it hot for
those w h o  would destroy the independence of the congrega-
tions--George W. DeHoff, Murfreesboro, Tenn.

Glad you are back in the “harness” and I trust T o r c h
may have a reception far above anticipations.--D. W.
Nichol, Lometa, Texas (brother of C. R. Nichol)

It will have a place in my home. Keep up the good
fight that the name Wallace has always stood for--M. S.
Bills, Lufkin, Texas.

It surely comes as a welcome visitor into my home and
the files of my studies.--T. Reginald Boley, Fort Worth,
Texas.

Neat and attractive in appearance, worthy and weighty
in contents. It deserves favorable reception and wide circu-
lation, my wholehearted support.--Ted W. McElroy, Uvalde,
Texas.

You have a broad field. You have a good start. Go
right on.--Austin Taylor, Uvalde, Texas.

May TORCH live and burn !--Avis C. Wiggins, Dallas,
Texas.

I like its size, I like its tone, and I like its editor.--
Boyd D. Fanning, Longview Texas.

I commend it most heartily. You have done and are
doing a wonderful work.--James A. Allen, editor of Aposto-
lic Times, Nashville, Tenn.

A very attractive piece of work . . . even before reading
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it I am sure I will want to receive it regularly.--L. 0 .
Sanderson, office manager, songbook editor, Gospel Advo-
cate, Nashville, Tenn.

Both surprised and pleased to get it. It will have a
good purpose and serve a good cause.--Earl West, Indian-
apolis, Ind.

You have good magazine and I shall be glad to give it
my hearty support.--D. Ellis Walker, Montgomery, Ala.

I want to tell you that your statement relative to Israel
in Palestine is as accurate as if you had been there and
observed it as I recently did. I was moved beyond words at
such accuracy.--J. T. Marlin, Shawnee, Oklahoma.

I appreciate your new publication. I appreciate, too,
your friendship of more than thirty years . . . . When I
think of your standing on the firing line holding up your
Torch, I think of a poet-soldier, who died in 1918. As if in
premonition of his death, he wrote:

Take up the quarrel with the foe;
To you from falling hands we throw

The Torch; be yours to hold it high.
If you break faith with us who die,

We shall not sleep, though poppies grow,
in Flanders fields. --J. Eddie Weems, Los Angeles.
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AN OUTLINEAR ARTICLE

INTRODUCTION : The newness of the spirit versus old-
ness of the letter: Matthew 9: 14-17; Mark 2: 18-22; Luke
5: 33-39.

An outline: In application of the principles involving
the observance of fasting, customs and localisms.

Declaration of independence from ritualism. Proclama-
tion of freedom from formalism. Deliverance from tradi-
tionalism. Emancipation from sacerdotalism. Dawn of a
religious liberty.

Departing from established customs of inflamed parti-
sans of an old regime--a ready opposition--conflict.

I. The Ground Of Complaint.

(1) Extraordinary claims of Christ on occasion of heal-
ing the paralytic.

(2) Elevation of Matthew--the publican, to position of
apostleship.

(3) Nonconformity to the practice of prescribed meth-
ods of observance of sabbath and custom of fasting.

(4) Alliance of partisan groups, parting of ways. A
judicial opinion asked (demanded) and given. The strange
alliance--John's disciples and Pharisees--they fasted vs.
Jesus and disciples--they did not fast.

(5) The issue joined--importance in the value ascribed
to fasting as a religious exercise of the day.

Mechanical appliances regarded as integral parts of de-
vout life.

II. History Of The Ritual Of Fasting.

(1) As a voluntary practice in all ages among all peo-
ple in times of sorrow and mourning--hunger, natural ap-
petites suspended by grief--distress--anxiety.

(2) The limited sanction of the Mosaic law.
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No regulation--nor example--in Old Testament---before
Mosaic law---striking fact. One day in a year only pre-
scribed by Moses-compare frequency of other days. “Tenth
day of seventh month--afflict your souls.”

(3) The development of the practice in the ritualism.

A commanding element--Jews established four annual
fasts--4th, 5th, 7th 10th months.

Commemorating national calamities-mournful events,
such as making of golden calf--decree that those who were
in the exodus should not enter Canaan. Destruction of tem-
ple and capacity, etc. None of which the law of God or of
Moses.

Fast of Esther--commemorating the order of Esther
when the decree was issued for slaughter of Jews.

Gradually increased to twenty-eight in number--on
stated occasions--added to these, occasional extra fasts for
special enterprises or some incident of national importance.

(4) The exaggerated importance accorded fasting in
the ritualism of the Pharisees. “I fast twice a week”--(the
Pharisee and Publican in the temple).

These biweekly fasts were observed by Pharisees in the
time of Christ. On Thursday commemorating the day of
Moses ascent to Mt. Sinai--and Monday, the day on which
he returned to camp.

(5) In course of time the weight of superstition in ref-
erence to fasting was added to the rigid physical burden--
both spiritual and magical powers were ascribed to fasting.
Made a condition of pardon--of averting anger of God--to
escape fires of Gehenna--to obtain interpretation of dreams.
All such outgrowth of one legal sanction by Moses.

(6) The survival of this relic of Judaism in twentieth
century ritualism. History repeating the question--not sur-
rounded by John’s disciples nor the Pharisees, but professed
disciples of Christ--in Canon law of Catholic’s--in mis-
guided devotions of Protestants.
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But it is a fact that the Lord did not appoint fasting as
a part of the new religion he inaugurated, and with his dis-
ciples he abstained from it’s observance under the old re-
ligion. (Matt. 17:21) References in Corinthians must be S O

applied. Paul would hardly enjoin a Jewish formula on
Christians, which Jesus would not bind on his disciples.

II. The Exemption From Fasting.

(1) The bridegroom comparison.

The association of the phrase “sons of the bridecham-
ber” with the term “bridegroom” in Jewish thought--The
metaphor significant of nuptial ceremonies--bride escorted
to house of the bridegroom amid festive procession--follow-
ed by prolonged “marriage feast”--a full week of rejoicing.

(2) Application of metaphor.

In Old Testament union of God and Israel represented
as in marriage. Tabernacle and Temple were designated as
“bridal chambers”--where God was manifested to Israel.
All this familiar to Jews. John’s introduction of Jesus
(John 3: 28-29)--his disciples knew and remembered it.
Jesus appropriates the imagery in his answer.

1. Jesus is the bridegroom.

2. His disciples, the “sons of the bridechamber.”

3. With his presence there could be no fasting.

A sorrowful state of mind is the only condition in which
fasting was reckoned as a religious act, Synonymous with
mourning--outward expression of inward grief--without
sorrow--fasting would be hypocrisy.

Applied to Christianity--no place for it. Distinctive
state of mind is joy-presence of Christ--“sorrow and sigh-
ing flee”--“Rejoice in the Lord always and again I say.”
(Phil. 4: 4)

(3) The anticipated period of mourning.

First: “When the bridegroom shall be taken away.” The
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expression “taken away” indicative of a violent interruption.
“But the day will come”--words chill with the premonitions
of trial and the cross.

Second: “They will fast in that day.”

Not imperative, but predictive; not giving a command,
but stating a fact. This fasting would not be compulsory
but produced by time of sorrow--not performed on authori-
ty of an order. It is not a concession to Pharisees--“in that
day”-disciples bend to the will, but the result of their mas-
ter being taken away.

(4) The intimated end of the period of fasting. “Lo, I
am with you alway,"

To make the phrase “taken away” cover the time be-
tween his ascension and second advent --Catholics and Prot-
estants affirm that we have only an absent Christ. Upon
this error Catholics base the teaching that since the death of
Christ fasting is a duty. But fasting was required for the
whole “day” to which it referred. A consistent course would
be abstinence from food, which is a fatal objection, in more
senses than one. (As inconsistent as merriment at a funeral
or tears at a jubilee.) Is the bridegroom with you? Rejoice
in the Lord--as long as bridegroom is with presence--the
Lord says, cannot fast. Fasting is associated with separa-
tion. Rejoicing associated with presence.

IV. The Cloth Of Christianity.

(1) Not a prescribed regimen of customs.

1. What constitutes essence of Christianity.
Examples: The kiss--the veil.

2. The sift from mechanical observances--reluct-
ant. “He who has drunk the old does not straightway desire
the new--for he saith, the old is better.”

(2) Not a new patch on an old garment.

1. The principle of congruity--agreement--blend-
ing--a disharmony and a rending.
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2. The law of liberty--customs not commanded--
cannot be prescribed. (Gal. 5; Col. 2: 16). a gradualism in
abandoning established customs for better things of the new.
(Lk. 5:39)

(3) Oldness and newness.

2 Cor. 3: 6-Rom. 1: 9--Heb. 10: 9-10

V. Principles Applied To I Corinthians 11.

(1) Christianity in heathen centers did not seek a revo-
lution in social and personal habits and standards unless
such were of the character to conflict with and nullify the
gospel of Christ.

(2) This is Paul’s meaning when he said that he “be-
came all things to all men”--only in local habits, practices
and customs, in various lands, which did not void the gospel.

(3) So Paul did not command customs--he merely
regulated their use and practice, adapting them to the cir-
cumstances of the locality--and to propriety. (I Cor. 10:32-
33).

(4) Examples of this principle.

1. The Kiss--I Cor. 16:20--Rom. 16: 16.

This is found in the context, same verse, with “churches
of Christ”--again in I Cor. 16: 20. Why do not the brethren
who insist on the veil, practice the kiss also, and insist on
others doing so? Why insist on I Cor. 11, and ignore I Cor.
16? Did Paul command or regulate the kiss--commanded
not the kiss custom, but holy conduct.

2. The Veil--I Cor. 11.

Instructions on the veil given only to Grecian women--
not given to any Jewish church, for reason that the custom
did not prevail among Jewish women--except on occasions,
such as brides. If Paul commands the veil:

(a) It binds a religious garb. (If so, the Catho-
lics are right--just a different kind).
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(b) It makes an item of apparel as much an
element of worship as the emblem of the communion.
As it is contended that a woman’s worship is not acceptable
without a hat, or substitute.

(c) If the veil is commanded, a hat cannot be
substituted. The veil covered the head of the Grecian wo-
man--face and all, hood--Catholic garb is nearer to it than
a modern hat-never lifted from face in presence of men. If
hat can be substituted, so could sprinkling for immersion!

(d) If the veil is commanded in public worship,
it follows that a woman may pray and prophesy in public
provided she has her hat on! May pray silently, but not
prophesy. On other hand, if it is not public, she must put on
her hat or be veiled to pray at home, or to even teach her
children the beatitudes ! Anything that contradicts Chris-
tianity cannot be the meaning of I Cor. 11 such as:

1st. Wearing religious garb.

2nd. Making an item of apparel an element of
worship.

3rd. Substituting one thing for another.

All contradict New Testament teaching. It follows that
binding such on the church is not what I Cor. 11 means--not
what Paul taught.

(5) The coverings--or Veils.

1. Artificial--veil.

2. Natural--hair.

One a custom, the other not; one man-made, the other God-
given.

The hair is introduced as collateral to the subject only,
which was Grecian women and veils. Hence, a woman’s hair
is her covering or veil- -so far as God’s natural order is con-
cerned (v. 16), and meets all the requirements in all places
and churches were propriety is not an issue--as among the
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Grecians. Both principle and propriety must be considered
in the local issues.

For the woman to shear the hair was only forfeiting
her natural adornment, which was the extent of the penalty
-the question of salvation was not the subject, nor was it
involved.

(6) The application.

1. For a Grecian woman to cast off her veil would
class her as a courtesan.

2. The disuse of the veil therefore dishonored her
husband--(head).

3. In so doing she dishonored Christ and God. Only
in that reason, and in such disregard she would disrespect
the angels (v. 10) --the venerable, spiritually endowed men
of the congregation--“angels” as in Rev. 2, in the churches.

4. It was a violation of propriety based on custom
as shown by the word “comely” in v. 13. Not becoming.

Apply same to I Timothy 2:9-10. Modesty? Lincoln
said that the length of a man’s legs should be long enough
to reach from his body to the ground! Enough clothing to
cover the body !

Here again is adjustment of principle and propriety,
with due discrimination between law and custom. The Bible
does not command customs--it only regulates them to pro-
priety.

(7) Conclusions.

1. Nature teaches.

Inborn sense--natural arrangement inherent--hence,
inherently acknowledged, approved.

2. Hair--glory.

Luxuriant hair nature’s gift to woman--not true of
man, as a general rule.
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3. Given for veil.

This settles it. God, not man, gave woman the veil--the
artificial is not divine, and not bound as such.

4. Apostolic decision.

We (apostles) have no such custom (veils) neither the
churches of God (generally) or in other places.

5. Penalties.

Respecting the hair--a woman’s glory--natural adorn-
ment--to forfeit it is the only penalty involved--self-pena-
lized. No disobedience to God. No worship of God--or sal-
vation involved.

6. The statement of Luke 5: 39: “No man also hav-
ing drunk old wine straightway desireth new: for he saith,
The old is better”; and of 2 Cor. 11:16: “We have no such
custom” (we apostles have no such teaching) “neither the
churches of God” (the churches generally have no such prac-
tice)--the statements are clear indications that these cus-
toms were localisms and that gradualism was required in
abandoning them.

Such customs as feet-washing, fasting, the kiss, and the
woman’s covering, the artificial veil, were all localisms and
they were not a part of apostolic teaching and doctrine, nor
an essence of Christianity.
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“WATCHMAN, WHAT OF THE NIGHT?”

(Printed in Gospel Advocate, Firm Foundation,
and Christian Journal, 1976)

The occasion for the Ezekiel alarm in the ancient
threats that were endangering lsrael is cause for concern
amid current conditions threatening the church now. The
churches of Christ are in the midst of the most serious doc-
trinal crisis in extent since the emergence of the Restora-
tion Movement on this English-American continent. The
abandonment of the Bible for pseudo-versions, now in all of
the colleges; in the pulpits and the pews; the acquiescence
of neutral professors; the complacency of contributors to the
colleges; the silence of preachers; the apathy of elders of the
churches--that attitude did not stop the invasion of pre-
millennialism, and it will not stem the innovation of the
false versions. This current complacency is cause for re-
peating today the Ezekiel alarm--“Watchman, what of the
night ?"

Repeating history sustains the assertion that every ma-
jor digression and departure culminating in apostasy has
originated in the schools. The colleges mold the churches
and control the preachers who seemingly stand in awe of the
colleges-and the result is college domination of preachers
and churches. We are not opposed to the schools but we are
against what is going on in them and what their professors
are teaching and doing. Our attitude is not that of opposi-
tion to the colleges, but of apprehension for the increasing
inflow of liberalism and the menace of modernism which are
already evident in the entrance and influence of the false
neo-versions within the colleges and the churches. To ignore
it is to hide the head in the sand like the ostrich.

Some further observations in the continuous current de-
velopments are apropos in these signs of the times.

(1) Concerning the “Only Begotten.”

It is now claimed that the one word only alone trans-
lates the two-syllable word monogenes (mono-genes). If so,
first of all, the one-hundred-forty-eight did not know it, for
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the forty-seven of England’s Authorized Version and the
one-hundred-one of America’s Revised Version translated it
with two words: only begotten; and, in the second place,
what word is necessary or would be required to translate
only begotten, or could convey that full phrase, if or when it
should be employed. If none, then the phrase is without
meaning and non-existent, in which case monogenes would
imply conception without begettal. The incontrovertible fact
is: the word monogenes--(monogenes)--cannot be fully
translated into the English without the two words: mono
(only) and genes (only) and genes (begotten), and that
simply spells: only begotten. Only the modern liberals of the
later versions omitted it. Read chapter six under the title
“The Only Begotten Son” in Review of The New Versions.)

In an effort to offset “the only begotten Son” it is be-
ing said that all Christians are begotten of God. But in the
same sense we are all sons of God--so the same sophism
used to dispose of “only begotten” would also eliminate
“only Son.” To dispose of one they eliminate both! The
word monogenes (only begotten) is used five times in ref-
erence to Jesus and once in reference to the miraculous in-
tervention in the birth of Isaac--but never, not once, em-
ployed in reference to us in being spiritually begotten of
God. It should be evident to any one qualified to teach or to
preach that the reference to those who are spiritually begot-
ten of God is a metaphor--and the effort to compare it with
John 3: 16 is a dodge unworthy of honest exegesis.

These professors insist that they are not modernists,
but they are employing the modernist shibboleth and chat-
tering the modernist line to the letter. The words of Profes-
sor 0. T. Allis, the conservative scholar of Princeton, in his
reference to the Revised Standard Version, are appropriate
here: The version was prepared by liberals; it is owned by
lliberals, nnd they will see to it thnt no change will be made
to make it acceptable. It is sad to the point of tragic that
we cannot depend upon our own professors to expose the
modernism of these versions.

(2) Regarding the Isaiah 7: 14 almah--virgin.
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It is now suggested that we should “acquiesce” to a cer-
tain Hebrew professor and discontinue the argumentation
on the new versions substituting “young woman” for virgin
in this prophetic passage, in deference to him as “a Hebrew
scholar.” Why not rather defer to “the one-hundred-forty-
eight” world renowned Hebrew, Greek and English schol-
ars of England and America who produced our English
Bible--who unanimously translated the Hebrew almah into
the English virgin. Consider who says almah means virgin
and who says it does not. The translators of the Syriac Ver-
sion (the oldest existing version) said it did; the translators
of the Greek Old Testament (the version of Christ and His
apostles) said it did; the translators of the Authorized Ver-
sion (the King James) said it did; the translators of the
American Revised (Nelson’s American Standard) said it
did--leaving out the number of Syriac translators, 72 of the
Greek Old Testament, 47 of the England’s Authorized, 101
of America’s Revised, plus 1 (the apostle of Jesus Christ,
Matthew 1:18-23)-a total of 221, the one an inspired apos-
tle of Jesus Christ, who said it (almah) of Isaiah 7: 14 did
mean virgin. Now who says it did not? That motley hand-
ful of neo-orthodox theologians of the “New Christianity
Movement” who do not believe the Virgin Birth of Jesus
nor the verbal inspiration of the Scriptures. The infidel
Jew, Harry M. Orlinsky, of the Jewish Theological Insti-
tute of New York was put on the Old Testament Committee
of the Revised Standard Version and assigned the role of
writing the Introduction to the Old Testament, and this com-
mittee “acquiesced” and “deferred” to him in taking the
virgin out of the prophecy of Isaiah 7: 14--and now we are
asked to defer to professors who receive a degree in Hebrew
and rate a biased “scholarship” under the tutelage of the
infidel Jew rabbis who deny the begotten of God-virgin
birth deity of Jesus Christ, and reject the inspiration of the
New Testament. Excuse me, please--I will stay with the in-
spired apostle Matthew who said that Isaiah said virgin,
and that it was “spoken of the Lord by the prophet,” with-
out deference to any professor who contradicts it.
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(3) In reference to the charge of Calvinism in Acts
2: 47.

To cap the climax of unrestrained effort to discredit
“the King James Version” a professor avers that Acts 2: 47
--“the Lord added to the church daily such as should be
saved”--indicates the inclusion of only the elect and the ex-
clusion of the non-elect and is therefore Calvinistic. But
verse 47 is connected with verse 41 which states that the
baptized were the added, and verse 47 states that the added
were the saved. The Lord added all and only the baptized,
but the Lord added all and only the saved--therefore, only
the baptized were saved. The Acts 2 verses are in connec-
tion with Mark 16: 16--"he that believeth and is baptized
shall be saved.” In grammar shall is a verbal auxiliary the
function of which is to express conditional futurity, and
should is the past of shall, and is a verbal auxiliary the
function of which is to express conditionality from the point
of view stated. If “such as should be saved” in Acts 2:47
is Calvinistic so is “shall be saved” in Mark 16:16--and that
is a new definition for Calvinism! Except that a professor
has so averred, such a far-fetched thing would not deserve
a notice much less an answer. But it poses a question: Is
that the type of teaching the young preachers are receiving
now in the college that has claimed the highest rating for
soundness? It but demonstrates that the professors will go
any length to discredit our Bible. Another question is
posed: Shall the sponsors, the promoters, the trustees, the
administrators of a college, or contributors to one, acquiesce
to the imposition of such illusory falsehood upon a trustful
brotherhood? It is proper to repeat the apostle’s alert, “A-
wake thou that sleepest”--for this is what is being taught
to the young preachers and the student body by professors
who are bent on debunking our Bible. Infidels may hold a
jubilee over the ridicule within our ranks now, in almost
their own parlance, of the Bible which we have defended a-
gainst their attacks through all the generations that we have
possessed it.

(4) Anent the substitution of Easter for the passover
in Acts 12:4.
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There has been an overplay of the insertion of the
word “Easter” in Acts 12: 4 by the King James translators
in reference to Peter’s imprisonment and Herod's determi-
nation “to bring him forth to the people after Easter.” It is
not disputed that the word Easter was put for passover and
that the Greek word is Passover. Concerning this substitu-
tion there are two observations in order: (1) Peter was not
being released for either the observance of the passover or
a festival known as Easter, for the apostles and the Jewish
Christians observed neither, and if passover had been re-
tained it would not have meant that Peter would observe it
--why then conclude that the passage teaches Easter ob-
servance any more than it would teach passover observance?
(2) The season called Easter was derived from the vernal
equinox, and both the passover and Easter came the first
full moon after the vernal equinox--the same season. The
Equinox is derived from the Latin aequinoctium, or aequus
---equal; and nox--night: the precise time when the sun
crosses the equator making day and night everywhere of
equal length; the vernal (spring) equinox occurring near
the end of March, and the autumnal equinox near the end
of September. In his Revisers Greek Text, Whitney men-
tions that the translators discarded Easter in several other
places where the word occurred in the documents, so the ob-
vious purpose for its occurrence in Acts 12:4 was the ref-
erence to the vernal equinox season which was also the pass-
over season; and though passover is the word in the Greek
text the use of Easter is not an untruth; for it was Easter
--it was the vernal equinox season as was also the Passover.
We do not defend the substitution of the word, but it is an
ado over a technicality of no doctrinal significance, and not
being able to answer the citations specifying the doctrinal
corruption and perversion of the pseudo-versions, it is an
effort to make a case for the semblance of something wrong
with the King James Version. Hard pressed, indeed, are
they in their attempts to find it.

It is remarkably noticable that while exaggerating the
instance of Easter in Acts 12:4 the critics are as silent as
the tomb on the substitution by the New English Bible of
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Whitsuntide (Whit-Sunday) for Pentecost in I Corinthians
16: 8. Verily, the legs of the lame are not equal !

(5) The King James Version and fools.

In this irreverent vein a professor has vociferated that
the Revised Standard Version is likely to become generally
accepted in the near future and that our adherence to the
King James Bible will make fools of us before the world.
Ignoring the impiety of his pronouncement, he has it in re-
verse--the facts are just the opposite. With a million dol-
lars provided by the National Council of Churches to market
it, and with a blare of publicity in advertising it, the Re-
vised Standard Version had a bon voyage of 26 percent of
all Bible sales, but from the first edition it began to decline
--it dropped to 20, to 15, to 12, and the present statistics is
less than 10 percent, and still declining. The tragic predica-
ment is that young preachers in the Bible Departments of
our colleges, who in the whole course of study learn only the
Revised Standard Version, are on the limb of a declining
version which is being sawed off between them and the tree.
Even though the American Standard Version is not to be
downgraded by comparison with the Revised Standard, it is
nevertheless struggling for survival--but “the grand old
version,” the Authorized King James Bible, still holds the
lead in Bible sales throughout the English-speaking world.

Fools? Of the classic character of the King James Bible
the literary genius, Thomas Carlyle, wrote, “When our
Shakespeare was packing up for Stratford there came out
another priceless thing--a correct translation of the Bible,
of importance unspeakable.” Before and since, the literary
names of prose and poetry renown have acclaimed the Au-
thorized King James translation as the paragon of all Eng-
lish literature--produced as it was in the period of its high-
est perfection in excellence of expression, elegance of style,
and beauty of diction, and added to these superb attributes,
the accuracy of transcription. The vulgar vernacular and
common crudity of the novel new versions, instead of rele-
gating “the grand old version,” have rather enhanced its
par-excellence in literary eminence.
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Fools? That professorial emission is worse than stupid,
it borders on sacrilege. Howbeit, if the apostles of Christ
could bear the stigmata of “fools for Christ’s sake,” for us
to be branded fools for the Bible’s cause is no disgrace.
“Within this ample volume lies, the mystery of mysteries;
happiest they of human race, to whom God has given grace;
to read, to fear, to hope, to pray: to lift the latch and force
the way; and better had they ne’er been born, who read to
doubt or read to scorn.”

(6) Relative to the King James Version and the church.

Another recent sophistical editorial emission from a
professor appearing in print is that the church had its exist-
ence before “the King James Version” existed and does not
therefore depend upon it. But the church was established
before the Four Gospels and the Apostolic Epistles of the
New Testament-all were written after the church already
existed, therefore according to this professor’s sophistry the
church does not depend on the New Testament! Away goes
our age-old argument on the all-sufficiency of the Bible--
but this basic plea now is made merely traditional. Such
talk beclouds and bewilders and is irresponsible palaver. The
church existed before any Greek, Latin, or English version
of the Scripture--but it is a matter of fact that the Author-
ized (King James) Version brought the church to this Eng-
lish-American continent, and the church did not exist on
this continent before it--and it does depend on what it is.
It is blandly declared that “after all, the old King James
Version is not inspired, it is only a translation,” so was the
Greek Old Testament. It was a translation of the Hebrew
Old Testament, but it was the version of Christ and the
Apostles, and when it was quoted in the New Testament, ac-
companying the quotation was the phrase “the Holy Spirit
saith.” Some of our modern professors should have been
there to remind Jesus and Paul that it was just a transla-
tion. !

(7) The attempt to equate the Authorized and Ameri-
can Revised versions with the Revised Standard and the
New International versions.
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In so doing the corruption of the new versions is naive-
ly ignored--the diffusion of egregious doctrinal error
throughout the texts of the new versions. Such an apprecia-
tory project disregards the indubitable matter of fact that
there is no doctrinal point involved in the belabored criti-
cisms of the Authorized (King James) Version--not one
error in doctrine or practice--it is the correct translation
of Textus Receptus authenticated by five hundred manu-
scripts and two thousand copies. The Authorized (King
James Version and the American revision of it (the Ameri-
can Standard Version) are not corrupt versions--but the
Revised Standard, New International, New England Bible,
et cetera, are corrupt translations: This has been proved,
and there can be no basis for the attempted equation with
the Bible which we have had and known, and which we still
have and know. But now they talk and write condescend-
ingly of “the influence of the King James Version”--quite a
patronizing compromise indeed: The grand old version re-
duced to an influence!  Shades of the innumerable hosts of
valiant defenders of the inerrant word of God!

(8) The adopted comparative policy.

In the case of the last college among us to succumb to
the pseudo-versions, the compromise policy for the compara-
tive use of these new translations has had apparent ap-
proval. Such a course on the face of it is a farce. It pro-
vides the opportunity for the professors to favor and teach
the new versions in their classes and to make the King
James Version a target--it actually means comparative
courses in the new versions in which the professors have
the advantage and the students are victimized in submission
to being taught the new versions, as in known instances in
which “the King James Version” was made the target for
ridicule and rejection. It is a deceptive policy which leaves
the general impression that the college is sound on the issue
of the versions.

(9) The basic text policy.

In this connection it is stated that no version is basic,
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that the Greek is the basic text and all the versions are com-
pared with it, which amounts to teachers in the schools pro-
fessing to know more than the one-hundred-forty-eight Eng-
lish and American translators who gave the English-speak-
ing world a correct translation of the Bible long before these
modern collegiate pedantics knew a syllable of Greek or Eng-
lish, and all that they know of either is derived from them.
As for the Greek text--what Greek text? The new commit-
tees are on record that their versions are the products of
modern Greek texts and various other eclectic sources--that
is, a symposium of sources, admittedly not original, but theo-
logical. Parents send students to our colleges to study the
Bible, not to be confused and bewildered by wiseacre pro-
fessors discoursing to them on the inferiority of our Bible
in favor of the theological new translations, the effect of
which is the weakening of confidence in the Bible, resulting
in a shaken faith of young people in the Bible, of which
there are known numerous examples among ex-students of
our colleges. It is a sad comment, but it has come to pass,
that parents who send their sons and daughters to our own
colleges now had better know who will be their Bible teach-
er and whether he will teach the Bible or the new modern
versions.

(10) The threat of division.

A college president deplores the threat of division over
the versions. How much does he deplore it? Enough to
withdraw the cause? Innovations cause division, such as
mechanical instrumental music and the missionary societies.
The new theology versions are doctrinal innovations and
they will divide the churches. So it is the duty of the elders
to prohibit their use in the classes and in the pulpit. What
people do privately is their own affair, but what is taught
in the classes of “a Christian college” is the responsibility of
the administration, and what is done in the classes and the
pulpit of the church of Christ in the responsibility of the
elders: And God will not hold us guiltless.

In the treatise entitled The Battle of the Versions, the
author R. C. Foster dared to write that the one who accepts
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the Revised Standard Version injects into his spiritual s y s -
tern a poison virus. Shall the administration of the colleges
allow such injection into the student body? Shall the elders
of the church, who are shepherds of the flock, permit this
injection of poison into the spiritual body of Christ? “Take
heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the flock, over the
which the Holy Spirit hath made you overseers, to feed the
church of God, which he hath purchased with his own
blood,” said Paul to the Ephesian elders; and to the dis-
persed Jerusalem church Peter said: “The elders which are
among you I exhort, who am also an elder . . . feed the flock
of God which is among you, taking the oversight thereof.”

As for the colleges: Now that the last of the colleges
allowing these pseudo-versions to be taught in the Bible
Departments has succumbed to their invasion, the last col-
legiate bastion for the defense of the Bible has been
breached.

As for me: Let the pen drop from my right hand, my
right arm fall limp to my side, my tongue cleave to the roof
of my mouth, and the earth receive my mortal frame, rather
than relent in one instance or retreat by one step in the ex-
posure of the spurious versions and in the defense of the
Bible as the inerrant Word of God. Let the mantle of cour-
age and of vigilance descend upon us all as we echo the
Biblical warnings: Watchman, what of the night?



1029

“HOW LONG HALT YE BETWEEN TWO OPINIONS?”
(Printed in Gospel Advocate, Firm Foundation,

and Christian Journal, 1977)

The reverberations of Elijah’s importunate appeal to
Israel have been resounding through all the centuries since
Mount Carmel: “HOW long halt ye between two opinions?
If the Lord be God, follow him: but if Baal, follow him.”
From the ancient then till the modern now Baal has never
been more personified than in the theologians of the modern
modernism--the text-makers of the so-called new transla-
tions. No attempt in all the endeavors of Destructive Criti-
cism to destroy the inspiration of the Bible has ever been
more diabolical than that of the present day pseudo-ver-
sions. The dirge-like wails of Isaiah and Jeremiah are
mingled with the impassioned strains of Joshua and Elijah:
“How long halt ye”--“Choose ye this day.” We may well
now interpose: “Who is on the Lord’s side?” For while pro-
testing the label of liberalism everything certain professors
are saying and writing is helping the side they say they are
not on!

As an instance we were recently treated to much ado
over a reference to the compound Greek word monogenes as
two syllable term--a compound two-word Greek term--
which cannot be fully translated into the English without
the two words “only begotten”: mono (only) genes (begot-
ten)--only begotten. In reference to it the new pseudo-ver-
sions were criticized for eliminating begotten from John
3:16, and all the other passages in the new Testament ap-
plying that precious phrase to Jesus as the only begotten
Son of God, replacing the compound (two-word) term mono-
genes (only begotten) with the one word mono (only). A
sophisticated sally was made by the professor to discredit
the writer over his reference to monogenes as a two syllable
word, whereas in the unit of language it consists of four
vowel sounds, or syllables The professor avers that he
would not like for “a writer” who does not know the differ-
ence between a two syllable word and a four syllable word
to handle his money. Except that this caviling comment
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comes from a frantic professor, seeking to find a semblance
of sanction for a false translation, such quibbling would be
unworthy of notice.

First of all, whether the compound two-word term
mono-genes is technically considered as two or four sylla-
bles the result is the same--it spells only begotten: and the
facetious equivocation answers nothing. According to the
professor’s own calculation he still would substitute two
syllables for four--and reducing the comparison to his
money, if the professor does not know the difference be-
tween two and four dollars, he needs someone to “handle”
his money.

The second consideration is--that the linguistic use of
the syllable allows a word or a part of a word, or two words
separated by the hyphen, and this general use is not uncom-
mon in literary verse. The professor who does not know this
broad use of the term syllable is incompetent to correct any-
one’s grammar.

We are made to wonder what the professors mean by
the evasive and non-committal manner of dealing with
monogenes must necessarily imply. In the presence of an
expert in both the Hebrew and the Greek, who had been
called as a consultant to the Greek department of more than
one university, himself a professor of Hebrew and Greek in
a state university, the question was asked: Can the Greek
term monogenes be fully translated into the English with-
out the two words “only begotten”? His immediate reply
was : “absolutely impossible.” The only confirmation re-
quired for this answer actually is the translation of mono-
genes by the one hundred forty-eight world renowned schol-
ars of England and America in the Authorized King James
and the American Standard versions. They translated
monogenes: only begotten--coupled with the blessed dic-
tion: his only begotten Son and the only begotten Son of
God. They knew the Hebrew, they knew the Greek, and they
knew the English, and their evidence is sufficient for both
the virgin of Isiah 7: 14 and the only begotten Son of John
3: 16--these words have not changed their meaning and the
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doctrine of the Deity of Jesus Christ which they embody is
unchangeable. For any professor in the Bible Department
of any of our colleges to pit his “scholarship” against the
one hundred and forty-eight who translated the Bible into
our English tongue is pitiable presumption. If “only be-
gotten” is not monogenes of John 3:16, there is no other
word or phrase, similar or syllabic, by which to say it, ex-
press it or convey it.

Who says that monogenes is only begotten? The one
hundred forty-eight-the eminent scholars of England and
America, notable throughout the English speaking world.
Who says monogenes is not only begotten? The makers of
the new versions--these miscellaneous modernists who deny
the virgin-born deity of Jesus Christ and the verbal inspira-
tion of the Bible. Who is supporting the composite mass of
this modern modernism? The professors and the preachers
who are upholding in our schools and churches these spuri-
ous translations.

A few simple considerations are apropos: Did the one
hundred forty-eight know how to translate monogenes? Is
John 3: 16 in the Bible we have had and known right or
wrong? In this farcical “comparative use” the professor
who favors the new versions is afforded the prized privilege
and prime opportunity to criticize the text of the Bible, mak-
ing “that old Bible” the target, and thus to brainwash his
class. Mark it again: Everything the professors are saying
and writing is helping the side they say they we not on!
The conclusions from their generalizations have been a sort
of a “yes and no”--mostly no. But the Bible is right and
this dubiety of the professors is wrong. The professors
should quit careering around all over creation for nought:
Jesus was or he was not the only begotten Son of God. Our
professors should abandon this proud imposing posture and
declare to the brotherhood unequivocally whether “the only
begotten Son of God” should be retained or removed from
the passages which so refer to Jesus. We do not blame them
for resenting the implication that they are modernists-but
it is their fault, for while protesting against being classed
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with the modernists they are talking and writing the mod-
ernist line to the letter on the virgin of Isaiah 7: 14 and the
only begotten Son of John 3: 16. The criticisms in their arti-
cles reveal where their sympathies lie--thus they identify
themselves and sustain the allegations against their sound-
ness which they resent.

The present purpose of this piece is not to argue the
meaning of monogenes--that was settled by the one hundred
forty-eight--but to expose this vague, vacillating, noncom-
mittal posture that is being assumed by the professors who
rather should be leading the fight for the defense of the
Bible we have had and known against the invasions of the
false versions--but they are not doing it. They are follow-
ing the opposite course which they should pursue and in so
doing they betray the trust of the great brotherhood who
once had complete confidence in the schools which the pres-
ent professors now control.

Another example of what we are witnessing is the re-
cent article in which a professor attributed only begotten to
an interpolation of an early century church father who “re-
wrote” the Bible to accommodate the controversy on Arian-
ism! What must be a professor’s desperation to pull that
one in order to rid John 3:16 of the word begotten--that is
worse than liberalism, it is rank modernism. How far can
a professor get and still be considered sound? “For by thy
words thou shalt be justified, and by they words thou shalt
be condemned.”

In their empty effort to answer the citations for the
doctrinal deviations in the new translation the professor-
apologists for them are adapting the old tactic of what is
considered a weak link, that the chain is no stronger than
the weakest link--a sophistical device for accomplishing a
specious end, which is the apparent mode of procedure em-
ployed by a professor in singling out what is thought to be
less significant for commentation, while cagily ignoring the
specified major corruptions in doctrine and the multiplied
general mis-translations. A pertinent instance of that sort
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of maneuvering is observed in the recent exertion of a pro-
fessor to excuse the removal of Joseph from Luke 2: 33, 43
in reference to the parentage of Jesus---changing these pas-
sages “Joseph and his mother” to “his father and mother”--
because in other verses reference is made to his father and
mother and his parents. The definite distinction with the
distinct difference is that Luke 2:33, 43, puts the specific
emphasis that Joseph was not the father of Jesus, whereas
the reference to his parents in the other circumstances do
not involve the point; and allowing for the reference to the
foster father does not warrant the change which destroys
the point of emphasis. The Luke 2: 33, 43, 49: 3:23 verses
are the inspired disclaimers that Joseph was the father of
Jesus. It is in such instances that the Authorized King
James Version  excels in its accuracy, and has not been su-
perseded by any later translation.

It is evident that Jesus knew that Joseph was not his
father. In the context of these verses, when Jesus was sepa-
rated from his company, his mother said to him: “Son, why
hast thou thus dealt with us? Behold thy father and I have
sought thee sorrowing.” Jesus said: "Wist ye not that I
must be about my Father’s business’--Jesus knew who his
father was, and that he was not Joseph. To change the
verses that make this distinction is too much liberty in
translation. No recension of modern translations from the
original text of God’s word is insignificant.

For public consumption it is announced that the policy
of the school is to use in the classes the King James and the
American Standard versions, and that in so doing the policy
of its founder is continued--but in practice it is a known
fact that for several years a leading professor has taught
the Revised Standard Version and has used it not only as
the class text but also the basic text for a commentary that
he has authorized with an imprint of the college on the title
page, thus associating the college with it--and other profes-
sors and officials of the school by implications in their arti-
cles and utterances uphold and endorse its use. There are
too many informants among the students and ex-students in
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particular, and the knowledgeable preachers in general, for
these facts to be successfully contradicted. A professor has
insinuated in print that the truth is not being told--if SO,
in the light of the known facts it is the official statements
appearing in the papers about the use of the versions in the
school that are less than honest. Here is the anomaly of
practice deviating from policy with the earmarks of a public
cover-up. To claim that their use is only a comparative
policy is on the face of it a farce, for the biased professor,
who holds the advantage over the student, has prime oppor-
tunity to make “the old Bible” his target. The truth is: The
new versions are in the classes of the school and are being
taught. A forthcoming repudiation of the pseudo-versions
with an unequivocal assurance that these false translations
are not to be tolerated is the only course of action that will
meet the demands of this critical issue.

To cap the climax of implied endorsement for the use
of the pseudo-versions in the school, the lamented founder
has been quoted as saying that it is a matter of jud,gment
what version is used. This is a sample of irresponsible mis-
application of the words of the departed. It is too well
known to be disputed that the founder of the school men-
tioned favored the Authorized King James Version, and ad-
hered to it in the pulpit, on the polemic rostrum, and in the
class-room, while another of the contemporary professors
preferred the American Standard Version; and the remark
that it was a matter of judgment was in reference to these
two generally accepted versions, having no reference what-
soever to the new pseudo-versions which in fact had not
gained currency at that time.

The manifold citations as specimens of multifarious cor-
ruption are valid evidence that the new perversions are per-
nicious. The consummate corruptions and multiple mutila-
tions of the new translations is not limited to expunging the
virgin from Isaiah 7: 14 and the only begotten from John
3: 16--it does not end there, it begins there, and beginning
there it ranges from original sin to premillennialism, with
overtones and undertones of the creedal theologies all the
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way between. With all gravity, in the parlance of Paul, “S O

say I now again”: When the new versions infiltrated the
college that was reputed to be an exception, the last bastion
for the collegiate defense of the Bible was breached.

There are men among us now who helped stop premil-
lennialism then but are doing nothing about this battle of
the versions, assuming the same attitude and action as the
premillennial neutrals. This also is an intrinsic issue, in-
volving the very word of God.

A campaign of opprobrius notoriety is current with ac-
cusations that an offensive attack on the colleges has been
launched. That is not true--it is false absolutely. The
schools are not being opposed--the opposition is against the
use of the pseudo-versions by professors in the Bible De-
partments, and a general crusade against this sinister as-
sault on the text of the Bible by these neo-orthodox text-
makers is long overdue. Verily “the night is far spent, the
day is at hand”--a concerted course of action is imperative.

The time is now for preachers of the gospel, elders of
the churches, trustees of the colleges, publishers of the les-
sons used in classes of the churches, to stanch this destruc-
tion of the Bible text, as we have always stopped the in-
vasions of false doctrines and foreign practices within our
ranks. Complacency and compromise will not accomplish it.
Now--not later--is the time to heed the overture of Elijah
and the behest of Joshua: “How long halt ye between two
opinions?“--“Choose ye this day whom ye shall serve.” The
opposite attitude is the unconcern which Jeremiah bewailed
in the gates of Jerusalem: “It is nothing to you, all ye that
pass by?”
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AN IMPORTANT TRANSCRIPT

This script concerns a book bearing the title “The Way
of Salvation” by K. C. Moser. Due to personal relations
many years ago Cled E. Wallace was asked by his friend
the author, to write its introduction. Out of the goodness
of his heart, for personal favor, he wrote some words in
commendation of the personal qualities of the author, in
which he carefully avoided indorsement of or commitment
to the positions assumed by the author in his book--to the
contrary he took polite exceptions to its viewpoints, with
apologetic explanation of various expressions of the author.
At the same time the author of the book was a department
writer on the Gospel Advocate staff of which I was editor-
in-chief. His efforts to inject his peculiar ideas on “repent-
ance before faith” and the “conditions” of salvation were
so contrary to the gospel that it met the opposition of the
staff with objections from names known to be the strongest
men among us--H. Leo Boles, F. B. Srygley, R. L. White-
side, C. R. Nichol and others of like stature. He was drop-
ped from the staff. Later, G. H. P. Showalter, editor of the
Firm Foundation, and R. L. Whiteside, exposed his “saved
by the man, not by the plan” and “salvation by faith” hob-
by as being contrary to the gospel plan of salvation, and as
being no more nor less than denominational doctrine. In
fact, Ben M. Bogard, the reputed Baptist debater declared
his acceptance of the Moser book with indorsement in his
Baptist paper, and paraded it in debate against our own
debaters who were compelled to publicly repudiate it. My
deceased brother Cled E. Wallace, expressed regret for hav-
ing allowed his name to be so connected and mis-used to pro-
mote positions to the hurt of the New Testament plan of
salvation to which his own writings were always so true.
And I personally regret having contributed to its circula-
tion in its earlier stages by announcements in the Gospel
Advocate. Now--after the lapse of so many years “the
Moser doctrine” has been revived by late editions of his
book, used as a class text in the Lubbock, Texas, college, if
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not also in other schools, thus indoctrinating young preach-
ers with denominational error on the gospel plan of salva-
tion.
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HOLDING THE FAITHVOLUME II

As I exhorted thee to tarry at Ephesus, when I
was going into Macedonia, that thou mightest charge
certain men not to teach a different doctrine, neither
to give heed to fables and endless genealogies, which
minister questionings, rather than a dispensation of
God which is in faith; SO DO I NOW. But the end
of the charge is love out of a pure heart and a good
conscience and faith unfeigned: from which things
some having swerved have turned aside unto vain
talking; desiring to be teachers of the law, though
they understand neither what they say, nor whereof
they confidently affirm . . . . . holding faith and a
aood conscience; which some having thrust from
them made shipwreck concerning the faith: of whom
is Hymenaeus and Alexander; whom I delivered unto
Satan, that they may be taught not to blaspheme.

1 Tim. 1:3-7, 19, 20.
And even as Jannes and Jambres withstood Moses,

so do these also withstand the truth; men corrupted
in mind, reprobate concerning the faith. But they
shall proceed no further: for their folly shall be
evident unto all men, as theirs also ccame to be.

2 Tim. 3:8-9.
This testimony is true. For which c a u s e  reprove

them sharply, that they may be sound in the faith,
not giving heed to Jewish fables, and commandments
of men who turn away from the truth.

Tit. 1:13-14.
A factious man after a first and second admoni-

tion; refuse; knowing that such a one is perverted,
and sinneth, being self-condemned.

Tit. 3:10-11.

0 Timothy, guard that which is committed unto
thee, turning away from the profane babblings and
oppositions of the knowledge which is falsely so
called; which some professing have erred from the
faith.

1 Tim. 6:20-21.
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Maintains Senior High School, Junior College, Business School, Departments of Bible, Music
-Instrumental and Voice, Home Economics, etc. All Work standardized and accredited.
Living Conditions Unsurpassed. Good, clean well-furnished rooms with all modern comforts
and conveniences, An abundance of well-prepared wholesome food attractively served.
Strong faculty of experienced teachers-graduates of the big colleges and universities of the
South.

Five fine modern buildings in first class condition. New science building just completed.
The teaching of the Bible and the moral and spiritual training of students are made paramount.
No hobbies, speculations, human opinions taught or tolerated-Just the pure unadulterated
word of God.

Expenses are as low as we can make them and pay our debts. Enrollment increased from 135
to 471 in past few years. Write for beautiful picture bulletin and catalogue.
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THE HISTORY OF THE BOLL MOVEMENT
The present issue of the Gospel Guardian represents

a Special Number. Its purpose is to inform the brethren
everywhere, especially all of the preachers, of the actual
origin of the troublesome “Boll Question”. Few have had
access to the inside facts which reveal the heart of the
trouble from its incipiency. A knowledge of these facts will
serve to disillusion many people as to the spirit of the men
back of the Boll movement. It has been generally believed
that they were men of deep reverence and spirituality but
there has never existed a movement which in personnel
furnishes a better example of wolves in sheep’s clothing
than the Boll party and its leaders.

A Sufficient Apology
In order that all may know that this issue of the Gospel

Guardian is not a personal attack of the editor upon mere
persons, nor yet a peeve that he is nursing, nor even his
original suggestion, attention is directed to the letters on
page 3, bearing requests from eminent brethren for the
publication of the matter here presented. These letters
are from brethren whose integrity is beyond question, whose
opportunity to know existing conditions and to sense the
needs of the hour must be admitted, and whose standing
will in all evidence carry weight with unbiased persons.

N. B. Hardeman, President of Freed-Hardernan Col-
lege, is not only a recognized educator but is the top evan-
gelist in the church today. E. H. Ijams, President of David
Lipscomb College, and James F. Cox, President of Abilene
Christian College, are scholars of first rank and hold places
of leadership in the church and in the world. These men
are not promoting prejudices nor harboring hatreds nor
perpetuating personalities. It is their knowledge of affairs
and their abiding interest in the truth that calls forth the
request for this admittedly far-reaching stroke. Their
letters of request furnish sufficient ground for this issue
and therefore sufficient apology for it. The publication of
their letters is not intended at all to side-step responsibility
or to escape any consequence incurred by a defense of the
truth, but rather in the belief that the readers are entitled
to know that this issue of the Gospel Guardian represents
more than the editor’s own opinion and judgment.

“The Simple History of the Case”
In the November Word and Work, Brother Boll gave

what he called a “simple history of the case” regarding the
digressive division--the instrumental music case. There
was an apparent weakness running through the whole of
his article manifestly because he felt the effect of his argu-

had with t h e  Gospel Advocate twenty years ago over his
t e a c h i n g .  H e  was  at that time its front page writer. B e -
cause of his visionary teaching he was dismissed. I Later,
upon his agreement with the management of the Advocate
n o t  to teach his theories, he was restored to his place. But
instead of respecting his agreement lie began again to fea-
ture his  theories. H e  w a s  again removed from t h e  Gospel
Advocate staff. He then denied that he had ever made any
such agreement. a n d  p r e f e r r e d  some v ery serious charges
against the Gospel Advocate editors. Among the things he
s a i d  was this statement which  appears in the Klingman-
Kurfees correspondence from its original source: "I know  
the men who a r e  back o f  t h e  Advocate today are false and
unrighteous :  . . He called them “The Nashville Coun-
cil” ; “These Scribes and Pharisees" ; and “false brethren”.
The “combine”, as he called these brethren. consisted then
of J. C. McQuiddy, E. G. Sewell, A. B. Lipscomb, M. C.
Kurfees, F. W. Smith, E. A. Elam and T. B. Larimore.
The language used by this man of boasted meekness should
be a great disillusionment to those brethren who have be-
lieved him incapable of being wrong even in spirit. This
is only a sample of the many things of like sort that he has
said about his brethren.

Yet he has only recently repeated his condemnation of
the “vicious” attitude of others. Of all men he should
have the least to say of such a spirit. The course of his
whole movement has been one of enmity and revenge. And
he would make the church the victim of it--which is the
thing that makes the issue more than personal; it becomes
an issue between R .  H. Boll and every member of the church
who would  defend its sacred heritage of truth and unity.

Publicizing the Case
It has been asked by good people with good motives:

Why give publicity to a local affair? The answer is be-
cause Brethren Boll and Jorgenson have forced the issue
upon the whole church. Before Brother Boll began teaching
his heresies in the Gospel Advocate there was no division--
not even dissension--on the questions involved. Before
Brother Boll went to Louisville, Kentucky, there was no
division there over the question. But now he has his own
party in and around Louisville, disfellowshiped by the origi-
nal congregations; he has his school and his paper, both
devoted to the policy of promoting his teaching; and his
missionary machinery, to hold a “bread and butter” grip on
the missionaries. And in various and sundry ways whick
do not commend them to our consciences. nor unto God,
they have pushed their  party l ines beyond Lousiville and
have challenged the entire church with their manifestoes.
Because of this we believe the brotherhood should know
"the simple history of the case”.
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Lipscomb, as the only living witness to these things, to
exonerate him. Brother Lipscomb’s reply definitely fixes
the blame. Read it. It is the straw that breaks the camel’s
back. It means that either all of these brethren who testify
against Brother Boll are altogether unrighteous and un-
truthful, and Brother Boll himself alone truthful and right-
eous--or that he is the offender and has grievously sinned
not only against the brethren with whom he was associated
but also against the church which he has divided. His sin
reaches up to heaven. Truly, “it will he but a little while
longer, and we shall answer to Him” and it is the prayer of
us all that Brother Boll may yet see the error of his course
and set these matters right. He is the only man who can do
it. It remains to be seen whether he will rise to do it or
whether like Ephraim joined to his idol he will pursue the
diabolical and devious way that has characterized his course
of the twenty years behind him.

A Statement of the Issue

The idea has prevailed that the case under consideration
has been chiefly an issue between Brother Boll and certain
other brethren and that it turns on a mere speculation in
teaching. This is a mistake. It is not, in the first place,
a personal matter and his teaching is not, in the second
place, a mere speculation. Doctrines which default proph-
ecies concerning the establishment of the Messiah’s king-
dom ; that dethrone Jesus Christ ; that reduce His church
in this dispensation to a mere substitute, or a vestibule.
which is no better if as good; that would restore the old
nation of Israel in Palestine; that would reincarnate the
Lord Jesus Christ and seat him on David’s throne in Jerusa-
lem, literal, Judaistic. Palestinian and earthly, to be a world
king in a world kingdom patterned more after the pagan
kingdom of Rome than the glorious kingdom of heaven-
that doctrine I say is more than a speculation. It is a viti-
ating heresy--a human creed. To call them speculators and
their system of teaching speculation is giving the whole
thing too much consideration. Their teaching is false doc-
trine, blatant and flagrant. No lover of the precious truth
should waste any tears of sympathy over these men and
their movement as the light is turned on them.

The Barriers to Fellowship

While the line of battle has been formed over the
doctrinal issues at stake, there is yet another issue either
before or behind that one which would require a settlement
in the restoration of these men and in order to absolve this
case. It is a moral issue-a question of discipline.

The Klingman-Kurfees correspondence sums up the
barriers to fellowship:

1. The heretical teaching of R. H. Boll.
2. The action of the Highlands Church in withdraw-

ing from those men who opposed the teaching of these
theories in that church by E. L. Jorgenson which resuited
in disfellowshiping charter members of the congregation.

3. The charges made by R. H. Boll against the breth-
ren of the Gospel Advocate (including J. C. McQuiddy,
M. C. Kurfees, E. A. Elam, E. G. Sewell, F. W. Smith,
A. B. Lipscomb and T. B. Larimore,) that they were
“false and unrighteous” men. If that charge was true,
those men could not he fellowshiped. If that charge was
untrue, then R. H .  Boll could not be fellowshiped until
his false charges should be removed and amends made.

4. The agreement made by R. H. Boll with the Gos-
pel Advocate, which agreement he broke and afterwards
denied.

This four-point statement of the case represents the is-
we confronting the Boll party today. Two of those items are
based on doctrine. and two of them represent a moral issue.
Until both issues’ are settled it is out of the question for
churches of Christ to have fellowship with the Louisville-
Boll part). These barriers to fellowship were raised by
themselves, and if because of these things they are out of
fellowship with the church in I Louisville on what ground can
these m e n  be fellowshiped by chu rches  o f  Chr i s t  any-
where? The question, therefore. stands as a question of
discipline as well as one of doctrine.

The A. B. Lipscomb Letter

Among all of these matters there is one that i s  espe-
cially significant from the present angle. It is the exchange
of letters recently--just  this year--between R. H. Boll
and A. B. Lipscomb Feeling the effect of a congealing
sentiment against him, Brother Boll  writes t o  B r o t h e r

The Highland Episode
Vital to the case also is the record of facts submitted

by C. A. Taylor of the action of the Highland Church
(the Jorgenson-Janes church in Louisville) which with-
drew fellowship from brethren Taylor and Rubel be-
cause they opposed the teaching of these heresies by E. L.
Jorgenson in that congregation. The result of this action
was division, the disfellowshipping of the older and charter
members of the congregaton who built and paid for the
house of worship they occupied. This action--which Broth-
er T. Q. Martin called a “piece of high-handed wickedness”
and “this Highland outrage”--has been a stench in the nos-
trils of E. L. Jorgenson and the Highland church for
years. They have sought in every way possible (except
the only right way--the acknowledgment of their wicked
deed) to escape the odium of this action. They have is-
sued statements and explanations but have never rectified
their wrong. The latest effort was the camouflage of “re-
storing” Taylor and Rubel upon supposed confessions and
concessions they were said to have made. The sole pur-
pose of this formality was an attempt to justify themselves,
an effort at self-exoneration, at the expense of brethren
Taylor and Rubel. Their very action in this matter, in
their reiteration of false accusations against these men,
only added insult to injury. Of course, such a  craft)
maneuver was rejected by brethren Taylor and Rubel, and
all of those good people who stand with them. Notwith-
standing this fact, E. L. Jorgenson and his group have
circulated the report that these brethren were “restored”
to the fellowship of the Highland church, and to carry out
their designs they have withheld the facts from their own
congrega t ion- - they  did  not read the reply of Taylor and
Rubel to the c h u r c h !  For that reason and in order that
these things may be known to all, that misrepresentation
may be counteracted and truth prevail. the record of these
actions has been supplied by Brother Taylor for this issue
of the Gospel Guardian and will he found on page 12. The
false move the leaders of the Highland church have made
in this affair is the tacit admission, without a confession of
it, that their action was a fatal blunder. They have been
shrewd enough to twist certain statements made by breth-
ren Taylor and Rubel into “concessions” but they have not
been clever enough to conceal their strategy. As the mat-
ter stands, the responsibility for making the teaching of
E. L. Jorgenson a test of fellowship in the Highland church
rests solely on him and them and the only way to abso-
lution in the case is for them to unconditionally revoke the
action taken against these brethren, accompanied by what-
ever other amends the injury to these brethren and to the
church may demand.
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Down-To-Date JOINT REQUEST FOR FACTS

Over the period of these years Brother Boll has made Dear Brother Wallace :
many propositions. Each time, however, he has retreated
from his own offers and his propositions have become a In order that o u r  young preachers and o the r s  may be

sort of a wolf ! wolf! cry. As a connection between some informed regarding the origin and continued agitation over

of the facts herein presented it seems almost necessary to the teaching o f  Brother R. H. Boll and others. we believe

reproduce two editorials that appeared in the Gospel Ad- it will be in order for y o u  to gather up such facts as have

vocate in 1932-33 when the writer was editor of that paper. a p p e a r e d  i n  various publ ica t ions and tracts and publish

The gesture of Brother Boll’s hand under “Here’s My these in your magazine with as little comment as is neces-

Hand” and his subsequent “Doctrinal Manifesto” and the sary. You have doubtless s e e n  a  recent c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  be

two editorials called forth by these utterances of his, furnish tween B r e t h r e n  K l i n g m a n  and Kurfees. S u c h  a  publica-

the actual setting for the present angle of things. In order
t i o n  would s e r v e  as a ready reference t o  facts that hav e

that the readers may have a view of the whole movement entered into this unfortunate affair

in its stubborn course the 1932 “Doctrinal Manifesto” i s After you  have  prepared your mater ia l ,  we w o u l d

reprinted here in  together with the replies that were made s u g g e s t  t h a t  you confer with representative brethren for

to it. final approval before publication.

Another important link in the chain of events is the
article of Brother T. Q. Martin, dealing with the Jorgenson
“Circular Letter” which appeared in the Christian Lead-
er several months ago. Brother Martin is one o f  the most
loved men in the church He is a man of deep reverence
and is not by nature a controversialist, but having exact
knowledge concerning the things of which the Jorgenson
“Circular Letter” was such a gross misrepresentation be
could not let it pass uncalled. This article is vital to the
present status of the case and should be read.

We commend these things to the consideration o f
that great brotherhood of gospel preachers to whom this
issue of the Gospel Guardian is being sent complimentary,
believing that when these facts are known to the brethren,
the audacity of the men promoting the Boll party will stand
self-rebuked, and that in the future neither countenance
nor quarter will be given any of them, that this party may
become entirely localized to R. H. Boll’s own little diocese
of churches in the vicinity of Louisville, Kentucky.

A Question for the Neutrals
For the “Boll sympathizers” who are all the time say-

ing that they “do not believe the doctrine” but are neutral
in the controversy and who hold the men of this movement
in such fond regard that they cannot “draw the line on
them” nor “cast them out”, there is yet a question. Since
they have criticised the Haldeman Avenue church and the
“Haldeman Preachers" and in fact all the rest of us who
have fought the battle on this issue--in view of the facts
presented herein, let them suggest what course should have
been pursued, that could have been pursued in interest of
truth and righteousness. What would you have done in
the matter, hrethren? Can you point out anything in this
entire record that is favorable to R. H. Boll and his party?
If so. it is time to cease neutrality and come to his de-
fense. If not. it is still time to cease neutrality and come
to the defense of these righteous principles for which the
faithful brethren in Louisville have so uncompromisingly
stood through all opposition and criticism during these
years. In short, if you were in Louisville with whom
would you "play ball”--with whom would you associate?
The answer to these questions will determine what your
attitude should be toward these men and their movement
anywhere else. “Now I beseech you, brethren. mark them
that are causing the divisions and occasions of stumbling,
contrary to the doctrine which ye learned. and turn away
from t h e m .  For they that are such serve not our Lord
Christ, but their own belly; and by their smooth and fair
speech they beguile the hearts of the innocent”. There
is no alternative in the application of and obedience to this
divine command.

Nov. 5, 1935

Dear Brother Cox :

For the last fifteen or twenty years, there has been
more or less agitation over the question of Premillennialism
and over questions pertaining to Brother Roll and his teach-
ing. I have young preachers and others ask me the facts
about what has been done and the origin of the trouble.

I have just thought that it might be well to ask Brother
Wallace to get up these matters with no more comment
than is necessary to explain and let this appear in his maga-
zine so that all of us might have i t  for reference.  One
reason I am writing is because I have seen a recent corres-
pondence between Brother George Klingman and Brother
J. F. Kurfees.

   

They have reviewed this pretty thoroughly
and it seems to me that what they have written, together
with additional facts, would be worthwhile to t h s e  young
preachers who knew nothing of differences at the beginning.

If this meets with your approval. I am suggesting that
we sign the enclosed. I hope all may be well with you.

Faithfully yours,
Nov. 5, 1935 N. B. Hardeman

Dear Brother Wallace :
I wish to commend very highly the first issue of your

magazine, "The Gospel Guardian”. I am sure it will do
much  good .  I  sha l l  be very glad to have a copy of it
come regularly to our library so that our young preachers
may have access to it

T h e  Boll question has been agitated s o  long and so
many have written about it and discussed it that there is
much confusion today in the minds of many of the younger
members of the church. In order that o u r  y o u n g preachers
may be informed regarding the origin and continued agita-
tion concerning R .  H. B o l l  and h i s  teachings, we bel ieve
it wise for you to gather up such facts a s  have appeared in
v arious publications a n d  tracts and publish these i n your
splendid magazine with as little comment as i s  necessary.
Y ou have doubtless seen a recent correspondence between
Brethren Klingman a n d  Kurfees. Such a publication as
we are requesting would serve as a ready reference to facts
that have entered into this unfortunate affair.
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THE KLINGMAN-KURFEES CORRESPONDENCE
A Discussion that Reveals the Real Spirit of the Boll Movement
from Its Incipiency; that Brings to Light Information that Has
Apparently Been Suppressed; Setting Forth an Array of Facts
Withheld from Certain Documents Circulated by R. H. Boll and
E. L. Jorgenson. It Turns the Louisville Party Inside-out Exposing
the Subtle-mindedness of Its Leaders and the Sinister Character
of Methods Employed to Promote Their Personal Designs and
Party Ends.

Ever since the line of false teaching was drawn by R.
H. Boll in Louisville years ago, and the subsequent action
of the Highlands church in disfellowshiping the men who
opposed the teaching of the Boll doctrine in that church by
E. L. Jorgenson, the Boll and Jorgenson contingent has
been held by the Haldeman Avenue Church (old Campbell
Street Church), the original congregation in Louisville,
as a faction. Being on the ground and having had knowl-
edge of and experience with this group from the beginning
their decisions and actions in the case through the years are
entitled to respect. But occasionally individuals who know
nothing of the development of this defection take it upon
themselves to reopen the case with a view toward settling
the trouble--apparently in favor of Brother Boll and his
party.

The latest effort of this kind was made by certain
Louisville preachers of the Boll side which was afterward
taken up and pursued by George A. Klingman, preacher of
the Highlands church, a Boll-Jorgenson congregation. A
conference was called by the Boll-Klingman side and a
meeting was held in the office of J. F. Kurfees. The fol-
lowing correspondence between Brother Klingman and
Brother Kurfees, is the result.

The fact that the 1925 Elam extracts are being cir-
culated, and that, too, for the purpose of reflecting upon
the record of men who have passed to their reward is with-
in itself sufficient as a reason for giving the facts to the
brethren. Another fact is that Brother Klingman, after
opening the question himself, makes no effort to sustain
his statements or to clear himself of the situation in which
he has involved himself in his attempt to aid these guilty
brethren in Louisville and in circulating these extracts
thus actually propagating falsehood and slander.

This correspondence reveals the real spirit of the Boll
movement and should be given a careful reading by all who
are interested in the actual facts and in truth and right-
eousness.

G. A. Klingman Re-opens the Case

Dear Brother Kurfees :-

1 am enclosing two extracts from Brother Elam’s let-
ters to Brother Boll. In view of the fact that Brother
Smith withdrew his charge of falsifying, this matter is
satisfactorily settled in my mind. I do not understand
why all others who made the charge of falsifying did not
withdraw their charges ; and I wonder why Brother Elam's
letters were not published ten years ago.

I have done all in my power to help bring about a
reconciliation and re-union between the Napoleon Blvd.
and the Highland congregations. I am happy in the thought
that the Highland congregation has withdrawn the action
that was taken against Brothers Rubel and Taylor, and that
said congregation extends Christian love and fellowship to
the Napoleon congregation. This exonerates the present
congregation at the Highlands and leaves the personal
matters to be adjusted between the parties involved.

Will you kindly show this letter to Brothers Douthitt
and Craft.

Feb. 21, 1935
Sincerely,

(Signed) Geo. A. Klingman.

Dear Brother Klingman :

Your letter of the 21st inst. was duly received, and as
requested I showed it to Brethren Douthitt and Craft.

After reading your letter, Brother Douthitt said he
intended to write you, and has done so, and I have a copy
of his letter. He has quite thoroughly covered the points
raised in your letter and exactly as I would have endeavored
to do, and therefore I endorse every word of his letter,
but by way of emphasis, I wish to make this further reply.

of this institution. I am very glad to concur with him and
others in this request to you for this valuable contribution
to the church.

I have read very carefully every word of the entire
s e v e n  page correspondence between you and Brother George
Klingman And I say to you frankly, that to me it looks
l ike  the last word o n  the matter. I cannot imagine what
reply will be made to this, if any. And I do not see how
Brother Klingman can afford not to say something in reply.
It would be too m u c h  for me to try to ignore it if I were
in his place.

After reading all the correspondence, including the
statements from Brethren Smith, Boll, Lipscomh and Kling-
man, I am forced to the following conclusion:

When Brother Klingman makes some satisfactory reply
to your letters. or condemns Brother R. H. Boll for being
responsible for these conditions, then I may understand
why he opened “this controversy”. But until then, I shall
continue to wonder.

I am always happy to see any one correct any error in
his teaching, or conduct, therefore I shall be delighted to
have any information concerning any endeavor toward
correction.

Nov. 18, 1935 Thankfully, I. A. Douthitt.

1046



January 1936 THE GOSPEL GUARDIAN 5

I take it that the object of your letter to me, with the
extracts from Brother Elam. is for the purpose of con-
vincing me and others that ‘differences here should have
been composed and fellowship restored many years ago.

In the light of what transpired in our conference here
at my office June 9, 1932, I am forced to conclude from
your letter that the Elam extracts are of quite recent news
to you and that on learning of their existence, matters at
once were “satisfactorily settled” in your mind.

At our conference here every word of these charger
were read and discussed, and certainly you understood that
these barriers would have to be removed before matters
could be “satisfactorily settled” in our minds

Sow 1  a sk -have  they been removed? and i f  so.

You seem surprised and express wonder that all others
did not withdraw their charges, as much as to say, “Now

please furnish the evidence and it will be carefully con-

with this newly discovered evidence, you (I) will surely
do so.” To this I will just say that I am surprised that you

siderd.

would presume to hand me these extracts as sufficient evi-
dence to “satisfactorily settle matters” in my mind, without
the extracts being supported by proper acknowledgments,
which were so completely covered in the conference here
at my office and which you will see are repeated in Brother
Douthitt’s letter by quotations from “Facts About R. H.
Boll,” by F. W. Smith.

nied for four years that he had made any agreement with
the Advocate in any sense at all. According to Brother
F. W. Smith. in 1919, Brother Boll admitted that there
was an agreement with the Advocate. Has Brother Boll
confessed that he denied for four years “what he knew
was true while he was denying it?" Did he incorporate
this  confession in his "statement" to Brother Elam? T h i s
confession is not made in the two "extracts" with your
letter to Brother Kurfees.

In the extract from letter o f  E. A. Elam to R. II. Boll,
da t ed  Oc t .  12, 1925, Brother Elam says, "He (F.  W.
Smith) accepts your statement and withdraws the charge
of falsifying as far as he is concerned.” What was the
“statement” upon which Brother Smith withdrew the
charge of falsifying? Did Brother Boll ever publish his
“statement” upon which Brother Smith withdrew the charge
of falsifying? Did Brother Boll ever make this “state-
ment” to a l l  with whom the agreement was made in 1915?

Just what was “expected” or "asked" of Brother Boll on
this point and what was Brother Boll’s reply to the things
“expected” or "asked" of him . The extract from Brother
Elam's letter does not state what was expected or asked,
wither does it give Brother Boll’s answer

Brother Klingman, I  note that you say, “ I  d o  n o t
understand why all others who made the charge of falsi-

I m  the extract from letter of E .  A. Elam to R. H. Boll.
December 8. 1925, I note the following from Brother Elam,
“more could not be expected o r  asked of y o u  on this point."

As to the Highland division, I have only to remind you
that in discussing that matter at our conference here, you
yourself said, among other things, that the move made by
the congregation for which you preach to compose the
difference and settle the trouble was not right; that you
opposed the sending of that letter of Brother Taylor, etc.
and added that you had hopes of reconciling the differences
or you would not be there.

I n  o u r  conference, you s a i d  y ou opposed the letter
Brother Taylor refused to accept it, and I understand that
the Highland Church refused to have Brother Taylor‘s
reply read to the congregation. Did that show a restoration
of fellowship, or that the Highland Church was exonerated ?

What, may I ask, has transpired since that makes it
possible for you to say the Highland congregation is ex-
onerated?

As requested, I return herein the extracts from Broth-
er Elam’s letters.

Fraternally,
Feb. 26, 1935. (Signed) J. F. Kurfees.

lying did not withdraw their charges.” Don‘t you suppose
that "others" w h o  made the charge of falsifying, d i d  "un
derstand" why they did not withdraw their charges? Do
you believe they would have refused to withdraw the charge
without just reasons? In “Statement of Facts About R. H.
Boll," page 3. F. W. Smith says:

"No matter how many senses Webster gives the
word ‘agreement,‘ R. H. Boll’s denial in 1915 was that
he made no agreement in any s e n s e  at all, yet he ad-
mitted in 1919 that ‘there was an agreement in the
former sense.’ Thus, by his own words, he is con-
victed of having deliberately denied for four years
what he knew was true while he was denying it. He not
only failed to confess this sin publicly when he made his
admission in 1919, but hc has never yet done so ; and
until he does so confess it, churches and preachers
everywhere should kindly but firmly refuse him the
fellowship and co-operation which should be accorded
only to true men."

Now please tell me if Brother Boll ever publicly con-
fessed that sin as demanded by Brother Smith in the above
quotation? If so in what paper and what was the date of

The letter from B. L .  Douthitt, minister of the Halde- publication? I shall be very grateful for the information,

man Avenue church, mentioned above is  here given be- as it will help me to satisfactorily settle matters in my mind.

cause of some very vital points it contains. You say, “I wonder why Brother Elam's let ters  were
not published t e n  years ago." Why not ask Brother Boll

Dear Brother Klingman :
" w h y "  Brother Elam's letters were not published ten years
ago? Do you  not also wonder why Brothel- Boll did not

Brother J. F. Kurfees. at your suggestion, gave me publish his confession ten years ago? If I a m  not mistaken,

your letter of February 21. I have carefully read your Brother Boll was publishing a religious paper during 1925,
letter and the two enclosed extracts from Brother E. A. and it is not too late to publish all of these letters yet,

Elam’s letters to Brother R. H. Boll. Your letter and the including, of course. Brother Boll’s confession Perhaps

two enclosed extracts from Brother Elam’s letters to the whole correspondence would make aa  good "manifesto"
Brother Boll do not satisfactorily settle matters in my mind. fnr one issue of theWo r d  and Work during 1935.

From the two e x t r a c t s  you  sent Brother Kurfees, I
take it that you have access to the correspondence between

The Charge of Falsifying Brother Elam and Brother Boll. Will you kindly give me
a copy of the whole correspondence? I shall be glad to

Brother Boll made a certain agreement with the Gospel pay a typist to copy the letters. Your enclosed extracts
Advocate management in 1915. Brother Boll publicly de- from thr letters by no means h e l p  to clear matters in  my
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mind Perhaps if I had a copy of the letters, I could say
with you, “this matter i s  satisfactorily settled in m y  mind.”
Surely you will assist me in this matter. Let me hear from
you soon as possible in regard to this most earnest request.

“Ugly Epithets and Charges”
Just a few words about the “ugly charges” Brother

Boll made against certain brethren mentioned by Brother
F. W. Smith. “Statement of Facts About R. H. Boll,”
page 5 "The Nashville Council" ; "These scribes and Phar-
isees";    "false brethren";    "I   know  the  men   who   are  back
of the Gospel Advocate today are false and unrighteous.”
Please note the following quotation from Brother Smith,
“Statement of Facts About R. H. Boll.” pages 7 and 8:

"Now finally, if the charges which R. H. Boll makes
against us in that letter are true. then we are unfit to
be members of the church of God, and unworthy of the
respect and fellowship of any child of God. But if
these charges are not true, then R .  H. Boll is unfit to
be a member of the church of God and unworthy of
the respect and fellowship of any child of God; and
the church to which he ministers, as well as the brother-
hood at large, should demand. as I now demand of
him, that he either prove these ugly charges or confess
and apologize for the sin of making them, and for the
double sin of making a false statement for four years,
which, according to his own admission in 1919, he
knew was false while he was making it.”

In the above quotation you see that Brother Smith
says, “I now demand of him, that he either prove these
ugly charges or confess and apologize for the sin of mak-
ing them, and the double sin of making a false statement
for four years. which, according to his own admission
in 1919. he knew was false while he was making it.” Now
I would’ like to know if Brother Boll proved these charges ;
or has he confessed and apologized for this “double sin,”
either or both? If so. please name the paper and the
date of publication.

Are these, Brother Kllingman, satisfactorily settled
in your mind? If so, how and when were they settled?
At the time Brother Boll made these charges, I understand
T. B. Larimore,  J. C McQuiddy, F. B. Srygley, M. C.
Kurfees and others were back of the Gospel Advocate.
I have “ever thought of these good men as preachers that
were “false and unrighteous."

The Highland Church Action
In the second paragraph of your letter to Brother

Kurfees, you mention a very serious matter in reference
to the Highland and Napoleon Blv'd congregations. Are
you sure that you are correct in the following statements,
“I am happy in the thought that the Highland congregation
has withdraw” the action that was taken against Brothers
Rubel and Taylor, and that said congregation extends
Christian love and fellowship to the Napoleon congrea-
tio”. This exonerates the present congregation at the
Highlands and leaves the personal matters to he adjusted
between the parties involved"?

May 12, 1932. the Highland Church of Christ sent
Brother C. A. Taylor a letter extending fellowship on
s o  called "concessions" that Brother Taylor said were  never
made by him. You will recall that Brother Taylor an-
swered the Highland letter on May 26, 1932, in which
he replied to the nine (9) items listed as “concessions” made
by Brothers Rubel and Taylor. Brother Taylor closed his
reply with the following paragraphs :

“It i s  with keen regret that I must decline your
offer to resume our broken fellowship for your letter
extends fellowship based upon our supposed ‘conces-
sions’ and not because you have repented of your
wicked act. The barrier erected by you in 1918 will
“ever be removed and our differences will “ever be
composed until and unless you take the correct action
based upon proper grounds.

“I understand your letter to me was read to the
Highland congregation and if this is correct, you have
done Brother Rubel and me an additional injury. which
can be partially corrected only by also reading to that
entire congregation this reply.

“I shall appreciate being advised when this has
been done.”

Brother Klingman, you no doubt will remember our
conference in J. F. Kurfee’s office June 9, 1932, that this
very matter was discussed and that you made the follow-
ing statements :

1. The Highland letter to Brother Taylor went out
over my protest.

2. I knew that the offer would not be accepted b y
Taylor and Rubel.

3. The Highland letter was not repentance.
4. The Highland brethren did wrong in refusing

to read Brother Taylor’s reply to the congregation.
5. Haldeman Avenue Church was right in refusing

to recognize the Highland Church.
6. I would not be preaching for the Highland con-

gregation if I did not have hope of reconciling the two
congregations.

T o  be perfectly frank (but in all kindness) I do
not understand how you can say in your letter to Brother
Kurfees of February 21 that the "Highland congregation
has withdrawn the action that was taken against Brothers
Rubel and Taylor, and that said congregation extends
Christian love and fellowship to the Napoleon congrega-
tion.” How can there be “reconciliation and re-union” be-
tween the congregations when the Napoleon congregation
plainly declared the proposed fellowship had done Rubel
and Taylor an “additional injury”? According to the record
I must say that the Highland Church is not "exonorated"
and you did not think that the Highland Church was ex-
onerated June 9, 1932, some time after the Highland
Church received Brother Taylor’s letter and refused to
let it be read to the entire congregation at Highland, as
Brother Taylor requested.

Now that you are telling that the Highland congre-
gation is “exonerated” of their “wicked act” of 1918, I
shall advise Brother Taylor to publish the two letters that
all concerned may be able to keep the record straight.

With every good wish to you for health, happiness
and prosperity. I remain

Sincerely Y o u r s ,
Feb. 25 ,  1935  (Signed) B. L Douthitt

Brother Douthitt received no answer to the above
letter The following letter from Brother Klingman is
all that was received

Mr. J. F. Kurfees:

Your letter of Feb. 26 came duly to hand.

My reply to Brother Douthitt’s letter will suffice as a
reply to yours except that I wish to call your attention to
two points :
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(1) I did not write to cinvince you “and others that
differences here should have been composed and fellow-
ship restored many years ago“ ; and (2) you may have
overlooked the words “present congregation” when I spoke
of exoneration.

Kindly submitted--
Sincerely and f raternally,

(Signed) Geo. A. Kfingman

Dear Brother Klingman :--

Referring to the correspondence of last February-
March between you, Brother Douthitt and me, I was then,
and am yet, disappointed that you did not send to us the
information for which we asked. I thought then, and still
think, that the questions we asked were fair and altogether
reasonable. I also thought, and still think, that answers to
same would help to clear up some matters, which you your-
self raised and which y o u  said you did not understand. I
therefore thought you were seeking light, and that, after
more serious thought, you would write and furnish the in-
formation for which we called. Since you have not done
so. I am thus writing you this letter.

First of all. Brother Klingman, I am sure you know
and understand that I am not responsible for the opening
of this controversy. The conference held at my residence
in the early part of 1932 and the conference held at my
office in June, 1932, were both initiated, asked for and
called by parties on your side of the controversy, and of
course you know that you, yourself, opened the question
again by your letter to me of February 21, 1935.

I did not then, nor am I now raising any objection to
either the conferences or to your letter; I am merely stat-
ing the fact, and I state this fact because I want the record
clear as to who it is that “perpetuates” these matters; how-
ever, I wish it distinctly understood that I stand stead-
fastly with and endorse those men who testified that Brother
Boll did make an agreement. and that whenever and wher-
ever either myself or the record of my departed brother is
attacked, I stand ready to make defense.

The Charges Against R. H. Boll
In your first  etter  to me, dated February 21, 1935. you

said :
“I am enclosing two extracts from Brother Elam’s

letters to Brother Boll. In view of the fact that
Brother Smith withdrew his charge of falsifying, this
matter is satisfactorily settled in my mind. I do not
understand why all others who made the charge of fal-
sifying did not withdraw their charges; and I wonder
why Brother Elam’s letters were not published then
years ago.”

dence to you ; that you thought it would be new to me
(though it was not) and that in view of the fact of this
newly discovered evidence to you, I would by if be con-
vinced of two things:

But I certainly missed your point, if indeed there was
any point, in your writing me, for in your reply, March 16.
1935, you said :

"I d i d  not write t o  c o n  vince y ou and others   that
differences here should have been composed and fel-
lowship restored many years ago.”

Well, my dear George. m a y  I ask just what was your
purpose in writing me? Just w hom did you expect to in-
fluence, help, hinder or hurt by writing and opening the
question with me?

There were four reliable Christian gentlemen who
testified in this matter. Brother A. B. Lipscomb was one.
and as he is now living, you would not, I know, expect me to
speak for him; nor would you expect me to speak for the
lamented Brother McQuiddy--and Brother Smith was your
witness ; hence, there is no reason why you should or would
write me about either of these three men. If you can ad-
vance a reason, please send it along.

I am, therefore, convinced that your purpose, and only
purpose, in writing me was a deliberate effort on your part
to cast reproach upon the record and course pursued by my
departed brother, M. C. Kurfees-yes. him and him only--
a rare act for a Christian gentleman to do. assuming as I
do, that you had, or at feast should have had, all the facts
at hand before writing me as you did.

Now if I am wrong in this  charge, I will gladly with-
draw it, if you will advise me, stating specifically to whom,
other than M. C Kurfees. you had reference when you
said: “I do not understand why all others who made the
charge of faslifying did not withdraw their charges.”

Yes, M. C. Kurfees died without having withdrawn his
charge against R. H. Boll; no one denies that. He could
not have done otherwise and remained true to facts and the
Word of God.

Boll’s Agreement with the Gospel Advocate

The facts are, as you know or should know, that R.
H. Boll made an agreement with the Gospel Advocate man-
agement in 1915 ; that he later publicly denied making any
agreement at all, thus raising the question of veracity be-
tween himself and the brethren who were present and
heard him make the agreement. He continued his denial

In my reply to the above. I  said: for four years, when i n  1919 he admitted there was an

"I take it that the object of your letter t o  me, wi th agreement in a sense, and his admission was published in

the Elam extracts, is for the purpose of convincing the Gospel Advocate of October 2, 1919; but his admis-

me and others that differences here should have been sion was not accompanied with any confession of his four

composed and fellowship restored many years ago.” year denial, nor has he ever confessed his denial so far as
I know. On this matter, in his tract. “A Statement of

That’s what I thought was your purpose. I quite Facts About R. H. Boll,” by F. W .  Smith. he (Smith)
naturally concluded that the Elam extracts were new evi- says:
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“Thus, by his own words, he is convicted of hav-
ing deliberately denied for four years what he knew
was true while he was denying it. He not only failed
to confess this sin publicly when he made his admis-
sion in 1919, but he has never yet done so; and until
he does so confess it, churches and preachers every-
where should kindly but firmly refuse him the fellow-
ship and cooperation which should be accorded only
to true men.”

If you have any evidence of his public confession, either
before or since the death of M. C. Kurfees, please give me
name and date of paper in which it appeared.

January 1936

agreement.” How did he “explain” and “harmonize” these
two “statements”?

In the extract from letter of E. A. Elam to R. H. Boll,
dated December 8, 1925, Brother Elam says : “More could
not be expected or asked of you on this pint”. To this
you were asked: “Just what was ‘expected’ or ‘asked’ of
Brother Boll on this point and what was Brother Boll’s re-
ply to the things ‘expected’ or ‘asked’ of him?” The ex-
tract does not state what was expected or asked; neither
does it give Brother Boll’s answer. Your answer to all
the foregoing will be appreciated and perhaps will help U S

both to “understand why all did not withdraw their
charges”.

You, Boll and Jorgenson all seem to rely on the same
1925 Elam extracts to clear Brother Smith, and to charge
M. C. Kurfees as the guilty man in the case. Jorgenson
wrote a letter to a brother in which he stated that only one
of the editors of the Gospel Advocate died believing these
things and referred to the 1925 Elam letter. Brother Boll
wrote and sent to Brother Lipscomb the same Elam extracts
you sent me, same wording and same date--1925. Evi-
dently these 1925 Elam extracts have been rather widely
circulated. Brother Douthitt urged you to send copies of
the whole correspondence between Elam, Smith and Boll,
hoping to receive something more definite, but you failed
to comply, even though Douthitt offered to pay for the
typing.

You say in view of the fact that Smith withdrew his
charge, you do not understand why all others did not do so.
Well. will you tell me, please, upon what ground did Broth-
er Smith withdraw his charge? What did Boll say or do
that caused Smith to withdraw his charge? This informa-
tion is vital to the issue you raise, and I hope you will favor
me.

Attacks Character of Gospel Advocate Editors
But that i s  not all, for in this same tract, in comment-

ing on a letter that R. H. Boll wrote to a brother, F. W.
Smith says :

“In this letter he designates us by the following
ugly epithets and charges : ‘The Nashville Council’ ;
‘These scribes and Pharisees’ ; ‘false brethren’ ; ‘I know
the men who are hack of the Gospel Advocate today
are false and unrighteous. If you desire it, I will give
you proof and specify instance after instance’; ‘They
have inaugurated a campaign of willful misrepresenta-
tion'; ‘They sit in judgment on men,, and even on con-
gregations - they brand. stigmatize and ostracize
whom they will. while they themselves are responsible
to no man'; ‘What are you doing in that combine?
What part and lot have you  with them? What have
you surrendered to them ? 'What you have had to
surrender. if anything, in order to stand in the Advo-
cate’s favor. I don’t know.’ ‘To hold with the side
that represents prestige, numbers, and power may be
simplest, easiest, most comfortable and profitable ' "

Then Smith says:
“The readers may decide for themselves how the

use of such language and charges against brethren
comports with the supposedly smooth and sweet spirit
which some people claim that he has.”

F. W. Smith Withdraws Charge Against Boll

But. y o u  may say, the Elam extracts sent, dated 1925,
shows that Brother Smith withdrew his charge of falsi-
fying. Well, my long personal acquaintance with Brother
Smith enables me to s a y  that I never knew a man more
ready to condemn sin, or more ready and willing to forgive
than F. W. Smith ; and that he did at one time make over-
tures in the hope of a settlement of this unfortunate affair
is not denied. but that it was ever completely settled with
him, and remained so up to the date of his death, is de-
nied and will be denied until you or some other man pro-
duce evidence to the contrary.

In the extract you sent from a letter of E. A. Elam
to R. H .  Boll, dated October 12, 1925. Brother Elam
says : "He (F.W. Smith)  accepts your statement and with-
draws the charge of falsifying so far as he is concerned.“
T o  this you were asked:  "What was the ‘statement’ upon
which Brother Smith withdrew the charge of falsifying?’
" D i d  Brother B o l l  ev e r  publish his statement ?" “Did
Brother Boll ever make this ‘Statement’ to all with whom
the agreement was made in 1915?" In this same extract
B r o t e h r  Elam syas : "Brother Smith wishes these state-
ments of 1915 a n d  1919 put in your letter and wishes an
explanation of y o u r  harmony o f  the two in regard to the

Smith Cancels the Withdrawal of His Charge
Based on the Elam 1925 extracts, Brother Smith made

you a good witness in 1925, and of course it is natural for
a man to stand by, uphold and endorse his witness, and I
hope that you will be just as loyal, true and steadfast to
him, and just as strongly endorse him in 1926 as you did
in 1925. I am not going to cross-examine your witness
(Brother Smith), but simply let him give his evidence--
his 1926 evidence, in his own words. So now let us hear
the witness (Brother Smith) as he gave testimony in 1926.
I have before me a letter, dated November 3, 1926, written
by F. W. Smith, in which he says:

“It is also true that after denying that he had
made such an agreement with the Advocate, for three
or four years, he came and stated over his own signa-
ture that there was an agreement between him and the
Advocate regarding his peculiar views, but he expressed
no sorrow, repentance, nor confession of thus having
wronged the Advocate during those years.

"Within the last twelve months he has completely
reversed himself regarding his acknowledgment of the
agreement. stating in substance that he did not mean
anything more by that statement than was expressed
in his first denial of any agreement at all. This leaves
the matter in this shape :he deceived us by making the
impression on us that there was an agreement such as
we claimed, and the matter is now where it was be-
fore, namely, the Gospel Advocate management is
placed in the attitude, by Brother Boll, as falsifiers
in that they claim he had made an agreement, which
he now denies.”
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That now i s  the evidence as given by your witness,
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Brother Smith, in 1926, and irrespective of what he did
Boll-Jorgenson Erect Barriers to Fellowship

or did not do in 1925, that’s what he said in 1926; and In the early part of 1932, Jonah W. D. Skiles requested
whatever Boll may have said or done in 1925, Smith says a conference with Henry Craft, B. I.. Douthitt and myse l f
he (Boll) "completely reversed himself, e x p r e s s e d  n o to d i s cus s  a program of cooperation among the churches
sorrow, repentance, nor confession   ........ he deceived us." o f  Louisville. This request w a s  granted and we met in

That’s the evidence of your witness, F. W. Smith, the my home a n d  continued u n t i l  late in the night.  Brother 
man you put forward to prove the innocence of your client. Skiles sa id  that he d e p l o r e d  the div ision in I Louis illc  and

R. H. Boll, in an effort to establish guilt on the part of asked what steps must be taken to t  restore fellowship and

“all others" who did not withdraw their charges. It seems cooperation amongg t h e  congregations of Louisville I

to me you will have to get a better witness, if you hope called his attention t o  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

to win the case. (1) Speculative views taught by           R. H.  Bol l and
others.

Boll and Klingman Withhold Facts ]‘)]$(9  l“ 1, .’’ ,e 1.,,Il<‘l  v1-Kiul  II\  llil.  111:l11;11111  C/,I,11.I1  ,I,

In the light of these facts, I ask your earnest and sijn-
cere consideration of the following:

(3) R. H. Boll's agreement with the Gospel Advocate
i n  1915.

- ,c,

you. and \vhicll you should do, by simply nlnking  the same
charge agniut I<.  H. IMI : mw~ely,  that if he was in passes-
5ion of thcw facts who:1  he gave  you the 1925  Elam es-
tracts, he purposely withheld then1 in an effort to deceive.
and you cau also charge him with the same offense when
he wrote and sent the salne 192.5 Elam extracts to Brother
I.ilhum~l~.  which \vill  lw eeru farthrr 011 hy the Boll-Lips-
comb correspondence.

(3)  Should he (Boll)  deny  poshession  of theae facts
(thotlgh I hardly think he will j, he, and all of us, would of
necessity, have to conch& that F. W. Smith was bad]!
“off” either in 1925 or in 1926, or in both years, for not
ormy who ever  knew F. W. Smith, including Brother Boll
hm>self,  would think he would not in ~“me  way advise a
man when and where he might prefer charges against him.

(4)
tllest!

E. I.. Jot-genson  either had, or should have had,
fact5 hrfore  xnding Out his “c1rculnr”  letter, falseI>

accusing Hnlden~an  Avenue  and its preachers for the divi-
sion here. and Izfore  he wrote Brother Rowe, stating that
onlv “OliC”
things.

of the .\dvocate  editors died believing these
Jo]-genson  can now add at least one more  to his list.

If none of you knew these facts it would seem that you,
Ml and Jorgenson should send out a “circular” in order
to set >-oursel\ es in the I”-“prl-  light with all to whom you
crnt the 1925 extracts. for Isrother  Boll said to Brother
I .ipsconh,  as VW will see. that as a result of a renewed
effort (in 1925). it ended in “prfcrt”  agreement with all-
lIall, H. Leo Boles, E. A. Elan>,  and wen including F. W.
Smith. but was again frustrated by Brother Kurfees. Cer-
tainly you should send out a revised circular, extract or
something of the kind.

.-\s the facts show. xcording  to Snnth’s letter, that
he still held these charges against Boll in 1926, doesn’t
that show conclusively that Boll had not, up to that time,
confesse? his wrong and made matters right? Not only
had he not done so 1” 1926. but I now call your attention
to the fact that he had not done so even down to 1932-
years after the death of both F. W. Smith and AI. C’ Kur-
fees.

I!l-~,tllcr  Skilcs rcxl thc.x ufily ch:lr:v5  l!l-otlwr  I:r,ll  m.ldr
against certain brethren and said that he could not believe
that Urother Boil had made  such charges. He suggested
that he would like to take the matter to Brother Boll and
ask bun if he matIc the charges cited II! Brother I;. W .
Smith.

Boll Admits Making the Charges

Brother Skiles called another meeting after talking
with Brother Boll about the ugly charges. This meeting
was held in my office,  in June 1932, and you, yourself,
Brother Klingman. were present at this meeting. I asked
Brother Skiles, as you will  recall, if R. II. Boll admitted  that
he made the ugly charges referred to above, and Skiles
said that Brother Boll admitted that he did make the
charges, but was “peeved” when he made the charges.
I asked if that was all Brother Boll said and Brother Skiles
replied “Yes”. That was a most excellent opportunity for
Brother Boll to withdraw and make amends for his ugly
charges, but the word “peeved” fails to show that he did
do so. Therefore, up to this time, 1932, Ii. H. Boll had
not. and did not at that time, withdraw the charges he
made against certain brethren  and confess the sin of mak-
ing them On this, I again quote Brother F. W. Smith:

“Sow. finally, if the charges which 1;. II. lloll makes
against us in that Icttcl-  arc true. then wc arc unfit to
he n~cn~bc1.s of the chu~.ch of God. and un\\-orthy  of the
resljcct  and fclll,\v<hi], o f  any cllild o f  Gllrl.  But i f
thew ch;ll-~r< ;,I‘c n<lt  trw thcu I<.  I].  Ml i s  u n f i t
to he a nIcIIII,cI-  of thr chu1-ch of (;<!I] ;111d nn\v0rt11v
of the I-wlxct  at111 iello\\-Al1l of any child uf God; anh
the chllrrll to wllic!l Iw mini5tcrn.  xs wrll  ;li the bl-other-
hOO(l  a t  l a rge .  5h1wld den~and. as I 1111\v  demand o f
Ilinl,  that he either prove these ugly char~cs or confess
and a1l”logi/e  fur the s i n  o f  nlnkinfi them,  and f o r
the doul)le sill  ui ~li;lkillfi :, falw \t;ltclllcnt  fo r  four
> (‘ar‘i. WhlCh.  ;Icc~IrdIn~fr tu his own a~l1111>5lou in 1919.
hc knew was fnlsc while he was making it.” (Statement
o f  Facts .\bout I<. H. non, pages  7 md 8 )

Boll’s Letter to A. B. Lipscomb
’ III  5ljite  “i the iorcg~~iug iact5. IO-“thel- 111111.  stlt]  an*-

iow a n d  h o p i n g  yet to clear Ilimsrlf  of the chnrgc~. and
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specifically charging M. C. Kurfees as the man who blocked
all efforts for a settlement, wrote Brother A. B. Lipscomb
on January 23, 1935, as follows:

“Doubtless you saw in the Christian Leader of
January 8th the article by T. Q. Martin. Of all the
brethren of the Advocate who knew the inside facts
of ‘he controversy that began in 1915, you are the
only one living today, and I believe that with your
knowledge of all the facts you could do much to clear
me of the reproach and false accusations that have
pursued me these years.

“YOU may perceive that T. Q. M’s article is simply
the e c h o  of Brother AI. C. Kurfees’ strangely warped
views. I believe that you knew all the time that Broth-
er Kurfees was laboring under a misapprehension,
and. like myself, you were unable to correct him; and
throughout the rest of his life he assiduously and in-
defatigably spread abroad his version of the matter.

“Sow I think that you would be able to bear a
a testimony that would go far toward removing the
stigma and clearing my name of the reproach which
Brother Kurfees in his misapprehension placed upon
me, and which some are trying to perpetuate to this day.

“It is not for my own sake alone that I am appeal-
ing to you. Much evil could yet be remedied if the
true facts were known. Do what you think right and
good about the matter. and may the Lord direct your
heart.

Yours in Christ
(Signed) R. H. Boll

express forgiveness should our dear brother have the
grace to pursue the course he has so persistently urged
upon others in times past through the columns of this
paper and acknowledge his error ! Not one of the mis-
guided friends with whom he has surrounded himself,
and who are bent upon propagating divisive teachings
would suggest this to Brother Boll. But he himself
should understand that true friendship, impelled by
the word of God, must insist upon it as the only right-
eous course’.”

Of course, Brother Lipscomb’s reply was not satis-
factory to Brother Boll; so he wrote Brother Lipscomb
again on February 4, 1935, and in this letter I note the
following :

“It seems to me that the doctrinal differences have
nothing to do with  this. It is a plain question of right-
eousness, which, I fear, the Lord, the righteous judge.
must take up. It will be but a little while longer, and
we shall answer to Him.”

A Question of Righteousness
I agree with Brother Boll in that it is, first of all,

a “plain question of righteousness”, and that is exactly the
position taken and held by RI. C. Kurfees to the day of his
death, for he said all along that: “The question of ver-
acity between Brother Boll and all of us brethren who
testified against him must first be settled before I can or
will have any cooperation or Christian fellowship with him”.

Brother Klingrnan, has it been settled? Who, other

“P. S. I am enclosing two extracts from letters
to me by Brother Elam.

R. H. B."

than Brother Boll, can settle it?
In this same letter, February 4, 1935, to Brother

Lipscomh, Brother Boll makes this unbrotherly and false

Note the following statements in that letter: “The
charge :

echo of Brother M. C. Kurfees‘ strangely warped +wh“; “Several times the matter would have been ad-

“you were unable to correct him”; and pleads that Brother justed if Brother Kurfees had not blocked it each time.

Lipscomh would be able to remove the stigma and clear The simple fact, as I see it, is that Brother Kurfees

his name of the reproach which Brother Kurfees placed started the trouble and kept it up, when the rest of you

upon him and which some are trying to perpetuate to this brethren would have been glad to settle it in love and

day. tolerance, hut apparently you brethren yielded to Broth-

It is a fact, and has been a fact all along, that Brother
er Kurfees, and so the matter must go to a higher Tri-

Boll himself i s  the only man that can “remove the stigma”
bunal."

a n d  clear his name. And no o n e  knows b e t t e r  than Well, to say the least, Brother Boll doesn’t give the

Brother Roll how it must he done, if it is ever done. other brethren much credit for doing their own thinking,
when he says they "yielded" to Brother Kurfees. Most

Lipscomb’s Reply to Boll
In answer to the letter quoted, Brother Lipscomh made

a VXY cordial,
he said :

kind, but very appropriate reply, in which

“I would gladly do anything within my power to
help alleviate the tension and ill-feeling that now exists
in reference to the so-called ‘Boll controversy’. How-
ever in regard to the ‘agreement’ referred to in Brother
T. Q. Martin's article, my recollection is clear and dis-
tinct that you made an agreement to cease featuring
your teachings on unfulfilled prophecy. To this I at-
tested over my signature in Gospel Advocate of Feb.
23. 1916 as follows:

“‘I was present when Brother Boll, yielding, as
he stated. to his own good judgment in the matter,
made the positive agreement outlined above. My mem-
ory is so clear as to when and how he made it that I
can but regard his subsequent denial and attempt to
put the Gospel Advocate in a false light as a breach
of confidence and trust wholly unworthy of Christian
manhood What a glorious privilege it would be to

,  
assuredly, Brother Lipscomb is not now under the influence
of Brother Kurfees, and he still holds the same opinion he
had in 1916 when he testified.

Brother Boll added the following post-script to this
same letter :

“The quotations from Brother Elam's letter I sent
you are several years later (1925). the result of a re-
newed effort made by S. H. Hall, H. Leo Boles and
E. A. Elam, which ended in perfect agreement among
us (even including F. W. Smith), but was again frus-
trated by Brother Kurfees.”

That shows the same date of Elam extracts as you sent
me, namely, 1925, and he says they were in perfect agree-
ment, even including F. W. Smith. From the quotation I
gave from Brother Smith’s 1926 letter, that “perfect” agree-
ment, if indeed it was ever “perfect”, must have fallen by
the wayside.

With these facts before you, do they, or do they not,
enable you to understand why “all others” did not with-
draw their charges against Brother Boll?

Of course, I know, and others know, that M. C. Kur-
fees has been, and is yet, charged with starting and “per-
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Now finally, not that he was perfection itself, for I
make no such claim, I am not in the least disturbed about
what M. C. Kurfees believed or disbelieved; neither am I
disturbed over what he did or did not do, right up to his
last moment on this earth. And may I, his brother in the
flesh. be pardoned for saying that I am not in the least
ashamed of his earthly record. That his works will live
and do honor to the glory of God many long years after the
memory of his bitterest opponents shall have perished from
the earth. I haven’t the slightest doubt. I, therefore. stand
ready to make defense whenever, wherever and by whom
he may be unjustly attacked.

Fraternally,
J. F. Kurfees

Klingman “Answereth Not”
Dear Brother Kurfces :

I received y o u r  l e t t e r  some time ago. We a re  very
busy preparing to m o v  e to Texas this week to take up work
with the congregation at Bryan.

Let me assure you again that what I have written you
was simply my own personal judgment and attitude. It
has never occurred to me to suggest what you should do in
the matter; and so far from reflecting upon the integrity
and sincerity of any one, it has been fartherest from my
heart.

Sincerely,
Nov. 25, 1935 (Signed) Geo. A. Klingman

It is obvious that what Brother Klingman says is no
answer to my letter; hence, I am compelled to leave him
in the exact position in which, by his own invitation, my
letter places him. It will be remembered that it was he.
and not I, who opened the question. Should he decide later
to make any effort to clear himself by answering and fur-
nishing the information called for, I will be glad to con-
sider what he has to say and feel sure this paper will grant
us space.

The reader will note from my letter that there are at
least three men, R. H. Boll, Geo. A. Klingman and E. 1..
Jorgenson, circulating these 1925 Elam extracts, all for the
same purpose--namely : to show that Brother F. W. Smith
withdrew his charges against Brother Boll and that M. C
Kurfees should have. hut refused to do so! Of course,
Kurfees refused, and I stated the facts, the grounds; for
his refusal, which facts Brother Klingman failed to attack;
and in spite of being twice urged to do so, he fails to state
the ground, the facts. when. where and what Brother Boll

Y

said that caused Brother Smith to withdraw his charges.
Another vital matter, of which he says not one word,

is the statements made by F. W. Smith in his letter of
November 3, 1926. In this letter, as the reader will note.
Smith says: “That (Boll) after denying that he had made
such an agreement with the Advocate, for three or four
years, he came and stated over his own signature that there
was an agreement” “hut expressed no sorrow, repent-
ance, or confession” “within the last twelve months he
has completely reversed himself regarding his acknowledg-
ment of the agreement" “he deceived us." T h o s e  w e r e
the statements of F. W. Smith in 1926, about one year
after the date of the Elam extracts which they are so freely
circulating. On this I asked Brother Klingman specifically
if he were in possession of these facts when he wrote and
opened the matter with me, but he makes no answer. What
Brother Klingman needs is a new set of “extracts”.

1053



12 THE GOSPEL GUARDIAN January 1936

F. W. SMITH’S STATEMENT REGARDING THE R. H. BOLL AGREEMENT
The following reproduction is a photostatic copy of F. W. Smith’s withdrawal of his acceptance of one of R. H. Boll’s explanations about his
agreement with the Gsopel Advocate. Brother Boll mode an ogreemen, with the Gospel Advocate no, to teach his theories. He afterß
words repudiated the ogreemen,, ond denied that ho hod made one. Brother Smith charged him with falsifying. Brother Boll later ad-
mitted that he hod mode on ogreemen, but sough, refuge behind Webster's definitions of who, “agreement” meant. He mode some
explanations ond offered some apologies. Naturally of a forgiving disposition Brother Smith took a charitable view of it ond withdrew his
charge that Brother Boll hod "falsified". But immediately upon his doing so, it appears that Brother Boll’s attitude in other and later
letters convinced Brother Smith that his"explanations" and “apologies” were no, according to the facts and he concelled his withdrawal of
the charge against Brother Boll and returned it to its original status.
Below is the cancellation statement mode to E. A. Elam on the margin of the Elom manuscript in F. W. Smith’s own handwriting. This
document has distinct significance in the case for the reason that Boll and his followers hove clung to the story that all of the Advo-
cate editors, except M. C. Kurfees, withdrew their charges against him ond ore circulating the Elam letters as proof, with the final
facts of the case withheld. This photostatic copy, with the A. B. Lipscomb letter on another page, is definite ond final on that
point of the “Boll Agreemen,“. I, is given here simply in interest of facts and in defense of the integrity of a great man, F. W. Smith,
who though “being dead ye, speaketh".

There was an agreement in the former sense; for with-
out dictation from man, and as free under God and because
my judgement approved, I was of the same mind with the other
brethren that it was best not to press the doctrines in ques-
tion. But there was no agreement in the second sense of
Webster’s definition.

The later statement which I made in 1919 in order to
define and explain the term “agreement” I meant to be in
perfect harmony with the former statements (which were made
in 1915) and represents and embraces the facts as I understood
them at tne time the first statements were made.

On October 16'th, 1925, Brother Boll further writes:

I hope you may be able to make it clear to my brethren
who may seem disposed to question the motive of the statement
I made in October, 1919, defining the term ‘agreement” that
that statement was in no sense an attempt to exonerate myself
of any charge, or to alter my previous statement by putting
a new construction on the language.

In reply to this Brother Smith says;

Brother Boll, on December 9, 1915, referred to his first
statement of November 4, 1915, as above quoted, said, “On this
and no other understanding or agreement did I resume my work
on the Advocate.*

This statement was a"denial" of the private agreement
Brother Boll had made with the Gospel Advocate to cease teaching
certain doctrines, thus placing the Advocate in the attitude
of misrepresenting the facts in the case, and in consequence
of which he was charged with falsifying.

But since Brother Boll now disclaims that he “intended”
his statement of November 9, 1915, as above quoted, to be a
“denial” of the private agreement had with the Advocate, which
agreement he admitted in his last statement of October 2, 1919,
as above quoted; but that he"intended" his statement of Novem-
ber 9, 1915, to mean or embody what was expressed in his last
statement of October 2, 1919, the charge made against Brother
Boll of falsifying is withdrawn.

It must oe distinctly understood, however, that the accept-
ance of Brother Boll’s explanation as to what he meant by his
statement of November 9, 1915, and the withdrawal of the charge
made against him of wilfully falsifying, are not to be considered
in any sense an endorsement of the doctrines in question.
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ACTION
A Record of the Facts Exposing a Shrewd Maneuver of E. L.
Jorgenson’s in the Attempt to Justify the Action of the Highland
Church and Himself at the Expense of C. A. Taylor and R. 0.
Rubel, the Victims of Their Unscriptural Proceedings. They Con-
fess No Wrong in Withdrawing from Good Men and of Driving
Away in Consequence of that Action Charter Members of the
Congregation Who Built and Paid for the House of Worship They
Occupy. Their Offer of Reinstatement Was a Mere Camouflage,
Based on a Crafty Mishandling of Certain Statements, and Was
Very Properly Rejected by Taylor and Rubel.

ciplinary action o f  May 16, 1918, and extend fellowship
to B r o s  Taylor and Rubel.

These false statements are bein g used b y  the sympa-
thizers of R. I I .  B o l l  in a n  e f fo r  to s h i f t  f r o m  their
shou lde r s  to that of others the responsibility for division
which came to  and  continues with the church, because o f
the pressing of their theories.

It is proper to state here that E. L. Joregenson and
D o n  Carlos Janes were in 1918 and 1932 a n d  a r c  now,
practically in control of the Highland Church. Neither
Brother Rubel's letter nor Brother Taylor’s letter, declining
their terms of fellowship, has ever been read to the con-
gregation.

A Disciplinary Fiasco

Mr. C. A. Taylor
Louisville, Ky.

Dear Brother Taylor :

In view of numberous concessions made at various
times by Bros. C. A. Taylor and R. 0. Rubel, viz :

That they were not always as kind, gentle, forbearing
and considerate as thev could and should have been;

That they sometimes made mistakes in the methods
they employed ;

That they regret all this;

That they were “fractious” ;
That a correction was made on the "Autocracy" pamph-

let after discipline had been administered :
T h a t  publication of that pamphlet is now considered

"unwise";
. .

That after the discipline, B r o .  Rubel set t led his  per-
s o n a l  difference ;

That Bro. Tay lor recently expressed his willigness to
stand by any concessions he had ever made;

In view of these concessions relating to conduct which
the Highland Church regarded as fractious (though they
did not) ; conscious of our own imperfections, and in our
desire for peace and unity-previously expressed in various
conciliatory overtures--we from this date remove the dis-

Yours  in Christian Service,
HIGHLAND CHURCH OF CHRIST

May 12, 1932 (Signed) H. V. Leatherman, Secretary.

Mr. H. V. Leatherman, S e c .
I Highland Church of Christ,
Louisville, Ky.

Dear Sir:
This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of May

12, 1932 and a reply will be sent you soon.
My son, Allen, is seriously ill, but I hope his condition

will permit me soon to prepare my reply.
Very truly yours,

May 13, 1932 (Signed) C. A.  Taylor.

The Camouflage Rejected

The Highland Church of Christ
Louisville, Ky.

Brethren :
Under date May 13, 1932, I wrote to acknowledge re-

ceipt of your letter May 12, 1932, saying that reply to your
letter would be sent soon as my son’s health would permit
me to give attention to a reply and I will now answer your
letter in accordance with that promise.

I have not, since receipt of your letter, communicated
with B r o .  R. 0. R u b e l ,  Sr. but feel confident that  his
judgment, regarding the matters mentioned. will fully agree
with this letter.

For fourteen (14) years y ou  have sought relief f r o m
the condemnation, under which you rest .  in the eyes of
both God and man, but alway s y o u  have e n d e a v o r e d  t o
escape any acknowledgement of wron g upon your part, a n d
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Rubel and me and express regret for that wicked act. Any 6. I do not recall  that any> “correction was made on
acknowledgment that you have  wronged  us or that you  the ‘Autocracy’ pamphlet”.
rcgret your action  is conspicuously  absent from your le t ter  7. I am inclined now to the belief that publication of
and letter is silent regarding any congregational action hav- that pamphlet was "unwise" but I do not now and “ever
ing been taken. have believed its publication was sinful.

During these f o u r t e e n  ( 1 4 ) years we have r e s p o n d e d   8 . All I know about the settlement of personal dif-
to many brethren who hav e approached us regarding settle-
ment of our differences and it1 a spirit of conciliation and

ferences between Bro. Rubel a n d  Bro. J o r g e n s o n  i s
t ha t  B ro .  Rubel said he would “try to believe" t h a t

with the understanding that you would right this wrong, Bro. Jorgenson did not intentionally misrepresent letter
if we would contribute all possible toward a better  under- of Bro. Lipscomb.  I do not know how well he has suc-
standing. I  have made certain statements which I fear have ceeded in that effort.
been sadly misused. s o  so called "concession" was e v e r 9. I resent this imputation, that I might not “stand
made by me, and I feel certain n o n e  was e v e r  made by by ” all statements I have ever made and challenge the
Bro. Rubel, w h i c h  could poss ib ly  be properly used by the truth of such an insinuation
I  Highland C h u r c h  as a b a s i s  for extending fe l lowship  o r
as an explanation o f  why you "extend fellowship" t o  us . Action Must be Unconditionally Revoked

I have  been quite cand id  in  this letter because it is
very important to me that the misuse of statements I have
made be corrected and not because I wish to be abrupt.

It is with keen regret that I must decline your offer
to resume our broken fellowship for your let ter  extends
fellowship based upon` our supposed "concessions" and not
because you have repented of your wicked act. The bar-
rier erected by you in 1918 will n e v e r  be removed and our
differences will never becompsed until and unless you
take the correct action based upon proper grounds.

I understand y o u r  l e t t e r  to me was read to the High-   
land congregation and i f  t h i s  is correct, you have d o n e
Bro.  Rubel and me an additional injury, which can be
partially corrected only by also reading to that entire con-
gregation, this reply. I shall appreciate being advised when
this has been done.

Very truly yours,
May 26. 1932 (Signed) C. A Taylor.

say of yourse lves  i n  your letter, are “conscious of our own
imperfections". Howev er, a n  admission upon  our p a r t Highland Leaders Ignore Facts and
that w e  are n o t  "perfect"” shall not be magnified b y  you Assume Innocence
into s u c h  a confession of wrong doing as to provide f o r

 you a vehicle with which to justify the withdrawal from
Dear Brother Taylor :

u s ,  upon the charge that we were "factionists" and "dis- We acknowledge with thanks your letter of May 26th

orderly ", nor as a basis upon which to explain why you and sincerely regret that you did not accept our offered

now offer to us your fellowship. fellowship but we continue to extend the hand of Chris-

2. While I have never doubted and do not now doubt tian fellowship and brotherly love. Praying that you will

the righteousness of our refusal to support ,  through the yet come and worship together with us,

agency of our minister, the objectionable doctrine featured Yours in Christian Service,
a n d  pressed in 1914-1918, I have sometimes questioned the June 16, 1932 (Signed) H. V. Leatherman, Secretary.

Mr. H. V. Leatherman, Secretary
Highland Church of Christ
I ouisville, K y .

Brethren :-
This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter, June 16,

1932, which reached me last Tuesday.
The “hand of Christian fellowship and brotherly love”,

which you profess to extend to me, will be most cheerfully
and promptly accepted, when and if it is accompanied by
congregational acknowledgement, that in 1918, you wronged
Bro. Rubel and me.

Until such acknowledgment is made, failure to com-
pose our differences, continues to rest squarely upon your
shoulders and upon your souls.

Clearly, this is the teaching of the Word of God, re-
garding such matters, and I can not ignore His plain teach-
ing.

but you based your withdrawal from us  upon  the  cha rge  Very truly yours,
that w e  were "factious",, (which charge is absolutely false) July 9, 1932 (Signed) C. A. Taylor
and not upon the charge that we were “fractious”. (Continued on next page)
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“THAT CIRCULAR LETTER FROM LOUISVILLE”
T. Q. Martin’s Reply in the Christion Leader to the E. L. Jorgen-
son Circular Knocked Fire, Creating Consternation in Boll Camp,
and Provoked R. H. Boll to Write A. B. Lipscomb the Ill-Fated
Letter Which Brought a Crushing Reply. The Facts Presented in
this Letter Alone Are Sufficient to Condemn the Whole Course
of the Boll Movement.

The Gospel Advocate of December 20th, 1934, pub-
lished an editorial from the pen of Brother F. B. Srygley,
under the above heading. I  had received from different
persons three copies of that same letter. I suppose these
copies of the letter were sent to me because of the reflection
cast upon “Haldeman preachers”. I  suppose I have con-
ducted more meetings for the Haldeman Ave. congregation
in Louisville, Ky., than any other man now living, that is
counting the meetings before’ and since the building of the
present house used as a place of worship by this congre-
gation. I shall later give attention to what is said in the
letter about Haldeman Ave. But first I notice briefly, item
1 in the letter, to which item. Brother Srygley, who was
present at the Winchester debate replied in his own in-
imitable way.

The Winchester Debate
That item asserts that the doors of the meeting house

of the First Christian Church at Winchester, Ky. were
closed against the debate “for one single solitary cause.
The vicious spirit and method of the negative”.

From the printed debate and from the testimony of

competent witnesses who attended the debate, it develops
that Brother Neal after boldly challenging the brethren
anywhere and everywhere to debate with him, when his
challenge was accepted, objected to having moderators,
selected a chairman to preside. and when his chairman as-
sumed the functions of moderator, and practically, the func-
tions of dictator, he uttered n o  word of protest. Foy Wal-
lace did not tamely submit to being told what he should
say or not say in the debate. I have no doubt that Brother
Wallace spoke very plainly and positively. I have heard
him speak very emphatically when condemning error, but
to say- that his course was “vicious” or “unchristian” would
not be true. “Vicious” is a very ugly word, especially com-
ing from one of a group of brethren for whom special
piety, long suffering and mildness in manner are claimed.
Every time one o f  t h e s e  disturbers of Zion is criticized,
an apologist arises to tell us of the piety, self-sacrifice, de-
votion to Christ that these brethren display. I find that
these sweet-spirited brethren can actually, when their pet
theories are called in question, apply very ugly epithets to
their brethren.

(Continued on page 16)

Crichton, Ala.

Dear Bro. Taylor
Yours of the 27th to hand. Yes, I received the letter

from the Highland Church informing me that we were
both restored to full fellowship.

I have not replied to it as I fully expected to hear
from you in reference to your course.

I heartily indorse your reply. Inclosed you will find
letter from Bro. Srygley in reply to letter I wrote with
reference to the Highland letter M a y  12th. Think he hits

the nail on the head. Trying to shift the whole trouble on
our shoulders. Guilty conscience need no accuser and worm
is now turning.

Glad indeed to hear Allen is improved and getting
along so well. Mrs. Rubel has been sick for the past week
but i s  weak and the least exertion exhausts her. I am still
a little lame, but attribute it to youthful growing pains.

We both send love to yourself and family. Also all
the Church folks.

Sincerely yours,
June 1, 1932 (Signed) R. 0. Rubel, Sr.

The Wrong Rests Upon Jorgenson,
Jones and Highland Church

Crichton, Ala.
Mr. H. B. Leatherman
2013 Grinstead Drive
Louisville, Ky.
Dear Sir:

Replying to your letter of May 12th; I have delayed
answering expecting to hear from Brother Taylor.

I received a copy of Bro. Taylor’s reply several days
ago, and I fully endorse every article in his reply of May
26th.

Never by word or act have I made any concession that
could be construed as making overtures for re-instatement
to fellowship in the Highland Church. You did the wrong
and the Highland Church should confess the wrong done
not only to Bro. Taylor and me but to the old members
that built and paid for the house of worship you now occupy.

I can not accept the fellowship offered me on the con-
ditions you laid down. Instead of the wrong you did in
the name of the Church you confess wrongs for Taylor
and Rubel b u t  d o  n o t  m a k e  any e f fo r t s  t o  confess t h e
wrong you did.

1 think Bro. Taylor has made it clear to the Church
the grounds upon which we will accept fellowship in the
Highland Church. Will you kindly read this letter to the
C h u r c h  ?

Will thank y o u  very much for doing so.

Sincerely.

J u n e  16, 1932 ( S i g n e d )  R. O. Rubel.

But the letters of Taylor and Rubel were n e v e r  read
to the Highland Congregation, for reasons which perhaps
Jorgenson, Janes, and the leaders involved wi th  them could
te l l  us .

C.A. T a y l o r .
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Let those who attended the Winchester debate after
it was moved to the court house, answer as to whether
Brother Neal displayed the same sweet spirit that he seemed
to possess while in the house of the First Christian Church.

The Louisville Churches
But here is item 4 in the above named letter:

“There are in Louisville and in this immediate
district (on the Kentucky side) thirty simple congrega-
tions of Christ. This count goes no further out than
many of our brethren go for an evening‘s service. In
three of these, and in three only, Boll, Janes and Jor-
genson are not fellowshiped by the leaders. The three
are Haldeman Ave., and the two selected groups; At-
wood (which is Halderman's mission) and Napoleon
(which is the group formerly at Highlands). At one
time there was a  s m a l l group led o f f  from Longfield

Ave. by one Pendergrass who is now gone; whether
they meet any more or not I do not know. One could
almost say the only division in Louisville is Haldeman
against all the rest ! For all the opposition has grown
out of opposition from Haldeman preachers".

This makes the impression that Haldeman Ave. con-
gregation, and “Haldeman preachers” are a perverse group.
No mention is made of any cause for opposition on the
part of Haldeman Ave. nor of any cause why "the group
formerly at Highlands” is not still there.

I formerly lived in Sellersburg, Ind., in the days be-
fore the divisive speculation was thrust upon the churches
of Christ, by a “group” that would not listen to counsel
or advice from any source. In those days I attended union
prayer meetings at Portland Ave., in Louisville, Campbell
St. (now Haldeman Ave.) and at Highlands. There was
beautiful fellowship among all these congregations. You
could not tell who was a member of any particular congre-
gation unless you should ask the question. All the “groups”
in Louisville know this is a true statement.

I happen to know that Haldeman with its “selected
groups” teaches and practices just what it taught and
practiced when fellowship among the Louisville congre-
gation was intact. Who broke the fellowship and provoked
the opposition?

Have you ever known division in the body of Christ.
when those who stood firm for the plain, simple teaching of
God’s word were not accused of causing the division? The
Louisville case is not an exception. Let us note some facts
of which the Jorgenson letter gave no hint.

Highland’s “High-handed Wickedness”
In May, 1918, J a n e s ,  Jor ensong and their associates

in the Highlands Church, Louisville, Ky. withdrew Chris.
tian fellowship f r o m  R .  0. Rubel and C. A. Tay lo r ,  two
ass fine specimens of Christian manhood as I have ever
known. This piece of high-handed wickedness was pretty
thoroughly discussed in the Gospel Advocate of June 20th.
a n d  2 7 t h  and Oct. 10th. 1918.

The Haldeman Ave. congregation and hundreds of
other brethren condemned that presumptuous course know-
ing that the r e a s o n  for such action against these excellent
brethren was their opposition to the speculative guesses
a b o u t  u n f i l l e d  prophecy that  these disturbers of the
churches were and are still pressing. We are commanded
to mark and to turn away from such, and inasmuch as that
wrong has never been righted. Haldeman Ave. and others
for 16 years have observed the apostle’s instructions in
Rom. 16:17. When congregations can withdraw fellow-
ship from good brethren for opposiing factions and divisive
teaching, and go unrebuked, it is time to do some serious
thinking and praying. %

The late J. C. McQuiddy, writing about this Highland
Ave. outrage, in Gospel Advocate Aug. 14, 1919, page 789
said :

“Christians should withdraw fellowship from him
(E. L. Jorgenson) and in a spirit of gentleness should
plead with him to repent and beg forgiveness for his
unwarranted and unchristian conduct. No other course
will satisfy the demands of justice. Those respons-
ible for the withdrawal have failed to give a scriptural
reason for their conduct, though most earnestly entreat-
ed to do so. Is such vicious conduct to go down as an
example to the churches of the future, unrebuked and
unreproved? It is not an ordinary case. For an utter
disregard of the Scriptures it has few, if any, equals.
Every Christian should rebuke the wrong, not in a
spirit of vengeance, but in a spirit of meekness. The)
should do it first for the salvation of E. L. Jorgenson
and those responsible with him. Second. they should
do it that other churches may not fall into a similar
sin'.'

Does some one say I should not quote from Brother
McQuiddy, since he had gone to his reward? Well, I have
not misquoted him. And others have gone to their reward.
between whom and Brother Robt. H. Boll there was, and
remains to this day, a question of veracity.

The Question of Veracity
That Brother Boll is the chief man in advocating the

peculiar views that have disturbed the churches in Louis-
ville and elsewhere, cannot be successfully denied nor evad-
ed. When the controversy between the Gospel Advocate and
Brother Boll first arose, my confidence in both the manage-
ment of the Advocate and in Brother Boll was such that
I hoped matters would be righted in a little while.

My confidence in Brother Boll was shaken when in
1915 such men as E. G. Sewell, M. C. Kurfees, F. W.
Smith, J. C. McQuiddy and A. B. Lipscomb claimed that
there was an agreement between them and Brother Boll,
that he, R. H. Boll, would cease to feature his teaching on
unfulfilled prophecy, which agreement Brother Boll denied
It did seem strange to me that the five brethren had falsi-
fied and that Bro. Boll alone had uttered the truth, and
yet either the five brethren or Brother Boll did falsify.

Now four years passed and the matter stood thus, a
question of veracity. In 1919 Brother Boll made a state-
ment, in substance this : There are two senses in which the
word agreement is used. and that he had made an agree-
ment in a sense. I was forced to believe that Brother Boll
was uncandid, and that he was bound to know that he had
not “come clean”.

When he later made ugly, grievous charges, em-
bodied in epithets which he applied to Advocate editors,
m y  faith in the man simply died.

Here are the names of the Advocate editors at that
time: E. G. Sewell, T. B. Larimore, M. C. Kurfees, E. A.
Elam, F. W. Smith, J. C. McQuiddy, A. B. Lipscomb.

All these men save A. B. Lipscomh have gone hence.
Brother Lipscomb lives at Valdosta, Ga. and may be con-
sulted by any who are interested, as to his earnest, yet
unavailing effort to induce the Highlands Ave. brethren,
those guilty of the high-handed outrage against C. A. Taylor
and R .  O. Rubel, to make some amends for their action.
These men Taylor and Rubcl were and are in fellowship
with Haldeman Ave. The faithful soldiers of the cross,
listed above, as deceased editors of the Gospel Advocate,
lived and died in the fellowship of Haldeman Ave. con-
gregation.

(Continued on next page)
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A DOCTRINAL MANIFESTO
(Editorial by R. H. Boll, in Word and Work, 1 9 3 2 )

In view of recent utterances of some religious jour-

_ ,
I shall not, however, try to formulate any statement.

nals, some editorial, some otherwise, the editor of Word
and Work feels impelled to state again and anew his doc-

I simply quote from my tract, “The Church I Found,”

trinal position and church relationship.

published about ten years ago. In that tract I outlined

It appears that
some editor and some other writers, and perhaps some

w h  I still believe to he the simple, nonsectarian Christian

other brethren, are not wholly decided as to whether they
should any longer continue in fellowship with some of
the rest of us who do not share their views of prophecy.

position

In fact, they are almost decided to sever relationship with
the brethren who so differ, unless, of course, those breth-
ren would come across and fall into agreement with their
views, which views they seem to have set up for a standard
of soundness and basis of fellowship. Now, in order to
clarify things and to make it easier for those writers and
their friends to decide whether they can consistently fel-
lowship with the brethren whose prophetic views are o b -
noxious to them, I thought good for my part to state my
position, which is the only position and creed to which I
can and will subscribe. I feel assured that the rest of the
objectionable brethren (though I have not consulted any
of them) will indor se the same position. T o  this position
I shall be true;  and if any of us must be rejected from
fellowship on such grounds,  1  can see n o  other chance.
They will just have to put u s  out !

In Regard to Standards of Doctrine

HOW as a babe in Christ I conceiwd of the Cllristi;m’>
freedom in personal responsihilit~  to his Lord&+xn~e~
back to me in the remembrance df little casual disputes.

-thy brnth~~~rool~~  idkes th ad so. weig~ls  ;Il,solutelv

On one occasion a man said to me.

nothing. so far as the determination of thr faith of th>

“I koow  what you
people beliew on the intermediate state-1 heal-d one of
your preachers on it not long ago.”

hnmhlest  C h r i s t i a n  i s  c o n c e r n e d .

aqthing.” I nnwered  him.

S u c h  \vas I”!,  u”derata”d”lg  WIX”  I bcc3n1e a Chr,s-

“That doesn’t  cignif!
“The ~rcachc~- you heard I,,:,>

have heen right; or may have been wro~:g.  We are not

tian,  and such I conceived to be the position of the one

bound to our preachers, nor by anything :u~J-  man among

and only-  church to which I t+en subscribe or to which

us may say. Our only appeal is to the word of God ”

I ever  expect to helone.  To these mincinles I have never

That was n month or so after my baptism 1 have had no
occasion to alter my position on that mattel-. To this day I
take it that no man or set of men. howewr  learned! vener-
able, and good, can be nufl~orily to B simple Christlnn. If
any wul is so scholarly or so deeply \-ersed in the Scrip-
tures. it ought to enable him to point out and set forth
that IUUC~  more  clearly what the Scripturea say on any
matter in quc&)n. If he cannot do that. his reputation is
vain. It is certain that, for all his reputed knowledge ancP
ability, we will not take his word. When he can lloint
out God’s \vor(l on the matter, so that I qwlf  co.,, SC“’  that
it is Go(l’i wo~-(l. I accept it-not becnwx that able brother
lunted it otlt. lut hecause  it is God’s word To this day.
in nly ju~lg~nent.  tile  cow&ration  that this or tllat  g rea t
“la” tnugi1t thus and so, or that the editor> o f  s u c h  a n d
such 3 relirrious  wwer stand for this or that. or even that

. .
Boll’s Vindictive Spirit b e e n  unf&thful.  ”

In acc”rdatx~ wth this principle, I haw never set up
Now here are some of the epithets hurled at these my findings in the Word of God as the standard of truth

men whose memory loyal Churches of Christ delight to and test of fellowship for any one, nor allowed any one
honor, I)\.  R. H 13011  who is almost worshipped by some of
his adn,i;e,-5,  .)

else’s views to be set up as a standard for me.
The Sash\  llle  Council” : “These Scribes and I will quote a little further in order to help those mili-

I’hnrisces”  : “false hl.ethl-eII”  : “I li”O\V  the lllell  w h o  nrv tant brethren  better to judge whether I belong to the
b:,ck o f  t h e  G o s p e l  ;\(I\-ocate  today :*1-e  false and un- rh~~rch of Christ, and to their frllowshil~ :
righteous” ; “they 1x1~~2  inaugul-ntecl a campaign of wilful
Inisrel”‘“e,‘tnti”,~”  ; “they sit in judgment on men, and
even on congregations-they brand, stigmatize. and ostra-
cite whom tlley will. while they themselves  are responsible

The Creed Question
to no man.” I do not belong to an!- “church of Christ” which stands

:\I1 these chwges  and epithets  are found on page 5 on any other platform, nor do I own any doctrine of any

of “‘A Sta~elllrtlt  Of Fact< .\hout R. H. Boll”. published by “brotherhood” which narrows  down, or superadds to this

thr lalllrntul  I;. \V  Slllith Sllnll  all this pass without re- simple hasis  of faith any doctrines of men. or any creed
ll..l.,  3 forniulated bv men. As I would not subscribe to a human

That there ih a serious  division ill  I.ouisville  over  the
teaching of Brother Boll and his associates cannot be
ignored. That these brethren of the “Word and Work”
have pressed their views on unfulfilled prophecy. to the
disruption of cungregatlons cannot be den&l. It is not
with me a westion of how manv  or how few fellowshi”
these bre&n : hut I ahall still hhlle and pray that fell”lP’-
ship among the congregations in Louisville may be rem
stored. But such fellowship can never come until those
who  have  broken  that frllou+ip. make amends  for their

creed that c&tained  error, or any tenet or article of faith
contrary 111 my judgment  to the word of God-so neither
would  I suhwribe  to any man’s creed  if that c r eed  con -
tained to the (lot  all I now I~eliew.  and all I  m&l-stand
the Bihlc to teach.  I  can xccpt no humn~~  creed,  g o o d
or bad. The womeut a Christian l~ows  to ;I human creed
h e  ceases to be a hilnl)le  follower of C’hrict.  .\I1 alien 311~
thority 1x1s  into-u&xl  betlveen liinl  an(l h i s  I.ord : an(l h i s
claim to be a 11wlnber of the church of Chriht  rult~ires
the esplnnat~i~~~  that hr belongs to that particular part)
\vhich hold\ to hucll an<1 such  n creul a5 the autlloritatlve
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tiplication of sects. But the true Christian is committed
simply to the word of God in the sight of the Lord-all
of it, and it alone, and that is his ultimate and only standard
of truth and doctrine, in which lies boundless scope for
his growth and progress, and correction.

Sow, if those brethren. over and above the fundamental
statement of the faith, that Jesus is the Christ, the Son
of God, and the acceptance of the Scriptures as the word
of God and onlv authority in faith and oractice-if  in,

But I came out from an organization which set up a man-
made creed, and I do not propose to belong to another of

addition to this they demand that in order to fellowship
certain beliefs of theirs on certain points of prophecy
shall be accepted, there is no alternative. but they must

like sort. I quote again :

exclude us from their sect; for some of us certainly will
never subscribe to their human creed. Of course they
think their creed is true and correct--I give them credit
for honesty of conviction. But what creed-makers ever
thought otherwise than that their articles of faith were
the Simon-pure truth? Indeed, they may have been for
the most part and so far as they went true and correct.

and whole-heartedly identified. May I quote once more
from the same tract:

But from the people who call themselves simple
Christians-with whom also I am wholly at one in all un-
derstanding of all that is required to make a man a Chris-

Here I must rest my case.

tian, and in all matters of congregational practice; who

I should be sorry to see a

stand upon the whole word of God, willing to test all
things by that word alone, in brotherly fellowship with

contingent within the professing church of Christ forget
their principles and degenerate into a creed-bound human

all who stand with them upon the same broad (and nar-
row) basis-from them I would not be severed or dis-
tinguished for any consideration, nor for all the world
excluded from their Christian fellowship. To that fol-
lowing I belong; of that people I am one, though the very
least and unworthiest. Were I cut off from them, I should
be at a loss indeed, for I have no other plea than theirs,
and nothing else to preach or teach, nor any sort of dis-
tinctive doctrinal principles to found a sect upon, even if
I were capable of so evil a thing--which please God. I am
not.

The Church I Didn’t Join
After all the writer has gone through, would he have

to fear that while endeavoring to stand simply as a Chris-
tian, and to belong only to the church spoken of in the
New Testament, he might inadvertently have fallen in
with a sect which, while calling itself by that good name.
stands upon something else than the whole inclusive and
exclusive basis of the whole word of God? I cannot admit
such a thought for a moment. When I say that I stand
absolutely and foursquare upon the word of God, all of it
and nothing but it-not any creed or theory of any man,
either of my own or any other’s, and that by that Word
and with it I am content to stand or fall-1 am declaring
the fundamental position of the church of Christ, and of
many thousands of simple Christians, my brethren in the
Lord If there be any organization that stands for less
or more than this; if there be a party holding articles of
faith and tenets of man’s deduction and manufacture as
a creed and standard of doctrine, written or unwritten--
I do not belong to such a party organization, let its name
be what it may. If, for example, there is a body of re-
ligionists who. in order to fellowship and unity with them,
would demand submission to tenets such as-that Dan. 2:44
was (or was not) fulfilled on Pentecost; that the church
is (or is not) the equivalent of the kingdom : or that Christ
will not come until the world is converted; [or that Christ
now is, or is not. o n  David’s throne] ; or perhaps, that
certain portions of Scripture (say, the prophecies) are not
to he taught, or if taught not to be insisted on for what
they plainly say and mean in simple. faithful acceptation of
the inspired words-if .  I  say, there were such a body
demand ing  submission to such or such like articles of
faith, on pain of ostracism and excommunication from
their brotherhood and fellowship--they do well  to count
me out, for indeed I belong to no such sect

Sow. this ought to make the matter perfectly clear. If,
then, those brethren insist that certain of us must sub-
scribe to their views o n  prophecy (or else promise to keep
silent on the subject), we must regretfully permit them
to draw their line on us. and sorrowfully leave them to
their human sect which they have formed and which they
call "church of Christ.” But with the rest (who are
many) who are merely simple Christians, I s t a n d  f u l l y

sect. But for no fear or favor, nor for the sake of any
specious plea for unity, can I subscribe to anybody’s creed
or join their sect. So make up your minds, brethren, as
to how it shall be.

DOES IT READ THAT WAY?

II. L. Olmstead, a tooth and toe-nail premillennialist
says that the song “I know that my Redeemer liveth and
on the earth again shall stand ” has "either been omitted or
those words changed in some of the new books”. He then
adds: “I notice that they still read that way in Job. 19:25,
26.” Now, does it read that way? Get your Bible, Brother
Olmstead, read what Job says, apologize for what you said
he said, and take it back,  unless you  want  your  perversion
of Job’s statement to stay on record. What Job said reads
this way : "I know that my Redeemer liveth, and that he
shall stand in the latter day upon the earth”. Neither the
King James Version nor the Revised Version says “again
shall stand”. And Job's statement was made several centu-
ries before the Redeemer came and did stand upon the
earth. Brother Olmstead either ignorantly or deliberately
misrepresented Job, either of which is bad enough. But
that’s just a sample of how Premillennialists get their theory.
It is just as easy for them to read things into the text that
are not in it, and ignore things in the text that are in it,
as it is for an ordinary sectarian “Fundamentalist” like
J. Frank Norris, with whom they have so much in common.

--Editor.

WANTED!
One Hundred Congregations to Subscribe
for One Hundred Copies of Gospel Guard-
ion Each Month Delivered in Bundle for
Free Distr ibution. Special  Price $6.00
per Hundred Copies - $3.50 per Fifty
Copies.

HELP US CIRCULATE THE
GOSPEL GUARDIAN
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BROTHER BOLL’S PROPOSITION teaching of the pioneers on  the issues involved, it could be
successfully done. at least. to tbr extent of nrovinrr  that

(Editorial in Gospel Advocate by Foy E. Wallace Jr., Re-
plying to Boll‘s “Here’s My Hand” and "A Doctrinal
Manifesto.” 1932)

In a recent issue of the Word and Work. Brother R. H.
Boll extends his hand to us on a proposition regarding the
teaching of certain prophetic theories which have been
sponsored by that magazine. His proposition sets forth
exactly the principles for which the Gospel Advocate has
contended all the time. and we stand ready to complete the
gesture toward unity so far as the editorial responsibility
of the Gospel Advocate extends.

“Here’s My Hand.”
Under this heading Brother Boll delivers his propo-

sition to us as follows:

“ I f  any are sincerely troubled wi th  fears IN any
false doctrines. theories; speculations. etc., may rise
up to disturb the unity of the church. I would like for
my part to go on record on my own behalf, and so far
as my responsibility for the Word and Work extends,
that nothing shall be taught on any prophetic theme
except what can be read from the Bible. On the ques-
tion of the kingdom. for instance, the Word and Work
is willing to set forth and emphasize any and every
statement found in God’s hook, in its own fair light
and context, without addition, subtraction. or altera-
tion, and without regard to any theories on the subject.
On the Coming of Christ, on the Thousand Years.
on the Throne of David : on all disputed and prophetic
themes. in short. I am willing to let God alone speak.
In all discussion and expositions of passages bear-
ing an these matters I propose to regard carefully,
even scrupulously, what the passage in question actually
says : to draw no unwarranted conclusions o r  unneces-
sary inferences. to build up or defend no human the-
ories, to avoid mere philosophical and syllogistic argu-
mentation on Bible themes. I feel sure that all the
friends and writers of the Word and Work will in-
dorse such attitude. If the brethren who have pressed
the other side of the controverted matters will bind
themselves in like manner, harmony ought to he com-
plete.”

“A Doctrinal Manifesto.”
While waiting for us to accept or refuse h i s  proposition

Brother Boll issued another number of the W o r d  and Work
containing " A  Doctrinal Manifesto". Concerning this num-
her be says : “Of all the issues [of his paper], our preach-
ing b r e t h r e n  must have this one : we send it t<, them all.”
He further states that this is not the first time all the preach-
e r s  have been treated to a free edition of his magazine.
“Once before. for four consecutive months," he says, “We
ventured by faith to send the Word and Work to an extra
list of two thousand preachers.” And between these “spe-
cials” we all know that he has been diligent in the propa-
gation of h i s  peculiar theories Still, we hare been supinely
told that they have not pressed these theories and that we
should not have ofi,bscd  them But even after extending
us his hand on a proposition for unity our brother editor
felt called upon for some reason to issue a “speculation spe-
cial” in an effort to proselyte all the preachers. And worse
still. in this issue he refers freely to those who differ
from his views as "creedists," “creed-bound,” “a self-consti-
tuted ecclesiasticism,"” and “a h u m a n  sect which they call
'church of Christ.’ ”  Aside from being extremely untimely,
with his proposition pending acceptance or rejection, the
language is hardly consistent with our brother’s professions
of piety and reverence, if not entirely incompatible with his
own standard of integrity. Really, his proposition ought
to be amended to include a retraction of these charges and
an apology for his hard sayings ; but if he will stand by the
proposition on which he extends his hand. w e  will not re-
quire it of him.

theme except what can “be read from the Bible." 1 This
proposition bars all "interpretations" and “views” of proph-
ecy beyond what the Bible “actually says”. We accept it.
It is exactly what "the brethren who have pressed the other
side of the controverted matters” believe. Brother Boll
has, in fact, conceded that position to us by the admission
that we have  “pressed the other side of the controverted
matters”. Since his side has been, by his own admissions,
dealing with interpretations of prophecy which destroy
harmony. “the other side,” by his admission, has been
against these interpretations, and stands, therefore, upon
the exact proposition on which Brother Boll offers his hand.

In view of this proposal, Brother Boll’s references, in
the same issue of his paper, to what the pioneers taught
on these questions i s  untimely. He is not proposing to do
or teach as they did, but to teach only what the Bible "actual-
ly says”. Nearly every man who has ever had a peculiar
position to defend has claimed “the pioneers” on his side.
If we were at present devoted to the task of defending the

This declaration is hardly true to the facts in the case.
Brother Boll would leave the impression that “recent utter-
ances” of others impel him to make a declaration of his
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This statement is a cunning but very ignoble effort to
shift the responsibility of division and disfellowship. Broth-
er Boll plays ventriloquist and makes it sound as if the voice
of “views on prophecy” were coming from some other than
his own direction. But his speculations are too notorious
for this device to work. His name is virtually a synonym
for theorizing. Any attempt to absolve his own guilt ‘by
adroit references to other prophetic views, as though it
were just a matter of choosing between views held by others
and his own, can only be classified as a shrewd maneuver.
It is the editor of Word and Work, not “some editor and
some other writers,” who has been imposing “views of
prophecy" u p o n  the brethren. Who does not know that
the church was not bothered with these questions until he
himself formulated his system of prophetic teaching and at-
tempted to foist it bodily upon the churches? Brother Boll
admits this himself when he speaks of “the good old days”
when there was no “trouble” over these issues. Let him
be as the brethren were in those days and there will be no
trouble now. Whatever “views of prophecy” the brethren
before us had, they did not feature them. They held them
only as opinions. Brother Boll does not do this. He asserts
that his theories are p&dy taught in the Bible, and it has
been observed that eighty per cent of the space in his paper
the last few years has been devoted to the agitation of these
divisive questions.

“They Will Just Have To Put Us Out“
3. Our brother editor further deposes after this

fashion: “If, then, those brethren insist that certain of
us must subscribe to their views of prophecy (or else prom-
ise to keep silent on the subject), we must regretfully per-
mit them to draw their line on u s ,  and sorrowfully leave
them to their h u m a n  sect which they h a v e  formed and which
they call 'church of Christ.’ ”

If by “those brethren” Brother Boll means the Gospel
Advocate, we gladly inform him that we are not now, nor
have we ever been, interested in getting anybody to sub-
scribe to anybody’s “views on prophecy”. Contrariwise,
we have earnestly sought to induce “those brethren” who
are teaching “views on prophecy” to abandon their divisive
work and “follow after the things which make for peace,
and things wherewith one may edify another.” This state-
ment of Brother Boll’s in itself amounts to a confession
of heresy. It is a tacit admission that his views are so far
out of line with the body “which they call ‘church of
Christ’ ” as to require much forbearance and toleration in
order to fellowship him. Our much-exercised brother pays
himself no compliment in holding himself in such an atti-
tude before the churches. Hear him again: "If any of us
must be rejected from fellowship on such grounds, I  can
see n o  other chance. T h e y  w i l l  just  have t o  put u s  out."
Who does Brother Boll think can disfellowship him ? The
Gospel Advocate claims no such prerogative. Our under-
standing of what the New Testament teaches is that
only the local church with the divine arrangement of elders
and deacons  c a n  w i t h d r a w  fellowship. W e  believe and
teach this autonomy of the local church, a n d  could not be
so inconsistent as to contradict it b y  disfellowshiping Broth-
e r  Boll or anybody else. The purpose of the Gospel Advo-

question actually says ; to draw no unwarranted conclusions
or unnecessary inferences, to build up or defend no human
theories,” etc. Now he says he will “regretfully permit”
somebody to “draw their line” on him before he will “prom-
ise to keep silent on the subject”. We are unable to interpret
these “recent utterances” of his in the light of the proposi-
tion he made in the preceding issue of his paper.

4. Regarding creeds, Brother Boll says that no line
of fellowship should be drawn. "Over and above the funda-
mental statement of faith that Jesus is the Christ, the Son
of God, and the acceptance of the Scriptures as the word
of God and only authority in faith and practice.” He fur-
ther avers : “I am standing  absolutely and foursquare upon
the word of God, all of it--and not any creed or theory of
any man, either my own or any other, and that by that word
and w i t h  it I am content to stand or fall--and that I am
declaring the fundamental principle o f  t h e  church of
Christ.”

His statement of the Scriptural creed is correct, and
we promptly accept and avow it. But that he is “standing
absolutely and foursquare” upon it we positively deny. He
is standing absolutely on his own opinions and theories,
all of them “over and above the fundamental statement of
faith” which he has laid down as his creed. Brother Boll
himself does not practice what he preaches concerning
“drawing the line of fellowship” on this statement and
nothing more. Hear him: “The Word and Work has re-
peatedly and with m u c h  care a n d  de tai l  s h o w n  that t h e
charges of t e a c h i n g  'Russellism' and 'Adventism,' which
have been brought against its editors and some other breth-
ren, arc wholly untrue; that the Word and Work and all its
friends stand opposed to b o t h  these false cults and against
every distinctive doctrine of both Russellism and Advent-
ism."

Here Brother Boll finds himself drawing the line of
fellowship “over and above” the fundamental statement
of faith he avows. On what ground does he draw the line
on the Russellites, Adventists, and Fundamentalist Bap-
tists who hold views so similar to his own on prophetic
subjects? They will all subscribe to his statement of faith.
Yet he indignantly disclaims any part or lot w i t h  such “false
cults” and “stands opposed to” and is “against every dis-
tinctive doctrine” of these people. We would like for him
to itemize the difference between his “views of prophecy”
and theirs, so we can all see it, and then explain to us where.
how, and why he can draw his line on them without making
a creed "over and above" the one upon which he predicates
fellowship. “Happy is the man who condemneth not him-
self in the thing that he alloweth."

All the talk about an unwritten creed is for effect.
It is not even new. It is an old, tattered scarecrow. Every
innovation has sought justification in this creed-bound cry.
Thus came instrumental music and all the talk about “the
creed i n  the deed” when loyal brethren resorted to legal
protection of property rights against the innovators. It
is precisely this same spirit crying in these brethren, “Creed,
creed!” when they encounter opposition to their efforts
to foist a new system of prophetic doctrines upon churches
of Christ. We shall not be weakened in our opposition to
this or any other form of error by any s u c h  feint.
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There have been three novel issues of the Word and
Work since October. In the October number Brother R. H.
Boll said “Here’s My Hand" on the proposition “that nothing
shall he taught on any prophetic theme except what can be
read from the Bible” and “to regard carefully, even scrupu-
lously, what the passage in question actually says.” But
immediately succeeding this offer came the November Word
and Work with a triple “Doctrinal Manifesto” published in
special edition and sent free to all the preachers With
strictures on the manifestoes, the Gospel Advocate without
reservation accepted Brother Boll’s proposition. Brother
Boll said: "If the brethren who have pressed the other side
of the controverted matters will bind themselves in l ike
manner, harmony ought to be complete.” If by “the other
side” another fheory is meant, the Gospel Advocate is left
out, for WC advocate no theory. But assuming that Brother
B o l l  meant those who oppose his theory, and therefore in-
cluded us, we accepted his proposition. Believing that he was
sincere in making such an offer, we expected favorable
results. Instead, the December Word and Work brings u s
the following statement, given in full as it appeared in that
paper :

“When a fair and brotherly proposition l ike  that pre-
sented in the October Word and Work (“Here‘s My
Hand”) is made  an occasion of further denunciation
and misrepresentation, it is evident that the trouble
lies deeper than mere disagreement on prophetic teach-
ing. Harmony can never “be complete,” even with
the extremist adherence to the letter of Scripture.
unless there be a disposition to deal kindly and up-
rightly with brethren.

When a group of men set up their own p r o p h e t i c

Does this mean that Brother Boll has made up his mind
not to stand by his proposition? There seems to be quite
a contrast between the statement of the previous issue,
“Here’s my hand,” and the closing statement of the cur-
rent issue, “Here I rest my case.” He has not made a con-
sistent witness in his “case”. He failed to talk the same way
under cross-examination. In one he made a proposition for
unity ; in the other he calls on the brethren to make up their
minds to fellowship his theories or disfellowship him o n
his own proposition, and all but dares them t” do the latter.
Verily. Ephraim is joined to his idol! This “manifesto”
is about t” become a declaration of stubborness and self-
will. Indeed. it is a pitiful begging of the question, a bid
for sympathy, and a mighty poor apology for the injury
he has done the church of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Where does the case rest? Just here--on the proposi-
tion Brother Boll made upon which he extended h i s  hand.
We accept it. Will he stand hy it? It is within his power
t” restore the unity in which he so ardently professes to
believe. Think, for instance, what the difference would
have been if he had followed up his first proposition with
an issue of his paper dedicated to common ground, ac-
companied by his assurance that he would cease to advo-
cate his divisive doctrines. Will he yet do this on his own
proposition? If he will, “here’s my hand”; if he will not,
the responsibility for division and alienation must rest solely
upon himself

to ‘teach the word of God, and b y  the mani festation of
the truth commend ourselves t o  every man's conscience

in the sight of God”.
The foregoing " u t t e r a n c e " is rather a tame sequel to

t h e  virulent o u t b u r s t s  that have appeared in the Word
and Work lately. In  order that the issue be kept clear and
the r e c o r d  straight before the brethren, a few final obser-
varions seem necessary.

First: It was immediately after this “fair and brother-
ly proposition like that presented in the October Word and
Work"  that Brother Boll featured his tr iple “Doctrinal
Manifesto" in a special edition of his magazine which he
sent free to all the preachers.

S e c o n d  the In this special edition, sending forth three
editorial encyclicals, harsh and denunciatory terms, even to
the point of redundancy, were hurled at the brethren who
oppose Brother Boll’s position on prophetic subjects. W e
pointed out a list of seventy-five words in one issue of the
Word and Work the use of which was more severe than
anything that has appeared in the Gospel Advocate. In
fact, Brother Boll’s doctrinal manifesto could quite ap-
propriately have been named “A Doctrinal Denuncio.”
His talk about dealing “kindly” and “uprightly” with
brcthrrn would be received with better grace, as would
also his protestations of charity, if he would remember that
“charity begins at home.”

Third : It is evident that Brother Boll insists on mak-
ing a personal matter of these differences. But it is not a
personal matter .  We are interested only in the issue.
There are thousands of brethren, the writer included, who
could not make it personal if they wished, for there are
no personal differences or partisan feelings involved. Why
should Brother Boll withhold unity from the brethren on
such grounds and thereby try to force personalities upon
them when they are interested in nothing except the issue
of truth and unity upon it? It  is  hard to harmonize
Brother Boll’s valediction of “malice toward none" with his
action in withdrawing his hand on his own proposition. The
inevitable impression on the minds of many brethren just
as sincere will be that his action in this matter is a betrayal

of his own heart--that in his soul is the smouldering fire
of malice toward brethren who have opposed him, deeper,
indeed, than his love for unity.

Fourth : It is further evident that Brother Boll did not
expect us to accept his proposition ; but we did, unreserved-
ly. But since he followed his offer of unity with three
editorials virtually daring  brethren to disfellowship h i m ,
i t  b e c a m e  necessary for some strictures to be offered on
his bold declarations. Brother Boll now makes this the
ground of withdrawing his h a n d .  If that be the ground,
then he furnished it himself. On the same ground, could
we not have rcf!fscd just as consistently his offer? If not,
why not? It is a poor rule that will not work both ways.
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casting aspersions on others. The controversy has mani-
festly been unprofitable to his failing cause, for brethren
are getting their eyes opened to see that his system of
heresy is not as harmless n o r  its advocates as innocent as
the!_ have appeared to be.

Seventh: Finally, Brother Boll makes a New Year's
resolution--he will “make no further reference to adverse
utterances in other papers ” H i s  doctrinal manifesto was
issued just in time, for now he could not publish it without
breaking his resolution. Therefore. if his manifesto was
right, his resolution is wrong; and if his resolution is
right, his manifesto is wrong We think hoth of them
are rather oblique.

1 i Brother Boll had published a New Year’s resolution
to cease the agitation of his peculiar and heretical notions,
it would have been much the better part of valor, far more
honorable  and would  have  received the universal applause
o f  t h e  b r e t h r e n .  Instead, he issues an obstinate resolve
to continue his course. So the case is resting with Brother
Boll 's refusal to accept our hand on his own proposition
It is well that the brethren know henceforth where to
place the responsibility for alienation and disfellowship.
It rests upon Brother Roll himself. But if he will yet
come to his own terms irr thnt  fuutcr-ml  spirit he has ex-
tolled. but failed to practice. our h a n d  is yet extended:
for upon the proposition to teach only what we can “read
from the Bible” and “to regard carefully. even scrupu-
lously,, wha t  the passage actually says,” w e  shall stand
whether he does or not.

w h e n  did our brother become a  discerner of spirits? His
proposition was offered along with a three-header doctrinal
manifesto, and it was accepted with our editorial respects
a n d  logical strictures. But here i s  t h e  issue: Brother
Boll made  u s  the proposition "that irotliiliq .riroll  hr tnr,gm
01, n,ry pro/v!&  t/rcurr r’.l-r’cpt  irht ,-LII,  iI? nwl froirr  IIIC
H&/c; to rc{/rri-rl  < m”fdl~~.  Ci’C,,  srrlfp”l0llSI?‘.
nhnt t/rc possyi ill  qrrcstro1i o~-trrnll>’  s1ry.s.” etc. And n o w ,
because he thinks the proposition was not accepted in the
right spirit, he will not do that-he will continue to teach
and  p reach  m o r e  than he cann “read from the Bible" and
will not "regard carefully and scrupulously what the pass-
age in question actually says" ! Before he will do that,
some one must accept his proposition in the right spirit !
This is a tacit admission that his theories are beyond what
the Bible actually says, and he has inadvertently conceded
the point If Brother Boll 's  proposit ion is  a righteous
one. why should he not stand by it. regardless of the spirit
in others ? In so doing. if there be those who do not have
the right spirit, will he not have disarmed them in their
opposition to him?

pleasant and unprofitable controversy. A belated d e c i s i o n .
indeed !--after five special editions of his paper carrying
his doctrinal manifestoes to all the preachers. He fires
the cannon, forms the line of battle, and ignobly retreats.
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THE BIBLE VERSUS RUSSELL AND BOLL
A Parallel of the Writings of Russell ond Boll Reveols the Actual
Source of the Boll Theory. Their Theories Run Parallel ond the
Longuoge Is Too Similar to be Accidental; One Borrowed from
the Other ond Russell Wrote First. The Recent Statement of
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R U S S E L L

II. The Future Kingdom Theory.
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The Personalities Left Out

(BY THE EDITOR)

Commending “Christ on David’s
Throne” .  o  very  excel lent  treatise
o n  Premillennialism b y  J o h n  T .
Hinds, G. C. Brewer soys: “Brother
Hinds is fair and logical, and  hos
left Personalities out of his discus-
s ion  ent i re ly” .  Wel l - that  is  more
t h a n  B r o t h e r  B r e w e r  h o s  d o n e .
Nearly every article he writes is in
criticism of somebody or in reply to
somebody’s criticism of him. And
he could not even commend Broth-
er Hinds’ good tract without taking
a slop ot others, past and present:
who have braved the bottle in de-
fense of what Brother Brewer now
odmits is the truth on the question.

One would think by the woy he
talks thot Brother Brewer never gets
personal. But  read  h is  publ ished
articles to soy nothing of some of
his unpublished articles that some
of us know obout. Why, he cannot
even answer h i s  c r i t i c s  o n  t h e
“budget” system without slinging
sarcasm. He headed one of his ar-
ticles on that subject replyi ng to o
good mon’s  quest ions , ’  “Another
Objector Heard From” and his ar-
ticles ore punctuated with referen-
ces to those who differ from him as
“objectors” and other  names not
calculated to moke a brother  fee l
good toward  h im.  Brother  Brewer
wrote o friend of mine that my at-
titude on the Boll question is due
to  “on abnormal  s ta te  o f  mind”!
Very kind and non-personal isn’t it?

When Paul  exposed cer ta in  er -
roneous theories concerning the res-
urrection, he named the men who
hod “made sh ipwreck  concern ing
the faith” by teaching t h e m .  “ O f

 

whom is Hymenoeus and Alexander;
w h o m  I delivered unto Satan, that
they be taught not to blaspheme”.
So in writing on such things it seems
Paul “has not left personalties out
entirely”. If Brother Brewer is not
careful he will find himself criticis-
ing Paul.

But Brother Brewer soys that he
“agrees with Brother Hinds in every
respect” .  Why is  i t  then that h e
hos stood on the sidelines criticis-
ing our discussions instead of doing
as Brother Hinds has done in con-
s is tent ly  opposing these  er rors?
Brother Brewer hos not done one
thing to strengthen the defense of
the truth on these issues but has

said and done mony things both pub-
licly and privately, to weaken it.
Just recently in h i s  meeting ot Plont
City, Florida, he criticised the breth-
ren in Jacksonville, Florido, for their
attitude toward Homer N. Ruther-
ford, who after having left Jackson-
ville, re turned and s tar ted  o  Bol l
congregaton almost in the shadow
of the Riverside Pork church where
he had former ly  preached. Broth-
er Brewer told o group of younger
preachers in a privote home that
Homer Rutherford wos a very “meek
and humble  man" and that R. H.
Boll wos o great Bible scholarr!O n e
of  the  young preachers  le f t ,  the
other one stayed to hear what else
Brother Brewer would soy. Being
so much younger than Brother Brew-
er  they  he ld  the i r  counse l ,  but
Brother Brewer’s remarks mode on
impression on them about like his
Abi lene  Col lege  speech made on
some of the rest of us. The fore-
g o i n g  w a s  told to me recently in
the presence of several witnesses by
a young preacher who wos present
when Brother Brewer wos doing this
talking. This is just one of many
such occurrences,

If Brother Brewer “ogrees with
Brother Hinds in every respect” it
IS hard to harmonize some things
he has said. Brother Hinds believes
the theories of premillennialism to
be vital in their consequences ond
destructive of the gospel of Christ,
and p r o v e s  i t  i n  h i s  tract. But
Brother Brewer said in his own state-
ment  o f  exp lanat ion  in  the  F i rm
Foundation of his Abilene address,
referring to his criticism of our dis-
cussions: “I did not regord the
proposition of sufficient importonce
to merit so much attention.” But
now he soys the best woy to circu-
late Brother Hinds’ tract on the same
proposition “is for the church to buy
them and give them owoy just a s
it does the quarterlies”. Explaining
his  a t t i tude  fur ther  on  th is  same
proposition in the Firm Foundotion
Brother Brewer said: “I could de-
voutly wish thot it were never ogoin
mentioned among my brethren”.
But in his commendation of Broth-
er Hinds’ tract he soys: “I am going
to urge the elders of the congrega-
tions where I go to buy this tract
in one hundred lots and to give them
to the members”. Thot’s fair ond
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logical, too, isn’t it? I  wonder if
these and so mony other conflic-
tions in Brother Brewer’s statements
and attitudes ore due by any chance
to “on obnormol state of mind” or
is that just his normal way of do-
ing?

There is no place in defense lines
of the truth for time-servers. We
need men who know where  they
stand and who will not lend com-
fort to the enemy. We need men
who will  do some of the fighting
themselves instead of occupying on
observation post to observe who is
and who is not fighting in just the
manner that he likes. It is on eosy
m a t t e r  t o  s t a n d  b y  a n d  criticise
those who ore in the fight but it is
quite another matter to gird up the
loins and do some of the fighting.

On this point my good friend P.
W. Stonestreet hits the point with a
pungent punch in o personal letter:

“I call attention to a s ign i f icant
statement by G. C. Brewer in his
commendat ion  of  Brother  H inds ’
tract in the Gospel Advocate of De-
cember 26, page 1242, os follows:

‘Brother Hinds is fair and logical,
and left oersonolities out of his dis-
cussion entirely.’ Even so, person-
alities left out or put in ore only
incidental to the essential proof ad-
duced in ony discussion ond should,
therefore, not be exalted, even by
suggestion, to the place of essen-
tials. But Brother Brewer knows
thot inasmuch as ‘Christ on David’s
throne is now reigning’ is o very
prominent phase of the subject that
you discussed with Neal. which he
opposed; and in his effort to suggest
o difference between what he op-
posed then and what he commends
now, he even resorts to on inciden-
tal! Even if Brother Hinds purpose-
ly left out that incidental,’ that in
no way vitiates the fact thot it is
incidental to the discussion.

Of course, circumstances and in-
dividual methods properly govern
the use of personalities in discus-
sion. Christ and his apostles used
both methods. Sometimes the per-
sonnel is sufficiently understood as
to be properly omitted, but it is in-
conceivable that anyone, without on
ax to grind, would even suggest such
on inc identa l  in  commending  o
tract, as if the merits or demerits
of o discussion were governed by in-
cidentals!”

Brother Brewer might reply to
this, or make more  explanat ions ,
but how con he do it and leave the
personalities out?
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The NEAL-WALLACE DISCUSSION
on the

MILLENNIUM

WINCHESTER, KY.
held at

CHATTANOOGA, TENN.
January 2-6, 1933 June 6-9, 1933

PROPOSITION : “The Bible Clearly Teaches That After the Second
Coming of Christ and Before the Final Resurrection and Judgment There
Will Be an Age or Dispensation of One Thousand Years During Which
Christ Will Reign on the Earth.”

A juU  discussion of the following live questions:
1. Will Christ Reign on the Earth a

Thousand Years After His Second
Concerning Fleshly Israel “Unful-

Coming?
filled Prophecy”?

2. Is There a Future Millennium?
7. Was the Kingdom of Daniel 2: 44

3. Does Christ Occupy David’s Throne
S e t  u p  on P e n t e c o s t  o r  w a s  It

Now?
Postponed?

4. Will National Israel Be Restored
8. Is the Second Coming of Christ

to Palestine?
Imminent--Impending?

9. Are the Theories of Premillennial-
5. Will Jerusalem Become the Capital

of a World Kingdom?
ism Vital to Christianity?

6. Are the Old Testament Prophecies
10. Are the Consequences of These

Theories Destructive of the Gospel?

A 350-Page  Book Price $2.00

- Cloth-bound -

P. 0. BOX 1078 THE GOSPEL  GUARDIAN  OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA.

A BOOK EVERY PREACHER NEEDS
The Voice of the Pioneers on Instrumental

Music and Societies
By JOHN T.  LEWIS

A complete exposure of the two major innovations in the
worship and work of the church from the writings of the
pioneers, with additional comments and arguments by the author.
Brother Lewis has utterly annihilated the erroneous claims of
the music and society brethren that the “pioneers” favored, or
did not oppose, instrumental music and organized societies in
the worship and work of the church.
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