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Book 21

Developing Character
Christianity is more than a set of doctrine rules by which we guard ourselves from following

after the imaginations of men.  It is a lifestyle.  Jesus wanted us to have an abundant living in this
world.  In order to have this, we must incorporate into our behavior His principles of living.  When
we live as Jesus would have us live, then we will understand that life is not as bad as we have made
it out to be.  We will understand that there is a fullness of life that God intended we have while on
this earth.  It is for this reason that we must view the Bible as a textbook on life.  It is a guide for the
development of our character in order that we have the abundant life about which Jesus spoke and
promised the disciple.

Every person must deal with helping others, and thus
serve in helping the communities in which he or she lives.
One is a good community person only when he or she
has a good reputation of helping others to lead a better
life.  As a nation, we must seek leaders who have char-
acters of good moral and ethical conduct.  Some have
claimed to be leaders, but have manifested wrong be-
havior in their business dealings and the affairs of their
communities.  It is for this reason that we as citizens of
our nation must focus on how we can influence for the
good those people around whom we live.

A happy community exists when individuals live to-
gether with one another in a peaceful relationship of
neighborhood interaction.  Those who believe in God
should lead in being the best citizens in any community
because of their skill to live in harmony with others.

Learning personal skills in order to live
in harmony with others will build great
communities.  Developing our characters
makes it possible for us to dwell peace-
fully with others.  Therefore, it is the re-
sponsibility of every individual of the

community to develop his or her personal character in
order to be a productive individual in the community
and nation.

The devastating impact of HIV/AIDS on our
communities is only a symptom of our failure to
develop morals in our citizenship.  HIV/AIDS
manifests the failure of the family that has dete-
riorated into social chaos in many societies.

It is necessary, therefore, that we medically

deal with the devastating effects of social diseases as
HIV/AIDS.  However, in order to be effective and suc-
cessful with such social curses, the battle
to save our communities from social dis-
eases must go beyond condoms and “safe
sex.”  The only true and abiding answer
to social diseases are morals that are
greater than man himself.  These morals
must be taught to and practiced by every-
one in our community, starting with our
families and our leaders.

In reference to sexual relationships, God’s morals
mean abstinence from sexual activity outside the bond

Good People
Produce

Great Nations!

THE CENTER OF THE COMMUNITYTHE CENTER OF THE COMMUNITYTHE CENTER OF THE COMMUNITYTHE CENTER OF THE COMMUNITYTHE CENTER OF THE COMMUNITY
The center of any community is the family.  Good

families produce good citizens for every community.
Men and women can live together in peace and harmony
when families function according to basic principles that
enhance family relationships.  In order to maintain peace
and harmony in any society, nations must
rise up to focus on producing better fami-
lies.  In order to build great families, hus-
bands and wives and fathers and moth-
ers must develop parental skills that lead
to the establishment and maintenance of
healthy family living.  Any nation that
seeks to be united on the foundation
of moral living must first encourage
the development of solid family struc-
tures within society.

AAAAA
IIIII
DDDDD
SSSSS

Abstinence
Is The

Answer To
AIDS.

Chapter 1

LAUNCHING INTO ADVENTURE

Developing Character
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of marriage.  As a young person, you
must understand that if you violate
the moral law of abstinence outside
marriage, you will reap the conse-
quences of your action.  We can save
our communities from the bad con-
sequences of immorality only by
practicing moral principles in our
lives.  The only true deliverance
from the curse of social disease pandemics as HIV/
AIDS is abstinence from sexual immorality outside
the bond of marriage.

Those who refuse to learn from
the mistakes of vanished nations in
the past are doomed to repeat and re-
live that which destroys nations.  But
we must commit ourselves not to re-
peat past failures.  It is the duty of
every citizen to recognize and imple-
ment in his or her life those character principles that
lead to a better life.  It is the responsibility of religious
institutions and schools of every nation throughout the
world to train the minds of its citizenship.  People must
be trained to conduct themselves with good moral and
ethical behavior in their relationships.  It is the respon-
sibility of every society to focus the minds of every gen-

eration on principles that build nations.
Religious leaders must help the religious in-

stitutions and schools of the nation not to repeat
those things that lead to the destruction of our
communities.  Civic and religious leaders must
seek to focus the citizenship of a nation on un-
changing principles that have always built bet-
ter nations.  In doing this, communities within
nations can build dynamic environments in
which citizens can live in peace, and thus, become pro-
ductive participants in a democratic society.

If we seek to develop a nation that is united
under belief in God to whom we all will give
account, then we will be motivated.  We will
be motivated to do what is right to establish

within our societies principles
that will produce the kind of
citizenship that builds nations.
Therefore, as you study
through moral and ethical prin-
ciples that lead to the development of a

great person, you must realize that you have a great re-
sponsibility as a citizen of your nation to build your na-
tion on morals and ethics that will lead everyone to a
better life.

Nation Building
Is Accomplished

Through
Character Building.
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The Principles
Of God
Never

Change.
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It is the responsibility of every citizen of every na-
tion of the world to strive to build a unified nation of
peace.  Nations are built on the good characters of indi-
vidual citizens.  Therefore, it is the responsibility of
every citizen to develop his or her character in order
to develop a great nation.  It is thus the task of reli-
gious and civic leaders to chal-
lenge people to develop good
moral characters.

Someone once said, “A good
character is more valuable than
gold.”  Our lives are built around
our character.  Good characters
produce good lives.  Unhealthy
characters produce many unfor-
tunate consequences that destroy
lives.  Therefore, we must be dili-

gent to challenge one another to live the best lives we
can that are based on good moral and ethical principles.

We must be encouraged to be productive citizens in
our communities.  If you follow good principles for char-
acter development, you can have a happy family and
peaceful community life that is based on moral and ethi-

Chapter 2

BUILDING CHARACTER

Great nations are the result of dignified individualsGreat nations are the result of dignified individualsGreat nations are the result of dignified individualsGreat nations are the result of dignified individualsGreat nations are the result of dignified individuals
who seek to dwell together in peaceful unitywho seek to dwell together in peaceful unitywho seek to dwell together in peaceful unitywho seek to dwell together in peaceful unitywho seek to dwell together in peaceful unity

that is based on the moral integrity of all citizens.that is based on the moral integrity of all citizens.that is based on the moral integrity of all citizens.that is based on the moral integrity of all citizens.that is based on the moral integrity of all citizens.

“Sow a thought,
you reap an act;

sow an act,
you reap a habit;

sow a habit,
you reap a character;

sow a character,
you reap a destiny.”

Samuel Smiles

Our success in life will depend on how we relate to other
people.  The better we relate with others, the better we
will succeed in life.  When one develops
his or her character, he or she can better
live with family and friends.  Good char-
acter development makes it possible for
us to live in harmony with our neighbors.
When we learn and practice skills of how
to relate with others, we will succeed in life as a productive
citizen of the community.

Our Character
Determines
Our Future.



9Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

cal principles that influence others to do good.  And by
having a positive influence on others, you will be an
encouraging leader in your community.

A. Character and religion:

Our character is not our religion, though our reli-
gious beliefs will affect our character.  Our beliefs af-
fect our character development if we understand that we
will give account to God for our behavior.

which is right.
Our character determines

how we will respond to every
situation in life.  Our character,
therefore, is manifested by our en-
counters with people and situa-
tions.

  • Good characters will make
the best of bad situations.

  • Bad characters will often make the worst of good
situations.

It is necessary to develop our characters so we know
how to interact in all situations of life, whether good or
bad.

C. Character building rules:

God’s standards upon which good characters are built
have been time-tested and accepted as true and good by
men of all ages.  Because we are the creation of God,
God has placed within us a conscience to do right and
good to our fellow man.  God is the source from which
good character principles can be discovered.  Upon
His principles great characters are built.  We assume that
God knows best concerning the development of our char-
acters for successful living because He is our Creator.
He created us, and then created principles for abundant
living.

Research ThoughtResearch ThoughtResearch ThoughtResearch ThoughtResearch Thought

In 1844, a deceased citizen gave the city of Philadelphia
in the state of Pennsylvania in America a large sum of
money in his will.  The money was to be used in teaching
orphans the “purest principles of morality.”  However, the
heirs of the deceased man wanted his money for them-
selves.  As a result, they sued and the case went before the

Every person has a character regardless of his or her
religious beliefs.  It is for this reason that every person
must seek to develop a good character in
order to be a good citizen of any society.
We must focus on being a person of integrity
in order to be honorable citizens in our com-
munities.  Character development is absolutely
necessary for developing a life that is rich with
success and good relationships.

B. Character and conscience:

Everyone has a conscience.  If we do not do that
which we think is right, we hurt or violate our conscience.
A good character that originates from a God-trained con-

science moves us to do right in
order that we not violate our con-
science.  In order to define and
develop a good conscience that
is based on eternal moral and
ethical principles, we must look
for moral and ethical principles

that originate from God.
Everyone has developed in his or her life that which

he or she considers to be right.  We seek to do good
according to what we believe is right.  Character de-
velopment is knowing and practicing correct prin-
ciples by which we can determine what is good or
bad.  We develop our conscience with good moral and
ethical principles in order to guide ourselves to do that

The first test as to whether a religious faith is
from God is in the fact that the faith must
move us to be better people.  God created all
men.  He then gave rules by which all of us
could live together in peace and harmony.  Any
religious faith that does not promote honesty,
integrity and peace among those of God’s cre-
ation, cannot be from God.  Our development
as citizens, therefore, must focus on moral and
ethical principles that come from God.

Men And Women
With Good Characters

Know And Practice
That Which Is Right.

Society throughout history has proved that it cannot develop
moral and ethical standards by which people can conduct them-
selves in moral and ethical decency with one another.  The immo-
rality and genocides that continue to occur throughout the world
is evidence of this fact.  AIDS is evidence of this fact.  Crime,
terrorism, and moral decay are all evidences of the fact that hu-
mans are not able through their own will and laws to determine
what is correct moral and ethical behavior.  If humans do estab-
lish good moral laws, they often cannot develop a conscience
that motivates them to keep those laws.  Therefore, we must
always use Divine principles as the foundation on which to de-
velop and train our consciences.

Developing Character
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Supreme Court of the United States.  The Supreme Court
ruled in favor of the directions of the deceased person’s
will.  In addition, the Court ruled that the New Testa-
ment be used as the textbook for teaching orphans
moral principles.  The Court stated, “Where can the pur-
est principles of morality be learned so clearly or so
perfect as from the New Testament?” (Vidal vs Girard’s
Executors; 43 U.S. 127, 200 [1844]).

D. Nation building:

Almost all religions teach the same principles for
moral, ethical and character development.  Many re-
ligious faiths of the world accept the Bible as the pri-
mary source of moral and ethical principles in develop-
ing our characters.  In fact, the first president of the
United States, George Washington, said, “It is impos-
sible to rightly govern the world without God and the
Bible.”  The great educator, Noah Webster, once said,
“The Bible must be considered as the great source of all
truth by which men are to be guided in government, as
well as in all social transactions.”

William Lyon Phelps once wrote,
“Western civilization is founded upon the
Bible; our ideas, our wisdom, our philoso-
phy, our literature, our art, our ideals come
more from the Bible than from all other
books put together.  It is a revelation of divinity and of
humanity.”

Though the Bible has been used as the foundation
upon which many civil constitutions have been devel-
oped, God does not intend that the Bible be used di-
rectly as the actual constitution for any government.
He only desires that men in writing their constitutions
for civil government be guided by His principles for na-
tional building.

Good constitutions are based on timeless moral and
ethical principles by which God seeks to build every
nation of the world for all history.

Nations that construct their constitutions on the principles
of God will be nations that are unified as one people.
Though many languages may be spoken in a nation, any
nation as a whole can be united on common moral and
ethical principles by which the citizenship conducts itself.
Nations that have a common moral and ethical behavior
will be nations with societies that work for the upliftment
of the nation as a whole.

E. Character and success:

It is true that social upliftment and success is deter-
mined by relationships.  This is true simply because suc-
cess depends on our ability to interact with other people.
Since our relationships with others is determined by our
character, then our success depends on how well we de-
velop our characters.  A good character helps us to get
along with our friends, our family, our business as-
sociates, and the people of our community.  The bet-
ter we get along with others, the more successful we
will be.

When we maintain a proper relationship with oth-
ers, we will be successful in life.  But also, we will be a
success in everything we do because others will gladly
work and associate with us in our efforts to accomplish
our goals for life.  If you want to be a successful per-
son, you must focus on developing your character.

Learning to develop your char-
acter is an adventure in learning
skills that makes us better people.  It
is a discovery in learning some of
the most important principles that
have ever been made concerning
our purpose and work of life.

Those who concentrate on developing qualities of
character in their lives will be socially and economi-
cally uplifted in society.  For this reason, it should be
the goal of everyone to become a person who is known
for having good character qualities.  Jesus said, “I have
come that they may have life, and that they may have
it more abundantly” (Jn 10:10)  The fact that we want
to have the abundant life about which Jesus spoke must
motivate us to be the best we can be.  Once we are mo-
tivated to develop good characters, we will discover that
life is truly blessed for the one who wants to live in ser-
vice to others.  You must make it a goal of your life to
discover character skills that will help you to be a better
person.

If there is righteousness in the heart,
there will be beauty in character.

If there is beauty in character,
there will be harmony in the home.

If there is harmony in the home,
there will be order in the nation.

If there is order in the nation,
there will be peace in the world.

A Chinese Proverb

Success Is
Determined

By Relationships.
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When God created man and woman, He intended
that it be natural for them to live together in the loving
marital relationship of a husband and wife.  In the cov-
enant of marriage, God gave the right to the husband
and wife to bear children.  In bringing children into the
world, God gave the responsibility to the father and
mother to create a loving environment in which chil-
dren could be trained to be good citizens of community
and country.

The character and behavior of the citizens of all
societies depends on the relationship that is estab-
lished between a man and woman in marriage.  Good
relationships in marriage establish an environment in
which children can develop into being positive and pro-
ductive citizens for social development.  Therefore, it is
necessary that good marriage principles be learned in
order to establish a good relationship between a hus-
band and wife.

The foundation for good
communities depends on the good
relationships that are established
between men and women in mar-
riage.  If the relationships be-
tween husbands and wives are not established upon fun-
damental principles of moral stability, society as a whole
pays the price.  Almost all problems in any society are

directly linked to problems in the
home.  And since the home is the re-
sponsibility of husbands and wives,
the solving of community problems
must focus on solving problems in
husband/wife relationships. In order
to save our children from great heart-

ache in life, fathers and mothers must accept the respon-
sibility of creating a loving home environment for the
development of their children.

A. Focus on responsibility:

The headship of the husband is for the purpose of
establishing a center of reference in the home.  This cen-
ter of reference is for the purpose of giving spiritual lead-
ership for the family.  However, the husband must ex-

press a loving attitude toward his wife
in order to establish his headship.  If
he does not express a loving relation-
ship toward his wife, he has failed to
offer to the family the spiritual lead-
ership that God intended for the fam-
ily.

It is important that fathers provide an example of
how loving relationships are maintained in society.
Mothers must provide an example of how citizens are to
submit to authority in society.

Because of the challenges that face the family in our
world today, we must establish in our families those prin-
ciples that will preserve our societies.  We must learn
how husbands and wives can relate to one another in
marriage.  We must do this in order to establish peaceful
societies wherein all citizens can live in harmony with
one another.  The first principle in creating good fami-
lies is that we must make a decision to learn skills
that produce healthy family relationships.

Chapter 3

CHARACTER IN HUSBANDS AND WIVES

In our homes we mould good characters.In our homes we mould good characters.In our homes we mould good characters.In our homes we mould good characters.In our homes we mould good characters.
With good characters we shape our society.With good characters we shape our society.With good characters we shape our society.With good characters we shape our society.With good characters we shape our society.

With our society we shape and build a strong nation.With our society we shape and build a strong nation.With our society we shape and build a strong nation.With our society we shape and build a strong nation.With our society we shape and build a strong nation.

The Foundation
Of Social Morality

Is Formed
In The Family. In healthy family relationships, the commitment of

husbands and wives is first to one another.  Their com-
mitment to love one another is an example to the chil-
dren concerning the strength of commitment that is

needed in a family in order to make a fam-
ily strong.  This commitment is needed in
order to maintain a healthy husband and
wife relationship.  The future of our chil-
dren is preserved by husbands and wives
who commit themselves to one another:
Children learn commitment from their
parents.

• A husband who loves his wife is NOT physically and
mentally abusive toward his wife, and thus he will train
up his sons NOT to be abusive toward their wives.

• A wife who maintains her submissive role in relation
to her husband will NOT present to her children an
example of rebellion toward authority.

• Children who have learned submission to authority
in the home learn submission to the authority of civil
government.

Developing Character
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B. Example of submission:

Children must grow up in an environment that illus-
trates the spirit of submission.  One of the responsibili-
ties of a wife is to illustrate a submissive attitude to a
loving husband.  The Bible says, “Wives, submit to your
own husbands as to the Lord” (Ep
5:22).  The husband must also
show a spirit of submission to the
wife since the Bible also teaches,
“Submit to one another” (Ep 5:21)
The wife is the keeper of the home,
and thus, the husband must sub-
mit to her responsibility as the
keeper of the home  (Ti 2:5).  When there is mutual sub-
mission between the husband and wife, children grow
up in an environment where they learn submission to
the needs of others.

Submission on the part of the wife should not be
viewed as a negative position or work.  She is not emo-
tionally or intellectually inferior to the husband.  Sub-
mission of the wife to the husband is not a manifestation
of inferiority.  On the contrary, wives must lead the chil-
dren in the family with spiritual and emotional strength.
Submission is a specific and positive work in the hus-
band/wife relationship because the children of the fam-
ily are following the submissive example of the wife.

often think only of his control of the family.  In many
ways, the husband is in control.  But there is more to the
headship by the husband than just control.

Because of his love for his wife, the husband is to be
the spiritual and emotional center of reference for his
wife and family.  When a wife finds a fountain of spiri-
tual and emotional care in the husband, then one finds
security.  Husbands thus earn the right to their headship
by being a source of spiritual and emotional security for
their wives.

D. Example of love:

When a husband provides security for the wife and
family, then it can be said that he truly loves his wife.
The Bible teaches, “Husbands, love
your wives ....  Husbands ought to love
their own wives as their own bodies.
He who loves his wife loves himself.  For
no man ever hated his own flesh, but nourishes and cher-
ishes it ...” (Ep 5:25-28).

GOD-FEARING HUSBANDS
The Bible teaches, “But if anyone does not pro-
vide for his own, and especially for those of his
own household, he has denied the faith and is
worse than an unbeliever.”5  Any God-fearing man
who does not care for his wife is worse than an
unbeliever who does not know better.  Those who
believe in God are to be a people of love.  The
love of God has changed their thinking and be-
havior.  Therefore, if a husband who believes in
God does not care for his wife, he is worse than
those who do not know better because of a lack of
knowledge of what God requires of husbands.

Loving husbands are commit-
ted to caring for their wives.  An
unloving husband will often be a
tyrant who mentally and physi-
cally abuses his wife.  But a lov-
ing husband behaves differently.
Love is the guarantee that the
husband’s headship toward his wife is controlled and
conducted with all dignity.  Love guarantees that the hus-
band will care for his wife.

By manifesting care, concern, provision and protec-
tion of his wife, the loving husband establishes an ex-
ample of how children are to treat their future wives.
Children who grow up in single parent families, or are

A Wife
Teaches Submission

To Authority
By Her Own
Submission.

The wife’s role is a teaching example for the chil-
dren concerning how they should submissively relate to
authority.  By following the example of their mother,
children learn how to behave in reference to authority in
society.  When they graduate from the care of their father
and mother, they go into the world with a spirit of submis-
sion to authority.

C. Source of security:

Almost all faiths of the world
teach that in the union of marriage the
husband is the head of the wife.  How-
ever, we often misunderstand the
meaning of the husband being the head
of the wife.  When we think of the
husband’s headship in the family, we

Submission is a principle of character that must be
central to the development of our individual person-
alities.  If we do not have a submissive spirit in our
character, we will not be good citizens of society.  So-
cieties function in harmony only when they are made
up of citizens who know the spirit of submission to
one another.

Love Commits
One To Another.
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orphans, may have a difficult time in adjusting to God’s
direction concerning the responsibility of a husband to-
ward a wife.  But by learning from the example of good
families in the community, one can learn good family
skills.  The Bible is also full of family principles and
skills.

Regardless of one’s childhood, one can learn how to
be a loving husband or wife.  If you seek to be a hus-
band, you must make a commitment of giving yourself
to your wife for life.  This is the spirit of love.  Hus-
bands who set a sacrificial and loving example of char-
acter for their children will produce children of loving
characters.  These children will mature into great citi-
zens.

E. Legacy of honor:

The Bible instructs that husbands give honor to their
wives.  It is written, “Likewise, husbands, dwell with
your wives with understanding, giving honor to the wife
as to the weaker vessel, and as heirs together of the
grace of life, so that your prayers not be hindered” (1 Pt
3:7)  A loving husband has an understanding heart.  His
understanding heart makes it possible for him to live
with his wife.  He gives honor to the wife by not doing
the following to his wife:

• He does not reject her.
• He does not belittle her.
• He does not refuse to support her.
• He does not criticize her.
• He does not argue with her in the presence

of her children.
• He does not embarrass her in the presence

of her friends.

On the other hand, an honorable husband does the
following for his wife:

• He seeks to build her self-image by giving
her respect.

• He recognizes that she needs support
since she is physically weaker than he is.

• He continually gives her praise for the good
she does.

• He respects her counsel as a partner in
marriage.

• He spiritually and emotionally provides for
her well being.

• He protects her from harm that may come
from influences outside the family.

Because she is emotionally ten-
der, the husband recognizes that his
wife needs his strength.  Husbands
who are committed to their wives
will seek to lead their wives with
the dignity of God’s love.  If fathers are to pass on to
their children the character of an honorable husband,
they must be spiritual leaders in the marriage relation-
ship by giving the wife honor for her position and work.

F. Loving one another:

William Penn once wrote, “Be-
tween a man and his wife nothing
ought to rule but love.”  The extent
of the husband’s love for his wife is
explained in the words of the Bible
that husbands “ought to love their
own wives as their own bodies” (Ep
5:28)  As one should take care of
his own body, so he should take care
of his wife.  It is for this reason that
drunkards or drug addicts cannot love their wives as they
should.  They do not take care of their own bodies, and
thus, they do not take care of their wives.

The Bible teaches, “He who loves his wife loves him-
self” (1 Co 15:33)  A man who does not manifest love
toward his wife usually has low self-esteem of himself.
He does not think much of himself, and thus, he seeks to
exalt himself over his wife by degrading her and other
people.

A truly loving husband seeks to care for his wife.
He seeks to make sure that her emotional and physical
needs are cared for as he would care for himself.  He
nourishes and cherishes his wife.  Men who are confi-
dent and have great self-esteem will love their wives as
God would have them.  They do not manifest their own
lack of confidence in themselves by belittling their wives.

G. Commitment to one another:

A husband must commit himself to his wife.  The
Bible says, “For this reason a man will leave his fa-
ther and mother and will be joined to his wife, and the
two will be one flesh” (Ep 5:31).  In marriage, a man
and woman assume responsibility first to serve one God,
and then to serve one another.  The husband must com-

mit himself to only one wife.  The level
of commitment that God intends that a
man give to his wife can be accom-
plished with only one woman.  When a
man makes this level of commitment in

Honorable Husbands
Leave A Legacy Of

Honorable Children.

Developing Character
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marriage, then in the eyes of God, the
man and woman become one.  In mar-
riage, two people bring their worldly
goods together into one ownership.
But they also bring their two person-
alities together to create for both a
new world in which the two exist as
one in the eyes of God.  It is for this
reason that a man must leave his parents and cleave to his
wife in order to nourish and cherish only her as his wife.

love for his wife.  An unloving husband gains no re-
spect, neither from his wife nor from those who know
him.  King Solomon correctly said of husbands, “Re-
joice with the wife of your youth ....  For this reason, a
husband should live joyfully with his wife” (Pv 5:18;
see Ec 9:9).

I. One sexual partner for life:

Sexual intercourse is a beautiful treasure that is to
be discovered only in the union of marriage.  It is an
emotional and physical action wherein a husband and
wife give themselves to one another, and thus, initially
establish and subsequently continue to reaffirm their mar-
riage covenant.  The Bible speaks of this relationship in
the following manner:

Let the husband render to the wife due affection, and
likewise also the wife to the husband.  The wife does not
have authority over her own body, but the husband does.
And likewise also, the husband does not have authority
over his own body, but the wife does.  Do not deprive one
another except by agreement for a time so that you may
give yourselves to fasting and prayer.  And come together
again so that Satan not tempt you because of your lack of
self-control (1 Co 7:3-5).

J. Committed to the home:

Older Christian women are to “encourage the young
women to love their husbands, to love their children, to
be discreet, pure, workers at home, good, subject to their
own husbands so that the word of God not be blas-
phemed” (Ti 2:3-5).

Wives and mothers who assume the great responsi-
bility of keeping the home, gain for themselves great
honor.  Their honor is in manifesting true servanthood,
toward their families and toward others.  The mother’s
servanthood is copied by her obedient children who go
out into the world as servants to the needs of others.
Therefore, the term “housewife” or “homemaker” is a
designation that carries with it great honor.  The great
honor is in the fact that a woman has accepted the re-
sponsibility of training her children who are the young
citizens of a nation’s future.  Through the nurturing of
children, it is our mothers who will determine the future
of our country.

A Husband
Must Be

Truly Committed
To Only

One Woman.

The Bible also teaches, “Let every man have his own
wife and let every woman have her own husband” (1 Co
7:2).  The responsibilities that God requires of a hus-
band in marriage cannot be carried out with more than
one wife.  The same is true of the responsibilities of a
wife to a husband.  When a man seeks to have more than
one wife, then he cannot fulfill all that God requires of
him in relation to nurturing a relationship with his wife.

H. Sanctity of marriage:

Concerning marriage, the Bible teaches, “Let each
one of you in particular so love his own wife even as
himself, and the wife must see that she respects her
husband” (Ep 5:33).  When a man and woman marry,
they are spiritually joined together as one in the eyes of
God.  In this union there is mutual respect for one an-
other because the two are joined as one.  Because God
joins the two as one in a spiritual sense, He never in-
tended that a man be joined to more than one woman.

A husband and wife gain respect for one another as
they consider and value one another.  As the husband
grows in love for his wife, she grows in respect for him.
The respect of the wife is thus earned by the husband’s

COMMITTED TO ONE
Before marriage, young men and women must deter-
mine to commit themselves to one mate for life.  The
seriousness of the commitment is in the fact that it is to
be made to only one person.  When a man commits to a
woman, he is making a commitment to her for life.  When
a woman makes the same commitment, it is also a life
commitment.  Marriage is a covenant that two are mak-
ing with one another for life.  This covenant of mar-
riage is sealed with the sexual relationship that one man
and one woman make with one another for the rest of
their lives.
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God’s pattern for fathers and mothers is that they
teach and demonstrate in their lives honorable ways of
life for their sons and daughters to follow.  Through the
father’s loving relationship with the mother of his chil-
dren, he sets an example of how one should care for
others.  Because of his love for his wife, he demonstrates
to his children how they must behave toward their fu-
ture wives.  The mother’s loving concern for her hus-
band and children produces a home environment where
happiness is guaranteed for future families.

       must lead in establishing correct family re-
lationships.  In the father’s relationship with his chil-
dren, he gives an example of loving understanding and
tender care for the innocent.  Children with loving fa-
thers grow up without being hard and harsh in their
relationships with others.  They show respect for au-
thority and the lives of others.  A father’s relationship
with his children, therefore, establishes the attitudes of
the men of society in their relationships with one an-
other.

As a provider for the family, the father gives an ex-
ample for the sons as to how they are to take care of
their future wives and families.  He gives an example of
how one is to assume the responsibility of caring for
others.  Those who have grown up without the righteous
example of a father or mother must take special care to
learn from God what is required of fathers and mothers.

In his loving relationship with
his wife, the father leaves with his
daughters an example of how their
future husbands should treat them.
Future husbands or wives who
grow up under the care of a godly
father will have to help their future spouses who have
not had this privilege.  Many young men and women
have not grown up in loving families.  As a result, when
they are married, they need the help of loving spouses
who have had the privilege of a good family.  With help
from a spouse, they can learn the responsibilities by
which husbands and wives should conduct themselves
in marriage.

Chapter 4

CHARACTER IN FATHERS AND MOTHERS

The testimony of a good father and motherThe testimony of a good father and motherThe testimony of a good father and motherThe testimony of a good father and motherThe testimony of a good father and mother
is manifested in the lives of their children.is manifested in the lives of their children.is manifested in the lives of their children.is manifested in the lives of their children.is manifested in the lives of their children.

Since both sons and daughters form their personali-
ties and characters after their parents, it is very impor-
tant that the father conduct his life according to God’s
principles for fathers.  Those who
have not had the opportunity of
growing up under the nurture and ad-
monition of an earthly father must
turn to our heavenly Father for di-
rection.  The relationship that our heavenly Father has main-
tained with His people throughout history is the best ex-
ample of how earthly fathers are to relate to their children.

establish an example of how one should
be a keeper of the home.  It is God’s plan that the mother
be the keeper of the home for the sake of preserving
society with children who believe that the home is a pre-
cious institution.  It is her respon-
sibility, therefore, to maintain the
home after the principles of Di-
vine instruction.  Her example of
godly living establishes a pattern
that is to be followed by the children.  It is important
that mothers conduct their lives after Divine principles
for home building in order that they direct the children
of the family to honor God in all things.

It is unfortunate that many children grow up in the
world without either a father or mother.  This does not

mean, however, that one’s life cannot be
great in the eyes of God.  When one be-
comes a believer in God, he or she must
discover principles by which one can be
a great father or mother by making God
his or her Father.  You can be a great fa-
ther or mother by establishing religious

principles in your life.
Here are some important principles for family di-

rection that have been around for centuries.  These are
things that parents must give their children in a healthy
family environment.  If you practice them in your life as a
future father or mother, they will lead you to become the
best parent you can be because you are trying to be the best
you can be as a person.

Fathers
Mothers

Developing Character
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A. Give our children faith for successful living.

Faith in God motivates us to create in our lives es-
sential qualities that develop healthy personality char-
acteristics that enhance our relationships.  It is recorded
in the Bible by Paul concerning a young man named
Timothy, “When I call to remembrance the genuine faith
that is in you, which dwelt first in your grandmother
Lois and your mother Eunice, I am persuaded that it is
in you also.” (2 Tm 1:5).

of wisdom.  From childhood, Timo-
thy was taught the principles of the
Holy Scriptures.  He was taught by
his mother and grandmother, women
who had dedicated themselves to God
and His principles for conducting
their lives.  Good parenthood begins
by first giving ourselves to God.

RECOGNIZING OUR CREATOR
Since God is our Creator, we must love Him with all
our hearts.  This may seem to be a strange statement
in the context of the parents’ relationship with their
children.  But it is not.  Parents must teach their chil-
dren to love God above all things by their placing of
God before their children.  The parents’ example of
putting God first in all things teaches the children that
God must be exalted above all things in life.  When
parents live totally committed lives to God, their chil-
dren will understand that there is a Higher Power to
whom we all must eventually give account.  Their chil-
dren will also understand that the most important thing
in life is to focus on that which goes beyond life.

C. Give our children direction for godly living.

In speaking directly to fathers in their responsibility
of working with their children, the Bible says, “Fathers,
do not provoke your children to wrath, but bring them
up in the discipline and admonition of the Lord” (Ep
6:4).  Fathers must not provoke their children through
unjust punishment, lest the children become frustrated.
It is the responsibility of the father to correct and direct
the children.  He is to do so with wisdom and a spirit of
love.  Unloving discipline leads to frustration and rebel-
lion on the part of the children.  However, if a father will
lovingly discipline his child in order to restore the child
to that which is right in the eyes of God, then the child
will greatly respect the father.

D. Give our children examples for doing good.

Parents are human, and thus they
have their own faults.  They know what
good should be done to their children.
Regardless of their faults, good parents
will always seek to do that which is right
for their children.  However, if they do
wrong to their children, they will gain the respect of the
children by confessing their wrong and asking forgive-

God’s principles for happy families have been taught
by believers in God throughout the world and throughout
the centuries.  All religious faiths have agreed on the fun-
damental principles for family development.  Many of
these principles have been recorded in the Bible for thou-
sands of years.  Thousands of young men and women
have grown up under the direction of these principles and
have become great fathers and mothers.  As a future fa-
ther or mother, if you pattern your life after God’s prin-
ciples for family life, you too will enjoy the same happi-
ness that millions throughout history have enjoyed in righ-
teous family environments.

The instruction of parents to their chil-
dren is not only by words of teaching, but
also by example of a godly life.  Parents
of faith produce children of faith.  Parents
must leave their children a “genuine faith.”
The greatest inheritance that parents
can leave their children is a faith in God
that will carry them throughout the rest of their lives.

B. Give our children spiritual knowledge.

The Bible speaks of the results of one godly mother,
of whose son, Timothy, it was stated, “Continue in the
things that you have learned and have been assured of,
knowing from whom you have learned them, and that
from a child you have known the Holy Scriptures that
are able to make you wise unto salvation through faith
...” (2 Tm 3:15).

The Holy Scriptures (the word of God) are a source

FFFFFaith in God is what gives purpose for living aaith in God is what gives purpose for living aaith in God is what gives purpose for living aaith in God is what gives purpose for living aaith in God is what gives purpose for living a
better life.better life.better life.better life.better life.
FFFFFaith in God motivates us to live according toaith in God motivates us to live according toaith in God motivates us to live according toaith in God motivates us to live according toaith in God motivates us to live according to
principles that better our relationship with oth-principles that better our relationship with oth-principles that better our relationship with oth-principles that better our relationship with oth-principles that better our relationship with oth-
ers.ers.ers.ers.ers.
FFFFFaith in God teaches us that we will be heldaith in God teaches us that we will be heldaith in God teaches us that we will be heldaith in God teaches us that we will be heldaith in God teaches us that we will be held
accountable for our actions.accountable for our actions.accountable for our actions.accountable for our actions.accountable for our actions.
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ness from their children.
Parents are not perfect.  They are human.  And being

human means that they also can make
mistakes.  It is not wrong for a parent to
confess to his or her children when he
or she has failed the children by wrong
actions.  If children see a spirit of con-
fession in their parents, they too will de-
velop characters of humility.

E. Give our children a spirit of humble service.

Since all humans are the creation of God, then all
humans must peacefully live together on earth.  In order
to do this, we must seek to do good to one another.  It is
for this reason that doing good to others must be a fun-
damental principle that is taught in the home.

When parents do good to others and to their chil-
dren, they set an example for their children of doing good
works to others.  In a home where good works are con-
tinually done for others, children grow up with an ex-
ample of how they should behave in relation to others in
society.

Civic leaders who have grown up in homes where they
have experienced a life of doing good to others will see
their function as civil servants who must do good to
others.  They will not see their work as a position of
power.  They will see it as an opportunity to serve their
communities and nations as humble civic servants.

F. Give our children a heart for others.

It is stated in the Bible, “Pure and
undefiled religion before God and the
Father is this, to visit the orphans and
widows in their affliction” (Js 1:27).
One cannot have a true relationship
with God if he or she is not concerned
about the needs of those who have suf-
fered the loss of their husbands or have
been robbed of their parents by unfor-
tunate circumstances.  One cannot say he loves God if
he does not have compassion on those who are either
widows or orphans.  Parents who want to develop char-
acter in their children must reach out of their home to
those who are widows and orphans.  By doing this their
children learn about community responsibility in taking
care of others.  And when our children learn to take care
of others they develop a heart of compassion for others
in their community.  Those who have a heart of compas-
sion are good citizens.

G. Give our children a disciplined life.

A disciplined child disciplines himself in life.  Dis-
cipline is necessary in the home in order to develop the
type of person that will be a responsible person in soci-
ety.  King Solomon wrote, “He who spares his rod hates
his son.  But he who loves him disciplines him promptly”
(Pv 13:24)  “The rod and rebuke give wisdom.  But a
child left to himself brings shame to his mother” (Pv
29:15).

God’s principle for family order is
that children be disciplined when they
do wrong.  A father who does not dis-
cipline his children does not love his
children.

An undisciplined child will not respect his or her
father or mother because the child has not felt loved.
When discipline is administered in love, it manifests a
spirit of love toward the child.  Those parents who do
not discipline their children when they do wrong are
teaching their children that they have little concern for
their future.

We love God because He corrects us when we do
wrong.  His discipline in our lives is evidence that He
loves us.  God deals with us as we should deal with our
children.  This is why children must be disciplined when

they do wrong.  Parents must
prove that they are con-
cerned about their children’s
moral development in rela-
tion to others.  God’s disci-
pline of us creates in us char-

acters of self-discipline.  The disciplined believer, there-
fore, disciplines himself or herself for success in life.

H. Give our children an example of responsibility.

Parents should accept the responsibility of taking
care of their children.  While their children are in their
home, it is the responsibility of the parents to care for
the needs of the children (2 Co 12:14).  Parents must not
only care for the physical needs of their children, but
also for their spiritual needs.  In doing this, they set an
example for their children as to how they should care
for their own children when they are married.  Parents
who care for their children guarantee that their
grandchildren will be properly taken care of by their
own children.

I. Give our children an environment of security.

Being the head of the family means being the center

Doing Good
To Others

Brings Society
Together.

Undisciplined
Children

Feel Unloved.

An Undisciplined Child
Will Not Discipline Himself

For Success In Life.

Developing Character
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of reference for both physical sustenance and spiritual
strength.  As the head of the wife, the husband must ac-
cept physical and spiritual responsibility for his wife.  If
a man is not willing to do this, then he has no right to
marry a woman.  The loving headship of husbands brings
a sense of stability to the family.  When children grow up
in a stable family, they develop a sense of security.

Unstable families produce unstable children.  When

LEARN FOR THE FUTURELEARN FOR THE FUTURELEARN FOR THE FUTURELEARN FOR THE FUTURELEARN FOR THE FUTURE
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parents argue in front of their children, they confuse their
children.  When children witness parental arguments,
they become confused concerning family relationships.
They thus lose their sense of security.  It is important,
therefore, that parents develop  a secure character in their
children by giving them an example of harmony in the
family environment.  Parents must control their tem-
pers when in the presence of their children.

Chapter 5

CHARACTER IN SONS AND DAUGHTERS

Children bring honor to their familyChildren bring honor to their familyChildren bring honor to their familyChildren bring honor to their familyChildren bring honor to their family
by their obedient conduct in the community.by their obedient conduct in the community.by their obedient conduct in the community.by their obedient conduct in the community.by their obedient conduct in the community.

The family is a God-created in-
stitution.  In the family, children
learn principles and personality
skills by which they can live in so-
ciety.  It is also in the family that
children develop their characters.
It is important, therefore, that fa-
thers and mothers take special care in teaching their chil-
dren relationship and behavior skills that are based on
sound moral and ethical principles.

It is the responsibility of the children to maintain an
obedient relationship with their parents in order that they
learn as much as possible from their parents.  Obedient
children learn from the example and teaching of their
parents in order to be good citizens in society.

If a child unfortunately has to grow up with only
one parent, or no parents at all, then he or she must take
comfort in the fact that one can learn to be a good parent
from the example of others.  God also wants to direct
everyone’s life according to principles that will lead us
to become better people.  Regardless of one’s family

situation, he or she must always seek to discover healthy
family principles by which to become
a great parent to his or her own chil-
dren.  Being an orphan may at first
present some challenges as to how one
can be the best father or mother he or
she can be.  However, by learning the
principles of God that relate to being
a good parent, anyone can success-
fully apply these principles for build-
ing a good family.

A. Honor parents.

One of the ten commandments that God gave Moses
to give to Israel was, “Honor your father and your
mother” (Ex 20:12).

Children must respect their parents for who they are.
Rebellious children bring shame upon the name of the
family.  The Bible states, “Honor your father and mother
—which is the first commandment with promise—so that
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it may be well with you and you may live long on the
earth” (Ep 6:2,3).  The life of those who do not honor
their parents will not be well on the earth.  It will not be
well simply because one’s attitude toward his or her par-
ents will be his or her attitude toward authority in the
world.  The prisons are full of people who did not honor
their parents

B. Obey parents.

A son or daughter who does not honor either his or
her father or mother manifests a lack of respect for au-
thority.  The result of a lack of respect for authority will
lead one to have many conflicts with others.  If one does
not respect authority, he will bring many sorrows upon
himself.  It is stated in the Bible, “Children, obey your
parents in the Lord, for this is right” (Ep 6:1). “Children,
obey your parents in all things, for this is well-pleasing to
the Lord” (Cl 3:20).

The Spirit of ObedienceThe Spirit of ObedienceThe Spirit of ObedienceThe Spirit of ObedienceThe Spirit of Obedience
Obedience is a virtue that manifests the integ-
rity of a self-disciplined life.  It is a personality
characteristic that goes beyond individual acts
of submission.  It is a personality that is what
is right in every situation where one encoun-
ters the needs of his fellow man.

C. Be submissive.

Young people who are obedient to their parents mani-
fest a spirit of submission.  One cannot be faithful to
God and at the same time be disobedient to his or
her parents.  Young people learn how to establish and
maintain guidelines in their lives through their obedi-
ence to their parents.

Young people who are obedient to their parents mani-
fest their honor of their parents.  King Solomon wrote
through the direction of God some good advice for sons
and daughters.  This advice is from God, not just from
the hand of Solomon.

D. Do not conform to evil.

Have you ever heard the statement, “Bad compan-
ions corrupt good morals”? (1 Co 15:33). It’s true.  If
you seek to associate with those who do
evil things, you will adopt their motives,
and subsequently, will carry out in your
behavior wrong actions.

As children grow into young adult-
hood, they invariably seek to explore the
world.  And when people become
friends of the world, evil times will re-
sult.  Jesus explained such evil times
when He stated, “Now brother will betray brother to

death, and the father the son.  And
children will rise up against their
parents and will cause them to be put
to death” (Mk 13:12).  It is during
evil times as this that children be-
come disobedient to their parents.
When children do not learn God’s
will, they will bring evil times.

In times of evil in society, there
is a lack of family loyalty.  Disobedi-
ence to parents is a sign that there is

wickedness in society.  Therefore, young people play an
important role in maintaining an orderly society when
they are obedient to the instructions of their parents.
Their obedient spirit encourages their parents to give
the best counsel possible for their direction.

E. Develop a faith in God.

All that we know about the early childhood of Jesus
is mentioned by Luke when he recorded an incident that
happened in Jesus’ life when He
was about twelve years old.  One
time when the parents of Jesus
were returning after a feast in
Jerusalem, Jesus stayed behind in
order to carry on with His heav-
enly Father’s business.  After the parents returned to find

Jesus, it is recorded in the Bible,
“Now it came to pass after three
days they found Him in the
temple, sitting in the middle of
the teachers, both hearing them
and asking them questions.  And
all who heard Him were aston-

ished at His understanding and answers” (Lk 2:46-
49).

The parents of Jesus asked why He stayed behind.
He responded, “Why is it that you were looking for Me?
Did you not know that I must be about My Father’s

“My son, hear the instruction of your father, and do
not forsake the law of your mother” (Pv 1:8; see 6:20)
“A wise son makes a glad father, but a foolish son is a
grief of his mother” (Pv 10:1).
“He who mistreats his father and chases away his
mother is a son who causes shame and brings re-
proach” (Pv 19:26).

Developing Character
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business?” (Lk 2:49).  When young people
seek to do God’s business, they focus on
doing good, not evil.  They go about do-
ing good projects that uplift their com-
munity.

Young people should desire to be
among those who seek to serve God in
the community.  As Jesus, they should
seek to discuss spiritual subjects and do good things with
others.  When young people focus their attention on spiri-
tual things and doing good to others, their thoughts are
on the right things.  Their minds are on spiritual things,
not things of this world.

When speaking in the context of worries about the
possessions and circumstances of the world, Jesus en-
couraged us by saying, “But seek first the kingdom of
God and His righteousness, and all these things will be

added to you” (Mt 6:33).  It is
only reasonable to believe that
those who seek to maintain a
spiritual life will enjoy the
best of this life.

The unifying bond
that brings a family together

is the common desire of every family member to place
God before every family member.  Happy families are
built on a common goal of every family member placing
God first in all things.  When we place God first, we are
cautious to follow His instructions concerning the fam-
ily structure.  When young people honor God, they will
follow God’s instructions that they be obedient to their
parents.  Obedient children bring peace to their father
and mother.

“The Greatest
Of All Faults

Is To be
Conscious
Of None.”
Thomas Carlyle

F. Be humble.

The beauty of humility is in
the fact that others are drawn to
humble people.  We seek to be in
the presence of the humble.
Humble parents produce an envi-
ronment in the home where the
minds of children are opened for instruction.

Humility is recognizing that one
never has all the answers for ev-
ery situation in life.  It is develop-
ing one’s life around others and
God, rather than one’s self.  Great
men realize their weaknesses, and
then compensate for their weak-
nesses by relying on the counsel
of others.

When one grows into adulthood, he or she should
not lose the spirit of humility.  The reason for this is that
one who is proud and arrogant will never accept the in-
structions of others simply because he or she has never
learned how to submit to the will of others.

When still in the home and under the direction of
their parents, young people should seek to maintain their
humility by submitting to their parents.  When they come
to the age of making their own decisions, they should
carefully follow the counsel of their parents.  Following
the counsel of our parents shows that we seek to do right.
It shows that we continually respect our parents.

“Those Who Think
Too Much Of Themselves

Don’t Think Enough.”
Amy Carmichael

It is the responsibility of children to maintain their God-ordained position in the family.  NotIt is the responsibility of children to maintain their God-ordained position in the family.  NotIt is the responsibility of children to maintain their God-ordained position in the family.  NotIt is the responsibility of children to maintain their God-ordained position in the family.  NotIt is the responsibility of children to maintain their God-ordained position in the family.  Not
only do the parents have a responsibility to maintain their position and work in reference to theonly do the parents have a responsibility to maintain their position and work in reference to theonly do the parents have a responsibility to maintain their position and work in reference to theonly do the parents have a responsibility to maintain their position and work in reference to theonly do the parents have a responsibility to maintain their position and work in reference to the
children, the children also have a responsibility to maintain their obedient relationship with theirchildren, the children also have a responsibility to maintain their obedient relationship with theirchildren, the children also have a responsibility to maintain their obedient relationship with theirchildren, the children also have a responsibility to maintain their obedient relationship with theirchildren, the children also have a responsibility to maintain their obedient relationship with their
parents.  When both parents and children place God first before all things, and thus maintainparents.  When both parents and children place God first before all things, and thus maintainparents.  When both parents and children place God first before all things, and thus maintainparents.  When both parents and children place God first before all things, and thus maintainparents.  When both parents and children place God first before all things, and thus maintain
their God-ordained functions and positions in the family, then the family becomes a truly happytheir God-ordained functions and positions in the family, then the family becomes a truly happytheir God-ordained functions and positions in the family, then the family becomes a truly happytheir God-ordained functions and positions in the family, then the family becomes a truly happytheir God-ordained functions and positions in the family, then the family becomes a truly happy
environment on earth.environment on earth.environment on earth.environment on earth.environment on earth.

What some young people did when they were
between the ages of 18 and 25.

TENNYSON wrote his first volume of literature.
JOHN CALVIN became a part of the religious Reformation Movement of Europe.
ALEXANDER THE GREAT conquered the ancient middle eastern world.
ISAAC NEWTON formulated his conclusions concerning the Law of Gravity.
MARTIN LUTHER began his literary work of the Reformation Movement.
CHARLES DICKENS wrote Pickwick Papers and Oliver Twist.
JOHN OF AUSTRIA led an army to victory at the Battle of Lepanto.
JOAN OF ARC did all her work by the time she was burned at the stake at 19.
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Chapter 6

YOUR HEALTH, FAMILY AND FRIENDS

Remember your Creator
in the days of your youth,

before the days of trouble come
and the years approach

when you will say,
“I have no pleasure in them”.

King Solomon of Israel
(Ec 12:1)

Moral behavior determinesMoral behavior determinesMoral behavior determinesMoral behavior determinesMoral behavior determines
the quality and length of life.the quality and length of life.the quality and length of life.the quality and length of life.the quality and length of life.

One purpose for building families that are morally
healthy is to produce physically healthy citizens.  Many
people live in areas where many unhealthy conditions
exist.  As a result, thousands of people unnecessarily die
every year because some very practical principles for
good health are violated.

In many situations, we create our own unhealthy en-
vironments.  This is particularly true in reference to sexu-
ally transmitted diseases.  The most common sexually

transmitted diseases are gonorrhea,
syphilis, chlamydia, chancroid, herpes,
genital warts and HIV/AIDS.  One be-
comes infected with a sexually trans-
mitted disease through vaginal, anal or
oral sexual intercourse with an infected

person.  The human sexual organs are the ideal environ-
ment for the transmission of germs that cause sexually
transmitted diseases.

One of the greatest sexually transmitted diseases that
has attacked the human race is HIV/AIDS.  Thousands
are dying every day because of AIDS.  It is important
that everyone take a very proactive stance to combat this
attack against human society.

Many are saying that HIV/
AIDS cannot affect them.  They say
they are too young, too healthy, or
too cautious in their sexual rela-
tionships.  The fact is, however,
that AIDS shows no mercy, knows
no race, no age, and no class.  If
you are sexually active outside the
union of marriage, chances are you
will become HIV positive, and subsequently develop
AIDS.  And if you have AIDS, you will die.  If you live
in subSaharan Africa, your chances of becoming HIV

positive are tremendously high if
you are sexually active outside the
union of marriage.  Therefore, you
must be very knowledgeable of this
disease.  Your life depends on it.

A. Identifying HIV/AIDS:

The letters A I D S stand for Acquired Immune De-
ficiency Syndrome.  AIDS is a medical diagnosis that
results from a combination of illnesses that exist in the
body because of the weakening of the body’s immune
system.  HIV attacks the immune system of the body.
This makes it impossible for the body to adequately pro-
tect itself against the invasion of germs and viruses of
other diseases.

HIV is the bad guy that causes AIDS.  The letters H
I V stand for Human Immune deficiency Virus.  HIV
weakens our body’s ability to fight off foreign germs
that invade the body.  What normally happens when our
bodies are invaded by germs is that the white blood cells
attack the foreign invaders.  However, HIV enters and
destroys our white blood cells.  Our im-
mune system is thus weakened and our
body is not able to fight off invading
germs.  What happens next is usually fa-
tal.  One’s body becomes infected with
any number of diseases.  When symptoms
are manifested from one or more of these
diseases, it is an indication that one has AIDS.  One who
has AIDS, therefore, often dies from an invading dis-
ease.

Though one will not know if he or she is HIV posi-
tive without a blood test, the following are some signs
that HIV has progressed to AIDS:

In Order
To Stop HIV/AIDS

One Must
Educate Himself
About HIV/AIDS.

Developing Character
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PRIMARY SIGNS:

• Loss of weight that is greater than 10% of the

normal body weight.

• A prolonged fever that is more than one month.

• On and off, or prolonged diarrhea for more than

a month.

• Persistent severe fatigue.

MINOR SIGNS:

• Persistent cough for more than a month.

• Itchy skin rashes.

• Cold sores over the body.

• Shingles.

• Swollen glands at two or more places throughout

the body over a period of a month.

• Thrush in the mouth or throat.

B. Contracting HIV:

HIV is passed from one person
to another through body fluids—
blood, semen or vaginal secretions.
HIV is primarily a sexually transmit-
ted disease.  If you have sex with
someone who is HIV positive,
chances are you will contract HIV/
AIDS.  In order not to become in-
fected with HIV, you must protect yourself.

Many people do not know that they are infected with
HIV.  You cannot tell if one is infected just by looking at
them.  It often takes many years before HIV progresses
to AIDS, and thus manifests the symptoms of the dis-
ease with which one becomes infected.  Therefore, you
may be a carrier of HIV and not know that you are in-
fecting others with HIV by your sexual activity.  In or-
der to know if one is HIV positive, he or she should be
tested.

that come into contact with
the blood system, special
care should be taken in pro-
cedures such as injections
and blood transfusions.  HIV
can be contracted if a tradi-
tional healer makes cuts
with an infected knife, or a nurse gives an injection with
an unsterilized needle or syringe.  Intravenous drug us-
ers often infect themselves by sharing unsterilized
needles and syringes with other drug users.  Here are
some things to do to prevent contracting HIV:

• Just say no to sex outside the

union of marriage.  Make a deci-

sion right now that you will not have

sex outside marriage.  (Remember,

there is no such thing as “safe sex”

outside marriage.  The passion of two

young people can be spontaneous,

and thus two people will often have sex without the use of

a condom.  It only takes one unprotected act of sex to

become HIV positive.  Teachings that we can have “safe

sex” by use of condoms only encourages sexual activity

outside marriage.  This encourages young people to con-

tinue sexual activity, and thus, the chances of sexual en-

counters without the use of condoms.  The encouraging

of “safe sex” outside marriage has actually led to the

spread of HIV/AIDS in society because it has encouraged

that which causes the transmission of HIV, that is, sexual

activity with many different people.)

• If you are about to get married, and you know that the one

to whom you are about to marry has had other sexual

partners, insist that he or she have an AIDS test.  If one

partner is HIV positive, that partner will infect their future

husband or wife, and subsequently the newborn babies

of the family.

• Don’t let someone deceive you with statements as, “If you

loved me you would have sex with

me.”  These are words that actually

manifest an unloving and selfish atti-

tude of someone who has little or no

concern for your well being.  Having

sex is not a proof of love.

• Talk to your dating partner about sex

and abstinence.  Both of you should

make a decision to refrain from sex

until marriage.  (Remember, if a partner is not willing to do

this, then this partner is more concerned about sexual

passion than you as a person.)

• Protection against HIV transmission is possible by using

a condom.  However, remember that if you believe that

••••• HIV is spread by having unprotected sexHIV is spread by having unprotected sexHIV is spread by having unprotected sexHIV is spread by having unprotected sexHIV is spread by having unprotected sex
with one who is HIV positive.with one who is HIV positive.with one who is HIV positive.with one who is HIV positive.with one who is HIV positive.

••••• HIV is spread by making contact with theHIV is spread by making contact with theHIV is spread by making contact with theHIV is spread by making contact with theHIV is spread by making contact with the
blood of an infected person.blood of an infected person.blood of an infected person.blood of an infected person.blood of an infected person.

••••• HIV is sometimes spread by an infectedHIV is sometimes spread by an infectedHIV is sometimes spread by an infectedHIV is sometimes spread by an infectedHIV is sometimes spread by an infected
mother to her unborn or newborn baby.mother to her unborn or newborn baby.mother to her unborn or newborn baby.mother to her unborn or newborn baby.mother to her unborn or newborn baby.

C. Protecting yourself:

Since HIV can also be transmitted during any pro-
cedure that breaks the skin by the use of instruments

Teaching
Safe Sex
Promotes
A Culture

Of Immorality.
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“safe sex” can be practiced by use of a condom, it is highly

probable that there will possibly be an occasion when one

loses control and has sex when no

condom is available.  It may be

during that single act of unpro-

tected sex that one contracts HIV.

• Educate yourself concerning HIV

if you are pregnant.  Contact your local health workers for

information on HIV/AIDS.

• Wear gloves when coming into contact with the blood of

another person.

• Take care when handling medical instruments that have

come into contact with blood, semen or vaginal fluids.

• If you come into contact with another’s blood, semen or

vaginal fluid, wash your hands thoroughly with soap and

water.  (Do not scrub your hands until they are raw.)

• If you are in a region of high HIV infection, health workers

and midwives should wear gloves and use sterilized in-

struments.  (Always go to qualified

health workers for injections.  Insist

that health workers use an unused

syringe for any injections.  If health

workers break the skin with any in-

strument, insist that the instrument be thoroughly steril-

ized before it is used.)

• Gloves or syringes that have come into contact with blood,

semen or vaginal fluids should be burned

or discarded in a sealed container.

• Clean with disinfectants all surfaces onto

which blood has been spilled.  Practicing

cleanliness will help prevent many dis-

eases in your life.  As a common practice,

seek to be clean in everything you do.

D. Testing for HIV:

If you have had several sexual
partners, you should have an HIV
test.  This is particularly important
because you may unknowingly be in-
fecting others.  If you are preparing
for marriage, and have previously
had other sexual partners, you should
have an HIV test.  This should be
done because of your love for the one
you seek to marry.  It would certainly
be sad to infect with HIV the one you
love, and the children born into your care.

There are different systems for testing for HIV.  These
include the ELISA and Western Blot blood tests.  These
tests detect antibodies in the blood that are fighting HIV.
They do not detect the virus itself.  The ELISA test is

usually done first.  If it is positive, the Western Blot test
is performed to confirm the results.

One should wait at least three months after probable
exposure to HIV before taking an HIV test.  It will take
approximately this amount of time before the body starts
producing antibodies against the invasion of HIV.  To
make certain that one has not contracted HIV, it is ad-
visable to take another test six months after probable
exposure in order to make sure one is not HIV positive.

Keep in mind that HIV tests only determine if there
are antibodies in the blood that are trying to fight off
HIV.  If you have sex within the three to six months after
the initial exposure, you could test negative because the
virus you may have contracted from your most recent
sexual encounter has not fully attacked your immune
system, and thus there are no antibodies in your blood.

The ELISA test may also be positive if the body is
fighting off another disease such as malaria.  This is a
false positive result.  This is why a second ELISA test
should be taken, followed by the Western Blot test.

E. Why be tested:

If you are suspicious about the possibility of being
HIV positive, here are some good reasons why you
should be tested:

If you know you are HIV positive, your concern for othersIf you know you are HIV positive, your concern for othersIf you know you are HIV positive, your concern for othersIf you know you are HIV positive, your concern for othersIf you know you are HIV positive, your concern for others
will lead you not to spread HIV by having sex with others.will lead you not to spread HIV by having sex with others.will lead you not to spread HIV by having sex with others.will lead you not to spread HIV by having sex with others.will lead you not to spread HIV by having sex with others.
If you are HIV positive, you can change your behavior andIf you are HIV positive, you can change your behavior andIf you are HIV positive, you can change your behavior andIf you are HIV positive, you can change your behavior andIf you are HIV positive, you can change your behavior and
eating habits in order to prolong your life.eating habits in order to prolong your life.eating habits in order to prolong your life.eating habits in order to prolong your life.eating habits in order to prolong your life.
If you know you are HIV positive, you will know that youIf you know you are HIV positive, you will know that youIf you know you are HIV positive, you will know that youIf you know you are HIV positive, you will know that youIf you know you are HIV positive, you will know that you
cannot give blood.cannot give blood.cannot give blood.cannot give blood.cannot give blood.
Your knowledge about the causes and effects of HIV/AIDSYour knowledge about the causes and effects of HIV/AIDSYour knowledge about the causes and effects of HIV/AIDSYour knowledge about the causes and effects of HIV/AIDSYour knowledge about the causes and effects of HIV/AIDS
will help you to prevent the spread of HIV/AIDS in yourwill help you to prevent the spread of HIV/AIDS in yourwill help you to prevent the spread of HIV/AIDS in yourwill help you to prevent the spread of HIV/AIDS in yourwill help you to prevent the spread of HIV/AIDS in your
community.community.community.community.community.
If you are married, and you are tested to be HIV positive,If you are married, and you are tested to be HIV positive,If you are married, and you are tested to be HIV positive,If you are married, and you are tested to be HIV positive,If you are married, and you are tested to be HIV positive,
you will be able to make financial plans for the future ofyou will be able to make financial plans for the future ofyou will be able to make financial plans for the future ofyou will be able to make financial plans for the future ofyou will be able to make financial plans for the future of
your children when you die.your children when you die.your children when you die.your children when you die.your children when you die.
If you are planning to marry, and you are HIV positive, youIf you are planning to marry, and you are HIV positive, youIf you are planning to marry, and you are HIV positive, youIf you are planning to marry, and you are HIV positive, youIf you are planning to marry, and you are HIV positive, you
must tell the one you are planning to marry.must tell the one you are planning to marry.must tell the one you are planning to marry.must tell the one you are planning to marry.must tell the one you are planning to marry.

F.  Living with HIV/AIDS:

HIV/AIDS is a reality of our lives.  The infection
rate in many African countries is 30% HIV positive or
higher.  Thousands of people die every day from HIV/
AIDS related diseases.  Those who are HIV positive need
help and care.  You can be a great help in stopping the
spread of HIV in your community by learning as much

Cleanliness
Produces

A Healthier
Life.
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as possible about HIV/AIDS and by ab-
stinence in sexual activity outside the
union of marriage.

If you follow the previous sugges-
tions as to how one can protect himself
or herself from HIV infection, then there
should be no worry on your part about
contracting HIV from an infected per-
son.  Those who are HIV positive need
your care and love.  You cannot contract
HIV by touching, hugging, sharing eating utensils, or
coughing on the part of the HIV positive person.  There-
fore, you should not isolate yourself from those who are
HIV positive.  If you are HIV positive, or you know of
others who are, here are some things you can do to have
a fulfilled life and to help others live the best they can
with HIV:

• Show your concern and love by associating with a per-

son who is HIV positive.

• Educate yourself on how to stop the spread of HIV/AIDS

and to keep yourself free of HIV.

• Help HIV people to be positive and maintain a healthy

diet.  If you are HIV positive, maintain a positive outlook

on life.

• Maintain a good exercise program.

• If one is sick as a result of AIDS, encourage proper medi-

cal treatment.

•  Through counselling, encourage an HIV positive per-

son not to have sex with others.  You can be a good

friend to one who is HIV positive by being there for them.

If you are HIV positive, that does not mean that you
should be negative about the rest of your life.  Living a

positive life without stress is one
of the primary health care prin-
ciples to prolong your life.  Take
care of your health.  Exercise.  Get
sufficient sleep.  Seek the support
of those around you.

Eating properly helps your
body fight off the attack of many diseases.  Eating healthy
foods means avoiding drinking alcohol, smoking tobacco
and abusing drugs.  Eat fresh fruits and vegetables, whole
grains as samp and brown bread.

Stay optimistic in your outlook on life.  You made a
mistake and contracted HIV.  This does not mean that
your life is over.  Your condition should be an opportu-
nity to change your behavior by focusing on helping oth-

ers to prevent getting HIV them-
selves.  Therefore, you must believe
in yourself and look on the positive
side of life.  Focus on God and how
you can better serve Him.  You now
know that you will have some chal-
lenges in your life.  This is a time to

change your thinking and live a life for God.  It is a time
to focus on God and how you can prepare yourself to
life forever in His presence.

One of the greatest things you can do is start a sup-
port group to help others who are HIV positive.  Through
the help of friends and family, you can let it be known to
others that you would like to start a discussion group of
those who have HIV/AIDS.  Ask those who do not have
HIV/AIDS to participate with you in the discussion
group.  Helping to stop the spread of HIV/AIDS means
that the community as a whole must become involved in
a very proactive way to combat those problems in soci-
ety that have led to the spread of HIV.  It is time for
action, not reaction or resignation.

Chapter 7

DIGNITY IN CHARACTER

From our beliefs we give birth to our deeds.From our beliefs we give birth to our deeds.From our beliefs we give birth to our deeds.From our beliefs we give birth to our deeds.From our beliefs we give birth to our deeds.
Our deeds nurture our habits.Our deeds nurture our habits.Our deeds nurture our habits.Our deeds nurture our habits.Our deeds nurture our habits.

From our habits we develop our character.From our habits we develop our character.From our habits we develop our character.From our habits we develop our character.From our habits we develop our character.
It is then our character that determines our destiny.It is then our character that determines our destiny.It is then our character that determines our destiny.It is then our character that determines our destiny.It is then our character that determines our destiny.

Dignity refers to the development of our charac-
ter in a manner that results in being respected by
others because of our honest conduct of life.  It refers
to the manner by which we conduct ourselves in our
relationships with other people.  Similar in meaning to

dignity is integrity.  Integrity is the state of being of a
sound moral principle.  It is a character of uprightness,
honesty and sincerity.  The dignified person conducts
himself with great integrity.

As a citizen of the community, we must conduct our-
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selves with honesty, diligence and in-
tegrity.  These qualities are manifested
through speech and behavior.  All these
qualities refer to the dignity of a per-
son.  It should be your goal, therefore,
to focus your life around these quali-
ties so that you can develop your char-
acter.  In doing this you will live with
dignity in your community.  You will
gain respect and honor among fellow citizens when you
conduct yourself with dignity and integrity.

The general principle for maintaining a dignified re-
lationship with one’s fellow citizen is,  “All things what-

ever you want men to do to you, even
so do also to them ...” (Mt 7:12).  Men
and women who conduct themselves
with dignity make this the guiding prin-
ciple of their lives.  They conduct
themselves in their relationships with
others as they want others to conduct

themselves toward them.  This is the principle by which
you must conduct your life if you seek a better life with
others.  By following this principle, you will gain great
respect, for people will see you as a person of dignity in
the community.

It should be the challenge of
every person to discover skills
for developing a dignified life of
integrity.  In accepting this chal-
lenge, we must focus on specific
characteristics that God wants us
to have in our character.  If we
understand and apply each of
these personality characteristics to our lives, we will be
the dignified person God wants us to be.  We will be the
type of person our neighbors want us to be.  And in be-
ing this type of person, we will be received by all people
with whom we associate.

A. Dignity in our hearts:

Dignity begins in one’s heart.  In order to conduct
oneself with sincere dignity, we must begin with our in-
ner beliefs.  True dignity is the manifestation of integ-
rity in one’s heart.

1.  The dignified person serves others with sincer-
ity of heart.  When one works as an employee, he or she
sometimes has grudges against the employer.  Because
of these grudges, employees sometimes steal things or
steal time from their employers.  This is not the behav-
ior of a dignified person.

Honesty is showing fairness and sin-
cerity toward one’s neighbor without ly-
ing, cheating or stealing.  Serving an em-
ployer honestly and with sincerity of
heart means that one makes every effort
as an employee to make his employer
successful.  Dignity is being honest and
sincere in what one does in his or her
relationship with others.  A manpleaser
is one who does something with an insincere heart in
order to accomplish a selfish goal.  But one who serves
with sincerity does his service from the heart in order to
serve another.

2.  The dignified person is honorable.  He or she
seeks honorable behavior with all people.  Honor means
submitting ourself first to God in order to give Him rev-
erence, respect and service.  In relation to our fellow

man, it means submitting ourselves to the
needs of others in order to give service to
the needs of others.  When we give honor-
able respect to others, we will seek to serve
them.  We place ourselves in a position of
honor when we show respect to others.  This
behavior is explained in the Bible by the

nature and behavior of the godly person who conducts
himself or herself with dignity in the community.  As a
citizen of your community, it must be your goal to be-
have in an honorable manner.

Therefore, putting away ly-
ing, let everyone speak truth
with his neighbor, for we are
members one of another.  Be
angry, and yet do not sin. Do
not let the sun go down on your
wrath.  Do not give opportunity to the devil.  Let him who
stole steal no more, but rather let him labor, working with
his hands the thing that is good, so that he may have some-
thing to give to him who has need.  Let no corrupt speech
proceed out of your mouth, but what is good for edifica-
tion, so that it may give grace to the hearers.  Let all
bitterness and wrath and anger and clamor and slander
be put away from you, along with all malice.  And be kind
to one another, tenderhearted and forgiving one another.
(Ep 4:25-32).

3.  The dignified person has an honest heart.  He
or she does not deal in a crafty manner with others.  The
Bible says of the honest person:  “But we have renounced
the hidden things of shame, not walking in craftiness or
handling the word of God deceitfully, but by manifesta-
tion of the truth, commending ourselves to every man’s

Do To Others
As You Want
Others To Do

To You.
Honorable

People
Help

Others.
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conscience in the sight of God”
(2 Co 4:2).

Those who “walk in crafti-
ness” are those who are not hon-
est with their fellow man.  A dis-
honest person is one who is con-
cealing truth from others for his
or her own selfish advantage.  A
deceitful person is selfish be-
cause he or she is thinking only
of one’s self.  In contrast to this
type of behavior, the dignified person does not deal with
others with hidden selfish goals or purposes.  He or she
is always honest in all relationships with others.

4.  The dignified person behaves unselfishly with
others.  Corruption in government and society in gen-
eral is a curse to the people.  When corruption exists in
society, people do not deal honestly with one another.
They deal selfishly in all matters of business and gov-

ernment in order to receive dishonest money
and possessions for themselves.  Corrup-
tion destroys the moral fiber of society.
It does so because corrupt people always
think of themselves when dealing with oth-
ers.  They are always thinking about what
they can get out of their relationships with

others.  Corrupt government officials work in the same
manner.  They seek to serve themselves.

Greedy people will deal corruptly with others.  They
will always have themselves at heart, and thus, will al-
ways be seeking to deal falsely with their neighbors.  On
the other hand, those who are not selfish, and seek to
reach out and help others, will deal sacrificially with
their neighbors.  They will seek to give, not take.

5.  The dignified person guards himself from cor-
ruption.  Recorded in the Bible is an event of some gov-
ernment officials who came to John the
Baptist.  He instructed them to guard them-
selves from corruption.  He instructed that
tax collectors not to take advantage of oth-
ers because of their office.  Soldiers were
not to intimidate others because of their po-
sition.  Government officials were to be content with
their wages (Lk 3:12-14).  The behavior of government
officials establishes an example for a nation.  Honest
and dignified officials who deal honestly and justly will
establish an example of how all citizens are to behave.
It is very important, therefore, that all civil servants of a
country conduct themselves honorably before the citi-
zenship of their country.

Corruption in a government of the people is a
sign that people are selfishly using their positions in

government as an opportunity
to take advantage of the
people.  Honest government of-
ficials who work with integrity
will not use their positions in
government to take advantage of
those who trust them to serve as
civic leaders.

6.  The dignified person lives
with a good conscience among
all men.  Having a good con-

science means that one is able to lay his head down at
night and sleep in peace.  Those who live dignified lives,
and thus, conduct themselves with integrity in their re-
lationships with others, will have peace of mind.  They
will have peace of mind because they know they have
done that which is right in all their dealings with others.

Integrity is conducting oneself with sound moral
character in working with others.  It is upright living
and being honest and sincere in all aspects of your life.
Men and women with integrity always seek to do that
which is right.  By seeking to do what they believe is
right, they have a good conscience about themselves in
their relationships with God and man.

You shall appoint judges and officers in
all your gates, which the Lord your God
gives you, according to your tribes, and
they shall judge the people with just
judgment.  You shall not pervert justice;
you shall not show partiality, nor take a
bribe, for a bribe blinds the eyes of the
wise and twists the words of the righ-
teous.

Moses

Corruption
Kills

Countries.

7.  The dignified person focuses on that which is
good and true in others.  The Bible instructs, “What-
ever things are true, whatever things are honest, what-
ever things are just, whatever things are pure, whatever
things are lovely, whatever things are of good report, if
there is any virtue, and if there is any praise, think on
these things” (Ph 4:8).  This is the thinking of dignified
people.  People of integrity focus their minds and lives
on those things that are true, honest, just, pure, lovely,
and of good report.  They do not focus on evil things
and that which is of this world.

B. Dignity in godly living:

The dignity of one’s heart is carried out in the be-
havior of his or her life.  It is for this reason that the

A Lesson From A Leader
The newspaper, The Watchman Examiner, reported

many years ago that the congressman, Henry Clay, was
about to introduce a certain bill into Congress.  A friend
said to Mr. Clay, “If you introduce this bill, Clay, it will
kill your chance for the presidency.”

“But is the measure right?”  Clay asked. And being
assured that it was right, he replied, “I would rather be
right than be president.”
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dignified person can always be
identified by his or her integrity in
behavior.  You must focus your be-
havior on the following principles
in order to conduct yourself with
dignity:

1.  The dignified person con-
ducts his or her life according to
godly principles.  If we want to
know a general definition of God’s
servant who conducts himself or
herself with dignity in the commu-
nity, then the following statement would be such a defi-
nition.  Notice the godly conduct that God wants of those
who would be His representative in the community.

For an overseer must be blameless as the steward of
God, not self-willed, not quick-tempered, not addicted
to wine, not violent, not greedy of dishonest gain, but
hospitable, a lover of good, sensible, just, holy, self-con-
trolled, holding fast the faithful word as he has been
taught, so that he may be able by sound teaching both to
exhort and refute those who contradict (Ti 1:7-9).

The person who would seek to lead others must
maintain qualities in his or her life that manifest a godly
nature.  This is the person of dignity who seeks to lead
others by the example of godly living.

2.  The dignified person controls his or her speech.
Our speech reveals to others our inward feelings and
thoughts.  If we have evil in our hearts, this evil will
eventually be manifested by what we say.  If we have
good in our hearts, others will know the goodness of our
hearts by the words of our mouth.  Jesus said the follow-
ing:

For out of the abundance of the
heart the mouth speaks.  A good
man brings good treasure out of
good things.  And an evil man out
of the evil treasure brings forth
evil things.  But I say to you, that
every idle word that men will
speak, they will give account for it in the day of judg-
ment.  For by your words you will be justified, and by
your words you will be condemned (Mt 12:34-37).

The one who cannot control his or her speech, can-
not hide the innermost thoughts of the heart.  If there is
evil in our hearts, then we will speak that which is evil.
We cannot have evil in our hearts without revealing such

through our speech.
The wise person never says more than he or she

knows.  We should conduct our speech according to the
Biblical statement, “Let everyone be swift
to hear, slow to speak, slow to wrath” (Js
1:19).   This is good advice.  The person of
dignity guards what he or she says.  He or
she speaks with caution in order to encour-
age others to speak, as well as learn from

what others say.  The more one speaks in a conversa-
tion, the less he or she learns from others.

The Bible also gives the following instructions con-
cerning our speech, “Let your speech always be with
grace, seasoned with salt, so that you may know how
you ought to answer everyone” (Cl 4:6).  The one who
speaks in order to intentionally embarrass or offend oth-
ers is often seeking to exalt himself or herself over oth-
ers.  However, we must always speak in order to build
others up.  We do not build others up by speaking evil of
them or telling lies about them.

3.  The dignified person respects his
or her neighbors.  Moses wrote, “Do
not commit adultery.  Do not kill.  Do
not steal.  Do not bear false witness.  Do
not defraud.  Honor your father and
mother” (Mk 10:19).  These command-
ments  refer to dealing with one’s rela-
tionship with his or her neighbor by respecting one’s
neighbor.  Those who violate these commandments do
not love their neighbors as themselves.  They are not
people of dignity.  The person of dignity, however, will
make every effort to live with his or her neighbor by not
violating the rights of one’s neighbor.

4.  The dignified person respects the
property of others.  It is a principle of mu-
tual respect that one not steal from another.
The Bible instructs, “Let him who stole
steal no more, but rather let him labor,
working with his hands the thing that is

good, so that he may
have something to give to him who
has need” (Ep 4:28).

The one who steals from his or
her neighbor does not respect oth-
ers.  The thief is always selfish.  He

has no consideration for the hard work of others who
labor with their own hands to acquire what he steals from
them.  There is no such thing as a dignified thief.

5.  The dignified person will provide for his family.
A lazy person is not dignified.  There is no dignity in
the one who refuses to work in order to help his family.
On the other hand, the one who works to support his

“I desire so to con-
duct the affairs of
this administration
that if at the end,
when I come to lay
down the reins of
power, I have lost ev-
ery other friend on
earth, I shall at least
have one friend left,
and that friend shall
be down inside of
me.”

Abraham Lincoln

Our Speech
Reveals

Our Hearts.

“I have never
been hurt

by anything
I didn’t say.”

President
Calvin Coolidge

Dignified
People
Do Not
Steal.
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family and others is to be highly commended for ac-
cepting such a responsibility.  Even if the wages one
earns is low, and the family has little to spare, the dig-
nity of the one who earns a wage is seen in the fact that
he is willing to do all he possibly can to take care of his
family.

C. Dignity in work:

There is no dignity in being lazy.  If there is work to
be done, the dignified person will work.  He will as-
sume responsibility for taking care of himself.  He will
assume his or her responsibility of taking care of his
family.

1.  The dignified person will
seek to support himself.  It is a
principle of dignified living that
one diligently work with his own
hands in order to support himself.
The Bible seriously teaches on this
subject when it states “that if any-
one is not willing to work, neither let him eat” (2 Th
4:10).

The dignified person assumes personal responsibil-
ity to secure a job in order not to be a burden to others.
By working to support himself, the dignified person sets
an example for others to follow, and thus, everyone in
the community is encouraged to work.

A good citizen of the community will not live in a
way that causes conflict in the community by being a
financial burden to others.  He or she will work with his
or her own hands in order to fulfill all personal financial
responsibilities.

Because the dignified person works with his own
hands in order to supply his necessities, he can deal hon-
estly with his neighbors.  When one can take care of
himself, he is not tempted to beg from his neighbor or
steal from his neighbor.

2.  The dignified person is a fervent worker.  Those

who serve God will be diligent work-
ers because they live in thanksgiving to
God for what He has done for them.
They prefer to be with those who like-
wise honor and serve God.  The digni-
fied person keeps company with those
who are diligently serving God and oth-
ers.

Diligence is the quality of applying oneself to any
task that is undertaken in order to bring about the reason
for undertaking the task.  Diligent people are driven
by their sense of responsibility to themselves and oth-
ers.  They are disciplined in their behavior.  These are
people who are determined to do what it takes to accom-
plish goals in their lives.

If there is work to do, and one does not work, then
he or she is not accepting responsibility.  An opportu-
nity to work with one’s hands is an opportunity for ac-
cepting responsibility to care of oneself and others.

3.  The dignified person works in order to help the
poor.  One purpose for our working is to share what we
earn with others.  In order to show appreciation for our
work, we seek to give to others.  Only through giving to
others do we build our character.  Selfish labor leads to
a greedy heart.  Those who understand that they do not
work only for themselves, but also for their fellow man,

will develop caring hearts.  When one
has work, therefore, he or she must not
forget those who cannot find work.
Those who conduct themselves with dig-
nity have compassion on those who are
suffering from economic depression.  It

is always the responsibility of society as a whole to take
care of society as a whole.  Democracy can exist in a
nation only when citizens unselfishly work together in
the free economic structure of the nation.  Each person
must be responsible for providing for himself and his
family.  But we must also be concerned about those who
are the poor among us (Gl 2:10).

We Work
In Order To

Help Others.

Chapter 8

NEIGHBORS WITH CHARACTER
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One of the first principles of God for relationships
between neighbors is, “You shall love your neighbor as

yourself” (Mt 22:39).  If one wants his neighbor to do
good to him, then he must first do good to his neighbor.
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Being a good neighbor makes one a good
citizen.  Those who conduct themselves
with dignity and integrity will be good
neighbors.  They will be an asset to the
communities in which they live.

When neighbors in a community be-
gin stealing, lying and cheating one another, then the
society of the community is destroyed.  It is essential,
therefore, that everyone in the community seeks to live

in peaceful harmony with one another.
In order to do this, everyone in the
community must live by Divine moral
principles.  When we live by good
moral principles for developing
good neighborhoods, all people will

live in peace with one another.  All will live in peace
because of every-one’s respect and consideration for one
another.

Those who understand the principles of good neigh-
borhood have a right to dwell with others as neighbors.
Principles of good neighborhood include showing love
and respect for others.  Neighborhood is the work of
individuals doing good to others as they want others
to do good to them.  Giving clothes to the needy and
food to the hungry are common practices of good
neighborhood.  Good neighbors also care for those who
fall into unfortunate circumstances.

A. Respect others.

At one time during the ministry of
Jesus, a young ruler came to Jesus.  The
young ruler asked what he must do to
inherit eternal life.  Jesus responded,
“You will not murder.  You will not com-
mit adultery.  You will not steal.  You will not bear false
witness.  Honor your father and your mother.  And, you
will love your neighbor as yourself” (Mt 19:18,19).   The
fact of the young man’s ability to live with neighbors
was shown in his response to Jesus.  He responded to
Jesus, “All these things I have kept” (Mt 19:20).  The
young man was a good neighbor in that he respected
others.  The Bible states that Jesus looked at him and
loved him for who he was.

Loving one’s neighbor means that we must show
respect to our neighbors.  We show respect in our sexual
relationships by not dishonoring others through sexual
immorality.  We show respect to others by not stealing
or bearing false witness against others.

We are not alone in our community.  We must take
an active part in interacting with others in our commu-
nity.  This means that we do to our neighbors what we
want them to do to us.

B. Do good.

In the Bible it is taught,
“Therefore, all things whatever
you want men to do to you, even
so do also to them, for this is the
law and the prophets” (Mt 7:12).
What this means is that one
must initiate goodwill toward
others.  In other words, you do
not wait for others to first do
good to you.  You must take the first step in doing good.
Good neighbors take the first step in doing good to oth-
ers in order to have others do good to them .  This is the

key to being a good neighbor.  When we
go about doing good to all people, then all
people will do good to us.  This is the prin-
ciple behind Jesus’ statement,  “Give, and
it will be given to you.  Good measure,
pressed down, and shaken together, and
running over, it will be poured into your

lap.  For with the same measure that you use, it will be
measured to you again” (Lk 6:38).  So take the initia-
tive.  Do good and give.  The same will eventually be
done to you.

We must take a proactive part in showing respect

Everyone
Needs A

Neighbor.

To Receive Good
You Must First

Do Good.

It is each neighbor’s responsibility to work toward
the development of a social environment in which ev-
eryone can pursue happiness.  It should be the goal of
all of us to live in communities wherein we promote
goodwill toward one another by encouraging one an-
other to live a peaceful life.

When love exists among neighbors, there will be joy,
peace, kindness and patience among those who dwell in
the community.  There will be the desire of everyone to
work together in order to develop a community spirit.
Good neighbors join together in order to make a bet-
ter neighborhood for the benefit of all.

To Be Respected
You Must

Show Respect.

Give
And It Will
Be Given
To You.

Developing Character



30 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III Developing Character

for others.  Those who have
given themselves to serve
God, serve Him by respect-
ing the personal rights of
others.  One way you can
take a proactive part in re-
specting the rights of your
neighbor is by not involving
yourself in sexual behavior
that endangers the commu-
nity in which you life.  You
can do this by respecting
others in reference to your
sexual activity.  By this you
must not put your neighbor in a situation where he or
she feels compelled to have sex before marriage.  In this
way one shows respect of others.

C. Speak truth.

Good neighbors speak
truth to one another.  Believ-
ers are encouraged, “There-
fore, putting away lying, let
everyone speak truth with his
neighbor, for we are members
one of another” (Ep 4:25).
Both cheating and lying indi-
cate that one does not have re-
spect for other people.  By cheating another out of his or
her money or possessions, one shows that he or she does
not respect neighbors.  The liar reveals his or her per-
sonal insecurity in relationships with other people be-
cause he or she lies in order to give a false pretense to
others.  Both the thief and liar are self-centered.  They
have little concern for establishing relationships with
others.  And because they are either thieves or liars,
neighbors do not trust them.

D. Protect others.

Good neighbors do no harm to one another.  It is
stated in the Bible, “Love works no harm toward his
neighbor” (Rm 13:10).   It also teaches that no one “put
a stumbling block or an occasion to fall in his brother’s
way” (Rm 14:13).  “Let every one of us please his neigh-
bor for his good, to his edification” (Rm 15:2).  These
are great principles by which to live with one’s neigh-
bor.

Falsely accusing another individual means we show
contempt toward another person because we have self-

ish ambition or seek
to do harm to an-
other.  Good neigh-
bors do not behave
in a way that causes
others to stumble
before God.  On the
contrary, a good
neighbor seeks to

please others in order that they be encouraged.  By not
lying, cheating, stealing or falsely accusing others, one
protects his or her neighbor.

E. Show equality.

Good neighbors do not discriminate between
neighbors because of either race or riches.  In fact,
the Bible teaches, “If you fulfill the royal law according
to the Scripture, ‘You will love your neighbor as your-
self,’ you do well.  But if you show respect of persons,
you commit sin and are convicted by the law as trans-
gressors” (Js 2:8,9).

One cannot love his neighbor as himself if he shows
favoritism on the basis of either race or riches.  If we
show favoritism to a particular person because of his or
her race or riches, we will neglect showing respect to

Nature’s Lesson
The honey bee illustrates an amazing example of community communication and mutual loy-

alty to common goals.  In the diligent work of honey bees, each bee cooperates in order to
develop the hive.  Through an intricate system of communication, each bee works for the com-
mon good of the whole.  In storing the honey, each bee contributes a distinct glandular secretion
to the honey according to what function each group of bees performs in reference to building the hive.  The
hive is a balanced community when all secretions are present and sufficient in supply.  However, when a
particular secretion is missing or not sufficient, a moaning sound is made by the bees with their wings that goes
throughout the entire hive.  This is a throbbing sound in the hive as if it were suffering from a fever.  This is a
signal to all the bees of the hive.  All bees are thus alerted in order to make up the imbalances of the hive.  Some
bees even change work roles in order to make up where the hive is deficient.  Thus all bees work together for
the survival of the hive.

PROTECTION
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others.  The reason favoritism in the com-
munity is detrimental to community peace
is because people are intentionally leaving
others out of their lives.  We cannot do good
to all men if we intentionally leave some
people out of the good that we should be
doing to them.  The practice of favoritism in reference to
riches or race must always be viewed as detrimental to
national unity and community harmony.

F. Care in times of crisis.

Good neighbors help one another in times of crisis.
During the ministry of Jesus, a crippled man was once

brought to Jesus by his friends.  The
crippled man’s friends manifested their
will to be good neighbors because they
were willing to help their crippled friend
who was in need.  This is what good
neighbors do (Mk 2:1-5).  They help one

another in times of need.
Like the four friends of the crippled man, good

friends will do all that is necessary in times of crisis in
order to see to one another’s needs.  Neighborhood means
that we are willing to help those in our community whose
lives are in crisis.  When needs arise in the lives of oth-

Equality
Includes
Everyone.

Love
Is Considerate

Of Others.

ers, good neighbors go into action to help.  They do not
stand around and watch others do that which must be
done.

G. Help widows and orphans.

Good neighbors
will help widows and
orphans.  True religion
is expressed in the fact
that individuals have
compassion on those
who have lost their
spouses or parents to death (Js 1:27).  When wives and
children lose their source of daily provision, then it is
the responsibility of the community to act.

In order to be a good neighbor, you must make sure
the physical and spiritual needs of widows and orphans
in the community are fulfilled.  If there are many wid-
ows and orphans, you must take the initiative to move
the community into action.  Doing such not only mani-
fests one’s humanity, but also your belief that you re-
spect others without discrimination.  The presence of wid-
ows and orphans in our community is an opportunity for
us to show that we are concerned about others.

Believers in God should always set the example of what a good neighbour is.  They should take
the lead in servicing the needs of the community because they are ready to help others.  Living
the life of a believer means dealing with our neighbours in a positive way that produces peace-
ful communities.  Though evildoers exist in most communities, this does not mean that one
should neglect doing good to his neighbour, or even to his enemies.  When God is in our hearts,
we will seek to do as He desires in our community.  In every community, believers should do
what  Jesus said,  “Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good works and
glorify your Father who is in heaven” (Mt 5:16).

“We cannot live for ourselves alone.  Our lives are connected
by a thousand invisible threads, and along these sympathetic
fibres, our actions run as causes and return to us as results.”

Herman Melville

Chapter 9

THE PRODUCTIVE CHARACTER
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Are you known as a person who goes about in your
community taking an initiative to do good to others?
Those who are assets to their communities are people
who take the initiative to be productive in their relation-
ship with others.  The productive citizen of any com-
munity goes about doing good in every area of his or
her life.

• The productive citizen does

good for his or her family.

• The productive citizen does

good when working in the

garden and the fields.

• The productive citizen does

good when working on a

job for someone else.

• The productive citizen

seeks to do good as an em-

ployee of the government.

In every area of life, the productive citizen seeks to
do good to others in order to develop the community
economically so that everyone enjoys a better way of
life.  Are you this type of person?

Individual productivity brings about a better way of
life for everyone.  It is the responsibility of everyone
in any community of the world to be productive in
order to make better societies in which people can

live.  By assuming the responsibility to
be the best you can be as a productive
citizen in your
community, you
will be known as
one who seeks to
better life for ev-
eryone.  Your influ-

ence will motivate others to do the
same.  When leaders lead produc-
tive lives, they are good examples
to everyone in the community.
When everyone in the community
goes about doing good in order to
serve others, then societies prosper.

As a productive citizen, you must work to be the
best employee on the job you can
be.  It is the goal of the employee
to make his or her employer suc-
cessful.  When you make your em-
ployer successful, you and others
benefit from the company for which
you work. In order to guarantee
your job as an employee, you must

make every effort to perform productively on the job as
an employee.

Leadership involves being an
example to others concerning
employment.  A leader must lead
in giving an example of how to
be employed by others.  The pro-
ductive employee will lead those
who are fellow employees in how
to develop a successful company for which they work.

God has given us principles by which we can be pro-
ductive citizens in our communities.  When we follow
these principles, we play our part in developing the com-
munity to be a great place to live.  We fulfill our role as
leaders by giving examples to everyone in the commu-
nity concerning God’s conduct for employees and em-
ployers.

It is important to discover principles of attitude that
increase productivity in our lives.  These are principles
that must identify the character of everyone who seeks
to be a productive citizen.  Fundamental principles of
productivity will help you lead a more fulfilled life in
your community.  Follow these principles and you will
be a productive member of your community and a suc-
cessful employee on the job.

A. Be zealous.

A productive person is zealous in his or her behav-
ior.  Zeal is the foundation upon which productivity is

based.  Zeal refers to the manner by
which you do your job.  It refers to
accomplishing the assigned job
the best you can in the shortest
amount of time.

It is the natural behavior of
those who have given themselves to
serve God to be known for doing
good.  They zealously do their work
because God has and continues to
do good for them.  When you are
full of zeal in do-

ing good to others, your behavior en-
courages others to also do good.  If
you are a zealous employee, you set
an example for others to follow.
Leaders encourage good deeds in
their communities by zealously do-
ing good to others.  They are an ex-
ample to others by their productive
lives in working as employees.

“The greatest waste
in the world

is the difference between
what we are

and
what we could be”

John Grimes

Successful
Employees

Seek To Make
Successful
Enployers.

The literary genius, Charles Dickens, was once
asked what the key to his success was.  He
responded,

“Whatever I have tried to do in life,
I have tried with all my heart to do
well: whatever I have devoted my-
self to I have devoted myself to com-
pletely.”

The Bible Teaches:
“Whatever you do“Whatever you do“Whatever you do“Whatever you do“Whatever you do, do it heartily, do it heartily, do it heartily, do it heartily, do it heartily.”.”.”.”.”

Colossians 3:23
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B. Focus on others.

In order to be zeal-
ous in service to others,
one must focus on oth-
ers.  If one is “kindly af-
fectionate” toward oth-
ers, he or she will fervently seek to serve others.  This
thought is a principle of the Bible, which states, “Be
kindly affectionate to one another with brotherly love,
in honor preferring one another; not lagging behind in
diligence, fervent in spirit, serving the Lord, ... distrib-
uting to the needs of the saints, given to hospitality”
(Rm 12:10-12).

If the emphasis of one’s life is on others, then he or
she will be a true servant to the needs of others.  How-
ever, if our focus is on ourselves, then we will not be
fervent in spirit to reach out with service to others.

The selfish person sees himself as the center of his
existence.  On the other hand, the selfless person who is
full of brotherly love sees others first in all things.  In
putting his neighbor first in all things, he becomes a ser-
vant who seeks to serve others.  And when he serves
others, he is serving and pleasing God.  In His service
the name of God is glorified.

C. Serve others.

It is the nature of a productive person to show zeal
for labor in service to others.  The following statement
in the Bible describes the nature of this type of person:

For God is not unjust to forget your
work and labor of love that you have
shown toward His name, in that you
have ministered to the saints, and still
are ministering.  And we desire that
each one of you show the same dili-
gence to the full assurance of hope unto the end, so that
you not be sluggish, but imitate those who through faith
and patience inherit the promises (Hb 6:10-12).

The above principle was maintained by the apostle
Paul who was a great leader in showing others, as a reli-
gious leader, to work with one’s own hands in order not
to be a financial burden to others.  He wrote, “You your-
selves know that these hands have ministered to my
necessities and to those who were with me” (At 20:34).
He said that he and those who were with him did not
“eat any man’s bread without paying for it, but worked
with labor and hardship night and day so that we might
not be a burden to any of you” (2 Th 3:8).

When one ministers to others, he
is showing his love of God.  For this
reason, believers are not sluggish, but
zealous in reaching out to do good to
all people.  This was the nature of be-
lievers in the city of Thessalonica,
about whom the Bible speaks, “We
give thanks to God always for you all,
making mention of you in our prayers, remembering
without ceasing your work of faith and labor of love
...” (1 Th 1:2,3).

Good leaders zealously maintain good works in their
lives.  Through their behavior of good works they teach
by setting an example for others that we must seek to do
good to our fellow man.  In fact, if one claims to be a
believer in God, he or she must make and activate good
works that can be done in the community in which he or
she lives.  He or she must be willing to meet the urgent
needs of the community in order to be a leader in the
community.  Zealously maintaining good works means
that one must continually seek to do good.  If we make it
a goal in our life to do a good deed every day, our influ-
ence will lead others to do the same.

D. Serve others in submission.

When one has a spirit of submission, he or she will
submit to opportunities of learning or serving in all ar-
eas of life.  The Bible teaches that we are “to be subject
to rulers and authorities, to be obedient, to be ready for
every good work ...” (Ti 3:1).

One who has a submissive attitude will reflect sub-
mission in all areas of his or her behavior.  A submissive
heart allows one to accept and practice in his or her life
the principles of God’s word.  Submission opens the door
for spiritual growth.

The submissive submit to civil authority.

The submissive submit to responsibility on the

job.

The submissive submit to the needs of one’s fam-

ily.

The submissive submit to the needs of the com-

munity.

The submissive submit to the needs of personal

relationships.

The submissive submit to the needs of team ef-

forts.

The submissive submit to opportunities to learn

from others.

“Whatever your hand finds to do,
 do it with your might.”

King Solomon

To Receive Good
One Must

First Do good.

Developing Character
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Good leaders dedicate themselves to be submissive
to the needs of others.  It is through their attitude of
submission that they learn to lead others.

One’s spirit of submis-
sion to both God and
man is the key to a
happy and successful
life.  It is through submission that the individual
opens the door of opportunity that leads to a ful-
filled life.  It is through this door that the humble
spirit passes with a receptive mind that absorbs
strength from others which is essential for victo-
rious living.

E. Take the initiative.

Many people talk about doing good.  Others just do
it.  Those who seek to be leaders must be known for
being people who do what they talk about doing.  They
must be people of action where they do what they say.
No one is a leader who does not have the self-initiative
to do that which must be done.  The principle of self-
initiative is taught in the Bible.  “But be doers of the
word, and not hearers only, deceiving yourselves.  ... he
who looks into the perfect law of liberty and continues
to abide in it, not being a forgetful hearer, but a doer of
the work, this man will be blessed in his deed” (Js 1:22-
27).

The great inventor, Thomas Edison, was a man
who used his imagination and initiative to give to
the world some of the greatest inventions.  The
United States Patent Office granted him 1,098
patents.  He received 122 patents before he was
thirty years old.  On his seventy-fifth birthday
he said, “Work heals and ennobles.”

The productive individual makes sure his perfor-
mance in life matches his desires.  He will speak of
great things to do.  However, the difference between the
productive individual and the one who speaks and does
not, is that the productive person does what he says
he will do.  He initiates work without being told to work.
True leaders take the initiative to do that which is right.
They are known as people who take action.  Their per-
formance in life matches their desires to do great works
for others.

“The smallest deed is better
than the greatest intention.”

Unknown author

F. Work faithfully.

In order to continue with a productive life, one must
not rely on the recognition of his work by others as nec-
essary in order to continue to work.  Working without
relying on recognition is important simply because
most people do not recognize most of your work.  The
truly motivated person does not work because of the re-
ward of recognition.  He or she works because of an
inward motivation of being satisfied with a job well done.

If one works in order to be commended by people,
then he or she will eventually stop working when people
cease to recognize their works.  The employee who is a
believer must always remember that he or she is work-
ing for God when working for an employer of this world.
When one realizes this, then there is always a sense of
accomplishment and reward in what one does.

G. Deal justly.

It is a principle of employment that employers give
a fair salary to those who give them fair service.  Every
employer must deal justly and fairly in wages that are
earned by the employees.  The Bible speaks of some
who did not do this.  “Behold, the wages of the laborers
who have mowed your fields, which you kept back by
fraud, cry out against you” (Js 5:4).

God’s principle for payment of laborers is that they
must be paid fairly for what they do.  Unjust employers
are identified by their unjust dealings with their employ-
ees in reference to the payment of salaries.  Unjust em-
ployers will be held accountable for their refusal to pay
salaries to their employees.  Their unfair treatment of
employees is against God’s will.  God instructs, “‘You
will not muzzle the ox that treads out the grain,’ and,
‘The laborer is worthy of his wages’” (1 Tm 5:18).  When
an employee does a worthy amount of work, he is wor-
thy of his pay.  On the other hand, when an employer
gives a worthy amount of pay, an employee must render
a worthy amount of work.

TIPS ON BEING A GOOD EMPLOYEE
• Never lie to your employer.

• Never lie for your employer.

• Never lie about the work of a fellow employee.

• Always show up for work before time.

“I am only an average man,
But I work harder at it

than the average man.”
President Theodore Roosevelt
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• Give your best in order to secure your job by mak-

ing your employer successful.

• Compliment the work of fellow employees.

• Never steal from your employer.

• Always follow the safety rules of the company.

• Know your constitutional obligations and rights as

an employee.

TIPS ON BEING A GOOD EMPLOYER
• Never lie to your employees.

• Always pay a fair salary for work.

• Never ask your employees to lie.

• Never discriminate on the basis of gender, race or

religion.

• Compliment work that is well done.

• Be concerned about the physical well being of your

employees.

• Enact safety rules for all employees.

• Deal fairly with employee promotions.

• Be fair in your salaries.

• Treat employees with dignity.

• Know your constitutional obligations and rights as

an employer.

The success of a nation rests in the diligent handsThe success of a nation rests in the diligent handsThe success of a nation rests in the diligent handsThe success of a nation rests in the diligent handsThe success of a nation rests in the diligent hands
of a responsible citizenshipof a responsible citizenshipof a responsible citizenshipof a responsible citizenshipof a responsible citizenship

that is determined to care for itself.that is determined to care for itself.that is determined to care for itself.that is determined to care for itself.that is determined to care for itself.

Chapter 10

THE RESPONSIBLE CHARACTER

Responsibility is knowing and doing what God
and others expect of you.  It is not simply doing what
you say you will do.  It is doing what you know you
should do in your relationships with others and what is
required by the law of the land.  Responsibility includes
doing what is expected of you by others, regardless of
whether or not you want to do what is expected.

It is the task of ev-
ery citizen of every na-
tion to be a productive
and responsible indi-
vidual.  If one can work,
and there is work to be done, then it is the responsibility
of everyone to work.  Work is a principle of life by which
God intended that all men be productive in order to sup-
port themselves.  When one assumes his or her respon-
sibility to work, then men and women can live produc-
tive and responsible lives in harmony with one another.

The more responsibility one assumes in his or her
duties in life, the more freedom one has to control

his or her own destiny.  However, the
more freedom we have, the more respon-
sibility we have to maintain correct re-
lationships with others.  Assuming re-
sponsibility gives us freedom to do that
which we know we should do.  When
we perform our duties of life, we feel
free.  This freedom means that we are

being responsible for the things that we consider to be
our duty to do.  Only those people who assume their
responsibility to work have control over their des-
tiny.  Everyone else is controlled by the circumstances
of life.  The point is that we must take control of our
destiny by responsibly taking control of every opportu-
nity to work.

If one is a believer in God, then
he or she has a great responsibility
to be diligent and industrious in all
aspects of life.  The believer must
give himself or herself to his or her
work.  This is especially true if you
are employed by an employer who is paying your sal-
ary.  God expects us as employees to live according to
the principle of giving responsible service to those
who employ us as their laborers.  The responsible per-
son, therefore, makes it his or her goal to make his or
her employer successful.

In order to be the type of responsible person that
God desires, we must discover those principles and skills
that make it possible for us to work in a functioning re-
lationship with others.  After we make this discovery, then
it is time to implement these principles in our lives.  Knowl-
edge without implementation profits nothing in the devel-
opment in our characters.  We must simply do what we
learn.  These principles and skills must be practices in our
lives in the following ways:

One Controls
His Destiny

By Assuming
Responsibility.

Responsible People
Are

Productive People.

Developing Character
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•  Employee responsibilities.
•  Marriage responsibilities.
•  School responsibilities.
•  Community responsibilites.

As we research what God has instructed concerning
being a responsible person, we must concentrate on
implementing His successful skills for productive liv-
ing.  Keep in mind that it is your purpose to be the best
person you can be in order to gain the respect of the
community in which you live.  In order to be this type of
person, you must begin by applying to your behavior
the living skills of our Creator.

If we study leadership skills of life, we discover many
important principles that make one a better person.  You
will be a better citizen by practising these skills.  The
following skills are listed as some of the most important
behavioral ethics that must be manifested in the lives of
those who seek to develop a personality that is success-
ful in life.  Your character development in these areas is
necessary in order to become a responsible person in
society.

A. Develop an ethic for work.

One of the first personal-
ity skills you must learn is that
you must be fervent in spirit
(Rm 12:11).  Laziness is a sign
of irresponsibility.  King Solomon wisely asked, “How
long will you slumber, O sluggard?  When will you rise
from your sleep?” (Pv 6:9).  He continued, “The soul of
a lazy man desires, and has nothing; but the soul of the
diligent shall be made rich” (Pv 13:4).

Responsible people assume tasks in order to carry
out their duties as productive citizens.  They are not lazy
people.  Responsibility is manifested in their lives
through work.

1.  Be responsible in work.  Responsibility means
that one accepts the challenge to work.  A responsible
person can be identified by his or her continual desire to
work in order to provide for the necessities of life, as

well as to do good for others.  By ac-
cepting the responsibility to work, one
accepts his or her community respon-
sibility to bear his or her own load.  The
Bible teaches that “each one will bear
his own load” (Gl 6:5).   Citizenship

in any community means that one must assume the re-
sponsibility of providing for his or her own needs.  If

there is work, and one can work, then one must work in
order not to be a burden to others.

As a religious leader, the apostle Paul worked with
his own hands while he served God in the city of Thes-
salonica.  He wrote that he did not “eat any man’s bread
without paying for it, but worked with labor and hard-
ship night and day” so that he might not be a burden to
anyone (2 Th 3:8).  He was a tentmaker by trade, and
thus made tents wherever he went in order not to be a
financial burden to others.  His example teaches us that
we must develop a trade by which we can support our-
selves.

2.  Be responsible to work with your own hands in
order to eat.  Paul was serious about people working in
order to be responsible for their own financial well-be-
ing.  He wrote to the Thessalonians, “For even when we
were with you we commanded you this, that if anyone is
not willing to work, neither let him eat” (2 Th 3:10).

One of God’s principles for be-
havior in any community is that ev-
eryone must work in order to be a
productive citizen of the community.
The seriousness by which we must
keep this principle is shown in the
fact that those who work are not obligated to support
lazy people.  If there is work, and one can work, but
does not, then those who work are not obligated to feed
lazy people.

3.  Be responsible to work with your own hands in
order that your family is able to eat.  The Bible teaches,
“The children ought not to lay up for the parents, but

the parents for the children” (2 Co
12:14).  It is the responsibility of
parents to take care of their chil-
dren while the children are under
their care.  Responsible parenthood
means providing for those under
one’s care.  The Bible also teaches,
“But if anyone does not provide for

his own, and especially for those of his own household,
he has denied the faith and is worse than an unbeliever”
(1 Tm 5:8).

4.  Be responsible to work with your own hands in
order to take care of your wife.  When a husband loves
his wife, he must be diligent to take care of her physical
necessities.  Therefore, when a man seeks to be married,
he must accept the responsibility of taking care of a wife
as he would take care of himself.  “Husbands ought to
love their own wives as their own bodies.  He who loves
his wife loves himself.  For no man ever hated his own
flesh, but nourishes and cherishes it” (Ep 5:28,29).
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B. Avoid debt.

Here is some good advice that
is made in the Bible. “Owe no man
anything, except to love one an-
other ...” (Rm 13:8).  Responsibil-
ity includes not being in debt to the
point wherein one cannot pay what
he owes to another.  A good principle of finances is not
to buy anything that you cannot pay for in cash at the

time of purchase.  This principle is based
on saving your money, and thus preparing
for the time when you must buy things that
are necessary for living or to be prepared
for some unforeseen financial need.  It is

also based on the principle that you should not go into
debt by buying things that are not necessities for the
existence of life.  Food and shelter, and those things that
make it possible to provide food and shelter, are the
things that are necessities for life.

The Bible teaches that we must
“learn to maintain good works to meet
urgent needs” (Ti 3:14).  When you
work, you must save some of the
money that you earned.  If you do not
save, you will not have anything to
give to those who are in a crisis in their
lives and have urgent needs.  The practice of saving mani-
fests our discipline over our financial blessings.  Saving
is being responsible for the blessings that God has given
to you.  The one who saves is a good steward of his or
her blessings.

C. Help others.

Not only must you work in or-
der to support yourself, you must
also be eager to help others.  Those
who believe in God must “be care-
ful to maintain good works” (Ti
3:8).  Believers must “learn to main-
tain good works to meet urgent needs so that they will not
be unfruitful” (Ti 3:14).

Everyone must be careful to maintain the principle
of good works toward others.  This is a principle of life
that must be learned while growing up.  It is the respon-
sibility of fathers and mothers to teach their children
that they have a responsibility to help others.

One of the first things you must learn as a citizen of
the community is the responsibility you have toward
helping others in your community.  Since we are the cre-
ation of God, we should seek to aid others.  Being a part

of any community means that one has a responsibility to
be a part of the community by aiding others when help
is needed.  When everyone practices his
or her community responsibilities of
helping others when there is a need, the
community will develop into a vibrant
atmosphere of love and concern.  The
needs of everyone will be met and ev-
eryone will feel a part of the commu-
nity.  It is for this reason that Christians set the example
for community service.  They are seen as those people
who care for the needs of others.

D. Help the poor.

In order to be a diligent worker and an asset to your
community, you must have a purpose for work.  The
principle of work is based on our desire to help ourself
and others.  Being lazy is an indication of one’s selfish
behavior toward others.  When others are working, while
the lazy individual sits idly by and watches, then the
lazy person is not concerned about
the needs of others.  Neither is the
lazy person willing to participate
with the community.  As a reli-
gious leader, the apostle Paul
worked in order to help others.  He wrote, “You your-
selves know that these hands have ministered to my
necessities and to those who were with me.  I have
showed you all things, that by laboring as this you must
help the weak and remember the words of the Lord Jesus,
how He said, ‘It is more blessed to give than to receive’”
(At 20:34,35).

Because it is a principle to work in order to help
others, we are selfish if we refuse to work when there is
work to be done.  If we refuse to work, we do not care
for those for whom we are responsible.  One of the first
indications that you have developed a character of re-
sponsibility is that you desire to work with your own
hands in order to help yourself and others.  By helping
others one manifests that he is not a selfish person.

E. Do your duty.

Good employees perform their duties.  They seek to
please their employers by performing well on the job.
They do not steal from their employers by taking tools
or articles from the workplace (Ti 2:9,10).

Employees should willfully do that which they have
agreed to do in order that the principles of God be mani-
fested to all.  They should not steal (pilfer) the posses-
sions of their employers.  Every time an employee steals

Pay Cash.
Avoid Debt.

Good Works
Draw

Communities
Together.

Developing Character
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from his employer, his job is endangered.  When em-
ployees who believe in God conduct themselves with
honesty on the job, the name of God is exalted before
others and one’s job is made secure.  It is for this reason
that Christians secure their jobs beyond those who work
to serve themselves, or who work without consideration
for the needs of their employers.

F. Give honor to others.

We must give honor to whom honor is due.  This
means that if someone does a good work, you must com-
pliment them.  You must give people credit for the work
they do.  You must consider others before yourself.

In the context of instructions concerning employer/
employee relationships the Bible teaches that bondser-
vants “count their own masters worthy of all honor so
that the name of God and his teaching not be blas-
phemed” (1 Tm 6:1).  If bondservants were to give honor
to their masters in the first century when these words
were written, then certainly employees today should give
honor to their employers.  In giving honor to the em-
ployer, the responsible work of the believing employee
gives glory to God.

When you give honor to other people, you are hum-
bling yourself before them.  Giving honor to others is
a guarantee against becoming arrogant.

G. Work as for God.

When one works for an employer, he or she should
work as if working for God.  The Bible teaches that when
one works for an employer, he or she must work “as to
the Lord” (Ep 6:6,7).

As an employee who is a believer, you should work
as in service to the Lord.  In doing this, you seek to please
God, and thus, please the one for whom you work.  “And
whatever you do, do it heartily as to the Lord and not to
men” (Cl 3:23,24).  When one is employed, he or she
should be diligent on the job as an employee.  If you are
employed, remember that you are employed not only to
receive a pay check, but also to give honor to the Lord
through responsible work.  Doing your work as to the
Lord develops a greater social environment in the work-
place.

H. Help the weak.

A principle for maintaining a community is that the
emotionally and spiritually strong should bear with those
who are still weak.  The Bible teaches that we must “bear
one another’s burdens” (Gl 6:2).  This refers both to

growth in knowledge by everyone in
the community, as well as to the
physical, emotional and spiritual well-
being of every person.

In every community there are
strong and weak personalities.  There are emotionally
strong people and emotionally weak people.  The strong,
therefore, have a responsibility to help the weak.  A good
person will always look for ways he or she can reach out
to help others through counselling and strength in times
of trial.  When a calamity befalls another person, a re-
sponsible person will seek to help.  Responsibility means
helping those who have fallen victim to unfortunate cir-
cumstances.

Good civil governments have laws that help the
weak.  It is the responsibility of society as a whole to
help those who are poor.  Our behavior in reference to
the poor must always be based on the principle that is
stated in Galatians 6:10.  “Therefore, as we have oppor-
tunity, let us do good to all men, especially to those who
are of the household of faith.”  When we follow this
principle in life, God will bless our life.

I. Obey civil laws.

Every citizen of every nation must
be responsible for maintaining the civil
laws of society.  Those who are irre-
sponsible will work against the law of
the land, and thus, cause anarchy.  The
Bible teaches, “Let every soul be sub-
ject to the governing authorities.  For
there is no authority except from God.
The authorities that exist are ordained
by God.  Therefore, whoever resists au-
thority, resists the ordinance of God”
(Rm 13:1,2).

God has ordained that civil government exist in or-
der to prevent anarchy and crime in society.  It is the
responsibility of every citizen, therefore, to maintain gov-
ernment and civil law for the sake of peace in the land.
It is for this reason that the Bible calls on all of us to
pray for those who are in authority in order that we live
in peace.  It exhorts “that supplications, prayers, inter-
cessions, and giving of thanks, be made for all men,
for kings and all who are in authority, so that we may
lead a quiet and peaceful life in all godliness and hon-
esty” (1 Tm 2:1,2).    When we live in a peaceful society,
we are able to go about our work serving God.  A peace-
ful society is necessary for Christians to carry out their
work of serving others and helping others to come to a
knowledge of God.
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Chapter 11

THE DYNAMIC CHARACTER

Leadership is the ability to encourage othersLeadership is the ability to encourage othersLeadership is the ability to encourage othersLeadership is the ability to encourage othersLeadership is the ability to encourage others
in self discovery and self worthin self discovery and self worthin self discovery and self worthin self discovery and self worthin self discovery and self worth
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The engine that drives development is the skill of
people who can excite others into working toward a
common goal.  Leaders are not born.  They are made.
They are developed through the learning and practicing
of leadership skills that produce effective leadership.
There are potential leaders in everyone.  You can be a
leader by learning those skills that are necessary for the
development of your personality.  You must develop a
personality that encourages others to accomplish com-
mon goals for the betterment of all.  The following are
some personality skills you must develop in your life in
order to be a dynamic person:

A. Creativity:

Dynamic people are creative.  Cre-
ativity is developing wise thoughts,
words, innovative ideas, and then put-
ting these thoughts, words and ideas into
action.  It is skillfully carrying out one’s
determined goals.  Creativity is bring-
ing into action thoughts that are

clearly defined.  The truly creative
person is often the ordinary person
who has an uncommon manner of
carrying out that which is common.
Creativity is the expression of the

wisdom of those who have given themselves to bring
their dreams into reality.

Learning is the foundation upon which one acquires
the mental tools of knowledge.  It is with knowledge
that we are able to form innovative ideas that produce
dreams.

ARE YOU A CREATIVE PERSON?
• Do you think about doing something in a better way?

• Do you think about things to do for the community?

• Do you create things for people to do?

• Do you become discouraged when you run into ob-

stacles?

• Do you overcome boredom by thinking of things to do?

• If something does not work, do you find another way of

doing it?

• Do you seek to improve things?

B. Decisiveness:

A decisive person
makes a choice to do that
which is right according to
accurate facts, wise counsel,
and goals that are clearly
defined.  Everyone makes either wise or unwise deci-
sions.  However, the decisive person brings together as
much information as possible before making his or her
decision to act.  Dr. Glen Heck gave four Ds for making
decisions.

Don’t
If it is the responsibility of others, let them do it.

Delay
If it should be done at a better time, wait.

Delegate
If others can do it better, let them.

Do it
If none of the above apply, do it!

The decisive person focuses on mak-
ing small choices in order to develop big
decisions that must be made in the fu-
ture.  He focuses on his destiny, rather
than on distractions.  The wise person
determines to make decisions to act,
rather than allow the circumstances of
life to make decisions for him.  And
when a decision is made, he or she re-
fuses to detour from that which is right and just.

You must first make a decision in your life to do that
which is right.  Secondly, you must decide that you will

Creative Leaders
Bring Dreams
Into Reality.

Education Is The Highway
To Creative Leadership.
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focus your life on doing what is right for the good of all.
People will follow those who decide to do right.

ARE YOU A DECISIVE PERSON?
• Do you always determine to do that which is right?

• Do you seek the counsel of others before making a de-

cision?

• Does it take you a long time before you decide to act?

• Are you afraid of doing something that is new and dif-

ferent?

• Are you afraid to do that which is right if everyone is

doing wrong?

• Are you always afraid of making a mistake?

• Does making a mistake discourage you from continu-

ing?

C. Dependability:

A wise person is dependable.  Dependability is mak-
ing a decision to do what is right regardless of the
personal cost to one’s own self.  The dependable per-
sonality assumes the responsibility for small decisions
in order to assume the responsibility of the bigger pic-
ture of life.  One can count on the dependable person for
doing the following:

• Keeping his or her word
• Staying on schedule
• Being alert to details
• Using time wisely
• Making wise decisions
• Completing the task
• Doing what is right
• Doing what is just and fair

Your dependability is determined by your ability to
stay focused on completing a job that was greater than
you first anticipated.  You must stick to your decisions.

ARE YOU A DEPENDABLE PERSON?
• Have you ever failed to do something you said you would

do?

• Do you use difficulties as an excuse not to do some-

thing?

• Have you paid back all money you have borrowed?

• Do you always do the tasks that are asked of you at

home?

• Can you keep a secret?

D. Diligence:

A dependable person is diligent
in whatever task he or she assumes
to accomplish.  Diligence refers to
accepting a task in order to com-
plete it skillfully and efficiently
with all of one’s energies.  The dili-
gent person gives the totality of his
or her abilities to accomplishing
each task of life.  The diligent person is not just involved
in activity, but in work that accomplishes what he or she
has set out to do.  In order for you to be a diligent per-
son, you must have clearly defined goals for which you
enthusiastically seek to accomplish.  Diligent people es-
tablish goals for their lives, and then set themselves to
reach those goals.  They know where they are going be-
cause of established goals.

ARE YOU A DILIGENT PERSON?
• When given a task to perform, are you quick to see it

done?

• Is it difficult for you to get out of bed?

• When you are doing nothing, do you feel you are wast-

ing time?

• Do you do more than you are asked to do?

• Do you feel that sleeping on the job is the wrong thing

to do?

• Are you always busy?

E. Enthusiasm:

Enthusiastic people manifest an outward expres-
sion of inward energy to accomplish dreams and
goals.  Enthusiasm is the expression of one’s mind, will
and emotions.  It is the passionate devotion to the work
of accomplishing one’s goals in life.  It is giving one’s
best to every effort.  When one is enthusiastic about his
or her work, ordinary behavior is turned into extraordi-
nary achievements.  Enthusiasm will change ordinary
tasks into successful accomplishments.  It will change
the ordinary person into one who accomplishes excep-
tional tasks.

You may feel that you are an ordi-
nary person.  However, if you are en-
thusiastic about what you do, you will
be able to accomplish great things in
your life.  People of passion believe in
something that they must do.  Their pas-
sion generates enthusiasm, and thus they act.  In order

Enthusiasm
Is The Engine
Of Persuasion.
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to develop an enthusiastic attitude, one must become very
passionate about something.

ARE YOU AN ENTHUSIASTIC PERSON?
• Do people become enthusiastic when they are around

you?

• Do you greet people with enthusiasm?

• When given a task to do, do you get to it as soon as

possible?

• Have you ever been asked twice to do a job?

F. Flexibility:

Someone once said, “If you want to grow, you must
be willing to stretch.”  The dynamic person is able to
flexibly stretch around the changing situations and cir-
cumstances of life.  However, it de-
mands wisdom to be inflexible in
reference to false ideas and cir-
cumstances that would lead to
one’s turning from that which is
right and just.  It takes great wis-
dom to know when to be flexible and
when to stand firm.  We must not be
flexible concerning that which is
right.  Compromising that which is right will lead to
being unsuccessful.  We will not accomplish the desired
outcome of our efforts by doing wrong.

But flexibility may involve pain in changing
one’s behavior, work or goals.  The successful person,
however, will make all necessary sacrifices in order to
accomplish that which is right.  Flexibility is the ability
to make changes in one’s methods by which he or she
seeks to accomplish goals.  The flexible person is not
afraid of change.

If you want to be successful, you must be flexible in
your work when you receive more information concern-
ing how a job must be done.  The more you adopt new
information into your plan of work, the more successful
you will be.

ARE YOU A FLEXIBLE PERSON?
• Have you ever become angry when you could not do

what you wanted to do?

• When something goes wrong, do you become discour-

aged?

• When things do not go according to your plans, does it

take you a great deal of time to make changes in your

life?

• Would it cause you emotional stress if you had to move

from where you now live?

• In a group with others, do you always try to get your

way or talk about the things you want to talk about?

• How discouraged would you become if you lost every-

thing you owned?

G. Initiative:

The dynamic person takes the initiative.  He or she
recognizes what must be done, and then acts before be-
ing asked.  Initiative includes the creative thoughts of
the individual, as well as bringing these thoughts into
action.  Initiative is the quality upon which all char-

acteristics of the dynamic person are
brought into action in the life of the
leader.  One may have great ideas and
dreams.  But if these ideas and dreams
are not brought into reality by the self-
initiative of the individual, they are
useless.

A Lesson From Nature
The small arctic tern is a determined bird.  From his nesting grounds in the Arc-

tic Circle near the North Pole, the arctic tern sets his goal to fly over 30,000 kilome-
ters to the Antarctic Ocean near the South Pole.  He takes one of two routes in order
to make his way south.  He will fly either along the eastern coast of Alaska, Canada,
the United States and Central and South America, or he will take the African route
by flying along the eastern coasts of Europe and Africa.

By flying an average of 200 kilometers a day, the arctic tern will reach the Antarc-
tic in about five months after leaving home.  When he decides to go home, it will take him several
more months.  After completing the entire journey, this small wonder of the bird world will have
made a journey equivalent to flying around the world.  His nature of diligence and determination
allows him to accomplish this incredible journey.

When We Stretch
To The Occasion,

The Occasion
Becomes An
Opportunity.

Initiative
Goes Into Action

Before Action
Is Requested.
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If you want to be a dynamic person, you must put into
action your ideas and dreams.  You must be self-motivated,
and thus, not depend on the prompting of others to move
into action.

ARE YOU A PERSON
WITH SELF-INITIATIVE?

• Is it easy for you to get up in the morning?

• When you have an argument with someone, are you

the first one to apologize in order to restore a relation-

ship?

• Is it difficult for you to share your religious faith with

others?

• Do you quickly repair something that has broken?

• Do you always complete your school assignments on

time?

H. Self-control:

Self-control is the ability not to do
that which is harmful to one’s self.  It is
refusing to do that which is wrong in
order to accomplish what is right.  Self-
control in the life of the dynamic per-
son is the ability of the individual to
restrain his or her desires and passions.  A dynamic
person is neither immoral with his or her sexual activity,
nor abusive with words.  Self-control is the ability to
bring all physical appetites under the direction of a dis-
ciplined life.  If one does not conquer his or her pas-
sions, then he or she becomes a slave of self.

If you want to be a dynamic person, you must learn
to bring into captivity the self-indulgence of your pas-
sions in order to accomplish what you desire.  A lack of
self-control will destroy your leadership among people.
Without self-control people will see you as an irrespon-
sible person.  Because they consider you as irrespon-
sible, they cannot trust you for direction in their lives.
Therefore, in order to be a good leader, one must learn
to be bring his or her life under control in order to give
people confidence in one’s direction.

ARE YOU A PERSON
WITH SELF-CONTROL?

• When there is plenty of food, do you eat too much?

• Do you control your sexual urges when tempted to do

wrong?

• Are you addicted to any drug?

• Have you ever lost your temper and become very an-

gry?

• How often do you fast?

I. Justice:

The truly dynamic person is
known for his or her fairness in
dealing with others.  Justice is
the enactment of wise judg-
ments that are based on the
laws of both God and the constitutional rights of the
individual.  What is just is according to the will of God.
The just person takes responsibility for doing that which
is true and right.  The dynamic personality, therefore,
brings his or her decisions into the realm of first being
directed by the law of God.  He or she then seeks to
uphold, and allow as a guide to life, that which is pure in
thought, true in life, and right in obedience.  His or her
decisions are then directed by the laws of God and man
to do that which is true and right in personal relation-
ships with fellow citizens of humanity.

As a person, you must decide to be just and fair in
all your decisions.  You must establish a reputation of
making fair decisions that are first based on the will of
God, and secondly on the constitutional rights of indi-
viduals.

ARE YOU A JUST PERSON?
• Do you always seek to do that which is right?

• Do you always seek to be fair in playing sport with oth-

ers?

• Has anyone ever dealt with you in an unjust manner?

• If you found someone’s lost money, would you seek to

return it?

J. Organization:

Dynamic people have brought or-
der into their lives.  That which is un-
der their control is neat, clean, and in
its proper place.  Priorities are estab-
lished and maintained.  They arrange
their lives in order to be efficient, and
thus more successful in all things.
Because they are organized in their living, they are pro-
ductive in what they do.  In order to be productive, there-
fore, one must develop an organized life.

Self-Control
Builds

Self-Respect.

1.
2.
3.
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Being an orderly person means know-
ing what must be subtracted from one’s
schedule.  It is knowing how to prioritize
what remains, and then obligating one-
self to carry out that which is most im-
portant.

If you want to lead an organized life, you must place
everything in your life in its proper place, and then seek
to keep everything in place.  Orderliness will thus be
manifested in your life by neatness in your daily activi-
ties.  If you are conscious of how you organize specific
activities of your daily activities, then you are an orga-
nized person.  Your performance on the job will be
effecient.  Your productivity will be superior to others if
you are a well organized person in all that you do.

ARE YOU AN ORGANIZED PERSON?
• Do you begin each day by thinking about what you will

do?

• Do you make your bed and straighten your room every

day?

• Has anyone ever said that you dress in a presentable

manner?

• Is your house always presentable for visitors?

• Do you encourage others to put things in their proper

place?

K. Persuasiveness:

The dynamic person convinces people to discover
what they need, and then, shows them the way to ac-
complish their desires.  Good leaders are able to per-
suade others to do that which must be done.

Persuasion is primarily convincing people what
they need to do in order to follow God’s direc-
tions, and then, showing them how to put into
action God’s will in their lives.

In order to persuade people to go in the right direc-
tion, you must manifest confidence through your words
and actions.  To do this, one must believe and teach truth
that is based on respect for people.  The dynamic per-
sonality knows how to give information to people in
order that they come up with good ideas.  He or she
convinces others the advantage of implementing correct

ideas by showing what they will lose if they
do not implement their ideas.

The most powerful means by which you
can persuade others is to act enthusiasti-
cally about what you seek to accomplish.
Enthusiasm is contagious.  If you want to
affect the lives of others, then work enthu-
siastically with what you are doing.

ARE YOU A PERSUASIVE PERSON?
• Do you seek to persuade others to work together?

• Do you seek to teach others your ideas?

• Have you ever convinced two people to stop arguing?

• Have you ever convinced someone to be faithful to God?

• Is it easy for you to just follow the decision of the crowd?

L. Wisdom:

The foundation upon which the life of the dynamic
personality is built is wisdom.  True wisdom is know-
ing that the hand of God is present in every aspect of
creation and life.  Wisdom is
knowing how to implement one’s
knowledge.  It is the ability to put
into action in one’s life truth and
knowledge which one knows.
Great knowledge without humble
wisdom will lead one to arrogant
behavior.  Humble wisdom directs
our knowledge for the benefit of others.  It is wisdom
to know how to use what we know.

The first mark of a person who does not understand
what life is about is the person who says there is no
God.  Your first qualification as a wise person, there-
fore, is to recognize that God is, and then allow your life
to be directed by His will.

ARE YOU A WISE PERSON?
• Do you take time for meditation on decisions that must

be made?

• Do you think before you speak?

• Do you always consider how things happen and why

they happen?

• Are you one who always seeks the truth?

• Do you seek the advice of others?

• Do you find enjoyment in studying the counsel of God?

“It Is Not Enough
To Acquire Wisdom;

It is Necessary
To Employ It.”

Cicero
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There are many characteristics upon which you must think in order to develop your character.  Some of
the principle characteristics that should be a part of your character have been discussed in this chapter.
However, there are more.  The following is a list of characteristics on which you must focus in order to
develop character in your life.  Use a dictionary to understand the meaning of these very important
character qualities.

Alertness Attentiveness Availability Boldness
Cautiousness Compassion Contentment Determination
Discernment Discretion Endurance Faith
Forgiveness Generosity Gentleness Gratefulness
Honor Hospitality Humility Joyfulness
Loyalty Meekness Submission Patience
Punctuality Resourcefulness Security Sensitivity
Sincerity Thoroughness Thriftiness Tolerance
Truthfulness Vigilance Virtue

Chapter 12

BUILDING ON PRINCIPLES

Great leaders base their behavior and decisionsGreat leaders base their behavior and decisionsGreat leaders base their behavior and decisionsGreat leaders base their behavior and decisionsGreat leaders base their behavior and decisions
on the power of moral principles.on the power of moral principles.on the power of moral principles.on the power of moral principles.on the power of moral principles.

Every great person has acknowl-
edged and submitted to a higher
power.  If one does not make this
acknowledgement as a leader, then he
or she will often become harsh, dicta-
torial, selfish and tyrannical.  All great
leaders allow themselves to be di-
rected and controlled by the principles
of One to whom they feel they must
give account for their behavior.  It is for this reason that
the best leaders are those men and women who have a
great faith.  Their faith moves them to establish prin-
ciples of conduct in their lives.

Since God created humans, we must
assume that He alone can define the best
characteristics that should identify a
good person.  He alone should be con-
sulted for moral principles by which we
must direct our lives.

The following are some of these be-
havioral characteristics and principles
that will aid you to be a great person.  Follow them and
you will be an asset to your community and country.

A. Volunteer:

Since all humans are on earth because of the power
of God, then we must assume that God has given stan-
dards by which all of us must relate with one another.

Relationships are based on voluntarily doing good
to one another.  A good person must be guided by the
principle of doing good to all men (Gl 6:10).  He or she
must abound in doing every possible
good work (2 Co 9:8).  By doing this
one will build relationships with many
people.  If you seek to continually help
others, you will encourage others to do
the same.  In this way you will be lead-
ing others to reach out and help others
(See Cl 1:10; 2 Tm 2:21; Ti 2:9,14;
3:1,8,14; Hb 10:24; 13:21).

Our character is shown by the relationships we es-
tablish with others through good works.
Good relationships are based on the
good deeds individuals do for one an-
other.  If one desires to establish a good
relationship with others, then it is im-
portant that he or she seek to do good
for others.

Cultures that are rich in character are those cul-
tures that give birth to individual citizens who vol-
unteer to help others.  Humanitarianism is the practice
of voluntarily reaching out to help others.  Every culture
must be known for being humanitarian.  Any culture that
does not encourage individual citizens to take an initia-
tive to help others is weak in moral fiber.  Its citizens
become selfish and individual.

You must learn to volunteer.  If you do not, you will

Great Leaders
Acknowledge
The Presence

Of A
Higher Power.

Great Leaders
Step Forward

And
Volunteer.

Great Leaders
Step Forward

And
Volunteer.
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always be expecting others to help you.  You must change
your thinking from reaching out for a handout to reach-
ing out with a helping hand.  A culture of people that
learns the spirit of voluntaryism, also learns the spirit
of bonding together as one people.

B. Work wisely.

You can ask of God, and He will bless you with wis-
dom (Js 1:5).  Successful people recognize that wisdom
is the foundation upon which all decisions are to be made.
King Solomon wrote,

• “For wisdom is better than rubies, and all the things
one may desire cannot be compared with her” (Pv 8:11;
see Pv 8:12-21).

• “He who walks with wise men will be wise, but the
companion of fools will be destroyed” (Pv 13:20).

• “The lips of the wise disperse knowledge, but the heart
of the fool does not do so” (Pv 15:7).

Wisdom is the ability to correctly use
that which we know.  We gain a great deal
of knowledge through study.  However, we
must exercise wisdom in how we apply our
knowledge in our lives.  Leaders will study
to acquire knowledge.  They will also pray
that God give them the wisdom to exercise
their knowledge in the proper manner.

We must remember that the wisdom that comes from
God is always true.  It is for this reason that we must
seek the wisdom that comes from God.  The Bible states,
“But the wisdom that is from above is first pure, then
peaceable, gentle, reasonable, full of mercy and good
fruits, without partiality and without hypocrisy” (Js 3:17;
see Ph 3:8; Gl 2:20).

People can grow in the wis-
dom of this world.  However, the
greatest source of wisdom and
truth comes from God.  The wis-
dom of this world must be based
on the wisdom that comes from
God.  As a potential leader, there-
fore, do not cheat yourself by re-
fusing to seek wisdom from God.
Pray earnestly that God give you
the wisdom to function in a godly
manner throughout the day.  If you ask, God will bless
you with wisdom.  You need only to call on His desire to
bless you with wisdom.

C. Establish priorities.

Your faith must have top priority in leading others.
If your faith is first in all things, then other things will
fall into their proper order.  The truly wise person rec-
ognizes that what is most important in life is that
which is above this life.  Therefore, in establishing pri-
orities in life, the wise person places God first in life.
The Bible states, “But seek first the kingdom of God
and His righteousness, and all these things will be added
to you” (Mt 6:33).

As a person whom God could use to lead His people,
Moses proved himself to be one who based his life on
his faith.  The following was stated concerning the faith
of Moses:

Moses was the adopted son of Pharaoh’s daughter.
He thus had the opportunity to enjoy himself with the
riches of Egypt.  However, the priority of his life was to
put God first above all things.  Every good person will
put his or her faith in God above all else in order to
serve others with humility.  This is what makes great
people.

GOD’S WISDOM IS:
Pure

Peaceable
Gentle

Reasonable
Full Of Mercy

Full Of Good Fruits
Without Partiality
Without Hypocrisy

D. Seek counsel.

Throughout the Proverbs of King Solomon there are
many exhortations to listen to the counsel of others.

• “The way of a fool is right in his own eyes, but he
who heeds counsel is wise” (Pv 12:15).

• “Without counsel, plans go awry, but in the multitude
of counselors they are established” (Pv 22:15).

• “Listen to counsel and receive instruction, that you
may be wise in your latter days” (Pv 19:20).

• “He who trusts in his own heart is a fool, but whoever
walks wisely will be delivered” (Pv 28:26).

• “There is a way that seems right to a man, but its end
is the way of death” (Pv 14:12).

“By faith Moses, when he was
grown up, refused to be called the
son of Pharaoh’s daughter,
choosing rather to suffer afflic-
tion with the people of God than
to enjoy the temporary pleasures
of sin ...” (Hb 11:24-26).

Developing Character
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Wisdom is manifested in those who seek the coun-
sel of others.  Good leaders will always walk by the coun-
sel of others, for it is through counsel that information is
acquired for decision-making.  The more information
one has in order to make a decision, the better the deci-
sion one will make.

We must keep in mind that the key to leadership is
information.  The more information you have about a
particular duty or task that must be performed, the wiser
your decisions will be in reference to carrying out the
task.  A wise person will seek to gain as much informa-
tion as possible concerning all things in which he or she
seeks to lead others.  It is for this reason that wise people
always seek the counsel of others to gain information
before they make critical decisions in their life.

E. Reach for goals.

Success in life depends on our
ability to enthusiastically estab-
lish and accomplish goals.  In or-
der to do this, you must be able
not to allow past failures to de-
tour you from going forward.  We
learn from the past.  However, we
must not allow failures of the past to make us fearful of
the future.  In his own life, the apostle Paul was a person
who continually reached forward to that which was be-
fore him.  Even in prison and facing death, he reached
toward the goal of heaven.  From the confines of a prison
in Rome he wrote the following words,

Not that I have already attained or have already become
perfect.  But I press on ....  One thing I do, forgetting
those things that are behind and reaching forward to
those things that are before.  I press toward the mark ...
(Ph 3:12-14).

F. Stay active.

When one recognizes his or her abilities, and puts
them to work, he or she then becomes a productive citi-
zen.  God expects us to be productive according to the
abilities He has given to each of us.  This point was
illustrated by Jesus in a parable concerning a master who

gave his servants different talents, or
responsibilities.  The one who was
given five talents of money, produced
five more.  The one who was given two
talents of money did the same.  How-
ever, the lazy person of the parable was
afraid.  He subsequently went and hid
in the earth the money the master had

given him (Mt 25:14-30).  Because of his irresponsibil-
ity, he was unproductive.  He was thus called a wicked
and lazy servant because he failed to produce with the
opportunities that were given to him.  Each one of us
must discover our abilities in order that we might use
them to be productive citizens.

Everyone has opportunities to lead a productive life.
If we use these opportunities, our lives will be blessed
with great possibilities.  You must be perceptive to the
opportunities around you in order to take advantage of
every possibility to make your life better.  You must look
at the qualities within yourself in order to take advantage
of the opportunities around you.  In order to examine your-
self, you must be very honest with yourself.  This is not a
time to compare yourself with others.  It is a time to take a
good look at yourself in order to make a fair evaluation of
your abilities.

G. Be trustworthy.

The Bible states, “It is required of stewards that
one be found trustworthy” (1 Co 4:2).  A trustworthy
person is dependable.  He or she is one who is faithful in
all that he or she does (See 1 Sm 2:35; Rv 2:10).  Faith-
ful employees are trustworthy.  They do not steal from
their employers.  They do not cheat their employers by
being lazy on the job.  A trustworthy person is one with
whom a job can be left and the job will be accomplished
when the employer returns.

If one is trustworthy with small duties, he gains the
trust of others, and thus, will be given greater responsi-
bilities.  The Bible teaches, “He who is faithful in that
which is a little is also faithful in much” (Lk 16:10; see
Ne 9:8; Pv 11:13; 13:17; 14:5; 20:6; 25:13).  An em-
ployee who has been found trustwor-
thy with small responsibilities will
earn the trust of the employer.  When
you gain the trust of your employer,
you will be given more responsibility.
Advancement in work comes through
faithfulness to one’s job and employer.
It is by gaining the trust of others that
one is promoted to leadership.

The preceding was illustrated in the life of a young
man named Timothy.  He was one who proved his worth
before others.  As a result, Timothy was well spoken of
by people in the two ancient cities of Lystra and Iconium
(At 16:1,2).  The apostle Paul said of him, “You know of
his proven worth ..., that as a son with his father, he has
served with me ...” (Ph 2:19-22).   By conducting our
lives as Timothy, and by being honest and trustworthy
in what we do, we gain the respect of other people.

If You Do Not Know
Where You Are Going,

You Will Not Know
When You Get There.

Every Person
Has Worth
And Value
To Other
People.

Trustworthiness
Opens Doors

To New
Opportunities.
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Because the apostle Paul himself was considered a
trustworthy person, God used him for a specific work (1
Tm 1:12).  Only when we are trustworthy can we be
used for great things.  If people trust you to fulfill your
responsibilities, then they will depend on you for even
greater things.  If you are dependable, then you have the
respect of others.  And with the respect of others, you will
have a great influence in the affairs of your community.

H. Manage change.

Leaders are not discouraged when they
have to make changes in their work.  They see
change as a necessary part of life, for in change
there is opportunity for growth and new de-
velopment.  If we are discouraged by change, then we
will lose many opportunities for success.  By learning
how to manage change in the environment and circum-
stances around you, you will be able to grasp hidden
opportunities that others miss.  You will be able to ex-
cel beyond others because you have learned how to make
change work for you.

Good leaders are not discouraged when things do
not go according to their desires.  They easily change
direction as circumstances change.  They are not afraid

of change, since change is a part of
life.  They know how to change course
in order to accomplish their work and
goals.  Anyone who has a hard time
dealing with change, will have a dif-
ficult time being successful in a com-
petitive business world.  Those who
have learned how to make changes in

their lives without becoming discouraged will be more
likely to succeed in business.

H. Stay on course.

Those who run in a race know that
only one person will win the race.  How-
ever, every contestant still prepares their
body for the race.  In order to possibly be
the one who will win the race, each con-
testant disciplines his or her body in hope
of winning.

Successful people are always confi-
dent about accomplishing that which
they strive to do.  They realize that not
everyone can lead in all things.  Nevertheless, they con-
tinue to press on to accomplish their goals.  This prin-
ciple was expressed in the following words of Paul:

Do you not know that those who run in a race all run, but
only one receives the prize?  So run that you may obtain
the prize.  And every man who strives exercises self-con-
trol in all things.  Now they do it to obtain a perishable
crown, but we an imperishable.  I thus run, not as one
who beats the air.  But I discipline my body and bring it
into subjection, lest by any means, when I have preached
to others, I myself should be disqualified  (1 Co 9:24-27).

J. Focus on truth.

Successful people speak the truth in love  (Ep 4:15).
They will always seek to know and apply what is true.
In order to be successful, you must always search for
the truth in all aspects of life in order to make correct
decisions concerning what you will do with your life.
When new truth is discovered, you must readjust your
life and goals in order to conform to the new truth.  Seek
to know the truth in all things in order to do that which
is right.  King David wrote,  “Blessed is the man who
walks not in the counsel of the ungodly, nor stands in
the path of the sinners, nor sits in the seat of the scorn-
ful; but his delight is in the law of the Lord, and on His
law he meditates day and night” (Ps 1:1,2).

K. Communicate.

Successful people do not lead by the dictates of their
own wills upon the people they seek to lead.  They lead
first by instructing the people concerning what is right.
They then persuade people to carry out that which ev-
eryone has learned to be right.  To influence others for
good, you must be a communicator of information.  You
must give information upon which others can make  a
mutual decision to launch out as a group.  To do this,
you must inform people of all possible information.

A good leader will persuade others with information
that leads them to believe that which is true.  When people
are communicated information that is true, then they will
go in the direction of the one who gave the information.

Good leaders learn the facts, and then learn how to
communicate to people the facts that will lead people in
the right direction.

L. Be impartial.

When a group works in making decisions, every
ability and source of information must be utilized and
considered.  When making decisions, this is not a time
to show partiality.  If every member of the group is con-
sidered, without showing partiality to any one member

Change
Opens Doors

To New
Opportunities.

Developing Character
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or group of members, then every-
one will join in carrying out the
agreed upon decisions.  Successful
people never practice racism.  They
never discriminate against any indi-
vidual or culture of people.  The char-
acter of impartiality is manifested in
the ability of one to consider all participants as necessary
parts to the function of the whole.

“Those who deny
freedom to others
deserve it not for
themselves, and un-
der a just God, can-
not long retain it.”

President Abraham
Lincoln

A great nation is built on the foundation of a lead-
ership that democratically brings all citizens to
the decision-making process in order to determine
the function and future of the country.

Chapter 13

BUILDING ON A FOUNDATION OF FAITH

Awareness of God allows the individual to soarAwareness of God allows the individual to soarAwareness of God allows the individual to soarAwareness of God allows the individual to soarAwareness of God allows the individual to soar
to unimaginable heights of freedom above allto unimaginable heights of freedom above allto unimaginable heights of freedom above allto unimaginable heights of freedom above allto unimaginable heights of freedom above all

who would dimiss God’s presence in this world.who would dimiss God’s presence in this world.who would dimiss God’s presence in this world.who would dimiss God’s presence in this world.who would dimiss God’s presence in this world.

Some would wonder why there would be a discus-
sion of faith in a course on life orientation.  And therein
is the problem of the world in which we live.  We live in
a faithless world, a world that has allowed itself to be
stripped of any standard for moral and ethical behavior.
If there is no God, then there is no
authority that exists outside our own
moral inventions.  And if there is no
eternal standard of moral and ethi-
cal authority outside ourselves, then
we are left to ourselves to develop
moral and ethical standards by which
to live.  The problem with this is that humans are ter-
rible inventers when it comes to determining what is
either right or wrong.  We always digress to inventing
moral rules that appeal to our own desires.

When we refuse to conduct our lives according to
the One who created life in the beginning, we are left as
ships without anchors on a sea of social disorientation.
Developing character, establishing relationships, being

productive citizens, and being the
best we can be, are challenges of
life that have limits when we have
no personal religious faith.  It is
for this reason that we will never
be truly oriented in life unless we
are oriented around God.

God consciousness brings richness into our life and
success into our challenge to develop as a person.  Any
course on life orientation that does not focus on the reli-
gious yearnings of the human spirit has simply failed to
be a complete course.  It is incomplete simply because
we are religious beings.  If we refuse to recognize our

religious nature, then we are ignoring
the development of the total person.

The South African constitution, as
well as many constitutions of nations
throughout the world, guarantees the
freedom of expression in religious de-
velopment.  This is a very important
part of a constitution that represents the people.  It is
important simply because the people of any nation are
religious people.  For this reason the development and
empowerment of the people must exist within the con-
text of freedom of religious beliefs and expression.  Re-
sponsible governments establish laws that guarantee the
religious freedom of its citizenship.

“Nothing But
Religion Can

Make Human Values
Known To People”

Vladimir Putin

“To educate a person
in mind and not in

morals, is to educate
a menace to society.”

President Theodore Rossevelt

If we know that we will be held accountable for our
misdeeds we may commit against our fellow citizen, then
we will conduct our lives with dignity and self-control.
If we have no sense of accountability, then anarchy will
exist in our personal lives, and in society
in general.  Everyone would do as he or
she pleases if there were no sense of ac-
countability in society.  We would do as
we please, and thus carry out our selfish
ambitions to the extent of violating the
rights of our fellow man.  A sense of ac-
countability guarantees that we do not

Responsible citizenship and characterResponsible citizenship and characterResponsible citizenship and characterResponsible citizenship and characterResponsible citizenship and character
building is based on the level of one’sbuilding is based on the level of one’sbuilding is based on the level of one’sbuilding is based on the level of one’sbuilding is based on the level of one’s
sense of accountability he or she has tosense of accountability he or she has tosense of accountability he or she has tosense of accountability he or she has tosense of accountability he or she has to-----
ward Divine authorityward Divine authorityward Divine authorityward Divine authorityward Divine authority.

Submission
To Law

Guarantees
Our Freedom.
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violate the human rights of others.
Citizens who dwell in nations that are governed by

the rule of law, maintain a respect for the rights of one
another.  Only by submitting to law is there true free-
dom.  Nations establish law, and rule thereby.  This is
done in order to guarantee the freedom of citizens.  If
there is no rule by law, then citizens violate one another’s
rights.  Human rights cannot exist in nations that are
not governed by law.

he or she behaves according to the higher laws
of God.  When we know we will give account of our
actions before God, we will behave honorably in our
relationships with our fellow man.

It is important to understand some of the key moral
and ethical principles that are a part of religious faith.
These principles are taught by every religious faith, and
thus, in order to be complete as the morally and ethi-
cally equipped person, we must consider these funda-
mental principles of religion.  If we honor these prin-
ciples, we will enjoy an enhanced and uplifted life.  We
will guard ourselves against unfortunate consequences
that come as a result of violating these moral and ethical
principles.  If we violate these principles, then we must
expect to sow what we reap.  It is for this reason that
every person must seriously look at righteous principles
by which he or she can live life.

A. Be religiously active.

This brings us to the subject
of moral and ethical behavior.
Governments of this world estab-
lish civil laws to direct the inter-
action of citizens.  However, it is
the purpose of religion in soci-
ety to teach moral and ethical
behavior.  This behavior must
come from God simply because the moral and ethical
principles of man continually change.  The different civil
laws of governments have always changed.  However,
God’s moral laws do not change.  His principles of moral
behavior and ethical relationships between people have
never changed since the beginning of the world.  It is
important, therefore, that our moral and ethical behav-
ior be directed by God in our relationships with one an-
other.

An example of reaping consequences by violating
God’s law is illustrated by man’s persistence to com-
mit sexual immorality.  The civil laws of a govern-
ment may say nothing about sexual immorality.  How-
ever, God’s laws have never changed on this sub-
ject.  Since men and women often violate God’s law
in reference to sexual immorality, they have reaped
many unfortunate consequences.  The pandemic of
HIV/AIDS has not come into our societies because
civil laws were violated.  HIV/AIDS is here because
people refuse to recognize God’s laws in refer-
ence to moral conduct.

When rulers refuse to recog-
nize both civil law, and a higher law
from God, they destroy the freedom
of individual citizens.  God has es-
tablished a higher rule of law for
man.  By making God’s law the
final rule of our personal lives,
we are guaranteed freedom, even
though the practices of men may bring us into cap-
tivity.  We are guaranteed freedom from those who would
oppress us by their own corrupted desires.

It is for the above reason that all
men must develop a sense of respon-
sibility to the will of God.  This is the
part religion plays in the development
of great citizens and great nations.
When the citizens of nations respect
the rule of higher laws in their lives,
great nations are developed.  When ev-
ery citizen feels a sense of accountability to God and a
higher law than the civil law of the land, then citizens
will seek to respect their neighbors and civil law.  Na-
tions are unified only when the citizenship unites to-
gether in honoring God.  Human rights are guaranteed
only when people accept and remain obedient to the law
of One before whom they feel they will eventually give
account for their behavior.

The truly God-fearing person will be the best citizen
of any nation.  He or she will be the best citizen sim-
ply because he or she sees an authority beyond na-
tional government.  The God-fearing citizen be-
haves according to the law of the land because

Rule by law is our guarantee for freedom.  God allows gov-
ernment to create civil laws so that we not bring ourselves
into the bondage to any one man’s twisted desires to steal
our freedom.  We are set free by law.  God seeks to guard us
against ourselves.  He wants to protect us from those who
would bring us into bondage by their own selfish desires for
power.

National Unity
Should Be Based

On A Nation
That Is United

Under One God.

Developing Character



50 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III Developing Character

God’s law concerning the sexual
activity between a man and woman is
embedded in the law of marriage of
one man to one woman, both of whom
are married for life.  In this marriage
relationship, sexual intercourse is a
blessing from God.  When we violate
this law, people get hurt.  Even if one does not contract
any sexually transmitted disease from immoral behav-
ior, relationships are destroyed.  Hearts are broken.
When God’s moral laws are broken, lives are bro-
ken.

The God-fearing citizen honors civil law because
he or she honors the will of God.  He does not look for
loopholes in man’s civil laws in order to violate the rights

of his or her neighbor.  He does not
because he has a religious sense of
accountability to God’s higher laws
that say we must love our neighbor
as ourselves.  If we desire to respect
the laws of God, we are not looking
to see how much we can get away

with; we are looking for what we can do to be obedient
to His will.  By being obedient to His will we seek to
manifest our faith in Him by our service to others.  Obe-
dient service is a manifestation of faith.

tual void.  One cannot build a great character by refus-
ing to recognize his or her inner spiritual nature that was
created after the image of God.  Only those who recogize
this character will reach their potential in growth as a
person.

The Greek philosophers knew that there was
a God beyond the gods they created after
their own imagination.  After they had
imagined every possible god who would
behave after the desires of man, the phi-

losophers of Greece knew that there must be a God who is
beyond the definitions of the words of our dictionary.  They
thus built an idol in the city of Athens to this God, lest in
their ignorance, they offend Him in some way.  It was the
idol directed to “The Unknown God” (At 17:23).

When the apostle Paul saw this idol in Athens, he stated,
“The God who made the world and all things in it, since
He is Lord of heaven and earth, does not dwell
in temples made with hands” (See At 17:24-
28).   He is the God who “gives life to all,
breath and all things.”  He created all men
“so that they should seek the Lord, if perhaps
they might grope after Him and find Him,
though He is not far from every one of us; for
in Him we live and move and have our be-
ing.”  Sincere men seek after God.  They do so
because God made us to be religious.

Every responsible citizen of the world must recog-
nize the existence of God.  In Him we live and have our
being.  Our recognition of His existence moves us to seek
after His will.  In doing this, we become better people.
We become individuals who seek to live by higher laws
than the laws of this world.  Successful character devel-
opment depends on honoring God and His will.

C. Be accountable.

Within the beliefs of all religions is the concept of
accountability.  It is a part of religion that is essential for
the development of the individual concerning his or her
conduct.  Though we may escape the judgment of civil
laws which we violate, there is a final
judgment where everyone will be held
accountable for deeds done while on
earth.  We may steal and escape the
police.  But there is a final judgment
we cannot escape.  Being aware of this
final judgment motivates us to main-
tain obedience to both civil law and God’s moral laws.
The statement is true: “It is appointed for men to die once,
but after this the judgment” (Hb 9:27; see  2 Co 5:10; Rm
14:10; 2 Pt 2:3).

People Must
Live By

An Unchanging
Moral Code.

When Moral Law
Is Violated,

Someone Always
Gets Hurt.

B. Recognize God.

The most important prin-
ciple for developing character is
the recognition of the existence
of God and to practice His will
in our lives.  Without this fundamental faith, you will
not be able to reach your greatest potental as a person.
You will reach a plateau in character development, and
then be frustrated if there is a desire for continued per-
sonal growth.  God made all people to yearn for His
presence in their lives.  If we refuse to have God in our
lives, we will live a life that is void of fulfillment in the
inner man.  Great characters cannot be built with a spiri-

God-fearing citizens are
always the best citizens
because they are first obe-
dient to the higher laws of
God, and then to the laws
of the land.
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All men must live with the realization that they will
eventually give account for their actions.  This realiza-
tion of accountability motivates us to do that which is
right.  Those who realize that they must give account for
their actions will live better lives.  They are so moti-
vated because they will always seek to do good to their
neighbors and live obediently in reference to God’s will.
Accountability produces good behavior.

D. Sow good.

Not only must we live with the realization that we
will give account of our actions at a time of final ac-
countability, we must also live with the realization that
in this life we will reap what we sow.  Remember these
words:  “Be not deceived, God is not mocked, for what-
ever a man sows, that he will also reap.  For he who sows
to his flesh will of the flesh reap corruption.  But he who
sows to the Spirit will of the Spirit reap eternal life” (Gl
6:7,8).

If one violates religious moral laws concerning
sexual immorality, then he or she must expect to reap
the consequence of sexually transmitted diseases.  If we
give ourselves to stealing, then we should expect prison.
If we give ourselves to deceitful practices, then we must
expect the mistrust of others.  We reap what we sow.

If we sow that which is good, then
we must expect to reap good things.
When we live in this life knowing that
we will reap from our actions, we will
be motivated to live better lives.  This
is the part religion plays in culture.  It
is the responsibility of civil government
to establish civil laws that govern our
lives as a nation.  However, it is the function of religion
within a nation to teach citizens that they are to be sub-
ject to the higher laws of God.  Civil government must
deal with civil laws.  Religion must develop a conscience
in citizens in reference to moral and ethical behavior.

The preceding is illustrated in reference to moral laws
surrounding our sexual activity.  One of the areas of life
wherein millions are reaping bad consequences is sexual
immorality.  Our world lives with the scourge of sexu-
ally transmitted diseases, specifically HIV/AIDS.  God’s
law is that sexual relationships are to exist only in the
bond of marriage (Hb 13:4).  The marriage bed is to be
undefiled in the sense that sexual relationships are not
to exist outside the bond of marriage.  It takes two people
to spread HIV/AIDS.  It takes only one person to stop
the spread.  You can be that one person who says no to
sexual immorality.

Sow Sexual
Immorality;

Reap Sexually
Transmitted
Diseases.

In August of 1980 I stepped into a small single-en-
gine Comanche 260 Piper airplane with five faithful and
trusting passengers, Martha, my wife, and our four small
children.  I was the pilot and we were destined out of
Opa Locka Airport in Miami, Florida east over the At-
lantic to the small island of Grand Cayman.  From there
our flight plan would take us to our new home in Antigua.

As I left Opa Locka Air Traffic Control, crossed
Miami Beach on a heading southeast, I remember that
all we could see was water, water forever.  We could see
nothing but the sheen of the sun off the water that morn-
ing as we stretched our faith to do God’s work in the
West Indies.  It was a mission of faith.  What drove us to
this conclusion was the fact that God had better things
for us to do.  Our incurable optimistic faith had brought
us to a point of launching out over the deep, and that is

Those who have left legacies that have changed human historyThose who have left legacies that have changed human historyThose who have left legacies that have changed human historyThose who have left legacies that have changed human historyThose who have left legacies that have changed human history
are those who established the history of their beingare those who established the history of their beingare those who established the history of their beingare those who established the history of their beingare those who established the history of their being

upon the foundation of a faith in God.upon the foundation of a faith in God.upon the foundation of a faith in God.upon the foundation of a faith in God.upon the foundation of a faith in God.

Chapter 14

LAUNCHING OUT ON FAITH

exactly what we did.  You must take a leap of faith in
order for faith to grow.  God works that way.

I think the greatest obstacle in the life of the Chris-
tian is a lack of trust in God to work exceedingly abun-
dantly in the life of His children who must walk by faith.
We are not testing God when we launch out.  We are
testing ourselves; we are testing our faith.  And unless
we put ourselves to the test, we will never really under-
stand the magnificence of God’s work in our lives.

Christianity is built on faith.  As opposed to a legal
system by which one walks by
sight and personal performance,
Christianity is a world view of
faith, and thus, the Christian is
optimistic in reference to the fu-
ture.  Just listen to what God says.

The Greatest Obstacle
To Faith

Is A Lack Of Faith.

Developing Character
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“And we know that all things work together for good to
those who love God, to those who are the called accord-
ing to His purpose” (Rm 8:28).  “If God is for us, who
can be against us” (Rm 8:31).  “But in all these things
we are more than conquerors through Him who loved
us” (Rm 8:37).  “I can do all things through Him who
strengthens me” (Ph 4:13).  “For whoever is born from
God overcomes the world.  And this is the victory that
overcomes the world, our faith” (1 Jn 5:4).  I believe all
these promises.

Ralph Bumpus once said, “We must stop allowing
the knockers, knit pickers and No No Birds run our lives.”
For the Christian, it is not true that things will get worse
before they get better.  They are now great and the best
is yet to be.  I suppose there is some irony in what radio
commentator Paul Harvey used to say when closing some
radio broadcasts, “Don’t worry about anything.  Noth-
ing is going to turn out all right anyway.”  There are too
many people who spend half their time figuring out what
we cannot do.  We need those who envision what we
can do.  We need leaders of faith.

Our mental attitude determines what we get out of
life.  If we feel like conquerors, then we will live a vic-
torious life.  However, if we come to the conclusion that
the battle is already lost, then our mental attitude will
make sure we operate as those in retreat rather than those
who are marching home from victory.  As Christians,
we must recognize that God has already given us the
victory.  We must simply stay in the battle.

A. Concluding the worst:

We are surrounded in our lives by too many pessi-
mists.  Someone once said, “A pessimist is a man who
looks both ways before crossing a one-way street.”  This
is the person who believes that things are as bad as they
can possibly be, and yet, expects them to get worse.  “A
pessimist is a man who does not choose the lesser of
two evils.  He chooses both.”

The story was told that before the championship
boxing fight between Gene Tunney and Jack Dempsey,
Tunney woke up one night before the fight, having
dreamed that he had been severely beaten by Dempsey.
When he later referred to the dream in a conversation
with a friend, he said that he had been reading too many
newspaper accounts concerning the ferocity of Dempsey.
That ferocity had been eating away at this mind, dis-
couraging him concerning the upcoming fight.  He then
made a decision.  That decision was to stop all input of
negative thinking.  He would focus on winning.  He
would concentrate on his own ferocity.  The result of his
positive thinking was his winning the champion fight.

If we would place Christianity in the field of phi-
losophy for a moment, the greatest psychiatrist in the
world would classify it as an extremely positive philoso-
phy for mental behavior.  “Fight the good fight of the
faith”, “We can do all things”, “All things work together
for good”, “God is for us”, and a host of other positive
concepts define the nature of the Christian mental atti-
tude.  It is for this reason that Christians can “do all
things without grumbling ...” (Ph 2:14).  They can “count
it all joy” when they fall into various trials (Js 1:2).

B. The best is yet to be:

A self-centered optimist once said, “An optimist is a
man who tells you to cheer up when things are going his
way.”  That is really not a true opti-
mist.  A true optimist is the man who
spends his last dollar to buy an new
billfold.  He is the one about whom
someone once wrote, “Optimism is the
belief that even when things come to
worst, it won’t be so bad.”

We do live in a world that seems to have gone wrong.
Sin has had its epic in eternity, that epic being the time
of the existence of this world wherein sin has ruined an
Eden environment.  However, sin has been overcome by
a cross that was posted at Calvary.

F. H. Bradley concluded, “The world is the best of
all possible worlds, and everything in it is a necessary
evil.”  We live in a “necessarily evil world” simply be-
cause God has turned the work of Satan—a world gone
wrong through sin—into a preparatory environment for
those who are headed for an eternal dwelling.  It is for
this reason that the Christian firmly believes that all
things are working together for good.  It will turn out
well in the end.  Really.  It is not what Ken Hubbard
said, “An optimist is a fellow who believes what’s go-
ing to be will be postponed.”  For the saint, what is yet
to be is an eternal reward of glory in the midst of a truly
optimistic heavenly environment.

We must think on the positive side of life.  In his
best selling book, The Results of Positive Thinking,
Norman Vincent Peale wrote,

A positive thinker does not refuse to recognize the nega-
tive, he refuses to dwell on it.  Positive thinking is a form
of thought which habitually looks for the best results from
the worst conditions.  It is possible to look for something
to build on; it is possible to expect the best for yourself
even though things look bad.  And the remarkable fact is
that when you seek good you are very likely to find it.

The Character
Of A True
Christian

Is Optimism.
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And so you will.  Someone once said, “Always act
as if it were impossible to fail.”  I think this is what Paul
had in mind when he wrote from prison that we can do
all things through Christ (Ph 4:13).  With God on our
side, how can we fail?  Paul concluded,

For I am persuaded that neither death, nor life, nor an-
gels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor things present,
nor things to come, nor height, nor depth, nor any other
creature, will be able to separate us from the love of God
that is in Christ Jesus our Lord (Rm 8:38,39).

C. Making a choice for a difference:

You have a choice concerning your mental attitude.
You can choose to be optimistic about life.  Or, you can
choose the alternative.  You can choose to drink from
the darkness of discouragement and despair.  Or, you
can feast on the brightness of that which is good and
true.  The world is full of those who have chosen to be
happy, to look on the bright side.  In fact, if it were not
for so many optimists in the world, the pessimist would
not know how unhappy he really is.

You have a choice of being either optimistic about
life or thinking that things are bad and will get worse.
You can choose to be the pessimist about whom J. B.
Cabell wrote, “The optimist proclaims that we live in
the best of all possible worlds; the pessimist fears that
this is true.”  You may think that the pessimist is more
often right.  However, he is not the one who is more
often happy.  It was said, “The optimist consoles him-
self that things could be worse; the pessimist just waits
a while, and sure enough, they are.”  His mental attitude
brings him to the conclusion that the worst is yet to be.
If our vision of the future is dark, then dark clouds will
rise over the horizon.  The state of our mental attitude
has a habit of bringing into reality the nature of our
dreams.  If we see an opportunity in every calamity of
life, then life will be filled with the reality of sweet
dreams.  However, if we focus on calamities in every
opportunity, there are only dark clouds in the future.
Looking on the bright side of life leads us past feeling
that we are only half way there.  It leads us to believing
that we are nearing the end of the worst and coming into
the reality of the best.

Squirrels store up nuts for the winter season.  When
things get bad, squirrels have a store
of nourishment from which to feed.
So it is with our mental attitudes.  We
must store up positive thoughts,
thoughts of good times.  When win-
ter comes, we will then have a host

of pleasant thoughts from which to draw in difficult
times.  We can be as the tea kettle when it is up to its
neck in hot water.  It just whistles.

A trapeze instructor once had a difficult time in train-
ing a young student.  The student complained, “I can’t
do it.  I can’t do it.”  The wise instructor said, “Just
throw your heart over the bar and your body will fol-
low.”  We must train our minds to learn to expect, not to
doubt.  This was what Jesus said to a father who had
brought to Him an afflicted son.  He said, “All things
are possible to him who believes” (Mk 9:23).  However,
I think most of us are in the situation concerning our
faith as the father.  He recognized his pessimistic out-
look in reference to his weak faith and responded to
Jesus, “Lord, I believe!  Help my unbelief” (Mk 9:24).
“Help our unbelief.”  It is not natural for the Christian to
suffer with unbelief.  Unbelief is a cankering leaven that
will destroy our positive mental attitudes.  I think Paul
had this in mind concerning the leavening of sin in the
Corinthian church.  His instructions were, “Purge out
the old leaven so that you may be a new lump” (1 Co
5:7).  We need to be purged of unbelief, purged of nega-
tives, purged of doubts, and thus purged of fear.  Once
we have purged ourselves of those things that hinder us
from reaching our potential, then we will aspire to what
God would have us be.  Samuel Ellsworth Kiser was
right in his following poem:

There was once a man who smiled,
Because the day was bright,
Because he slept at night,
Because God gave him sight,

To gaze upon his child;
Because his little one,
Could leap and laugh and run;
Because the distant sun,
Smiled on the earth, he smiled.

He smiled because the sky,
Was high above his head,
Because the rose was red,
Because the past was dead.

He never wondered why,
The Lord had blundered so,
That all things have to go,
The wrong way, here below,
The overarching sky.

He toiled, and still was glad,
Because the air was free,
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Because he loved, and she,
That claimed his love and he,
Shared all the joys they had;

Because the grasses grew,
Because the sweet winds blew,
Because that he could hew,
And hammer, he was glad.

Because he lived, he smiled,
And did not look ahead,
With bitterness or dread,
But nightly sought his bed,
As calmly as a child.

And people called him mad,
For being always glad,
With such things as he had,
And shook their heads, and smiled.

We often impetuously respond to someone who has
imparted to us a piece of previously unknown informa-
tion by saying, “I doubt that.”  We have the right to doubt.
However, our response obligates us.  We are obligated
to search for a reason for our doubt.  We must investi-
gate, search, dig, study.  One has no right to doubt if he
or she is not willing to study or investigate in an honest
manner that which is doubted.

Our doubting is often too frivolous.  We are too quick
to doubt what one says.  Or, we are often too quick to
doubt that which is new and not according to our tradi-
tional way of thought.  We are thus too hard on our-
selves.  Our inability to change in order to incorporate
new information into our thinking and behavior leads us
to be too quick to be challenged by others who might
question us.

When it comes to the subject of doubt, it is usually
not a problem of doubt in what others say.  The problem
is ourselves.  We burden ourselves with countless ques-
tions about our own beliefs.  In fact, our resistance to
the questions of others is often a resistance to add to our
own assortment of questions.  We thus reside in a dark
room of self inflicted doubt, refusing to allow in any
more questions that might add to our confused world of
skepticism.  When we have allowed our faith to be at-
tacked by our own selves, we resist the skepticism of
others who seek to perpetuate our own faithlessness.

Webster defined doubt “to waver or fluctuate in opin-
ion or belief, to be uncertain or undecided respecting
the truth or fact; to be undermined.”  That covers about
everything in reference to questioning everything.  The

uncontrolled doubter has a lot of territory to cover.  The
uncontrolled doubter is a skeptic.  He is skeptical of all
that cannot be identified by the five senses.  A Christian
is not a skeptic if he or she has those times where ques-
tions arise concerning one’s beliefs.  Our questions
should drive us to seek answers.  The skeptic simply
gives up on faith and is satisfied to live in a world of
lingering questions.

The fact is that we all have some doubts.  Some-
times we even doubt our own faith.  E. D. Starbuck once
made a survey wherein 53% of 142 women and 79% of
95 men he surveyed had doubts concerning their reli-
gious faith when they were between the ages of eleven
and twenty-six.  It is during this time in life that young
people are moving from the foundation of their faith.
They are moving from founding their faith on their fa-
thers to making up their own minds.  Bertrand Russell
once said, “In all affairs it’s a healthy thing now and
then to hang a question mark on the things you have
long taken for granted.”  It is not wrong to have times of
doubt concerning our faith.  This is especially true dur-
ing those formative years when we are transitioning from
the foundation of our father’s faith to one that is based
on our own conclusions.

There is nothing unnatural about doubting.  The prob-
lem is not with doubting.  It is with our unwillingness to
do as the Bereans.  “They received the word with all
readiness of mind and searched the Scriptures daily to
see whether these things were so” (At 17:11).  If doubt
does not drive us to searching, then we are not honest
with ourselves.  It is something like Wilson Mizner said,
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“I respect faith, but doubt is what gets
you an education.”  If we doubt what
someone has said, we are not fair to
the one we doubt if we are not willing
to investigate that which is said.  If
we doubt our own beliefs, then we are
not fair to ourselves if we do not
search for answers.  Doubt that resides in a lethargic
mind has found a permanent residence.

A. Causes of doubt:

A normal process of intellect is questioning that
which is accepted as true.  However, a chronic doubter
is a skeptic, and thus, one who is unable to accept any-
thing.  He is a perpetual agnostic, one who makes ques-
tioning his hobby.  However, some are like the insom-
niac dyslexic agnostic who stayed awake at night won-
dering if there were a “dog”.

Unchallenged doubt has its unfortunate conse-
quences.  We must not lead ourselves to believe that a
failure to deal with doubt demons will somehow resolve
itself.  These demons can rake havoc with our faith.  They
can crush our hope.  It is for this reason that we must be
vigilant about dealing with those things that cause doubt.

1.  Ignorance of the Bible causes doubt.  One’s
doubts about the Bible are more often the result of his or
her ignorance of the Bible.  People have often accused
the Bible to be a book of fables, myths and contradic-
tions.  At the same time they have not investigated the
text of the Bible enough to understand its literary na-
ture.  They do not understand that God has left to man
the responsibility of making sure the text of the Bible is
preserved in a way that will lead those who are search-
ing to a knowledge of God and His salvation for man.

Those who know little about the Bible have not stud-
ied it enough to understand that the Bible has come down
to us through history in a manner that God has wanted it
to come down to us through history.  If a copyist stumbled
here and there over making copies of the text, then God
allowed such to happen in order to test our faith in His
word.  We may blame a copyist of the Bible for not be-
ing perfect, but we cannot blame God for allowing the
copyist to do his work, regardless of his imperfections.
We simply know that we have the Bible today in a form
that God intended that we have it.

Now concerning doubt of the content of the Bible,
we must be honest with ourselves.  One’s lifestyle may
make him prejudiced concerning judgments the Bible
makes about sin in his life.  Doubt that is based on a
rejection of Bible truths because of sin in our lives is not

fair.  It is a doubt that is generated by rebellion.
Now if the general content of the Bible is doubted,

then that is another matter.  If we want to write off the
content as an assortment of myths and fables, then we
have obligated ourselves to some objective studies.  We
have committed ourselves to enrollment in the Chris-
tian Evidences 101 course of study.  In this study, one
must not only investigate the content of the Bible (Jn
20:30,31), but also external evidences that prove that
God’s word could not be the invention of men.  If it
were, then the invention would be greater than the great-
est human philosopher or religionists.  We must never
forget that men gave their lives because they believed
the Jesus they had personally experienced.  They be-
lieved He was who He said He was, the only Son of
God.  Men and women went to death because they
walked by the fact that a miracle happened in their pres-
ence.  They wrote, died, and thus have handed to us a
testimony that only the hardened agnostic would con-
tinue to doubt.

2.  Despair and depression cause doubt.  Someone
once said, “There is no weariness like that which comes
from doubting, for doubt is brother devil to despair.”
Again in his book, The Psychology of Re-
ligion, Starbuck told of a patient who
wrote to him, “I have had times of doubt
when I wondered almost if anything were
true and how we could believe it.  This
would usually come at times when I felt
unusually despondent and nothing went
right; it would end as soon as I felt better.”

When was the last time you were depressed?  I would
assume that that time was also the time when your doubts
surfaced.  It is not doubt that brings on depression.  Turn
it around.  Our depression only gives doubt an occasion
to make us question ourselves.

3.  The religious traditions of men cause doubts.
Every religious person seeks to please God.  And every
religious person knows that at the end of the day, God is
the one who must deliver truth to those who seek to
please him.  The problem comes when worshipers seek
to serve God after the traditions of men and not after the
revelation of God.  If one is honest, he or she knows
when something is tradition and something is Bible.  At
least most people do.

When I confine myself to traditional worship and
service, I know that something is questionable.  If I do
not know for sure if my beliefs and behavior in refer-
ence to God are based on the word of God, then I have
doubts.  At least if I am honest with myself in my igno-
rance of the word of God, I will wonder if what I am
doing religiously is pleasing to God.  Of course if I am
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not honest, nor greatly concerned about doing what God
says, I will carry on with my traditional beliefs and be-
havior.  But for religiously honest people who seek to be
pleasing to God, this is not good enough.  The truly hon-
est person conducts himself or herself according to what
Paul instructed in 2 Corinthians 13:5.  “Examine your-
selves as to whether you are in the faith.  Test your own
selves.”

The only relief one can have for religious doubt is to
love the truth of God (See 2 Th 2:10-12).  Study!  Paul,
Peter and the other inspired writers of the word of God
got the message by inspiration.  It is by perspiration that
we will get it.  Nothing short of diligent searching of the
Scriptures will deliver us from doubt concerning our tra-
ditional religious beliefs and behavior.

B. The consequences of doubt:

As stated before, everyone at times doubts his or her
personal beliefs.  In reference to religious behavior, we
often question what we are doing.  If our doubts drive us
to investigation, then we are on our way to a strong faith.
However, if our doubts remain unanswered, then faith
will often crash and burn.  You can become as the one
about whom it was said, “A skeptic is a man who has
faith in nothing except in his own lack of faith.”  There-
fore, uncontrolled doubt is not without consequences.
The following are only a few:

1.  Doubt leaves us without a life center of refer-
ence.  Faith comes by hearing the word of God (Rm
10:17).  God meant that His written word would be our
source of faith.  However, if one allows his or her doubts
to bring into question the source of our faith, then our
faith takes the fall.  One of Satan’s
greatest attacks against the faith of man
is to bring into man’s mind questions
concerning the Bible.  When the Bible
is subsequently discarded as simply
good religious literature, then we are
left with no revelation from our Cre-
ator.  When the Bible becomes just another book on the
shelf with an assortment of good books on philosophy
and religion, then we are left to our own inventions.  We
are relegated to a world of religious competition wherein
might makes right or the majority rules the day.  If there
is no standard for right, then right does not exist.  Who
would want to live in a world wherein everyone did that
which was right in his own eyes?

2.  Doubt submits us to endless inward turmoil.
James explained the nature of the one who has burdend
himself with perpetual doubts.  “He who doubts is like a

wave of the sea, driven and tossed by the wind” (Js 1:6).
Doubt makes God feel a long way away, somewhere off
in a distant universe, unapproachable by finite beings
He may have deserted on a planetary desert.  And when
one feels that God is distant, unapproachable, he then
leaves himself to be driven by the waves of turmoil.
Ralph Waldo Emerson was right when he said, “Skepti-
cism is slow suicide.”  It is the lot of the skeptic to doubt
his beliefs, and then start believing his doubts.  The phi-
losopher Descartes took this road.  He discovered that at
the end of this road, the human mind needed faith.  So
once he had exhausted himself with questioning, even
questioning his own existence, he concluded, “I think,
therefore I am.”  At least this is a start toward faith.

3.  Doubt destroys faith.  A skeptic is often told that
seeing is believing, but he refuses to look.  It is often
true as someone said of the perpetual doubter, “A skep-
tic is a man who has faith in nothing, except in his own
lack of faith.”  And without faith, one has no anchor of
the soul in times of turmoil (See Hb 6:18,19).  Doubt
burns bridges to our way back to the tranquility of our
emotionally secure homes.

There are many who, as someone said, “Believe their
doubts and doubt their beliefs.”  But such mental gym-
nastics lead one only to a life of endless faithlessness.
God would not have us behave this way because He does
not want us to believe this way.  We must pray without
doubting (1 Tm 2:8).  We must move mountains by faith
(Mt 21:21).  Man was never designed to be a doubter,
and thus we must conclude that persistent doubt is not
natural.  It is not human to be skeptical.  The skeptical
mind is a deviation from how we are emotionally cre-
ated.

4.  Doubt destroys confidence.  One can be confi-
dent in his or her ability to work and reach goals.  We
are a self-reliant people.  We can “do our own thing.”
We can “do it our way.”  All these mental attitudes cause
men to do great things.  However, when it comes to faith,
there is a biblical teaching that “we are more than con-
querors through Him who loved us” (Rm 8:37).  “I can
do all things through Him who strengthens me” (Ph
4:13).  Get the point.  We humanly have the ability to do
great things.  We can build a tower of Babel, for God
Himself pronounces concerning the ability of man,
“Nothing that they propose to do will be withheld from
them” (Gn 11:6).  However, if we recruit God for our
side, then we are more than master builders.  We are
more than conquerors.  We can have the confidence that
the best is yet to be.  We can have the faith that He “is
able to do exceedingly abundantly above all that we ask
or think according to the power that works in us” (Ep
3:20).  Take away that faith, and the Christian can have
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no confidence beyond his own abilities.  Take away our
faith and we are no better off than the disillusioned world
in accomplishing that which we dream to do.

Regardless of where one is in reference to his or her
doubts, there must be a reconstruction of faith.  This is
not an option if we seek to establish mental and emo-
tional security.  In view of the consequences of faith-
lessness, there must be a building again of a foundation
that leads to a life of faith, for without faith, we are life-
less.  And lifeless people can never discover their des-
tiny.

C. Searching for the cure of doubt:

We must respond to doubt according to what O. H.
Tabor once said, “In our day, when so many creeds writ-
ten and unwritten, are bound upon people, everybody is
a doubter to somebody.  There must be a real search for
truth; an honest doubt is sometimes the path to truth.”

Doubt will often come knocking at our door.  We
must allow faith to open it.  And when the door is opened,
no one will be there.  Faith makes our doubts vanish
away.  Someone once said, “Faith is dead to doubt, dumb

to discouragement, blind to impossibilities, and knows
nothing but success in God.”

Turnbull once said, “Doubt is the disease of this in-
quisitive, restless age—it is the price we pay for advanced
intelligence and civilization—but as the most beautiful
night is born of darkness, so the faith that springs from
conflict is often the strongest and best.”  In a time where
doubt seems to triumph over faith, a strong faith will
emerge from the conflict.  Out of the mire of an environ-
ment wherein chaos has been produced by faithlessness
will come a faith that has been purified by testing.  Doubt
may often take us down the corridors of despair; but it is
faith that will chain us to the Infinite.  Things were writ-
ten that we might believe that Jesus is the Christ and
Son of God (Jn 20:30,31).  It is our responsibility to
investigate that which has been written.  Charles H.
Gabriel expressed our victory over doubt when he wrote,

I’m possessed of a hope that is steadfast and sure,
Since Jesus came into my heart,

And no dark clouds of doubt now my pathway obscure,
Since Jesus came into my heart.

If life is a puppet show, then God is the artist that
moves us along by the strings of faith.  We must never
allow the scissors of skepticism to cut the strings that
bind us to hope.  It is through faith that we will eventu-
ally be victorious.

Someone once said that patience is “the ability to
idle your motor when you feel like stripping your gears.”
Bierce said that patience is “a minor form of despair,
disguised as a virtue.”

In some or all areas of life, this is the personality
characteristic with which all of us struggle.  It is the
flaw we first see in ourselves, and the one from which
we reap a host of negatives in our relationships with
others.  How many of us have pronounced the self-con-
demnation, “I am too impatient.”  Or, if we have a dear
one who has felt we needed the same exhortation, he or
she had said to us, “You are too impatient.”  And we are.

Peter said that to our self-control we need to add

patience (2 Pt 1:5,6).  It is possibly that we need more
than addition.  We need multiplication.  Impatience has
ended in too much strife, heartaches ... apologies for non-
sense we have spoken for which we have had to repent.

There are so many exhortations in the Bible for the
Christian concerning patience.  “... in your patience
possess your souls ...” (Lk 21:19).  “... we with patience
wait for it ...” (Rm 8:25).  “... be sound ... in patience
...” (Ti 2:2).  “... you have need of patience ...” (Hb
10:36).  “... let us run with patience ...” (Hb 12:1-KJV).
“... let patience have her perfect work ...” (Js 1:4).  And
on and on.  One would get the idea that God wants us to
work on this virtue.

A. Causes of impatience:

Dealing with any problem means dealing with the
causes of the problem.  Since the Bible gives so many
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exhortations concerning building pa-
tience, we must assume that God
knows we can handle this challenge.
If we judge ourselves to be impatient,
we can change.  But in order to
change, we must recognize areas of
cause in order to deal with the effect
of impatience.

1.  The lack of mercy on others causes impatience:
Remember what James said, “For judgment will be with-
out mercy to the one who has shown no mercy”  (Js 2:13).
Remember that.

We often try to fly like an eagle, but feel we are
surrounded with turkeys.  We blame others for our mis-
fortune.  Someone said, “No matter how little patience
you have with the mistakes of others, you always have
lots of patience with your own.”  This was the case with
the unforgiving debtor in Jesus’ parable of the unforgiv-
ing debtors.  After being forgiven of his own debt, the
unforgiving debtor went to one who owed him a small
amount.  He sought immediate repayment.  Of this un-
forgiving one Jesus said, “And his fellow bondservant
fell down and begged him, saying, ‘Have patience with
me and I will pay you.’  And he would not, but went and
cast him into prison until he should pay the debt.” (Mt
18:29,30).  How many times have we cast into prison
those friends with whom we should have been patient?
Even to this day, how many of our friends are still in
prison because they are not performing as we think they
should, or being who we think they should be?

Goethe said, “Tolerance comes with age; I see no
fault committed that I myself could not have committed
at some time or other.”  It is time to release others from
prison.  It is time to realize that “in the way you judge,
you will be judged” (Mt 7:1).

“Patience consists of feeling and seeing things with
your heart instead of your hands and eyes.”  It is time to
allow a tender heart to rule the day in our relationships
with others.  We must seek to free ourselves by allowing
others to be themselves around us.  Once we are merci-
ful to the faults of others by reflecting on our own im-
perfections, then patience will reign in our relationships.

2.  A lack of communication causes impatience:
Have you ever tried to finish someone’s sentence with a
presumptuous statement that was not what the speaker
wanted to say?  If you have been married for some time,
then you know what I am saying.  Because some lack
skills in how to carry on a discussion with another per-
son, their impatience causes them to assume things the
other person does not have on his or her mind, or even
intends to say.  Our impatience that has been generated

by a moment of temper or haste has caused us to blurt
out something that was never on the mind of the one
with whom we have presumed to be communicating.

There was a case in Paul’s life where the magistrates
of the city  of Philippi impatiently presumed to be true
some false accusations of irritated accusers.  They sub-
sequently “tore off their clothes and commanded them
[Paul and Silas] to be beaten with rods” (At 16:22).  Now
imagine this.  Before these magistrates questioned Paul
and Silas, they went into a rage and commanded these
two strangers to be beaten.  They knew that a Roman
citizen could not be beaten before a just trial.  If he were,
then the one who beat him could be sentenced to death.
We would say that they were impatient and foolish.  But
how many times have we beaten a friend or loved one
before we understood the whole truth?  How many times
have we struck a blow with our tongue before we com-
municated?

3.  Anxiety causes impatience:  Someone was right
when he said, “A man is as big as the things that annoy
him.”  There is the old Chinese story of a frustrated stu-
dent and an old woman.  One day the student became so
frustrated with his studies that he threw his books away.
He quit going to class.  After a couple days he was wan-
dering down a street and saw an old woman rubbing an
iron bar against a stone.  He asked, “What are you do-
ing?”  The old woman responded, “I am making a
needle.”  We must keep in mind the old proverb, “If you
are patient in one moment of anger, you will escape a
hundred days of sorrow.”  Just keep in mind that “pa-
tience on the road will often prevent patients in the hos-
pital.”

B. Areas where patience is needed:

Now let’s get to the point.  We need to work on our
patience.  We have identified what some of the causes
are, but now we need to start to work on specific areas
of life where we need patience.

I have found that some people have patience in
particular areas of their lives where in others they have
a great problem with maintaining control of their per-
son.  Some are patient in working for a
personal goal, but impatient with those
with whom they have to work in order
to accomplish that goal.  I have always
thought it interesting that one would
spend days, weeks and months in pre-
paring something to be printed.  Once
the final draft had been made, he rushed it to the printer
and expected it to be printed yesterday.  He was patient
with his own work, but impatient with the printer when
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it was not printed on schedule.
Our challenge is to work on patience in all areas of

our lives.  We need to take the patience we have in one
area of life and spread it over the totality of our behav-
ior, especially when working with other people.

1.  We need patience when dealing with people in
general.  God intends that we be led by those who have
focused on being patient people.  Elders are not to be
“quick-tempered” (1 Tm 3:3; Ti 1:7).  Older women are
to teach younger women to be “sound in patience” (Ti
2:3,4).  Shakespeare was right, “How poor are they who
have not patience.”  Poverty in patience leads us to have
poor relationships with others.  It is for this reason that
Paul exhorted the Thessalonian church, “Be patient to-
ward all men” (1 Th 5:14).

Winston Churchill once said to an impatient gen-
eral, “Sir, you do not possess your emotions.  They pos-
sess you.”  We are too often possessed when dealing
with the ignorance, faults, and often trivialities of those
with whom we associate.  There were once two Irishmen
on a tandem bicycle who had just reached the top of a
hill.  The one on the front was totally exhausted.  When
they came to a stop at the crest of the hill for a rest, the
front rider said to Pat on the back, “Pat, that was a stiff
climb.”  With no sweat on his head, Pat responded, “It
was at that.  And if I hadn’t kept the brake on, we would
have rolled backwards.”

People need patience.  We need the patience of oth-
ers in our times of folly.  Give someone a “brake” by
being a little more patient.

2.  We need patience with our own performance.
One time the great inventor Thomas Edison had unsuc-
cessfully tried over 1000 times to solve a problem with
experiments.  He was asked to justify 1000 plus experi-
ments to come up with a solution.  He replied, “Why,
now we know 1000 ways it won’t work.”

Luther Burbank estimated that he must have pulled
a million cactus spines out of his hands in the sixteen
years it took him to develop a cactus that cattle could
eat.  Norman Vincent Peale once wrote,

“Why can’t people make better use of patience in their
lives.  Mainly, I think, because it has three great enemies:
discouragement, that white surrender, the flag that makes
people give up too easily; frustration, generating anger
that clouds your judgment and wrecks your timing; and
the tendency to overreact under stress, hit the panic
button, lose your cool.” (Reader’s Digest, 1972).

Peale was right.  Nothing great ever came as a result
of impatient work.  It takes persistence to accomplish a

lifetime of greatness.  It is as a Chinese proverb, “Noth-
ing is so full of victory as patience.”  It is for this reason
that we must “run with endurance the race that is set
before us” (Hb 12:1).

3.  We must have patience for the coming of the
Lord.  The Christian is patient with the events of this
world simply because he knows that this world is only
temporary.  It is not the Christian’s final end.  Our focus
on the eternal builds a spiritual foundation for patience.
We must have a living hope, a hope that pushes us to-
ward that which is yet to be revealed.  However, our
anticipation must be mellowed with patience.  James
had this in mind when he wrote,

Therefore, be patient, brethren, until the coming of the
Lord.  Behold, the farmer waits for the precious fruit of
the earth.  And he has long patience for it, until he re-
ceives the early and latter rain.  You also be patient.  Es-
tablish your hearts, for the coming of the Lord is near (Js
5:7,8).

It takes patience to wait on God’s work.  In the con-
text of James’ words was the imminent destruction of
the persecuting Judaism that was a thorn in the flesh of
the early church.  While suffering under the oppression
of intolerant Judaism, James encouraged the Jewish
church to be patient for deliverance.  We must also be
patient.  We thus glory in tribulation, knowing that it is
through the trial of our faith that we gain a character of
patience.  “... we also glory in tribulations, knowing that
tribulation works patience ...” (Rm 5:3).  It is through
faith and patience that we will eventually overcome at
the coming of Jesus.

And we desire that each one of you show the same dili-
gence to the full assurance of hope unto the end, so that
you not be sluggish, but imitate those who through faith
and patience inherit the promises (Hb 6:11,12).

The Bible places a great deal of emphasis on the
character of patience.  The reason is that it is necessary
to have patience in order to establish close relationships
with others.  Nothing destroys a relationship with an-
other more quickly than impatience with the faults of
others.  It is imperative, therefore, that we focus on this
virtue.

The ultimate purpose for developing a patient char-
acter is in view of eternal dwelling.  Since we will dwell
with one another in the eternal setting of heaven, then
certainly we must have a very patient personality.
Heaven will not be full of impatient people.

Developing Character
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An amendment of the United States constitution en-
thrones freedom which includes an article that each citi-
zen has the “right to pursue happiness.”  Not only is this
the right of American citizens, it should be the right of
every citizen of the world.  It is what is inborn within
every individual.  It is what we want.  It is our inner
most craving.  We want to be happy.  Unfortunately, hap-
piness is what everyone wants, but few know where to
find it.

A little girl was once sitting at the breakfast table
with her mother when the sun made its presence known
by rising over the distant horizon.  As its morning light
beamed through the cottage window and on to the spoon
of the child who was sitting with her mother at the break-
fast table, she responded with joy to her mother, “Mama,
I have a spoonful of sunshine!”  Solomon was right, “A
merry heart does good, like medicine” (Pv 17:22).  Ev-
ery morning we need a big dose of sunshine medicine to
brighten our day.  We should arise every morning with
the declaration, “This is the day the Lord has made; we
will rejoice and be glad in it” (Ps 118:24).  Upon mak-
ing this declaration, we must make a decision that each
day of our lives will be a day of happiness.

It is not totally true what Menchken said, “The only
really happy folk are married women and single men.”
Nor is it totally true what another proverb stated, “Hap-
piness comes by filling a child’s stomach, a woman’s
wardrobe, and a man’s wallet.”  And again, happiness is
not really acquired as a frustrated younger brother said,
“Happiness is having a sister with lar-
yngitis and a TV with only one chan-
nel.”  True happiness does not revolve
around material things nor pleasurable
events.  It is almost as someone once
said, “Happiness has a habit of pursu-
ing the person who feels grateful to his
God, comfortable with his conscience, in favor with his
friends, in love with his labors, and in balance with his
banker.”  But someone correctly stated, “The secret of
happiness is learning to accept the impossible, do with-
out the indispensable, and bear the intolerable.”

In a secular and materialistic world, true happiness
is elusive.  The secular person unfortunately looks to

events and activities that will entertain, but will not bring
longlasting peace.  He forgets that happiness is not some-
thing you experience.  The materialist always looks for
the right possessions, forgetting that happiness is not
something that can be bought or owned.  Happiness is
not yearning for the things that we feel will make us
happy.  Money cannot buy us happiness.  It only pro-
longs our search in the wrong direction.

Why do people struggle to find that which seems to
be so elusive.  Too many people find only momentary
happiness in things and activities, and subsequently de-
ceive themselves into thinking that they have acquired
their goal.  When things become old and activities no
longer satisfy our thirst for inner happiness, we often
add to our collection of possessions or change to per-
forming other activities in order to get another “happi-
ness fix.”  It is too often too late after a lifetime of such
misguided searching that we come to the realization of
Solomon’s wisdom, “Vanities of vanity, all is vanity”
(Ec 1:2).

An activity oriented culture is always afraid of be-
ing bored.  The inhabitants of such frenzied cultures have
concluded that their happiness is found in their ability
to keep themselves involved in a host of events and ac-
tivities.  They are fearful of not having enough to do lest
they discover that there is an emptiness inside that can-
not be filled with possessions or an assortment of activi-
ties.  True happiness is an elusive dream to the one who
keeps himself busy with earthly diversions.  The secu-
larist must remember that happiness is not discovered in
the things we want.  Seneca wrote, “If you would make
a man happy, do not add to his possessions but subtract
from his desires.”

Contrary to a secular and materialistic world that
would drive us to seek happiness in the wrong places, I
would suggest the following to begin one’s road to a
happy disposition of life.  These simple keys will at least
point one in the right direction to what is often an elu-
sive goal for too many people, the goal of being happy.

A. Happy people develop a happiness habit.

Ninety-five percent of our behavior is simply habit.
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We subconsciously do that which we have always done.
Since this is true, we must develop a habit of simply
being happy.  We need a happy habit.  Norman Vincent
Peale wrote, “The happiness habit is developed by sim-
ply practicing happy thinking.  Make a mental list of
happy thoughts and pass them through your mind sev-
eral times every day.”

The desire to be happy is the first step to becoming
happy.  Former President Abraham Lincoln once said,
“Most folks are about as happy as they make up their
minds to be.”  You must first make up your mind to be
happy, and then set yourself to the task of accomplish-
ing your desire for happiness.  Sound too simple?  It’s
not.

I once found a recipe for happiness.  I do not know
the source, but I am sure the one who wrote it knew the
key to happiness.

Take ...
... 2 heaping cups of patience,
... 1 heart full of love,
... 3 hands full of generosity,
... a dash of laughter,
... 1 head full of understanding, ...
... sprinkle generously with kindness; add plenty of faith,

and mix well.  Spread over a period of a lifetime, and
serve everyone you meet.

Not bad advice.  This is certainly what Paul meant
when he wrote, “Rejoice in the Lord always.  And again
I say, rejoice!” (Ph 4:4).  Solomon was again right when
he said, “He who is of a merry heart has a continual
feast” (Pv 15:15).

Most people can be happy in times
when everything seems to be going right,
or going their way.  But this surface hap-
piness is tried in the balance of life and
found wanting when things go wrong.  In
the brochure, Attitudes Unlimited, which
was written for executives of corporations
in Dallas, Texas, it was stated, “Most anyone can smile
when everything goes along smoothly ... but the val-
iant one is that person who can still smile when ad-
versities beset him from all directions.”

Christians must remember that they were not bap-
tized in vinegar.  Nor should they look as if they have
been eating out of a milk churn.  A long face does not
come with age.  Truly happy people have learned that
happiness originates from that which is within, not from
that which affects one from without.  Once happy habits

are developed from within, then our environment has
little effect on our true inner emotional or mental state
of being.  It is for this reason that the happiness habit
must come from our inside work, regardless of our past
or our present circumstances.

B. Happy people live to serve others.

On the eve of His encounter with the cross, and in
the presence of disciples who anxiously shuffled in His
midst, Jesus took a towel, stooped to the floor, and
washed twenty-four dirty feet, 240 grimy toes.  He knew
that when the disciples finally got the point after His
resurrection, they would understand what He meant in
John 13:17.  “If you know these things, happy are you if
you do them.”  “These things” refers to His humble ser-
vice to others, even washing dirty feet, and finally dirty
souls.  It is only through servitude that we discover the
secret to happiness.  To feel good you must do good.

Why is it that on our way to the hospital to visit a
friend we argue with God?  We reason that we have other
important things that we could be doing.  However, once
there, and after a prayer and simple
chatter, on our way from the hospital
we feel a sense of happiness?  We
grumble in service but we rejoice when
the service is accomplished.  Rejoicing
after an act of service should enlighten
us to the way we are wonderfully made
by God.  Service brings happiness, a sense of “well
done.”  Only when we put our hands to work will we be
able to raise our hands in rejoicing.  This is the way God
created us.  You do good and you will feel good.

Solomon was right.  “He who despises his neighbor
sins; but he who has mercy on the poor, happy is he”
(Pv 14:21).  Christians can rejoice in the Lord always
because they are always in service to others.  Galatians
6:10 was not written as a simple legal act to accomplish
a supposed meritorious salvation.  “Therefore, as we have
opportunity, let us do good to all men, especially to those
who are of the household of the faith.”  This statement
was written in order to reflect the nature of true Chris-
tianity and in order to exemplify in the lives of Chris-
tians what Jesus said, “If you know these things, happy
are you if you do them” (Jn 13:17).  Christians are happy,
not because they are commanded to be so, but because
of what they do.  The serendipity of service is always
happiness.

Dr. Maxwell Maltz wrote in his best selling book,
Psychocybernetics, that people must focus on others in
order to be happy within themselves.  “One of the most
pleasant thoughts to any human being is the thought that
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he is needed, that he is important
enough and competent enough to
help and add to the happiness of
some other human being.”  This
truth is reflected in the words of Paul
to the Ephesian elders, “I have
showed you all things, that by la-
boring as this you must help the weak and remember the
words of the Lord Jesus, how He said, ‘It is more blessed
to give than to receive’” (At 20:35).  It is more blessed
to give simply because one receives the inner satisfac-
tion of happiness when giving things rather than receiv-
ing things.  I understand from this principle of Jesus that
receiving or acquiring things is less blessed than giving
things to others.  If you would be truly happy, therefore,
you must be a giver.  The more you give, the happier
you are.

C. Happy people focus on good.

In McGuffey’s Stories for children, there is the story
of the Old Clock.  The Old Clock ticked away until one
day it started thinking about all the ticks it had to do for
an entire year, a total of 31,560,000 ticks.  As he con-
centrated on that tremendous number of ticks, discour-
agement set in, and finally, he ceased ticking.  After some
silence, the Old Clock thought for a moment.  “How
much effort is there in making only one tick?”  He then
proceeded to make one tick.  “Not so bad.”  Then two
ticks were made in succession.  Then three.  Then one
hundred.  And finally, the Old Clock was back to tick-
ing, thinking on only one tick at a time.

Some poet inscribed,

Don’t you trouble trouble;
Till trouble troubles you.

Don’t you look for trouble;
Let trouble look for you.

The problem with life is that we often look for
trouble.  We go to too many pity parties.  But it would be
good to remember what the Holy Spirit wrote in Philip-
pians 4:8.  “Finally, brethren, whatever things are true,
whatever things are honest, whatever things are just,
whatever things are pure, whatever things are lovely,
whatever things are of good report, if there is any vir-
tue, and if there is any praise, think on these things.”

It is not natural to remember bad experiences.  Think
for a moment.  Our minds naturally remember good
things that happened to us in the past.  We remember
great experiences with people, events that brought us
happiness and joy.  Our minds naturally suppress bad

experiences, but focus on good experiences.  Yes, we do
forget the bad of the past.  This is the way God made us.
It is only natural to think on that which is good.  So if it
is natural to think on the good, then that is exactly what
we must do.  Our present happiness
must not be determined by our past
library of bad experiences.  Our minds
naturally do not want us to determine
our present state of mind by our past
experiences.  You cannot build a
happy present state of mind over guilt
of things in the past.  Just do what Paul said, “I count
not myself to have laid hold.  But one thing I do,
foregetting those things that are behind and reaching
forward to those things that are before” (Ph 3:13).

Neither should our present happiness be determined
by our present environment or circumstances.  Unfortu-
nate circumstances should not determine our inward state
of mind.  Dr. Matthew N. Chappel wrote, “Happiness is
purely internal.  It is produced, not by objects, but by
ideas, thoughts and attitudes which can be developed
and constructed by the individual’s own activities, irre-
spective of the environment.”  True happiness is inter-
nally developed, not externally controlled.

Focusing on that which is good destroys worry about
tomorrow.  Matthew 6:34 is more than an exhortation.
It involves a promise that changes our present mental

behavior.  “Therefore, do not worry
about tomorrow, for tomorrow will care
for itself.  Sufficient for the day is its
own trouble.”  If we mentally forecast
bad times to come, we will uncon-
sciously work toward our forecast.  The
opposite is also true.  If we anticipate
that things will be better, sure enough,

they will be better.  So why ask for trouble when we do
not have to be delivered a bag of troubled goods?

We must not be a member of a television audience
where the program director holds up a card that says,
“Laugh”, or “Applause.”  We do not have to allow life
to dictate to us our mental state of mind.  We can choose
to be happy.  We can choose by focusing on good in
order to determine our emotional destiny.  Our present
state of mind is our choice.  Neither the environment or
people with whom we work can determine our happi-
ness.

D. Happy people are incurably optimistic.

Angelo Siciliano was a ninety-seven pound (44 ki-
logram) runt at the age of sixteen.  He was bullied around
by classmates, pushed around by friend and foe alike.
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As any physically weak and small teenager, life was not
the best.  However, one day he saw the statues of Apollo
and Hercules in the Brooklyn Museum in New York.
These images of two Greek gods formed an image in his
own mind as to what he wanted to be.  He immediately
bought a newspaper and started exercising according to
an exercise program that was printed in the newspaper.
He eventually developed his own exercise program.  He
took control of his destiny through exercise.  A few years
later, his dreams were realized.  We know him today as
Charles Atlas.

Pessimism and unhappiness are twins.  Numerous
surveys have been conducted concerning the mental state
of those who are successful in the business world.  Ev-
ery survey concludes that optimistic, cheerful business
people who always look on the bright side of things are
more successful than pessimistic business people.  Suc-
cessful people are optimistic about the future.  On the
other hand, pessimism produces unhappiness and un-
happiness produces dis - ease, or better, disease.

Dr. Maxwell Maltz once wrote of a businessman who
told him, “I have just lost $200,000 on the stock market.
I am ruined and disgraced.”  Maltz then said to the man.
“It is a fact that you lost $200,000.  It is your opinion
that you are ruined and disgraced.”

Happy people never add their opinion to the circum-
stances.  They are simply optimistic about the future.
The great inventor Thomas Edison once lost a multimil-
lion dollar laboratory in a fire.  Someone asked him im-
mediately after the fire, “What will you do now?”  Mr.
Edison replied, “We will start rebuilding tomorrow morn-
ing.”  When things look bad, focus on good things to
come.  Truly happy people are incurably optimistic about
the future.  They always look on the bright side of things.
And by looking on the bright side of things, things that
are good are happening in their lives.

E. Happy people allow the Lord to be their God.

Last and most important of all, the road to genuine
happiness begins with faith that God is here.  There is
no truly happy atheist.  A truly happy atheist is an oxy-
moron.  No atheist can rejoicefully say, “Thank God I’m
an atheist.”

“Happy are the people whose God
is the Lord!” (Ps 144:15).  It’s true.
“Happy is he who has the God of
Jacob for his help, whose hope is in
the Lord his God” (Ps 146:5).  “...
whoever trusts in the Lord, happy is
he” (Pv 16:20).  When God is our
Lord, we have laid the foundation for

true happiness.  It is for this reason that the materialist
never reaches for that which he or she strives.  Someone
once said, “Be poor and sleep well.  Be rich and sleep
restlessly.”  If we make riches our god, this god will not
bring the serendipity of a good night’s rest.  If God is
our Lord, we will have the peace of mind that passes all
understanding.

Paul wrote, “Do not be anxious for anything, but in
everything by prayer and supplication with thanksgiv-
ing let your requests be made known to God.  And the
peace of God that surpasses all understanding will keep
your hearts and minds in Christ Jesus” (Ph 4:6,7).
Those who trust in God have One to whom they can go
for help.  Just knowing that all things are working to-
gether for good brings an unexplainable sense of tran-
quility.  And this we know: “... we know that all things
work together for good to those who love God ...” (Rm
8:28).  Only those who truly believe in God can reap the
emotional peace of mind that comes from statements as
Jesus to His disciples, “Let not your heart be troubled.
You believe in God, believe also in Me” (Jn 14:1).  Be-
lievers can come to Jesus for peace of mind.  They will
answer His plea.  “Come to Me all you who labor and are
heavy laden, and I will give you rest.  Take My yoke upon
you and learn from Me, for I am gentle and lowly in heart,
and you will find rest for your souls” (Mt 11:28,29).

Happy people believe in God.  They are thus obedi-
ent to His will.  Their obedience
brings peace of mind.  And in
peace of mind there is true hap-
piness.  Solomon was right.  “...
happy is he who keeps the law”
(Pv 29:18).  It is as Jesus said.
“Happy are they that hear the
word of God and keep it” (Lk 11:28 - TEV).  It is true,
therefore, that the happiest people in the world are those
people who believe in God and submit to His will.  Their
happiness is founded on what is yet to come, not what is
only in this life.  If you would be happy in the truest
sense, you must focus on God and what He has prepared
for those who love Him.  And what He has prepared for
the righteous is an eternal home of glory in His pres-
ence.  This is the hope and happiness of the righteous
sons of God.  Always remember the following words
that are from God to encourage each of us:

The Lord bless you and keep you;
The Lord make His face shine upon you,

And be gracious to you;
The Lord lift up His countenance upon you,

And give you peace.
(Nm 6:24-26).
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Book 22

The Function Of Discipleship
The organic body of Christ in the first century exploded with growth out of Judea into all the

world in only a few decades.  It is exciting to study reasons why the growth of the early church grew
so rapidly throughout the world.  It is the purpose of this book to search through the inspired
record of the expansion of the early church in order to glean from the behavior of the disciples
practical functions by which the organic body of Christ carried out the mandate of Jesus to preach
the gospel to all the world.  The inspired record of the early disciples’ lives has excited millions
throughout the world to emulate in their own lives the commitment and zeal of the early Chris-
tians.  In reference to discipleship, function does not exist without motivation.  The early Christians
first started with motivation.  Their motivation then sparked them into action.  Their action in
world evangelism resulted in the early expansion of the body of Christ throughout the Roman
Empire.  It is our task, therefore, to investigate both their motivation and their means of function.

Anyone who has studied the New Testament, espe-
cially the document of Acts, is immediately struck with
one fact.  That fact is the phenomenal growth of the
New Testament church in the first century.  This growth
first began with one hundred and twenty apprehensive
disciples on the day of Pentecost in an upper room some-
where in the city of Jerusalem in the year of A.D. 30.  In
one day that number jumped to three thousand (At 2:41).
Then the Lord continued to add to them daily (At 2:47).
In a very brief period, “the number of the men came to
be about five thousand” (At 4:4).  But it did not stop
there.  “And believers were increasingly added to the
Lord, multitudes of both men and women” (At 5:14).
“And the word of God spread and the number of the
disciples multiplied greatly ...” (At 6:7).  And on it went.
There was no end to the phenomenal growth that was
sparked into life by the preaching of the gospel by highly
motivated disciples.

There was a reason for this growth.  It is the pur-
pose of this book to study some of those reasons that
caused this early expansion of the body of Christ.  Other
books have adequately dealt with the message of the
gospel that was the primary factor for the growth.  In
this book we want to introduce the methods, or means
of the function of the body that was characteristic of
the early disciples.  We are convinced that the manner
of evangelism of the early disciples was a major key to
the effectiveness of the early church in world missions.
We are also convinced that the nature of their fellow-
ship with one another in the midst of great hostility was
a major appeal to the world in which they lived.  If we
investigate and practice in our Christian living similar

methods and the type of fellowship they maintained,
we can have similar growth today.

We would also like to introduce some doctrinal be-
liefs that were the foundation of their behavior.  How-
ever, we must rightly divide the word of God by distin-
guishing doctrinal principles of belief from expedient
actions of work in response to those doctrinal beliefs.
We must alert ourselves to the fact that we are studying
the examples of the New Testament Christians as they
carried out the truth of the gospel in their lives.  We
would be presumptuous to affirm that simple examples
of evangelism should be considered doctrinal, and thus,
bound on the church today.  We say this because an-
other interpreter may look at these evangelistic meth-
ods in a slightly different light.  The fundamental truths
in relation to salvation are binding on Christians.  The
response of the early disciples to these truths is an ex-
ample of obedience.  Therefore, please accept a word
of caution as we study the behavior of the early dis-
ciples in response to Jesus as the resurrected Son of God.

Christianity is unique.  It is different from the reli-
gions of the world that have been designed after the
imagination of men.  While world religions often moti-
vate their followers by either guilt or fear, the early dis-
ciples were primarily motivated by love.  Jesus meant
for it to be this way by what He said in John 13:35, “By
this all will know that you are My disciples, if you have
love for one another.”  Christians loved because God
first loved them (1 Jn 4:19).  Such is the unique trade-
mark of the true church of Christ.  There can be no coun-
terfeits of this identification mark of Jesus’ disciples.

Christians are evangelistic because of their love of
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the message they know and the people to whom they
want to go.  The more one appreciates the message, the
more he or she will want to tell others.  The more one
loves others, the more he or she will want to share the
hope of heaven.  This is what evangelism is all about.  If
one is not evangelistic, therefore, it is a problem of love,
not knowledge.  All of us know that we must be evange-
listic.  But not all of us love to be evangelistic.

Because Christians are bound together by love, they
desire to be with one another.  They are a motivated
group of followers who are highly committed to Jesus
and His mission to get the gospel message to the world.
They are committed to one another because they are
committed to Jesus.  Therefore, the real answer to church
growth in this century is to discover the true nature of
Christian love.  Evangelism primarily happens because
of what one is, not because of what one is assigned to
do.

We carry out the work of evangelism because of what
has been done for us.  And what has been done for us is
that we have been made sons of God as a result of His
grace.  Paul explained this motivation in His life.  “But
by the grace of God I am what I am, and His grace
toward me was not in vain; but I labored more abun-
dantly than they all, yet not I, but the grace of God
which was with me” (1 Co 15:10).

Throughout this book, we want to challenge you to
look into the beliefs and behavior of the early disciples.

In some way we must find the answer to the early evan-
gelistic successes of the early believers. By discovering
the reasons for their success, it is assumed that the
growth of the early church can be restored today.

There was no single reason for the evangelistic phe-
nomenon of the early church.  We believe it was a com-
bination of many things.  They had the right message.
It was a message of grace from God in the midst of a
world that was filled with legalistic religions.  How-
ever, they had something else.  We have the same mes-
sage today, but our evangelistic outreach is somewhat
flawed.  We live in a time when many churches, espe-
cially those in Western urban centers, are stagnate.  Some
are dying.  It is a time, therefore, when we should seri-
ously consider the New Testament message of the gos-
pel, as well as the New Testament response of the early
Christians to the gospel.  We live in times when restora-
tion to the simplicity of New Testament Christianity
should be seriously considered.

As we study through the contents of the chapters
that follow, we must challenge ourselves to reconsider
where we are at this time in our lives.  We must chal-
lenge ourselves to reevaluate our evangelistic outreach.
If we are not carrying out the great commission in our
lives, then we must pray that the spark of evangelistic
zeal be revived our lives to take the gospel to all the
world.

The first Christians recognized that it was their job
to evangelize the world.  They did not dream up this
idea as a collective agreement to start a new religion.
The first disciples had simply been with Jesus.  And
being with Jesus meant being captivated by the sonship
of Jesus and His mission to a lost world.  The early
disciples grasped the mission of the Master, and thus
set out from the streets of Jerusalem to proclaim to the
whole world that God had visited this planet.

The first function of effective missions is to under-
stand and be captivated with the mission of Jesus to
preach the gospel to all the world.  Unless one under-
stands the mission of the Founder of Christianity, he or
she will have little effectiveness in challenging others
to be evangelistic.

A. The evangelistic work of Jesus:

It was Jesus’ work to evangelize, that is, to come
and preach the great news of His sacrificial atonement
for man (Mk 1:14,15).  He proclaimed, “For the Son of
Man has come to seek and to save that which was lost”
(Lk 19:10).  Such was His mission to the world.  Before
coming to this world, Jesus was with God.  He existed
in the form of God.  However, He “... made Himself of
no reputation, taking the form of a servant” (Ph 2:6,7).
Do not miss this point.  If Philippians 2:5-8 teaches
anything, it teaches that Jesus, as a missionary from
heaven, came to identify with and save the lost.  Jesus’
coming into the world, therefore, gave a living example
for His early disciples.  In other words, the interpreta-
tion of Matthew 28:19 would be, “Go and do thou like-
wise.”

There could be no cultural difference between two
cultures here on earth that would be greater than the

Chapter 1
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differences between heaven and earth.  The extremities
of the difference between the environments of heaven
and earth exemplifies the sacrifice Jesus made in com-
ing from heaven to earth.  The better we understand the
extent to which Jesus humbled Himself in order to ac-
complish His mission for us, the easier it will be for us
to humble ourselves to go to any underprivileged cul-
tures of the world.  The more we understand how far He
came to save us, the better we understand that there is
no economical or cultural distance too far to which we
can go in order to preach to others.

If we would consider it too great a sacrifice to move
to a different culture and economic standard of this
world, we should think again of the drastic humiliation
Jesus went through in order to become in all ways like
those whom He had created out of the dust of the earth
(Jn 1:14).  This was true love.  This is the type of love
that will motivate those of the higher economic cultures
to humble themselves to go to other cultures and live by
the standards of the developing world.  This will moti-
vate those of the developing world to come out of their
world in order to go to other cultural groups, to people
who speak other languages.  Because of love, Paul said,
“I have become all things to all men, that I might by all
means save some” (1 Co 9:22).  He was willing to do
all that was necessary in order to win souls for eternal
dwelling.

B. The evangelistic commands of Jesus:

Jesus came to seek and to save those who were lost.
His first objective was to accomplish a special mission
to the lost sheep of the house of Israel (Mt 10:6; 15:24).
When He first commissioned His disciples, He sent them
first “to the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Mt 10:6).
When we consider the great commission in the context
of Matthew 28:18-20, Jesus’ commission is definitely
beyond the house of Israel.  Jesus said, “Go therefore
and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in
the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit, teaching them to observe all things that I have
commanded you ...” (Mt 28:19,20).

The disciples were to make disciples of all nations
(Mt 28:19).  These were Jesus’ last words to the dis-
ciples.  And surely, the disciples who heard these words
did not at the time fully understand the implications of
what Jesus was saying.  Nevertheless, when the Spirit
came upon them a few days after the meeting of Mat-
thew 28, the disciples were ready to go.  They were
ready to go into all the world.  The following are impor-
tant concepts that every evangelist should know are
taught in the context of Matthew 28:

1.  We must come close to Jesus.  Matthew recorded
in Matthew 28:18 that on this particular occasion Jesus
came to them.  Here is the Greek word proselthon which
means that He approached close to them.  In other words,
Jesus came close to the disciples in order to give them a
personal commission.  He does the same for us.  He is
close if we stay close to Him.

If we could use the historical situation of Matthew
28 in a metaphorical sense, we would say that we today
must spiritually come close to Jesus in order to feel the
authority of the King.  “All authority” (or, power) had
already been given to Jesus at the time of the event of
Matthew 28 (See Mt 11:27; Jn 3:35; 13:3; 17:2).  Dur-
ing Jesus’ earthly ministry, He spoke from this author-
ity that had been delivered to Him by the Father (See
Mt 7:29; 9:6).  Therefore, He had all authority in pros-
pect of exercising it when He ascended to the throne of
David, which He was about to do in the context of Mat-
thew 28:18-20 (See At 1:9-11).  When we are close to
Jesus, we understand His universal authority over all
things.  He is King of kings and Lord of lords (1 Tm
6:15).  When one is close to the King in heart and mind,
then he is motivated to carry out the desires of the King.

2.  We must recognize Jesus’ authority.  All author-
ity in heaven and on earth had been given to Jesus by
the time of the occasion of Matthew 28.  Jesus had ga-
lactic authority (See Cl 1:16,17).  He is the head over
all things for the sake of the church (Ep 1:22).  Because
of the expanse, or extent of His authority, He had the
right to issue the universal commission of Matthew
28:19,20.  This is brought out in the word “therefore.”
In other words, what Jesus was saying was that because
He had universal authority He was delivering a univer-
sal evangelistic commission.  Only one who has author-
ity over all things has the right to issue a universal com-
mission like that of Matthew 28:19,20.

3.  We must make disciples.  In Matthew 28:19 it
was Jesus’ command that His disciples take up His
mantle of evangelism.  “Go therefore and make disciples
of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.”  Unfor-
tunately, many English translations of this verse do not
bring out the imperative command of the verse with em-
phasis on the right word.  Consider this.  The verb “go”
is an aorist participle in the Greek text.  Therefore, its
action is dependent on the action of the main verb
(matheteusate) “make disciples” which is translated
“teach” in the King James Version.  “Make disciples” is
an aorist verb in the imperative mood.  Therefore, the
word “go” could just as well be translated “having
gone,” which would emphasize its participle action.  The
text would better read as the International King James
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Version.  “Going, therefore, disciple all the nations,
baptizing them into the name of the Father and of the
Son and of the Holy Spirit.”

From the above grammar, it was not so much Jesus’
purpose in the context of Matthew 28:19 to command
the disciples to go.  The emphasis was on their making
of disciples, and then, baptizing those disciples.  He
was assuming that they would go.  The disciples had
been with Jesus for a little over three years.  They knew
what they needed to do.  No command to go was neces-
sary.  The nature of the Master and His message de-
manded that those who possessed it should go into all
the world.  In other words, the strength of the aorist
participle, “having gone,” is in the fact that no impera-
tive command was needed to send them into all the
world.  If we truly understand who Jesus is, and the
message He has for the world, then we need no com-
mands to go preach the gospel to all the world.

There is at least one great concept here for the evan-
gelist.  One must spend time with Jesus in order to be
captivated by His mission.  The disciples had been with
Jesus long enough to understand that there was serious
work to be done.  Through the ministry of Jesus, they did
not know all the implications of what was going to hap-
pen.  Nevertheless, they did know that something was
up.  They at least had the message of the resurrection and
a catalog of teachings they had received from Jesus for
over three years.  They were thus on their way.  However,
Jesus held them up in Jerusalem until they were clothed
with power from on high (Lk 24:49).  He commanded
them to tarry in the city until they were empowered with
power from on high.  Once empowered, they set out on a
world journey that has taken them through two thousand
years of impact with the message of the gospel.

4.  We must go to every ethnic group.  On the Mat-
thew 28 occasion Jesus also said that the disciples should
go to all nations.  The emphasis here is not geographi-
cal locations.  The emphasis is on all ethnic groups.
The Greek word Jesus used is ta ethne.  This is the word
from which we derive the word “ethnic.”  What Jesus
was teaching in Matthew 28 was that He wanted His
disciples to go to every ethnic group of the world.

Earthly religions are often ethnically linked, and thus
culturally located in a specific region.  We even make the
church culturally located.  We develop a cultural behav-
ior of church function that sometimes makes it difficult
to preach the gospel to other cultural groups throughout
the world.  But in order to accomplish the great commis-
sion to take the gospel to every ethnic group, we must be
able to separate culture from the truth of the gospel.

In Mark 16:15 Jesus said, “Go into all the world
and preach the gospel to every creature” (See Lk 24:47).

There are over 32,000 ethnic groups throughout the
world today.  Jesus was specific.  He wanted us to go
into the world in order to contact every ethnic group.
Every group must have a chance to hear the gospel.  It is
the responsibility of the disciples, therefore, to identify
and evangelize every ethnic group of the world.  No
one is to be left out.  A part of good missions includes
the identification of ethnic groups throughout the world
in order that the gospel be preached to every creature.

The fact that Jesus said that we must go to every
ethnic group means that we must be willing to do just
that.  Do we have a choice?  Paul was sent by God to the
Gentiles.  Peter was allowed to stay with the Jews (Gl
2:7,8).  Though individuals may feel more comfortable
with different ethnic groups, every group must be cov-
ered.  This is not a matter of choice.  It is a matter of
commitment to get the gospel to all the world.

5.  We must feed the sheep.  Jesus finally commis-
sioned the disciples to teach the immersed disciples
everything that He had taught them (Mt 28:20).  This
would certainly include the teaching of the commission
of Matthew 28:19,20 that they go to every ethnic group
of the world.  He could not have personally evangelized
the world.  Therefore, they (we) would be the extension
of Jesus.  Paul expresses this same thought in different
words in 2 Timothy 2:2.  “And the things that you have
heard from me among many witnesses, commit these to
faithful men who will be able to teach others also.”
Timothy was the extension of Paul.  Jesus commissioned
Peter to “feed My sheep” (Jn 21:15-17).  Peter was the
extension of Jesus.  It is the responsibility of the evan-
gelist to feed the sheep of God.  Effective evangelism
does not simply entail baptizing disciples.  It includes
nurturing newly born disciples in the pure milk of the
word of God (At 14:21,22).  In doing this, the life of
Jesus is extended into all the world throughout all his-
tory.  Every disciple must see himself or herself as an
extension of Jesus.  This is world evangelism.

The emphasis of Matthew 28:19,20 is both evange-
lism and edification.  Jesus was placing a divine func-
tion or principle upon the shoulders of the small group
of disciples who were not all that certain concerning
their future.  He was saying, “Having gone into the
world, disciple every ethnic group.”  This was and still
is an imperative command.  We must make followers of
Jesus in every ethnic group of the world.  The nations
of the world contain thousands of cultural or ethnic
groups.  Jesus says to go and disciple every one.

C. The evangelistic nature of the gospel:

It is the nature of the gospel, the great news, that it
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should be broadcast everywhere.  “Go into all the world
and preach the gospel [great news] to every creature”
(Mk 16:15).  We do not believe that Jesus had to tell His
first disciples that they must go.  They knew they had to
go.  They had the good news about His resurrection.
The nature of the great news was expressed by the an-
gel to the shepherds at the birth of Jesus.  “I bring you
good tidings of great joy which will be to all people”
(Lk 2:10).  Even at the time of Jesus’ birth there was
good news to be told.

The news was good news and great joy.  The nature
of the news itself motivates one to take it to others.  In
fact, if one does not take the good news to others, he or
she really has not yet discovered the greatness of the
news or the essence of the message.  When we under-
stand that the good news is a message of grace and sal-
vation for others, then we must be motivated to act.

Those disciples that are not growing and are not
evangelistic are those disciples who do not recognize
the hopelessness of the lost of the world.  They have
forgotten the good news of God’s grace for a hopeless
world.  Because they do not understand that people are
lost without obedience to the gospel, they do not realize
the need of delivering good news to this hopeless age.

One can travel to all countries of the world and see
people who want hope.  In many countries of the world
today there is a sense of futility, uselessness, and de-
spair.  People struggle for a small morsel of food in So-
malia just to live another day.  Orphan children dig from
garbage cans in Sao Paulo, Brazil in order to survive
another moment in time.  Poverty of the world has
brought despair and discouragement to masses of people.
These people have no hope of a better physical environ-
ment.  They have no hope in governments that often
make life worse.  They have only one chance for hope.
That one chance is to hear of the hope that Jesus has to
offer.  It is our responsibility, therefore, to give them an
opportunity to have hope in Christ.

D. The evangelistic nature of the word of God:

It is the nature of the word of God, which is the
seed of the kingdom, to be sown (Lk 8:11).  It is the
nature of the gospel, the great news, to be heralded
throughout the world.  It is the nature of the seed to be
planted in the hearts of men in order to bring forth fruit
to the glory of God.  The point is, if there is no sowing,
there is no fruit, and thus no glory given to God.  When
Christians do not sow, they do not give glory to God.
Unevangelistic Christians are an embarrassment to God.
Is this not why Jesus said this statement to the Chris-
tians in Laodicea:  “I know your works, that you are

neither cold nor hot.  I wish you were either cold or hot.
So then, because you are lukewarm, and neither cold
nor hot, I will spew you out of My mouth” (Rv 3:15,16).

The situation of the world is that “all have sinned”
(Rm 3:23).  And it is the nature of servants, who we
are, to serve the bread of life to those who are hunger-
ing and thirsting after righteousness.  There is an ur-
gency about this which says, “Now is the acceptable
time.”  We must act.

Jesus said, “And you will know the truth, and the
truth will make you free” (Jn 8:32).  Christians know
that which is able to deliver men from the bondage of
sin.  It is the truth of the gospel.  And knowing that truth
should move one to tell the message of freedom to others.

With a knowledge of the word of truth comes the
responsibility of telling it to others.  It is the nature of
truth to be made known to men.  We claim to have and
know the truth.  Therefore, we have the responsibility
of making that truth known to others.  If we do not make
it known to others, then our attitude toward the truth is
wrong.  In Jesus’ parable of the Pearl of Great Price, the
one who found the pearl sold all that he had in order to
buy the pearl (Mt 13:45,46).  So it is with those who
rejoice over their discovery of the truth.  They seek to
tell others the truth they have learned.  One certainly
does not have the truth of the gospel if that truth does
not motivate him to tell others.  What great hypocrites
we are when we claim to have the truth, and yet, fail to
proclaim it to the world.

Any successful mission effort will begin with a soul
search.  Those going as evangelists must endeavor to
thoroughly know Jesus, His purpose, His mission, His
love.  The evangelist who fails to “see” and know Jesus
before he goes, will walk blindly among the people to
whom he goes.  We must know our Lord before we can
know His mission.  We must know God before we can
know how to explain Him to others.  This must always
be the first goal of any mission effort.  We must know
the Man and His message before we can make Him cor-
rectly known to others.  In other words, we will never
make Jesus mean anything to others unless we make
Him mean everything to us.

Since it is the truth of the gospel that sets people
free from sin and religion, then it is imperative that we
go forth with the message of the gospel.  Every disciple
is a liberator.  We are liberators for all those who are
presently in the bondage of sin and religion.  The gos-
pel liberates people from sin.  But it also liberates people
from the bondage of religion, that is, any efforts to sanc-
tify ourselves through obedience to self-imposed cat-
echism.  The disciples of Jesus must go forth to preach
the gospel of liberation.

The Function Of Discipleship



69Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

Motivation is the key to the success of any evange-
listic outreach.  It is true that knowledge must precede
action, else we continually stumble over a “zeal with-
out knowledge.”  However, unmotivated knowledge is
wasted knowledge.  The Simple English Bible translates
James 4:17, “A person sins when he knows he should
do something good, but doesn’t do it.”  We must know
what to do.  Knowing what to do is necessary in order
to accomplish that which needs to be done.  However,
unless we put into action what we know, nothing will
be accomplished.  Is it right for one to know the lost
state of another, and yet, not tell that person that he is
lost?  Does our knowledge of God’s grace make us re-
sponsible to tell others about the gospel?  Certainly!

The early Christians were highly motivated people
because they knew that the world needed to know the
truth of the gospel message.  God commissioned Jesus
to be a teacher of a better way of life.  He said, “I have
come that they may have life, and that they may have it
more abundantly” (Jn 10:10).  Those who live in this
world need the abundant life.  If we have the key to this
life, then certainly we must be motivated to unlock the
door of hope for others.

Most important of all, Jesus taught during His min-
istry the grace of God that would soon be revealed from
heaven through His death on the cross for the sins of all
men.  Therefore, He taught daily in the temple (Mt
26:55).  He “went about all Galilee, teaching in their
synagogues, preaching the gospel of the kingdom ...”
(Mt 4:23).  Jesus educated the multitudes concerning
who He was and the gospel of grace that He brought.
The urgency of His message was manifested in the in-
tensity by which He worked to proclaim it.  The early
Christians followed in His example.

There is a nature about Christianity that motivates
its adherents to reach out to others.  Those who are cap-
tivated by the true nature of the gospel are highly moti-
vated to reach out to the lost.  It is our opinion that this
is the heart of effective evangelistic function.  If the
following factors are intact in the life of the believer,
then there will be evangelism.  The church will grow.
Therefore, the following are the central motivating fac-
tors that move Christians into evangelistic action:

A. We must be motivated by love.

Jesus knew that the disciples needed motivation.

This motivation had to be more than words, or even a
legal obedience to commands.  He had to demonstrate
to them a nature that they would want to incorporate
into their own lives.  He thus demonstrated a life of
love.  Jesus said to His disciples, “A new command-
ment I give to you, that you love one another; as I have
loved you, that you also love one another” (Jn 13:34).
This command had substance to it in the sense that Jesus
had manifested love for His disciples.  “This is my com-
mandment, that you love one another as I have loved
you” (Jn 15:12).  Love was the organic power that moved
the disciples into action.

Jesus knew that knowledge alone would not move
the disciples into all the world.  Their nature had to
change.  The disciples had to have an inward motiva-
tion that would move them out of themselves and into
all the world.  His strategy worked.  John wrote, “We
love because he first loved us” (1 Jn 4:19, KJV).  Paul
explained in 2 Corinthians 5:14, “For the love of Christ
constrains us ....” Good and righteous men and women
will always be motivated by the love of God and their
love for Him.  When one recognizes the great love that
was poured out by God to save us, he or she is moti-
vated by this love to share the gospel with others.

Jesus said, “If you love me, you will keep my com-
mandments” (Jn 14:15).  We thus keep His command-
ment to go into all the world to preach the gospel be-
cause we are motivated by our love for Him.  The simple
fact is that if one does not love Jesus, he or she will not
be moved to obey Jesus’ command to preach the gospel
to every creature.

B. We must be motivated by fear.

It goes without question that one source of motiva-
tion always lies in what will happen to us if we are not
moved into action.  We do believe that God used the
motivation of fear in order to get the early disciples out
into the fields, not only for their own benefit but also
for the benefit of those to whom they went.  Paul wrote,
“Knowing, therefore, the terror of the Lord, we per-
suade men ...” (2 Co 5:11).

There is a certain stimulation in knowing that “we
must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, that
each one may receive the things done in the body, ac-
cording to what he has done, whether good or bad” (2
Co 5:10).  When Paul “reasoned about righteousness,

Chapter 2
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self-control, and the judgment to come, Felix was afraid
...” (At 24:25).  Surely this was a motivating factor to
stimulate the early disciples to evangelize, as well as to
stimulate a response from their preaching.  The time is
coming when all of us must stand before the Judge of
all men and give account.  Those who have disobeyed
“will go away into everlasting punishment, but the righ-
teous into eternal life” (Mt 25:46).  There is a sobering
effect about this realization.  It is one that strikes fear in
the hearts of those who know the truth.

The early disciples were also motivated by their fear
of the circumstances that developed in Judea concern-
ing the Jews’ persecution of the church.  The persecu-
tion was first started by Saul who breathed “threats and
murder against the disciples of the Lord” (At 9:1).  For
fear of persecution, the disciples scattered for their lives.
After the death of Stephen, the disciples were scattered
everywhere (At 8:4).  Could it be assumed that God al-
lowed the persecution to happen in order to get the dis-
ciples out of Jerusalem and Judea and into all the world?

We do not serve a God of terror.  He is a God who
“so loved the world” that He gave us His Son (Jn 3:16).
However, He is a God who means business concerning
the populating of heaven.  When His mouth piece on
earth keeps quiet, He will not be able to do what is nec-
essary in order to get the message of the gospel of grace
to all the world.  Men cannot be saved without obedi-
ence to the gospel.  It is imperative, therefore, that the
gospel be preached to all the world.

C. We must be motivated by urgency.

God motivated the early church by explaining the
urgency of the matter of preaching the gospel to the
lost.  Evangelism is not a matter that can be delayed
until a more convenient time.  It is as Jesus explains,
“... lift up your eyes and look at the fields, for they are
already white for harvest!” (Jn 4:35).  When wheat is
ripe, it is ready for harvest.  If it is not harvested, it will
fall to the ground.  Jesus’ metaphor speaks of urgency.
We must reap the harvest before it falls to the ground in
unreceptivity.  The receptive souls of any one culture
do not stay ripe forever.  The harvest of cultures through-
out the world first ripens, and then it falls to the ground.
Those who are perceptive to receptivity take advantage
of ripe fields.  They realize the urgency of preaching
the gospel to the lost.

Paul urged, “Behold, now is the accepted time; be-
hold, now is the day of salvation” (2 Co 6:2).  There is
an urgency about evangelizing the world that was char-
acteristic of the work of Jesus while He was on earth.
Jesus said to the disciples, “I must work the works of

Him who sent Me while it is day; the night is coming
when no one can work” (Jn 9:4).

As Jesus’ disciples, we must follow His example of
work.  The night is coming.  It is coming upon a lost
world that needs to hear the Light of the world.  The
lost can hear only if we proclaim His name to all.  Paul
was right.  This is the acceptable time for evangelism.
Every generation of the church since the first century
must be ready for evangelism.  With urgency, therefore,
we lift up our eyes and see the receptivity of this gen-
eration of mankind.  It is our responsibility to get the
message of the gospel to our generation lest at our death
we leave an unevangelized generation with which our
children will have to deal.  An unevangelistic genera-
tion of the church only makes the task of world evange-
lism more difficult for succeeding generations.

D. We must be motivated by debt.

God intended to move us by paying our debt.  All
have sinned by rebelling against God (Rm 3:23).  How-
ever, “the grace of God that brings salvation has ap-
peared to all men” (Ti 2:11).  Jesus suffered for our
sins.  While we were yet sinners, He “bore our sins in
His own body on the tree, that we, having died to sin,
might live for righteousness—by whose stripes we were
healed” (1 Pt 2:24).  Because of this free gift of salva-
tion, we are debtors to Jesus.  We owe Him for what He
did for us.  Paul expressed such in his letter to the Ro-
mans. “I am a debtor both to Greeks and to barbar-
ians, both to wise and to unwise.  So, as much as is in
me, I am ready to preach the gospel to you who are in
Rome also” (Rm 1:14,15).  Every Christian must real-
ize his or her debt to Jesus.  This debt should motivate
us to proclaim that which freed us from our sin.

E. We must be motivated by grace.

Before he became a Christian, Paul was religiously
zealous for his faith.  He persecuted the church with
zeal, binding and confining countless people to prison.
No one would question his dedication to that which he
thought was right.

But when Paul realized his error, and then perceived
the grace of God toward him, he was overwhelmed with
thanksgiving.  God’s grace toward him moved him to
work harder than when he lived under the legal system
of Judaism.  He wrote, “But by the grace of God I am
what I am.  And His grace toward me was not in vain,
but I labored more abundantly than they all, yet not I,
but the grace of God that was with me” (1 Co 15:10).
When one understands how far Jesus had to come to
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manifest the grace of God on the cross, then he under-
stands that there is no limit to how far he will go into all
the world for God.  Grace moves us to allow God to do
exceedingly abundantly above all we can imagine.

Paul recognized that he was saved by God’s grace.
He could not have saved himself.  He could not have
meritoriously performed good works in order to demand
salvation.  Therefore, his recognition that he could have
been saved only by the grace of God moved him to work
in thanksgiving of his salvation.  God’s grace moved
him to work abundantly in thanksgiving.  And so it is
with those who recognize the grace of God in their lives.
They work because they are saved, not in order to
become saved.  Their appreciation of God’s grace moves
them to “pay their debt” for God’s salvation which He
freely poured out on the saints.  God’s grace in Paul’s
life, therefore, was not a useless effort on the part of
God.  It was not in vain.  It was not in vain because Paul
labored abundantly in thanksgiving of his salvation.

We could justly conclude that those who do not work
abundantly in the kingdom do not have an appreciation
for the grace of God.  God’s grace is in vain in the lives
of too many who claim to be Christians, and yet, raise
not one hand to share the gospel of grace to any lost
people.

F. We must be motivated by a lost world.

All the world is as the Gentiles were before the com-
ing of Jesus.  Paul wrote of them, “... that at that time
[when they were outside Christ] you were without Christ,
aliens from the commonwealth of Israel and strang-
ers from the covenants of promise, having no hope
and without God in the world” (Ep 2:12,13).  God
motivated the early Christians by explaining to them
the hopelessness of the lost world.  This is the situa-
tion of the world today.  The more one recognizes the
lost state of man, the more he or she is motivated into
preaching the gospel to all the world.

Judgment is coming upon those “who do not know
God, and on those who do not obey the gospel of our
Lord Jesus Christ” (2 Th 1:8).  “These shall be pun-
ished with everlasting destruction from the presence of

the Lord and from the glory of His power” (2 Th 1:9).
When the concerned Christian realizes the desperate
state of the lost world, he or she is motivated to do some-
thing about it.  When one realizes that his friends and
family who have not obeyed the gospel have no chance
of salvation, he is motivated to share the hope the gos-
pel offers.

We are always amazed at the intensity of the moti-
vation of the early Christians.  The effectiveness of their
motivation stands as a testimony of the genuineness of
their desire to populate heaven by the preaching of the
gospel.  Their success stands as a testimony of what can
happen if we become motivated in the same manner.  We
must challenge ourselves to thoroughly investigate our
motives as a Christian.  The more we understand the true
nature of Christianity and what Jesus has done for us, the
more evangelistic we will become.  The more we under-
stand the nature of God’s love and grace, the more we
will be motivated to preach the gospel to the world.

Every one of us must search deeply within our hearts.
We must be honest with our own evaluation of what we
find.  Is there a sincere love of God and lost souls in
there?  Is there an awesome respect for the very pres-
ence of God?  Do we feel the desperation of the lost
world that is searching for something that the confusion
in the religious world has handed them?  We must search
deeply in order to determine our motivation for being a
Christian.

It may be that we have created a religion after our
own desires.  It may be that we have deceived ourselves
by creating a type of god we feel is satisfied with our
lack of evangelistic zeal.  We may have created in our
minds this god who is satisfied with our indifference
and laziness.  If we have discovered that we have cre-
ated a religion after our own desires and a god after our
own indifferent attitudes, then it is time to repent.  It is
time to change.  If the faith that we now have does not
move us to the lost, then it is not a faith that is alive.  It
is a dead faith, and one that will produce in the end, a
second death.  It is a faith of our own making that we
might content ourselves with sitting at ease in Zion while
a lost world moves off into eternal condemnation.

It is one thing to recognize a command.  It is an-
other thing to have the commitment to do it.  We must
have a commitment to obey evangelistic commands and

a commitment to use what is in our hands to accomplish
the work of evangelism.  The storage room of Chris-
tianity is filled with many good ideas and intentions that

Chapter 3

EVANGELISTIC COMMITMENT OF THE DISCIPLES
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were discarded there because no one was committed
enough to put them into action.

One thing that has always amazed us concerning
the evangelists of the New Testament church is the ex-
tent and intensity of their commitment.  We believe that
the church in general today has to some extent lost the
true spirit of Christian commitment, especially in refer-
ence to evangelistic outreach.  In societies of indiffer-
ence, lethargy, pessimism, and just pure laziness, it is
easy to lose the commitment to Christianity which Jesus
demands.  Our Christianity often digresses to a com-
mitment which is measured by “perfect attendance” or
a “good contribution.”  However, these outward mani-
festations often become mechanical and legal and can
sometimes be a sign of an inward death.  Our obedience
to limited legal commands to maintain a superficial com-
mitment often becomes an excuse for not doing other
things that God demands must be done, especially
preaching the gospel to the lost.

We cannot “buy off” our responsibility to person-
ally be involved in evangelism by giving a large contri-
bution.  One must give as he or she prospers.  However,
we must also be working to save the lost through our
personal contacts every day.  Everyone must be com-
mitted to share their faith with their neighbors.

The sacred Scriptures place a far greater signal of
commitment on the shoulders of Christians than we of-
ten think.  We do not think that most of us have yet
discovered the cross of commitment we must endure
with our faith.  Jesus gave a lot through the incarnation
and cross.  He expects the same of us.  The first century
disciples captivated that commitment.  Our challenge,
therefore, is to restore the first century commitment that
motivated the disciples to an unprecedented evangeli-
zation of the first century world.  In capturing the spirit
of the first century, we will be moved to captivate souls
for the Savior.

The following is a brief review of the commitment
that is called for in the New Testament.  Our task in
studying this subject is to discover the extent to which
commitment must take us in being what God wants us
to be.  No counterfeit commitment will do.  No commit-
ment we have created after our own desires will do.  We
must investigate and restore today that which motivated
the early church to evangelize in the first century in their
generation.  Methodology in missions is to no avail if
we do not generate within ourselves a commitment to
Jesus that takes us into all the world.

A. Jesus called for sacrificial commitment.

Jesus had signified during His ministry that His dis-

ciples would have to commit themselves to the work as a
result of their belief.  “If anyone desires to come after
Me,” Jesus said, “Let him deny himself, and take up his
cross daily, and follow me” (Lk 9:23).  When Jesus made
this statement, the disciples knew something was up when
He mentioned the word “cross.”  They knew what crosses
meant.  They had seen men and women die agonizing
deaths on crosses as a result of commitment to causes.
The Romans had given them many examples of death on
crosses by putting down Jewish insurrectionist move-
ments with the execution instrument of the cross.  There-
fore, the disciples had no difficulty in understanding the
commitment for which Jesus was calling when He made
the above statement that they must take up their cross.

Jesus stated that the world would hate His disciples
just as it hated Him (Jn 15:19; 17:14).  Because of this,
they would drink the cup of suffering and be immersed
in the overwhelming burdens of leadership that were
characteristic of men who lead movements (See Mt
20:22,23).  The disciples’ choice to serve the Lord with
commitment meant that in being a living sermon they
would condemn the wickedness of the world.  Such
would bring on them the persecution of the world.  Nev-
ertheless, Jesus reminded them of the first and greatest
commandment, “And you will love the Lord your God
with all your heart, with all your soul, with all your
mind, and with all your strength” (Mk 12:30).

During His ministry there was a time when “great
multitudes went with Him” (Lk 14:25).  In Luke 14 Jesus
made some demanding statements that were meant to
sift out those who would not be committed to the work.
“If anyone comes to Me and does not hate his father
and mother, wife and children, brother and sisters, yes,
and his own life also, he cannot be My disciple” (Lk
14:26).  Jesus continued, “And whoever does not bear
his cross and come after Me cannot be My disciple”
(Lk 14:27).  He becomes more demanding than this.  “So
likewise, whoever of you does not forsake all that he
has cannot be My disciple” (Lk 14:33).  Some in the
multitudes surely said, “Jesus, you are asking for too
much!”  Some today still say the same.  But Jesus re-
plies, “Do not think that I came to bring peace on earth.
I do not come to bring peace but a sword” (Mt 10:34).

Jesus’ intensity of commitment in our lives will cause
contention between the committed and those who seek to
allow the devil to control their lives.  Jesus would remind
us, “For I have come to ‘set a man against his father, a
daughter against her mother, and a daughter-in-law
against her mother-in-law.  And a ‘man’s foes will be
those of his own household’” (Mt 10:35,36).  If we would
seek to be a disciple of Jesus, then the intensity of com-
mitment for which He calls on us to give must be given.
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B. Paul manifested the commitment for which Jesus
called.

We often wonder concerning the extent of the com-
mitment that was manifested in the life of Paul.  The
reason for the intensity of his commitment is seen in his
statement of Galatians 2:20.  “I have been crucified with
Christ,” He wrote, “it is no longer I who live, but Christ
lives in me ....”  Commitment means that we must live
as Christ lived on earth.  The intensity of commitment
that was manifested in His life must be manifested in
our own.

Paul believed in commitment.  It was because of
this commitment that he was able to walk in the shadow
of death in order to proclaim the gospel to the lost.  He
walked not there ignorantly, for the Holy Spirit testified
that in every city “chains and tribulations” awaited him
(At 20:23).  Concerning this shadow of death that seemed
to follow him everywhere, he said, “But none of these
things move me; nor do I count my life dear to myself, so
that I may finish my race with joy, and the ministry which
I received from the Lord Jesus, to testify to the gospel of
the grace of God” (At 20:24; see 21:13,14).

Paul practiced commitment.  He taught commitment
to the churches.  He commanded the Roman disciples
to present their “bodies a living sacrifice, holy, accept-
able to God ...” (Rm 12:1).  It is no wonder the Holy
Spirit allowed Paul to write the following to the Corin-
thians: “Therefore I urge you, imitate me” (1 Co 4:16).
“Imitate me,” He added, “just as I also imitate Christ”
(1 Co 11:1).  Paul’s example of commitment should be
a model for us to follow.  Paul did what Peter stated in 1
Peter 2:21.  “For to this you were called, because Christ
also suffered for us, leaving us an example, that you
should follow in His steps.”  Paul followed in the steps
of Jesus in that he willingly suffered as Jesus in order to
accomplish his God-assigned mission to preach the gos-
pel.  For this reason the Holy Spirit allowed Paul to
write the scripture, “Imitate me just as I also imitate
Christ.”  If we imitate Christ, we will go to the cross
with Him.

The commitment of Paul can be explained in one
statement he made to the Philippians: “Let this mind be
in you that was also in Christ Jesus, who, being the form
of God, did not consider it robbery to be equal with
God.  But He made Himself of no reputation” (Ph
2:5,6).  In response to all that the incarnate Son of God
did for him, Paul responded in his life in the following
manner: “I count all things loss for the excellency of
the knowledge of Christ Jesus my Lord, for whom I have
suffered the loss of all things.  I count them refuse so
that I may gain Christ” (Ph 3:8).

C. The early evangelists exemplified the commit-
ment of Jesus.

The first evangelists were as Paul and Barnabas,
“men who have risked their lives for the name of our
Lord Jesus Christ” (At 15:26).  Paul wrote to Timothy,
“Yes, and all who desire to live godly in Christ Jesus
will suffer persecution” (2 Tm 3:12).  Paul even taught
the churches the concept that we must go through many
persecutions.  “We must through many tribulations en-
ter the kingdom of God” (At 14:22).  He taught this
concept in his strengthening of the churches.  New con-
verts must understand that with commitment to Christ,
comes persecution and suffering.  It is a principle of
Christianity.  The devil will not simply go away when
his kingdom is under attack.  He will bring persecution
on those who seek to destroy him.

Regardless of the persecution, the early disciples
remained committed to their faith.  The early evange-
lists went forth to proclaim the word.  They did not turn
back because of fear.  Early disciples remained faithful
to their commitment to the gospel of Jesus.  Some fell
away when times were tough.  However, the vast ma-
jority were faithful unto death (Rv 2:10).

Commitment to the work of evangelism is a func-
tion of the body.  Without such an attitude in one’s work
as a Christian, he will become indifferent.  One will not
do that which Jesus calls on us to do in sharing our faith
with the lost.  If we are not thoroughly committed to
Jesus, we will not function.  Committed members “are
not of those who draw back to perdition, but of those
who believe to the saving of the soul” (Hb 10:39).

Commitment as a body member is manifested when
times get tough.  It is sometimes easy to make a com-
mitment to go into all the world.  However, to stay in
all the world often demands more commitment than
getting there.  Committed Christians should not be as
Demas who “loved this present world” and returned to
Thessalonica (2 Tm 4:10).  World evangelists must have
the commitment to get to the field, but then stay there
during hard times.  When they follow this level of com-
mitment, then they can say in the end, “I have fought
the good fight, I have finished the race, I have kept the
faith” (2 Tm 4:7).  Every disciple should be able to say
this at the end of his life.  Our commitment to stay in
the battle against the forces of Satan will certainly be
rewarded by an eternal presence with our Lord.  It is
this hope that encourages us to stay in the battle.  We
must never forget that the battle of life will eventually
end.  Therefore, we must stay engaged in the battle of
life (See Rv 2:10).
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Jesus was with the twelve on a daily basis.  The
disciples were close to Him and talked with Him (See
Jn 1:14; 1 Jn 1:1-3).  This close relationship was copied
by the early disciples.  They experienced a closeness
that has been forgotten by many today, especially those
disciples who live in urban centers.  Nevertheless, this
is a principle of spiritual growth we must seek to re-
store.  The commitment of the disciples to network with
one another on an individual basis is a key to unleash-
ing the power that comes with the function of the or-
ganic body.

When the body was initially born, “all who believed
were together, and had all things in common” (At 2:44;
see 1 Jn 3:16-19).  The disciples continued “daily with
one accord ...” (At 2:46).  They were together.  They
were a close community of God because of their one-
ness in a hostile environment that was contrary to the
Christian world view.

The early Christians were taught to “exhort one
another daily ...” (Hb 3:13).  They were to “consider
one another in order to stir up love and good works”
(Hb 10:24).  They were taught to confess their “tres-
passes to one another, and pray for one another ...” (Js
5:16).  The “one another” nature of the early organic
body kept them together.  The disciples kept one an-
other out of the world and the world out of one another.
Here is a notable characteristic of the body that we would
do well to emphasize in our lives today.

Some cultures have a difficult time with this con-
cept of Christianity.  We have noticed that those of ur-
ban cultures are more distant from one another in their
relationships in everyday life.  By this we mean that in
these cultures, community is not as important as the eco-
nomic success of the individual.  The individual is more
important than the community.  As one climbs the eco-
nomic ladder, he has a tendency to separate himself, or
his possessions, from those around him.  This separate-
ness thus comes into the relationships that disciples have
with one another in the cities.  The members often have
a hard time being together as the community of God.
Assemblies often become brief encounters with one an-
other in a time-oriented schedule of a busy life.  Fel-
lowship digresses to appointments, not quality encoun-
ters with fellow members of the family of God.

In those cultures where community is a very impor-
tant part of life, fellowship among the members is often
good.  The cultural impact of the community greatly

influences the nature of our relationship with one an-
other.  This is especially true among farming cultures of
the world.  The community relationships that exist
among farmers is often brought over into the fellow-
ship of Christians.  However, in urban cultures of the
world, community is often not an important element of
life.  Big city life simply dents personal relationships.
One develops a coolness with his fellow man in order
to survive the city.  Metropolitan churches, therefore,
struggle to maintain close fellowship among members.
At least, maintaining community among the disciples is
a greater challenge in urban churches than among rural
churches where community is a principal aspect of the
culture.

The church in the New Testament was very com-
munal in the members’ relationship with one another.
They did not live in what is often referred to today as a
commune.  They were simply of one heart and mind.
Luke recorded concerning their behavior, “Now all who
believed were together, and had all things in common”
(At 2:44).  These early Christians were communally re-
sponsive to one another’s needs.  Luke again recorded,
“Nor was there anyone among them who lacked; for all
who were possessors of lands or houses sold them, and
brought the proceeds of the things that were sold ...”
(At 4:34).

Christians must be encouraged to have this commu-
nal atmosphere.  Members must be taught to enjoy the
fellowship of one another in an atmosphere of love.  If
this strategy of work is not incorporated within the dis-
ciples’ relationships, they will not bond in order to de-
pend on one another in times of struggle.

In the initial stages of developing discipleship rela-
tionships, it is important to establish a community of
fellowship.  This is one advantage of establishing house
fellowships within communities.  A house fellowship is
a natural environment in which members grow in close
relationships with one another.  It is an environment in
which members quickly bond.  In bonding quickly, the
close fellowship that was characteristic of the first cen-
tury is restored.  When this relationship is restored, Chris-
tianity is restored.  We must not forget that church on
earth is in preparation for the bond that we will have with
one another in our eternal environment.  In this way church
is a preparation for the fellowship that we will enjoy in
heaven.  If we do not enjoy the fellowship of church on
earth, then we will not enjoy heaven  (More later.)

Chapter 4

EVANGELISTIC FELLOWSHIP OF THE DISCIPLES
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New Testament Christians excelled in hospitality.
Hospitality was a central part of their organic function
as the body of Christ.  It was a common practice that in
their travels, that evangelists lodged in the homes of
Christians.  Luke records that when Lydia was baptized,
“she begged us, saying, ‘If you have judged me to be
faithful to the Lord, come to my house and stay’.  And
she constrained us” (At 16:15).  When Paul and Silas
were released from prison in Philippi, “they entered the
house of Lydia” (At 16:40).  This was also the custom
of Gaius who regularly received traveling evangelists
and sent them out on their journeys (3 Jn 1-6).  Peter
lodged with Simon the Tanner (At 10:5,6).  Paul stayed
with Philip (At 21:1-6).  It was a common strategy of
mission work in the New Testament that the evangelist
stayed with members of the church.

Jesus taught the disciples during His ministry to
accept the hospitality of others in their travels.  In Luke
10 He encouraged the disciples He sent out to stay in
the homes of people to whom they went (vss 6,7).  In
assuming that these disciples would do such, He ex-
horted, “But whatever house you enter, first say, ‘Peace
to this house.’  And if a son of peace is there, your peace
will rest on it ...” (Lk 10:5,6).  He continued, “And re-
main in the same house, eating and drinking such things
as they give, for the laborer is worthy of his wages.  Do
not go from house to house” (Lk 10:7).  The context of
this situation may be a little different from ours today.
In Luke 10 the disciples were going into the houses of
fellow Jews who were evidently not disciples of Jesus.
After the church was established, Paul and the early
evangelists traveled to the homes of Christians.  The
principle would be to stay in the house of anyone who

would accept an evangelist.  If the person is not a Chris-
tian, then we have a great opportunity to teach that per-
son the gospel of our Lord.

Jesus mentioned that whoever would leave father
and mother, brothers and sisters, and houses for His sake,
would receive a hundredfold in this life, and in the world
to come, eternal life.  He said, “Assuredly, I say to you,
there is no one who has left house or brothers, or sisters
or father or mother or wife or children or lands, for My
sake and the gospel’s, who will not receive a hundred-
fold now in this time—houses and brothers and sisters
and mothers and children and lands, with persecutions—
and in the age to come, eternal life” (Mk 10:29,30).

Jesus’ lesson here has been reaffirmed a thousand
times over by evangelists throughout the world.  The
evangelist who has left blood family receives a greater
spiritual family throughout the world.  We can person-
ally testify that we have driven into some cities of the
world and been held up for some problem.  We have
called a brother and he has invited us to stay with him.
In fact, in some areas of the world it is offensive to stay
in a hotel when there are brothers with whom one can
stay.  In the first century, Jesus’ teaching on this subject
was taken very seriously by those brothers who under-
stood why He said what He said.  And the reason He
said such, was to emphasize the community of God in
taking the gospel to the world. This is one of those teach-
ings on hospitality that has been of great benefit to the
propagation of the gospel throughout the world.  The
traveling evangelist has a home in every city of the world
where there is another brother.  The fellowship of the
church is reaffirmed every time a door is opened to a
stranger who is traveling for the name of Jesus.

Chapter 5

EVANGELISTIC HOSPITALITY OF THE DISCIPLES

The early disciples depended on God alone as a foun-
dation of strength to evangelize.  Paul wrote, “For this
reason I also suffer these things; nevertheless I am not
ashamed, for I know whom I have believed and am
persuaded that He is able to keep what I have commit-
ted to Him until that Day” (2 Tm 1:12).  While in prison
for preaching the name of Jesus, he proclaimed, “I can
do all things through Christ who strengthens me” (Ph

4:13).  He encouraged those Christians who lived in
Rome, the seat of paganism, by saying, “If God is for
us, who can be against us?” (Rm 8:31).  He continued,
“Yet in all these things we are more than conquerors
through Him who loved us” (Rm 8:37).  Could we not
say, therefore, that one of the primary methods of evan-
gelism is one’s total dependence on God for strength?

Our trust in God should be as that expressed by

Chapter 6

EVANGELISTIC FAITH OF THE DISCIPLES
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David in Psalm 62:2.  Notice the words of David in
which he expressed total dependence on God.  “He only
is my rock and my salvation; He is my defense; I will
not be moved.”  God is the rock foundation on which
we establish our work.  He is their defense against the
trials through which every disciple struggles in order to
preach the gospel.

The strength of an evangelist would be, “O my God,
I trust in You” (Ps 25:2).  One of the most beautiful
themes of the Psalms is the expression of one’s com-
plete dependence on God for strength.  The Psalms are
the evangelist’s daily fountain of sustenance.

The character of the early Christians is often as-
tounding.  One stands amazed as he reads of the brav-
ery of great evangelists as Timothy, Barnabas, Silas and
Paul.  On one occasion Paul wrote, “For I am ready not
only to be bound, but also to die at Jerusalem for the
name of the Lord Jesus” (At 21:13).  These are the words
of a man who had been thrown into prisons, thrown to
beasts, beaten several times, stoned, shipwrecked, lost
at sea, robbed, lived in nakedness and starved of food
(2 Co 11:22-33).  Nevertheless, he could write, “Re-
joice in the Lord always.  Again I will say, rejoice!” (Ph
4:4).

The world called such men mad (At 26:24,25).  But
those who knew them called them committed.  These
Christians trusted not in man for their finances; they
learned to be content in whatever state they were at any
one time (Ph 4:11,12).  They trusted not in man to stand
by them in times of trouble; they knew that the Lord
stood by them (2 Tm 4:16,17).  They trusted not in their
own personal abilities or reputation; they counted all
such things as rubbish (Ph 3:7,8).  They trusted in God
alone.

Evangelists who are truly committed to God start
movements.  They inspire men and women to follow
Jesus.  They inspire commitment to the Christ of the
cross.  Dedicated men and women have served through-
out the world today with great dedication.  One of the
most inspiring things a prospective evangelist can do is
to read the stories of dedicated evangelists who have
given their lives to the propagation of the gospel.
Throughout the years numerous books have been writ-
ten by world evangelists.  If one is working in world
evangelism, it would be good to read as much as pos-
sible about the faith of those who have copied in their
lives the committed faith of the first century evange-
lists.

Failing to plan is planning to fail.  In order to suc-
ceed in accomplishing goals and dreams we must plan.
The first century evangelists evidently knew the mean-
ing of planning in order to successfully preach the gos-
pel to the lost.  At least, such is evident from what we
read of their work in the New Testament.  We read about
what they accomplished through the work of God in
their lives to bring about their plans.  To some extent,
our study of the New Testament does not give us infor-
mation concerning all the prayer and planning the early
Christians did in order to accomplish the work of world
evangelism.  However, when we see the results of their
work, there is a definite indication of a strategy to ac-
complish specific works.  We must not assume that the
early work of the first century disciples was a haphaz-
ard effort to reach out to the lost world.

Jesus emphasized forethought.  “For which of you,”
He said, “intending to build a tower, does not sit down
first and count the cost, whether he has enough to finish
it ...” (Lk 14:28; see vss 28-32).  The context of this
passage is counting the cost for service to our Lord.  This

is what one must do before becoming a Christian and
this is also the first thing an evangelist must do in order
to effectively reach out and evangelize the lost.  Evan-
gelists must plan ahead in order to make a strategy of
what they are going to do.

Paul seems to have always had a plan of where he
wanted to go and what he wanted to do.  Acts 19:21
reads, “Paul purposed in the Spirit, when he had passed
through Macedonia and Achaia, to go to Jerusalem ....”
After he and Barnabas had accomplished a mission in
Asia Minor, he said to Barnabas, “Let us now go back
and visit our brethren in every city where we have
preached the word of the Lord ...” (At 15:36).  Though
we would not assume that the plans the early evange-
lists made were the complex organizational structures
that some come up with in the corporate world today,
they at least sat down and shared dreams and their de-
termination to accomplish specific works.

Paul planned his work in going to Corinth and
Macedonia.  To the Corinthians he wrote, “And in this
confidence I intended to come to you before, that you

Chapter 7

MAKING PLANS
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might have a second benefit—to pass by way of you to
Macedonia, to come again from Macedonia to you, and
be helped by you on my way to Judea” (2 Co 1:15,16).
There was also the time when Paul made plans to go to
Spain (Rm 15:24,29).

From the above it can at least be concluded that Paul
made plans to go to specific areas of work.  It can also
be concluded that he was going in order to do a specific
work.  The work was to preach the gospel.  From read-
ing Paul’s activities in Acts, however, it appears that the
way he approached some situations was to determine
what to do when he arrived on the scene.  At least, there
are enough spontaneous events in his life to draw this
conclusion.  There were times when he was moved in
the spirit to preach to Athenian philosophers (At
17:16ff).  There was also a time when he went to the
river to pray where he found some people he eventually
converted (At 16:13-15).  It was his custom to first
preach to the Jews by entering the synagogue and preach-
ing in every city to which he went (At 17:1,2).  How-
ever, as Jesus, he preached whenever the opportunity
presented itself.  We assume one thing was characteris-
tic of his ministry.  He was spontaneous in meeting
the needs that presented themselves to him.  Such
would be good advice for evangelists.  Flexibility is the
key to a profitable work.  If one is not willing to change
to meet changing circumstances, he or she will miss
many opportunities for preaching the gospel.

Keep in mind also that Paul almost always traveled
into unevangelized territories.  Therefore, he often did
not know what to expect.  In such situations it is diffi-
cult to make definite plans on how to accomplish a spe-
cific evangelistic effort.  Nevertheless, general plans
should be made in order to establish the purpose of one’s
work and the general direction.  But when making such
plans, as stated before, one should always be flexible.
One should plan flexibility into his plans.  Inflexible
plans will lead to stymied work on the field.

Because of Paul’s travels into unevangelized terri-
tories, it is apparent that he was flexible.  He was able
to adjust his plans to the situation that presented itself.
There was the time he wanted to make an evangelistic
trip into the region of Bithynia.  Luke recorded, “Now
when they had gone through Phrygia and the region of
Galatia, they were forbidden by the Holy Spirit to
preach the word in Asia.  After they had come to Mysia,
they tried to go into Bithynia, but the Spirit did not per-
mit them” (At 16:6,7).  Keep in mind that it was the
Holy Spirit on these two particular occasions who said
Paul could not make these trips.  The Holy Spirit had
other plans for Paul, which plans came to him in a vi-
sion in the night (At 16:9).  What we do see in the life of

Paul on these two occasions was that he was willing to
change according to God’s leading.  He was willing to
change his plans in order to go with God into unplanned
regions.

Churches and evangelists must be flexible with their
methods in order to meet the needs of the hour.  We
must remember that our plans are not doctrine.  Our
plans must be made applicable to the culture in which
one is working.  And when one is in a particular culture,
he or she must be willing to change to changing circum-
stances within that culture.  This principle is apparent
in Paul’s statement in 1 Corinthians 9:19-23 where he
concluded, “I have become all things to all men, that I
might by all means save some.”

What is most important of all is to make plans the
best one can and then do the work.  The Holy Spirit
said, “Now separate to Me Barnabas and Saul for the
work to which I have called them” (At 13:2).  In the
historical context of this statement, we assume that the
disciples in Antioch were quite excited about this spe-
cial call of the Holy Spirit.  We can imagine the many
hours of dreaming and planning that went into the work
in the homes of the Antioch brethren after the Spirit
made the initial calling of Barnabas and Saul.  The Spirit
gave the direction.  The disciples put together the plans
and sent out the evangelists.

John Mark went with Paul and Barnabas on the first
journey of Paul.  However, he became discouraged on
the journey and did not go on with them “to the work”
(At 15:38).  Nevertheless, Paul and Barnabas completed
this Holy Spirit assigned work (At 14:26).  There was a
specific work which the Holy Spirit had planned for
them to do.  They completed that work; they fulfilled
their plans according to Acts 14:26.

There are some who believe in the direct operation
of the Holy Spirit in mission efforts.  These often sit
and wait, thinking that the Holy Spirit will directly lead
them into doing something.  When they do eventually
go, but become involved in an unsuccessful work, they
have to blame the Spirit for their misguided conduct.
On the other hand, we believe Christians were given
the command to go over two thousand years ago (Mt
28:19,20; Mk 16:15).  From this initial command of
Jesus we have the responsibility to make our plans.  We
have the responsibility to initiate our plans.  If the plans
fail, then we can only blame ourselves.  The Spirit of
God works in our lives.  However, He does not work in
order to make the plans for us.  We are responsible for
failures, not the Spirit.  And if we are inactive, we are
responsible for being inactive.

God expects us to use our common sense in plan-
ning.  We pray that God works in our lives to work out

The Function Of Discipleship



78 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

our feeble efforts to accomplish His work.  At all times,
we recognize as Paul, that Satan works against us in
every way.  We must plan our work, and then work our
plan.  But we must make plans for God to work in our
plans.  We must always remember what Paul said to the
Ephesians.  “Now to Him who is able to do exceedingly
above all that we ask or think, according to the power
that works in us” (Ep 3:20).

When it comes to working our plans, we must re-
member that God works in our lives.  We must remem-
ber that His work in our lives will always be greater
than our plans.  Even if our personal plans go wrong,
keep in mind that God is working for our good.  Paul
wrote, “And we know that all things work together for

good to those who love God, to those who are called
according to His purpose” (Rm 8:28).  We must be-
lieve that God is working in our lives and that He is
working everything together for our good.

When things go wrong, we must remember that God
is still working.  It is a principle of God to use Satan’s
work against him.  The perfect example of this prin-
ciple is the cross of Jesus.  God used Satan’s work to
have Jesus crucified in order to accomplish the work of
redemption.  When calamity occurs in our efforts to
preach the gospel, we must look for the good that God
will eventually accomplish out of the calamity.  Satan is
not omniscient.  God does not let him know that what
he works against us, God is going to turn against him.

We assume that the early evangelists were sent forth
by local disciples, though the New Testament informa-
tion on this matter is not given in great detail.  Other
than the case of Acts 13, there is little information con-
cerning “church sponsorship” of evangelists.  A gener-
ally accepted practice of church-supported mission work
today is the concept of a “sponsoring church.”  This is a
commonly practiced strategy and one that makes good
sense. As a sponsoring church, a single group of dis-
ciples accepts the responsibility of sending out a par-
ticular evangelist or team of evangelists.  This sponsor-
ing group receives all contributed support for the evan-
gelist, and then forwards this support on to the evange-
list wherever he may be located.

Though the sponsoring church system of support
may be one of the wisest methods of carrying out the
financial arrangements of the evangelist, this is not some-
thing we read about in the New Testament.  Neverthe-
less, it is a strategy that is very expedient.  In other words,
God is silent in this area of sponsoring churches.  His
silence on this matter allows us the freedom to use a
little common sense.  It takes little common sense, how-
ever, to determine that an evangelist should keep his
dealings with contributed money as open as possible
with the disciples.  How one spends his personal money
is his own business.  However, how we distribute the
money of other disciples to evangelists should be known
by all the disciples.  Individuals who are raising funds
from churches without all the contributors knowing who
is contributing to the evangelist, can often lead to temp-
tation on the part of the evangelist.

Acts 13 is a good place to start in examining the
relationship between the evangelist and the sending dis-
ciples.  It was in this passage that the Holy Spirit initi-
ated the mission effort by saying to all the Christians in
Antioch, “Now separate to Me Barnabas and Saul for
the work to which I have called them” (At 13:2).  Verse
3 states, “Then, having fasted and prayed, and laid hands
on them, they [all the disciples] sent them away.”  In
this case the Antioch disciples sent them away.  Those
who were sent away were Paul, Barnabas and John Mark.
It is interesting to note that in verse 4 the Holy Spirit is
given credit for sending them away.  It was only the
disciples in Antioch who “laid hands” on them.  What
was happening in this case was that the universal or-
ganic body was continuing the process of world evan-
gelism out of Antioch.

We would assume that the members of the body in
the region of Antioch financially made it possible for
this first recorded evangelistic team to initially go forth.
After the mission effort was completed, it was to these
disciples that Paul and Barnabas returned (At 14:26,27).
We could justly say that Acts 13:1-3 is a group of dis-
ciples who sponsored a mission effort.  At least, we
would gain from this context that the Antioch disciple
in some way contributed financial support to the effort.
There is no evidence in the context that the Antioch dis-
ciples continued to be financially involved in the effort
after the evangelists left the region.

We might assume that some money was given to
Paul and Barnabas for the initial stages of their journey.
As will be discussed later, it was Paul’s practice to sup-
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port himself.  And since there were no bank transfers of
money, no traveler’s checks or postal system by which
to send money, we must assume that the money given
by the Antioch Christians soon ran out after Paul, Barna-
bas and John Mark left Antioch.  They surely did not
carry with them two to two and a half years worth of
gold for their support.  The Antioch “sponsored” the
effort through initial contributions, prayers and fasting.
This is the extent of church sponsorship that we can
read about in the New Testament.

We often use the term “sponsorship” in our discus-
sions of church-supported mission outreach.  However,
we define this term as we desire.  It is simply a modern-
day term that we use to refer to evangelist/church rela-
tionships in mission efforts.  The nature of that relation-
ship often varies.  The concept of sponsorship includes
anything from the initial sending of disciples to deter-
mining every move of an evangelist.  Our definition of
sponsorship, therefore, may be subject to our own prac-
tices in church-sponsored missions.  However, we must
first realize that there is much room for personal opin-
ion in this area simply because there are no Bible man-
dates concerning the sponsorship of churches in rela-
tion to mission efforts.  Although we must seek to work
after a biblical manner, we understand that many prac-
tices of Paul in this area are not matters of doctrine.
They are methods that he considered best in the par-
ticular situation he was in at the time.  When we discuss
sponsorship of an evangelist, therefore, we are in an
area where there is little biblical definition.  And since
there is little biblical definition, there is much room for
opinion.

Paul, Timothy and Silas had a close relationship with
the few disciples in Philippi.  Close examination of Phil-
ippians 4 seems to indicate that their relationship was
in the area of common cause and finances.  (We will
discuss Philippians 4 in more detail in a later chapter.)
The young Philippian church “had fellowship” with the
above evangelists in the matter of “giving and receiv-
ing” (Ph 4:15).  They had “once and again” sent aid to
fulfill the evangelists’ needs when they went on to Thes-
salonica (Ph 4:16).  This indicates that the Philippian
Christians had a great concern for the work that was
being done in other areas.  They desired to support the
work of world evangelism.  Beyond financial support
and prayers, however, there is no evidence that the send-
ing disciples in some way controlled the work of Paul,
Timothy and Silas.  As members of the organic body,
the Philippians did not assume that they had control over
the work of the evangelists in another region.  Such is
an important point in an economic business world where
some brethren feel that they must control a mission work

as they control branch offices in the business world.
From what brief information we have on the sub-

ject of sponsorship in the New Testament, it is a valid
conclusion to assume that evangelists of the first cen-
tury exercised a great amount of freedom in the area of
decision making concerning their work.  This is a logi-
cal conclusion from the very nature of the work itself.
How can disciples who are many miles away from a
particular mission work control the activities of an evan-
gelist or church in another region?  The evangelist is
the one who is trained and should know how to “set
things in order” (Ti 1:5).  Sending disciples should never
send an evangelist out in the first place if they do not
have confidence in the ability of the evangelist to do the
work of an evangelist.  If the evangelist is worth any-
thing, then certainly he must be trusted to get the job
done without someone controlling him ten thousand ki-
lometers away by remote control.

Christians in one area do not work by remote con-
trol the activities of Christians in other areas.  The early
organic function of the body was not a universal Catho-
lic Church control system.  Peter referred to the respon-
sibility of elders to “shepherd the flock of God which is
among you” (1 Pt 5:2).  This certainly indicates that
elders have responsibility over those among whom they
are, not over those who are in another country.  The
immediate disciples in the mission area, with the evan-
gelist, must determine where and what to do.  This does
not negate the new converts asking for advice from godly
shepherds in other areas.  Neither does this assume that
the disciples in one area have authority over disciples
in another region.  It would certainly be unwise to ne-
glect the advice of godly men who have experienced
many things.  Godly advice, however, is not authorita-
tive control.  New Christians throughout the world have
the right to ask for godly advice from elders anywhere
in the world.  The giving of advice does not mean that
the elders are taking control of a specific work.

It would be good to add here the case of Apollos in
Acts 18:24-28.  Apollos arrived in Ephesus and was a
very capable man in proclaiming the Scriptures.  After
spending some time in Ephesus, and learning more from
the teaching of Aquila and Priscilla, “he desired to cross
to Achaia” (At 18:27).  Therefore, it was Apollos’ ini-
tiative to go to Achaia.  The church sent a letter of
recommendation in order that other disciples receive
him.  The point is that in this case the evangelist made
the decision both to go and where to go.  The local dis-
ciples stood behind the decision of the evangelist and
encouraged him in the effort.

Different evangelists are suited for different fields
of work.  We see this in the commissioning of both Paul
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and Peter.  Peter was given the special mission work to
the Jews and Paul was to go to the Gentiles (Gl 2:7-9).
Each had their special abilities to reach these different
groups of people.  Some can go to the bush, whereas
others are better suited for urban evangelism.  It cer-
tainly would not go well to put a bush-oriented person-
ality in the middle of Hong Kong.  On the other hand,
the same would be true of putting an urbanite in the
middle of the jungles of the Central African Republic.
There is room for judgment here, judgment that can be
exercised to save a lot of frustration on the part of those
who go.

It is God who “calls” evangelists into mission ef-
forts.  By call, we mean that it is the evangelist who
must rise up and believe that God wants him to be an
evangelist.  Local disciples do the sending and praying.
Evangelists initiate and encourage local disciples to get
the job of world evangelism accomplished.  Any would-
be evangelist who does not have the initiative to stand
up and preach the gospel to the world is not one who
should be sent.  The key to successful evangelistic work
is self-initiative.  If one does not have this key person-
ality characteristic, he cannot be an evangelist.  He can-
not be an evangelist because he will not take the aggres-
sive initiative to talk to the lost.  And one who does not
talk to the lost is not an evangelist.

In the first century God used self-motivated evan-
gelists to motivate churches to reach out.  He is still
using evangelists today to awaken the church to move
out into the present world.  We must encourage evange-
lists to arise to the calling of awakening the church to
accept its responsibility to evangelize the world.  This
is the work of an evangelist in relation to the church.  If
an evangelist has to be called by a church to preach the
gospel, then the person called is not working out of a
personal desire to go into all the world.  Our calling

first comes from within, though others may present the
opportunity to go.  Unless one has a personal heartfelt
call to preach the gospel to the world, he should stay
home.  It takes special people to go into all ethnic groups
of the world.  When one goes to a culture that is vastly
different from the one he or she leaves, he or she should
be thoroughly convinced that it is his or her mission to go.

The sponsoring church arrangement is one of the
best ways to guarantee effectiveness in a mission effort,
as well as guard the integrity of the evangelist.  It is not
wise for an evangelist to receive support from indepen-
dent sources who usually have no knowledge of one
another’s financial support of the evangelist.  This prac-
tice has led to dishonesty on the part of some evange-
lists.  It has ruined the reputation of a few men who
have greedily heaped upon themselves great financial
support from foreign sources.  The concept of a spon-
soring church helps protect the evangelist from accusa-
tion.  It helps protect him from dishonest gain.  It is thus
a good practice to have all funds for the evangelist sent
to a sponsoring group of disciples, who in turn, can dis-
tribute those funds to the evangelist.  The sponsoring
church has the responsibility of reporting to all support-
ing churches or individuals the source of the funds and
the distribution of the funds.  Thus, the evangelist is
protected from being accused of “preaching for hire”
by receiving funds from independent sources.  His fi-
nancial well-being is better cared for by a church.  He is
not out there on his own, but has the financial care of
godly sending disciples who have committed themselves
to bear fruit through the evangelist.  When this relation-
ship between sending disciples and the evangelist ex-
ists, great things happen to the glory of God.  When our
focus is on functioning as the universal body of Christ,
world evangelism naturally happens.

This subject can be challenging.  It is not difficult
to understand the New Testament teachings and prac-
tices of evangelistic support.  It is difficult to convince
brethren of their financial responsibility to express their
concern for the lost by the sending of evangelists.  We
have found this especially hard in developing world situ-
ations where brethren, in many cases, have yet to un-
derstand the responsibility of sending out evangelists.
Where a foreign supported evangelist has worked with
a local group of disciples for several years, the local

disciples have often accepted the thinking that missions
is dependent on the foreign source of funds for the sup-
port of the evangelist.  When it comes to evangelizing
an area, the local folks immediately think that the for-
eigners should support the local evangelists to get the
job done.

Foreign support of local evangelists develops a host
of psychological problems on the part of local disciples.
Foreign support is often continued over many years to
the point of handicapping the local Christians of taking
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ownership of supporting their own local work, let alone
sending an evangelist out to another area.  The local
members often become so dependent on the foreign sup-
port that they fail to grow in their responsibility to sup-
port their own work.

In this and the next three methods, we would like to
concentrate on some New Testament studies that might
give us some ideas of how the support of evangelists
was carried out in the first century.  Since contributions
to evangelism are an important part of God’s plan to
evangelize the world (Rm 10:15; 1 Co 9:14; 3 Jn), it  is
necessary to understand how the New Testament body
of Christ supported evangelism in the first century.  Paul
asked, “And how will they preach unless they be sent?”
(Rm 10:15).  Every disciple must answer this question.
Depending on how one answers it will determine what
one does in response to Paul’s question.  After all, Paul
was writing to Christians, and if one is not a Christian
in attitude and practice, then the question means noth-
ing.  The very fact that he asked the question assumes
that every Christian has a responsibility to support those
who are to preach the gospel to the lost.

In this specific point, there are some basic concepts
we must first understand before studying the practice of
financial support of evangelists.  Understanding these
fundamental principles will help avoid several problems
that are incurred with supporting evangelists.  The fol-
lowing fundamental concepts must first be taught to the
church in order to encourage the sending of evangelists:

A. Christians are commanded to support elders and
evangelists.

In relation to the support of elders, Paul wrote, “Let
the elders who direct well be counted worthy of double
honor ...” (1 Tm 5:17).  “Double honor” here refers to
double pay.  We do not know how the support of church
workers could be emphasized greater than this.  The
double pay was not in reference to the elder being worth
a double salary.  The double salary referred to the re-
sponsibilities of his work.  He was the one who was work-
ing where immediate needs had to be serviced.  The el-
ders of the early church were the benevolent outreach
medium of the regional disciples.  They were working
among the flock to make sure needs were met.  The sec-
ond salary, therefore, went to helping the needy.  The
benevolent nature of elders necessitated that they be given
the extra money by the church in order to help those the
church should be helping.  It is in the nature of godly
shepherds that they constantly give to others.  What Paul
was instructing in 1 Timothy 5:17, therefore, was a guar-
antee that shepherds not give themselves into poverty.

Paul wrote concerning those through whom the
church is to accomplish her work, “You will not muzzle
an ox while it treads out the grain, ‘The laborer is wor-
thy of his wages’” (1 Tm 5:18).  In Galatians 6:6 he
wrote, “Let him who is taught the word share in all good
things with him who teaches.”  In other words, Paul is
saying that the one who is taught the word of God should
pay the teacher.  This teaching comes directly from Jesus
(See Lk 10:7).  Paul concluded a section in 1 Corin-
thians 9 on this matter with the following admonition to
the Corinthian church.  “Even so the Lord has com-
manded that those who preach the gospel should live
from the gospel” (1 Co 9:14; see Rm 10:15).

It is clear from the preceding scriptures that the
church must pay those who labor in preaching and
teaching the word.  This responsibility needs to be
taught to all disciples.  This responsibility must be prac-
ticed by every Christian.  Any Christian who neglects
this responsibility has not yet grown to maturity.  He or
she has not learned the very principle of Christianity—
that it is more blessed to give than to receive (At
20:34,35).

B. Christians are to “send forth” evangelists.

It is necessary to understand a very important Greek
word in the context of the support of evangelists.  The
word is propempo.  In the old King James Version the
word was usually translated “set forward,” or “bring on
the way.”  Thayer’s lexicon of Greek words gives the
meaning of the word as, “to fit him out with the prere-
quisites for his journey.”  The Arndt and Gingrich Greek
Lexicon agrees with this meaning.  Arndt and Gingrich
define the word “to help on one’s journey with food,
money, by arranging for companions, means of travel,
etc.”  In other words, the word means to financially make
sure one can continue on his journey.  It refers to send-
ing out others by caring for their needs of travel, what-
ever those needs may be.

The Greek word propempo in the New Testament
context is often used in reference to the sending out of
evangelists.  Notice Paul’s teaching of the disciples in
Achaia: “But it may be that I will remain, or even spend
the winter with you, that you may send me [propempo]
on my journey, wherever I go” (1 Co 16:6).  In his sec-
ond letter to the disciples in Achaia, Paul told them that
he hoped to pass by them in order to “be helped
[propempo] by you on my way to Judea” (2 Co 1:16).
Concerning their sending forth of Timothy, Paul com-
manded them to “send [propempo] him on his journey
in peace, that he may come to me ...” (1 Co 16:11).  The
word propempo is used in many other contexts of the
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Scriptures in reference to the sending out of evangelists
(See Ti 3:13; 3 Jn 6).  It has a meaning that is not hard to
understand. Christians have the responsibility of send-
ing evangelists and supporting them on their way.

The Greek word koinonia is generally translated
“fellowship” in English versions.  It is also used in the
New Testament in reference to the church’s responsi-
bility toward evangelists.  The word means more than
fellowship.  It refers to “joint participation.”  If one
would have fellowship with another’s afflictions, he
would participate in those afflictions according to the
meaning of this word (See 2 Co 8:3,4; Ph 4:14).  The
same meaning should be carried over into the area of
supporting evangelists.  If a disciple supports an evan-
gelist, then that disciple is having “joint participation”
in the evangelistic work of the evangelist.

In Galatians 6:6 Paul told the Galatian Christians,
“Let him who is taught the word share [koinonia] in all
good things with him who teaches.”  In other words, let
the students pay the teacher.  In relation to the Philippi-
ans’ financial support of Paul, he wrote to them in Phil-
ippians 4:14, “Nevertheless you have done well that you
shared [koinonia] in my distress.”  The Philippian mem-
bers of the body had joint partnership with Paul in his
distress in that they made sacrifices in order to meet his
needs.  In both the Galatian and Philippian context, Paul
commanded and commended brethren in the financial
fellowship they had with those who preached the gos-

pel to the lost, as well as taught them in all good things.
The conclusion to this point is that the first century

disciples’ strategy of getting the gospel to other areas
was to financially support evangelists to get the job done.
They obeyed the commands to support the laborer who
went forth for the specific purpose of preaching the gos-
pel to the lost.  We must do likewise.

The significance of this point cannot be overempha-
sized.  The nature of Christianity is that those who take
on the name of Christ must be of the character of God,
and God is a giver.  He so loved that He so gave (Jn
3:16).  Anyone who would be godly, therefore, must be
of the nature of the Great Giver.  If one does not sacrifi-
cially give, then truly, that person has not learned the
nature of God.  Jesus stated this principle of Christian-
ity as, “It is more blessed to give than to receive” (At
20:35).  Those who do not understand this principle do
not understand Christianity; they do not understand
Jesus; they do not understand God.  Giving is at the
very heart of the Christian life.  If one fails to discover
the spirit of giving, he or she has failed to have the heart
of that which he or she proposes to be.  If we propose to
be Christian, then certainly we must be a sacrificial giver.
If one is not a giver, then certainly he is not of the na-
ture of the Founder of Christianity who gave all to seek
and save the lost.  Evangelism is not a program, but the
nature of who Christians are.

There are some key passages in the New Testament
that deal with the subject of financial support of evan-
gelistic efforts.  Though there are many sections of Scrip-
ture that deal with this subject, many churches have
greatly neglected their responsibility in this area of New
Testament teaching.  In our travels we have discovered
that too little teaching has been done on this subject,
and subsequently, too little effort has been made on the
part of many disciples to fulfill their responsibility of
sacrificial giving.

We must keep in mind that the lack of support of
missions is not simply a problem of a lack of knowl-
edge of Scripture on the matter.  The problem is deeper.
It is a problem of not understanding the nature of Chris-
tianity and the necessity of spreading the good news of
God’s grace to those who are lost.  When Christians
understand the teaching of the New Testament on the
matter of giving, and are truly committed to follow the

Founder of the body, there is usually no problem with
supporting evangelists to broadcast the message of the
gospel.

In order to initiate an evangelistic effort, we must
first be knowledgeable of the biblical responsibility to
financially support evangelistic efforts.  There are some
principal passages in the New Testament that deal with
this subject.  These passages are Philippians 4:10-19, 3
John 7,8, 1 Corinthians 9 and 2 Corinthians 11:8,9.  The
general instructions of the Holy Spirit in reference to
our support of evangelistic efforts is covered in these
passages.

A. Philippians 4:10-19:

We have visited many small and struggling groups
of disciples.  Many of these disciples have never sup-
ported missions or evangelistic efforts outside their lo-
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cal region.  Those disciples who are negligent in their
support of evangelism often offer one or more reasons
for not doing such.  They often give the excuse that “We
are young Christians and must grow into accepting
this responsibility.”  With this feeling comes the idea
that they are a mission point and that evangelists should
come and aid them in their outreach.

Other groups of disciples have said, “We are too
small.  We must grow in members before we can sup-
port evangelists to go out.”  Some have referred to this
as the “grasshopper complex,” that is, they feel as the
Israelites who considered themselves too small in refer-
ence to the Canaanites they were to dispel from the land
of Canaan.  Somehow, it is only an excuse that size de-
termines whether a group of Christians has or has not
the responsibility to send forth the gospel to regions out-
side their particular locality.

Still others have complained, “We are too poor.”
This excuse is usually given by those groups of disciples
that reside in developing world environments.  They feel
that poverty is a valid excuse to relieve one of his or her
responsibility to preach the gospel to the world.

The above complaints that we are either too young,
too small, or too poor have plagued the process of world
evangelism too long.  As stated before, most of the prob-
lem lies in understanding what Christianity is all about.
Once one understands the greatness of the gift of grace,
the excuses for not supporting the preaching of this grace
are usually forgotten.

It is interesting that the Philippian disciples could
have given all of these excuses for not supporting evan-
gelism outside their locality.  However, Philippians 4 is
a good example of a young, small and poor group of
disciples reaching out with the gospel to evangelize ar-
eas outside their local area.

1.  There were few disciples in Philippi.  Paul, Silas,
Timothy and Luke preached the gospel in Philippi on
the second missionary journey of Paul (See At 15:40;
16:1-15,31-34).  There are some interesting facts about
the birth of the organic body and its growth  in Philippi
that are good lessons for us today.

To begin, Luke, the author of Acts, joined Paul, Silas
and Timothy when they left the city of Troas.  Luke
refers to all of them as “we” in the verses after verse 10
of Acts 16.  In Acts 17:1 Luke remained behind in Phil-
ippi while the others went on to Thessalonica.  He indi-
cates this in writing the book by using the pronoun “they”
in 17:1 to refer to the others who went on to the next
city.

While the evangelists were in Philippi, Lydia and
her household were converted.  A household in the first

century included the sons, daughters and servants.
Therefore, we will be optimistic and estimate that there
were from five to seven in this business woman’s house-
hold.  There are some interesting things about Lydia
that should be noted that manifest some of the great char-
acteristics about this woman.  She was from the city of
Thyatira, thus she would be considered an expatriate in
the city of Philippi.  She was a professional woman in
the sense that she was dealing in trade.  She was evi-
dently single, for Luke states that those who were bap-
tized were of her household.  She was religious because
Paul found her where people were praying.  We could
say that at the time of her baptism, the church in Phil-
ippi had one wage earner.  Lydia’s household depended
on her trade of selling purple, therefore, the first dis-
ciples in Philippi was a very responsible person.

In Acts 16:31-34 Luke records that the jailor and
his household were also converted.  This would possi-
bly add another five to seven members to the group in
Philippi.  The jailor had a government job, which would
probably be a low paying job since he was only a jailor.
This would make two wage earners in the Philippian
church.  One was a traveling salesperson and the other
had a government salary.  Their households depended
on their paychecks.

Now consider the size of the church.  If we added
the two households together, at the most there would
probably be no more than ten to fifteen in the group.
This was a small group of disciples.

After these few conversions, Paul, Silas and Timo-
thy went on to Thessalonica while Luke stayed in Phil-
ippi (At 17:1; Again, notice the change of the pronoun
from “we” to “they” in the text.)  Thus, a small group of
disciples was left in Philippi to grow at the hands of the
physician, Luke.

2.  The Philippian disciples were new in the faith.
Immediately after Paul and Barnabas were released from
prison in Philippi, they had to leave town (At 16:39,40;
17:1).  They had probably been in Philippi no more than
three or four weeks when they had to leave.  Acts 16:12
reads, “And we were staying in that city [Philippi] some
days.”  This is not some weeks, months or years.  It is
some days.  Therefore, the Philippian church was a
young church at the time the evangelists Paul, Silas and
Timothy left.

3.  The Philippian disciples were economically
poor.  In the context of 2 Corinthians 8 Paul was dis-
cussing the famine contribution that was made by the
“churches of Macedonia” for the famine stricken
churches of Judea.  The churches of Thessalonica and
Philippi were in the province of Macedonia.  These were
not rich churches.  They were poor.  Notice what Paul
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said of them in verse 2: “... that in a great trial of afflic-
tion the abundance of their joy and their deep poverty
abounded in the riches of their liberality.”  These were
not just poor disciples.  They were disciples that suf-
fered from deep poverty.  Nevertheless, in 2 Corinthians
8 they freely gave to a benevolent outreach.  They gave
“according to their ability ...” (vs 3).  They gave ac-
cording to what God expected them to give.

But notice what else Paul says of their contribution
in verse 3. “Yes, and beyond their ability, they were
freely willing.”  In other words, these brothers and sis-
ters went without in order to make this contribution.
Because of their commitment they were willing to fi-
nancially afflict themselves in order that others be re-
lieved of suffering.  This is genuine Christian love.  Keep
in mind, therefore, that the Philippian church was a poor
church.

Another interesting point concerning the Philippian
Christians that is brought out in 2 Corinthians 8 is their
nature in reference to their giving the gift.  Paul says in
verse 4 that they begged “us with much urgency that we
would receive the gift and the fellowship of the minis-
tering to the saints.”  These were “begging” disciples.
It was not that they were begging that other disciples
give to them.  They were begging that others receive
their contribution.  Those who truly understand the
nature of Christianity and the greatness of God’s grace
will beg for others to receive their free gift.  Churches
can determine if they are churches of Christ by identi-
fying who is doing the begging.

Remember the situation during the ministry of Jesus
where a widow came to Jesus and contributed her two
coins?  When the widow had contributed, Jesus called
His disciples to Him and said, “Assuredly, I say to you
that this poor widow has put in more than all those who
have given to the treasury; for they all put in out of
their abundance, but she out of her poverty put in all
that she had, her whole livelihood” (See Mk 12:41-
44).  Jesus did not tell them to give the two coins back
to the widow.  He did not because she had to do what
she did.  Those who do not understand what went on
with this contribution of the widow do not understand
the nature of Christianity.  She had to give the coins.
When one realizes the greatness of his or her salvation,
the free gift of grace he or she has received, then he or
she must give.  Those who do not give simply do not
appreciate the free gift of God’s grace.  It is as simple as
that.  No appreciation, no contribution.  Both the poor
widow and the poor Philippians realized the greatness
of their salvation and the free gift of God’s grace.  There-
fore, they had to give.  They begged Paul to receive
their gift.

From the above, we must remember that the Philip-
pian church was a small group of disciples.  In its be-
ginning it was composed of Lydia, the jailor, and their
households.  They were young in the faith at the time
Paul, Silas and Timothy left, for they stayed there only
a few days before going over to Thessalonica.  They
were also poor Christians.  Keep these thoughts in mind
when reading the context of Philippians 4.  One might
find himself in the text if he is a disciple residing in the
developing world.

Several years after the church was started in Phil-
ippi, in Philippians 4:10-19 Paul wrote from a Roman
prison concerning the early beginnings and their evan-
gelistic zeal in the early days after their conversion. What
stimulated the Philippian letter was that the Philippians
had again sent a contribution to Paul (vs 10,14).  In verse
15 of chapter 4, he goes back to the time when they
were first established, back to the time of Lydia, the
jailor and their households when they met in a house in
the poor section of town.  Paul reminisced, “Now you
Philippians know also that in the beginning of the gos-
pel, when I departed from Macedonia, no church shared
with me concerning giving and receiving but you only.”
This is an amazing statement of commendation of these
new Christians.  Do not miss this point.  Here is a young,
small and poor group of Christians who financially sup-
ported Paul, Silas and Timothy on their missionary jour-
ney to take the gospel to other areas.  In a matter of
three or four weeks this group of disciples learned and
accepted their responsibility to freely give because they
had been freely given to.  We know of Christians today
who have been such for years, and yet, they have not
sent out one cent in order to preach the gospel to other
areas.  This is not right.  Paul adds in verse 16, “For
even in Thessalonica you sent aid once and again for
my necessities.”  The Philippians, therefore, did not just
give one time to this mission effort.  It was an ongoing
contribution from these poor brethren to get the gospel
message out.  This is commitment and dedication to
world evangelism.  Every Christian must do likewise.

When Christians discover the true spirit of the na-
ture of Christianity, God is able to do exceedingly abun-
dantly with them above all they can dream.  We believe
that many Christians do not support mission efforts
simply because they have never understood the true
nature of Christianity.

Paul encouraged the Philippians, “Nevertheless you
have done well that you shared in my distress” (Ph
4:14).  As in their sacrificial contribution to the Judean
famine fund (2 Co 8:1-4), they also “distressed” them-
selves for evangelistic purposes.  They went without
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necessities of life in order that Paul be filled (Ph 4:18).
Their contributions to evangelism went up to God as “a
sweet-smelling aroma, an acceptable sacrifice, well
pleasing to God” (Ph 4:18).  May God help us to find
more Christians who are after the nature of the Philippian
disciples.  This is the organic body of Christ functioning
properly.  Lydia and the Philippian jailor set the example
in the early days of the establishment of their group.  Their
leadership in organic function was followed by those who
came after them.

B. 3 John 7,8:

3 John is a letter that was written to an individual.
It was written to Gaius who was a member of a small
fellowship that was having some problems.  In this case,
the problem was with an individual who was hindering
the organic function of the body in the sending out of
evangelists.  When John wrote to Gaius, he wrote with
instructions that dealt with this problem.

In 3 John, John emphasizes three reasons why Chris-
tians should support traveling evangelists.  He wrote
that the evangelists, “went forth for His name’s sake,
taking nothing from the Gentiles.  We therefore ought
to receive such, that we may become fellow workers
for the truth” (3 Jn 7,8).  This statement contains three
reasons why we should support evangelists.

1. We should support evangelists because they went
forth to preach the gospel for the sake of the Name
of Jesus (3 Jn 7).

2. We should support evangelists because they took
no contributions from the unbelieving Gentiles to
whom they preached (3 Jn 7).

3. We should support evangelists in order that we be
fellow workers for the truth (3 Jn 8).

Individual Christians as Gaius were asked to sup-
port evangelists in the context of this passage.  And sup-
porting evangelists was what Gaius was doing.  Evan-
gelists go into the world for the purpose of spreading
the precious name of Jesus.  They are not to take up a
contribution from the unbelieving audiences to whom
they present the gospel, lest they be accused of preach-
ing for money.  Therefore, they must be supported by
those who have the desire to spread the gospel to un-
evangelized areas.  All who would be fellow workers
for the truth, therefore, must support evangelists who
go out to preach the gospel.  This is God’s system of
world evangelism.

Philippians 4:17 is at least one motivation for indi-
vidually supporting evangelists as they go forth.  Paul

told the Philippian church, “Not that I seek the gift, but
I seek the fruit that abounds to your account.”  When
Paul left Philippi and traveled to Thessalonica, he went
on behalf of those who sent him.  In this case, it was
Lydia and the jailor.  In the context of 3 John, the evan-
gelists were going forth on behalf of Gaius.  Individual
members like Gaius sent support once and again to the
support of the evangelists.  In Thessalonica Paul pro-
duced fruit.  The fruit of his labors in Thessalonica went
to the account of Lydia and the jailor because they sup-
ported him in the work.  Therefore, the work of Lydia in
selling purple and the jailor at the prison was just as
important as Paul’s preaching in Thessalonica.  In God’s
system of evangelistic outreach, there must be senders
and those who are sent.  To the Roman Christians Paul
wrote, “And how will they preach unless they are sent?”
(Rm 10:15).  Lydia and the jailor understood this prin-
ciple from their very first days as disciples.

It takes both senders and those sent to accomplish
the plan of God to evangelize the world.  In the case of
3 John, Diotrephes was hindering this organic function
by intimidating those who would support evangelists.
He even threatened to disfellowship them from the body
of disciples (3 Jn 9,10).  It was for this reason that John
wrote to Gaius.  In reading the letter of 3 John, one un-
derstands that we must be very careful not to hinder the
work of God by discouraging those who support evan-
gelism by the financial support of evangelists.  If we
truly seek to evangelize the world, then we will encour-
age every means of support.

C. 1 Corinthians 9:

Paul’s argument in 1 Corinthians 9 is that the evan-
gelist has a right to receive financial support from the
body of believers.  This principle is affirmed by his quo-
tation of Deuteronomy 25:4.  “You will not muzzle an
ox while it treads out the grain” (vs 9).  The evangelist
who preaches, therefore, “should plow in hope, and he
who threshes in hope should be partaker of his hope”
(vs 10).  Paul questions, “If we have sown spiritual things
for you, is it a great thing if we reap your material
things?” (vs 11).  The answer is that the evangelist has
a right to reap the material things.

In reference to the priest of the Old Testament, Paul
wrote, “Do you not know that those who minister the
holy things eat of the things of the temple, and those
who serve at the altar partake of the offerings of the
altar?” (vs 13).  From this Paul relates to all Christians
the following commandment of the Lord, which is for-
saken by too many.  “Even so the Lord has commanded
that those who preach the gospel should live from the
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gospel” (vs 14).  It could not have been stated more
clearly.  If we would paraphrase this command, Paul is
simply saying, “Every Christian is commanded to pay
the evangelist who is preaching the gospel to the lost.”

It is interesting to note that 1 Corinthians 9:14 is
specifically discussing the support of evangelists who
go forth to preach the gospel to the lost, not a local
teacher who continues to teach the saved.  The gospel
(good news) is a message to the lost, not to the saved.
The saved have already obeyed the gospel.  The word
“preach” means “to proclaim.”  It is the gospel that is
proclaimed to the lost.  It is proclaimed to the lost, not
to the saved.  Therefore, the command of 1 Corinthians
9:14 is in reference to those who have gone forth to
preach the gospel to the lost.  The organic body must
support those who are proclaiming the good news of
the cross to the lost.  1 Corinthians 9:14 is a com-
mandment of the Lord that the members financially
support those who are preaching the gospel to the
lost.  If a disciple is not doing this, then he is disobedi-
ent to the commandment of the Lord.

D. 2 Corinthians 11:8,9:

The nature of this passage and its context is a re-
buke of the Corinthian disciples for not taking owner-
ship of supporting evangelists.  In his initial evangelis-
tic outreach to Achaia, Paul received wages from the
Macedonian Christians (1 Co 11:9).  It was the duty of
the Corinthian Christians to do as the Philippians had
done.  However, Corinth had a social problem.  It was a
custom to support philosophers and a host of false reli-
gious leaders in the area who often proclaimed nonsense
and led the people into philosophical and religious con-
fusion.  Such religionists were often accused of preach-
ing for hire.  Paul chose to disassociate himself from
these financial opportunists.  He chose to make tents in
Corinth and to receive support from other Christians
(At 18:1-3).  Nevertheless, though he chose to do this in

order to escape the accusations of the false teachers of
the area, and especially those among the disciples, the
disciples as a whole were obligated to support him.  Be-
cause they did not do this, Paul said that he had to rob
other churches in order to preach to them (2 Co 11:8).

This is often the case with many churches today.
Established churches are still putting their evangelists
in the position of having to rob other churches in order
that the word be preached to them.  In view of what
Paul said to the Corinthian disciples in the context of 2
Corinthians 11, we wonder about the wisdom of this.  It
is not wise for disciples outside a regional area of dis-
ciples to continually support the preacher of a long es-
tablished group of disciples of that region.  As long as
such is continued, the local disciples will not accept their
responsibility to support their teachers.  Paul told the
Corinthians that they should be supporting him.  But
because they would not, he had to rob other churches in
order to preach to them.  What is needed today are more
churches with the Philippian mentality for world evan-
gelism.  What we actually have is a host of churches
with a Corinthian mentality.

Supporting evangelism is one of those areas of spiri-
tual growth that is always a challenge to develop.  Those
disciples who have captured the spirit of Christianity
are usually great givers.  They are sacrificial givers.  On
the other hand, there are many “Corinthian churches”
out there who need the exhortation of the 1 Corinthian
letter on the matter of giving.  A revival is needed among
these disciples in order to restore them to New Testa-
ment Christianity.  When Christians continue to think
that they are a mission point, they will always feel that
they cannot grow without extending a cuffed hand to
other Christians.  Christians who take ownership of the
lost in their region, and the lost world, will always seek
to do all that they can in order to either send or take the
gospel to the world.  This is the nature of being a func-
tioning member of the body of Christ.

In the preceding point it was emphasized that the
members of the body supported evangelists in the first
century.  They did so because they believed that indi-
viduals must take it upon themselves to fulfill their re-
sponsibility to preach the gospel to the world by sup-
porting evangelists.  When reading the New Testament,

we must conclude that a great amount of the burden of
financial support of evangelists was laid on the shoul-
ders of individual Christians.  As functioning members
of the organic body of Christ, it was the responsibility
of every member to preach the gospel to the world.

Chapter 11

INDIVIDUALLY SUPPORTED MISSIONS
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A. Individual support of Jesus:

There were no churches who made committee deci-
sions to support Jesus.  He and the disciples moved from
house to house, receiving support from those who be-
lieved in Him.  There was a common fund, a “money
box,” into which contributions were made (See Jn 12:6).
These contributions originated from individuals.  When
Jesus sent the disciples out on preaching journeys, He
instructed them to enter the houses of individuals in or-
der that these individuals care for them while they
preached in a particular city (Mt 10:5-15; Lk 10:2-7).
He instructed, “And remain in the same house, eating
and drinking such things as they give, for the laborer is
worthy of his wages” (Lk 10:7).  The disciples contin-
ued this practice long after the ascension of Jesus and
the beginning of the church in Acts 2.  Those who went
forth, went forth while staying in the homes of faithful
members who were concerned about world evangelism.
They went from house to house as they preached from
house to house.  Homes were the natural place for ac-
commodation, and thus the natural environment in which
to preach.

B. The generosity of Gaius:

Gaius was a great Christian who has given an ex-
ample for all to follow since the time John recorded the
inspired words of 3 John.  There was a man named
Diotrephes among the disciples where Gaius lived.  He
refused to support evangelists.  Diotrephes not only re-
fused to support traveling evangelists, he also forbade
others to do so.  Diotrephes loved to be first among the
disciples, and thus, he worked to keep competition of
his influence away from those over whom he had con-
trol.  The reason for this is obvious.  When one wants to
be first, he does not want any outside competition com-
ing in among those over whom he exercises his control.

Nevertheless, John exhorted Gaius to continue his
practice of sending out the evangelists whom he was
receiving (3 Jn 6-8).  It was through this function in
evangelism that evangelists would be sent to all the
world.  If every member assumes his or her personal
responsibility of supporting evangelists, then the world
will be evangelized.  Gaius simply played his small part
as a functioning member of the body of Christ.

C. The responsibility of Titus:

Paul wrote to Titus, “Send [propempo] Zenas the
lawyer and Apollos on their journey with haste, that
they may lack nothing” (Ti 3:13).  In this passage Paul

was also laying the responsibility for the support of evan-
gelists on the shoulders of evangelists.  There is a fel-
lowship among evangelists that is emphasized here that
must be recognized.  In our travels in evangelistic ef-
forts, we have found that this particular principle is al-
most always carried out by faithful evangelists.  They
understand the nature of their work and the need for
world evangelism.  God will greatly reward such sacri-
fices on the part of evangelists who show great hospi-
tality to their fellow evangelists.

D. The hospitality of Aquila and Priscilla:

Aquila and Priscilla were tentmakers by trade.  Cae-
sar Claudius had forced all Jews out of Rome around
A.D. 49.  As a result, Aquila and Priscilla were made
refugees, and thus fled to Corinth.  When Paul arrived
in Corinth, he stayed with Aquila and Priscilla (At 18:3).
Both Aquila and Priscilla were tentmakers, and for this
reason, Paul stayed with them when he arrived in
Corinth.  The indication of the circumstances is that Paul
joined with them in the tentmaking business.  However,
their business arrangement made it possible for him to
reason in the synagogue every Sabbath and persuade
Jews and Greeks (At 18:4).  Here is a good example of
a Christian couple working in order to support the
preaching of the gospel.  They not only supported the
preaching of the gospel, they were missionaries them-
selves as they traveled about preaching and teaching
the gospel.

E. The example of Paul:

When Paul was in Ephesus, he supported himself
and those with him through the making of tents.  When
he passed by Ephesus on his last journey to Jerusalem,
he said to the Ephesian elders, “Yes, you yourselves know
that these hands have provided for my necessities, and
for those who were with me” (At 20:34).  Not only did
Paul support himself while in Ephesus, he also supported
those who were traveling with him.  (More on this later.)

Individual Christians should feel a great responsi-
bility to support the preaching of the gospel in other
areas.  Whether a local group of disciples accepts such
a responsibility is beside the point.  The responsibility
is still on the shoulders of individual Christians to send
forth the gospel.  Some fellowships of members have
joined together in their efforts to support the preaching
of the gospel to the world.  Every member of the body
of Christ should be seeking to preach the gospel to the
world.  It is for this reason that each member has the
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responsibility to support world evangelism, regardless
of whether each member is involved in evangelistic sup-
port.

Since the body of Christ is a world organism, it is
necessary for each member of the organism (the body)
to work to sustain and propagate the message of the body.
Regardless of where a member of the body resides
throughout the world, that member must assume the re-
sponsibility of making it possible for those who have
gone forth to preach the gospel to be able to continue
their work.

Sometimes those who are against evangelism can
block those who know they should be evangelizing.
Gaius was in this situation.  However, John encouraged
Gaius to fulfill his personal responsibility to get the job
done.  The point of 3 John is that an individual is not
relieved of his or her responsibility to support evange-
lists simply because there may be others who neglect
their responsibility of supporting the preaching of the
gospel.

Christians in the urban business/industrial world ex-
ist in a corporate community of business meetings and
budgets.  In many ways, the impersonal atmosphere that
is often created by this corporate world has in affected
the thinking of the disciples.  Churches thus deal with
church/evangelist relationships on a very impersonal ba-
sis.  A corporate decision is made, a budget is set, a
check is signed, and a name is placed in the bulletin

under the title, “missions.”  The corporate church is sat-
isfied that it has its “department of missions,” which
department is fulfilling its duties, and the corporate body
carries on.  Are we missing something here?  Has the
corporate church relegated missions to a committee and
lost sight of the fact that this is actually what we are all
about as the organic body of Christ?  Has the very func-
tion of the body been consigned to a brief point on the
outline of a church’s organizational structure.

The church in the business/industrial world has to a
great extent supported evangelism for many years.  The
problem is not so much the church in the business/in-
dustrial world as it is the church in the developing world.
Christians in developing world environments have a dif-
ficult time supporting evangelists.  Most of the evange-
lists that we know in such situations are usually local
farmers or self-employed people who take it upon them-
selves to evangelize their areas.  The body as a whole in
these areas often do not send out evangelists.  It is true
that there is often little money to send out someone.
However, what little there is must be used for more than
just buying communion fruit of the vine and bread for
the Lord’s Supper.  Churches in developing world envi-
ronments must be challenged to assume their responsibil-
ity to be evangelistic wherever they are.  Once can never
grow spiritual if he is dependent on “foreign aid” blessings
from someone else.

It was Paul’s ministry to preach the gospel to the
world.  He was careful on certain occasions not to be
accused of preaching for money.  He thus supported him-
self during most of his life.  In fact, when reading the
account of his work in the New Testament, it appears
that during the majority of his time in preaching, he sup-
ported himself. It was only on certain occasions that he
did not have sufficient support.  But throughout his min-
istry from the time of his conversion to the time of his
death, he maintained the principle of supporting him-
self.

A. The fact of self-support:

Paul wrote, “Even so the Lord has commanded that
those who preach the gospel should live from the gos-
pel” (1 Co 9:14).  There is no question concerning the

church’s responsibility to support evangelists.  We must
not muzzle the ox who treads out the grain (1 Co 9:9).
The laborer is worthy of his hire (1 Tm 5:18).  These are
unquestionable mandates to the church to send forth
evangelists to preach to those from whom they do not
take support (3 Jn 7,8).  Therefore, we ought to support
evangelists in order that we be fellow workers for the
truth.  As we study through this chapter, we must not
forget this point.  It is the commandment of the Lord
that local Christians support the preaching of the gospel
to a lost world.

In reference to sending forth evangelists, we have
often failed to emphasize the efforts of self-supporting
evangelists who have gone forth.  The self-supported
evangelist is the evangelist who has chosen to support
himself in his commitment to fulfill the great commis-
sion.  Paul was one of those men.  During most of his

Chapter 12

SELF-SUPPORTED EVANGELISTS
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life after his conversion, he was of that group of evange-
lists who sought to support themselves.  Though he was
at times supported by the church, a close examination of
his ministry suggests that he mostly supported himself
rather than be supported by the church.  We must as-
sume he carried out his Christ-given commission to
preach the gospel to the Gentiles, Jews and kings by
supporting himself (At 9:15,16).

Paul was a tentmaker by trade (At 18:3).  This was a
self-employment type of work that could be carried out
at any place in the ancient world of Paul’s day.  A needle,
thread and cloth was all that was needed in order to set
up shop and start producing tents.  It was a self-employ-
ment job where Paul was not punching the time-clock
of an employer.  Therefore, the job allowed Paul to be
independent and mobile.  It was the ideal trade for one
who had a mission to preach the gospel to the world.
All he needed for travel was a needle.  He could go to
the market places for thread and material for making
tents.  Paul was a preacher with a needle.  That needle
allowed him to be a world evangelist.

Now consider the source of his support throughout
his preaching ministry.  Paul was converted between A.D.
40 and 42.  After his conversion, he spent three years in
Damascus and Arabia (Gl 1:17,18).  We could assume
that he was supported by the brethren in Damascus while
he was in the city.  However, we do not know how he
lived or where he lived when he went to Arabia.  We do
not know how much of the three years he mentioned in
Galatians 1:17,18 was actually spent in Arabia.  What-
ever the case, according to the tenor of his life after his
conversion, we could assume that he supported himself
most of the time in Arabia.  He was certainly not sup-
ported by the church in Jerusalem, for they did not ac-
cept him when he came back from Arabia and Damascus.
And we would not assume that he was supported by the
church in Damascus, for he was in Arabia.

From Damascus he went to Jerusalem and stayed
for two weeks (Gl 1:18).  While in Jerusalem he was
unknown to the disciples of Judea, and thus he stayed
with Peter (Gl 1:17).  From Jerusalem he traveled to
Syria and Cilicia (Gl 1:21).  It is believed that he stayed
in the region of Syria and Cilicia from five to seven years
before going to Antioch.  During this time we would
assume two things.  First, we would assume that he con-
tinued to preach the gospel.  Secondly, we would as-
sume that he made tents, and thus, supported himself
throughout this period.  We have no revelation in the
New Testament concerning what Paul actually did dur-
ing his many years in Syria and Cilicia.  However, we
could assume that he was not quiet concerning the gos-
pel which was confirmed to him on the Damascus road.

Since he was unknown by face to the disciples in Judea
prior to his visit in Acts 15 (Gl 1:22), we could also
assume that these disciples did not support him, and thus,
he supported himself.

After the death of Stephen, many were scattered
abroad to Phoenicia, Cyprus and Antioch (At 11:19).
When converts from Cyprus and Cyrene went to Anti-
och, they preached to the Greek-speaking Jews, many
of whom were converted.  Barnabas was sent from
Jerusalem in order to exhort these new disciples (At
11:22,23).  After exhorting the brethren, Barnabas went
on to Tarsus in search of Paul in order to have help in
teaching the new disciples in Antioch (At 11:25).  After
Barnabas returned with Paul from Tarsus, both of them
taught the new disciples in Antioch for an entire year
(At 11:26).  We would assume that during this year Paul
could have either supported himself through tentmaking,
or he and Barnabas could have been supported by the
Antioch disciples.  From what Paul wrote of himself and
Barnabas in 1 Corinthians 9:6, it appears that they both
worked on the first journey and in Antioch in order to
support themselves.  He wrote, “Or is it only Barnabas
and I who have no right to refrain from working.”  We
could correctly assume, therefore, that from the time of
his conversion until his arrival in Antioch, a period of
possibly seven to ten years, Paul supported himself most
of the time.

After some time in Antioch, the brethren in Syria
took up a special famine relief contribution and sent it
by the hands of Paul and Barnabas to the brethren in
Judea (At 11:30).  We would assume that the church
would have supported these two evangelists on this be-
nevolent mission to Judea.  We do not know how much
time Paul and Barnabas spent in Judea, but they later
returned to Antioch, bringing with them John Mark (At
12:25).  We could assume, therefore, that since neither
Paul nor Barnabas had time to set up their tentmaking
work on this trip, they were fully supported by the church
of either Antioch or Jerusalem.

What is commonly referred to as the first mission-
ary journey of Paul, began in Acts 13:3,4.  When the
Antioch disciples sent Paul, Barnabas and John off on
this journey, we would assume that they gave them some
money to sustain them for several weeks.  This first mis-
sionary journey lasted a little over two years.  We would
not think that the Antioch church gave Paul and Barna-
bas two years of gold coins to carry around on their per-
son on this journey.  Such would have been impractical
and unsafe.  Neither were they given a Visa card or a
check book.  We would conclude that they had to sup-
port themselves after the Antioch support ran out.

A few years later when Paul wrote of his mission
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travels with Barnabas, in 1 Corinthians 9:6 he spoke of
he and Barnabas both foregoing church support in order
to support themselves.  We would conclude that both
evangelists made tents on the first missionary journey,
and thus, they were self-supporting on most of the jour-
ney.  Paul boasted of his preaching without charge (1 Co
9:18).  He did not seek the support of those to whom he
preached in order that he might be free from the strings
that are often attached with the support.  He wrote, “For
though I am free from all men, I have made myself a
servant to all, that I might win the more” (1 Co 9:19).

At the conclusion of the first missionary journey,
Paul and Barnabas returned to Antioch of Syria (At
14:26).  They remained in Antioch “a long time” (At
14:28).  During this time we would assume that the An-
tioch church supported Paul.  However, because it was
his principle not to eat other man’s food without charge,
and what he said of himself and Barnabas in 1 Corin-
thians 9:6, we could also conclude that he set up his
tentmaking business while he stayed in Antioch.  When
he was working in the area of Ephesus he “coveted no
one’s silver or gold or apparel” (At 20:33).  He worked
with his own hands in order to support himself (At 20:34).
While in Thessalonica he did not eat bread free of charge
(2 Th 3:8).  In the recorded cases where Paul spent any
length of time, it seems he supported himself without
taking the support of the local brethren (See At 18:3).
We could thus conclude that when he stayed in Antioch
he supported himself.

Around A.D. 50, the Antioch church sent Paul and
Barnabas, with some other brethren, to Jerusalem in or-
der to deal with a conflict over judaizing teachings (At
15:2).  We would assume that the Antioch church sup-
ported these men on their journey to Jerusalem and dur-
ing the time of their stay in the city.  After the Jerusalem
meeting, Paul returned to Antioch (At 15:35).

Around A.D. 53 he set out on his second missionary
journey with Silas as his fellow worker.  We would again
assume that the Antioch brethren gave them money to
last throughout the first part of their journey.  However,
when the money ran out, they were back to making tents.

From Antioch, Paul and Silas traveled to Derbe and
Lystra, where they were later joined by Timothy (At
16:1).  From Galatia Paul, Silas and Timothy went on to
Troas where they were joined by Luke (At 16:8).  From
Troas they went to Philippi where they stayed for only a
few days (At 16:12).  From Philippi, Paul, Silas and
Timothy went on to Thessalonica (At 17:1).  Luke stayed
in Philippi.

While in Thessalonica, Lydia, her household, the
jailor and his household, sent support once and again
unto Paul, Silas and Timothy while they were in Thes-

salonica (Ph 4:15,16).  However, when Paul later wrote
to the Thessalonian church, he rehearsed the fact that he
worked to support himself while preaching in Thessal-
onica.  “For you remember, brethren, our labor and toil;
for laboring night and day, that we might not be a bur-
den to any of you, we preached to you the gospel of God”
(1 Th 2:9).  They did such in order to establish a “tradi-
tion” that in working we should help the poor (At 20:34).
When Paul wrote the second letter to the Thessalonians,
he stated, “For you yourselves know how you ought to
follow us, for we were not disorderly among you; nor
did we eat anyone’s bread free of charge, but worked
with labor and toil night and day, that we might not be a
burden to any of you” (2 Th 3:7,8).

From Thessalonica Paul went on to Berea (At 17:10).
From Berea he went to Athens (At 17:15).  Since the
Philippians were sending once and again to his needs
(Ph 4:15,16), we could conclude that at least some of
his support came as a contribution from brethren while
in Athens.  However, when he went over to Corinth he
established himself with Aquila and Priscilla who were
also tentmakers (At 18:1-3).  Throughout Paul’s eigh-
teen months in Corinth he did not receive any support
from the Corinthians (1 Co 9:6).  He preached to them
“free of charge” (2 Co 11:7).  He did not want to be a
financial burden to them (2 Co 12:14).  Titus also fol-
lowed the same principle when he visited them several
years later (2 Co 12:18).

Though Paul did make tents in Corinth in order to
support himself, what he lacked was made up by contri-
butions from the Macedonian churches.  He wrote to the
Corinthians, “And when I was present with you, and in
need, I was a burden to no one, for what I lacked the
brethren who came from Macedonia supplied.  And in
everything I kept myself from being burdensome to you,
and so I will keep myself” (2 Co 11:9; see Ph 4:15,16).
However, the nature of his statement in 2 Corinthians
11:9 indicates that it was his custom to make tents in
order to support himself, which support was supple-
mented by church support.  It was not the other way
around.  He was not supported by the church, and then
supplemented his support by making tents.

The Macedonian churches, therefore, supplemented
his tentmaking.  Because of this, Paul later rebuked the
Corinthians by saying that he robbed other churches in
order to minister to them (2 Co 11:8).  Though he said
he wronged the Corinthians by not taking their support
(2 Co 12:13), he said that in the future he would con-
tinue not to take support from them because of the arro-
gant false teachers among them who were accusing him
of preaching for hire (2 Co 11:10-12).  Because he did
not take their support, he could boast that he preached
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to them without taking support (1 Co 9:15).  He used his
self-support as a challenge to his accusers that they
should do the same if their motives were genuine.

From Corinth Paul traveled on to Ephesus with
Aquila and Priscilla (At 18:19).  He left Aquila and
Priscilla in Ephesus and went on to Jerusalem.  From
there he returned to Ephesus (At 19:1).  He stayed two
years in Ephesus.  He again supported himself.  He taught
in the school of Tyrannus.  We are not told if he taught
in this school for a salary.  However, when he talked of
his tenure in Ephesus with the Ephesian elders a few
years later, he said, “Yes, you yourselves know that these
hands have provided for my necessities, and for those
who were with me” (At 20:34).  He did not take support
from the church while he was two years in Ephesus.  He
supported himself.  His reason for doing this was as he
stated to the Ephesian elders.  “I have shown you in every
way, by laboring like this, that you must support the weak.
And remember the words of the Lord Jesus, that He said,
‘It is more blessed to give than to receive’” (At 20:35).

Paul concluded his third missionary journey around
A.D. 58.  He was arrested in Jerusalem and imprisoned
in Caesarea from A.D. 58 to 60.  He was another two
years in prison in Rome in A.D. 61,62.  During these
four years he was on government “support.”

It would be difficult to determine exactly how much
time during his missionary journeys he was supporting
himself.  However, one thing is quite clear.  It was a
principle of his life that he support himself.  It almost
seems as if Paul would accept support from the church
only as a last resort for survival.  He had learned “not to
speak in regard to need” (Ph 4:11).  He wrote to the
Philippians, “I know how to be abased, and I know how
to abound.  Everywhere and in all things I have learned
both to be full and to be hungry, both to abound and to
suffer need” (Ph 4:12).  His answer to living the com-
mitted life without great concern for his financial well-
being was, “I can do all things through Christ who
strengthens me” (Ph 4:13).  These are impressive words
when one considers the fact that they were written by
one who was in a Roman prison on trial for his life.

Paul’s determination to accomplish his God-given
destiny did not depend on the support of others.  He
accomplished his work regardless of church support.  The
tremendous lesson that he teaches us through this prin-
ciple of his life is the fact that every self-supporting,
wage-earning Christian has a ministry like Paul.  Paul’s
priority was on preaching the gospel.  Such should be
the priority of every Christian.  How one supports him-
self in his personal ministry to preach the gospel is a
matter of opinion.  Paul sought to leave us an example.
He left a tradition that by laboring night and day, we

should minister the gospel to the lost (2 Th 3:6-9).

B. Purpose for self-support:

An interesting argument for self-support is made by
Paul in 1 Corinthians 9.  It is evident that the Corinthian
society was plagued with those who would teach or pro-
claim some doctrine for the purpose of receiving finan-
cial aid from the audience.  This practice had evidently
moved into the church.  The Corinthian church, there-
fore, was not only supporting some of these hireling
preachers, they were supporting some who were attack-
ing Paul’s apostleship.  In 1 Corinthians 9, Paul chal-
lenged these hirelings by defending his right to receive
support for his work as a Christ-sent apostle.  However,
his challenge to these attackers was that he preached to
the Corinthians without taking support from them.

In 1 Corinthians 9:11-14 Paul stated the principle
that one had a right to receive support from the church.
“If we have sown spiritual things for you, is it a great
thing if we reap your material things?”  The answer to
this question would be “no” in view of the fact that even
the Old Testament law taught that the priest were to be
supported (See vs 9).  The point is this: “Do you not
know that those who minister the holy things eat of the
things of the temple, and those who serve at the altar
partake of the offerings of the altar?” (vs 13).  That was
how it was under the Old Testament law.  So it is today.
“Even so the Lord has commanded that those who preach
the gospel should live from the gospel” (vs 14).  How-
ever, Paul says, “I have used none of these things, nor
have I written these things that it should be done so to
me ...” (vs 15).

Paul wanted the Corinthians to know that he was
not writing in order to gain their support.  The reason
for this is that he did not want anyone to “make my boast-
ing void” (vs 15).  Paul boasted in the fact that he
preached the gospel while supporting himself.  This is a
most significant fact.  Those preachers who support
themselves while preaching the gospel are the ones who
have a right to boast.  There is no room for boasting in
this area by the ones who are supported by the church.

Paul wants every preacher to know a very important
point.  “For if I do this willingly, I have a reward; but if
against my will, I have been entrusted with a steward-
ship” (vs 17).  If one will not preach the gospel unless
he is supported by the church, then he has not accepted
his stewardship of the gospel.  If he has to be supported
in order to preach, then he would be a hireling if he
preaches because of the support.  This is Paul’s argu-
ment to those in Corinth who were preaching simply
because the Corinthian church was supporting them.
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Paul’s point is stated in one verse.  “What is my reward
then? That when I preach the gospel, I may present the
gospel of Christ without charge, that I may not abuse
my authority in the gospel” (vs 18).  The preacher who
preaches without the financial support of the church is
the preacher, as Paul, who could boast of his work.  He
has a reward.  However, the preacher who is supported
by the church is producing fruit for the supporters.  This
is Paul’s teaching in Philippians 4:17.  “Not that I seek
the gift [that is, their support for preaching], but I seek
the fruit that abounds to your account” (Ph 4:17).  Be-
cause the Philippian church “sent once and again” unto
his necessities (Ph 4:15,16), they received the fruit of
Paul’s work.  When a preacher preaches while receiving
the support of the church, the fruit of his labors goes to
those who support him.  Fully supported preachers need
to remember this.  If they would produce fruit that would
go to their own account, then they should support them-
selves while they preach.

One reason why Paul supported himself is given in
1 Corinthians 9:19.  “For though I am free from all men,
I have made myself a servant to all, that I might win the
more.”  By not receiving support from the church, he
was “free from all men.”  He could determine where to
preach, and in the Corinthian context, what to preach.
Because the brethren were not able to “pull his strings”
by their support of him, he could preach where and what
needed to be preached.  This was opposed to what the
Corinthians were doing with those they supported among
the disciples of Achaia.  The self-supported preacher truly
understands what Paul is stating here.  And, we would
suppose that those who are supported by the church also
understand.  When brethren support one to preach, there
is often the practice of the corporate business world in-
volved.  When the “employee” is supported by the com-
pany, the supporters want to tell the employee what to
do and say.  But this cannot be the situation between
preachers of the gospel and the church.  The preacher is
obligated to “Preach the word!  Be ready in season and
out of season.  Convince, rebuke, exhort, with all
longsuffering and teaching” (2 Tm 4:2).  Preachers are
to do this because of what Paul told Timothy in the con-
text of this statement.  “For the time will come when they
will not endure sound doctrine, but according to their own
desires, because they have itching ears, they will heap up
for themselves teachers; and they will turn their ears away
from the truth, and be turned aside to fables” (2 Tm 4:3,4).
Blessed is the brother who preaches the gospel without
receiving the support of the church.

At times Paul did receive support from other dis-
ciples.  We must keep in mind, however, that his preach-
ing of the gospel did not depend on the receiving of

support.  He preached the gospel regardless of receiv-
ing support from others.  He could do this because he
depended on God and his tentmaking business.  Such is
a good example for evangelists today.

Again, keep in mind that the tentmaking business
was a self-employment work.  Paul was not working for
someone else.  He could make tents Monday through
Thursday, shut down the store, and then preach Friday
through Sunday.  His hours of work were not regulated
by a boss.  He was “his own boss.”  And in being one’s
own boss, there is freedom to shut the store down at will.

The tentmaking trade was also a universal trade.  If
one would use a “tentmaking” type work to support him-
self as an evangelist, it would be best to have such a
trade that could be used in many different areas of the
country or world.  There are numerous types of
tentmaking trades that can be used throughout the world.
Such trades would be automobile mechanics, house con-
struction, English teaching, agriculture, plumbing, elec-
tronics and computer science.  These types of trades can
be set up and carried out in many places to which the
evangelist goes.  In such works, therefore, one is self-
employed within a particular culture and not subject to
the demands of an employer.

The world will not be evangelized by simply send-
ing out full-time evangelists.  The need is too great.  The
world is too big.  We must emphasize the motivating,
training and sending out of evangelists who have a trade
they can use to support themselves.  In fact, the call is
for men to arise to the occasion to be evangelists and to
support themselves.  The church has concentrated so
much on the concept of fully supported evangelists that
we have overlooked the New Testament norm of
“tentmaking” evangelists.  We have made the exception
the rule.  Acts 8:4 reads, “Therefore those who were scat-
tered went everywhere preaching the word.”  We are
sure that these were not full-time evangelists.  They were
Christians who were scattered because of the persecu-
tion.  They fled Jerusalem.  Wherever these Christians
went they preached.  Such is what is needed today.  This
is one principle of evangelistic outreach we must restore
in the thinking of the organic function of the body of
Christ today.

World evangelism will never be accomplished sim-
ply by sending out full-time evangelists.  Men must adapt
the mentality that they are going to evangelize regard-
less of whether they are supported.  Church support does
not determine whether one is an evangelist.  Proclama-
tion of the gospel determines whether one is an evange-
list.  Therefore, if one would be an evangelist, he must
preach the word regardless of how he receives his finan-
cial support.
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Paul’s exhortation to Timothy to lay hands hastily
on no man was a wise principle (1 Tm 5:22).  Christians
must not be hasty to give recommendations to new con-
verts or new arrivals in reference to leadership among
the disciples.  In the first century there were false breth-
ren who were going about among the disciples (Gl 2:4).
In this context, therefore, the Christians often wrote let-
ters of recommendation in order to guard against those
who would lead disciples away after themselves.

It was undoubtedly a custom in the first century for
the disciples in one region to write a letter of recom-
mendation that would be taken by the person who was
traveling to other regions.  Acts 18:27 is such a case.
When Apollos “desired to cross to Achaia, the breth-
ren wrote, exhorting the disciples to receive him ....”
This was a letter of recommendation to notify the breth-
ren in Achaia that they in Ephesus had laid their hands
on Apollos.  They wanted to exhort the brethren in
Achaia to receive Apollos also (At 18:27).

When Paul arrived in Rome he did not have this
advantage when he approached those Jews who were
not Christians.  When he arrived he called together these
Jews and explained why he was there.  But they an-
swered, “We neither received letters from Judea con-
cerning you, nor have any of the brethren who came
reported or spoken any evil of you.”  “But,” they said,
“we desire to hear from you what you think ...” (At
28:21).  The letter of recommendation was evidently a
Jewish custom that existed before the beginning of the
church.  The Jews’ statement in the context of Paul’s
arrival in Rome indicates that this practice was contin-

ued by the Jews on a regular basis.
When Paul arrived in Rome, it would have been good

for him to have had a letter of recommendation from
Jewish Christians in Judea, though he was speaking to
those who were not Christians in Acts 28.  Neverthe-
less, such a letter would have possibly made it easier
for him to be received by Jews in Rome. Of course,
such a letter may have been sent, but it would have prob-
ably been lost in the shipwreck at Malta.  On the other
hand, we do not think it would have been necessary for
Paul to carry around a letter of recommendation on his
journeys.  He had the confirming miraculous hand of
God working with him (Mk 16:17-20).  Why would he
need a letter?  What is interesting in the Acts 28 inci-
dent is that he did not resort to a miraculous confirma-
tion of what he said.  He relied solely on reasoning from
the Old Testament Scriptures, which he did also on other
occasions.  The power was in the word.  Because he
did not rely on the confirming miracles helps us to know
that we can be as affective today in evangelism without
miracles.  The power is in the word.  Paul used the
Old Testament prophecies to prove that Jesus was the
Messiah.  We have the same Scriptures today, plus the
New Testament.  We need no confirming miracles.

Keep in mind that the letter of recommendation was
sent to introduce Apollos to the church in Corinth.  It
was not a letter to send him.  Apollos had already made
the plans to go.  The letter was probably a statement to
the Achaia discipled that a faithful evangelist was com-
ing and that they would do well to receive him.

Chapter 13

RECOMMENDING ONE ANOTHER

The early evangelists almost always traveled in the
company of someone else.  This particular strategy of
work was an understood custom of travel in the first
century.  It was safe to travel together.  It also gave the
evangelists greater witness to those to whom they went.
It gave them the opportunity of working together as a
team.  There are numerous examples of this in the New
Testament.

Jesus practiced group evangelism in Luke 10.  In
verse 1 of this limited commission He sent out His dis-

ciples two-by-two on teaching trips.  After the estab-
lishment of the church in Acts 2, there are few times
when an evangelist went out on his own.  Evangelists
almost always went in teams of two or more.  Peter and
John were teamed together to go to Samaria (At 8:14).
Peter, and certain other Jews, went to the house of
Cornelius in Caesarea (At 10:23).  Paul, Barnabas and
John Mark went on what is commonly referred to as
Paul’s first missionary journey (At 13:1-3).  When the
time came to return to strengthen the disciples that were

Chapter 14

TRAVELING TOGETHER
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converted on the first missionary journey, Paul and
Barnabas teamed up with other men.  Paul took Silas
(At 15:40).  Barnabas took John Mark (At 15:39).

While Paul was on his journeys he seems to have
always had someone with him.  Silvanus (Silas) was
with him in Acts 15:40.  Silas, Timothy and Luke were
with him in Acts 16:11.  Seven brethren were with Paul
in Acts 20:4.  Team evangelism was undoubtedly Paul’s
way of going forth.

There are some examples, however, of evangelists
going out on their own.  Apollos seems to have traveled
alone in Acts 18:24-28.  Philip also made a journey by
himself to Samaria and the regions of Caesarea (At
8:5,40).  However, in view of the numerous cases of
team evangelism, the cases of evangelists traveling on
their own must be considered the exception to the rule.

The advantages of going in company are many.  The
following are just a few advantages of going on mission
trips in the company of others:

1. The safety of traveling together in the first century, as
well as today, makes much sense in many situations.

2. Two or more traveling together and preaching together
is a self-exhorting social environment.  In times of
great trial the evangelists and their wives can encour-
age one another to continue the work.

3. The spiritual testimony of the group to the unbeliev-
ers is always greater with a group.

4. More work can be done when there are more working
together in specialized areas of work.

5. Each team member can specialize with his talents to
contribute to the team effort.

6. Two heads are always better than one when it comes
to making decisions.

7. As a team everyone has the advantage of discussing
Bible subjects with fellow workers.  It is always best
to put oneself in an environment where his thinking
can be challenged.

We could add to this list.  Those evangelists who
have actually gone out on their own can offer a number
of reasons why one should go forth with the compan-
ionship of fellow workers.  Evangelism into
unevangelized areas can often be a very lonely work.
The comfort and prayer support of a fellow evangelist
can be a great advantage to one working on the field.

All the above are good suggestions for effective for-
eign missions.  This is especially true in reference to
evangelists who go on their initial venture into a for-
eign culture.  When young families go together into a

mission area, great things can happen.  However, going
as a team does not mean that this is the only way things
can happen.  Young and inexperienced evangelists to-
day often first go forth in a team effort.  After years in
the work, however, and after much experience in the
field, we have seen many missionary families go indi-
vidually to different areas or works.  We have noticed
that older missionaries can work effectively by them-
selves after they have fully blended into the particular
culture in which they live.  After all, the evangelists
who plan to be “lifers” in world evangelism do not nec-
essarily need the continual companionship of those from
the country from which they came.  If they do, then there
is probably something wrong in their identification with
the culture in which they live.  And if there is some-
thing wrong in their identification with their new home,
then often they will not become “lifers” in world evan-
gelism.

It is a tremendous accomplishment on the part of
those evangelists who have made a foreign culture no
longer foreign.  When their home of birth becomes a
foreign country, then they have truly become world citi-
zens.  It is this group of men and women who need to be
commended for making home where they are, and thus,
settle in for life.  We need more men and women who
will immigrate to the nations of the world.  We need
evangelists to arise to the occasion of serious interna-
tional proclamation of the gospel to every nation of the
world on a long-term basis.

There are those evangelists who can continually
move about in their evangelistic work.  They can live as
single men as Paul or Barnabas.  However, there are
those who need to be as Peter.  Paul and Barnabas were
single men who could go about from one city or nation
to another.  On the other hand, Peter was married.  He
had to move and stay, move again and stay.  Our record
of his life indicates that he remained in Jerusalem for
several years after the initial beginning of the church.
From Jerusalem he went on to Antioch.  When he wrote
his final letter, he was in Babylon.  He gives us an ex-
ample of a married evangelist.  We need those evange-
lists, therefore, who can move to a particular region and
stay.  These are nurturing evangelists who preach, and
then exhort disciples in a particular region.  These evan-
gelists are needed to reach out to local regions.

Since the work of the evangelist is to proclaim the
good news to the lost, then it is imperative that evange-
lists rise up among us who will specifically go into all
the world.  We must all be evangelistic, but not every
evangelistic disciple can move into all the world.  There-
fore, we need those unique individuals who can move
into all the world for the church.
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When the early evangelists went forth in the first
century, they went forth with the worldwide commis-
sion of the Founder of Christianity (Mt 28:19; Mk 16:14).
The basic plan of the disciples is expressed in Acts 8:4.
“Therefore, those who were scattered went everywhere
preaching the word.”  If they had a strategy, it was to
simply preach the gospel throughout the world.  It was
the nature of the message they had (the good news) that
it be preached everywhere.  The nature of the life they
lived stimulated people to ask concerning their hope (1
Pt 3:15).  To shut up what was in their hearts in some
convent or monastery would certainly have been con-
trary to the very nature of the organic body of Christ.
The early disciples could not but speak those things that
they had seen and heard (At 4:19,20).

In studying through this and the next four functions
of the organic body, we must focus on the behavior of
the early disciples to reach people.  Wherever the dis-
ciples were, the influence of their lives permeated the
environment.  Should we not follow this function of
Christian influence as we go forth today?

The early disciples preached to everyone, but con-
centrated on the receptive by preaching in the religious
centers of the principal towns of the provinces.  From
firmly established groups of disciples in these central
areas they evangelized large geographical areas.  As a
result of this type of strategy, they were able to establish
solidly grounded Christians who were able to reach out
to other areas.  New converts quickly became disciples
with a mission.  As they were helped, so they helped
others.  No disciple became a dead end.  Freely they
received, freely they gave.  They were debtors to have
the gospel preached to others because someone had sent
an evangelist to preach the gospel to them.  God had
sent the first missionary to earth.  They all followed that
example.

When we study the preaching of the early disciples,
it is evident that they did not limit themselves to preach-
ing to a particular class of people.  They preached to
priest, prince and pauper alike.  The gospel was not to
the Jews only, but also to the Gentiles in every village,
town and city.  So it should be today.  We must go out to
preach to any receptive ear.  Every creature must have
an opportunity to hear the gospel.

A. They preached to poor people.

When John the Immerser was in prison, he heard of
the work of Jesus.  He may have been somewhat dis-
couraged at the time, because he sent some of his dis-
ciples to ask Jesus if He was the one who was coming.
Jesus told his disciples to return to John with two evi-
dences that He was the Messiah.  Jesus said, “Go and
show John again those things that you hear and see.
The blind receive their sight and the lame walk.  The
lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear.  The dead are
raised up and the poor have the gospel preached to
them” (Mt 11:4,5).  Not only did the miraculous works
of Jesus prove that He was the Messiah, but also the fact
that He preached the gospel to the poor.  The preaching
of the gospel to the poor, therefore, is the nature of the
work of evangelists who follow after the example of
Jesus.

We must keep in mind that any work that ignores
the needs of the poor cannot be true Christianity.  If the
work of an evangelist ignores the needs of the poor, his
work is not true.  If he establishes churches that ignore
the needs of the poor, then his work is flawed.  One of
Jesus’ proofs to John was that He ministered the good
news to the poor.  If our work ignores the poor, then
certainly we are preaching a different message than what
Jesus preached.

The disciples of Macedonia were composed of the
economically poor.  Of these disciples Paul wrote con-
cerning their contribution to the famine stricken victims
of Judea, “... in a great trial of affliction the abundance
of their joy and their deep poverty abounded in the riches
of their liberality” (2 Co 8:2).  It may not be certain that
Paul approached the economically poor on his first visit
to Macedonia (See At 16:14,15,27-34; 17:4,17).  How-
ever, by the time he wrote this message, there were some
very poor Christians who were suffering from the de-
pressed economic situation of the area.  Out of their pov-
erty, however, they were willing to reach out to others.
The Philippians sent once and again unto Paul’s need
(See Ph 4:10-18).  Of the Thessalonians Paul wrote, “For
from you the word of the Lord has sounded forth, not
only in Macedonia and Achaia, but also in every place.
Your faith toward God has gone out, so that we do not
need to say anything” (1 Th 1:8).  We must not think,
therefore, that poor brethren cannot reach out to others.

2 Corinthians 8, where Paul spoke of the poverty of
the Macedonian disciples, was written after what he

Chapter 15
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wrote to the Thessalonian disciples in 1 Thessalonians
1:8.  Some of the Christians in the Macedonian area may
have fallen into poverty by the time he wrote the 2 Corin-
thian letter.  However, when he wrote the first letter,
these Christians were probably not over a year and a
half old in the faith.  Nevertheless, regardless of their
economic poverty and youth in the faith, they were highly
evangelistic in reaching out with the gospel to the prov-
ince of Macedonia.  The point is that they preached ev-
erywhere and to anyone.

B. They preached to rich people.

Acts 17 indicates that Paul and Silas preached to the
upper class in Berea.  Luke records, “Therefore many of
them believed, and also not a few of the Greeks, promi-
nent women as well as men” (At 17:12).  These were
“prominent women,” not simply because they were
known in the community, but because they were also of
substantial wealth.  It is also indicated in 3 John that
Gaius was a prosperous member of the church.  Philemon
was a slave owner, and thus, was probably a wealthy
member of the church.  Philip preached to the treasurer
of a nation (At 8:26-40).  We must always keep in mind
that the wealthy are also receptive to the gospel.  Paul
told Timothy, “Charge those who are rich in this world
that they not be high-minded or trust in the uncertainly
of riches, but in the living God who richly gives us all
things to enjoy” (1 Tm 6:17).  When Paul wrote this
statement to Timothy, there were wealthy brethren among
the disciples to which he ministered.  It is not wrong for
brethren to be rich.  However, they must be reminded
that they not consume their riches upon themselves in a
manner by which they ignore the poor.

C. They preached to prominent people.

In Athens Paul encountered and preached to Epicu-
rean and Stoic philosophers on Mars Hill (At 17:18).
He also preached to and converted those “who are of
Caesar’s household” (Ph 4:22).  Even some of the Ro-
man palace guards were converted in Rome (Ph 1:13).
In Thessalonica he reached some “leading women” of
the community (At 17:4,12).  He preached before kings
and rulers as Agrippa, Felix, and Festus (See At 9:15).
“Manaen who had been brought up with Herod the
tetrarch” had also been preached to and converted (At
13:1). The early disciples preached to Roman govern-
ment officials (At 13:4-12), Ethiopian government offi-
cials (At 8:26-40), and kings (At 24:10ff; 25,26).  Ev-
eryone had a right to hear the gospel once.

D. They preached to all classes and cultures of
people.

If Paul tried to reach any particular group of people,
it would have been the religious groups of his day.  He
was persistent about entering into the synagogues on the
Sabbath in order to reach his fellow Jews.  Luke men-
tions this enough times in Acts that we must conclude
that Paul was specifically interested in converting those
of his religious heritage (See At 13:5,14; 14:1;
17:1,10,17; 18:4,19).

His prayer and supplication to God was for the Jews,
that they might be saved (Rm 9:1-3).  He wrote, “Breth-
ren, my heart’s desire and prayer to God for Israel is
that they may be saved” (Rm 10:1).  Because the gospel
was first to the Jew, and then to the Gentile, Paul made a
special effort to always approach the Jews with the mes-
sage that Jesus was the Messiah.  This is why he made
his way to every synagogue in every city to which he
went.

Social and economic classes did not seem to have
influenced Paul’s direction of evangelism.  Jesus had
said that few who are in high places and rich places are
called (See Mt 19:23,24).  However, He did not say we
should neglect preaching to these people when we have
an opportunity.  Neither did He say that none in these
“places” would be converted.  He simply said that few
would be converted.  Therefore, we must preach the
gospel to everyone in order to find these few.

There is no indication that Paul made a special ef-
fort to reach any particular economic class of people.
The account of his preaching gives no indication that he
made it a point to preach on the streets to the curious,
though his preaching certainly sparked the curiosity of
all.  His outreach seems to be to anyone who would lis-
ten.  When the opportunity made itself available, he
preached the word.

It has been our observation in preaching the gospel
that the ones who firmly ground the disciples in com-
munities are those who are leaders in the social, eco-
nomic and religious structures of the communities in
which they live.  Those who are stable in their cultures
and leaders in their societies will produce stable and lead-
ing churches in their communities.  This may be why
Paul took so much time to reach the religious Jews and
Greeks of the synagogues.  These were religious leaders
in their communities.  This may also explain why he
could designate elders among the disciples of Asia so
soon after their conversion (See At 14:23).  Those he
had converted were often wise leaders in faith.  They
were stable in their cultures.  Paul simply took them from
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where they were religiously and led them on to a greater
knowledge of the truth.  After their obedience to the
gospel, they were able to carry on with the work among
the disciples as they grew in the faith.  Evangelists, there-

fore, must always be looking for those who are seekers
of the truth.  Once a seeker is found, he will obey the
gospel and grow in the faith.

In the following few points of how and where the
early evangelists preached the gospel, there is an under-
lying principle that was always in their minds.  They
were concentrating on the mission of the Master to go
into all the world and preach the gospel to every crea-
ture (Mt 28:19; Mk 16:15).  Their strategy of outreach
into regions, cities and religious centers was based on
the goal of getting the gospel to all the world.  As we
study through the following function of the evangelistic
organic body, therefore, we must not lose sight of what
their focus was.  They were going into all the world vil-
lage by village, city by city, region by region.  If we
establish churches today with this world vision, we will
have the same multiplying effect throughout the world.

In reading the book of Acts it appears that Paul in
his evangelistic efforts emphasized going to the prov-
inces of the Roman Empire.  Luke records in Acts 16:6,
“Now when they had gone through Phrygia and the re-
gion of Galatia, they were forbidden by the Holy Spirit
to preach the word in Asia.”  Paul, Silas and Timothy
wanted to go into the area of Asia and preach.  However,
the Holy Spirit had other plans for them, knowing that
all Asia would eventually hear the word when Paul would
teach in the school of Tyrannus in Ephesus at a later
time (See At 19:8-10).  Therefore, the Holy Spirit di-
verted Paul from going into the region of Asia.

When the Holy Spirit directed against their going
into Asia, Luke records that the mission team determined
to go into Bithynia.  “After they had come to Mysia,
they tried to go into Bithynia, but the Spirit did not per-
mit them” (At 16:7).  Though the Spirit did not permit
them to go into Bithynia, it is noteworthy to see that
they wanted to go into this region.

The regional effect of the early evangelists’ work
was indicated on Paul’s first missionary journey.  Luke
recorded the effects of their work in southern Galatia,
“And the word of the Lord was being spread throughout
all the region” (At 13:49).  Subsequently, when opposi-
tion arose, they were expelled from “the region” (At
14:5,6).  But by the time they were expelled from the
region, many had been baptized and added to the body.

It is also interesting to note that though Paul went to

the cities of Philippi and Thessalonica in the province
of Macedonia, he was actually called in a vision to “come
over to Macedonia” (At 16:9).  When Paul wrote the
Corinthian letters, he was addressing all those in Achaia
(1 Co 16:15; 2 Co 1:1; 9:2), referring to those of
Macedonia and Judea (2 Co 1:16).  To all the churches
of Macedonia, Paul boasted of the willingness of those
in Achaia (2 Co 9:2).  We might be making more of this
point than what was actually intended on the part of Paul
in making his plans, but this is what actually happened.
Paul and the early evangelists evangelized provinces by
focusing on population centers.

It seems that those people whom Paul converted rec-
ognized this strategy.  The Philippians supported Paul,
Silas and Timothy on their continued journey to Thessa-
lonica and beyond (Ph 4:15-17; 2 Co 11:9).  The Thes-
salonians in turn evangelized all Macedonia and Achaia
(1 Th 1:7,8).  The Antioch disciples sent evangelists to
Asia.  From Ephesus all Asia heard the word (At 19:8-
10).  From the initial beginnings of the church by Paul
and the early evangelists, entire regions heard the gos-
pel.

Some of the major Roman provinces were evidently
heavily populated areas.  They were important areas that
had strategic capitals of the Roman Empire.  In applica-
tion of the above function of the body today, it would be
natural to concentrate on taking the gospel to those ar-
eas that have major population concentrations.  Focus-
ing on population centers offers the opportunity to reach
the regions around the centers.

The early evangelists had a greater view of evange-
lism than the establishment of a single group of disciples.
They saw the evangelization of regions through the popu-
lation centers.  There is a very important function of the
organic body embedded in this point.  The disciples of a
region become sterile if they cannot think beyond them-
selves.  If disciples in a particular city do not have a
vision beyond where they live, then they will become
introverted and stagnant.  Evangelists who preach the
gospel can help prevent this self-destructive mentality.
In the initial stages of evangelism, the new converts must
be given a vision of regional and national evangelism.

Chapter 16
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This seems to be what Paul did with the Christians of
Macedonia.  At least, the Thessalonian and Philippian
churches in the first few months of their existence were
evangelizing the province of Macedonia.  From where
did this vision originate?  It was taught to them by those
evangelists who originally converted them.

We have experienced too many disciples that were
initially converted with an introverted mentality.  Years
after their conversion they were still the only disciples
in their region.  They spiritually die as a true witness
Jesus because they never reached out in their regions to
preach to others.  These disciples are sterile counterfeits
of what they claim to be.  They came into the body as a
virus of death, never having caught the spirit of world
evangelism and multiplying themselves so that others in

their regions could hear the gospel.
On the other hand, there are a host of examples, es-

pecially in Africa and India, where evangelists have evan-
gelized entire regions by baptizing those who are truly
converted to walk with Jesus.  When individuals are truly
discipled to Jesus before they are baptized into the name
of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, they will be the spiri-
tual incarnation of Jesus throughout their regions.  And
being, they will be motivated to reach beyond their city
limits, beyond their national borders, and into all the
world.  When we make disciples as Jesus instructed, it
is our purpose to teach believers that they must carry on
with the mandate of Jesus to go into all the world (Mt
28:19,20).

In order to make sure that we are discussing the cor-
rect population centers, it is necessary to introduce this
point with some general definitions.  In our modern and
postmodern world, there is a difference of character be-
tween a village, town and city.  There is a vast differ-
ence between the cultural atmosphere of a village/town
and city.  Anyone who has grown up on a farm and moved
to the city understands that there is a vast difference
between the culture of rural communities and the cul-
ture of metropolitan cities.  The difference is vast.  It is
interesting that farm people can move to the city, but
city people rarely move to the farm.  Why is this?

After completing our first six years of school in a
country school wherein there were only eight students
from the first grade to the eighth grade, we went to what
we called the “town” school.  Now the town in which
this school was located had a total population of 265
people.  We also went to school in another nearby town
that had a population of 2,500 people.  In African defi-
nitions, these would be villages, though we called them
towns in central Kansas.  There may be some differ-
ences between an exact definition between whether these
were villages or towns.  It depends on where you were
born and grew up.

The point is not so much in the definition between a
village and town, but between a village/town and a city,
especially modern cities that are millions in population.
There is a vast difference between the cultural makeup
of a village/town and the mega cities that exist today in
the modern world.  Those who have never lived in the

multimillion populated urban cities of the world today
do not really understand what we are saying on this point.
You will have to take our word for it that there was a
tremendous difference between the cultural atmosphere
of a small town and the overwhelming population of a
city like Sao Paulo, Brazil, one of the mega-cities in
which we once lived.  When we talk about Paul going to
key “cities,” we must understand this difference because
of the environment of the modern cities of our world.
The correct terminology would be that he went to key
villages and towns, simply because towns like Corinth
and Ephesus were small population centers that had not
lost their heart.

When a town progresses to a multimillion populated
city, it loses its heart.  People become cold and indiffer-
ent to one another.  The work schedule of the wage earn-
ing father or mother becomes almost overwhelming.
People often work from 7:00am to 6:00pm, with an hour
of commuting between job and home.  There is little
time for family, and there is little time for other Chris-
tians.  These mega-cities that exist in developing world
countries today are cauldrons of civilization wherein
citizens struggle for survival.  In this struggle, the people
lose their “country” heart for one another.  They lose
their community, and thus their receptivity.  There is no
comparison between the millions of Nairobi,
Johannesburg and Tokyo and the Ephesus, Corinth and
Philippi in the New Testament.  If you have lived in a
modern “Corinth” of approximately 50,000 citizens, and
then moved to a mega-city of three, ten or fifteen mil-
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lion, you know exactly what we are saying.  There is a
vast difference between the cultural atmosphere of the
two environments.

When we come to the evangelistic methods of Paul,
it seems that he evangelized the provinces by concen-
trating on the heart of the provinces.  The key towns of
those days were usually the centers of administration of
Roman government for the area.  They were centers of
religion for the province.  Whether Jew or Gentile un-
believers, people of the rural areas often looked to the
religion of the towns for guidance.  In other words, the
religion of the principal towns (“cities”) greatly influ-
enced the religious atmosphere of the surrounding rural
areas.  This is a principle that was characteristic of the
towns to which Paul went, but it is a characteristic that
is not necessarily true today in the large cities of the
world.  In fact, the reverse seems to be true today.  The
large cities of the world are centers of sin and crime,
whereas, the rural areas, or rural towns, are the seats of
religious belief and communal activity.

In the first century, the principal towns were the cen-
ters of the culture.  These principal towns/cities usu-
ally determined the direction of cultural development
and expansion within any particular culture.  This is usu-
ally true today as the cities of any country determine the
cultural direction of the nation as a whole.  As go the
cities of any particular culture, so goes the nation.

Large cultural centers in the first century were the
central points of commerce of the entire province.  The
strategic network of Roman roads penetrated the princi-
pal cities of Paul’s day.  It was natural, therefore, that
world trade would thrive around such harbor towns as
Ephesus.  Because of their strategic importance, the
towns offered the mechanism from which the provinces
could be evangelized.  By establishing strong churches
in the major cities, the gospel could then be proclaimed
throughout the region.

In Luke 10:4 the Simple English New Testament
translates Jesus as saying to His disciples on a limited
mission outreach, “Don’t stop to talk with people along
the road.”  This is a peculiar statement in view of the
fact that the disciples’ purpose for being sent forth was
to announce the coming kingdom of God.  Our
understanding of this statement stems from verse 1 where
it is said that Jesus “sent them two by two before His
face into every city and place where He Himself was
about to go.”  In view of the urgency of His evangelistic
work, it seems that Jesus did not want His disciples to
get bogged down on the road.  When considering the
time factor, it appears that He wanted His disciples to
hurry from one city to another in order to prepare His
way by preaching.  If they would have stopped at every

house or individual they met on the road, then they would
have never accomplished what He wanted them to do.
Because Jesus wanted to get the job accomplished as soon
as possible, He sent the disciples to the cities.

There was certainly more to the above command of
Jesus than urgency.  The cities were where the people
lived.  It is interesting to note that in His ministry Jesus
would not allow Himself to be stranded at one city.  He
said to a group who were trying to hold Him up in one
city, “I must preach the kingdom of God to the other
cities also, because for this purpose I have been sent”
(Lk 4:43).  Evangelists must look beyond one city of a
nation to many cities.  They must seek to establish dis-
ciples in cities who have the vision to reach to other
cities until an entire nation is reached.

The above was evidently a pattern for Paul’s rapid
evangelism of the Roman world.  Paul placed great em-
phasis on principal cities as Ephesus, Thessalonica, Ath-
ens, Corinth, Berea and Antioch.  For two years he stayed
in Ephesus teaching in the school of Tyrannus (At 19:9).
As a result of this strategy, “all who dwelt in Asia heard
the word of the Lord Jesus, both Jews and Greeks” (At
19:10).  When Paul and Barnabas preached in Antioch
of Pisidia, many believed.  As a result, the whole region
was affected.  Luke recorded, “And the word of the Lord
was being spread throughout all the region” (At 13:49).
Though the preaching of the evangelists was focused on
the city of Antioch, the whole region was affected.  When
the opposition expelled them, they were expelled from
the region, not just the city of Antioch (At 14:5).  There-
fore, it was Paul’s strategy to evangelize the provinces
by evangelizing the principal cities of the provinces.  His
focus was always beyond where he was physically lo-
cated.

Though Paul went to “cities,” we need to challenge
one of the often accepted mission strategies that many
have taught for years that actually does not fit the mod-
ern-day situation.  The problem has been associating the
environment of the mega-cities of our modern world with
the “cities” of Paul’s day.  As stated before, there is a
vast difference between these two environments.

In many mission studies there is often much teach-
ing “in the way of Paul” that it is the evangelistic prin-
ciples and practices of successful evangelists to concen-
trate on urban centers.  It is often argued with persua-
siveness that from the urban centers one can reach ur-
ban rural areas.  It is often taught that a solid base of
outreach must first be established in the cities.  Evange-
lists can be trained in the cities, and then sent to the
rural areas.  Paul’s steps through Ephesus, Troas, and
Philippi are often quoted in order to put some biblical
claim behind this theory.  And the conclusion was right.
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Paul did emphasize urban areas when initiating the
church in provinces.  A casual reading of Acts clearly
proves this point.  At least in the historical context of
Paul’s ministry, this is what he did.

However, reality would challenge us to rethink our
thoughts on comparing Paul’s experience with our mod-
ern-day experience of mega cities that Paul never en-
tered.  The following are a few considerations we would
like to reconsider in order not to rationalize going to
cities simply because that is were Paul went.  We set
forth these thoughts in order to generate ideas and strat-
egies that lead us to also consider the rural areas as valid
areas to target in world evangelism.  At least, we must
reconsider going to “rural towns” as a strategy to evan-
gelize regions.

A. Misunderstanding case history:

We often misunderstand the biblical case history of
urban missions.  Paul did go to urban centers.  But we
must be careful here concerning our definition of an ur-
ban center.  When we use the word “urban,” different
definitions will click in the minds of different people,
depending on where one lives.  If you live in Gobabis,
Namibia, a city of about 20,000, you will understand
“urban” to mean something different from the person
who lives in “urban” Mumbai, India, a city of over
15,000,000 people.

There is certainly a vast difference between the “ru-
ral” atmosphere and culture of small urban first century
centers as Ephesus, Thessalonica and Athens, whose
populations were measured in thousands, and the envi-
ronment of the mega-cities of our present world whose
populations are measured in the millions.  We cannot
say that the environment of these two urban centers are
the same.  Anyone who has lived in one of the mega-
cities of our world today knows that there is a vast dif-
ference between a rural-oriented city of forty to fifty
thousand people and a city in the millions that has lost
its heart.  It is for this reason that we must distinguish
between “urban cities” and “rural cities.”

We would here suggest a definition of terms.  There
are those cities we define as urban cities.  These are
mega-populated cities with a population in the millions.
Then there are those rural cities with populations that
range from a few thousand to a population of a few hun-
dred thousand.  We have lived in the environments of
both urban cities and rural cities.  This is why we are
saying that there is a difference of environment between
urban cities and rural cities, though determining when a
rural city transitions to an urban city is very subjective.

The problem with large urban cities is that they de-

sensitize the human spirit.  These cities consume the
“evangelistic time” of the individual Christian who
struggles to survive in these centers of mass humanity.
They impoverish the uneducated who are relegated to
sustenance and low income housing (shacks).  We can-
not parallel the modern-day atmosphere of the modern
urban city with the rural cities that existed in the first
century.

When determining the receptivity of a field of evan-
gelism, we must determine if a city has lost its heart.  If
there is no heart in the city, then there is no receptivity.
We might like living in the large city.  But as an evange-
lists, we must determine how we can reach these people
with the gospel.  If a city has lost its heart, then there is
no receptivity.  After all, God called Lot out of two cit-
ies that had lost their heart, and their morals.  These
cities did not number in the millions.  But the moral
culture of these cities proves the point.  There are some
cities that digress into unreceptivity and are deserving
of the fire and brimstone of God.

We must keep in mind that we may judge a city as
unreceptive only because we are trying to import into its
culture a concept of church that is rural, or a behavior of
church that does not meet the needs of the modern ur-
banite or function well in a modern urban center.  If we
changed our concept of church function we might dis-
cover that the supposedly unreceptive urban center of
today does have some receptivity.

B. Survival in the modern urban city:

The average working man in the modern urban city
of today does not have the amount of “free time” as the
average citizen of the rural city.  Between the time of
leaving for work and arriving home, he has spend two
hours on a “cattle car” mass transit system and sat ten
hours in a non-air-conditioned factory.  When he gets
home late in the evening, he is tired.  It is difficult for
him to leave home again for either Bible study and teach-
ing when it is now late in the evening.  The simple fact
is that this Christian is tired from a day’s labor.  He has
little time after eating in the evening to do evangelistic
work outside the home.  He needs to be with his family,
for often he will have to work on Saturdays in order to
survive in this mega-city of the modern world.  This is
not the way it was in the rural-oriented city of the first
century.  We cannot compare Ephesus with Tokyo.

Economic survival in the modern urban city is diffi-
cult.  Little time is left for evangelistic purposes.  It is for
this reason that church growth in the mega-city is often
slow and difficult.
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C. Difficulties in modern urban city assemblies:

Modern urban city assemblies of the church are very
difficult to maintain.  In establishing churches in a de-
veloping world environment, we often hold on to the
“big assembly” concept that is prevalent in the business/
industrial First World cities where members have ac-
cess to automobiles, which automobiles allow great mo-
bility on the part of the average member.  We forget that
our modern urban city dweller in the developing world
environment does not have three automobiles parked out
in front of his hut.  He has to spend a small fortune to get
his wife and five children on a bus or train in order to
get them to the assembly.  He pays bus, taxi and train
fare for six people both to and from the assembly, and
thus often depletes his income on commuting to the as-
sembly.  Try doing this three times a week in order to be
considered “faithful” in view of the legalistic definitions
of some today to consider one faithful if he attends some
assembly three times a week.

We might say a brother and his family need only
attend once a week in order to be considered faithful.
But can he and his family receive enough spiritual food
and fellowship with one meeting a week in order to spiri-
tually grow?  Because developing world families can-
not afford to pay the transportation costs of the entire
family to frequent the assembly of the “big church,” their
families often suffer because we have not given them
other options of “assembly.”

Western evangelists have often imported into devel-
oping world urban cities a methodology of assembly that
does not work.  In order to enhance assemblies and or-
ganization of the work in the large urban cities of the
developing world, local disciples must come up with
other ideas that meet the logistical needs of the mem-
bers.  It is for this reason that the house fellowship as-
sembly of the first century better meets the needs of the
modern urban city of the developing world.

The emphasis of this point is that the church struggles
to grow in the large urban centers of the developing
world.  It is difficult for Christians to function in these
centers, and thus, it is difficult for them to evangelisti-
cally reach out to others.  We need to seriously rethink
our methodology of modern developing world urban
evangelism.  Are we stuck with a concept of “church
function” that does not allow us to reach the needs of
the large urban centers of the present postmodern world
into which we are going?

D. Faster growth in rural cities:

Rural church movements have proven to grow faster

than urban cities.  Some of our mission statisticians
would do us a favor by thoroughly researching some of
our mission efforts on this point.  We have visited over
eighty countries in the last forty years.  In places as In-
dia and Africa, the body of Christ is by far stronger in
the rural areas than in the urban centers.  Though the
focus of evangelism in the 70s in Brazil was on the large
urban centers, the church grew faster in the rural areas.
The same is true of Africa.  While the growth of the
church struggles in large urban centers throughout Af-
rica, the real grow of the church is in rural areas.  It
seems that even if our focus in a particular country is on
the cities, the rural work is more productive.  There is a
reason for this.  The large mega-cities have lost their
heart, and the rural urban cities have not.  Rural people
are the same around the world.  Cities consume the indi-
vidual with possessions and activities.  There are thus
too many diversions.  Rural people have time to think
about God.  They have time to focus on what is impor-
tant in life.  They do not busy themselves with so many
activities that often distract them from focusing on God
and family.  They are not consumed with a great desire
to make money in order to surround oneself with a house-
hold of possessions.

E. Population flows from the rural to the urban:

In cultures of the developing world, the population
flows from rural to urban, not urban to rural.  This trend
has been going on for a century and does not seem to be
subsiding.  We once assumed that the gospel would go
from the urban modern city to the rural cities.  Because of
the population flow from the rural to the urban, this prin-
ciple of missions has not been that successful.  The flow
of populations from the rural to the urban proves that evan-
gelism of a nation will not work in the reverse.  At the
time of this writing, we live in Cape Town, South Africa.
The church was established in this urban center around
1895.  The problem is that throughout the existence of the
church in Cape Town for the past one hundred years, the
Cape church has established only a few churches in ru-
ral settings.  Add to this the fact that the Cape church
has not sent out many evangelists to other areas.  This
failure on the part of the urban Cape Town church could
be blamed on many factors, but the fact is that few
planned evangelistic efforts have gone out of this urban
center for the last one hundred years.  The Cape Town
church has been no different than the church in other
urban centers throughout the world.  Though we are mak-
ing changes in this in Cape Town, the fact remains that
for almost one hundred years the church sent out few
evangelists to other areas of the Western Cape Province.
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We have discovered that in the modern urban city of
the developing world, people are not moving from the
urban city to the country.  They are moving from the
rural to the urban.  They are seeking jobs in the cities.
This move has changed the thinking of the populations
of many nations.  Once in the city, the population does
not go back to the country.  After a generation or two in
the city, they have forgotten the country.  As a result, there
is a certain fear in those of urban cities to live in a rural
setting.  The urban culture is so different from the rural
setting, that few people ever move from the cities to the
towns and villages.

Land in many farming communities in developing
world situations has become overpopulated.  Children
thus move to the cities for jobs that they believe are in
abundance in the cities.  In the last half century, the move-
ment of population throughout the world has been from
the rural to the urban.  We must no allow the methodol-
ogy written in mission books that were published in the
predominately rural cultures of the nineteenth century
to affect our strategies of the twenty-first century.  As
long as populations continue to move to the city centers,
we must rethink our urban strategies.  Our strategies must
not be focused around evangelizing a first generation of
move-ins in the city.  We must focus on evangelizing
permanent city-dwellers who have lived in the large ur-
ban centers of the developing world for two or three
generations, and subsequently have no intention of relo-
cating to rural areas.  And since they are usually com-
posed of the poor in the urban cities, they do not have the
finances to support evangelists to go to rural cities.

Once populations move to the urban cities, they stay.
Second and third generation people now live in the mod-
ern urban centers of the world today.  They do not know
rural life.  They know only struggle in a slum in Calcutta
or Lusaka.  It is unreasonable to expect these people to
return to the country.  They would not know how to sur-
vive in the country.

Consider a preacher who has been trained in an ur-
ban Bible school.  How would he be supported if he
returned to the country?  Could he farm?  Is there em-
ployment in the area to which he desires to go?  If he
came from the rural to the city to train as a preacher,
chances are that he will remain in the city.  In develop-
ing world economies, there is usually no support for him
from economically poor churches.  And there is usually
no employment outside the urban centers.  Therefore,
once the church leader comes to the city for training, he
will usually stay in the city.

What may be an ideal in evangelistic theory, simply
does not happen in the real world.  The fact is that the
church moves very slowly out of the modern urban cen-

ters of the developing world to the rural regions of a
nation as a whole.  Once the church is established in the
city, it does not want to move back to the country.  Sec-
ond and third generation urban Christians have lost con-
tact with their roots.  Their lives evolve around the city,
and thus, that is where they and their children will stay.

F. Evangelists flow from rural to urban:

Some might point out that the present rural strength
of the church in some nations resulted from evangelists
who did go to the urban centers in order to train, and
then return to the country villages and towns.  To some
extent this is true.  It is especially true of young men
who went to an urban center where a Bible school was
set up to train preachers for a two to three year period.

When we set up Bible schools in the urban centers,
we call young prospective evangelists to ourselves.  We
call them into our environment wherein we seek to train
them in a classroom atmosphere that is often far removed
from their rural culture.  We keep them in this environ-
ment for two to three years, after which it is our plan to
send them back to the village.  The problem is that the
student often does not want to go back to the village.  By
the time of his graduation from our school, he has become
a city dweller just like we are.  He likes what we have
come to enjoy and consider vital to the sustenance of life.

It is in the country that we presume the graduated
student will find some support.  This is the problem.
There is no support in the rural developing world church.
It is poor.  It is truly the developing world.  Now that we
have trained this new evangelist to be “full-time” for
two to three years in a “full-time school,” he finds it
difficult to return to an economical environment wherein
he again has to work with his hands to feed himself and
his family.  If he wants to be supported by the church, he
will have to stay in the city, for it is only the urban church
of the developing world that has the possible financial
ability to support evangelists.  Therefore, the trained
evangelist wants to stay in the city.  As a result, few
evangelists go to the rural areas with the gospel and a
lifetime commitment to preach the gospel in the villages.
Is this the model we seek to leave the next generation of
evangelists?

If one has been working with the church in a region
of what is commonly referred to as a developing world
socioeconomic environment, then we are sure that this
person has encountered the above scenario.  It could be
repeated many times over throughout the world.

Now here is a good point to remember when consid-
ering our work as evangelists.  Whether one personally
works among ten thousand people in a small rural town
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or among ten million in a mega metropolitan urban cen-
ter, he will still only personally contact and influence
so many souls.  On a personal basis one can visit, teach
and be with only a limited number of people.  The same
is true whether in a large city or small village.  How-
ever, we would estimate that one can build a group of
two hundred faster in a small village or town than he
could in a large city of two to ten million.  The point is
that the number of people around which we are sur-
rounded does not determine the amount of souls to which
we can preach the gospel.

There are a great number of faithful evangelists in
small villages and towns who are doing a great job.  Our

overemphasis on urban evangelism has sometimes
moved us to overlook the labors and results of these faith-
ful workers.  When a large urban city loses its heart, the
inhabitants are not as receptive as those who dwell in
the rural-oriented cities and towns of any region of the
world.

We must reconsider our emphasis when we run into
unreceptivity.  We must always go to those who are ea-
ger to receive the word with all readiness of mind.  And
in most of the countries of the developing world that has
a large agricultural population, there seems to be great
receptivity in the country.

It seems that Paul was even more selective as to
where he would concentrate his evangelistic energies.
Not only did he concentrate on key cities to reach the
provinces, but he also concentrated on the particular cit-
ies that were key religious centers of those provinces.  It
was in these cities that he could find those religious lead-
ers who could be converted and then sent out to the prov-
ince.  At least it was in these religious centers where he
could convert solid religious leaders on whom new con-
verts could lean for spiritual growth.

The Jewish synagogues were located in the major
cities.  The first place to which Paul went when he
preached in Thessalonica was in the synagogue of the
Jews (At 17:1,2).  When he arrived in Berea, the first
thing he did was to go to the synagogue of the Jews (At
17:10).  The first place he preached in Athens was the
synagogue of the Jews (At 17:17).  In Corinth “he rea-
soned in the synagogue every Sabbath, and persuaded
both Jews and Greeks” (At 18:4).  In Ephesus he
preached in the synagogue (At 18:19).  Luke records
this custom of Paul in Acts 17:2.  “Then Paul, as his
custom was, went in to them, and for three Sabbaths
reasoned with them from the Scriptures” (See also At
9:20; 13:5,14; 18:26; 19:8).  Paul certainly worked the
strategy of going first to the Jews, and then, to the Gen-
tiles.  However, the serendipity of this mission was that
among the Jews there was strong religious conviction
and leadership.

Paul was commissioned to be the apostle to the Gen-
tiles.  However, he knew that the Jews had been intro-
duced to Jesus long before he arrived at the synagogues
to which he went.  We must keep in mind that during
His earthly ministry Jesus made at least three trips to

Jerusalem during Passover and Pentecost.  During these
trips there was no little talk about His teachings and
works.  Many Jews from synagogues throughout the Ro-
man Empire, specifically those synagogues to which Paul
went, could have visited Jerusalem on Passover and Pen-
tecost during the ministry of Jesus.  If they did not go to
Jerusalem during the earthly ministry of John the Bap-
tist and Jesus, then certainly they went during at least
one Passover and Pentecost between A.D. 30 and the
early 40s when Paul arrived in places as Ephesus, Thes-
salonica, Corinth and other synagogues that he visited.
When these religious pilgrims returned from Jerusalem
after Passover and Pentecost, they announced to the Jews
in the synagogues that something was stirring in Jerusa-
lem concerning Jesus.  Therefore, when Paul arrived at
these synagogues, the soil had already been plowed for
the seed that he would sow.  As a result, many in the
synagogues were converted.  It was for this reason that
Paul concentrated on going to every synagogue in the
cities to which he went.

For the above reason, we can understand why it was
the practice of Paul to initially go to the religious cen-
ters of the cities, specifically to the religious centers of
the Jewish religion.  He went to the Jews first as was his
custom, because this was a center for religious people.
This practice was expanded to the Greek religious cen-
ters also.  In Athens Paul “stood in the midst of the Ar-
eopagus,” a religious and philosophical center of the
region (At 17:22).  In Ephesus he wanted to go into the
midst of a riotous crowd in the pagan temple of Diana
(At 19:30).   Paul not only entered the principal cities,
he also entered the principal religious centers of the cit-
ies.

Chapter 18

PREACHING IN RELIGIOUS CENTERS
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Entering religious centers is one possible approach
to evangelism that evangelists should seriously consider
today.  Not only should we enter into the cities of reli-
gious influence, but we must also enter into the temples
of religious influence.  Paul went to strategic cities, but
he also went to the synagogues and temples of those
cities.  Today, we often enter the cities, however, our
religious prejudices have often hindered us from enter-
ing the “synagogues” and “temples” of the religious
people of the cities.

It would seem reasonable that evangelists should at
least make an effort of preaching in the churches of the
religious people of a particular area.  The people who
worship in these places maybe be misguided.  If so, then
they need the truth as the Jews who worshiped in the
synagogues.  We should at least seek for invitations to
preach to those who assemble in any religious place in
order that we preach the gospel outside our circle of fel-
lowship.  It was Paul’s custom to do this.  He went to
where he had an audience, and in going to the places of
worship, he sought a religious audience.  We should do
likewise.

We must take people from where they are religiously
on to victory through the truth.  So often we neglect an
opportunity in this area of preaching that is wide open.
We have found that it is easier to get into the churches
that are independent from the central control of church
organizations.  These are churches that are not connected
with some ecclesiastical authority.  These are often
churches that were started by sincere men who know

little about the Bible, but seek to praise God.  They have
struggled to do what they know.  By a humble approach
to these leaders, friendships can be made for Christ.  We
must keep in mind that we do not know everything, and
thus can learn from others.

Those churches that are entangled in the doctrines
of religious confusion will often reject the preaching of
the truth.  However, those who operate independent from
denominational authorities will frequently allow one to
enter their premises if approached in a humble manner.
Though religious prejudices, both on our part and their
part, will often keep us away from preaching in the as-
semblies of religious people, we must at least make an
effort to strive for unity that is based on word of God.
Satan has a way of getting people satisfied with divi-
sion.  However, we must be persistent in trying to reach
religious people who are searching for the truth.  It is
our work to preach the gospel wherever there are those
who want to hear.

When one preaches to the religious people of a par-
ticular group, one of two things will happen.  Either they
will ask you to come back or they will run you away.
The same happened to Paul.  In Corinth he preached in
the synagogue.  But when some opposed him, he de-
parted from the synagogue and went to meeting in the
house of Titus Justus (At 18:6,7).  But when he preached
in the synagogue of Ephesus, he was asked to stay longer
(At 18:19,20).  The point is that Paul made an effort to
preach in the assemblies of all religious groups.

Paul preached to those he considered to be receptive
to the gospel.  In order to find the receptive, he had to
approach the masses.  The early disciples also went to
those who were receptive.  In order to follow their ex-
ample, we must also believe that every man has a right
to hear the gospel at least once.

The difficult part is to determine who is or is not
receptive.  It would certainly be a matter of opinion to
determine a group either receptive or not receptive.  The
impatient evangelist might judge a people to be unre-
ceptive when after a short time of work, there are little
or no results.  At the same time, a patient evangelist might
after years of patient work, judge the same people to be
receptive.  Each evangelist will have to make his own
decision concerning the receptivity of any particular
people.  As we study through the following points, we

should keep in mind how to judge receptivity as we in-
vestigate particular incidents in the work of the early
evangelists.

We would at least conclude that a people are unre-
ceptive when they are antagonistic to the preaching of
the gospel.  A people would obviously be unreceptive if
they openly launched violent persecution against the
evangelist.  A people would be judged unreceptive if
they were so steeped in religious tradition that they would
openly be hostile to anything that would change their
system of religion.  Regardless of how we might judge a
people to be either receptive or unreceptive, this will be
one of the most difficult judgments an evangelist will
have to make in his work.

It was an unspoken principle of evangelistic outreach
that the early disciples concentrated on those who would

Chapter 19

PREACHING TO THE RECEPTIVE
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listen.  They first went into all the world.  They went to
the masses.  However, when they were rejected by cer-
tain people among the masses, they had already found
those who were receptive to the preaching of the gospel.
It was to this receptive group that they then turned their
attention.  They would then give their time to the recep-
tive.  They spent their time with those who would func-
tion as disciples.  The following are some specific inci-
dents in the ministry of Jesus and the early disciples that
manifest this strategy of evangelistic outreach:

A. Jesus sought out the receptive.

It is interesting to note that Jesus had little receptiv-
ity in Nazareth.  Mark even records that Jesus “mar-
velled because of their unbelief” (Mk 6:6).  Conse-
quently, He did little work in that area because of the
unreceptive attitude of those to whom He preached.

It is not known exactly how much time Paul spent in
Tarsus after the time of his conversion in Acts 9:30 and
the time of Acts 11:25.  But in comparison to his time
spent in evangelizing other areas, it was significantly
short.  What Jesus said of Himself also applied to Paul
and others, “A prophet is not without honor except in
his own country, among his own relatives, and in his
own house” (Mk 6:4).

This brings us again to the concept of receptivity.
Neither Jesus nor Paul spent much time where the mes-
sage was not readily accepted.  The urgency of the time,
and the preciousness of the gospel, were too demand-
ing.  They knew that they must reach as many people as
possible.  It was not that the unreceptive are not impor-
tant.  The fact is that they do not want to hear.  It is not
that they do not have an opportunity to hear.  The man-
ner by which they are judged unreceptive is because they
have been given an opportunity to hear.

Then again, it may be that God has not prepared the
hearts of some people in order to listen.  National trag-
edy or economic depression often prepares people to
wake up to the fact that this life is not all there is.  It is
sometimes through these trials that God prepares people
to be receptive.  In Africa, war has prepared many to be
receptive the gospel.  From five to ten years after a civil
war is over, the nation in which the war raged becomes
very receptive.  This is the time when people start for-
getting the atrocities of war and start thinking about the
spiritual side of man.  This is a time of great receptivity
when evangelists need to enter these areas of former
conflict.  Effective evangelists perceive the receptivity
of those to whom they seek to preach the gospel.

The evangelist must be preceptive to receptivity.
Sometimes, it is just not there.  When Jesus was in the

country of the Gaderenes, He healed one called Legion.
The demons that possessed Legion were allowed to pos-
sess some swine that subsequently ran violently down a
hill and drowned themselves in a lake (Lk 8:32,33).  The
people who witnessed this happening fled because they
feared that which they did not understand.  When those
of the city and surrounding country came out to meet
Jesus, they “asked Him to depart from them, for they
were seized with great fear” (Lk 8:37).  Because these
people did not understand, they feared.  Their fear moved
them to ask Jesus to leave.  Luke recorded concerning
the actions of Jesus, “And He got into the boat and re-
turned” (Lk 8:37).  Jesus knew that these people were
not receptive at the time.  He did not stay and debate
their theologies or calm their fears.  He simply got in the
boat and left.

Jesus said, “Do not give what is holy to the dogs;
nor cast your pearls before swine, lest they trample them
under their feet, and turn and tear you in pieces” (Mt
7:6).  Jesus was concerned about receptivity.  We do not
see anywhere in His teachings the concept of continu-
ing efforts to convert the unreceptive.  He said to the
seventy whom He sent out, “But whatever city you en-
ter, and they do not receive you, go out into its streets
and say, ‘The very dust of your city which clings to us
we wipe off against you.  Nevertheless know this, that
the kingdom of God has come near you.’” (Lk 10:10,11).

In the above instructions of Jesus, the clear implica-
tion is that time must not be wasted on the unreceptive.
Once a people have judged themselves unworthy of the
gospel, Jesus says to move on.  The mission of the sev-
enty was too urgent to be bogged down in the debates
and struggles that go with a people who are antagonistic
to teaching.  There are too many people who are yet to
hear the gospel once for us to waste time on those who
keep rejecting it over and over.

B. Paul and other evangelists sought out the recep-
tive.

Paul and the early evangelists practiced the above
principle that was taught and practiced by Jesus.  In
Antioch of Pisidia Paul and Barnabas were severely per-
secuted.  As a result, they did as Jesus had instructed.
“They shook off the dust from their feet against them,
and came to Iconium” (At 13:51).  They had told the
Jews in Antioch, “It was necessary that the word of God
should be spoken to you first, but since you rejected it,
and judge yourselves unworthy of everlasting life, be-
hold, we turn to the Gentiles” (At 13:46).  A similar
incident happened in Corinth concerning Paul and the
Jews.  Luke records, “But when they opposed him and
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blasphemed, he shook his garments and said to them,
‘Your blood be upon your own heads; I am clean.  From
now on I will go to the Gentiles’” (At 18:6).

The above actions of Paul did not mean that he was
unconcerned about his fellow Jews.  In Romans 10:1 he
wrote, “Brethren, my heart's desire and prayer to God
for Israel is that they may be saved” (See Rm 9:1-3).
Paul’s turning to the Gentiles in cities where the Jews
rejected him does show that he was not going to waste
time on those who were openly hostile to the gospel.  His
practice was to take advantage of open doors.  To the
Corinthians he wrote, “But I will tarry in Ephesus until
Pentecost.  For a great and effective door has opened to
me” (1 Co 16:8,9).  A great door was also opened for him
in Troas (2 Co 2:12).  He also asked for one to be opened
while he was in prison in Rome (Cl 4:3).  When he re-
viewed his work in Asia before the church in Antioch of
Syria, he emphasized the great open door that had been
opened unto the Gentiles (At 14:27).  It is evident, there-
fore, that Paul was one who concentrated on open doors.
Open doors meant that people were receptive.  And it was
to these receptive people that he went.

As stated before, the difficulty of applying this con-
cept to our work today is the difficulty of determining
what doors are open and what doors are closed.  In other
words, our determination as to when people are unre-
ceptive is subject to our human decision which can of-
ten be faulty or based on misinformation or simply our
lack of patience.

How can we determine when a door is opened?  This
is the great challenge with determining receptivity.  Some
fields demand the planting and nurturing of the seed for
many years before fruit is brought forth.  Other fields
produce fruit almost immediately upon the arrival of the
evangelist.  It is often difficult to determine when we
should stay or when we should go on to other fields.

To help solve this challenge we should first notice
Paul’s situation with the Jews.  The cases of Acts 13 and
18 are easy to understand concerning this point.  In both
cases Paul and company turned from unreceptive Jews
in order to preach to the Gentiles.  In Acts 13:50 the
Jews “raised up persecution against Paul and Barna-
bas, and expelled them from their region.”  In Acts 18:6
the Jews “opposed him and blasphemed.”  Paul’s deci-
sion, therefore, to turn from some unreceptive Jews, was
based on open hostility toward him and his message.
He judged these particular Jews unreceptive because of
this hostility.  We could therefore conclude that any
people who are openly hostile toward the preaching of
the gospel are not receptive.

What about those situations where a great amount of
time is needed in order to produce fruit?  First, we would

suggest that we investigate the methods that are being
used to reach these people.  We would secondly suggest
that the ones who are doing the preaching be investi-
gated.  Sometimes the methods are wrong.  Sometimes
the preaching or preacher is wrong.  After making these
considerations, we could then consider the receptivity of
the people.  It is a difficult decision to make concerning
whether or not one should continue an effort in an area
where little fruit is produced, when at the same time, he
or she could be working in an area that would produce
much more fruit in a short time.  Nevertheless, these are
decisions that must be made by every evangelist.

We would suggest caution in two areas.  First,
church-supported evangelists need to be sure they do
not stay in a field that is unreceptive just because they
like to live there and that is where they are going to stay
regardless of the receptivity.  Second, we must not think
that receptivity is always better somewhere else.  Some-
times growth is taking place before our eyes and we do
not perceive it.  We must be patient.  Fight the good
fight of the faith with all diligence where you are.  Fruit
will come forth from planted seed.  Evangelists must
keep in mind that it is their job to plant and water.  It is
God’s job to give the increase.  We too often worry about
God’s job when we should keep our hand to the plow in
planting and watering.

In visiting areas where the gospel has been preached
for some time we have heard members say that their
area is unreceptive.  They reminisce that they have done
this and that in order to evangelize the area but people
are no longer listening.  This is sometimes true.  In rural
areas, this problem often develops.  However, the real
problem is often not the receptivity of the community
but a group of disciples who are dysfunctional because
they have lost their first love.  Souls are not being saved
in the community simply because the disciples are not
teaching. Dead churches are not a basis upon which
to judge a community to be either receptive or unre-
ceptive.  Sometimes the members need a revival.  This
is especially true in those communities where the dis-
ciples have lost their first love and the candlestick has
been removed.

Determining when an evangelist should move on to
another area can also be based on the work of an evan-
gelist.  An evangelist or preacher is one who proclaims
good news.  He is one who announces the gospel to the
lost.  When the gospel has been proclaimed to everyone
in a particular region, then it is time to preach some-
where else.  It is the responsibility of elders to nurture
the flock.  It is the responsibility of the evangelist to
preach the gospel to the lost.  Once this is accomplished,
then the evangelist must move on.
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There is really only one answer to the question as to
why the early church grew so fast.  Every disciple ac-
cepted the responsibility of being a proclaimer of the
gospel message.  No one felt exempt.  Neither was
preaching relegated to one person in the community or
to the preachers.  Disciples felt the necessity to function
in the organic body by sharing the gospel event with the
lost.  The early Christians believed that this was the func-
tion of their everyday lives.  It was a matter of everyone
preaching everywhere they went.  They communicated
to the spiritual and intellectual needs of their audiences.
They preached in public places, in houses, in synagogues
and in temple court yards.  They subsequently converted
entire households.  Hundreds, even thousands, were con-
verted to the faith because of their persistent preaching.
They were relentless in their efforts to preach the gospel
to the world.

They organized the new converts into functioning
groups that reached out to their communities.  From the
houses in their communities they reached out to the lost.
They served the needs of their neighbors.  Their Chris-
tianity was not centered around their assemblies.  It was
centered around their communities where they lived.
Their Christianity was not centered around being a spec-
tator in an audience on Sunday morning.  It was cen-
tered in relationships that every member made with those
who were in need.  They did not turn over their Chris-
tianity to a “full-time” preacher who assumed their re-
sponsibilities.  They were all involved in the work.  As a
result of such thinking, the gospel was preached.  We
can expect the same results today when we restore this
function of the body.  In the next five functions of the
organic body, we must understand the evangelistic na-
ture of the body.  Christianity is a community improve-
ment behavior of life that changes societies by changing
people.  The early Christians knew this, and thus, went
to work evangelizing their communities.

In order to be effective in community outreach, we
must be as the early Christians who established rela-
tionships with those in their communities.  The religios-
ity that we have adopted today often leaves us motion-
less in an assembly-oriented religiosity, trapped between
an opening and closing prayer.  We sit as idle spectators
who listen to a sermon from the only active participant
of the assembly, the preacher.  We sing in order to try to
generate some feeling, but the spirit of our singing has
often long died, and thus, we mouth words of songs we

no longer meditate upon.  The early church was involved
in their communities.  They were involved with one an-
other.  They were slaves servicing the needs of the body
and the community.  They considered themselves as mes-
sengers of a message that everyone had to hear.  The
result of their spiritual energy was an evangelized world.

A. They believed in individual ministry.

Individual ministry means that every member of the
body is excited about sowing the seed because he or she
is excited about the need.  One often wonders why the
early body of Christ spread like wild fire across the Ro-
man Empire.  The answer to this phenomenal growth
lies partly in how the early Christians seized every op-
portunity to proclaim their faith.  They had an attitude
of “redeeming the time” and being “ready in season
and out of season” (Ep 5:16; 2 Tm 4:2).  Paul preached,
“Behold, now is the accepted time; behold, now is the
day of salvation” (2 Co 6:2).  From reading of the book
of Acts it seems that from Calvary to the crown, the early
Christians caught the vision of being individually evan-
gelistic in an unenvangelized world.

Everyone was functioning as an active member of
the body of Christ.  Everyone was evangelistic.  And
herein is the key to effective evangelism.  When we view
the ministry of every member of the body having an evan-
gelistic function, then evangelism happens.  Every mem-
ber must be evangelistic in his or her own way.  We must
not clone everyone into being evangelistic in the same
way.  This would hinder the gifts of the individual.  This
would also destroy the freedom we have in Christ to
express ourselves according to the gifts that God has
given us.  However, we must use our gifts in a way that
influences others for Christ.  When everyone is doing
this as a functioning body, then evangelism happens.
Souls are saved.

B. They did not cease preaching.

Luke recorded, “And daily in the temple, and in ev-
ery house, they did not cease teaching and preaching
Jesus as the Christ” (At 5:42).  They could not but speak
the things that they saw and heard (At 4:20).  No perse-
cution, no matter how severe, was able to deter their
intense efforts to proclaim the Prince of Peace.  Coun-
sels accused them.  Romans beat them.  Herods beheaded

Chapter 20

PREACHING AT EVERY OPPORTUNITY
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them.  But nothing would stop them from obeying God
rather than men (At 5:29).  They had to fulfill the com-
mission to go into all the world and preach the gospel to
every creature (Mk 16:15).

C. They taught everyone everywhere.

The early disciples were highly motivated people.
Their motivation stimulated their determination to evan-
gelize.  And because of that motivation they took every
opportunity to preach and teach in every environ-
ment and at every opportunity.  Therefore, we find
them preaching to kings (At 25).  They preached to
people who were about to offer sacrifice to them (At
14).  They preached to mobs that were about to stone
them (At 21:27-22:29).  They preached by the riverside
(At 16:13,14).  They preached to philosophers on the
streets (At 17:22-31) and to sailors on sinking ships (At
27).  One can read the New Testament and find scores of
locations and situations in which the early disciples
preached and taught.  They just went about and preached
everywhere (At 8:4).

Such teaching in every place and to everyone was
only following the example of their Lord.  Jesus sat daily
in the temple teaching (Mt 26:55).  He taught on moun-
tains (Mt 5:1,2).  He taught on the Palestinian highways
as He walked with His disciples.  Jesus and the early
disciples had no school house.  School was in session as
they trudged along the Palestine pathways.  The school

bell rang the first moment one became a disciple and
classes were not dismissed until that disciple was called
to his great final exam, and subsequently, graduated into
Paradise.

Our evangelistic work today would be much more
effective if every saint would catch the motivation of
being a student-teacher for Jesus.  The problem with
much of our Bible education is that it is confined only to
the classroom.  Such confinement has led to a great deal
of ignorance of activation of the word of God in the lives
of the disciples.  Our preaching has been echoing within
the walls of classrooms so long that ears have become
numb to its appeal.  Worse yet, our preachers spend most
of their energy preaching from a stand or pulpit to un-
motivated people who have long forgotten their purpose
and mission to the lost.  We spend more time preaching
to the saved than we do to the lost.  We must be moved
out of our assemblies and into the highways and hedges.

We must direct the majority of our preaching and
teaching to the unbelieving world.  Disciples need con-
tinual edification.  However, the unsaved must be saved.
And how will they hear without a preacher of the gos-
pel?  How will they hear the preacher unless he goes to
the lost?  As we consume our preacher’s time upon our
own wants, a world goes untold of the precious gospel
of Jesus.  Let us rise up and “go out into the highways
and hedges, and compel them to come in” that God’s
house be filled (Lk 14:23).  The church must give their
preachers back to the lost of the world.

Paul wrote to the Corinthians, “For I delivered to
you first of all that which I also received ...” (1 Co 15:3).
Paul explained to the Corinthians what he preached to
them on his first visit to the city.  What he first preached
to them on his first visit was the incarnation, death, burial
and resurrection of Jesus.  In other words, he preached
the gospel (1 Co 15:1-4).  Can we say that this was a
function of the early evangelists?  They preached the
gospel first when they went forth to preach to the
nations.  They did not preach churchianity.  They
preached Christianity that was based on Jesus and on
what He did for us at the cross.

Jesus had commissioned, “Go into all the world and
preach the gospel to every creature” (Mk 16:15).  Read
the major sermons of the book of Acts.  Notice in each
one the preaching of the gospel event of Jesus’ death,
burial and resurrection.  The following is a list of those

major messages wherein is contained the gospel as the
first event to be preached to those to whom the early
evangelists went.  The priority of their message was con-
cerning Jesus and the atonement of the cross.  It was not
a system of assembly or an order of worship.  It was not
some supposed name of the church or the Lord’s Supper
on the first day of the week.  They preached Jesus Christ
and His crucifixion for our sins.

ACTS 2:14-39 (Note vss 29-32)
ACTS 3:11-26 (Note vss 13-15)

ACTS 4:5-12 (Note vs 10)
ACTS 5:25-32 (Note vss 30,31)
ACTS 7 (Note vss 37,52,55,56)

ACTS 8:12,13
ACTS 8:26-40 (Note vss 32-35)
ACTS 10:28-43 (Note vss 36,40)
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ACTS 13:16-43 (Note vss 28-30,34-37)
ACTS 17:22-32 (Note vs 32)

ACTS 22:3-21 (Note vss 5-10)
ACTS 26:2-23 (Note vss 15-18, 23)

A. Peter first preached the gospel event.

Peter centered his preaching on the day of Pentecost
in Acts 2 around the very heart of the gospel message.
He proclaimed, “Therefore let all the house of Israel
know assuredly that God has made this Jesus, whom
you crucified, both Lord and Christ” (At 2:36).  On an-
other occasion Peter preached that Jesus was “... the Holy
One and the Just ... the Prince of life, whom God raised
from the dead ...” (At 3:14,15).  Peter urged faith, re-
pentance and obedience to the gospel by immersion (At
3:16-19).  This was the central message of all New Tes-
tament preaching since all preaching of the gospel was
to the lost.

Peter went on an evangelistic trip to Caesarea as the
result of a special vision from the Holy Spirit in Acts 10.
It is interesting to note the context of this trip and the
message he preached.  He preached that Jesus is “Lord
of all” (vs 36).  He preached that God anointed Jesus
with power; that He raised Him from the dead (vs 38-
40).  It is interesting to note what he said in verse 42.
“And He [Jesus] commanded us to preach to the people,
and to testify that it is He who was ordained by God to
be Judge of the living and the dead.”  Here is a good
point for all evangelists to remember as they go forth to
preach the word.  First preach the gospel and present the
lordship of Jesus over all things.

B. Philip first preached the gospel event.

Philip went on a short mission trip to Samaria.  He
had very good results, for “when they believed Philip as
he preached the things concerning the kingdom of God
and the name of Jesus Christ, both men and women were
baptized” (At 8:12).  In this context it is evident that
Philip centered his evangelistic work around the preach-
ing of Christ.  When first establishing the church in any
region, we must first come with the message of the gos-
pel.  This is the foundation upon which men and women
believe.

C. Paul first preached the gospel event.

Paul began his sermon in Athens in Acts 17 by ap-
pealing to the religious nature of the Greek philosophers.
He turned to a quotation of a philosopher in verse 28.
But when he went to the central reference point of New

Testament preaching, he preached Jesus and His resur-
rection (vs 32).

We must not assume that all of what Paul preached
to the Athenians was recorded in Acts 17.  Paul always
preached the complete gospel of the death of Jesus for
our sins and His resurrection for our hope (See 1 Co
15:3,4).  When the Athenians heard of these things, they
were curious.  They desired to hear more.  What is im-
portant to note is that the foundation of the message was
the gospel.

In bringing together the major principles of all the
addresses given in the New Testament, we could say that
the early evangelists consistently preached the follow-
ing six points in their first messages to the lost:

1. There is only one God.
2. Jesus, who was crucified, has been raised from the dead

and is reigning in heaven.
3. God’s wrath is ready to be released upon sin.
4. The judgment is coming.
5. Jesus, whom God has made Lord of all, will judge

those who reject the gospel.
6. Those who believe should repent and obey the gospel

in order to become a part of God’s family.

How can we apply this function of the body (strat-
egy) of the first century preaching to our work today?
Here are some suggestions.

1.  Preach the gospel on the initial visit.  The re-
corded messages we have in the book of Acts were mes-
sages that were preached on the evangelist’s initial con-
tact with the audience.  Therefore, it would be advis-
able that our first messages to the people to whom we
go should contain the facts of the gospel event.  Those
early evangelists had a sense of urgency in preaching
that which was most important, and that which was most
important was the historical event of the gospel.  There-
fore, they preached the gospel to the people first of all.

2.  Preach the Bible.  The preaching of the first cen-
tury was biblical.  The early evangelists did not preach
pleasing sermons that idle and rebellious sinners wanted
to hear (See Gl 1:10; 2 Tm 4:3,4).  They preached God’s
word in a manner that cut to the heart of the unbelievers
(See Hb 4:12).  It is the same message that we must
preach today.  Preachers of the gospel must be known
for preaching the Bible.

3.  Preach the whole counsel of God.  For two years
Paul taught in the school of Tyrannus in Ephesus (At
19:8-10).  During this time he did not preach and teach
only the gospel message.  While he was a resident for
two years in Ephesus, he spent time in teaching the Old
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Testament.  He certainly taught Christian ethics, family
principles, motivational living in Christ, and a host of
other biblical themes.  He encouraged Timothy to be
diligent in life and study (2 Tm 2:15).  Therefore, in
their personal lives, evangelists should study in order to
cover a wide range of material to be preached and taught
to the disciples.  As Paul said to the Ephesian elders,
“For I have not shunned to declare to you the whole
counsel of God” (At 20:27).

Paul probably explained the context and thrust of
his preaching in Acts 20:21.  He stated to the Ephesian
elders that he had testified “to Jews, and also to Greeks,
repentance toward God and faith toward our Lord Jesus
Christ.”  The content of Paul’s preaching can also be

seen in his address to Felix and Drusilla.  As Paul “rea-
soned about righteousness, self-control, and the judg-
ment to come, Felix was afraid ...” (At 24:25).  In 1
Corinthians 2:1,2 Paul wrote, “And I, brethren, when I
came to you, did not come with excellence of speech or
of wisdom declaring to you the testimony of God.  For I
determined not to know anything among you except
Jesus Christ and Him crucified.”  He had earlier writ-
ten, “... we preach Christ crucified...” (1 Co 1:23).
Paul’s preaching centered around the cross.  This was
the foundation upon which all later teaching was to be
built.  For this reason, the message of the gospel must
first be preached and established in the hearts of new
converts.  When it is, they will spiritually function as
members of the body of Christ.

As previously stated, the first evangelists proclaimed
first of all to their listeners the gospel of Jesus.  In pre-
senting the message of His death, burial and resurrec-
tion, however, they appealed to the spiritual and intel-
lectual needs of the audience.

A. Peter addressed spiritual and intellectual needs.

In Acts 2 Peter preached to the house of Israel, the
Jews (vs 36).  He specifically preached to those Jews
who had encouraged and actually participated in the
crucifixion of Jesus.  He proclaimed, “Him, being de-
livered by the determined counsel and foreknowledge of
God, you have taken by lawless hands, have crucified,
and put to death” (At 2:23).  It is not surprising, there-
fore, to understand why Peter quoted much from the
Old Testament and appealed to the conscience of the
Jews who had crucified Jesus (vs 36).  His appeal for
a response was directed specifically to the Jews who
were present, for the promise was to them (vs 39).  There-
fore, Peter made his sermon applicable to the felt needs
of the people.

B. Stephen addressed spiritual and intellectual
needs.

Stephen was also faced with a Jewish audience in
Acts 7.  It was an audience that was quite hostile to him
and his message.  What is important to note in his ser-
mon is a step-by-step journey through Jewish history to
the coming of Jesus.  He used those illustrations and

concepts that his audience thoroughly understood.

C. Paul addressed spiritual and intellectual needs.

Paul’s sermon on Mars Hill in Acts 17 is another
example of preaching to the needs of the people in terms
with which the people could relate.  Paul undoubtedly
knew the philosophies of the Stoic and Epicurean phi-
losophers.  It is interesting to note that he quoted one of
their fellow philosophers in his appeal to their interests
(At 17:22-34).  This is a good example of one perceiv-
ing the thinking of the audience and approaching
them on their ground.  Once the thinking of an audi-
ence is understood, then one can begin his appeal to
people according to where they are.

Application of this approach to preaching today in
evangelistic efforts is without question of utmost im-
portance.  To communicate the gospel across cultural
barriers is indeed the supreme task of the messenger of
Jesus.  To be effective, the evangelist must make God’s
love story understandable and appealing to the hearts of
sinners.  To do this one must be sensitive to culture while
understanding the values of the peoples to whom he goes.
He must know how and what his hearers think.  This is
what Paul was saying in 1 Corinthians 9:20-23.

.... and to the Jews I became as a Jew, that I might win
Jews; to those who are under the law, as under the law,
that I might win those who are under the law; to those
who are without law, as without law (not being without
law toward God, but under law toward Christ), that I might
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win those who are without law; to the weak I became as
weak, that I might win the weak.  I have become all things
to all men, that I might by all means save some.

Our relationship with other cultures goes back to the
idea of identification.  By identification we mean that
one must identify cultural characteristics of other
people.  Once these characteristics are identified, one
must relate his or her behavior to these characteris-
tics.  Usually, the evangelist who does not identify with
the people to whom he goes is less effective than the
one who does.  In identifying with people we can better
understand how other people think and what they think.
By understanding how and what others think we can bet-

ter understand their needs.  We can better communicate
the message of God’s word with terms that people will
understand.  When we understand the thinking and needs
of the people to whom we are seeking to communicate
the word of God, we can more effectively deliver the
message of Jesus to them in terms that can be easily
understood and applied to their lives.  It is for this rea-
son that effective evangelists are always students of the
people to whom they preach the gospel.  They are al-
ways trying to learn the hearts of those to whom they
seek to communicate the gospel.  They are always seek-
ing to understand and learn skills of communication in
order to better explain the love of God that was revealed
on the cross for the salvation of those to whom they go.

In conjunction with the preceding study it must also
be noted that the early Christians viewed the preaching
and teaching of the gospel their primary work.  One might
think that this is an obvious point.  However, we must
never underestimate the clever works of Satan to divert
our work as evangelists away from the saving of souls.
There are some important points to remember concern-
ing the work of the evangelist and some areas of diver-
sion of which we also must be aware.  There are often
diversions from the work of the evangelist that often
turn his attention away from the work of saving the lost.

A. Diverted to make money.

James 4:13 is probably not discussing the work of
an evangelist in the first century.  James is speaking to
Christians in general.  However, it is a good warning to
those of us who go forth as evangelists.  James wrote,
“Come now, you who say, ‘Today or tomorrow we will
go to such and such a city, spend a year there, buy and
sell, and make a profit’.”  In verses 14-16 James re-
buked these money seekers.  The emphasis of this text
seems to be a warning to those who would go forth and
conduct their Christian life by using Christianity as an
advantage for gain.  There seems to have been some in
James’ reading audience who took financial advantage
of the goodness of others.  This was a problem then.  It
is certainly a problem today.

A vocational or occupational missionary is an in-
dividual who seeks employment in an unevangelized area
for the purpose of preaching the gospel in that area.  If
we are going to evangelize the world, the majority of

those who go forth must support themselves.  We must
have Christian families who move to unevangelized ar-
eas to seek employment in order to start churches.  How-
ever, this is not the type of people James is discussing in
James 4.  James is discussing the spiritually bankrupt
materialist.  This is the person who represents a nega-
tive life-style to the people to whom he goes.

Review the life of Paul.  He worked as a tentmaker
when he went forth to preach the gospel.  To the Eph-
esian elders he said, “Yes, you yourselves know that these
hands have provided for my necessities, and for those
who were with me” (At 20:34).  He said this concerning
his initial evangelistic work in the city of Ephesus.  How-
ever, from reading Acts 20:18-20, we learn that from the
very first day Paul arrived in the city of Ephesus, his
primary purpose was the preaching of the gospel.  This
was his reason for going to the city in the first place.  He
did not go to capitalize on the tentmaking market.  He
went to optimize on soul-making opportunities.

Philip’s primary purpose for going to Samaria was
to preach (At 8:5).  Peter’s primary purpose for going to
Caesarea was to preach.  Acts 8:4 explains the purpose
why those early disciples went out.  “Therefore those
who were scattered went everywhere preaching the
word.”  They were not scattered to make money.  They
were scattered to preach the gospel.

Vocational missionaries need to be careful in their
going.  One can have the correct motives for going forth
at the beginning of his mission effort.  However, one
can later be beguiled by the love of money, and then be
drawn away from his first love.  This as a constant dan-
ger for the vocational evangelist.  Paul was very careful
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not to leave the impression that he was “there to get gain.”
He was there for the love of souls, not money.  His
tentmaking was for survival, not to acquire riches from
the people he was trying to save.

When Paul wrote to Timothy as an evangelist, he
warned Timothy concerning the deceptive nature of the
riches of this world.  He wrote, “But those who desire to
be rich fall into temptation and a snare, and into many
foolish and harmful lusts which drown men in destruc-
tion and perdition.  For the love of money is a root of all
kinds of evil, for which some have strayed from the faith
in their greediness, and pierced themselves through with
many sorrows” (1 Tm 6:9,10).  Paul warned the evange-
list, “But you, O man of God, flee these things ...” (1
Tm 6:11).

A full-time evangelist in a foreign country must be
careful about seeking secular employment after arriving
in a country on a “missionary visa.”  Some evangelists
have gone into a country on a missionary visa and later
sought secular work.  This is fine if everything is worked
out in a legal manner.  Usually, one has to change his
visa status if he changes from the work of a “full-time
missionary” to secular work.  Some evangelists have
made this change without notifying the authorities.
When we first arrived in the country of Antigua to do
missionary work in 1980, one of the first things the au-
thorities wanted to know was whether we were going to
stay as “full-time missionaries.”  Some religious mis-
sionaries had previously changed from full-time mission-
aries to secular workers in Brazil and caused the same
problems.  Our point here is that if you do change, make
sure everything is legal according to the law of the land.
If one is able to change his resident status, and thus sup-
port himself in a mission effort, then he guarantees his
stay in the country.  He does not have to depend on the
support of others to continue his mission.

Whatever one does, preaching the gospel must be
our primary work, whether we go as a full-time evange-
list or as a vocational evangelist.  If going as a voca-
tional evangelist as Paul is the only way we can go, then
go as such.  When it comes to the task of world evange-
lism, evangelism should be our primary focus.  The
church will never be able to support enough full-time
evangelists to accomplish the task of world evangelism.
It is for this reason that evangelists must be encouraged
to go forth as tentmakers.  Our call is to go into all the
world.  We must get into all the world in order to get the
gospel delivered to those who are yet to hear of Jesus.  If
we firmly believe that God wants us to go, then we must
go with our vocations.

In developing world economies the only possible
means by which one can usually go forth as an evange-

list is to support himself in some way.  Churches in the
developing world have little money.  However, this does
not mean that they do not have the responsibility to send
forth evangelists.  Evangelists simply need to come up
with ways to support themselves.  The primary means
of support for such evangelists is self-support.

Many evangelists have been blessed with the sup-
port of other Christians for many years.  But this is not
always the case.  We have experienced many evange-
lists who have been on the field for more than five years
who see their work as a lifetime commitment.  Because
of the possibility of losing the support of disciples back
home, these evangelists have tried to work out some type
of manner by which they could support themselves in
their work as evangelists.  This is commendable.  It would
be even better if supporting churches would have this
foresight and actually work with evangelists in helping
them to become self-supporting.

When we study through the New Testament, there
seems to be little emphasis placed on the support of evan-
gelists who go forth to preach the gospel.  There is teach-
ing that those who go forth have a right to be supported,
but there is no emphasis on one not going forth to preach
the gospel if he is not supported.  In their function as the
organic body of Christ, it seems that the early disciples
went forth to preach the gospel whether or not they were
supported by sending disciples.  Their desire to preach
had priority over their desire to be supported.

God bless those churches who are both committed
to their supported evangelist and mission area.  Evange-
lizing a nation demands decades of vision and commit-
ment.  Churches must arise among us who have a long-
term commitment to a particular field.  We need to have
more immigrant evangelists.

B. Diverted to social work.

When the early evangelists went forth, preaching
the gospel was their primary focus.  Benevolence was
secondary in the sense that people had to hear first the
gospel of Jesus.  However, do not misunderstand this
point.  These evangelists were both evangelistic and be-
nevolent at the same time.  Evangelism, though, was first
on the list of priorities.

Jesus was compassionate.  However, He stated that
“the poor you have with you always” (Jn 12:8).  Paul
commanded us to do good to all men (Gl 6:10).  In his
evangelistic journeys he took up a collection for the “poor
saints of Judea.”  He said, however, that he was sent to
preach the gospel (1 Co 1:17).  But in Galatians 2:10
he stated, “They [the other apostles] desired only that
we should remember the poor, the very thing which I
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also was eager to do.”  Paul remembered the poor
throughout his preaching journeys.  However, keep in
mind that his priority was to preach the gospel, and then
remember the poor.  It was not the other way around.

Evangelists must be benevolent in their going forth,
though benevolence is not the primary purpose for their
going forth.  Focusing primarily on benevolence must
not divert the evangelist from his primary purpose of
world evangelism.  He must remember that the lost need
that which will save their souls.  Evangelism is first on
the evangelist’s work list and benevolence is secondary
for the simple reason that people must obey the gospel
in order to be saved.

Many mission efforts have forgotten the above prin-
ciple and substituted benevolence for their evangelism.
We must note that Jesus never did this.  He did not heal

all the sick and lame of His day.  He did not feed all the
poor with bread and fish.  His primary work was to “seek
and save that which was lost” (Lk 19:10).  This must
also be our primary work as evangelists.  In order to
accomplish the mission of our Master, we must accept
the goal of our Master.  That goal is to seek and save the
lost.  If we would evangelize the world, every Christian
must in some way accept the responsibility of getting
the message of Jesus to all the world.  Every Christian
must say to himself that it is his purpose to seek and
save the lost.  Being disciples of Jesus and maintaining
a Christ-centered life means that we have assumed the
mission of Jesus to preach the gospel to the world.  With-
out the preaching of the gospel, there will be no one
who will be saved.

Good news must be proclaimed to the masses.  Since
the good news refers to the salvation of men’s souls,
then mass media must be used in order to get the mes-
sage to as many people as possible by the quickest means
possible.  Herein is the necessity for proclaiming the
gospel through mass media means.

“Paul stood in the midst of the Areopagus” and pub-
licly preached to the philosophers who were assembled
there (At 17:22).  “He vigorously refuted the Jews pub-
licly ...” (At 18:28).  He told the Ephesian elders, “... I
kept back nothing that was helpful, but proclaimed it to
you, and taught you publicly and from house to house”
(At 20:20).  Paul made it a part of his strategy to preach
and teach in a public manner.

The early disciples proclaimed the message in pub-
lic meetings.  This afforded them the opportunity to reach
the most people possible in the shortest time.  It also
gave them the opportunity to be public with what they
believed and taught.  They had no printing presses or
newspapers to reach the masses.  Therefore, in order to
find the truth-seekers in the masses they stood on public
platforms to call such from the crowds of humanity.  They
sought those who were seeking the truth in the midst of
great religious confusion.

We would do well to be just as public.  Street preach-
ing in many areas is an accepted strategy of preaching.
We have fought off bugs in public night preaching in
Ghana, Grenada, Guyana and a host of other countries
throughout the world.  However, this strategy is not ac-
cepted in some countries of the world.  Street preaching

in New York City would not produce many results.  Nev-
ertheless, there are other means of accepted public
preaching as radio, television and the Internet.

One of the most effective methods of mass evange-
lism that is directed to the public as a whole is the work
of Bible correspondence course programs.  There have
been a number of Bible correspondence course programs
that have been effectively used by evangelists through-
out the years.  These programs have generated an inter-
est in the minds of local members who seek to have a
part in world evangelism.  The local members can sim-
ply send out courses from their homes to people through-
out the world.  This is a most effective way of going
public with the gospel of Jesus Christ and one that local
disciples would do well to initiate.

Evangelists moving into any area should be as pub-
lic as possible in their proclamation of the gospel.  We
must use any means possible in order to get the message
out.  We must find those truth-seekers who will obey
when they hear.  Our message is urgent.  Our time is
short.  We must proclaim the cross from the mountain
tops to as many as possible in our lifetime.

One of the most advantageous means of public
preaching and teaching is the use of radio or television.
Through these mediums of teaching vast audiences can
be reached over large regions.  Many people today are
effectively using the Internet to get the message of the
gospel out.  There are countless means through the so-
cial media by which friends and family can be reached
with the message of Jesus.
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The foundation principle for public proclamation of
the gospel is the fact that there are truth seekers in every
audience.  God encouraged Paul to stay in Corinth re-
gardless of opposition.  God said, “I have many people
in this city” (At 18:9,10).  In order to find these people,
one must make public proclamations of the gospel.  Once
truth seekers hear, they are drawn away from the crowds
in order to be taught privately (At 17:33,34).  It would
take a great deal of time to find those who are searching
by going from house to house.  However, if some means
of public mass media can be used in order to preach to
the masses, those who are searching for truth can be
quickly identified.

In these times where the Bible has been distributed

throughout the world, we must always assume that there
are “disciples” out there who have studied themselves
out of religious confusion.  Finding them is an “Acts
19” means of evangelism.  In the case of Acts 19 Paul
returned to Ephesus and found certain disciples.  In
Acts 19:1 the Holy Spirit guided Luke’s hand to call
them “disciples.”  However, they believed something
doctrinally different than what Paul taught.  They be-
lieved in the baptism of John.  Nevertheless, Paul some-
how found them.  After some discussion, they were bap-
tized in the name of Jesus (At 19:5).  The point is that
they had been meeting for some time, possibly many
years, before they were found.  It is our work as evange-
lists to find people as this.

This is one function of the early disciples that has
always generated a great deal of discussion in these
modern times where religious groups function so differ-
ently in reference to assemblies than the first century
church.  However, we must consider this function of the
early church in view of the nature of the function of the
body.  Today, we have led ourselves to believe some-
thing in relation to the growth of the body that is not
necessarily true.  In fact, we must consider some factors
where the church building and assembly oriented be-
havior of today often lends itself against growth.

In the context of this discussion, here are a few con-
cepts about which we must be honest and open.  Argu-
ing for the existence of a structure (a church building) is
found nowhere in the New Testament, and is often a
waste of time when considering the very nature of Chris-
tianity.  So to begin, here are some points to consider.
Jesus taught on several occasions in houses to a more
select group of listeners (See Lk 10:38; 19:9).  Not only
did Paul teach in public, but he also taught “house to
house” (At 20:20).  Peter also taught in small groups in
house locations (At 10:25).  Jesus’ had a house-to-house
ministry while on earth.  This was the normal function
of His ministry and His body.  In our building-oriented
religious world today, however, this fact is often over-
looked.  Nevertheless, there are some very important
points concerning this function of the body that we must
review for our learning.

The advantages of small groups of Christians meet-
ing together are many.  There is a more personal atmo-
sphere in small groups.  The fellowship of a small group

of members is closer.  The teacher can deal one-on-
one with questions the hearers might have.  In fact, there
is a greater chance that the questions will be asked in
the first place.  When teaching in a private home with
five to fifteen listeners one can become more personal.
Problems can be dealt with directly.  In many cultures
people are often very timid and shy in large assembly
classes.  The result of this is that usually the women go
home with unanswered questions.  In a small group class
situation, however, the shy and timid are more likely to
ask questions and not feel so intimidated in the presence
of so many.  The advantages of small group fellowships
are countless.

Public proclamation of the gospel will produce con-
tacts, and often converts.  But at some time in one’s evan-
gelistic outreach he must face individuals on a one-to-
one basis.  If any personal relationship is to be estab-
lished, one must become personal with people.  We can
do this only by talking with people “from house to
house.”  Christianity involves relationships.  In small
groups relationships are established.

In the early beginnings, the organic body of Christ
did not have church buildings.  The assemblies of the
disciples were conducted in the houses of members (Rm
16:5; 1 Co 16:19; Cl 4:15; Pl 2).  There were thousands
of Christians in Jerusalem in the beginning (At 2:41;
4:4).  But where did these Christians meet?  How did
they carry on the work of Bible training and edifica-
tion?  The answer to these questions is in the function of
a “house to house” ministry.  Their Christianity was
not focused around or in a purpose-built church

Chapter 25
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building.  Their Christianity was centered around
their homes and expanded into their communities
where each member lived.  An unfortunate digression
in Christianity today is that our identity and behavior is
often focused around a church building.  Many Chris-
tians feel they can behave like the devil during the week,
but pretend to be saints on Sunday in a building.  This
mentality has come from an assembly-oriented Chris-
tianity that places emphasis on an assembly and little on
holiness in the behavior of the members between the
assemblies.

There are no New Testament commands concerning
the place of assembly of the disciples.  New Testament
instructions center around not forsaking our assem-
bling together (Hb 10:25) and conducting assemblies
in an orderly manner (1 Co 14:40).  How and where the
disciples decide to assemble is left to the decision of the
disciples.

A. The church in assembly:

Under this point we would like to make some sug-
gestions concerning the assembly of the disciples in or-
der that we accomplish the purpose for which the dis-
ciples are to assemble.  These suggestions are based on
the reality that in most areas of the world there are no
church buildings that are built and owned by the mem-
bers.  Of the thousands of disciples in the developing
world, very few meet in their own building.  Most meet
in schools, homes and under trees wherever they might
be located.  Therefore, the real situation with the meet-
ing of the disciples throughout the world does not in-
volve the necessity of a church building, for most Chris-
tians cannot afford buildings.  In view of this, we must
understand that God knew that this would always be
the case throughout the history of the church.  When
we study the New Testament, our interpretation of
Scripture on this point must be in view of the fact that
God knew that Christians would always have a diffi-
cult time in finding locations where they could meet
together.  He knew that most of the time His people
would be meeting in small groups here and there in
order to carry out in their lives admonition and exhorta-
tion of one another.

All of us have had a variety of experiences in refer-
ence to the meeting of the saints.  The following points
are some practical suggestions in relation to the assem-
bly that may help in keeping our attention focused on
the purpose of the assembly.  There is very little infor-
mation in the New Testament concerning the assembly
of the church.  For this reason, we must conclude that
God intended that we have freedom on how, when and

where to assemble in order to accomplish the function
of exhorting and admonishing one another.

1.  Determine a location for the assemblies of the
disciples.  If it is possible for many Christians to as-
semble together in a particular location, then the mem-
bers can determine a central place of meeting.  In mis-
sion areas, many times members have to walk great dis-
tances.  Because of these distances it is usually best to
have one meeting on Sunday or have the disciples meet
in smaller groups in the areas where they live.  Those
who come from great distances to a central assembly of
many members can have time to fully participate in an
edifying assembly of the disciples and fellowship meet-
ing with members.

The length of assembly may vary.  The length should
be determined by the majority of the members. It is of-
ten difficult to find a facility large enough to accommo-
date large groups, therefore, assemblies in homes or
smaller facilities are more expedient.  We must keep in
mind that the disciples in a particular area remain to be
members of the universal body of Christ regardless of
whether the members meet together in one physical place
on Sunday at the same time.  The inability of members
in an area to have the privilege of a large facility in which
to meet does not divide the members from one another.
They are still one church.

Keep in mind that Hebrews 10:25 is an exhortation
that members can assemble together either partially or
in whole in order to accomplish the task of “stirring up
love and good works” (Hb 10:24).  The passage says
nothing about how many times the members must as-
semble.  It says nothing about when to assemble.  It says
nothing about how many of the members in a particular
region must assemble together at the same time.  It says
nothing about the time when Christians are to assemble.
The Hebrew writer simply says that disciples not for-
sake the assembly.  Therefore, as long as the church is
maintaining assemblies of the members, the admonition
of Hebrews 10:25 is being accomplished.

If all the members in a particular geographical area
cannot assemble together in one place, then they should
do what is suggested in the following point in order to
accomplish the need for assembly.

2.  Conduct small assemblies in the houses of mem-
bers.  Since there are no New Testament instructions on
this matter, many Christians have chosen to assemble as
the New Testament church did.  The early church had
no church buildings, therefore, they assembled in the
homes of the members (See Rm 16:5; 1 Co 16:19; Cl
4:15; Pl 2).  In many places of the world today the church
does not have a meeting place, nor can it acquire a rented
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building for large assemblies.  Sometimes, the meeting
of the disciples in any place is illegal.  Many Christians
in these areas have simply chosen to meet quietly in their
homes.  Leaders are selected for each house assembly
and the shepherds circulate among the assemblies in or-
der to accomplish their work of teaching.  This is what
the early Jerusalem church did since it was composed of
several thousand members but had no common meeting
place for assembly as a whole.

3.  Conduct evangelistic study groups in houses dur-
ing the week.  This is a suggestion concerning the meet-
ing of the disciples in conjunction with their need to
assemble, as well as reaching out to the community.  We
must remember that our Christianity must not digress to
simply being an assembly of the saints.  Christianity
organically functions in our communities where we
live.  It functions when we establish relationships with
other people.  Christianity is who we are, not how we
perform in an assembly.  We minister and teach in and
around the place where we daily live and work.  The
Sunday assembly is a time of remembrance and celebra-
tion.  Too often, however, members become inactive in
their communities with their friends and neighbors.  As
a result, they confine their “Christian activity” to a Sun-
day assembly.  This is not Christianity.  Therefore, the
disciples in a village or city would do well to conduct
evangelistic group meetings in their homes in order to
reach out and teach their neighbors.  The home offers a
great environment in which to make close friends with
those we want to lead to Christ.  The following ideas,
therefore, are based not only on the need that we as-
semble together, but also that we assemble for the pur-
pose of drawing others to Jesus.

B. Church assembly in small groups:

Many members have come to realize that in order to
grow big, you have to go small.  In other words, mem-
bers must meet in smaller groups in order to establish
relationships and encourage visitors to come.  Many have
come to realize that in order to establish and maintain a
closer relationship between individual members, the
members must meet in smaller groups.  The advantages
of small groups are many.  This is especially true in ref-
erence to evangelistic meetings to reach out to friends
and neighbors.  Evangelistic group meetings can be con-
ducted on any day or night of the week, depending on
the decision of those in the particular group who con-
duct such meetings.  These meetings are usually one hour
in length.  The meeting is usually started with a brief
introduction of those who are present.  An important
point to remember is that visitors must feel welcome.

We must not forget that the purpose of the meeting is
evangelistic.  And in order to be evangelistic, our Chris-
tianity must reach out to those who are visiting.

During such meetings, most people conduct a brief
Bible study or Bible reading for about thirty minutes.
The subject of the study should be on a passage that has
a life-principle that will help people in their struggles of
everyday living.  We have found that it is best to use
only one teaching from one section of scripture.  In
other words, one context and one thought are to be taught
for one meeting.  We do not move from one passage to
another during the meeting since there are usually visi-
tors present who do not know the Bible.

Many conclude these meetings with fellowship, and
if possible, refreshments.  Some groups, however, leave
off the refreshments and simply close with friendly com-
munication among all who are present, especially the
visitors.  One of the keys to the success of this type of
meeting is the Christian hospitality of the host family.
This chosen family must make every effort to make visi-
tors feel at home in their house.

The purpose of the evangelistic Bible study group
should be directed toward the application of Bible prin-
ciples to the needs of those who are present.  To ob-
tain this objective, most small group leaders study one
Bible principle that can easily be applied to making one’s
life better.  These meetings are not the place to study
doctrinal passages that are controversial.  Save such
teaching for one-on-one studies after the meeting or at a
time when one can meet alone with the individual who
is having a problem with a particular scripture or teach-
ing.  When we conclude a group meeting, we must be
sure to make an application of the passage.  We do not
allow arguments.  We allow freedom for expression, even
if someone has an erroneous belief.  The purpose of group
meetings is to establish a close relationship with our
non-Christian friends and neighbors on the common
ground of Bible study.  After the group meeting, one
can work with visitors on more personal matters con-
cerning their salvation.  The purpose of the meeting is to
draw people to Jesus through close relationships that
are built on a love of studying the Bible.  Once this rela-
tionship is established, we have earned the right to deal
with the problems of our friends.  When we have made
someone our friend, they will not flee from Bible teach-
ing even though we make direct application to their lives
with the word of God.  The following are some advan-
tages of evangelistic groups:

1. Members are challenged to approach their neighbors
with a simple invitation to study the Bible.

2. Members’ function as the body is expanded out of their
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houses and into the community.
3. Close relationships with others is encouraged.
4. More members can become involved in evangelism.
5. One’s concept of Christianity changes from simply be-

ing in an assembly on Sunday to real relationships with
those having needs in the community.

6. A foundation for the leadership training of members is
established in the group setting.

7. Non-Christians can be approached in a friendly atmo-
sphere of love and fellowship.

8. Friendships can be established with non-Christians be-
fore their conversion, thus ensuring their faithfulness
after conversion.

9. The problems members encounter in their everyday
life can better be detected and prayed for in a small
group situation.

If one has been involved in small-group evangelism,
then he can probably think of more advantages.  Effec-
tive group evangelism has proven to be one of the most
successful strategies of evangelism.  This is especially
true when assemblies become very large.  When a local
church has several hundred in attendance, it is very dif-
ficult for individual Christians to establish meaningful
relationships with one another.  Small groups provide
an opportunity for a closer relationship with our broth-
ers or sisters in Christ.  However, there is much more to
the leading of a successful evangelistic group than what
is mentioned here.  As we develop this work, our under-
standing of the advantages of group evangelism will in-
crease.  It is an exciting work and one we must be chal-
lenged to try.

C. Remembering simple Christianity:

The religious world in which we live places tremen-
dous pressure on the church concerning necessity of
church buildings.  Add to this the fact that Christendom
itself has a long history of church buildings.  These two
influences have greatly affected our thinking in missions
concerning the proper use of buildings in reference to
evangelism and church establishment.

We are often deceived into believing that effective
church growth can be accomplished only if the local dis-
ciples own some type of building.  We have often heard
the statement, “The community will not think that we
are permanent if we do not have a building.”  We have
also heard it stated that the church’s identity in the com-
munity will be established only if others see that we have
a building.  We have heard statements that the members
will maintain a better fellowship if the church has its
own building.  All such beliefs are indications of the

real problem.  This problem centers around our under-
standing of the true nature of Christianity.  In our efforts
to keep up with the nations around us, we have lost a
clear perspective of the nature of true Christianity and
the spiritual identity of the organic body of Christ.  We
have become as the nations around us.  In order to at-
tract those from the religious world, we have started to
think like those of the religious world with their temples
and cathedrals.

Our desire for a building manifests a misunderstand-
ing of the nature of Christianity.  These preceding state-
ments may also indicate that some denominational men-
tality has influenced our understanding of the church
and its identity. True Christianity deals with the sub-
mission of men’s hearts to the lordship of Jesus.
Those of this common submission are bound together
by love (Jn 13:34,35).  That bonding by love is the
signal to the world that we are the people of God.
The growth of the church in a community is not depen-
dent on anything that is physical.  In fact, the claim that
we must have something physical in order to grow may
be an indication that we have not yet understood or re-
stored New Testament Christianity.  The more emphasis
we place on a building often results in less growth once
we have the building.

The greater the desire to have a building in order to
enhance church growth, the more the building becomes
a hindrance to growth.  The reason for this is simple.
The more members believe that they must have a build-
ing to enhance the growth of the church, the more they
are taking evangelistic responsibility off themselves
in order to make a building do the work of evange-
lism for them.  There are too many cases where breth-
ren expected their new building to bring in the converts.
Around six months after the construction of the build-
ing, reality is finally discovered.  Now what sets in is
stagnation.  Those who are drawn to the assembly by
the building are not the type of people who cause growth.
Because members had great expectations when the build-
ing was built.  When these expectations are not fulfilled,
members often settle down for non-growth.  We must
keep in mind that the more we want a building, the worse
the situation is when we get it.  Buildings do not evan-
gelize.  People evangelize.

The early disciples understood the true nature of
Christianity.  This is why there are no references to the
importance of buildings in the New Testament.  In Acts
2 there were about 3,000 members of the church in
Jerusalem on the first Sunday.  However, there were no
church buildings.  In Acts 4:4 the number of members in
Jerusalem is recorded to be about 5,000 men.  But there
was still no church building.  Luke records in Acts 5:14,
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“And believers were increasingly added to the Lord, mul-
titudes of both men and women.”  But still there is no
emphasis placed on church buildings.

Now someone will bring up Acts 5:42, which refer-
ence manifests the misunderstanding of many concern-
ing what the text says and what was happening in Jerusa-
lem.  “And daily in the temple, and in every house, they
did not cease teaching and preaching Jesus as the
Christ.”  This is not a reference to the assembly of
the church for worship.  It is an evangelistic statement.
“Teaching and preaching Jesus as the Christ” is some-
thing that takes place with an unbelieving audience.  The
church already believes that Jesus is the Christ.  The
early Christians continued in the temple courtyard in
order to convince people that Jesus was the Christ.  The
temple area was their field of evangelism, not a place
for worship on Sunday morning.  The Jewish authori-
ties would certainly not allow the Christians to assemble
for worship in the temple.  There were temple guards to
prevent this.

The dilemma that newly established churches have
is, “Where are we going to meet?”  In Jerusalem, the
Christians met in the temple courtyard for evangelism
and in houses for assembly (At 5:42).  Paul wrote in
Philemon 2, “... to the beloved Apphia, Archippus our
fellow soldier, and to the church in your house.”  The
practice of meeting in Christians’ homes was the answer
to not having a church building (See Rm 16:5).  Meet-
ing in homes can also be an answer today for the prob-
lem of a lack of meeting places.

Historically speaking, the disciples began meeting
in the houses of members.  As their grew, the synagogue
sometimes became a place of meeting since many in the
synagogues were converted.  It was over 300 years after
the establishment of the church in Acts 2 when churches
actually began to meet in purpose-built church build-
ings.  It is important to note, however, that the phenom-
enal growth of the church was in those years when it
had no property.  This is significant.  It indicates that the
early Christians did not regard a permanent place of
meeting as a necessity for church growth.   Because they
had no buildings to confine them to a specific location

as a church, they could easily go forth everywhere in
order to preach the gospel (At 8:4).

The impression one gets from a study of the New
Testament is that the early Christians simply met
where it was convenient.  If they could meet in a house
that was available, they met there.  Their emphasis was
not on a place but on the Prince.  Church buildings were
not considered to be a necessity for church growth sim-
ply because they had no idea of what a church building
was.  They knew nothing about meeting in church owned
property.

It is not wrong to have a church building.  How-
ever, it is wrong to use the lack of such as an excuse for
nongrowth.  It is wrong to identify our Christianity with
a physical structure to the point that we have a spiritual
inferiority complex if we do not have our own church
building.  It is wrong to center our Christianity around a
building to the point that we cannot establish churches
beyond commuting distance to a building.  The total lack
of emphasis in the New Testament on church buildings,
or even the assembly of the saints, is a message for us
not to center our Christianity around a physical struc-
ture, or identify ourselves by our assemblies.  We must
keep in mind what Jesus said to the Samaritan woman.
“Woman, believe me, the hour is coming when you
will neither on this mountain or in Jerusalem worship
the Father” (Jn 4:21).  Jesus’ principle was clear.  Wor-
ship of God does not take place at a specific place.

Christianity is a way of life.  The more emphasis a
church places on a building, the more focused the mem-
bers’ Christianity becomes centered on a building.  And
the more centralized the Christianity of a church is
around a building the less it is manifested in and around
our communities where we live.  We often seek to es-
cape the responsibility of evangelizing our communi-
ties by driving across town to do our “churchianity” in a
building.  We would caution ourselves, therefore, that
when and if we build a church building, we must not
forget the true nature of Christianity.  We must not house
our Christianity in a physical structure.  We must re-
member that God does not dwell in temples made with
hands (At 17:24).  Neither does the body of Christ.

In view of the preceding point, we would like to em-
phasize the fact that on many occasions the early evan-
gelists converted entire families or households.  This
occurred for at least two reasons.  First, the early evan-

gelists concentrated on going specifically to houses in
order to teach and preach (At 20:20).  Second, the rea-
son for household conversions lies in the fact that entire
families made spiritual decisions together to follow God.

Chapter 26

HOUSEHOLD CONVERSIONS
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These hospitable households were often very spiritual
in their worship of God.  When it came to making a
radical change in their religious beliefs, they made the
decision together as a household.

The first case of a household conversion in the New
Testament was for a special purpose.  Cornelius and his
family were assembled together when Peter preached to
them (At 10,11).  After the Holy Spirit had fallen on
them in order to reaffirm to Jewish Christians that God
had accepted the Gentiles, Peter commanded that they
all be immersed (At 10:48).

Another household conversion is recorded in Acts
16.  In Acts 16:14,15 Paul, Timothy, Silas and Luke
taught and converted the entire household of Lydia.

There are household conversions throughout the New
Testament.  In Acts 16:31-34 the household of a Philip-
pian jailor was converted.  Crispus and all his house
believed in Acts 18:8.  Paul baptized the household of
Stephanas in Corinth (1 Co 1:16).  There were certainly
persons converted individually.  However, from the
above we would understand that the first evangelists did
make a special effort to convert entire households.

The following are some reasons why household con-
versions manifest the organic function of the body of
Christ as it spreads throughout communities:

A. Households produce a solid foundation for faith-
fulness.

When we convert either the husband or wife of a
family or a son or daughter, immediately that convert is
placed in a situation that can be very trying.  Though
most have survived and remained faithful after being
converted in such a manner, some on the other hand have
fallen by the wayside.  Family pressures can be hard and
sometimes cruel, especially in Muslim areas.  However,
if emphasis is placed on teaching and converting the en-
tire family, the situation can be different.

B. Households produce a solid foundation for new
converts.

Household conversions are advantageous when the

conversion takes place in an isolated location.  This may
explain why there are so many household conversions
in the New Testament.  In mission areas, household con-
versions are usually the beginning of a church in
someone’s house.  The household remains faithful be-
cause the members have one another for encouragement.
They often worship together for several months before
another person or family is converted.  The church sur-
vives in these remote areas simply because a household
was converted to begin the church in their house.

In teaching the entire household as a group, all mem-
bers of that household know what is being taught.  If
only one or two members are converted, at least the oth-
ers know that to which they were converted.  And if the
head of the household is converted, then usually the en-
tire family will be brought to Christ.  Therefore, we
would encourage teaching an entire family at first if it is
possible.  If rejected, we can then go to the individual
members who would want to study.  One or more of
them may be receptive.  In other words, in household
conversions we would not spiritually set family mem-
ber against family member until we had first approached
the entire family.

Nevertheless, if part of a family rejects the gospel,
we must go to those who will accept the truth.  Remem-
ber, in this situation the words of Jesus may come to
pass:, “And a man’s foes will be those of his own house-
hold” (Mt 10:36).

We must keep in mind that emphasis on household
conversion does not mean that we neglect individuals.
After all, Jesus said that His coming would often bring
division between family members.  He said to His dis-
ciples,

Do not think that I came to bring peace on earth.  I did
not come to bring peace but a sword.  For I have come to
set a man against his father, a daughter against her
mother, and a daughter-in-law against her mother-in-
law.  And a man’s foes will be those of his own house-
hold.  He who loves father or mother more than Me is not
worthy of Me.  And he who loves son or daughter more
than Me is not worthy of Me” (Mt 10:34-37).

In 1 Corinthians 9:22 Paul made a statement that
was a principle of his evangelistic work.  “I have be-
come all things to all men, that I might by all means

save some.”  The principle of this statement is very im-
portant concerning the cross-cultural communication of
the gospel.  Every evangelist must learn the principle of

Chapter 27

CULTURAL IDENTIFICATION

The Function Of Discipleship



120 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

what Paul did in reference to communicating the gospel
across cultures.  It is important to learn the principle of
cross-cultural communication simply because doing what
Paul did in this area will enhance our effectiveness with
those people to whom we go in every nation of the world.

Identification with local people, that is, accepting
their customs, seems to have been a common practice of
Paul and the early evangelists.  Paul had a sense of re-
spect for other cultures.  As long as those cultural prac-
tices were in agreement with his Christian values, he
accepted them into his behavior.  To Greek philosophers
he spoke of things that were familiar to them (See At
17:22ff).  With the Jews he behaved as a Jew.  He said,
“... to the Jews I become as a Jew, that I might win Jews
...” (1 Co 9:20).  He knew the culture of the Gentiles,
and thus, when he preached to the Gentiles he became
as the Gentiles.

One of the principal steps in identifying with an-
other culture is in learning the language of the people to
whom one goes.  Knowing Hebrew certainly helped Paul
in Acts 22:2 where he spoke Hebrew to the rioting Jew-
ish crowd.  Luke records the effect.  “And when they
heard that he spoke to them in the Hebrew language,
they kept all the more silent.”  Learning the language of
a particular culture is the door through which one can
enter in order to learn that culture.

One of the first things to learn about another culture
is that one never completely learns another culture.  If
we move into a culture that is not the one in which we
were born and reared, learning the new culture is a chal-
lenge.  There is always a limit to which evangelists can
identify with another culture, especially if one moves
from a first world economic culture to a developing world
environment.  These two cultural settings are generally
very different from one another. Nevertheless, when one
moves from one to the other, specific efforts must be
made in order to learn the new culture.

Regardless of the difficulties of learning another
culture, this should not discourage one from giving it
his or her best.  Realizing that we will always be a for-
eigner in the second culture only adds challenge to the
task of what we want to do.  And what we want to do is
preach the gospel to the world.  This one goal is enough
motivation to move us to do the best we can in learning
cultures.

In order to begin the process of acculturation, we
would suggest that one at least be sensitive to the fol-
lowing areas in culture:

1. How do the local people conduct themselves in greet-
ings at the door?  How are the hands used?  What is
said?  How does one say “Good bye”?  How does one

greet another?
2. How do the local people conduct themselves when

entertaining guests in their houses?  How do you sit?
Where do you sit?  How do you serve?

3. What are the manners or practices at the table when
eating?  Do you use eating utensils?  What utensils do
you use?  How should you hold them?  With what hand
should one eat when there are no utensils?

4. What is the accepted dress of the local culture?  What
is formal dress?  What is casual dress?  What clothing
should be worn on certain occasions?  What is consid-
ered modest dress?

5. How are greetings made on the street, in a public place,
in a house, or on formal occasions?

6. What are accepted business practices?
7. How do a husband and wife conduct their affections

in public?
8. What are the accepted behavioral practices of a young

man and woman before they are married?  What are
the customs surrounding marriage?

9. What are the time schedules for various types of ap-
pointments?  Should one be early for appointments?
Should one be late?

10. When one speaks, what words or phrases should one
not use?  What words or phrases are offensive?

11. When assemblies are conducted, what are the proce-
dures surrounding such?  How long should one speak?
Where do males and females sit in the assembly?  How
does one sit?

12. What do husbands and wives do in relation to keeping
the home?

If you have lived in a foreign culture for any length
of time, you can add to this list.  If one has the privilege
of working with an evangelistic team, there are times
for cultural debriefing where all members of the team
can meet together in order to go over newly learned cul-
tural practices.  If one is not a member of a team, then a
husband and wife can work together in order to make
learning a new culture an exciting part of cross-cultural
communication.

Everyone can learn another culture.  This is true be-
cause if we had to, we could.  However, there are some
things that must be confessed in order to deal with this
challenge of evangelistic work.  The older one is the
more difficult it will be to learn another culture.  The
more tough-minded (hard headed) one is the more diffi-
cult it will be.  If one is very ethnocentric, then get ready
for a challenge.  If one is somewhat arrogant, then he
will have a difficult time accepting the culture of an-
other people.  Culture has a way of humbling the most
ethnocentric personality.  However, we must keep in
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mind that one can learn and must learn in order to get
the gospel to all ethnic groups of the world.  The simple
fact that we are seeking to preach the gospel to the world
is enough motivation to learn the culture of those to

whom we go.  Because we have been saved by the grace
of God means that there are no barriers that will stand
between us and preaching the gospel.

In order to be effective in evangelism, one cannot be
a lazy person.  Concerning the nature of the disciples,
Paul said that disciples not be “lagging behind in dili-
gence,” but that they be “fervent in Spirit, serving the
Lord” (Rm 12:11).  Paul practiced what he preached.
He “did not cease to warn everyone night and day with
tears” (At 20:31).  To the Thessalonians he wrote, “For
you remember, brethren, our labor and toil; for labor-
ing night and day, that we might not be a burden to any
of you, we preached to you the gospel of God” (1 Th
2:9; 2 Th 3:8).  In 1 Thessalonians 2:9 Paul related that
he prayed “night and day” for the Thessalonians (See 2
Tm 1:3).  From the above scriptures it is evident that
Paul diligently labored as an evangelist.

It is interesting that the context of 1 Thessalonians
2:9 and 2 Thessalonians 3:8 where Paul mentions labor-
ing “night and day,” reference is to his supporting him-
self.  In other words, he worked hard with his hands in
tentmaking in order to support himself.  Add to this his
labor in preaching the gospel where he worked with his
hands and one understands that this evangelist was a
hard worker.

Evangelists must be hard workers.  An evangelist
will have little effect if he does not put the necessary
time into his work.  We knew of one evangelist who
played golf at least two times a week.  Playing golf is
not all that bad.  It is a relaxing game.  However, playing
golf too much can add up to just plain goofing off.  Paul
did take time to relax. However, he gave us an example
of total dedication to the work of evangelism.  And if
one would be effective in his work, he will have to be
driven to work hard.

The evangelist is a slave of Jesus.  He is a slave to
the church.  Jesus said, “For even the Son of Man did
not come to be served, but to serve, and to give His life
a ransom for many” (Mk 10:45).  A good evangelist
comes to be the servant of all and to give his life in sac-
rifice for the work of Jesus.  Paul expressed it correctly
in Galatians 2:20: “I have been crucified with Christ; it
is no longer I who live, but Christ lives in me; and the
life which I now live in the flesh I live by faith in the Son
of God, who loved me and gave Himself for me.”

We must remember that Paul was a single person.
He had no wife and he had no children.  Therefore, he
could devote a tremendous amount of time to the work
of evangelism.  He could easily travel from one place to
another.  On the other hand, Peter was married.  When
Jesus called Peter to apostleship He certainly did not
call Peter and the other apostles to a life of celibacy.
Neither did He call them away from their wives and chil-
dren.  Peter’s life-style, therefore, was somewhat differ-
ent from that of Paul and the other single evangelists as
Timothy and Silas.  Peter worked in Jerusalem for a pe-
riod of time and then in Antioch.  He did go into all the
world.  As with the other apostles, he led his wife into
all the world (1 Co 9:5).  However, he was not as Paul
who moved about on a regular basis.  Evangelists who
are married, therefore, should follow the example of
Peter, not Paul.  It is unfortunate that some married evan-
gelists forsake their wives and children in the name of
Christ in order to do what they think they should do as
evangelists.  Jesus does not call us to desert our wives
and children in order to evangelize.

If one feels God wants him to preach, then he can
still preach without forsaking his wife.  If his wife is
against his preaching, that is something different than
what we are discussing here.  Nevertheless, if one feels
he must preach, then he must preach, regardless of any
opposition, including his own family.  One must love
Jesus more than husband or wife (Mt 10:37).  However,
one must not use preaching as a justification to forsake
his duties toward his Christian wife or his children.  God
does not allow us to do wrong in order to accomplish
good.  Evangelists must care for their wives and chil-
dren in the Lord.

The work of an evangelist in some mission areas is
hard work.  It is hard because there is so much to be
done. Most evangelists we have known are driven men.
They are driven by their hearts because they are intense
about getting people to heaven.  They are driven because
they feel a tremendous obligation to those who support
them.  When one accepts support from brethren in order
to work on a full-time basis, he has obligated himself to
produce fruit for those who are sacrificing to make his
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full-time work possible.  Full-time workers are the slaves
of those who support them.  They must, therefore, be
good stewards of their time.  And being a good steward
of one’s time is not wasting time.  We have discovered

that those who are truly committed to the word of the
Lord are always frustrated that they do not have enough
time to do what they want to do for the Lord.

Whether this point could be considered a strategy of
evangelism might be subject to some debate.  Neverthe-
less, Paul’s resorting to his Roman citizenship in times
of trouble is worth noting.  At least, the evangelist should
be knowledgeable of the laws of the land in which he
lives and resort to those laws if he is unjustly treated.

Under Roman law it was not lawful to scourge a
Roman citizen who was uncondemned by a court of law.
Paul was about to be scourged in Jerusalem when he
kindly reminded the chief captain that he was a Roman
by citizenship (At 21:37-40).  In Philippi Paul and Silas
were beaten without trial and cast into prison (At
16:22,23).  It caused no little stir among the officials
when they learned that these two preachers were Ro-
man citizens.  Paul resorted to his citizenship when he
answered the officials’ pleas for them to quietly leave
the city of Philippi.  He said, “They have beaten us
openly, uncondemned Romans, and have thrown us into
prison.  And now do they put us out secretly?  No in-
deed!  Let them come themselves and get us out” (At
16:37).  Paul was here standing up for his human rights
as a legal citizen of the Roman Empire.  He and Silas
had been unjustly treated.  He was going to exercise his
rights under the law.

It was also a Roman citizen’s right to appeal his case
to Caesar, though Caesar did not let too many cases go
unpunished.  Nevertheless, Paul appealed to Caesar in
Acts 25:11.  He said to Festus, “For if I am an offender,
or have committed anything worthy of death, I do not
object to dying; but if there is nothing in these things of
which these men accuse me, no one can deliver me to
them.  I appeal to Caesar.”  This appeal began his long
journey to Rome and delivered him from the unjust

judges and false witnesses of Judea.
The force of Paul’s example here is in the principle

that an evangelist should appeal to his lawful civil rights.
To allow oneself to be unjustly prosecuted in a court of
law would certainly be unwise. Paul was not ignorant in
these matters and neither should we.  Foreign evange-
lists would do well to familiarize themselves with the
laws of the land in which they labor.  We must learn
about immigration laws.  One must know if he can do
secular work, though on a “missionary visa.”  One must
know about work permits.  We would advise that if the
evangelist is in a foreign country, he should contact the
embassy of that country before he makes a move. Con-
sulates or embassies can give a great amount of infor-
mation concerning the legal or work situations of the
countries they represent.  It is good to know as much as
possible about the country to which one is going as an
evangelist.

We would give one word of advice here.  One of the
quickest ways to be deported from a country is to get
involved in the politics of a foreign country in which
one resides as an alien.  Getting involved in politics at
home may be fine, especially in those areas that affect
morality.  However, when one is in a foreign country in
which he does not have citizenship, it is not wise to be-
come involved in the political structure of the country.
As an evangelist, we must do the work of an evangelist.
And it is the work of the evangelist to preach the gospel.
The advice of Paul would be good here.  “No one en-
gaged in warfare entangles himself with the affairs of
this life, that he may please him who enlisted him as a
soldier” (2 Tm 2:4).  We are enrolled in the Lord’s army.
Let us be about the business of our Father.

Chapter 29
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In Ephesians 4:11-16 Paul wrote concerning the work
of ministries for the purpose of causing organic func-

tion and spiritual growth.  In the context of his state-
ments, he wrote,  “And He gave some to be apostles,
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and some prophets, and some evangelists, and some pas-
tors and teachers, for the equipping of the saints for the
work of ministry, for the edifying of the body of Christ
...” (Ep 4:11,12).  When the church is organized into
applying individual ministries to fulfill the needs of the
body, growth will occur.  It is the work of every member
of the body to carry out his or her ministry in a manner
that will lead to the edification of the body.  The dis-
ciples multiplied exceedingly in the first century because
each part of the body used their gifts to minister to the
whole of the body.

On Paul’s first journey he established disciples in
the cities of Iconium, Lystra and Derbe (At 13,14).  In
the conversions in these cities, many of the first con-
verts were godly Jews who had been waiting for the an-
nouncement of the Messiah.  Acts 14:21-23 states that
Paul and Barnabas returned through these three cities
on their way back to Antioch of Syria.  In verse 23 Luke
records, “So when they had appointed elders in every
church, and prayed with fasting, they commended them
to the Lord in whom they had believed.”  In other words,
shepherds were designated among these disciples less
than six months after they were baptized.  This is a very
interesting action on the part of Paul and Barnabas.  The
disciples of the cities of Iconium, Lystra and Derbe were
quickly organized into body function with qualified el-
ders shortly after Paul and Barnabas had preached the
gospel in the cities.

Some have often wondered how this could have been
done in these regions.  The answer is in the fact that
Paul and Barnabas converted several godly Jews.  These
Jews, of which many were possibly elders of Judaism,
had the qualifications to serve as shepherds even before
they were baptized.

In Acts 16:10 Paul, Timothy, Silas and Luke went
into the region of Macedonia.  They produced disciples
by preaching in Philippi and Thessalonica.  They were
probably in Philippi about three weeks and then moved
on to Thessalonica (See At 16:12).  Their preaching also
resulted in disciples in Berea.  Over a period of a few
months they converted and encouraged the disciples who
in turn supported them in order to send them on their
journey (See Ph 4:15,16).  Only a few months after their
conversion, the Thessalonian church was evangelizing
their region (1 Th 1:6-10).  All this activity indicates
that soon after their conversion the disciples of
Macedonia were quickly using their gifts in the function
of the body by carrying out their responsibility to evan-
gelize their areas.

The same could be said of the disciples in Corinth,
Athens or Ephesus.  The point is how could these infant
disciples be left on their own to govern and instruct them-

selves only months after their conversion?  They did not
have Bibles as we have today.  One answer for their
growth would be the miraculous gift of prophecy that
they received by the laying on of Paul’s hands, or an-
other apostle who may have come their area (At 8:18).
From the Holy Spirit, they received inspired instructions
through the preaching and teaching of inspired prophets
in their midst (See 1 Co 12).  The miraculous gifts that
are mentioned in 1 Corinthians 12:8-10 were given to
more people in the first century than we usually think.
The gifts of prophecy, faith, wisdom, and words of
knowledge were used for the building up of the body
of Christ (See Ep 4:11-16).

The work of the Holy Spirit through inspired preach-
ing and teaching did not guarantee correct behavior of
the men who possessed the gifts, or those to whom they
preached and taught.  Through the preaching and teach-
ing of the inspired preachers and teachers, the disciples
were given Scripture.  But it was still the choice of those
who spoke and heard as to whether they would obey
what was spoken.  Therefore, this is not actually an an-
swer as to why new converts were able to be organized
into functioning members so early after their conver-
sion.

The miraculous gifts do not answer all the questions
concerning the leaving of infant disciples on their own.
We must conclude that the early evangelists worked to
give as much responsibility as possible to converts.  In
several cases, it is evident that Paul left someone with
the newly baptized disciples in order to nurture them on
to growth.  In Philippi he left Luke (Compare At 16:11,12
where Luke joins Paul with At 17:1 where the pronoun
changes back to “they,” thus indicating that Luke stayed
in Philippi.)  In Thessalonica and Berea Paul evidently
left Timothy and Silas, for he went alone on to Athens
(At 17:15).  He left Priscilla and Aquila in Ephesus (At
18:18,19).  These key leaders remained with new con-
verts in order to build them up in the faith.

Though someone was left with the newly converted,
the responsibility of evangelizing the local area was the
responsibility of the newly converted.  This is exactly
what happened in Thessalonica.  Paul later wrote to them,
“For from you the word of the Lord has sounded forth,
not only in Macedonia and Achaia, but also in every
place.  Your faith toward God has gone out, so that we
do not need to say anything” (1 Th 1:8).  The Thessalo-
nian disciples accepted the responsibility of freely giv-
ing to the lost that which they had freely been given.
Newly baptized disciples today would do well to follow
this example.

Christians must be left in the care of the word of
God.  When Paul was leaving Ephesus, he stated to the
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elders, “And now, brethren, I commend you to God and
to the word of His grace, which is able to build you up
and give you an inheritance among all those who are
sanctified” (At 20:32).  The implication here is clear.
We must entrust believers to the word of God.  We must
teach them to be their own students of the word, for God
will build them up through His word (1 Th 2:13).  They
must be given the freedom to study and apply the word
of God for themselves.

Many converts have been lost to the world because
they were not educated in the word of God.  What we
learn from the New Testament examples, however, is
that new converts must be given the responsibility to
organize themselves as a body of Christ in their local
communities.  They must be taught the fundamentals of
the faith that will direct their decisions to serve the Lord.
Only through acceptance of responsibility can there be
growth.  The attitude that the evangelist is the only one
who can be trusted to organize the saints hinders the
spiritual growth of new Christians.  It would be good
that new converts be taught that the evangelist will soon
be moving on.

Disciples that are centered around one man, particu-
larly the evangelist, are disciples who will reach a pla-
teau in spiritual growth.  The evangelist will become the
dominant figure, and thus, the work will not grow be-
yond his ability to minister.  We must always keep in
mind that the church has only one head, only one au-
thority.  That head is Jesus and the only authority by
which He controls the body is the word of God.

How long the evangelist should stay with a new
group of disciples can be debated.  From New Testa-
ment examples, however, the fact that he must move on
to either establish or build up other disciples is evident.
Though the practice of leaving someone with new con-
verts was part of Paul’s approach to effective ministry,
those he left soon went on to other areas after they had
accomplished their work with the converts.  At least this
is indicated in Titus 1:5 in reference to Paul leaving Titus
in Crete.  “For this reason I left you in Crete, that you
should set in order the things that are lacking, and ap-
point elders in every city ...” (Ti 1:5).  The assumption
is that when the elders were designated in Crete, Titus

would move on to other areas.
It has been our observation that when a full-time

evangelist stays a prolonged period of time with a par-
ticular group of disciples, the members often cease to
grow.  The local members become too dependent on his
evangelistic work.  Certainly, this is not always the case,
but there are enough cases out there that should caution
us on this point.  It is a New Testament teaching that
evangelists do the work of an evangelist (2 Tm 4:5).  The
“work of an evangelist” can be defined only by the New
Testament.  The work we see evangelists doing in the
New Testament is proclaiming the good news to the lost.
When evangelists confine themselves to one group of
disciples, their work usually turns from doing the work
of an evangelist to doing the work elders should be do-
ing.  Evangelism often ceases and the evangelist spends
most of his energies with the local members of the body.
His model of evangelism has ceased, and subsequently,
his role of reaching the lost turns into caring for the sheep,
which job is for the shepherds.  Thus members have no
model of evangelism, and the church often sinks into
stagnation.

Churches need a restoration in evangelism by return-
ing their evangelists to the unsaved world.  It is the work
of the shepherds to care for the flock through teaching.
It is the work of the evangelist to be among the lost.
When churches give their evangelists back to the lost,
then they will restore growth.  When the ministries of
individuals are activated for the purpose of building up
the body of Christ, the church will grow.  Every minis-
try must be applied to the right use for the purpose of
the body building itself up in love.

In organizing the disciples to take ownership of the
work, the apostles allowed the disciples to make their
own decisions.  Their reason for this was based on what
they said to the disciples when they came to the apostles
about the problem of neglected widows.  “It is not de-
sirable that we [the apostles] should leave the word of
God and serve tables” (At 6:2).  It was the work of the
apostles to teach the word of God.  As Christ-sent apostles
who went out into the world, it was their work to deliver
“all truth” that they had received by the inspiration of
the Spirit (Jn 16:13).

The apostles did not exercise dictatorial authority
over the disciples.  Though they functioned in the ca-
pacity of delivering all truth to the church, they did not

function as ecclesiastical rulers over the affairs of mem-
bers of the body.  Their function was to deliver the truth.
Therefore, it appears that they stayed away as much as
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possible from directing the internal affairs of the dis-
ciples.  In the area of teaching and morality, the apostles
played a direct part in delivering God’s will to the mem-
bers of the body (See 1 Co 5:1-8).  However, in the area
of how the members should function with their gifts for
ministry, the members were given the freedom to do as
they determined.

The work of the apostles was to first preach the gos-
pel (1 Co 15:1-4).  Those who obeyed the gospel were
given truth by which to conduct their lives in a relation-
ship with the one true and living God.  Beyond this, the
members of the body were to take ownership of their
ministries in carrying out what they felt they must do as
functioning members of the body.

A. Group decision-making in benevolence:

The apostles encouraged the group decision-mak-
ing process in the affairs of function.  At least this is
what they did in Acts 6 when a problem arose among
the disciples in Jerusalem concerning the feeding of Gre-
cian widows.  The apostles took the initiative to solve
the problem by first assembling the members (vs 2).  No-
tice, however, that they laid the responsibility for taking
care of the problem on the shoulders of the members.
“Therefore, brethren, seek out from among you seven
men of good reputation, full of the Holy Spirit and wis-
dom, whom we may appoint over this business” (vs 3).
The members then took the initiative in order to take
care of the problem.  Gifted men were chosen, and these
chosen men carried out the function of taking care of
the widows.  The apostles could have chosen the men.
But they did not.  They allowed the members to solve
the problem, and thus function as the body of Christ.

B. Group decision-making in outreach:

Acts 15 is an example of group decision-making in
a matter concerning the writing of a letter to Gentile
brethren.  The background problem surrounding this ex-
ample of decision-making was that certain men were
binding things on the Gentile brethren in Asia Minor for
which they had no divine authority (vss 1,5,24).  In read-
ing the complete chapter of Acts 15, one can see that the
matter was brought before the apostles, elders and the
whole church (vs 2,22).  James, the brother of the Lord,
made a suggestion in verses 19 and 20.  The suggestion
“pleased the apostles and elders, with the whole church,
to send chosen men of their own company to Antioch
with Paul and Barnabas ...” (vs 22).  A letter was thus
written from the apostles, elders and church in Jerusa-
lem to the brethren of Galatia (vss 23-29).  It should be

understood that doctrinal matters in this situation were
inspired by the Holy Spirit.  Verse 28 firmly states this.
This particular decision was not the result of some dic-
tate handed down by an uninspired council of men.  The
decision to write the letter, however, was a decision of
all the group that met.  Instructions in the contexts of the
letter were from the Holy Spirit through the apostles and
prophets.

The New Testament clearly teaches the concept of
group decision-making.  When there was a group of dis-
ciples in any area, a plurality of elders was chosen (At
14:23).  The Holy Spirit directed the members of the
body to select this plurality of men to function as shep-
herds of the flock.  The fact that there was to be a plural-
ity of elders indicates that God never intended that any
group of members be controlled by one man alone.  The
purpose for the plurality was that there would always be
group decision-making among the shepherds.  The apostles
never directed Christians with a dictatorial policy outside
the realm of the revelation and practice of divine truth.
They did not organize disciples to function under the au-
thority of one man.  We should always allow a plurality
of men to direct the affairs of the functioning body.

The Acts 15 example indicates that all the members
in Jerusalem were involved in the decision-making pro-
cess of the letter that was sent to the Galatian brethren.
This would indicate that neither the apostles nor elders
went behind closed doors to make decisions, and then,
hand those decisions to the church to be obeyed.  In ar-
eas where the church is carrying out the command of
God, it is the church that must work together to do such.
It is not the work of the elders to function as a board of
directors to hand down dictates to the church.  It is not
the function of the evangelist to do such.  When Paul
addresses churches in the New Testament concerning
matters of the function of the church, he directs his in-
structions to the church as a whole.  The apostles did not
function with dictatorial power over the church in those
areas where God has been silent, and thus given every
member freedom to make decisions.

An example of the above in the life of Paul is seen
in Acts 15:36-41.  In this context Paul and Barnabas had
a disagreement concerning John Mark.  In the context,
however, Paul did not resort to some dictatorial apos-
tolic authority in order to get his way in the matter.  He
did not overrule Barnabas with a strong hand.  Barnabas
had just as much say in the matter as Paul.  The same
situation is found in 1 Corinthians 16:12 where Paul
firmly besought Apollos to go to Corinth.  Paul did not
resort to any apostolic authority.  He could not com-
mand Apollos with divine authority to go to Corinth, for
he had no such authority.
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We must continually keep in mind that there is no
authority on earth that would compete with the author-
ity of the head of the church, Jesus Christ (Mt 28:18).
Whenever men start exercising authority on earth, they
start stealing sheep from the Chief Shepherd.

In view of these examples, and the fact that not even
the elders as a group are to “lord over the flock” (1 Pt
5:3), one would have a difficult time finding any teach-
ing in the New Testament concerning decision-making
in churches that was not in some way group oriented.
The idea of one-man rule in churches was not practiced
by the apostles of Jesus.  Therefore, no preacher should
assume such a position among the members of the body.
Neither should an elder or group of elders assume such
a position in relation to the church.  God has simply not
appointed dictators in the church.

Diotrephes set himself up as a dictator (3 Jn).  But
the Holy Spirit highly condemned his actions.  Those
who would follow the example of Diotrephes would do
well to thoroughly consider the condemnation of John
against such behavior.  It was evil behavior.

It would be good to review here the case of Titus in
Crete.  Paul left Titus in Crete that he “should set in
order the things that are lacking, and designate elders
in every city as I commanded you” (Ti 1:5).  This can-
not mean that Titus was made a one-man ruler over sev-
eral churches in several cities.  Not even Paul exercised
such lordship.  What it did mean was that Titus, as an
evangelist, was to direct the order of the disciples by
preaching the word of God.  In view of the fact that these
disciples had no New Testaments, it was the responsi-
bility of the apostles and prophets to deliver God’s will
to the churches by the preaching of the truth.  When this
was done, the churches would take the initiative to carry
out the word of God. This is the example of Acts 15.  It
should be our example today in view of the fact that the
Holy Spirit has already given the divine directives in the
New Testament concerning the doctrinal aspects of what
must be done to live the Christian life.  This is undoubt-
edly one reason why the first century churches grew.
Self initiative on the part of the leaders was stimulated
by the preaching of God’s word.

One principle that Paul emphasized in the organic
function of the body was growth of the members of the
body.  This principle is seen in Galatians 6:5.  “For each
one will bear his own load.”  One important principle
of Christianity is that one must be taught to bear his own
responsibility for spiritual growth and good works.  The
body grows when members take ownership of their own
spiritual growth.

This function of the organic body is especially criti-
cal in the developing world.  Throughout the years in
Africa, a “foreign aid” mentality was culturally devel-
oped where people depended on outside financial help.
During the colonial years the colonial countries brought
in help to “take care of” the people.  Roads were built by
the colonials.  Schools were built.  Institutions were con-
structed.  If something was constructed other than the
huts of the local people, the colonials built it.  Then the
colonials left.  The handouts, however, did not cease.
The former colonial governments continued to give for-
eign aid.  Shrinking economies were propped up by for-
eign aid money in order that governments survive.  When
the foreign aid ceased, there was a drive for debt relief
from past loans.  African countries wanted their debt to
the World Bank cancelled.  What has developed through
all this foreign support was a “foreign aid” mentality.  If

something is to be done, the financing must originate
from foreign sources.  In fact, a new definition of “part-
nership” was developed.  The new meaning is that the
foreigners supply the money and we in Africa will do
the work.

Foreign mission churches have often nourished this
mentality by continuing the foreign aid policies.  Church
buildings are built by foreign sources.  Song books, Bible
school literature, sound systems, communion trays, etc.
were sent to churches throughout the continent.  And
thus, the foreign aid mentality continues among the
churches.  Foreign aid is expected by the local folks and
the foreign donor church often continues this crippled
mentality by providing the crutch.  Leaders must recog-
nize that this thinking affects the function of the body
because regional parts of the body, whether in India or
Africa, or wherever, do not take ownership of their re-
gional work.

When studying the New Testament, the above is not
what happened in the first century.  Responsibility to
bear one’s own load is what Paul preached and prac-
ticed.  “Each one must bear his own load” (Gl 6:5).
This is what must be practiced today in order to develop
a biblical foundation on which church growth can hap-
pen.  The following points are some thoughts that might
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help in emphasizing the necessity of establishing self-
sufficient disciples who take ownership of their own
spiritual growth, as well as the growth of the body in
their region.  These are disciples who will take the ini-
tiative to do the work of evangelism without feeling that
they must hold out their hand to some donor.  This is
what the early disciples did.  It worked in the first cen-
tury and it will work today.

A. They produced indigenous-thinking disciples.

The word “indigenous” means to be self-contained
or independent.  An indigenous disciple is one that is
self-supporting, self-motivated and self-propagating.
The early evangelists taught the disciples to be indig-
enous within their own region.  Because they were es-
tablished as indigenous parts of the body, they were
evangelistic to reach out to help others.  Because they
did not see themselves as a mission point, they were
mission-minded to reach out to others.  The fact that
they felt a sense of independence gave them a self ini-
tiative to reach out.  The fact that these first disciples
were not psychologically crippled by dependence on help
from outside, they had a sense of self respect and determi-
nation to reach out to evangelize their own regions.

In reading the New Testament one looks in vain to
find an example where the early evangelists took money
from one group of disciples in order to prop up the work
of other disciples in other areas on a continuing basis.
There are no examples of where an evangelist brought
funds from parts of the body in one region in order to
support the local preachers in order areas.  Though it is
not necessarily wrong to do such, one looks in vain to
see this practice carried out in the New Testament.  If
we are trying to discover functions of the body that will
make the body grow, then there is a very important prin-
ciple of church growth here that cannot be ignored.
Could we today be violating a common sense principle
by doing what the early evangelists did not do in the
first century?  And in violating this principle, have we
established sterile Christians who will not grow in Chris-
tian responsibility because they are dependent on out-
side help?

Paul came into cities with the simple gospel.  He
had nothing else to give.  The first converts could not
look to him for a handout.  They could plead for nothing
from a man who had nothing.  When they asked, he could
only reply as Peter, “Silver and gold I do not have” (At
3:6).  In fact, Paul taught the first converts to support
the evangelist.  “Let him who is taught the word share
in all good things with him who teaches” (Gl 6:6).  If
the Galatian letter were written a short time after the

first missionary journey, then this exhortation went to
Christians who were probably not over three to four years
old as Christians.  The early Christians were thus taught
to support their elders (1 Tm 5:17).  On most occasions,
Paul worked to support himself and those who traveled
with him (At 20:34; 2 Co 12:13; 1 Th 2:9; 2 Th 3:8-10).
He did not come into town in order to give a host of
workers a salary or to build local church buildings.  He
came teaching that each one must bear his own load.  He
knew that this principle of life helps the individual ac-
cept responsibility, and in accepting responsibility,
growth occurs.

B. They produced self-reliant disciples.

Here is where common sense must prevail.  If local
disciples are taught to depend on outside help in order
to do what the New Testament says it must do, then they
become spiritually crippled.  If the evangelist of a local
church is continually supported by a church from out-
side its locality, then the local church never assumes its
responsibility to support him.  Its growth is thus hin-
dered.  The local Christians continue to see themselves
as a mission point that must continue with the outside
help of foreign donors.

When Paul went to Corinth he supported himself
with the help of the members of Macedonia (2 Co 11:9).
Upon his arrival in Corinth, he, with Aquila and Priscilla,
preached the gospel in Corinth.  In order to avoid the
accusation from the pagan Corinthian culture, and the
false teachers among the disciples, he worked with his
own hands and received added support from other Chris-
tians in Macedonia (2 Co 11:9-12).  However, in a letter
that he later wrote to the Corinthians, he said that he had
robbed other churches in order to preach to them (2 Co
11:8).  (More on this later.)

There is a principle in the preceding.  Paul confessed
that he did the Corinthians wrong by not taking sup-
port from them (2 Co 12:13).  However, the necessity
of escaping accusations that he was preaching for money
was greater than receiving their support.  Nevertheless,
the principle of robbing other churches in order to preach
to them was still true.  The fact is that they should have
volunteered to support him.  Paul is so direct about this
matter that he calls it “church robbery” when foreign
funds have to be brought in to support a local evangelist
when the local church should be supporting the evange-
list.

By not taking funds for his preaching from the Corin-
thians, Paul knew he was violating a common sense prin-
ciple.  However, it was a matter of choosing a higher,
more important principle over another.  It was more im-
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portant that he not be accused of preaching for money in
order that the gospel be received without question.  It
was secondary that the local disciples be taught to sup-
port their own teachers.  Nevertheless, when outside
money is brought in to support a local work on a long-
term basis, the growth of that work will eventually be
hindered.  This is the principle to which Paul is refer-
ring in this context.  Local churches learn to rely on the
crutch of outside help when they do not support their
own teachers.  They do not learn self-sufficiency.

Outside funds can be used to begin a work.  How-
ever, the longer those funds continue, the less the
church growth over a long period of time.  The self
respect of a church is slowly destroyed as outside sup-
port continues to take the place of the responsibility of
local Christians.  The members know that they should
be supporting their own work.  However, when they find
it easier to let someone else pay their bills, they lose
their self respect as giving disciples for Jesus. Freely a
church receives the gospel by a paid evangelist who is
sent to them, freely the newly converted must send the
gospel to others.  This is God’s plan (Rm 10:15).  If we
work against this New Testament principle of common
sense, the less we will grow.

The example of the Philippian disciples always
works best.  These members became a missionary-send-
ing group from their very beginning (Ph 4:15,16).  They
did not look for a handout from others or evangelists to
do their evangelism.  They did not call on others to come
in and do their work.  Though they were poor, they were

truly indigenous and insisted on helping others who were
more destitute than they (See 2 Co 8:1-3).  They did not
let their poverty become an excuse to forsake their Chris-
tian responsibility to reach out to others.  We would do
well to follow their example.  When Christians discover
the spirit of reaching out to help others, then they are on
their way to great spiritual growth.

Being financially independent has more to do with
an attitude of mind than the actual possession of money.
The Philippian disciples were poor.  Nevertheless, they
were financially independent.  In other words, these
Christians worked with what they had.  They did not let
their poverty become an excuse for not doing what they
should do as members of the organic body.  The Thessa-
lonian disciples were of the same nature.  They assumed
the responsibility of evangelizing their region.  Of the
Thessalonians, Paul wrote, “... you became examples to
all in Macedonia and Achaia who believe.  For from
you the word of the Lord has sounded forth ... in every
place” (1 Th 1:7,8).  They did not ask for an evangelist
to come and take care of or take over their responsibility
of evangelism.  They accepted the responsibility of per-
sonal Christian duty, and thus preached that which they
had received.  Churches today would do well to do like-
wise.  When Christians today arise to the occasion by
accepting their responsibility to evangelize the world,
the world will be evangelized.  We must have Thessalo-
nian members of the body today who will sound forth
the message of the Master.  We must preach Jesus to
those in our own communities.

Though Paul and the other first century evangelists
left most of the newly converted disciples after a brief
period of time, the number of those disciples grew.  Ini-
tial growth principles were implanted in the hearts of
these new Christians that carried them on to numerical
and spiritual growth.  A few examples will illustrate some
of the principles that explain why they grew.

A. Growth in Thessalonica:

The Thessalonian members of the body are a good
example of indigenous growth and evangelism.  Paul
and Silas stayed only a few weeks in Thessalonica.  How-
ever, when Paul wrote to these Christians around A.D.
51, a few months after the first converts, he commended
them for their evangelistic fervor.  He wrote, “For from

you the word of the Lord has sounded forth, not only in
Macedonia and Achaia, but also in every place.  Your
faith toward God has gone out, so that we do not need
to say anything” (1 Th 1:8).  This is certainly an ex-
ample of members of the body carrying on the responsi-
bility of evangelism.  They needed no one else to come
through in order to encourage them to grow.  They ac-
cepted the responsibility to carry on with the work of
God in their locality.

B. Growth in Ephesus:

The Ephesian disciples were unquestionably of the
same nature as the Thessalonians.  Through Paul’s mo-
tivation and teaching in the school of Tyrannus in Ephe-
sus, “all who dwelt in Asia heard the word of the Lord
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Jesus” (At 19:9,10).  “So the word of the Lord grew
mightily and prevailed” (At 19:20).  International evan-
gelism was a trademark of this group of Christians.  The
Christians in Ephesus accepted the responsibility of evan-
gelizing their area.  They did not feel that someone should
do their evangelism for them.  They reached out to their
region, as the Thessalonians, to preach the gospel.

The Holy Spirit states that the “word of God” grew
mightily and prevailed.  The point is that when the word
of God is preached, honest believers respond with obe-
dience.  The word of God thus prevails over error when
men and women accept it as the word of God, and then
preach and teach it to others.

The responsibility of preaching the gospel to one’s
own area is a principle of evangelism.  Jesus said, “...
teaching them to observe all things that I have com-
manded you” (Mt 28:20).  Paul said the same in 2 Timo-
thy 2:2.  “And the things that you have heard from me
among many witnesses, commit these to faithful men who
will be able to teach others also.”  Both Jesus and Paul
taught disciples to preach and teach the gospel to all
men.  When the early evangelists established new Chris-
tians, therefore, they taught them the fundamentals of
the truth and evangelism.  One fundamental of evange-
lism is that one share the message he or she receives.

A good evangelist knows how to make disciples,
not just baptize people.  He knows how to invest his life
in the lives of others and how to motivate others to fol-
low Christ by his example (See 1 Co 11:1).  Paul wrote
to the Thessalonians, “... we were well pleased to im-
part to you not only the gospel of God, but also our own
lives ...” (1 Th 2:8).  To the Philippians he wrote, “The
things that you learned and received and heard and saw
in me, these do ...” (Ph 4:9).  As an evangelist, Paul gave
an example of evangelism.  Those early Christians he
taught grew because he gave them an example of evan-
gelism that stayed with them for many years after their
establishment in the faith.

Discipling people is more than teaching doctrine.  One
must first deliver the gospel to unbelievers.  However,
after the initial response of people to the gospel, one must
then teach the fundamentals of the faith.  The word of
God must be entrusted to those who have responded to
the gospel.  In the process of doing all this, the evangelist
must give the new believers an example to follow.  What
they see in the evangelist in the first year of their Chris-
tian life will stay with them for many years to come.  This
is why an evangelist must teach and live the gospel.

An interesting statement in the New Testament is
made by Paul in 1 Corinthians 3:10-15.  He made these
comments in reference to evangelists who produced fruit
in areas where they preached the gospel.

According to the grace of God which was given to me, as
a wise master builder I have laid the foundation, and an-
other builds on it.  But let each one take heed how he
builds on it.  For no other foundation can anyone lay
than that which is laid, which is Jesus Christ.  Now if
anyone builds on this foundation with gold, silver, pre-
cious stones, wood, hay, straw, each one’s work will be-
come manifest; for the Day will declare it, because it will
be revealed by fire; and the fire will test each one’s work,
of what sort it is.  If anyone’s work which he has built on
it endures, he will receive a reward.  If anyone’s work is
burned, he will suffer loss; but he himself will be saved,
yet so as through fire.

In the above statement, notice specifically what Paul
said concerning the result of one’s labor as to how he
built.  A good builder must carefully plan his work (vs
10).  “Let each one take heed to how he builds ....”  One
must concentrate on laying Jesus as the foundation upon
which people base their lives (vs 11).  The church does
not belong to the preacher.  Preachers should not try to
steal the church from Jesus by seeking to claim that which
God builds.  Through one’s example of submission to
Jesus, he leads others to do the same.

Some churches are built on a solid foundation as
gold, silver and precious stones (vs 12).  However, oth-
ers are built on weak foundations as Paul symbolized by
wood, hay and straw.  When the fire of trials comes, the
disciples of wood, hay and straw will not stand.  Evan-
gelists will receive a reward for those converts that stand
through the fires of persecution (vs 14).  On the other
hand, the evangelist who has built members that do not
endure the fire of trials will suffer loss, though the evan-
gelist will personally be saved.  Paul’s point is that evan-
gelists should take caution concerning that on which they
build disciples.  They must build on Jesus.  Those groups
of Christians that are not built on Jesus will digress into
social religious clubs that will soon lose their purpose
and meaning.  Only those disciples that are truly built
on Jesus will endure.  Social club members will exist.
However, their existence will not be based on the foun-
dation of Jesus Christ.  Evangelists, therefore, must be
careful to build on Jesus, not on any other foundation.
The only way one can build on Jesus is through a Christ-
centered life.  Our example of putting Jesus before all
things, and living according to the directions of His teach-
ing, will guarantee that we set the proper example for
others to follow.  As we follow Jesus, so others will fol-
low our example in putting Him first in their lives.
Growth-oriented churches, therefore, are Christ centered.
They grow because of Jesus working in the lives of each
member.
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Throughout the New Testament there is a principle
of teaching that deals with commitment to struggle.
This one teaching is so central to Christianity that we
would consider it a principle of growth of the organic
body.  It is a concept that aided in the spiritual growth of
the early disciples.  Commitment was taught not only by
Jesus, but it was also a founding principle on which the
early disciples built their lives.

Commitment to struggle was not a persecution com-
plex.  It was a persevering attitude that was taught to
every potential convert.  Individuals were taught to count
the cost of discipleship before they were baptized.  This
commitment to Christ would then preserve them through
the greatest of struggles.  The teaching of this concept
was their function of discipling men and women to
Christ.  If one is not willing to bear the cross of Christ,
then he or she cannot be a disciple who is useful for
kingdom business.

A. Jesus taught the necessity of struggle.

 In the context of Luke 14:25-35, Jesus defined the
extent to which one must be committed.  At the time
Jesus made the statements of Luke 14:25-35, He was
beginning the process of determining who would stay
with Him through the greatest struggles.  He made those
who would follow Him count the cost of being a dis-
ciple.  In delivering these words to the multitude of dis-
ciples who were following Him at the time, Jesus was
teaching the concept that not everyone can be a dis-
ciple.  Not everyone can be a disciple simply because
everyone is not willing to pay the cost of discipleship.

Jesus said, “If anyone comes to Me and does not
hate his father and mother, wife and children, brothers
and sisters, yes, and his own life also, he cannot be My
disciple” (Lk 14:26).  The parallel passage in Matthew
explains what Jesus meant.  “He who loves father or
mother more than Me is not worthy of Me.  And he who
loves son or daughter more than Me is not worthy of
Me” (Mt 10:37).  In other words, those who are not will-
ing to put Jesus before fathers, mothers, brothers and
sisters cannot be Christians.

Jesus continued, “And whoever does not bear his
cross and come after Me cannot be My disciple” (Lk
14:27).  Jesus again placed a condition on discipleship.
This condition is commitment to bearing the responsi-
bility of suffering for Jesus as Jesus suffered on the cross.

Jesus then asked, “For which of you, intending to build
a tower, does not sit down first and count the cost ...”
(Lk 14:28).  Those intending to live the Christian life
must commit to the struggles that are necessary in order
to get the job done.  If there is no commitment to the
struggle, then there will be no completion of the job.

B. Paul taught the necessity of struggle.

The cost of being a disciple was the enduring struggle
one would have to undergo to receive the crown.  Paul
stated this principle in his message to those who would
be disciples.  In Acts 14 he returned to the churches of
Lystra, Iconium and Antioch, strengthening the disciples,
exhorting them to continue in the faith, and saying, “We
must through many tribulations enter the kingdom of
God” (At 14:22).  He exhorted Timothy, “Yes, and all
who desire to live godly in Christ Jesus will suffer perse-
cution” (2 Tm 3:12).  Paul had “fought the good fight” as
every Christian must do (2 Tm 4:7).  The one who said
that it was easy to be a Christian has never been engaged
in a cross-bearing struggle to grow in the grace and knowl-
edge of Jesus.  We must be warned that it is always tempt-
ing for one to take the road of least resistance.  In Chris-
tianity, this can be devastating to one’s faith.  If one loses
his conviction, he loses his faith.  The early evangelists
knew that every convert to Christ would go through the
fires of persecution.  It was their strategy of evangelism,
therefore, to make sure every potential disciple counted
the cost of what they were getting themselves into.

The very nature of the Christian life and work will
bring struggle.  The Christian is in the world but not of
the world.  And because of this Jesus said that the world
would hate His disciples as it hated Him.  Jesus said, “If
the world hates you, you know that it hated Me before it
hated you.  If you were of the world, the world would
love its own.  Yet because you are not of the world, but I
chose you out of the world, therefore the world hates
you” (Jn 15:18,19).

The Christian life is of such a nature that Satan will
not remain silent while his kingdom is torn asunder by
the active labors of the saints of God.  Paul wrote, “For
we do not wrestle against flesh and blood ...” (Ep 6:12).
“For though we walk in the flesh, we do not war ac-
cording to the flesh.  For the weapons of our warfare
are not carnal but mighty in God for pulling down
strongholds” (2 Co 10:3,4).  The more active and effec-
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tive Christians become in their evangelism and struggle
against the forces of evil, the more Satan will heap on
them the fires of persecution.

The Christian is involved in a struggling warfare
against the forces of evil.  It is not strange, therefore,
that we encounter persecution (1 Pt 1:5-9).  Peter wrote,
“Beloved, do not think it strange concerning the fiery
trial which is to try you, as though some strange thing
happened to you” (1 Pt 4:12). Struggle should not be
something that is strange to the Christian.  It is a prin-
ciple of the Christian life that develops faith.  Peter ex-
horted, “In this you greatly rejoice, though now for a
little while, if need be, you have been grieved by various
trials, that the genuineness of your faith, being much
more precious than gold that perishes, though it is tested
by fire, may be found to praise, honor, and glory at the
revelation of Jesus Christ” (1 Pt 1:6,7).  James wrote,
“My brethren, count it all joy when you fall into various
trials, knowing that the testing of your faith produces
patience” (Js 1:2,3).  For this reason Peter said, “Yet if
anyone suffers as a Christian, let him not be ashamed,
but let him glorify God in this matter” (1 Pt 4:16).

Those who would be the disciples of Jesus, there-
fore, must be taught the concept of struggle.  They will
have to be taught to do as Peter and the other apostles
did in Acts 5.  After having been beaten and charged not
to speak in the name of Jesus by an unbelieving council,
“they departed from the presence of the council, rejoic-
ing that they were counted worthy to suffer shame for

His name” (At 5:41).
The early Christians recognized that through com-

mitment and struggle there was the purification of faith.
And with such purification came true growth.  That
growth can never really spring to life without the Chris-
tian truly letting his light shine.  But in shining light
there are always shadows of darkness.  The shadows of
struggle will always fight against the light.  However,
the intensity of the light is exemplified by the darkness
of the shadows.  We must keep in mind that the greater
the light shines, the darker the shadows become.  We
must remember, however, that “God is faithful, who will
not allow you to be tempted beyond what you are able,
but with the temptation will also make a way of escape,
that you may be able to bear it” (1 Co 10:13).  When we
recognize the principle of struggle, we will be able to
endure those struggles that purify our faith, and thus,
build our spiritual character in Christ.  It is then that we
will discover that the way of escape is through faith in
Jesus who also was tempted in all ways as we are
tempted.  He is thus the One who gives us victory over
every temptation.  When we maintain our faith in Jesus,
He will deliver us from our weaknesses.  He will give us
victory over all obstacles that Satan will put in our way.
We must therefore remain in the battle of kingdom busi-
ness because Jesus has already given us the victory.  Be-
ing committed to Jesus means being committed to
struggle.

Before His ascension, Jesus restored Peter to the fold
of the disciples.  It is interesting to see the emphasis
Jesus placed on feeding the sheep in His exhortation that
Peter accomplish this ministry.  Jesus said to Peter,
“Simon, son of Jonah, do you love Me more than these”
(Jn 21:15).  Peter replied, “Yes, Lord ....”  Jesus said,
“Feed My lambs” (Jn 21:15).  Again, Jesus asked if
Peter loved Him.  And again Jesus answered the reply of
Peter, “Tend My sheep” (Jn 21:16).  For a third time
Jesus asked Peter if he loved Him.  To Peter’s third re-
ply Jesus said,, “Feed My sheep” (Jn 21:17).  Peter got
the point of both the commitment and the task of feed-
ing the sheep of God.  This is a specific work of leading
disciples and one that will generate spiritual growth in
the lives of the members of the body.  The sheep must be
fed.

Though the early evangelists stayed a short time in
one specific location on their initial visit to establish a
group of disciples, they placed a great amount of em-
phasis on developing leaders who would continue to feed
the sheep.  In fact, it seems that a small group of dis-
ciples were initially converted, and then a great amount
of emphasis was placed on teaching this small group in
an effort to truly ground them in the faith.  At least one
thing is clear in studying through Paul’s travels.  Part of
his work was to strengthen the disciples whom he had
converted.  Consider the following thoughts in reference
to the strengthening of the members of the body:

A. Disciples were grounded through teaching.

Paul stayed in Ephesus, “reasoning daily in the
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school of Tyrannus” (At 19:9).  This carried on for two
years.  He had also taught the members in Ephesus, teach-
ing them from house to house.  He reminded the Eph-
esian elders, “I kept back nothing that was helpful, but
proclaimed it to you, and taught you publicly and from
house to house”  (At 20:20).  He also taught the Thes-
salonians by word of mouth and epistle.  He wrote,
“Therefore, brethren, stand fast and hold the traditions
which you were taught, whether by word or our epistle”
(2 Th 2:15).  He delivered the inspired traditions to the
Corinthians on a personal basis (See 1 Co 11:2; see also
2 Tm 1:13; 2:2; 3:14; Ti 1:9).  Acts 5:42 explains the
system of teaching of the early disciples to the commu-
nities in which people lived.  “And daily in the temple,
and in every house, they did not cease teaching and
preaching Jesus as the Christ.”  Though this statement
is made in reference to their evangelistic work in the
temple courtyard and from house to house, their coming
together for such purposes was encouraging to all the
saints.

When Paul and Barnabas established the body of
Christ in Asia Minor, they returned to the members of
the body, “strengthening the souls of the disciples, ex-
horting them to continue in the faith ...” (At 14:22).  The
incentive for the second missionary journey of Paul was
to visit these disciples.  He said to Barnabas, “Let us
now go back and visit our brethren in every city where
we have preached the word of the Lord, and see how
they are doing” (At 15:36).  This very important func-
tion of Paul’s work is a vital work that must be carried
out continually by evangelists.  Brethren who are new
in the faith must be strengthened.  Though it is not the
primary work of the evangelist, it is certainly a principal
work that he continually build up disciples through the
teaching of God’s word.  Paul’s instructions to Timothy
concerning the responsibility of the evangelist in refer-
ence to the church are brought out in 2 Timothy 4:2.
“Preach the word!  Be ready in season and out of sea-
son.  Convince, rebuke, exhort, with all longsuffering
and teaching.”  Though this statement is made in refer-
ence to Timothy preaching the word to the lost world, it
would certainly also apply to continually preaching the
word of God to the saved.

B. Disciples were grounded through discipleship
training.

Preaching the gospel to the lost is the primary work
of the evangelist.  However, teaching is a work of the
shepherd to those who are converted.  In order to be
effective as a shepherd, one must be able to teach the
disciples how to disciple others.  Discipleship training

is more than the teaching of facts and the memorization
of Bible passages.  It involves the investing of one’s life
in the life of another.  It involves teaching others the
skills of how to teach others.  This is something that is
not only accomplished in a classroom.  It is accomplished
as one leads a Christian example for others to follow.

Jesus said, “... teaching them to observe all things
that I have commanded you” (Mt 28:20).  We must be
excited about baptizing people into Christ.  However,
the preceding statement of Jesus was made concerning
what takes place after baptism.  As leaders, we have
the responsibility to continue teaching the new convert
after we have baptized him into Christ.  How many newly
converted disciples have fallen away because we were
more concerned about getting people baptized than
discipled?  We too often rush for quantity and forget
quality.  Simply baptizing people does not grow the body.
Paul seems to have focussed his attention on the first
few converts in order to produce the quality that would
eventually lead to the quantity in years to come.

The key to follow up is in discipling one before he
obeys the gospel.  Notice carefully what Jesus actually
said in Matthew 28:19,20.

Going, therefore, make disciples of all the nations, bap-
tizing them into the name of the Father and of the Son
and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all things
that I have commanded you. And, lo, I am with you al-
ways, even to the end of the ages.”

Jesus’ process of conversion is (1) making disciples, (2),
baptizing disciples, and (3) teaching disciples.  Where
we often fail in this process, is minimizing the making
of disciples before we baptize them.  If we would focus
more attention on making disciples, then we would have
a greater retention rate of those we baptize.

People are rightly concerned about the follow up of
any evangelistic campaign.  This concern is justified.
The problem with the follow up is that we are often in a
rush to immerse without first discipling.  Discipling
means that we are bringing one to a commitment to be a
follower of Jesus.  Once this is accomplished, then Jesus
said to baptize this person.

Paul wrote, “Finally then, brethren, we urge and
exhort you by the Lord Jesus that you should abound
more and more, just as you received from us how you
ought to walk and to please God” (1 Th 4:1).  Paul
taught in the above passage that the Thessalonians should
give heed to the “how to” that they had received from
him.  It is the same as he told Timothy.  “And the things
that you have heard from me among many witnesses,
commit these to faithful men who will be able to teach
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others also” (2 Tm 2:2).  In this passage Paul is exhort-
ing Timothy to teach those who are able to teach others.
We must not only teach truths, we must teach people
how to be teachers.  This is equipping the saints unto the
work of ministering (Ep 4:12).

A good Christian will take heed to live that which
he teaches in order to give an example of Christian teach-
ing in action.  To the Philippians, Paul wrote, “The things
which you learned and received and heard and saw in
me, these do, and the God of peace will be with you”
(Ph 4:9).  It is important, therefore, that mature disciples
spend time with new converts in order to invest their
lives in theirs.  If the new believers are not taught how
to be teachers, and motivated to teach others also, they
will often become dead-end Christians.  They will not
reach out because we did not reach out to them.

A very important context in reference to this func-
tion in evangelistic work is Ephesians 4:11-16.  This pas-
sage is given in the context of Jesus’ ascension to heaven
and His giving of gifts for the function of the organic
body.  In verse 11 Jesus introduced key functions of evan-
gelism and edification as apostles, prophets, evangelists,
and shepherds who are teachers.  Verse 12 is significant.
The ministries of teaching were introduced for the
“equipping of the saints for the work of the ministry, for
the edifying of the body of Christ.”  The function of the
teaching ministries of verse 11 are for the purpose of
“equipping the saints for the work of ministry.”  Good
leaders will accept this responsibility.  They will give
heed to exhortation in order to train the saints in how to
minister to the needs of others.  Good church leadership
involves the training of members in the skills of how to
be teachers, servants, benevolent workers, personal evan-
gelists, mothers, husbands, wives and fathers.

The purpose for discipleship training by those who
minister teaching is that the disciples “no longer be chil-
dren, tossed to and fro and carried about with every wind

of doctrine, by the trickery of men, in the cunning crafti-
ness by which they lie in wait to deceive” (vs 14).  The
shepherd’s concern for the flock of God will motivate
them to prepare the flock to stand against the imagina-
tions of misguided religionists who proclaim their doc-
trine.  Paul thus explains the final purpose of disciple-
ship strengthening in Ephesians 4:16.  “... from whom
[Jesus] the whole body, joined and knit together by what
every joint supplies, according to effective working by
which every part does its share, causes growth of the
body for the edifying of itself in love.”

The point of Ephesians 4 is that every member of
the body must be discipled into using his or her gift for
the edification of the whole body.  Every member must
supply his or her talents for the edification of others.
Every member must do his or her part in order that the
whole body be edified.  This is discipleship.  Leaders
must know how to both train and encourage the disciples
into a self-edification group of disciples who can con-
tinually build themselves up in the Lord.  The purpose
for this is that the leaders must move on to establish
other disciples, and also train them to edify themselves
unto the work of the ministry.

It is the work of the evangelist to preach the gospel
to the lost.  It is the work of the elders of the body to
continue teaching the members to carry out their respon-
sibilities in reference to the function of the universal
body of Christ.  When evangelists are held up by doing
the work of the elders, then the body does not reach its
full potential for being evangelistic to the whole world.
It is imperative, therefore, that evangelists maintain their
focus on the lost while elders focus on edifying the saved.
In this way the lost are evangelized and the saved are
edified.  When the gifts that are given by Jesus are car-
ried out in their proper function, then the whole body
grows unto its own edification.  Every part, therefore,
must function in order to accomplish this task.

This point emphasizes the universal function of the
organic body of Christ.  The whole body functions to
supply the spiritual needs of the worldwide body.  How-
ever, emphasis here is on the fact that evangelists must
make a special effort to visit new disciples in order to
build them up in the faith.  This is a vital part of the
function of the body of Christ.  It is a common-sense
work that must be carried out by the evangelist.  New
babes are not born, and then left to themselves.  They

must be nurtured in order that they grow into spiritually
healthy and functioning parts of the body.  New disciples
need tender loving care in order that they grow into
members that will be able to carry on with the function
of the body.

In Acts 15:36 Paul said to Barnabas, “Let us now go
back and visit our brethren in every city where we have
preached the word of the Lord, and see how they are
doing.”  On several occasions, Paul revisited the breth-
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ren in order to build them up (At 14:21).  His purpose
was to continue to exhort new Christians to remain faith-
ful to their calling.

One wonders why Paul did not travel to the Gentiles
in Egypt, or Babylonia or other places where he could
have preached the gospel.  Could the reason for this have
been that he wanted to establish the disciples where he
could easily revisit them?  We could mark on a map the
places where Paul preached and people were baptized.
We might assume that he went to those places where he
could revisit the new converts in order to build them up
in the faith.  His ministry of evangelism would thus in-
clude the ministry of edification.

We should preach in areas that will allow us the op-

portunity to revisit for the purpose of special seminars
or meetings through which the new Christians can be
edified and equipped (See Ep 4:11-16).  Revisiting new
members that we have converted may not always be pos-
sible.  However, where it can be done, it would be good
to make an effort to do so.  As far as encouragement for
the evangelist is concerned, we would conclude that there
is nothing more encouraging than to revisit faithful breth-
ren who were converted in years past.  Experiencing the
growth of our “sons in the faith” is a tremendous joy.
John wrote, “I have no greater joy than to hear that my
children walk in truth” (3 Jn 4).  Evangelists should take
the opportunity to revisit his work.

The next eight functions of the body focus on the
spiritual life of the disciples of the first century.  There
are some characteristics about the spiritual growth of
the members of the body that are very important to no-
tice in the New Testament.  These would be considered
functions of growth simply because without practicing
them, spiritual growth does not occur.

One of the key practices of the early disciples was
to entrust the word of God to local converts.  Disciples
were left with the word of God as their spiritual guide
for growth.  No hierarchy of authorities was set up among
the disciples in order to guarantee their spiritual direc-
tion and organization.  The apostles and prophets deliv-
ered all truth to the disciples in order that they be di-
rected by God, not man.  The early evangelists, there-
fore, expected the first Christians to be obedient to this
truth.  So it is today.  We must entrust people to the word
of God.  The Bible must be our authoritative guide in
Christian conduct and teaching.  It alone must determine
our direction.  After all, we will stand before God in the
final judgment according to the word of God.

In order that the word of God have impact on our
lives, it is necessary that we take time to meditate on its
teachings.  David said, “Oh, how I love Your law!  It is
my meditation all the day” (Ps 119:97).  This is the means
of the Christian’s relationship with the word of God.  It
is his meditation all day long.  In order to be our medita-
tion, we must read and study the word of God every day.

Jesus often prayed alone in a solitary place.  Mark
records, “Now in the morning, having risen a long while
before daylight, He went out and departed to a solitary
place; and there He prayed” (Mk 1:35).  Of Jesus’ prac-

tice of prayer alone, Matthew also recorded, “And when
He had sent the multitudes away, He went up on a moun-
tain by Himself to pray” (Mt 14:23; see also Mt 14:22,23;
26:36; Mk 6:31,32; Lk 5:16; 6:12; 9:28,29).

Luke 4:42-44 is one of those contexts that explains
the personal solitary time that Jesus practiced on a regu-
lar basis during His ministry.  Luke records in verse 42,
“Now when it was day, He departed and went into a
deserted place.  And the crowd sought Him and came
to Him, and tried to keep Him from leaving them.”
Jesus went to a deserted place to be alone.  He had been
working hard in His ministry for the needs of the people.
However, it came to the point that He needed time alone.
So He sought out a solitary place.  This is the type of
environment to which leaders must go in order to pray
and meditate alone.

In the text of Luke 4 it says that the “crowds sought
Him.”  The members usually do not understand that lead-
ers need special time to pray; they need time alone in a
solitary place.  And usually, the members will not re-
spect the need of the evangelist to be alone.  When the
crowds found where Jesus was, they came to Him.  Not
only this, they “tried to keep Him from leaving them.”
It is certainly natural for those who need leadership to
try to keep their leaders from leaving.  However, they
must understand that the leaders must have time alone.

Jesus’ answer to the crowds, who sought to keep Him
from leaving them, must be the answer of every evange-
list to the church in order that the church not steal away
the evangelist from the lost.  Jesus responded, “I must
preach the kingdom of God to the other cities also, be-
cause for this purpose I have been sent” (vs 43).  The
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multitudes did not understand the mission of Jesus, and
thus, they tried to keep Him from leaving them.  What
was happening was that they were trying to steal Jesus
away from His ministry.  Churches do this type of thing.
They steal the evangelist from his mission to the lost.
The church thus gains a pastor and the lost lose a preacher
of good news.  But Jesus would not let this happen.  Luke
recorded, “And He was preaching in the synagogues of
Galilee” (vs 44).  Jesus simply carried on with His work
regardless of the desires of the multitudes.  He was a
man of destiny, the Son of God with a mission.  And so
must be evangelists today.

As Jesus, Paul was an evangelist who labored day
and night.  He was also an evangelist who took time off
for rest and meditation.  This is a very important func-
tion for effective evangelism because it is a function of
body life that preserves the mental health of the evange-
list.  This function of the body concentrates on guarding
the evangelist from mental and physical exhaustion.

Acts 16:13 indicates that Timothy, Silas, Luke and
Paul had a regular time of prayer.  At least they went to
where people had a regular time for prayer when in Phil-
ippi.  Luke records, “And on the Sabbath day we went
out of the city to the riverside, where prayer was cus-

tomarily made ....”  In verse 16 Luke also recorded, “Now
it happened, as we went to prayer ....”  These verses
indicate that these evangelists took time to pray and
meditate.

It is only a few kilometers from the city of Troas to
Assos.  In Acts 20:13 Paul walked those few kilometers
alone.  The men who were traveling with him rejoined
him in Assos (At 20:14).  The record does not explain
why Paul wanted to walk alone from Troas to Assos.
We can only assume that he wanted to be alone.  This
was his “mountain top time.”  Every evangelist who does
not take his “mountain top time” is headed for trouble.

When one takes time alone, he has an opportunity to
lay before God those things that fall heavy on his heart.
He can exhaust himself in prayer in order to relieve him-
self of the exhaustion of the work.  He can take his mind
off the needs of the people and focus on God.  Every
Christian must take time alone.  We would suggest that
a brief period should be spent every day in quiet medita-
tion.  We would also suggest that longer periods of time
be made for prayer and meditation every few weeks.  If
one has a healthy fasting and prayer life, he or she will
have a rewarding spiritual life.

A furlough is a time that one takes away from a
specific environment of work.  It is usually for the pur-
pose of changing one’s surroundings and work over an
extended period of time.  We might say that Paul and
Barnabas went on an extended “quiet time” at the end of
Acts 14.  They returned to the disciples in Antioch from
which they had been sent out.  Luke recorded,

From there they sailed to Antioch, where they had been
commended to the grace of God for the work which they
had completed.  And when they had come and gathered
the church together, they reported all that God had done
with them, and that He had opened the door of faith to
the Gentiles.  So they stayed there a long time with the
disciples (At 14:26-28).

In Acts 18:22,23 we read of another return to the
brethren in Antioch.  This was after Paul’s second mis-
sionary journey.  Luke recorded, “And when he had
landed at Caesarea, and gone up and greeted the church,
he went down to Antioch.  After he had spent some time
there, he departed and went over all the region of Galatia

and Phrygia in order, strengthening all the disciples.”
We could call this furlough time.  It was a time when
they took a rest from their intense contact with the
unbelieving world.  After struggling hard with opposi-
tion, Paul undoubtedly felt the need to escape to an area
of rest and fellowship with brethren.

We would do well to encourage this function of the
body in reference to our evangelists.  Evangelists some-
times become discouraged with the work in which they
are involved.  The work is often hard, and sometimes,
one works under the threat of persecution and death.
When enduring the burden of the work for some time, it
is time to take a rest.  This is especially true if one is
married and has children.  A period of time should be
taken away from the environment that often robs wife
and children of husband and father.

Working in developing world environments can of-
ten be very stressful.  The evangelist often becomes the
center around which local people depend too much.  The
evangelist becomes the source of help in every area of
life.  When someone is sick, he goes to the evangelist.
When someone loses a job, he goes to the evangelist.
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When there are problems among the new disciples, the
evangelist is usually right there.  If someone has to go to
the hospital, it is the evangelist who must be there.  Those
evangelists who live in such environments have a tre-
mendous burden on their shoulders.  After some time,

this burden becomes too heavy.  There must be time for
rest.  Jesus took brief furloughs to solitary places.  If His
humanity is manifested in these times when He went to
some solitary place, then certainly the normal evange-
list today is no greater in mental constitution than Jesus.

The early evangelists were good students of the word
of God.  Timothy had been taught the Scriptures since
he was a babe (2 Tm 3:15).  Such influence by his mother
and grandmother certainly established in his behavior a
desire for Bible study.  Paul exhorted him to continue
his studies of the word (2 Tm 2:15).

Paul himself was a continual student of the Bible.
He was brought up at the feet of Gamaliel.  Though he
was one who wrote inspired Scripture, late in his years
he never ceased to study.  He made a very interesting
request in 2 Timothy 4:13 which was probably his last
epistle.  In prison he requested that Timothy bring to
him “the books, especially the parchments.”  Paul wrote
inspired epistles, but he continued to study.  We should
at least be this diligent to present ourselves approved to
God through diligent Bible study.

Faith still comes by hearing God’s word (Rm 10:17).
Evangelists who continually put out but never bring in
will often run out of spiritual energy.  An evangelist is in
danger when he does not give time to applying himself
diligently to a deep study of the Sacred Scriptures.  It is
through regular and in-depth studies that one draws
closer to God.  Faith still comes by hearing, and hearing
by the word of Christ (Rm 10:17).  We would say that
fasting, prayer and Bible study are essential ingredients
in the life of a spiritually healthy evangelist.  Neglect
one of these, and one cannot reach the full capacity of
his ability to spiritually grow and be effective in preach-
ing the gospel.

Too often evangelists are so involved in teaching
first principles that they never investigate the meat prin-
ciples of the word of God.  By not being a good student
of the word of God, the evangelist hurts not only him-
self but also those to whom he ministers.  The spiritual
growth of disciples is hindered when their leaders have
reached a level of growth where they have ceased study-
ing the Scriptures.  New disciples must see an example
of love for the Bible before they will strive to obtain
nobility by searching the Scriptures daily (At 17:11).  It
is a deception of Satan to feel that true spiritual growth
occurs apart from diligent study of God’s word.  One
can spiritually grow, but the problem is that one often
creates a religion after his own desires if he is not a thor-
ough student of the word of God.  Christians must “grow
in the grace and knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus
Christ” (2 Pt 3:18) in order that they “no longer be chil-
dren, tossed to and fro and carried about with every wind
of doctrine ...” (Ep 4:14).

Effective evangelists never stop studying.  It is the
individual responsibility of Christians to learn the Bible.
If they fail to give themselves to a thorough study of
God’s communication to man, then certainly they will
spiritually die.  Therefore, every evangelist must lead
by being a good student of the word of God.  Effective
and diligent Bible students encourage others to search
the Scriptures.  Their partnership in the faith is the foun-
dation for their partnership in Bible study.

Chapter 39

PERSONAL STUDY TIME

An obvious focus of Jesus’ ministry was the choos-
ing of key disciples with whom to closely worked in
order to train.  Though this was a common system of
discipleship training that dates back to early Greek cul-
tures, it was a very effective strategy by which one could

propagate his message through the medium of faithful
disciples.  Every evangelist would do well to examine
thoroughly this function in leadership training and imple-
ment it in his work as an active part of the body.  The
good leader continually seeks to train others.
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A. Jesus chose disciples to follow Him.

Jesus made a special effort to select those whom He
would instruct to accomplish His greater mission of
world evangelism (See Jn 1:35-51; 15:16; Lk 5:27,28).
From all those who followed Him, He chose only twelve.
Luke records,  “And when it was day, He called His
disciples to Him; and from them He chose twelve whom
He also named apostles” (Lk 6:13).  Out of all the dis-
ciples who followed Him, He gave special time to the
twelve.  Of the twelve, He showed special miracles to
Peter, James and John (See Mt 17:1ff; Mk 5:35-43;
14:33).  The reason for this function of discipleship train-
ing was to focus on the quality of the disciples’ spiritu-
ality, not numbers.  Jesus knew that the few would be
able to evangelize and disciple the many.  In order to do
this, the few needed special attention and training.

B. The disciples chose disciples.

The early disciples seemed to have worked in the
same manner as Jesus.  Barnabas chose to be with Paul
when Paul was first converted (At 9:26,27).  Barnabas
also chose John Mark, with whom he worked in order to
nurture him in the faith (At 15:39).  Paul chose many
and worked with different individuals throughout his
ministry (See At 15:40; 16:2,3; 20:4; 1 Tm 1:3; Ti 1:5).

The choosing of another disciple or disciples with
whom to give special attention and training was a com-
mon function in leadership training by Jesus and the early
evangelists.  Through those whom he trained, great things
happened.

We must emphasize this point in the principle of 2
Timothy 2:2.  Paul wrote, “And the things that you have
heard from me among many witnesses, commit these to
faithful men who will be able to teach others also.”  It
was Paul’s strategy of discipleship training to reach out
to the masses through individuals.  In 2 Timothy 2:2 he
urged Timothy to do the same in his efforts of evange-
lism.  In other words, Paul exhorted Timothy to see the
masses through the personal contacts in his immediate
company.  Good leaders, therefore, will always look be-

yond the immediate disciples with whom they are work-
ing in order to see the masses.

The Holy Spirit reemphasized this principle of mul-
tiplication in the evangelization of Asia Minor.  In Acts
16:6 Paul and his company were planning to go into Asia,
but “they were forbidden by the Holy Spirit to preach
the word in Asia.”  When they came to the city of Mysia,
they again tried to go into Asia, though at this time at-
tempting to go only to a province of Asia, Bithynia.  “But
the Spirit did not permit them” (At 16:7).  What was the
Holy Spirit trying to do here?  Was it not the will of God
that the gospel be preached in Asia?  Certainly!  What
was wrong was the timing and the method.  It was not
the right time to preach in Asia.  Paul and his company
were to be sent into Macedonia (At 16:8-12).  The plan
was not right, for the Holy Spirit was not planning that
Paul should personally go into Asia.  We do not learn
this until Acts 19.

Several years after the events of Acts 16, Paul came
to the city of Ephesus in Acts 19.  As usual, he reasoned
in the synagogues (At 19:8).  “But when some were hard-
ened and did not believe, but spoke evil of the Way be-
fore the multitude, he departed from them and withdrew
the disciples, reasoning daily in the school of Tyrannus”
(At 19:9).  We do not know the exact nature of this school.
However, we do know that as a result of his teaching
“all who dwelt in Asia heard the word of the Lord Jesus,
Jews and Greeks” (At 19:10).  This was the right time
for Asia to hear the word.  It was also the right method.

The Holy Spirit could see the opportunity with the
school of Tyrannus in Acts 19.  He knew that through
the opportunity of training others all Asia could hear the
word of God.  We do not have today a special revelation
or vision from the Holy Spirit to direct our steps as Paul.
However, we can understand 2 Timothy 2:2 and God’s
system of training faithful men who are able to teach
others also.  Every evangelist, therefore, should seek out
young men who can be trained and encouraged to go
forth.  Every father and mother should set a goal of train-
ing up sons who will be evangelists for God.  We will
evangelize the world when evangelists see the world
through those they train to teach others also.

In this function of the body the previous study con-
cerning the choosing of special people to do a special
work of evangelism is emphasized.  The questions to be

asked concerning leadership in the early church are not
whether the early disciples trained leaders.  The ques-
tions must all be focused on how they trained leaders.

Chapter 41
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In the context of this study it appears that the system of
training was patterned after that of Jesus.  The apostles
were personally with Jesus for more than three years.
Jesus’ function with them in teacher training was en-
grafted into their life-style.  It is not an assumption, there-
fore, to say that the early disciples were trained to
function in teaching as they had been influenced by
the Christ-influenced apostles.  The following are some
thoughts on Jesus’ teacher training by which He worked
with His immediate disciples.  Such gives an idea of
how the early disciples functioned in their own teacher
training.

A. Jesus trained on the job.

Jesus called His disciples by saying, “Follow Me”
(Jn 1:43).  The implication is that Jesus was saying,
“Come follow Me and I will show you what to say and
how to do the job.”  Training His disciples to be fishers
of men was a three-year strategy of investing His life
and work in the lives of His disciples.  The validity of
His system of teaching is shown in the fact of His dis-
ciples’ success in teaching others.  We cannot argue with
success.  This is certainly true in reference to Jesus’ train-
ing of His disciples.  He subsequently evangelized the
world through His disciples.

The true teacher has not completed his task until he
has invested his life in the lives of those he leads.  Lead-
ership is the science of influencing the multitudes by
influencing only a few.  Through a few chosen dis-
ciples, Jesus was able to win a phenomenal victory
throughout history.  A leader, therefore, sees his imme-
diate students as a means to reach the masses.  How-
ever, through them he sees the work he is ultimately try-
ing to accomplish with the masses.  He leads the masses
by leading the few.  He sees the many through the few.

In our efforts to evangelize the world, there is one
concept that we must always keep in mind when it comes
to leadership training.  That concept is that we must
train local leaders to evangelize their own regions.
The evangelist must not see himself as the sole evange-
list in his region of work.  He must see the evangeliza-
tion of any particular area through those he can train to
get the job done.  Local men must be trained to evange-
lize local areas.

We often go forth with a “pastoral” practice that of-
ten hinders the growth of the church.  This is the con-
cept that one goes to establish a particular group of dis-
ciples “over which” he functions as the pastor.  This goal
of an evangelist’s New Testament description of the work
is short sighted, if not contrary to the nature of the work
of an evangelist.  It is not the work of the evangelist to

establish a group of disciples for which he can preach
every Sunday.  His work is to preach the gospel to the
lost, then move on.  Those who preach only to the be-
lievers are not evangelists.  They are doing the work of
shepherds to feed the flock.

Those evangelists who go with the vision of estab-
lishing one church for which to preach, usually have only
one established church after many years of work.  It is
not the goal of the evangelist to establish a group of dis-
ciples for which he can preach.  It is his goal to start a
movement.  And in order to start a movement, he must
train leaders to be the teachers and leaders of the dis-
ciples who are converted and need continued edifica-
tion.

To accomplish His work, therefore, Jesus was with
His disciples.  He ate with them.  He slept with them.
He rejoiced and prayed and laughed with them.  The
disciples could see His vision because they could see
Him in action every day.  But once they were discipled
to follow Him, He moved on to heaven.

It is not enough just to impart facts to a disciple.
The student must receive more than facts in order to
learn how to be a disciple.  He must see his teacher in
action.  He must feel his teacher in action.  What the
teacher does always communicates more than what he
says.  This is the principle Paul mentioned in Philippi-
ans 4:9.  “The things which you learned and received
and heard and saw in me, these do, and the God of peace
will be with you.”  God instructed that those who are
directed by the word of God in their lives should set an
example for others to follow  (1 Co 11:1).

B. Paul trained on the job.

When one examines the ministry of Paul, he can in-
stantly see that his function in discipleship training was
patterned after that of Jesus.  This was not by coinci-
dence.  This was the system of education that was ac-
ceptable in that day, a system that was very effective.
Paul said, “Imitate me, just as I also imitate Christ” (1
Co 11:1).  Paul imitated Jesus’ teaching and life.  He
called on those whom he discipled to follow him as he
followed Christ (Ph 4:9).

Jesus said to the apostles that they should teach the
baptized to “observe all things that I have commanded
you” (Mt 28:20).  The same concept, yet in different
words, is found in 2 Timothy 2:2.  However, in His state-
ment of Matthew 28:20, Jesus had commanded the dis-
ciples to disciple all nations of the world.  So how could
they obey the command to disciple all the world, and at
the same time, teach disciples all things that He had
taught them?  The answer is obvious.  They would have
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to take some of the key disciples with them on their
journeys and instruct them while on the road.  These
trained disciples would in turn do the same to others.
The trained disciples could be left with new disciples in
order to edify other newly converted disciples.  This ap-
pears to be what happened when Paul hurriedly went
through Crete.  He left Titus to finish an uncompleted
job.  He later wrote to Titus, “For this reason I left you
in Crete, that you should set in order the things that are
lacking ...” (Ti 1:5).  This was the manner by which
Paul seems to have operated in his efforts to evangelize
the world.  This is how Jesus worked with His disciples.
Could this be one of those reasons why the Roman world
was evangelized by the time of the writing of Coloss-
ians 1:23 in A.D. 62?

We must notice that the early evangelists always had
someone with them on their journeys.  It was Paul and
Barnabas, for example, who went on a major mission
journey in Acts 13 & 14.  Peter and certain other breth-
ren went together (At 10:23); Barnabas and John Mark
were together (At 15:39); then Paul and Silas (At 15:40);
Paul, Timothy, Silas and Luke (At 16:11); Paul, Gaius,
Aristarchus, Secundus, Timothy, Tychicus and
Trophimus (At 20:4).  This list could go on.  The point
is that Paul had a “traveling school.”  One cannot but
conclude that when Barnabas, Silas, Timothy or the oth-
ers finally graduated from Paul’s care, they also took men
and followed the instructions of 2 Timothy 2:2.

We could rightly assume that Paul’s stay in Ephesus
in Acts 19 was a “resident” type work of teaching in the
school of Tyrannas.  He stayed in Ephesus on this occa-

sion only two years before he moved on.  He could have
stayed and taught in this school for many years.  How-
ever, he was an evangelist and the duty of an evangelist
is to personally see to it that the gospel is preached to all
nations.  It is not his work to evangelize only by proxy,
that is, to evangelize through the training of someone
else.  Evangelists must be personally involved in the
work of preaching the gospel to the lost.  In doing
this, those they are teaching can see the work of an evan-
gelist in action.  This is how the early evangelists trained
evangelists.

Evangelists must train by the example of their evan-
gelistic lives.  We have witnessed many situations where
the evangelist has been held up by a local group of dis-
ciples who have hired him to be their local “preacher.”
The evangelist becomes so involved in local counsel-
ling, hospital visits, committee meetings, etc. that his
focus changes from the lost of the world to the saints.
He stops being an evangelist and starts doing the work
of the elders and deacons.  We still call him an evange-
list, though he is not functioning as such.  The church
thus loses its model of what an evangelist is, and the
next generation of young preachers become “pastoral
evangelists.”

Churches need to give the evangelist back to the lost.
It is the work of an evangelist to proclaim the gospel to
the lost.  Let the elders do their work of teaching the
local disciples, and let the evangelist be supported to do
what he is supposed to do, that is, preach the gospel to
the lost.  Churches that change the New Testament job
description of evangelists usually stop growing.

John wrote, “And these things we write to you that
your joy may be full” (1 Jn 1:4).  The apostle John wrote
to those who knew him in order to give them instruction
and encouragement.  He wrote, “To the elect lady and
her children, whom I love in truth, and not only I, but
also all those who have known the truth” (2 Jn 1).  Also,
“To the beloved Gaius, whom I love in truth” (3 Jn 1).
Paul wrote to Timothy, to the Christians in all Achaia,
and to others for the purpose of instruction and encour-
agement.  The Holy Spirit directed these men to first
write, and then guided them to write without error.  The
Holy Spirit does not inspire Sacred Scripture to be writ-
ten today.  However, is there not a universal principle
here that we must understand in reference to what the
Spirit did in the first century?

The Holy Spirit did not inspire Jude and James and
the other New Testament writers to write with the inten-
tion that their letters were directed only for the immedi-
ate readers.  These letters were to be circulated among
the early Christians (See Cl 4:16).  Today, we are thank-
ful that the letters were copied and circulated.  The mes-
sage of the letters is of great encouragement and guid-
ance to the body of Christ.  By use of these letters, we
can do the same, as well as add our instructions to ex-
plain the word of God.  Through the social media that is
used for so many other non-spiritual things, Christians
should use such for the purpose of teaching and encour-
agement.

The early evangelists communicated through letters
to the Christians they knew personally.  This was a func-

Chapter 42
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tion of the organic body to both encourage and correct
dysfunctions in the body.  Beyond the writing of a letter,
we have the means for mass communication.  Printing
presses, computers, copy machines and the Internet have
allowed us the opportunity to circulate biblical teach-
ings throughout the world.  The world has grown bigger
since the days of Paul.  However, the means of commu-
nication has also increased.  We must use these means
to reach the masses of this world’s population.  It is a
marvelous thing to understand that God created the
means to reach the masses.  We must understand that
the God-created laws that make printing presses run are
there for our use in world evangelism.

One of the central subpoints of the world view of
Christianity is that Christianity is not stuck in a time
warp.  That is, Christians do not have to live in the Dark
Ages.  It is the nature of Christianity to move man to
progress, and in progressing to use what God has cre-
ated to His glory.  If we are stuck in the pass, we will fail

to use what God provides in order to propagate the gos-
pel throughout the world.  God gave man a mind, and
when man uses his God-given mind, then progress hap-
pens.  It would be foolish to assume that progress is
against Christ.  Since Christ created all things (Cl 1:16),
then we must assume that all things are to be used for
the glory of God.

Tools as computers are not toys to play computer
games.  They are essential tools that expand the out-
reach of the evangelists.  Some brethren need to come
out of the Dark Ages and understand that every piece of
technology that can enhance the work of the evangelist
must be used to get the gospel to all the world.  We un-
derstand that in some situations there is no need for “high
tech” instruments in many mission areas.  However, in
those situations where such can enhance the outreach of
the evangelist, we must use the instrument.  It is our
work as Christians to affect as many people as possible
throughout our lifetimes.

In conjunction with the preceding point, it was a
common practice in the first century to send a messen-
ger to churches with a letter of instruction.  Epaphroditus
took the Philippian letter to the church in Philippi (See
Ph 2:25-30).  Onesimus undoubtedly took Paul’s letter
to Philemon (Pl 10,11).  The household of Chloe prob-
ably brought a letter from the Achaian disciples to Paul
(See 1 Co 1:11; 7:1).  A letter was sent with Apollos
when he went from Ephesus to Corinth (At 18:27,28).

Because there was no real postal service, there was
the necessity of sending letters with personal messen-
gers.  However, the personal messengers were able to
bring not only the letters, but also the loving fellowship
of the senders.  The personal messenger also answered
questions that might arise from the letters.  This is un-
doubtedly what Paul meant in Ephesians 6:21, “But that
you also may know my affairs and how I am doing,
Tychicus, a beloved brother and faithful minister in the

Lord, will make all things known to you.”
What was happening in the first century was com-

munication between disciples through disciples who con-
tinually traveled from one region to another.  In the let-
ter of 3 John there were brethren (evangelists) who were
traveling from one region to another.  Gaius, as well as
other local brethren, helped these evangelists on their
journey.

In order to minister to the body, it was necessary
that evangelists visit, teach and inform as many disciples
as possible concerning instructions to correct behavioral
and doctrinal dysfunctions, as well as report news of the
experiences of the body in other regions.  When an evan-
gelist came through, it was a time for reporting.  It was a
time when the disciples assembled together in order to
hear what great things God was doing among the na-
tions (At 14:24-38).

Chapter 43

SENDING MESSENGERS

In his departure from the Ephesian elders for the last
time, Paul said, “And now, brethren, I commend you to
God and to the word of His grace, which is able to build

you up and give you an inheritance among all those who
are sanctified” (At 20:32).  What Paul was doing here
was a common approach to the organic function of the
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body.  Evangelists must understand that the church does
not belong to them.  It is the church of Christ (Rm 16:16).
It is the church of God (1 Co 1:2).  In order to build the
church to God, we must entrust it to God’s word.  Dis-
ciples must be allowed to be their own interpreters
of the word.  They must be allowed to make application
of what they interpret from the word.  Only when each
individual member of the body is allowed to be his or
her own interpreter of God’s word, only then will the
body come to its fullness of trusting in God.

Peter commanded that the disciples to which he wrote
must “grow in the grace and knowledge of our Lord ...”
(2 Pt 3:18).  The very reason why the New Testament
was written in the first place was to unify the body of
Christ upon the teachings of Christ.  When the apostles
and prophets died, the universal church of Christ was
commended to the word of God.  There are no inspired
interpreters today.  Disciples must be given the freedom
to rightly divide the word (2 Tm 2:15).  They must be
given the right to apply that word to their own lives.

It is unfortunate that some leaders often hinder those
to whom they teach by blocking the members from hear-
ing teachings with which they might disagree.  This was
what Diotrephes did with the disciples over which he
took dictatorial control (3 Jn 9,10).  Diotrephes would
not allow either John or other evangelists to come to
those he controlled.  He even threatened the members
with expulsion from fellowship if they encouraged other
evangelists to come and speak to the church.  Such prac-
tices work against commending the church to the word
of God.  Paul left Ephesus and intended that the Eph-
esian church trust in their understanding of the word of
God.  Good evangelists will do likewise.  Evangelists
are not the saviors of the church.  Jesus is.  It is through

His word that the church is guided unto victory.
To the Ephesians Paul put into words the mystery of

God that had been revealed to him.  He said, “When you
read, you may understand my knowledge of the mystery
of Christ” (Ep 3:4).  Paul allowed the Ephesians the free-
dom to interpret the letter of Ephesians in order that they
better understand the mystery of Christ.  Good evange-
lists, therefore, will allow members of the body to study
the letter of Ephesians and also be able to understand
the mystery of Christ on their own without being preju-
diced by the interpretations of others.

Growing disciples are those disciples who search the
Scriptures (See At 17:11).  The church belongs to God,
and thus, the church must be entrusted with the word of
God.  It is the word of God that builds up the church.
When Christians sense the fact that they must depend
on the word of God in order to grow, then they will take
seriously the task of teaching and practicing God’s word.

Paul did not entrust the Ephesian members to a
preacher.  The reason he did not do this is obvious.  Men
go wrong, but the word of God continues unchanged.
When people are entrusted to men, the faithfulness of
the people depends on man, not the word of God.  What
Paul did with the Ephesian elders was more than an ex-
ample.  All members of the body must be entrusted to
the word of God.  It is upon the foundation of the word
of God that we remain faithful.

Since we know the way of God only through His
word, it is imperative that every disciple be a student of
the word.  The word of God is the foundation upon which
we base our faith.  It is our guiding map to better rela-
tionships with others.  A disciple who is ignorant of the
word of Christ can never be free of false teaching.

According to the United Nations figures in 2014,
there were over fifty million refugees throughout the
world.  This presents a challenge to the evangelistic func-
tion of the organic body.

Locally established foreign churches are the work
of converting expatriates or refugees who are either vol-
untarily or involuntarily for some reason displaced from
their local environment.  In Africa several successful
works have been carried out among refugees.  Churches
have been established in refugee camps.  When the refu-
gees went home after the termination of regional con-
flicts in their homelands, the church went with them in

the sense that the converted refugees went home. And
thus, the church was extended into a foreign country (the
original home of the refugees) by being first established
locally in the refugee camps of the country in which the
members were refugees.  The same thing happened in
the first century, though the ones among whom conver-
sions were made were voluntarily away from their homes.
Much of the evangelism of the world in the first century
occurred through the conversion of those who were scat-
tered from their homes.  Consider the historical situa-
tion surrounding the Jews and the proclamation of the
gospel throughout the world by the early disciples.

Chapter 45
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From His youth, Jesus, as all Jews, regularly made
annual trips to Jerusalem during the feasts of Passover
and Pentecost.  Pentecost was the fiftieth day after Pass-
over.  Thus, there was a period of seven weeks between
Passover and Pentecost for which the Jewish sojourner
had to make provisions in going to Jerusalem for these
special feasts of the Jews.

On one of these Passover/Pentecost visits of the Jews
something spectacular happened in Jerusalem.  Jesus was
crucified just before Passover and the Holy Spirit was
poured out on Pentecost.  The year was A.D. 30, and
Jerusalem was buzzing with emotion and proclamations
that Jesus was the Messiah (the Christ).

On the A.D. 30 Passover/Pentecost there were the
usual visitors from many nations of the world.  In fact,
representatives were in Jerusalem from as far away as
Rome, Africa and the Far East.  They were all present
when Peter proclaimed, “Men of Israel, hear these
words:  Jesus of Nazareth, a Man attested by God to you
by miracles, wonders, and signs which God did through
Him in your midst, as you yourselves also know ... God
raised up ...” (At 2:22-24).  After proclaiming the gos-
pel message, Peter concluded, “Therefore let all the
house of Israel know assuredly that God has made this
Jesus whom you crucified, both Lord and Christ” (At
2:36).  You know the rest of the story.  About three thou-
sand were baptized (At 2:41).  What is significant is
stated in Acts 2:42.  “And They continued steadfastly in
the apostles’ teaching ....”  From this we understand that
they continued to receive teaching.  Certainly, they were
taught more than Peter’s initial speech.  And certainly, of
those three thousand who were converted, there were those
who had come from distant countries.  The occasion, there-
fore, presented itself to be a great opportunity for world
evangelism.  This is one reason why the Lord wanted the
event of the cross, and subsequently, the initial preaching
of the gospel, to happen during Passover/Pentecost.

Jews from the entire Roman world were present in
Jerusalem on Passover and Pentecost.  From the conver-
sions that were made on the A.D. 30 Passover and Pen-
tecost, the gospel was subsequently preached in Rome
and other distant cities.  Though the conversions were
first made in Jerusalem, the church was started in Rome
and all the cities from which Jews had come for Pass-
over and Pentecost.  The gospel was preached in Crete
and Egypt, but the first converts were baptized in Jerusa-
lem.  The gospel was preached as far east as
Mesopotamia, Media and among the Parthians, but the
conversions first occurred in Jerusalem.

The new converts of these distant regions of the
Roman Empire were first made in Jerusalem.  They were
at the apostles’ feet receiving instruction before they re-

turned to their homes in far off countries.  They had
come to Jerusalem from these countries only for a fifty-
day stay from Passover to Pentecost.  However, after
their conversion, they ran out of money as they sat at the
apostles’ feet to receive more teaching before they re-
turned to their homes.

So what did the local Jerusalem disciples do?  Luke
records, “Now all who believed were together and had
all things in common, and sold their possessions and
goods, and divided them among all, as anyone had
need” (At 2:44,45).  One might say that this was the
first “discipleship training school.”  These visiting Jews,
who were now parts of the universal body of Christ,
would return home.  When they went home, they took
the gospel with them, and thus, preached the gospel
throughout the Roman Empire.  This helps us under-
stand why Paul affirmed in the Colossian letter that the
gospel had been preached to all the Roman Empire by
A.D. 61,62 which was about thirty years after the A.D.
30 Passover and Pentecost (Cl 1:23).

This also helps us understand why the apostles re-
mained in Jerusalem for about fifteen years after the ini-
tial establishment of the church.  Unconverted Jews from
all the world continually came to Jerusalem for the an-
nual Passover/Pentecost feast.  And in Jerusalem were
the apostles, continually preaching the gospel.  Every
day “in the temple, and in every house, they did not cease
teaching and preaching Jesus as the Christ”  (At 5:42).
“And with great power the apostles gave witness to the
resurrection of the Lord Jesus” (At 4:33).

The Jerusalem conversions and teaching of sojourn-
ers continued until another sale had to be made of pos-
sessions in order to support the students.  During this
second sale, the local Jerusalem brethren even moved to
selling their houses and lands in and around Jerusalem.
There was none of the visiting new converts “among
them who lacked; for all who were possessors of lands
or houses sold them ...” (At 4:34).

Every year a new group of foreign students arrived
for Passover and Pentecost.  Many were converted, and
then, sent back home with the gospel.  This happened
annually since there was a Passover and Pentecost in
Jerusalem every year.  The apostles remained in Jerusa-
lem for about fifteen years after the establishment of the
church in order to take advantage of this tremendous
opportunity.  In this, locally established foreign churches
came into existence every year in Jerusalem when those
who were visiting Jerusalem eventually returned home
after Passover and Pentecost.  It would have been great
to be there.  The Jerusalem brethren should be highly
commended for their sacrificial giving that made world
evangelism possible.

The Function Of Discipleship
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When Saul of Tarsus began a great persecution
against the church in Jerusalem (At 8:1-3), there was a
great “graduation” of disciples in Jerusalem who were
scattered throughout the world.  “Those who were scat-

tered went everywhere preaching the word” (At 8:4; see
At 18:1,2).  And thus, the gospel was preached to the
whole Roman Empire (Cl 1:23).  God always uses Satan’s
work against him.

The work of an evangelist is to herald the gospel to
the lost.  When Paul instructed Timothy to do the work
of an evangelist, this is precisely what he had in mind (2
Tm 4:5).  This is God’s means of taking the gospel to all
the world (See Rm 10:15).

The New Testament work in evangelism that sur-
rounded the specific work of an evangelist (Ep 4:11),
was to continually go out to preach and teach the word
of God.  Philip was an evangelist (At 21:8).  He was
subsequently called on one occasion to preach in a desert
area (At 8:26,27).  After his work was completed there,
he went to Azotus.  When he left Azotus, he preached in
every city from Azotus to Caesarea (At 8:40).  He did
the work of an evangelist by going to places where the
gospel needed to be preached.

Paul left Titus in Crete (Ti 1:5).  Titus was left there
to “set in order” things that needed organizing in order
for the young Cretan house fellowships to carry on with
the work.  The logical conclusion to his commission that
was given in Titus 1:5 is that after things were set in
order, he would move on to other areas in order to preach
and teach.

Gaius was supporting evangelists who were going
about among the disciples (3 Jn 6-8).  They were bear-
ing witness of his love before the universal church (3 Jn
6).  These were evangelists on the move who were sup-
ported by faithful members as Gaius.

There is one outstanding truth in the New Testament
concerning the actions of New Testament evangelists.
They were on the move.  They went about preaching to
the lost.  They went about strengthening the churches
(At 14:22).  The exceptions to this rule concerning their
movements were that they stayed for a brief time at some
location in order to build up the local disciples.  Paul
stayed two years in Ephesus (At 19:8-10).  He stayed at
least a year and a half in Corinth (At 18:11).  However,
he stayed in these cities in order to take advantage of
unique evangelistic opportunities.  He stayed in Corinth
because God specifically told him through a vision that
there would be many people converted as a result of his
continued teaching (At 18:9-11).  He stayed in Ephesus
because of the opportunity of teaching in the school of

Tyrannus.  As a result of this teaching opportunity, “all
Asia heard the word of the Lord Jesus” (At 19:10).  Thus
his stay in these areas was not for the purpose to work
specifically with a local group of disciples, but for the
purpose of evangelism.

For some period, Timothy also stayed in the region
surrounding Ephesus (1 Tm 1:3).  His purpose for being
left there by Paul was to “charge some that they teach no
other doctrine” (1 Tm 1:3).  We do not see in this state-
ment that Timothy set up for ten to thirty years in Ephe-
sus in order to accomplish this purpose.  In the second
letter that Paul wrote to Timothy there is the indication
that Timothy may have become stranded in this work, and
thus, stopped his evangelistic outreach to the lost.  There-
fore, Paul exhorted him to do the work of an evangelist,
that is, get after the task of preaching the gospel to the lost
(2 Tm 4:5).  There comes a time in the life of an evange-
list when he must be reminded that his work is to the lost.
It is the work of the elders to focus on the saved.

When evangelists cease being evangelists, their evan-
gelistic model to the church terminates.  The next gen-
eration of preachers then pattern themselves after the
non-evangelistic model of the unevangelistic “evange-
lists.”  And so, evangelism by those who are to be reach-
ing the lost passes out of the movement of the church.
For this reason, it is critical for the growth of the body
in any particular region that the evangelists do their work,
that is, that they preach the gospel to the lost.

We must simply keep in mind that if we are living
the incarnational behavior of the Son of God who came
from heaven for us, then we must live incarnationally in
order to take the gospel to others.  Whatever sacrifices
that are necessary in order to live the example of the
Son of God, we must also be willing to make in order to
go into all the world to preach the message of the gospel
that He brought into our world.  Therefore, whether we
go or send, we must be evangelistic in living the gospel
of our Lord Jesus Christ. We must seek to restore the
New Testament work of the evangelists for they give
models to the disciples as to what we are to be doing in
the world.  And what we are to be doing in all the world
is preaching the gospel to every creature (Mk 16:15).

Chapter 46

ROVING EVANGELISTS
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Book 23

Gospel Evangelism
Jesus commissioned His disciples to go into all the world and preach the good news of His coming

into the world in order to offer an opportunity for all of us to have hope beyond this world (See Mk
16:15,16).  However, in carrying out this commission, we sometimes forget about ourselves and our own
response to the gospel.  We forget that the gospel is the primary motivation for us to grow continually in
the spiritual fruit of the Holy Spirit.  If we sincerely believe the gospel of the revealed grace of God, then
we can be better people if we continue to grow in our knowledge of the gospel.

•  Allow grace to be our teacher:  In the letter of 2 Peter, the apostle Peter wrote to Christians.
When he concluded this letter, he encouraged those to whom he wrote to grow in the realm of God’s
grace: “Grow in grace and the knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ” (2 Pt 3:18).  By growing
in our knowledge of the grace of God, grace becomes our instructor as to how we can live a spiritually
abundant life (See Jn 10:10).

We must allow the grace of God that appeared on earth through the Son of God to teach us how to
live a better life.  The Holy Spirit instructed,

For the grace of God that brings salvation has appeared to all men, teaching us, that denying un-
godliness and worldly lusts, we should live sensibly, righteously and godly in this present age (See
Ti 2:11,12).

The gospel of God’s grace must be our teacher as to how we should live.  Grace teaches us how to live a
better life.  It is for this reason that Christians must continue to grow in their knowledge of the revelation of
the grace of God that was revealed to humanity through the appearing of the Son of God in this world.

The apostle Paul’s desire to go to Christians in Rome illustrates the mission of teaching grace in
order to produce the fruit of the Spirit in our lives.  We must allow the grace of God to teach us how to
deny ungodliness and worldly lusts.  This teaching on the subject of grace is necessary in order that we
live righteously and godly in this present world.

Paul wrote to the Christians in Rome that he planned to come to them in order to accomplish the
mission of producing spiritual fruit in their lives.  He explained that he wanted to come to them “so that
I might have some fruit among you also” (Rm 1:13).  His motivation for going to the Roman disciples
reveals how he would produce this spiritual fruit: “I am a debtor both to the Greeks and to the Barbar-
ians, both to the wise and to the unwise.  So as much as in me is, I am ready to preach the gospel to you
[Christians] who are at Rome” (Rm 1:15).

Paul’s primary motivation to go to Rome was to preach again the gospel of grace to the believers in
Rome, not unbelievers, though he would take every opportunity to preach the gospel to unbelievers.
However, his primary objective of going to Rome was to produce spiritual fruit in the Roman Christians
as they continued to grow in grace and the knowledge of the Lord and Savior Jesus Christ.  This means
that we must always allow ourselves to be taught the gospel of God’s grace.  It is through study of
the gospel of grace that we are motivated to grow in the fruit of the Spirit in our lives.

Paul continued to explain to the Roman disciples what would cause spiritual growth in their hearts:
“For I am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is the power of God unto salvation to everyone who be-
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lieves” (Rm 1:16).  We often quote this statement in reference to preaching the gospel to unbelievers.  But
in the context of Paul’s desire to go to Rome, he made the statement in reference to preaching the
gospel to believers in order that the power of the gospel continue to produce spiritual growth in the
lives of the Christians in Rome.

The gospel is the power by which God produces spiritual fruit in our lives.  In other words, the more
we grow in our understanding of all that God did for us through the gospel of His Son, the more we are
motivated to respond with gratitude for what Jesus did for us.  All things that God did for us through Jesus
causes thanksgiving for the gift of His Son (2 Co 4:15).  It is in this context that Paul wrote, “For the love
of Christ compels us” (2 Co 5:14).  God’s love for us through Jesus compels us to grow spiritually as we
emulate His love for us in our love for others (See 1 Jn 4:7-11).  The more we study the good news of the
coming of the Son of God into this world for us, therefore, the more we grow spiritually in response to
God for giving His Son for us (See Jn 3:16).  It is for this reason that we, as believers in Christ, must grow
continually in our knowledge of the gospel.  The more we understand the revelation of the gospel of God’s
grace, the more we are motivated to grow spiritually.

•  Salvation by the gospel is conditioned on faith:  So you might ask why we continue to send forth
this book throughout the world to those who already believe in the Lord Jesus Christ.  The answer to this
is what Paul stated to the Christians who were in the city of Corinth: “Moreover, brethren, I declare to
you [Christians] the gospel which I preached to you” (1 Co 15:1).  Here again, as to those Christians in
Rome, the apostle Paul saw in the lives of some of the Corinthians a weakening of their faith.  So he
reminded them that their faith stood on the foundation of the gospel, “by which [gospel] also you are
saved, IF you hold fast that word which I preached to you, unless you believed in vain” (1 Co 15:2).
The Corinthian Christians would stand fast in the gospel if they continued to believe the words by which
Paul had formerly communicated the gospel to them.  If they failed to continue believing his word by
which he had formerly communicated the gospel to them, then their weak faith would be in vain in
reference to their living “sensibly, righteously and godly in this present age” (Ti 2:12).

•  We must continually study the gospel:  We have learned the gospel by studying the historical
report of the gospel in the New Testament.  Therefore, we must continue to study this Holy Spirit-inspired
report in order to grow in our knowledge of the gospel, lest we too, as the Corinthians, seek to survive as
Christians on the foundation of a weak faith.  If we fail to continue our study of the gospel as it is reported in
the Bible, then our faith in the gospel will grow weaker every day.  We pray that this book will renew your
desire to study the gospel in order to solidify the foundation upon which our faith stands.  If all of us do this,
then we will reaffirm our salvation that we have in our Lord Jesus Christ.

Therefore, we ask that you join with us in studying again the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ.  The
fact is that we cannot study this subject too much.  As a Christian, it is our lifetime study.  The more we
study the gospel, the more spiritual fruit that is produced in our lives.  Our sending forth of this book is an
invitation to everyone who believes in Jesus Christ to join with us in our daily efforts to learn more about
the Son of God who came into this world in order to take us all to an eternal home with Him in glory.

Discipleship means that individuals implement in
their lives the life and work of Jesus by living the gospel
of God’s grace.  The Son of God came in the flesh of
man into this world in order “to seek and to save that
which was lost” (Lk 19:10).  This mission has become
the life-style of all those who would call themselves af-
ter Jesus.  For this reason, when Jesus called His first

Motivation For Gospel Study

disciples, He revealed to them that He would also make
them “fishers of men.”

A. LIVING THE GOSPEL BY SHARING THE
GOSPEL.

 Those today who volunteer to live as disciples of
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Jesus will also live in response to the call of Jesus to
seek and to save the lost.  True discipleship, therefore,
means that one is a fisher of men.  The material of this
book is distributed for the purpose of aiding Christians
to do that which they are to be doing as disciples in liv-
ing the gospel.  If we seek to be disciples of Jesus, then
we will make every effort to follow Him as those early
disciples who were personally motivated by Jesus to
preach the gospel to the world.

Since it is our mission as disciples to populate
heaven by winning souls for Jesus, then it is imperative
to be motivated by the gospel in a way that will help us
to be better fishers of men.  This is not an option in
being a disciple of Jesus.  This is discipleship.  The mark
of a true disciple of Jesus is that one  is doing what Jesus
came into this world to do, that is, to be a fisher of men
by seeking and saving the lost.

Jesus said that we too must preach the gospel to the
world (Mt 28:19,20; Mk 16:15).  In order to accomplish
this mission in our lives as disciples of Jesus, we must
equip ourselves with the most effective way of sharing the
gospel of Jesus with others.  The material of this book is a
simple organized and graphical method of teaching by
which one can lead others to understand better the simple
message of the gospel, and then share it with others.

B. GROWING EVANGELISTICALLY BY SHAR-
ING THE GOSPEL.

one of the first responsibilities of the disciple of
Jesus is to encourage others to also share the simple
message of the gospel with others.  One can extend his
or her evangelistic efforts far beyond oneself by dis-
cussing the gospel as much as possible with those who
love God and the Lord Jesus Christ.  Since every Chris-
tian should be able to teach the gospel, the material that
follows in this book will provide information that will
give one confidence to grow in one’s faith.  We grow by
sharing the gospel with our friends in order that they
also might understand better the continued mission of
Jesus in this world.

When Paul went to Corinth, as well as to all loca-
tions to which he traveled as a messenger of the gospel,
the first thing he preached was the gospel.  He later wrote
to the Corinthians about a previous journey he had made
to Corinth:

For I delivered to you first of all that which I also
received: that Christ died for our sins according to
the Scriptures, and that He was buried, and that He
rose again the third day according to the Scriptures
(1 Co 15:3,4).

This is the core of the gospel message.  This is the mes-
sage that all unbelievers must hear.  The death of Jesus
for our sins and His resurrection for our hope were his-
torical events concerning our redemption.  As disciples
of Jesus, we must continually remind one another of
these precious truths, as well as proclaim this good news
to the unbelieving world.

C. REMEMBERING THE CORE OF THE GOS-
PEL.

When we discuss the gospel with others, the first
thing we must discuss is the gospel of Jesus’ death for
our sins, His burial and His resurrection for our hope.
If we have not studied these important points that were
revealed through the historical event of the cross and
resurrection, then we cannot understand the complete
message of the gospel that is beyond His death and res-
urrection.

It is good news that Jesus died for our sins and was
bodily resurrected for our hope.  We must believe and
connect with these gospel events through baptism into
Christ (Rm 6:3-6).  However, in our study of the gospel,
it is necessary that we study and understand the entire
gospel journey of Jesus into and out of this world.  We
must study the gospel of the incarnation, atoning death,
bodily resurrection, ascension and present kingdom reign
of King Jesus.  We must understand that there is one
more event of the gospel that is yet to be revealed.  This
is the good news of Jesus’ final coming.  In our study of
the gospel, therefore, we must continue to expand our
understanding of all that God did through His Son in
order to bring us into His fellowship, and eventually,
into eternal dwelling in His presence.

D. FOCUSING ON THE SIMPLICITY OF THE
GOSPEL.

We use the charts of this book to graphically ex-
plain the central message of the gospel.  These charts
illustrate the basic concepts that should be understood
when discussing the subject of the gospel with those
who have never heard the gospel.  Each chart presents a
study of important concepts that must be understood by
every disciple of Jesus concerning the good news of God
sending His Son into this world.  The charts represent
the simple message of the gospel that must be shared
with others.

Please keep in mind that this series of charts illus-
trates the core of the gospel, and thus one’s study of this
subject should continue beyond the material that is pre-
sented.  In our lifetime study of the gospel, we must
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keep in mind what Paul meant in the following state-
ment: “Oh, the depth of the riches both of the wisdom
and knowledge of God.  How unsearchable are His judg-
ments and His ways past finding out” (Rm 11:33).  Paul
wrote this statement as a challenge.  Though we will
never come to a complete understanding of all the ways
of God, we will understand one very important way.
Jesus said to His disciples, “You know where I am go-
ing, and you know the way” (Jn 14:4).  When the dis-
ciples asked concerning this “way,” Jesus responded,
“I am the way, the truth, and the life” (Jn 14:6).  We
can know the truth of His way.  We can thus find our
way into eternal life through the gospel of the Son of
God.

2 Thessalonians 1:7-9, 1 Corinthians 15:1-4 and
Romans 6:3-6 are crucial texts that explain our primary
motivation and means by which we respond to the gos-
pel.  These are the three most important scriptures to
study in reference to the core of the gospel.  The three
charts that are presented to illustrate these principle
scriptures convey the primary concepts that everyone
must know in reference to our salvation.  All the charts
of this book, as well as our Christian life, are centered
around what is revealed in these three scriptures.  In the
statements of these texts the Holy Spirit revealed life-
changing concepts and responses to the gospel.

E. REMAINING FOCUSED ON THE GOSPEL.

A general principle to remember in studying the
gospel is that all our teaching and lives must be cen-
tered around and based upon the gospel.  The gospel is
our purpose for believing and living with Jesus as our
Savior.  Whenever we discuss the gospel with others,
therefore, we must continually refer to the atonement
of the incarnate Son of God for our sins and His resur-
rection to give us hope of life after death.

The incarnation of the Son of God into the flesh of
man is the revelation of the heart of God.  Therefore,
we better understand God when we understand the sac-
rificial offering of the incarnate Son of God on the cross
of Calvary.  When we understand how much the Son of
God gave up for us, we are motivated to give all to Him.

In other words, people respond to the gospel of
God’s heart in order to do what God wants us to do as
His children.  If we simply study what one must legally
do to be saved, then one will not have a satisfying re-
sponse to the gospel of God’s heart.  And for this rea-
son, the gospel will have little power in motivating one
to live “sensibly, righteously and godly in this present
age” (Ti 2:12).

We must keep in mind that the gospel deals with

our hearts, whereas matters regarding law deal prima-
rily with our heads.  With our hearts, we must respond
to the grace of God that was revealed through Jesus.
Response to the gospel must always be a response to
the heart of God that was revealed through Jesus, though
we must go through our heads in order to get to our
hearts.  Once we understand in our hearts what Jesus
gave up for us, it is then that we grow in the realm of
God’s grace.

F. RESENTING ILLUSTRATED CONCEPTS
FOR BIBLE STUDY.

The instructions with each of the following charts
are directed toward helping one to study effectively the
concepts of each chart.  With each chart, we have given
some information that can be discussed in a study with
others concerning the central message of each particular
chart.  However, expanded studies surrounding the gos-
pel must also be considered and presented.  We must take
the opportunity to share with others what we personally
understand concerning the gospel.  However, it is neces-
sary to grow continually in our knowledge of the gospel
in order to spiritually grow in Christ (See 2 Pt 3:18).

Once one understands the central message of the
gospel, then one’s entire study of the Bible must be cen-
tered around God sending His Son into this world for
the salvation of humanity.  For example, understanding
the work of God through Israel in the Old Testament is
understood only in view of the gospel of the incarnate
Son of God, the Messiah.  It is for this reason that we
must maintain the gospel as the center of reference for
our understanding of the Bible.  Our world view of his-
tory must be centered around the gospel.  When we un-
derstand that God created the world for the purpose of
bringing created beings into His presence for eternity,
then we understand that all of God’s work with human-
ity throughout history is to accomplish this objective
through the gospel of Jesus Christ.  We are living the
gospel work of God in the history of the world.

G. PREACHING JESUS, NOT CHURCH.

We must always keep in mind that the gospel mes-
sage is simple.  Sometimes it is so simple that people
have a difficult time struggling through the heritage of
religious traditions, theologies of men, and denomina-
tional church loyalties in order to get to the heart of the
gospel message.  Therefore, we must guard ourselves
against promoting “church,” instead of gospel.  “Church”
does not save, for the church is people.  Gospel does
save because the gospel is all about the Lord Jesus Christ.
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We must always stay with the gospel message of
Jesus when discussing with others that which is most
important in order to come into a covenant relationship
with God.  Therefore, people must respond to Jesus in
order to come into the fellowship of the saved, the
church.  Those who do respond in a positive manner
through obedience of the gospel, are the church.

H. GOSPEL STUDY AND SHARING IS DIS-
CIPLESHIP.

•  Gospel study and sharing is discipleship:  We
must be as the apostle Peter who wrote to Christians in
the first century: “I will not be negligent to always re-
mind you of these things, though you know and are
established in the present truth [of the gospel]” (2 Pt
1:12).  As a reader of this book, we assume that you
know the basic concepts of the gospel.  However, as
Peter, we will not be negligent to remind you of matters
concerning the gospel.  This is our responsibility, as well
as yours, because we all live a life of studying and shar-
ing the truth of the gospel.  We also live with the curse
that we become so enthralled with religious matters that
we often forget the gospel.

In learning how to present the gospel, it is neces-
sary to remind ourselves continually of the concepts
surrounding the gospel.  In doing this, we are motivated
to change our own lives in response to the gospel.  It
was for this reason that Peter was not negligent to re-
mind his Christian readers concerning the truth of the
gospel.  It was for this reason that Paul wanted to make
his way to the disciples in Rome (Rm 1:13-16).  Those
who share the gospel grow in the gospel.

We have found that the more one discusses the truth
of the gospel with others, even brothers and sisters in
Christ, the more confidence he or she has in sharing
with others the tremendous impact that Jesus has had
on one’s life.  Continual sharing of the gospel encour-
ages us to maintain the gospel as the center of reference
of our lives.  By developing a life-style of gospel dis-
cussion with others, we learn how to better understand
key concepts that surround the gospel, as well as how to
answer commonly asked questions concerning our faith.
For those who love the Lord Jesus Christ, discussing
with others the impact that His incarnational journey
has had on our own lives is only natural.  We must al-
ways go tell others what Jesus has done for us in chang-
ing our lives (See Lk 8:38,39).

I. EMPHASIZE FUNDAMENTAL POINTS.

The following points are important to remember

when approaching a study of any particular Bible sub-
ject.  This is especially true when studying those key
concepts that explain the gospel.

1.  Remember the objective.  Each chart of this
study has one or more objectives that must be under-
stood.  Before progressing to a following chart, the ob-
jectives of each chart study must be clearly understood.
In order to understand the objectives, be sure to study
the scriptures that are listed with each particular chart.
Though each chart has one primary objective, keep in
mind that all the charts are leading the study to a final
conclusion in reference to one’s response to the gospel,
both in obedience to the gospel, as well as a lifetime of
spiritual change in response to the grace of God (See 2
Co 4:15).  If one studies through the principles of each
chart, the conclusion to which one will come by the fi-
nal chart will be very exciting.

2.  Remembering key scriptures.  Each chart of
this book is a study of one or more key scriptures that
are listed with each chart.  It is best to study only one or
two scriptures that explain the objectives of each par-
ticular chart.  If one is a novice student of the Bible,
then sometimes it is best to study only a few key scrip-
tures in order not to be confused as one studies through
all the charts.

As one studies the gospel throughout the years as a
disciple of Jesus, however, it is imperative to add to
one’s understanding of the gospel by adding a catalog
of scripture texts that expand one’s understanding of
the simple gospel message.  We must keep in mind that
one passage that is adequately understood is sufficient
to teach a particular truth concerning the gospel.  A great
number of scriptures do not make a truth more valid.
Nevertheless, with the study of other scriptures, a truth
may be better understood and greatly appreciated.

Other scriptures can be studied later to reinforce
the material that is studied with any particular chart.  It
is not the multiplicity of scriptures that we study that
proves a point, but our understanding of a particular
scripture in its biblical context.  It is good to know many
scriptures, but it is not necessary at first to refer to ev-
erything that the Bible teaches on a particular subject in
order to understand the subject.

We must always keep in mind that our study of the
gospel is a lifetime project.  Throughout our Christian
life we must never cease studying the majesty of the
incarnation, crucifixion, resurrection, ascension, and
present kingdom reign of King Jesus.  These charts only
present the beginning of a thrilling journey that should
be carried on throughout the remainder of one’s life.
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3.  Remembering the spiritual journey.  As you
study through the charts of this book, please keep in
mind that you are on an intellectual and emotional jour-
ney with Jesus.  As students of the gospel, we must be
sensitive to the emotional impact the gospel should have
on our hearts.  The gospel deals with our hearts, though
we must go through our heads in order to change our
hearts.  In any study of the gospel, one must be pre-
pared for a change in heart, and thus, a change in be-
havior.

Studying the gospel is not simply an intellectual
exercise of studying Bible events.  It is a study in how
the events of the gospel will have an impact on our
hearts.  It is for this reason that studies of the gospel of
our Lord Jesus Christ is a lifetime adventure of spiri-
tual growth in the grace of God.  We are simply asking
that you use the charts of this book to go along with us
on this exciting gospel adventure.

After one has obeyed the gospel, than as a teacher
of the gospel he or she must be sensitive to the feelings
of others.  We must remember the first time we heard
the gospel and the impact that it had on our own hearts.
Studying the gospel with others is more than sharing
facts and reading scriptures.  It involves our understand-
ing of the impact the gospel must have on our hearts and

the hearts of those with whom we discuss these matters.
When we become teachers of the gospel, therefore, we
must keep in mind that we must teach God’s word in a
way that reflects our grateful response to God in our own
obedience to the gospel.  The gospel changes lives, and
thus, it will change the lives of everyone who understands
all that God did for us through His Son.

4.  Writing one’s own charts.  The charts of this
study of the gospel are only examples of what one can
do in writing his or her own diagrams to illustrate the
truth of the gospel.  We have found that it is best to study
a Bible subject with a pencil, a piece of paper, and a
Bible.  In this way, we can make notes of our Bible dis-
coveries, and if possible, make simple diagrams to illus-
trate gospel truths of the Bible for others.

 With the preceding thoughts in mind, welcome to
the greatest adventure there is in this world.  When
people discover the gospel of Jesus Christ, it is only
natural for them to take others on this exciting discov-
ery into the heart of God.  We ask, therefore, that you
join with us in joining with others on this exciting gos-
pel journey.

Before one sets out on his or her gospel journey, it
is always good to write down first where one is in his or
her relationship with God.  Completing the following

Chapter 1

EVALUATING WHERE WE ARE

Our First Response To The Grace Of God
1.  I am SAVED: YES NO
2.  WHEN was I saved: Date:

3.  I am a MEMBER of a church: YES NO
4.  WHEN I became a member of a church: Date:

5.  I have been BAPTIZED: YES NO
6.  WHEN I was baptized: Date:

7.  HOW I was baptized:     Immersion          Sprinkling

YOUR
BIRTH!

YOUR
DEATH?

Today’s D
ate:

Your “life line”

Directions: In relation to today’s date, indicate on the “life line” below the
order of when you were saved, baptized and became a member of a church.

Dates
when

saved,
baptized,

membership

will help you establish exactly where you are in under-
standing your present relationship with God.  Please
complete the following before continuing:
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A. Objectives of chart 1:

• To review our own response in how we for-
merly established a relationship with God.

• To refocus our attention on our past experi-
ences in reference to our response to the gos-
pel.

• To record our past experiences in reference to
the gospel in order to make any adjustments
according to what we may learn throughout
the remainder of this study and our response
to the gospel of God’s grace.

Before one studies the gospel with others, it is best
to make a written record of how we feel we personally
came into a relationship with God through the gospel.
This is important in order to explain to others where we
are in our own relationship with God and what effect
our relationship with Him has had on our lives.

B. Presentation instructions for gospel teachers:

1.  Religious heritage:  When we are discussing
gospel matters, it is very important to be interested in
the religious background experiences of other people.
Our interest in the relationship that other people have
had with God, especially in the area of their initial re-
sponse to the gospel, will motivate everyone in a reli-
gious discussion to explore one another’s existing rela-
tionship with God through the gospel of the Lord Jesus
Christ.  We can always learn something from others in
reference to their study of and response to the gospel.
Throughout the study of this book, it is our prayer that
we too can explain our gospel experience with Jesus.

2.  Conversion experience:  It is best that every-
one write down his or her “conversion experience” as
to when he or she came into a saved relationship with
God.  This is especially important if the following study
is the first organized study one has had in reference to
the gospel.  After completing this study, one can refer
back to this record of one’s initial commitment to the
Lord Jesus Christ.

3.  Salvational events:  It is important to make a
record of the time when one was “saved,” “baptized,”
or became a member of an existing church.  After the
study of the charts of this book have been completed,
we suggest that reference be made to what was re-
corded on this chart.  This is important in order that

we reevaluate our present relationship with God.  If one
came to the Lord when very young, then the study that
follows in this book will clarify one’s present status in
reference to his or her relationship with God.

Please keep in mind that we must continually study
the gospel in order to have a better understanding of our
existing relationship with God.  God was patient with
our ignorance of information concerning salvation mat-
ters in our youth, but He may not be patient with those
who refuse to grow continually in the grace and knowl-
edge of His Son (See 2 Pt 3:18).  It is the purpose of this
study to help in accomplishing the goal of growing spiri-
tually in our relationship with God.

4.  Conversion experience:  When discussing the
gospel with others, it is important to allow everyone in
the discussion to explain his or her “conversion experi-
ence.”  We must be interested, not arrogant, in reference to
salvational matters in the lives of others.  The word of God
must be our final authority in these matters.  We must al-
ways understand that all of us are on the same gospel jour-
ney to learn more about the eternal sacrifice of the Son of
God for our eternal salvation.  Every time we study the
incarnation, crucifixion, resurrection, ascension and king-
dom reign of King Jesus, we always grow spiritually.  We
must always allow ourselves to be open to learning more
in the Bible on these matters lest we be carried away by the
zeal of those who are more religious and less Bible ori-
ented.

EXPECT A LIFE CHANGE!
What you have written down on the preceding
chart may be somewhat different than what you
discover by the end of this study.  But this is the
point of Bible study, especially in reference to any
study of the truth of the gospel.  We seek to learn
more.  And when we learn more, we seek to bring
our lives into conformity with that which we have
learned.  This is the identity of a true and honest
Bible student.

Remember:  He who rejects Me and does not receive
My words, has one who judges him. The word that I
have spoken, the same will judge him in the last day
(Jn 12:48).

Most people throughout the world who believe in
Jesus as the Son of God have come to God through Jesus
in different ways.  However, we must know that there is
only one clear way by which everyone must come to
Jesus.  As you study through the following chart illus-
trations of this book, please keep in mind that we must
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discover how God desires that we establish a covenant
relationship with him.  The manner and means by which
we would establish a covenant with God is not ours to
determine.  On the contrary, only God can establish the
conditions by which we are to come into a covenant
relationship with Him.

We must not determine our own means or methods
by which we establish a relationship with God.  This
would be subjective, if not arrogant, thinking.  By sub-
jective, we mean that our relationship with God would
be subject to our own means and methods, or even our
own feelings.  If we declare our own means and meth-

ods of establishing a covenant relationship with God,
then we are arrogant.

We must be confident that we have a covenant
relationship with God that is based on the word of
God.  And in order to be confident in our relationship
with God, He must determine what we must do in order
to establish this relationship.  This is the purpose for
this exercise of study in reference to the gospel.  Once
you study through to the conclusion of this series of
studies, you will have that confidence if you follow up
on all that you will learn from the word of God.

A. Objectives for a study of the incarnation:

• To understand to the best of our ability the
subject of our eternal God being incarnate in
the flesh of man.

• To understand the extreme sacrifice that the
Son of God made on our behalf, and how such
should motivate us to make every sacrifice
possible in order to extend our gratitude to
Him for His grace.

The word “incarnation” means “to be made in the
bodily flesh of man.”  This word can only be applied to
God coming in the flesh of man, for God the Father,
Son and Holy Spirit have always existed eternally in
spirit form.  In reference specifically to Jesus, the Son
of God, He who was in spirit in eternity was revealed in
this world in the flesh of man.  An angel named Him
“Jesus,” meaning “savior” (Mt 1:21).

The Holy Spirit gave us a commentary on this in-
carnational journey of the Son of God in Philippians
2:5-11.  This commentary begins with the following
statement: “Let this mind be in you that was also in
Christ Jesus” (Ph 2:5).  Before He explained the incar-
national journey of the Son of God in this text, the Holy
Spirit first stated that everyone who would be a Chris-
tian must think and behave after the example of the in-
carnational sacrifice of the Son of God.  The Spirit em-
phasized the importance of this thinking and behavior
in reference to the continued transformation of our lives
in response to the grace of God (See Rm 12:2; Ti 2:12).

In Philippians 2:6, the Spirit continued to explain,
“Who [that is, the Son of God], being in the form of

God, did not con-
sider it robbery to
be equal with
God” (Ph 2:6).
Jesus was previ-
ously in the na-
ture (“form”) of
God.  However,
He did not con-
sider this equality with the Father, Son and Holy Spirit
as the one God in spirit something to be continually
grasped.  He did not because all people of this world
would continue to be dead in their sins if there were no
incarnational offering for them (See Rm 3:10).  There-
fore, through His incarnational sacrifice, the Son of God
was willing, on our behalf, to give up His eternal equal-
ity in spirit with the Father and Holy Spirit in order to
come into this world.

The Holy Spirit, through the apostle John, further
informs us what happened through the incarnation of
the Son of God into the flesh of man: “In the beginning
was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word
was God” (Jn 1:1).  The preceding Philippians 2:6 state-
ment revealed that the Word initially “existed in the form
of God.”  So as one with God the Father, Son and Holy
Spirit, the Word—this was Jesus in the spirit before He
was born into this world—was God.  He was one with
God, and thus existed in the spiritual form of God.

However, the Holy Spirit continued to explain
through John, “He was in the beginning with God.  All
things were made by Him, and without Him nothing
was made that was made” (Jn 1:2,3).  The Holy Spirit
revealed the following work of the Son while He was
still in spirit with God before the creation: “For by Him

Chapter 2

THE BEGINNING OF THE GOSPEL
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all things were created that are in heaven and that are
on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or do-
minions or principalities or powers.  All things were
created through Him and for Him” (Cl 1:16).  In other
words, the world and all mankind were created for the
Son of God.  We were created in order that the love of
God eventually be manifested in history through the in-
carnation of our Creator, the Son of God (See Gl 4:4).

In the beginning when all things were created, God
the Father, Son and Holy Spirit said, “Let Us make man
in Our image, after Our likeness” (Gn 1:26).  In this
statement God was not saying that the image of God
before creation was physical as that which we see in
man.  If the Son of God were in any way physical in
eternity, then there would have been no such thing as
an incarnation of the Son of God into the flesh of
men.  We must remember that God is Spirit (Jn 4:24).
He is not flesh.  Therefore, the extent of the incarnation
of the Son of God is in the fact that He, in the spirit, had
to be revealed in this world in the same flesh into which
He originally created humanity from the dust of the earth
(Gn 2:7).

The preceding is exactly what the Holy Spirit con-
tinued to reveal in the context of Philippians 2: “But He
[the Son of God] made Himself of no reputation, taking
the form of a bondservant and being made in the likeness
of men” (Ph 2:7).  And in the incarnate form of the flesh
of man, “He humbled Himself and became obedient
unto death, even the death of the cross” (Ph 2:8).  If
there were no incarnation, then there would have
been no cross, for a spirit cannot be crucified.  And if
there were no incarnational offering for our sins, then
all of us would be without any hope in this world.

Incarnation means that the Son of God took upon
Himself that which would be able to suffer crucifixion.
We would indeed have a shallow understanding of the
cross, if we did not first comprehend the magnitude of
the incarnational suffering of the Son of God on the
cross.

The incarnational crucifixion of Jesus’ body on the
cross was prophesied to be His destiny the moment it
was said, “Let us make man” (Gn 1:26).  The Son of
God knew that it was His destiny from the time the very
first word was spoken in reference to creating humanity
in the beginning.  Even before the Son of God created
Adam and Eve, He knew that all humanity would sin
(See Rm 3:10).  Therefore, we correctly conclude that
before the Son of God spoke the first word to create, He

had already planned to be incarnate in the flesh of man
in order to be crucified for our sins.

We cannot fully understand the extent of the cross
until we understand to the best of our ability the ex-
tremity of the incarnational sacrifice of the Son of God
giving up existence in the “form” of God in order to
come into this world in the flesh of man.  The extremity
of the incarnation reveals the extreme love that Jesus
has for us.

When we consider our own response to the gospel,
therefore, we must understand that our obedience is not
a matter of conforming to laws of obedience in order
that we might legally, according to law, justify ourselves
before God (See Gl 2:16).  On the contrary, our obedi-
ence must be the result of our gratitude for what the
Son of God did for us through His incarnation into our
flesh in order to go to the cross for us.  The Holy Spirit
explained this in the following statement of the apostle
Paul: “For all things are for your sakes [that is, all things
in reference to our salvation], so that the grace that is
reaching many people may cause thanksgiving to
abound to the glory of God” (2 Co 4:15).  It was by
grace that God extended to us His Son who was des-
tined to suffer on the cross.  It is this grace that moti-
vates us to respond with thanksgiving to our crucified
Savior.

It was because of the love of God that the Son of
God was incarnate into the flesh of man for our salva-
tion (See Rm 5:8).  This revelation of God in the flesh
came as a result of the fact that “God so loved the world
that He gave His only begotten Son” (Jn 3:16).  When
we understand this tremendous amount of love that was
revealed through the incarnate Son of God on our be-
half, then we are compelled to respond to Jesus’ gospel
journey into this world.  As the people compelled Jesus
to bear His own cross, so we are compelled to respond
to His cross (Mt 27:32).

Jesus’ love offering for us in His crucifixion for
our sins compels our love response to Him to preach
the gospel to others: “For the love of Christ compels
us, because we judge that if one died for all, then all
died” (2 Co 5:14).  All of us must be compelled by the
love and grace of God that was revealed through the
incarnate Son of God.  We cannot grow in the realm
of the gospel of the crucifixion, resurrection, ascen-
sion and sovereign reign of the Son of God, if we do
not understand the extent of His incarnation into the
flesh of man.
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A. Objectives of chart 2:

• To emphasize that there is a God to whom obe-
dience must be rendered because He is the
Creator of humanity and all things.

If one does
not believe in
God, or questions
whether God ex-
ists, then there is
no reason to con-
sider continuing
the study of these
charts.  This is the
time to begin a
study in Christian
evidences in order
to conclude that it
is more reason-
able to believe that God exists.  If one is studying with a
person who does not have a biblical background, and
he or she claims to believe in God, then it would be
good to ask questions concerning what they believe
about God, especially the incarnation of God into the
flesh of man.  Those who have a lack of Bible knowl-
edge may believe in God, but their concept of God is
often contrary to the Bible definition of God.

(For a greater understanding of those evidences that
conclude in the belief that it is more reasonable to be-
lieve in God, download from the Internet the following
free book from the Biblical Research Library at
www.africainternational.org:  Book 25, The Existence
Of God.)

• To emphasize the final authority of the Bible in
all matters of faith, and the fact that it will be the
only standard by which all people will be judged in
a final judgment that is yet to come.

If everyone in a religious discussion cannot agree
on the authority of the Bible in all matters of faith, then
it is useless to continue any discussion concerning faith.
If the discussion is continued, then there will be endless
arguments over what the Bible claims to be the truth.
Those who do not believe that the Bible should be our
only authority in matters of faith will find the authority
of their faith in their personal experiences.  In present-

ing the gospel, therefore, it is absolutely essential that
all of us who are studying agree on the fact that the
Bible will be our only authority in matters of faith.

If someone has a strong traditional religious back-
ground, then it is very important to establish the fact
that the Bible must be obeyed regardless of our reli-
gious heritage.  If we do not agree that the Bible is our
final authority to establish what we must do to serve
God, then a thorough discussion of Mark 7:1-9 is in
order.  Every person of faith must understand that tradi-
tions will not save us, and thus must never stand in the
way of what God requires of us to be saved.

B. Presentation instructions for gospel teachers:

1.  Created by God:  Genesis 1:1,26,27 is the rea-
son for the gospel plan of salvation, for God is not will-
ing that any of His creation should perish (See 2 Pt 3:9).
Since the world and humanity was created by God, then
we must assume that it was in the plan of God to redeem
from all humanity those who would reside with Him in
eternity.  This earth, with all humanity, therefore, were
created in order to populate heaven.

2.  The rights of God:  When considering Genesis
1:1,26,27, we must ask this question, “Since God is our
Creator, does this give Him the right or authority to
give us law that we must obey?”  There must be a defi-
nite “YES” answer to this question.  If there is no positive
answer, then the word of God is not the final authority in
all matters of our faith.

3.  Rejecting authority:  In John 12:48, Jesus said,
“He who rejects Me and does not receive My words,
has one who judges him.  The word that I have spoken,
the same will judge him in the last day.”   This state-
ment of Jesus directs us specifically to the word of Jesus
as the authority in matters of faith for those who live
during this dispensation of time.  John 12:48 teaches
that we will eventually be judged by the word of Jesus,
not the religious traditions of men.  We must understand
that when we stand before God in judgment, we must
not be fearful concerning obedience to human religious
traditions as a standard of our judgment.  We will not be
judged by religious traditions, and thus, we must not
make religious traditions an obstacle to our obedience
to the will of God.  Everyone has religious traditions,

Since God is
Our Creator, ...

...does He have
the authority

to give laws to man?

YES     NOYES     NOYES     NOYES     NOYES     NO
(READ John 12:48)

... does He have authority
to hold us accountable

to His laws?

YES     NOYES     NOYES     NOYES     NOYES     NO
(READ 2 Corinthians 5:10)
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AUTHORITY OF OUR CREATOR
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but no religious tradition will be the standard of our
judgment.

4.  God’s right to judge:  We must ask ourselves,
“Since God is our Creator, does He have the author-
ity to judge us by His law?”  We must be in agreement
on this point.  The purpose for asking this question is to
establish again the Bible as our only authority in dis-
cussing those matters that are necessary for obedience
to God and our salvation.  If the question is answered
negatively, then there is no agreement on the matter that
the authority of the word of God must be our final au-
thority in matters of faith.

5.  Judgment through Jesus:  Acts 17:30,31 spe-
cifically states that God will through Jesus judge those
of this dispensation (compare also Jn 5:22; At 10:42).

It is important to emphasize the point that Jesus will be
the final judge of all people (2 Co 5:10).  Therefore, it
is important to understand the word of Jesus, and our
accountability to keep His word, since this word will be
the standard of our final judgment.  By establishing the
truth that we will stand before Jesus in judgment, we
are establishing the necessity that all of us must listen
to what Jesus says, as opposed to what our religious
traditions dictate.  We must understand this in order
never to underestimate the hold that religious traditions
have on the hearts of people.  Unfortunately, many
people find it easier to continue obedience to the reli-
gious traditions of their heritage than obey the command-
ments of God.  This was the problem of the Jews during
the ministry of Jesus: “For laying aside the command-
ment of God, you hold the tradition of men” (Mk 7:8).

A. Objectives of chart 3:

• To emphasize man’s separation (alienation)
from God because of rebellion against the au-
thority of His will.

In order to appreciate the gospel, we must realize
the consequences of our rebellion against God.  Eternal
life is sustained only in the presence of God because
God only is eternal.  If one does not come into the pres-
ence of God after death, then he or she cannot have the
opportunity of eternal existence.  Therefore, we must
find a solution for any action of our lives that would
separate us from God, and thus cheat us of eternal life.

• To emphasize the fact that every person has
personally sinned against God, and thus is
separated from God and in need of reconcili-
ation (to be brought back) with God.

We must clearly understand that reconciliation is
a restoration of ourselves to the presence of God.
Reconciliation is the work of God through the gospel.
God is not reconciled to us.  We are reconciled to Him.
Since it is our sin that separates us from God, then we
must seek to be reconciled to Him through our obedi-
ence to the gospel.

When discussing the concept of reconciliation, we

are establishing the
foundation upon
which the appeal of
the gospel is empha-
sized.  The more we
emphasize the curse
of sin, and subsequent
separation from God,
the greater the appeal
of the gospel as the
only means by which we can be reconciled to God.

When studying through the concepts of sin, sepa-
ration and death, the point must be emphasized that in a
state of separation from God there is absolutely no hope
for salvation.  In this state of separation, we cannot self-
justify ourselves of sin by keeping religious traditions
or by doing meritorious good works.  It is because we
cannot save ourselves on the basis of our own perfor-
mance of law, or atoning good works, that we must be
driven to the good news of salvation that was revealed
through Jesus.

B. Presentation instructions for gospel teachers:

1.  All are sinners:  When we read Romans
3:9,10,23, we must ask ourselves, “Have all people
sinned against God?”  The answer to the question,
“Yes.”  If we answer “No,” then there may be a misun-

Chapter 4

WHERE SIN TAKES US

SINSINSINSINSIN
D E AD E AD E AD E AD E A T HT HT HT HT H

results in

GODGODGODGODGOD
S E PA R AT I O N

Chart 3

Gospel Evangelsim



155Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

derstanding concerning the concept of sin, and its exist-
ence in the life of every individual.  We must keep in
mind that when considering concepts of sin, we must
emphasize the fact that we are totally unable to make
any personal atonement for our sins.  In other words,
one cannot do good works in order to put God in debt to
forgive our sins (See Rm 4:4).

Sin is a violation of God’s law.  We cannot rectify
our sin against God’s law as we would against man’s
laws.  In order to find atonement for sin against God’s
law, we must approach God concerning His conditions
for His forgiveness of our sins.  When discussing sin in
our lives, therefore, we are emphasizing the grace of
the gospel of God as it was revealed on the cross.  Obe-
dience to the gospel is God’s condition for His forgive-
ness.  This is good news because we cannot legally per-
form good works in order to put God in debt to save us.

2.  Sin separates:  When we read Isaiah 59:1,2,
we must ask, “What is the key word in this context
that stresses the result of sin in one’s relationship
with God?”  The answer is, “separation.”  Sin always
results in separation from God.  When we are separated
from God, we are separated from the presence of God
and the eternal life that only God can offer.  Therefore,
since sin separates us from God, then we must discover
what God says we must do in order to be reconciled to
him.

3.  Separation means death:  When considering
sin, the following is a true statement: “When we think
about sin, we must always think about separation
from God.  Sin and separation must always be linked
together when considering our relationship with
God.”

4.  Definition of sin:  In order to better understand
the concept of sin, consider 1 John 3:4 and James 4:17.

a.  1 John 3:4:  “Whoever commits sin also
commits lawlessness, and sin is lawlessness.”  God gives
both positive laws and negative laws in reference to
our obedience of His will.  In order to explain the nature
of sin in reference to God’s law, it is necessary to under-
stand how one breaks the law of God.

(1)  God’s positive laws:  These are those things
that God says we must do.  For example:  “Take care of
the orphans and widows” (Js 1:27).  If one does not do
this, then he or she sins against God.  This is the sin of
omission.  In other words, we commit a sin by omitting
to do what God specifically says we must do.  We omit
doing His commandments in our lives.

(2)  God’s negative laws:  These are things that
God says we must not do.  For example:  “Avoid fool-
ish controversies and genealogies and contentions, and
strivings about the law, for they are unprofitable and
worthless” (Ti 3:9).  If one does that which God says
we must not do, then he or she commits sin against God.
This is the sin of commission.  We do that which God
says we should not do.

b.  James 4:17:  “To him who knows to do good
and does not do it, to him it is sin.”  God gives biblical
principles of good that we must do.  If one does not
do a biblical principle of good, then he or she sins against
God.

A biblical principle of good is good that is stated
in principle in the word of God, but not specified in
detail.  For example, Galatians 6:10 states, “Let us do
good to all men, especially to those who are of the house-
hold of the faith.”  The specifics of how we are to do
good to others is not stated in this principle of good.
Therefore, we must work out the specifics of exactly
how we are going to accomplish the principle of doing
good to all people, realizing that the specifics in order
to accomplish a principle of good cannot become a reli-
gious law.  Each one of us can do good in our own way,
and according to the opportunities that present them-
selves to us to do good.  The important thing to remem-
ber is that if we do not work out a way to accomplish a
biblical principle of good, and have the resources and
opportunity to do the good, then we sin against God.

If one thinks his or her life is without sin, then he
or she does not understand sin, or is not being honest.
However, most people will confess that they have not
always done the good that they know they should have
done.  All have sinned, therefore, because we all have
failed to do all the good we know we should have done
(Rm 3:9,10,23).
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A. Objectives of chart 4:

• To emphasize the two greatest problems that
face every person: SPIRITUAL death and
PHYSICAL death.

Every man must recognize these two great prob-
lems.  Without finding a solution for these problems,
there is no hope of eternal life.  It is imperative, there-
fore, that the teacher of the gospel emphasize these two
great problems when sharing with those who have not
obeyed the gospel.

• To move one to seek the good news (gospel) that
the gospel was revealed for the death problems
that face every person.

We must keep in
mind that the better
one understands that
there is no hope for
salvation when sepa-
rated from God, the
more he or she will
desire to draw close
to God.  One will be
motivated to search
the Scriptures in order to discover the conditions one
must do in order to be restored to a correct relationship
with God.  The gospel is what draws people to God, and
thus provides a solution for the problems of both spiri-
tual and physical death.  Obedience to the gospel is the
solution for our two great problems concerning death.

B. Presentation instructions for gospel teachers:

1.  Wages of sin:  In Romans 6:23 Paul wrote, “For
the wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is eternal
life through Jesus Christ our Lord.”  The meaning of this
verse is that the salary (wages) or result of sin is spiritual
death.  When we think about sin, therefore, we must al-
ways think about death, specifically, spiritual death that
results from being separated from God.  Romans 6:23 is
stating that everyone has sinned, therefore, everyone who
has not obeyed the gospel is separated from God, and
thus in a state of spiritual death.   It is for this reason that

we must thoroughly understand this point when consid-
ering those who have not obeyed the gospel.

We must not forget that the religious world in gen-
eral is familiar with Romans 6:23.  However, many do
not understand why spiritual death is the result of one’s
personal sins against God.  We must understand, there-
fore, that sin causes separation from God, and it is this
separation from God that results in death.  Sin is the
cause of the separation.  The separation is the cause of
our spiritual death.

2.  Origin of sin:  In Romans 5:12 Paul stated,
“Therefore, as through one man sin entered into the
world and death through sin, and so death passed to all
men because all have sinned.”  The first half of this
verse refers to Adam’s personal sin against God.  It
speaks of his personal spiritual death, and separation
from God that resulted from his own sin of eating the
forbidden fruit in the Garden of Eden (See Gn 2:16,17;
3:1-24).

The second part of Romans 5:12 emphasizes the
problem of spiritual death that each person suffers as
a result of his or her personal sin against God.  All
people are personally separated from God, and thus, all
people are spiritually dead because of their own sins.
Since all people sin, then all people suffer individual
spiritual separation from God (See Rm 3:9,10,23).

3.  Death of the body:  Genesis 3:22-24:  As a
result of Adam’s sin of eating of the forbidden fruit, he
was separated from the tree of life, and thus, neither he
nor all humanity after him could eat of the tree of life
and live forever (Compare Hb 9:27).  Therefore, we
suffer the consequences of Adam’s eating of the for-
bidden fruit because no one can now eat of the tree of
life because Adam and all humanity was driven from
the Garden of Eden (Gn 3:22-24).

4.  The bodily resurrection:  1 Corinthians 15:20-
22:  The context of 1 Corinthians 15 is discussing the
bodily resurrection.  Verse 20 discusses Jesus’ bodily
resurrection from the dead.  His resurrection from the
dead was the “firstfruits” of all those who have died in
the past and those who will physically die in the future.

The word “firstfruits” is a metaphor taken from
the Sinai law of the Old Testament.  According to the
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Sinai law, the first cuttings of the harvest were offered
to God for the support of the Levitical priests.  These
cuttings were an indication or promise of the greater
harvest to come.  Jesus’ bodily resurrection from the
tomb was a signal of the greater resurrection that is yet
to come in the future.

Jesus’ resurrection from the dead was different from
the resurrection of Lazarus and others who were raised
before Him.  Jesus’ resurrection was different in two
ways:  (1) Jesus was resurrected never to die again.  (2)
Jesus was resurrected with an immortal, incorruptible
body as we will have when He comes again (Compare 2
Co 5:1-8; Ph 3:21; 1 Jn 3:2).

When considering 1 Corinthians 15:20, we must
clearly understand the “man” to which Paul referred.
This was Adam.  Because Adam sinned, physical death
was introduced into the world when he was separated
from the tree of life.  As the father of humanity, Adam
subsequently separated all of us from the tree of life.
However, through Jesus Christ came the promise of an
eventual bodily resurrection from the dead (Compare
Jn 5:28,29; 11:25; 1 Th 4:13-18).  All who come to Jesus
have access to the tree of life through Him.  These are
those who will be bodily resurrected to live forever when
Jesus comes because they were “bodily” resurrected
from the waters of baptism.  Because baptized believers
experienced the first resurrection in baptism, they will
experience a second resurrection when Jesus comes
again.

We must all must suffer from the consequences of
Adam’s sin, and thus, physically die.  We must because
all of us have been separated from the tree of life as
Adam when he was driven out of the Garden of Eden
(See Gn 3:22-24).  However, those who establish an “in
Christ” (covenant) relationship with Jesus, will be bodily
resurrected to life when He comes again.  Though all
physically die as a result of Adam’s separation from the
tree of life, when Jesus comes again those who are in
Christ will be made alive (See 1 Co 15:22).  Therefore,
one must be “in Christ” in order to be resurrected to
life.  Those who are outside Christ will be resurrected
to an eternal destruction (Compare Rv 20:12-15; 21:8).

The more we emphasize the hopeless situation of
being in sin, and thus separated from God, the greater
the appeal there is for obedience to the gospel, through
which we are reconciled to God.  It is important, there-
fore, to dwell on these thoughts in order to make sure
that everyone understands the curse of being in the bond-
age of sin.  We must understand that there is absolutely
no hope for eternal life while one is separated from God
in sin.

Reading
Open to me the gates of righteousness.

I will go into them and I will praise the Lord.
This is the gate of the Lord into which the righteous

will enter.
(Ps 118:19,20)

A. Chart 5 objectives:

• To emphasize the power of the gospel in the
lives of those who have obeyed the gospel, and
thus enjoy Jesus’ atonement for our sins on
the cross.

We must emphasize the fact that Jesus can help
those who desire to be helped.  However, if there is no
desire to voluntarily respond to the gospel of His incar-
national offering for our sins, then there can be no bless-
ings from Him in reference to His cleansing of our sins.

• To emphasize the spiritual blessings that come
to those who live in response to the gospel.

Spiritual blessings refer to salvational benefits one

receives as a result of coming into a covenant relation-
ship with Jesus.  Obedience to the gospel brings one
into contact with these
blessings, and thus as
one lives the Christian
life, he or she enjoys
all the spiritual bless-
ings that result from
one’s obedience to the
gospel.

B. Presentation in-
structions for gospel
teachers:

1.  Headship of
Jesus:  It is important
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to understand the metaphor “head” as it is used in refer-
ence to Jesus’ relationship with His body, the church.
The word “head” refers to control and center of refer-
ence.  When one voluntarily responds to the gospel of
Jesus, then Jesus “controls” that person through the
powerful motivation of the gospel.  The gospel of Jesus
is the center of reference to all those who subsequently
obey the gospel (Compare Jn 12:48; Cl 1:12-18; Hb 1:2-
3; 4:12).  As the Head of the individual disciple, Jesus
becomes the center of reference as we live according to
the gospel (See Ph 2:5-8).

We must clearly understand that Jesus can be our
head only when we voluntarily respond to the gospel.
If Jesus controls the individual in a subjective manner
through a supposed direct control of the Holy Spirit,
then Jesus cannot be the total head of the individual.  Jesus
knew that some would eventually assume that their head,
or source of motivation, would supposedly be the Holy
Spirit.  Because Jesus saw this coming in the lives of
some of His disciples, He made the following statement
in reference to the work of the Holy Spirit: “He [the Holy
Spirit] will glorify Me, for He will take of Mine and will
declare it to you” (Jn 16:14).

The headship of Jesus in the life of the individual
Christian depends on the voluntary submission of the
individual to the authority of the word of Jesus that was
recorded by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit (See 1 Co
14:32; 2 Tm 3:16).  Jesus delivers people into freedom
from both sin and religious traditions.  He does not bring
us into some subjective bondage of the Holy Spirit, and
thus violate our free-moral choice.  On the contrary, He
allows us to make a free-moral choice in our personal
response to what He did for us at the cross.  We volun-
tarily respond to the grace of God that was revealed at
the cross.  The Holy Spirit spoke of this: “For all things
are for your sakes, so that the grace that is reaching
many people may cause thanksgiving to abound to the
glory of God” (2 Co 4:15).

2.  “In Christ” relationship with God:  The meta-
phor “in Christ” means that one is in a covenant relation-
ship with God through the Son of God.  When one is liter-
ally in a building, he or she has protection and security.
Being in a building means being in a relationship with what
the building has to offer as long as one remains inside.
When one is “in Christ,” he or she is in a gospel relation-
ship with Jesus where there is protection from Satan.  In
Christ there is the daily cleansing blood of Jesus for sins
that we commit (Compare 1 Jn 1:7).  “In Christ” we are
sanctified by the blood of Jesus, and thus secured in our
salvational relationship with God through Jesus.

When one agrees to submit to Jesus’ headship and

direction through obedience to the gospel, he or she re-
ceives all spiritual blessings that result from this sub-
mission.  The following scriptures remind us of those
spiritual blessings of the gospel that we continually en-
joy as we live “in Christ”:

a.  Ephesians 1:3: “All spiritual blessings”
refer to those salvational blessings that were made pos-
sible by the cross of Christ and are made applicable to
one’s life upon obedience to the gospel.  The following
is a list of these blessings that we enjoy in Christ (Com-
pare 2 Pt 1:2-4):

b.  Ephesians 1:7 (See also Cl 1:13,14):  Re-
demption means that Jesus paid a price for our sins in
order to bring us back into a reconciled relationship with
God.  His sacrificial offering redeemed (bought) us out
of the captivity of sin from which we could not redeem
ourselves (See Rm 3:24,25).  Forgiveness means that
through the blood of Jesus God will forget all sins that
we have committed against Him.  He will remember them
no more (See also Rm 11:27; Hb 8:12; 1 Jn 1:7-9).

c.  1 Corinthians 1:2:  Sanctification means
to cleanse or purify.  When one is in a covenant rela-
tionship with Jesus, he or she is continually cleansed of
sin by the blood of Jesus (See also 1 Co 6:9-11; 1 Jn
1:7).  Therefore, we do not need to attempt to self-sanc-
tify ourselves through good works.  We work because
of what Jesus did for us at the cross, not in order to
meritoriously sanctify ourselves through good works
(See Ep 2:8-10).

d.  Romans 8:1:  When one is in Christ, he or
she is not under a sentence of condemnation because
of sin.  When one has established a covenant relation-
ship with Jesus, he or she is safe from condemnation
(See also Mk 16:16; 1 Jn 5:13-20).

e.  2 Corinthians 5:17:  When one is in Christ,
he or she is a new creation, or new creature.  He or she
is new because one is in a spiritual relationship with
God because of the cleansing blood of Jesus (See also
Ep 4:17-24).

f.  1 John 5:11:  When one is in Christ, he or
she has eternal life that is conditioned on remaining
faithful to living the gospel of Jesus (See also Jn
10:27,28).

g.  2 Timothy 2:10:  Salvation means that one
has the spiritual blessings of redemption, forgiveness
and sanctification.  Having such means that one is not
living under the judgment of condemnation, but is a new
creature who has eternal life.  This is what God wants
every person to have (See Jn 3:16; 2 Pt 3:9).  This is
why Jesus came into this world in order to offer an eter-
nal sacrifice for our sins.
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It is the call of God through the gospel that all
people have an “in Christ” relationship with the Son of
God.  The following outlined information of 2 Thessa-
lonians 1:6-9 in the next discovery explains what is com-
ing in the future.  The information that is revealed in 1
Corinthians 15:1-4 emphasizes what God had to do in
order to make it possible for us to come into a covenant
relationship with Him.  Once we understand what it cost
God in order to reconcile us to Him, we are motivated
to come into a covenant relationship with Christ through
obedience of the gospel.  This is the power of the gos-
pel (Rm 1:16).

The previous charts have illustrated that our sins
have brought us into a realm of spiritual death.  How-

ever, though God is just to give law by which we must
live, it is impossible for us to keep any law perfectly in
order to save ourselves.  Therefore, God sent His Son
into the world in order to do for us that which we could
not do for ourselves.  We are justified in reference to
law by the atoning sacrifice of Jesus.

Through His Son, God revealed where He wants
us to be in this life.  He wants us to be in Christ.  We
must keep in mind that it is the gospel that motivates
one to respond to Christ in order to be brought into
Christ.  It is the power of the love offering of the gospel
that motivates us to respond in obedience to what God
did for us through the incarnational revelation of His
Son.

A. Chart 6 objective:

• To emphasize the necessity of obeying the gos-
pel in order to come into Christ where there
is deliverance from destruction when Jesus
comes again.

It is very important to clearly understand the text
of 2 Thessalonians 1:7-9.  The better one understands
this text, the more power the gospel will have in one’s
life.  If one understands the nature of what Paul was
explaining in this revelation, then there will be no ques-
tion in reference to the following scriptures as to what
one must do in order to obey the gospel.

B. Presentation instructions for gospel teachers:

1.  Revelation concerning the final coming:  The
following are some questions to ask concerning what
Paul stated in the revelation of 2 Thessalonians 1:7-9:

a.  “What future event is discussed in verse
7?”  The answer is, “The final coming of Jesus.”

b.  “How is Jesus coming?”  He is coming, “In
flaming fire.”

c.  “Who will be judged with vengeance when
Jesus comes again?”  The answer is, “Those who do
not know the God of love and grace who sent His only
Son into this world.”  If one does not know the loving
heart of God for His creation, then he will never re-

spond to what God has to offer in order to bring one
into His eternal presence.  One must emulate within him-
self or herself the heart of God in order to reside in the
presence of the heart of God.

d.  “What will happen to those who do not
respond to the gospel?”  The answer is, “They will
suffer eternal destruction from the presence of the God
who gave His only begotten Son.”  They will suffer this
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2 Thessalonians 1:7-9

ETERNAL TRUTH
•Jesus gives assurance to those who are
persecuted for His sake.

•Jesus will be revealed from heaven.
•Jesus will be revealed with mighty angels.
•Jesus will be revealed in flaming fire.
•Jesus will be revealed to take vengeance.
•Jesus will take vengeance on those who do
not respond to the heart of God.

•Jesus will thus take vengeance on those
who do not obey the gospel of God’s heart.

•Those who do not obey the gospel will be
punished with destruction from the pres-
ence of God.
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because they have not obeyed God’s solution for sin,
and thus cannot reside in the eternal presence of God.

It is important that everyone who would seek to be
eternally saved must believe the teaching of 2 Thessa-
lonians 1:7-9.  Acceptance of this teaching is important
because this lays the foundation upon which the fol-
lowing two charts are based.

2.  Coming destruction:  “Does 2 Thessalonians
1:7-9 teach that one must obey the gospel in order to
escape the coming judgment of condemnation?”  There
must be a definite positive response to this question.  If
the answer is not in the affirmative, then we must read
again the passage, for the passage is quite clear.

It is very important to understand what Paul said
in 2 Thessalonians 1:7-9 in order for one to be moti-
vated to respond to the gospel.  When one clearly un-
derstands what 2 Thessalonians 1:7-9 states in reference
to our eternal salvation, then he or she will be commit-
ted to a conclusion that will be established in the fol-
lowing charts.

3.  Two eternal questions:  If one must obey the
gospel in order to escape the coming destruction, then
two questions must be asked and answered:

1.  What is the gospel?
2.  How can one obey the gospel?

1 Corinthians 15:1-4 (chart 7) and Romans 6:3-

6 (chart 8) in the following discoveries answer these
two questions.  1 Corinthians 15:1-4 answers the first
question concerning what the gospel is and Romans 6:3-
6 answers the second question concerning how one can
obey the gospel.

Several passages in the Bible could be used to an-
swer these two questions.  However, one must not al-
low himself to believe that a truth that is so simple must
be validated by an assortment of scriptures.  If a great
number of scriptures are used, those who do not know
the Bible well, might be intimidated or confused con-
cerning a simple truth.  We must always keep in mind
that the gospel is a simple message to share and under-
stand.  It can be presented in all its simplicity.  We must
not give the impression that the gospel is a complex
system of theology or church tradition.  Therefore, the
simpler one’s presentation of the gospel, the easier it is
for people to understand and appreciate its message.

The preceding two questions must be asked and
answered according to what the Bible says.  These are
not questions that ask for subjective answers and obedi-
ence.  In other words, the answers are not based on what
one feels is right.  The answers are objectively based on
what we read in the Bible.  The correct answers to these
two questions will determine if one has correctly obeyed
the gospel in order to escape the coming judgment of
destruction that is explained in 2 Thessalonians 1:7-9.

A. Chart 7 objective:

•  To understand the gospel as it was revealed
through an event of history when Jesus offered
Himself in order to answer our two greatest
problems.

In a world of religious confusion, it is necessary to
clarify the event of the gospel, as well as the use of the
word “gospel.”  The first simple fact to understand is
that the gospel was revealed through an event of his-
tory.  Once this is understood, the conclusion to what
one must do in order to connect with the historical events
of the gospel in order to connect with God, must also be
understood.

B. Presentation instructions for gospel teachers:

1.  The newspaper report:  Before considering 1

Chapter 8

LIFE-CHANGING HISTORICAL EVENTS

Chart 7

DEATHDEATHDEATHDEATHDEATH

BURIALBURIALBURIALBURIALBURIAL

WHAT IS THE GOSPEL?
1 Corinthians 15:1-4,22

RESURRECTIONRESURRECTIONRESURRECTIONRESURRECTIONRESURRECTION

Gospel Evangelsim



161Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

Corinthians 15:1-4, we use a newspaper to illustrate
the difference between a report (the newspaper) and an
event, a historical happening about which reports are
made in the newspaper.

The events of a newspaper happened before the
report (the newspaper) was written.  The newspaper is a
report of historical happening of the events that took
place at a specific time in history.  There is a difference,
therefore, between the events and the report of the
events.

2.  The report and the gospel events:  We must
ask, “What is the gospel?”  Typical answers are, “the
Bible,” “the teachings of Jesus,” or “the New Testa-
ment.”  These are wrong answers, and thus illustrate
that most people do not have a correct understanding
concerning the difference between the historical events
of the gospel and the report of these events.  These an-
swers cannot be right because if the gospel were, for
example, the teachings of Jesus, then one can never fully
obey the gospel.  This is true because we cannot live
perfect lives according to the word of God.  We can
make an effort to obey the teachings of Jesus.  How-
ever, we will always know that we cannot obey all the
teachings of Jesus, for all sin and fall short of perfect
obedience (Rm 3:23).  We simply cannot perfectly obey
the teachings of Jesus.  And because we cannot perfectly
obey, we need the gospel of God’s grace.  It is for this
reason that if the gospel were the teachings of Jesus,
then one would never know for sure if he or she had
obeyed the gospel, for no one can keep law perfectly.

3.  The good news report of the gospel:  Many
people will respond that the gospel is the “good news.”
But this is the meaning of the Greek word that is trans-
lated “gospel.”  Therefore, if one responds that the gos-
pel is the good news, then we would ask, “The gospel is
good news about what?”  The answer to this question is
that the gospel is good news about our two greatest prob-
lems, spiritual and physical death.  The New Testament

is a report of the gospel event that took place before the
New Testament was written.  Therefore, we read the
Bible in order to understand more about the revelation
of the gospel through the historical events that revealed
the gospel.  Paul explained this in 1 Corinthians 15:1-4.
This passage answers the question that was previously
asked from the reading of 2 Thessalonians 1:7-9, “What
is the gospel?”

4.  Report of the gospel:  Paul wrote, “Moreover,
brethren, I declare to you the gospel which I preached
to you, which also you received and in which you stand,
by which also you are saved, IF you hold fast to that
word which I preached to you, unless you believed in
vain.” (1 Co 15:1,2).

a.  In 1 Corinthians 15:1,2 Paul talks about the
gospel.  Therefore, the inspired words that he used to
talk about the gospel are not the gospel itself.  In other
words, the inspired words of 1 Corinthians 15:1,2 are
not the gospel.  These are words the Holy Spirit in-
spired Paul to use to explain the gospel.  Paul reported
the effect the gospel had on the lives of the Corinthians
to whom he preached it.

This same thought is found in Romans 1:13-16.
Paul wanted to go to Rome to the disciples who lived in
the city, and who had formerly obeyed the gospel.  “So
as much as in me is,” he wrote, “I am ready to preach
the gospel to you [Christians] also who are at Rome.”
The Christians in Rome had already obeyed the gospel.
Their obedience to the gospel occurred long before any
of the New Testament books were written, including the
book of Romans.  Nevertheless, the Roman disciples
needed to continue to learn more about the gospel they
had obeyed in order that the gospel’s full power work in
their lives.  For this reason, Paul wanted to go to them
in order to reveal more information about the incarna-
tion, crucifixion, resurrection, ascension, kingdom reign
and final coming of the Lord Jesus Christ.  These things
we can now read in the New Testament (See 2 Pt 3:18).
But as the Corinthians, the Romans had obeyed the
simple message of the death of Jesus for our sins and
His resurrection for our hope.

(1)  Through the medium of words, the gospel
was declared (announced) to the Corinthians.  The gos-
pel is declared with words, and thus, the words are not
the gospel.

(2)  The gospel was preached to the Corinthians.
The gospel event and message are preached by use of
words.  Therefore, the gospel is not the words, whether
written or spoken.  Words are the medium through which
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the gospel message is communicated to people.
(3)  The gospel was received by the Corinthians.

When one receives something, he or she accepts what
is received as true.  The Corinthians believed the gospel
event because they received what Paul said about the
events to be true.

(4)  One stands in the gospel.  In other words,
one bases his or her emotional and spiritual well-being
on the foundation that the gospel event was an actual
historical event that revealed the grace of God through
the cross.  When we are sharing the gospel with others,
there is more involved than a simple belief in the words
that communicate the event of the gospel to us.  We
must accept the fact of the gospel to the point that it
becomes the emotional foundation upon which our feel-
ings are based and controlled.  Receiving (believing)
the message of the gospel must have a spiritual and an
emotional impact on our hearts.  We must be cut to the
heart by the incarnation and atoning sacrifice of Jesus
(At 2:37; see Ph 2:5-11).  The gospel deals not only
with the head, but also with the heart.  So unless the
message of the gospel gets from our heads to our hearts,
our lives will remain unchanged.

(5)  One is saved by the gospel.  The Corin-
thians were saved by the gospel, though they were not
in Jerusalem when the gospel events occurred.  The
events of the gospel happened many kilometers away
and several years before the preaching of Paul in the
city of Corinth.  But because the gospel is more than
historical events, the Corinthians could still make con-
tact with Jesus in obedience to the gospel in the city of
Corinth.

(6)  One is saved by the gospel IF he or she
continues to believe the word by which the gospel is
communicated.  The Corinthians had to continue to
believe Paul’s words by which he communicated the
gospel to them.  Therefore, salvation by the gospel is
based on the condition that one continues to believe the
word by which the gospel is communicated to us.  In
other words, we today must believe the New Testament
that communicates to us the message of the gospel that
was revealed through the historical events of the cross
and resurrection (Compare Rm 10:17).  If we start doubt-
ing the report, then we will fall from our salvation.  It is
necessary, therefore, that we continue to believe the in-
spired report.  It is for this reason that those who do not
study the Bible are moving away from Jesus because
they are moving away from a knowledge of the gospel
of Jesus.

In the context of the Corinthians, some were start-
ing to doubt the resurrection of Jesus.  But if this good
news concerning our own resurrection is not true, then

the gospel means nothing.  The incarnation of the Son
of God was a wasted effort on His part.  If there were no
resurrection to eternal life, then there would be no need
for the incarnational sacrifice of Jesus on the cross for
our sins.

5.   Gospel events:  In 1 Corinthians 15:3,4, Paul
continued, “For I delivered to you first of all that which
I also received, that Christ died for our sins according
to the Scriptures, and that He was buried, and that He
rose again the third day according to the Scriptures.”

a.  The gospel was the first thing Paul preached
when he arrived in Corinth.  It is interesting to note this
point because it determines what is most important when
we are approaching unbelievers.  The good news of
Jesus’ death for our sins and resurrection for our hope
is the most important subject that unbelievers must hear.
It is important to those who are stuck in religious per-
formances because so many people are confused con-
cerning what they must do in order to obey the gospel.

b.  The gospel is centered primarily around
Jesus’ sacrifice on the cross for our sin problem.  Our
number one problem in our relationship with God is sin.
Sin has separated us from God, and thus it is necessary
to take care of our sin problem before there can be a
renewed covenant relationship with God.  The resurrec-
tion would mean nothing if there were no atonement for
our sins.  Our obedience to the gospel, therefore, is ab-
solutely necessary in order for one to reconnect with
God in a covenant relationship.

c.  The gospel of living forever was revealed
through the burial of Jesus in a tomb in order that He
be victoriously raised from the dead.  The burial of
Jesus was a distinctive part of the gospel because if there
could be no burial then there was no death and res-
urrection.  It is for this reason that the empty tomb re-
vealed the victory of Jesus over death.  It has also be-
come a defense for our faith.  If there were no empty
tomb, then the foundation of our hope to live forever
would be destroyed.

Our physical resurrection, because of Jesus’ physi-
cal resurrection, is the theme of the entire chapter of 1
Corinthians 15.  The gospel message is valid because of
the empty tomb.  The death on the cross has effect be-
cause Jesus is not like other religious leaders who have
founded their faith on their own selves and teachings.
The teachings of Jesus are beneficial for living.  How-
ever, if Jesus had not been raised from the dead, then
His teachings would always be in competition with other
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teachings of other religious leaders who are still in their
tombs.  Christianity is founded upon an empty tomb,
not simply the teachings of Jesus.  Jesus was more than
a good teacher of Israel.  He was proven to be the Son of
God by His resurrection from the dead (Rm 1:4).

d.  The gospel was revealed through the event
of Jesus’ physical resurrection to give us hope of over-
coming our physical death problem.  In our thoughts
concerning the death of Jesus on the cross, we often fail
to continue our thinking concerning the empty tomb.  The
cross is only part of the gospel.  The resurrection adds
more to the subject, and thus should be equally empha-
sized when we discuss the subject of the gospel.  If there
were no bodily incarnation of God into the flesh of man,
then there could have been no bodily crucifixion (See
Jn 1:1,2,14).  If there were no bodily crucifixion, then
there could have been no bodily resurrection and ascen-
sion.

e.  Jesus was raised to sit at the right hand of
God in order to reign over all things (Ep 1:20-23; 1 Tm
2:5; Hb 8:1).  This is good news.  When Jesus gave the
great commission to the apostles, it is interesting to note
that He introduced the subject of preaching the gospel
to the world with an announcement of His authority over
all things.  He said in Matthew 28:18, “All authority has
been given to Me in heaven and on earth.”  When pre-
senting the gospel to someone, it is important to empha-
size this fact.

Jesus is not only the Savior because He took care
of our sin problem, He is our King who gives hope by
maintaining control over all things (Hb 1:3; 1 Pt 3:22).
His authority over all things assumes that we must sub-
mit to His gospel reign.  When presenting the gospel,
we emphasize the authority of Jesus in order to estab-
lish the necessity that one submit to the reign of Jesus
over all things.  One is not recognizing the kingship of
Jesus if he or she is not willing to submit to obedience
of King Jesus.  When one is baptized, therefore, he or
she is submitting to the authority of King Jesus to com-
mand such in the lives of those who would be His sub-
jects.  It is for this reason that Luke mentions several
times in Acts that people were baptized “in the name of
Jesus” (See At 2:38; 10:48; 1 Co 1:13).

6.  Good news about physical resurrection:  In 1
Corinthians 15:20-22 there are important statements to
read in order to emphasize the effect of Jesus’ resurrec-
tion.  Verse 22 is specifically important: “For as in Adam
all die, even so in Christ all will be made alive.”

a.  The context of 1 Corinthians 15 is the physi-
cal resurrection.  1 Corinthians 15 is not the context
for discussing our spiritual separation from God because
of sin.  The context is dealing with physical death and
physical resurrection.

All physically die because of an indirect result of
Adam’s sin.  As a result of his sin, he, and all humanity,
were driven from the Garden of Eden.  He was driven
from the Garden lest he eat of the tree of life and live
forever.  Genesis 3:22-24 is the historical event that states
this fact.  Genesis 3:22 reveals that God drove Adam out
of the garden “lest he put out his hand and take also of
the tree of life, and eat, and live forever.”  We physically
die, therefore, because our forefather, Adam, was driven
from the tree of life.  It is important to emphasize this
point because the only way we can be restored (recon-
ciled) to the source of life—God—is through obedience
of the gospel.  Those who do not obey the gospel will
suffer the punishment of destruction from the presence of
God.  Obedience to the gospel is the answer to our second
greatest problem, which is physical death.

b.  Because Jesus was raised from the dead, all
those who are “in Christ” will be raised to live again.  It
is interesting to note that there are no promises made in
the New Testament that the unbelieving will be raised to
eternal life.  Even John 5:24,25 emphasizes the fact that
the dead who “hear” the voice of the Son of God—the
unrighteous do not hear (obey)—are raised to everlasting
life.  The unrighteous face eternal destruction, but the righ-
teous will come out of their graves for the purpose of
eternal dwelling.  It is for this reason that one must be “in
Christ” in order to have hope of eternal life.  Only those
who are “in Christ” are promised to be raised from the
dead to enjoy everlasting life in the presence of God.
There is no promise of resurrection for eternal life
made in the New Testament for those who are outside
Christ.  One must have a covenant relationship with God
in Christ in order to enjoy the rewards of this covenant.

7.  Good news about physical death:  1 Corin-
thians 15:1-4 answers the first question that 2 Thes-
salonians 1:7-9 poses, that is, “What is the gospel?”
We review these thoughts in order to emphasize the fact
that this question has been answered.  The gospel is good
news about our physical death problem.  Jesus was raised
from the dead, and thus He has given hope to all who
are in a covenant relationship with Him at this time.  Our
hope is that we too will be raised from the dead when
Jesus comes again.  The righteous look forward to the
coming of Jesus because they will receive eternal life.
The unrighteous do not look forward to His coming be-
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cause they will be raised for eternal destruction.
8.  Imperative gospel obedience:  Since it is im-

perative to obey the gospel in order to be delivered from
eternal destruction, then we must ask, “How can one
obey the historical event of the death, burial and res-
urrection of Jesus?”  The answer to this question is
found in Romans 6:3-6.   Romans 6:3-6 is Paul’s answer
to the second question that 2 Thessalonians 1:7-9 poses,
that is, “How can one obey the gospel?”

We must fully understand that the gospel was re-
vealed through the historical event of the death of Jesus
for our sins, His burial, and His resurrection to give us
hope of resurrection after physical death.  Those with
whom we share the gospel should be seeking an answer

for their sin problem.  They should also be seeking hope
in view of physical death that every person must experi-
ence (Hb 9:27).  The gospel answers these two greatest
problems for which all people must find answers.  It is
for this reason that the gospel is good news.  It is good
news about our spiritual death problem.  It is good news
about our physical death problem.

If we have laid the correct intellectual and emo-
tional foundation with those whom we share the gospel,
the following chart reveals a tremendous discovery in
reference to our obedience to the gospel.  Those with
whom the gospel is shared will not be able to deny the
answer that Romans 6:3-6 gives as an explanation for
obedience to the gospel.

A. Chart 8 objectives:

• To teach that baptism (immersion) is the man-
ner by which we obey the gospel of the death,
burial and resurrection of Jesus.

As we come to this chart in sharing the gospel, a
connection is made between the gospel that took place in
Jerusalem over two thousand years ago and those today
who want to obey the gospel.  All those who seek a cov-
enant relationship with God must obey the gospel through
baptism.

• To teach that one cannot be saved from the
coming judgment of destruction of unbeliev-

ers if he or she does not obey the gospel by
immersion in water for the remission of sins.

B. Presentation instructions for gospel teachers:

1.  Baptism and Jesus:  It is important to under-
stand what the Holy Spirit said in the text of Romans
6:3-6.  The following are critical points from this text
that must be understood in order to identify the response
of baptism with the gospel of Jesus’ death, burial and
resurrection:

a.  Romans 6:1-3 lists a series of questions.  There
is a question mark after each verse.  Paul asked three ques-
tions that he answered in the context of chapter 6.

b.   Verse 3 is the third question that is first an-
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swered by verse 4, and then again in verse 5.  The ques-
tions of verses 1 & 2 are answered in the context of chap-
ter 6.

Paul asked, “Or do you not know that as many of
us as were baptized [immersed] into Christ Jesus were
baptized [immersed] into His death?” In Paul’s answer
to the question of verse 3, he first answered the question
of verse 3 in verse 4.  Because of the importance of the
answer, he answered the question again in verse 5, but
with different words and phrases.  Therefore, verses 4 &
5 are the same answer to the question that is presented
in verse 3.

c.  After reading the question of verse 3, we must
ask, “How is one baptized into the death of Jesus that
took place over two thousand years ago and several
thousand kilometers away?”  Paul answered this ques-
tion in verse 4, and again in verse 5.  But in his answers
we must discover that the event of baptism is more than
an obedient repetition of the death, burial and resurrec-
tion of Jesus.  Baptism is a spiritual connection with the
atonement of the cross of Jesus and our future resurrec-
tion with Him.  It is a moment in history where the obe-
dient believer connects with God because of the wash-
ing away of all sins.

2.  Connecting with Jesus:  In verse 4 Paul an-
swered, “Therefore, we are buried with Him through
baptism [immersion] into death, that just as Christ was
raised up from the dead through the glory of the Father,
even so we also might walk in newness of life.”

a.  One is buried with Jesus in baptism.  The
preposition “with” emphasizes a union with Jesus in
one’s obedience to Jesus’ death and burial that took place
over two thousand years ago.  Baptism answers the de-
sire of all true believers who want to be with Jesus in
eternity.  In fact, Paul wrote the desires of all of us when
he stated, “We are confident, I say, and prefer rather to
be absent from the body and be present with the Lord”
(2 Co 5:8).  In order for one to be with Jesus in eternity,
he or she must be with Jesus in this life.  In order to be
with Jesus now, we must be buried with Jesus in bap-
tism.  There is nothing difficult about understanding this
point.

b.  One is buried in order to be resurrected to
walk in newness of life.  There is no resurrection to new-
ness of life if there is no burial.  Through burial and
resurrection one comes into a saving relationship with
Jesus.  Therefore, baptism is necessary in order to re-
ceive all spiritual blessings that are “in Christ.”  Enjoy-

ing the benefit of all spiritual blessings is the beginning
of walking the gospel in one’s life.  Through immersion
in water one is brought into Christ, wherein are all spiri-
tual blessings in which one walks the gospel.

In order for one to connect with the death, burial
and resurrection of Jesus, he or she must be immersed
in water for the remission of sins.  This is what Paul was
reminding the Christians in Rome.  They were immersed
and resurrected with Christ.  It is possible that they did
not understand all the implications of their immersion
at the time they were immersed.  In the context of Ro-
mans 6, they certainly did not understand the fullness of
their walk in the gospel.  For this reason, therefore, Paul
wrote at the beginning of the Romans letter that he sought
to go to them in order to produce gospel fruit in their
lives.  He wrote, “So as much as in me is, I am ready to
preach the gospel to you also who are in Rome” (Rm
1:15).  It was this gospel that would continually empower
their lives (Rm 1:16).

We must keep in mind that Romans 6:1-6 was writ-
ten to those who had already been immersed.  Paul was
reminding them of what happened in the spiritual realm
at the time of their immersion.  He was also laying the
foundation for the arguments that he presented in the
entire context of Romans 6.  He was not arguing that
they needed to be rebaptized because they did not fully
understand all the implications of their immersion when
they were immersed in the past.  They were immersed
for the right reasons, but they did not fully comprehend
the entire journey of obeying the gospel in order to come
into Christ.  They did not fully understand that living
the gospel meant putting away all unrighteousness.

3.  Being like Jesus:  In Romans 6:5 Paul restated
what he said in the previous verse.  “For if we have
been united together in the likeness of His death, we
will also be in the likeness of His resurrection.”

a.  Paul repeated in verse 5 the concepts and
actions of verse 4 in order that this very important point
not be missed or misunderstood.

b.  One is united together with Jesus in the like-
ness of His death in order to be in the likeness of His
resurrection.  In verse 4 one is immersed with Christ.  In
this answer to the question of verse 5, one is “united
together” with Christ.  The thought is the same as verse
4, but the way Paul expressed it is different.

c.  The conclusion to one’s immersion, there-
fore, is that one obeys the death, burial and resurrection
of Jesus by immersion in and resurrection from a grave
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of water.  By the event of immersion in one’s life, he or
she obeys the event of the gospel.  One “obeys the gos-
pel” by being immersed (buried) in water and resurrected
out of water in order to walk in newness of life.  Obedi-
ence to reenact the event of the gospel connects one
with the atoning blood of the cross.  And in this connec-
tion, sins are washed away (At 2:38; 22:16).  One is
once again reconciled to God.  He is born again and
brought into fellowship with his or her Creator (Jn 3:6,7).
This is why Jesus said, “Truly, truly, I say to you, unless
one is born of water and of the Spirit he cannot enter
into the kingdom of God” (Jn 3:5).

Paul has now answered the second question that
was posed by his statement in 2 Thessalonians 1:7-9.
The first question was “What is the gospel?”  This ques-
tion was answered by 1 Corinthians 15:1-4.  The sec-
ond question was, “How can one obey the gospel?”  This
question is answered by Romans 6:3-5.  The impact on
one’s heart of this truth is life changing.  When one first
considers that baptism is a connection with the gospel
of grace that was revealed through the cross and resur-
rection of Jesus, it should change one’s life in a positive
way.  When one learns that in order to escape the com-
ing destruction that is revealed in 2 Thessalonians 1:7-
9, the response should be that which was expressed by
the Ethiopian eunuch.  He was not asked to be baptized.
He took the initiative to be baptized as soon as he found
water (See At 8:36).  This is the natural response of
those who truly understand the gospel.  They do not
have to be asked to obey the gospel.  They are moved
by the gospel as to when and where they can be bap-
tized in obedience to the gospel.

Before one is immersed, the thought of verse 6 must
be clearly understood.  There is a cost that must be paid
because Jesus paid a price for us.  A decision to sacri-
fice must be made before one can go to the grave with

Jesus.  Becoming a disciple of Jesus calls on both sacri-
fice and service.  Old sinful habits must be sacrificed,
and living for Jesus must become a part of one’s daily
walk in response to the gospel.  Paul explains this deci-
sion clearly in verse 6.

4.  A reminder:  Romans 6:6:  “Knowing this,”
Paul continued, “that our old man was crucified with
Him so that the body of sin might be destroyed, that we
should no longer be bondservants to sin.”

a.  Here again the concept of “with” Jesus is
repeated.  Before one is buried with Jesus, he or she
must first be crucified with Jesus (See also Gl 2:20; Cl
2:20; 3:1-3).  To be crucified with Christ means to give
one’s life in response to the gospel.  Such is repentance,
a turning from the way of the world and turning to a life
continually being driven by the power of the gospel
(Read also Rm 6:7-23).  Emphasizing this point lays the
foundation for the concept of the next chart.  Before
one can go to the grave with Jesus, he or she must first
count the cost of the cross.  Jesus said, “If anyone will
come after Me, let him deny himself and take up his
cross and follow Me” (Lk 9:23).

b.  The “body of sin” in verse 6 is our old way
of life that must be discarded in order to walk a gospel-
obedient life with Jesus.  Instead of using our body to
commit sin, the crucified believer must use it to the glory
of God.  In order to reaffirm these concepts, consider
the following key study passages that must be read in
reference to one’s obedience to the gospel: Repentance
(Lk 13:3; At 2:38; 3:19; 17:30,31; 2 Pt 3:9), baptism  (Mt
28:19,20; Mk 16:16; Jn 3:3-5; At 2:38; 22:16; 1 Pt 3:21),
examples of baptism (At 2:41-47; 8:26-40; 9:17,18; 10:34-
48; 16:13-15; 18:8; 19:1-5).

The last chart of this presentation of the gospel
seeks to call on a commitment to discipleship in response
to the gospel.  We have found that the term “Christian”
has been misused so much in the religious world that
people do not attach the concept of commitment to be-
ing a Christian.  Some often refer to people as “Chris-
tian,” but see no commitment of living the gospel at-
tached to being a Christian.  On the other hand, the term
“disciple” calls for action in the life of the one who would

seek to follow Jesus.  We are Christians.  But we are
Christians who are disciples of action.  It is for this rea-
son that this last chart is a call for committed disciple-
ship on the part of the one who wants to obey the gos-
pel.

A. Objectives of chart 9:

• To teach that one must be willing to sacrifice

Chapter 10

COMMITMENT TO THE GOSPEL
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all that is necessary in this life in order to obey
the gospel and be a disciple of Jesus.

• To teach that no human relationship of this
life must come between Jesus and His com-
mitment to follow Jesus.

B. Presentation instructions for gospel teachers:

1.  Cost counting:  Luke 14:25-35 is a key text in
reference to what Jesus requires of those who would be
His disciples.  The following are some of the key points
that Jesus emphasized in reference to being one of His
disciples:

a.  In verse 26 Jesus emphasized the fact that
relationships of this world should not separate one from
the eternal life that one has as a disciple: Jesus said, “If
anyone comes to Me and does not hate his father and
mother and wife and children and brothers and sisters,
yes, and his own life also, he cannot be My disciple.”
In reference to this statement of Jesus, everyone who
hears the gospel must ask the question “Am I willing to
put Jesus before all personal relationships on earth?”
If one truly understands the incarnational offering of
Jesus for our sins, then one’s answer to the question
must be “Yes.”

In this statement of Jesus it is often difficult for
people to understand what is meant by the word “hate.”
Matthew recorded a similar statement of Jesus that may
have been made on a different occasion:  “He who loves
father or mother more than Me is not worthy of Me.
And he who loves son or daughter more than Me is not
worthy of Me” (Mt 10:37).

The use of the word “hate” in Luke’s account means
to love one’s father or mother on earth less than loving

Jesus.  A disciple must be willing to put Jesus first
before all human relationships, even his relationship
with his or her own father or mother.  If one is not will-
ing to do this, then Jesus said, “He cannot be My dis-
ciple” (Lk 14:26).

b.  In verse 27 Jesus turned to one’s personal
commitment.  “And whoever does not bear his own cross
and come after Me, cannot be My disciple.”  The fol-
lowing question must be asked and answered: “Am I
willing to bear the suffering of Jesus in my life?”
One’s answer must be “Yes” if he or she would commit
to obeying the gospel.

c.  In Luke 14:28-32 Jesus calls on us to “count
the cost” of discipleship, and then consider the conse-
quences of making Jesus one’s enemy.

Verses 28-30 emphasize the fact that one must first
count the cost of discipleship before obeying the gos-
pel.  Emphasis is on taking the initiative to build.  When
one understands the simplicity of the gospel, he or she
is often too quick to rush to the waters of immersion in
order to start building a tower.  It is great to take the
initiative.  However, if one fails to complete the build-
ing, it is as Peter wrote, “For if after they have escaped
the pollutions of the world through the knowledge of
the Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, they are again en-
tangled in them and overcome, the latter end is worse
for them than the beginning” (2 Pt 2:20).

Luke 14:31,32 emphasize the fact that one must sit
down and consider whether he or she is able to stand
against Jesus if he or she does not take the initiative to
obey the gospel.

Imagine for a moment if we would make Jesus our
enemy.  As the enemy of Jesus, we would eventually
suffer the fate of what Paul stated in 2 Thessalonians
1:7-9.  There is only destruction to come for the one
who would seek to make war against God.  It is for

COUNT THE COST OF DISCIPLESHIP!
Luke 14:25-35

Verse 26: Are you willing to put Jesus before all per-
sonal relationships on earth?

Verse 27: Are you willing to bear the suffering of
Jesus in your life as a disciple?

Verse 33: Are you willing to make all necessary sac-
rifices for Jesus?

1 Peter 4:17:  What Will Be Your End?

YES NO

YES NO

YES NO

Chart 9
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this reason that one must sit down and take counsel.  If
one comes to the right conclusion that he or she cannot
win the war against God, then it is time to seek condi-
tions for peace.  We must remember that it is God who
determines the conditions for peace, not us.  Obedience
to the gospel is God’s condition for peace with God.

d.  In Luke 14:33 Jesus emphasized the neces-
sity for sacrifice in response to the incarnational sacri-
fice that Jesus made for us.  Therefore, we must ask
ourselves, “Are we willing to make all necessary sac-
rifices for Jesus?”  One’s answer must be “Yes.”  It is
not that we will have to make the extreme sacrifice that
Jesus made to come into the flesh of man (Jn 1:14).
However, if there is no sacrifice in our lives, there is no
spiritual growth.  For example, when one becomes a
disciple of Jesus, his or her standard of living usually
comes down.  Before one is a disciple, all the money
that one had was often consumed upon one’s own lusts.
However, after becoming a disciple one uses what he or
she has for the purpose of serving others.  We no longer
consume everything upon our own lusts.  Living the gos-
pel life is a life of self-sacrifice (See Rm 12:1,2).

e.  In Luke 14:33,34 Jesus wanted us to know
that if we are not willing to make all necessary sacri-
fices in order to be a disciple, then we are of no use for
His purpose.  The uncommitted life without sacrifice is
as salt that has no saltiness.  It has no preservative power.
It is thus cast out because it is worthless.  The uncom-
mitted disciple that is not willing to maintain commit-
ment to Jesus is lukewarm, and thus spewed out by Jesus
(Rv 3:15,16).

The concept of discipleship that Jesus emphasized
in the context of Luke 14:25-35 is very important.  Be-
fore one makes a decision to obey the gospel, the fol-
lowing are some points that one should first consider:

(1)  For many years after the establishment of
the church in Acts 2, those who had obeyed the gospel
were referred to as the disciples of Jesus.  It was not
until the gospel was preached and obeyed in Antioch
that the disciples were referred to as Christians.  Luke
recorded, “And it came to pass for a whole year that
they assembled with the church and taught many people.
And the disciples were first called Christians in Anti-
och” (At 11:26).  The disciples were not called Chris-
tians by Christians.  They were called Christians by those
who were making derogatory remarks about the beliefs
of the disciples.  The unbelievers thus referred to the
disciples as Christians.  They were called Christians
about ten years after the establishment of the church in
Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost in A.D. 30.

It is interesting to note that the word “Christian” is

used only three times in the New Testament to refer to
the people of God (At 11:26; 26:28; 1 Pt 4:16).  How-
ever, the term “disciple” is used over two hundred times
in reference to God’s people.  The point is that one must
be a disciple in order to be a Christian (Mt 28:19).  One
is not a Christian in order to be a disciple.

The generic term “disciple” refers to one who is
an apprentice.  An apprentice is one who has committed
himself or herself to follow the instructions of his or
her teacher.  In order to be a successful apprentice, the
student must be willing to leave his own life in order to
cleave to his teacher.  This point was illustrated in the
early part of the ministry of Jesus when He called His
first disciples.  In Mark 1:16-18 Jesus called Simon (Pe-
ter) and Andrew to discipleship.  Jesus said to them,
“‘Follow Me and I will make you become fishers of
men.’  And immediately they left their nets and followed
Him.”  Becoming a disciple of Jesus means leaving
something and following someone.  It means seeking.
Simon and Andrew immediately left their nets to fol-
low Jesus in order to become fishers of men.  They were
given a new destiny when they became disciples of Jesus.
Though one does not have to leave his vocational means
of support as Simon and Andrew who were called into
apostleship, something or someone usually has to be
left in order to accomplish one’s new purpose in life,
that is, to be a fisher of men.  Those who count the cost
of discipleship, therefore, must seriously consider leav-
ing something, and if necessary someone, in order to
accomplish the task of being a fisher of men.

In the context of Luke 9:23-26 Jesus emphasized
the extent to which discipleship would cost those who
decided to build with Him.  “If anyone will come after
Me, let him deny himself and take up his cross and fol-
low Me” (Lk 9:23).  Discipleship includes denial of self
and sacrifice on a cross.  In order to be crucified with
Jesus (Rm 6:6), one must bear a cross.  In the context of
the first century disciples who committed themselves
to follow Jesus, the cross often meant death.  In other
words, they had to decide to go to death for Jesus if that
was what discipleship meant.  Such was expressed in
the words of John in Revelation 2:10.  “Be faithful unto
death and I will give you the crown of life.”

If one seeks to save his life through an uncommit-
ted life, he or she will lose his or her eternal life in the
destruction of hell (Mt 10:28; Lk 9:24).  In the state-
ment of Luke 9:25, Jesus wanted us to know that all the
possessions of the world are not worth one’s eternal sal-
vation.  Therefore, He concluded by saying, “For who-
ever will be ashamed of Me and of My words, of him
will the Son of Man be ashamed when He comes in His
own glory and the glory of the Father and of the holy
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angels” (Lk 9:26).  A disciple cannot be ashamed of
Jesus.  He cannot be ashamed of the death of Jesus on a
cross (Rm 1:16).  Ashamed Christians do not assume
their responsibility of being fishers for men.  If one is
ashamed of sharing the death, burial and resurrection of
Jesus (the gospel), then he is not worthy of the confes-
sion of Jesus before God and the holy angels.

The cost of boldly standing as a fisher of men be-
fore the world was also illustrated by the desires of a
certain lawyer in Luke 10:25-28.  The lawyer asked
Jesus, “What shall I do to inherit eternal life?” (Lk
10:25).  This question presented the occasion for intro-
ducing the parable of the good Samaritan.  After the
priest and Levite had passed by the one who had been
beaten and robbed, the Samaritan took action.  He de-
fined and answered the question of the lawyer, “Who is
my neighbor?” (Lk 10:29).  For the disciple of Jesus,
our neighbor is everyone who is in need, even complete
strangers.  Discipleship demands doing good to our
neighbors (Gl 6:10).

From Jesus’ teaching and example of discipleship,
we can understand why His final words on earth urged
His disciples to make disciples.  “Therefore, go and make
disciples of all the nations, immersing them into the
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit”

(Mt 28:19).  As His disciples, we are to go and make
disciples of others.  Once an unbeliever makes a deci-
sion to become a disciple of Jesus after counting the
cost, then this person is ready to obey the gospel for the
remission of his sins (At 2:38).

(2)  If any of the previous three questions of
chart 9 are answered with “No,” then one must consider
1 Peter 4:17:  “For the time has come that judgment
begin at the house of God.  And if it first begins with us,
what will be the end of those who do not obey the gos-
pel of God?”

1 Peter 4:17 is a question.  Peter assumed that we,
the Christian readers, would give the correct answer.
And the correct answer to his question is that there is no
hope for those who do not obey the gospel by immer-
sion in water for the remission of sins.  Those who do
not obey the gospel have no hope of salvation.  Peter
was saying that if only by the grace of God the judg-
ment of death is waved from those who are in a cov-
enant relationship with God (the house of God), then
those who are outside this covenant are doomed to eter-
nal destruction from the presence of God.  It is impera-
tive, therefore, that one come into the house of God
through obedience to the gospel.

Epilogue

OUR GOSPEL NATURE
Evangelism is not a program that Christians do.  It is a way of life of the true disciple of Jesus who seeks to live the
gospel that he or she obeyed.  True disciples of Jesus must speak the things that they have heard and learned.  When
the Jewish council commanded Peter and John not to speak in the name of Jesus, they replied, “Whether it is right
in the sight of God to give heed to you more than to God, you judge.  For we cannot but speak the things that we
have seen and heard” (At 4:19,20).  This is the way it is with disciples who seek to live the gospel.

We cannot box the evangelistic nature of a Christian into a program.  The sign of a true Christian is that he or she
is using every God-given gift to reach others for Jesus.  Christians realize that they have the gift of eternal life.
They realize that they have the key message to bring others into eternal life.  And because they are confident of
their own salvation by the grace of God, they seek to give others a piece of the eternal pie.

It would be unnatural and selfish for a Christian not to speak about his gospel gift of eternal salvation.  One must
speak about that which is most precious in his or her life.  It is for this reason that Christians must speak those
things that they know.  And because they know the gospel, it is imperative that they speak and live the gospel
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Book 24

Authentic Church
Since man is given to creating a god after his own image and a religion after his own desires, it

is imperative that we continually check our religious beliefs and behavior with the word of God.
Religious people who propose to fall under the umbrella of Christianity are bound to be led by the
word of God.  If they are not, then they have no right to claim to be Christian.  They cannot because
they do not direct themselves according to the authority of the Scriptures.  And since we are all
have a spirit of idolatry, then we can correctly assume that if a religion does not bind itself to the
word of Christ, then certainly it cannot claim the name of Christ.  It is for this reason that we must
demand of ourselves that we focus our entire religious being on the word of God, lest we lead
ourselves astray.  If we are not bound to the word of God, we will end up one day so far away from
Christ that we will have no part with Him.  We will have rejected His word for the traditions of
men.

The contents of this book will greatly disturb some
people.  It will disturb those who have a fond attach-
ment to their church buildings, especially to those who
believe that possessing or meeting in a church building
is a doctrinal matter.  We have found that though some
may deny that having a church building is a doctrinal
matter, they still are greatly offended when this aspect
of their religious practice is marginalized.

When people are offended in reference to something
that has no biblical foundation, but is an accepted reli-
gious tradition, they will still feel that their religion is
under attack when challenged in reference to those things
that are simply tradition.  The ownership and use of a
church building is simply a religious tradition.  This does
not mean that owning a building for the purpose of the
meeting of the saints is wrong.  Churches have the free-
dom to build buildings for their meetings.  In this book
we are not questioning whether a purpose-built church
building is a matter of doctrine.  Therefore, do not in
any way interpret the contents of this book to say that
we are against church buildings that are used for the
purpose of members meeting.  If you do assume that we
are against the construction of church buildings, then
you have been dishonest in your interpretation of what
we are saying in this book.  You have missed the point,
and thus, we assume that you will continue not to under-
stand the primary points that we propose in the follow-
ing material.  Church buildings are not wrong.  The rea-
son why they are built may be an indication of a misun-
derstanding of the church.  Or, their existence may be an
indication of one’s fall away from understanding the
central purpose of Christian behavior and belief.  These

are the points I want to address.
We say the preceding simply because when church

buildings are in any way under attack in any religious
discussion, those who either have or are seeking to have
a church building, are often greatly offended.  They are
offended to the point that one wonders if too much em-
phasis is placed on church buildings.  In fact, the level
of offense often signals a more troublesome problem.  It
is that problem we seek to discuss in this book.

When one is into the word of God and feels strongly
that its principles must be taught and applied, then teach-
ing what is true is not an option.  When one feels strongly
called by God to fulfill his ministry as an evangelist, it
takes no bravery to teach what one feels is biblically
right.  It takes bravery to suffer the results of preaching
truth, but speaking what must be said should not be con-
sidered bravery.  If we are to be true to our confession
and honest with what we learn through prayerful Bible
study and application, then we must get on with the pro-
gram.  The application of God’s will in our lives is not
an option if we seek to receive the reward of our confes-
sion.

Writing a book as this is none the less not easy.  You
will read through the material and make a judgment of
our motives for saying what is said.  But let us reassure
you at the beginning that we are not of those who have a
bone to pick.  There are no hidden agendas, no scores to
settle.  What is written comes from years of Bible study,
observation in church history over many years, and the prac-
tical application of church growth principles we have ex-
perienced in the past thirty years as a foreign evangelist.

There are at least three practical reasons we have
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felt that the contents of this book must be said in written
form.  The first is that we must revive some New Testa-
ment principles in relational Christianity that have some-
how been set aside by our insular urbanization of the
church.  Because we have allowed the insular culture of
the Western urban life to affect our relationships with
one another, it may be that we have strayed from the
nature of New Testament Christian fellowship that God
intended we have.  In doing so, we may have redefined
“church” after our relational behavior of an urban cul-
ture that is seated in the industrial/business environment
of the Western world.

Second, add to the preceding cultural behavior of
the church the influence of the religious world around
us that has set the norms for religious behavior.  These
norms have been established throughout the world for
centuries.  There is a definite “Christian Church Cul-
ture” that is the standard for every religious group that
seeks to fall under the banner of “Christian church.”  If
a group does not conform to the measures of this stan-
dard, then that group falls outside the standard Christian
church.  In our desire to be accepted by the Christian
community at large, all of us are driven to conform.  We
desire to conform rather than conclude from Scripture
the nature of true Christianity.  Our Christian heritage,
therefore, has taken us on a journey away from what
God originally intended should be the nature of His com-
munity of believers.

Third, we are also writing this material in order to
give the majority of Christians throughout the world
some relief.  The greater majority of Christians live in
developing world environments.  This means that they
are not financially advantaged.  Since they are not fi-
nancially advantaged, most do not have the privilege of
owning a church building simply because they cannot
afford such.  Having a church building within a devel-
oping world economic environment is generally not fea-
sible.  Thousands of our brethren thus feel doomed to be
“half established” churches because they must meet in
some kind of building, which in their case is usually a
local public school.  In the same school various segments
of “the temple of Diana” are also usually meeting.  Thus
in an environment of wails and screams that is mixed
with the instrumental chaos created by emotionally out-
of-control worshipers representing an assortment of mis-
guided religions, our brethren have sought to study God’s
word and meditate on the memorial feast of Jesus.  They
have been doomed to such an environment because of
our building-oriented beliefs and our unfortunate defi-
nition of what constitutes a “local autonomous church.”
Our building-oriented theology has relegated many of
our brethren in the developing world to worshiping in

environments on Sundays wherein religious pandemo-
nium often prevails in the next classroom.

Fourth, it is not the obligation or mission of the West-
ern church to build church buildings throughout the
world.  Since the world church is rapidly expanding out-
side America, the American church can no longer shoul-
der the responsibility of funding purpose-built church
buildings for the world church.  We must seek another
alternative.  Everyone of us live in the other alternative
to church buildings, that is, our homes.  We must let
brethren know that it is okay to meet in their homes.  We
must let them know that they are not consigned to meet-
ing in public schools.  As multiple-assembly churches
in their communities, they can carry on evangelism with-
out feeling that they are somehow inferior churches be-
cause they have no church building.

Since we will be taking a strong stand for the resto-
ration of relational Christianity in the midst of small
group meetings, you will conclude that we are against
purpose-built church buildings.  We are not if they are
used for the correct purpose.  However, we find them
inadequate if assemblies in such are the only assemblies
that are conducted by the local church.  Exclusive meet-
ings in public buildings do not bring us together.  Such
meetings keep us apart.  Nevertheless, we are not estab-
lishing an “antichurch building” theology, which you
might assume we are teaching in this book.  You must
not make us say something we are not.

Because Western church members worship in the
comfort and quietness of their own purpose-built church
buildings, the Western world may not understand the
consequences of a theology that assumes that every mem-
ber of a local church must worship at one time in one
location.  In promoting this theology, we have encour-
aged brethren to strive for a physical goal to accomplish
spiritual ends in church planting, that is, the building of
a purpose-built facility in which the church can meet.

It is time to give sincere Christians some relief from
thinking that they are not complete churches when they
have no building.  They need to be released from the
bondage of a theology that demands they all assemble
together in one place in order to be a “local church.”
These brethren need to know that they can be a church
without all the members assembling in public schools
and buildings in order for them to be identified as a “lo-
cal” autonomous church.

The subject of this book is a daunting task to convey
to a religious world that is very defensive concerning its
church buildings.  What we want to convey involves
some major changes in thinking.  In order to make what
we feel are some necessary changes in our view of the
assembly of the saints, we will need to make a paradigm
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shift.  Since our concept of assembly is based on our
understanding of what we believe is necessary to con-
stitute an assembly, and in fact, a local church, we must
investigate our concept of what “church” actually is.

This involves a paradigm shift in our understanding
and application of simple New Testament Christianity.
A paradigm in our world view controls how we view the
whole of all things.  A paradigm determines how we see
and experience our environment, as well as how we in-
terpret what is important.  It is our perspective of how we
view life, and in reference to the church, how we inter-
pret ourselves as “church” in a world of unbelievers.

We have historically interpreted church to exist be-
cause of a set of rules and doctrines that we have cor-
rectly restored and enacted in our lives.  In reference to
the assembly of the saints, we have viewed the assem-
bly to exist when a certain set of “acts of worship” have
been implemented in a correct “order” and carried out
in a “decent” manner.  What we will be challenging in
this book are some things that will necessitate a para-
digm shift in our thinking in reference to the assembly
of the saints.  We will challenge us to view “church”
from the perspective of behavior, and assembly from the
view that all members do not have to assemble together
at the same place in order to constitute a “local” church.
Make no mistake about what we are saying.  This book
calls for a paradigm shift.  We are not discussing just
another system of assembly, but a behavioral life change
whereby the fellowship of the church is enhanced.

In order to accomplish the purpose of this book, we
will be redundant on those points that are absolutely nec-
essary to affect a paradigm shift.  We make no apologies
for this.  If you are of a Western mindset, you will be
labored by this.  But keep in mind that this book is not
directed exclusively to the Western church.  We are citi-
zens of the world, and thus, we write to the church of
the world in order to examine again the nature of Chris-
tianity in view of what God would have us be in our
relationships with one another.

As you progress through the material, concepts or
definitions that we use will become more definitive as
we develop and expand key principles.  One of the pri-
mary concepts that we have tried to convey is that the
cultural environments in which we live affect our reli-
gious behavior.  Christianity should not be affected by
the culture of the world.  Christianity should affect the
culture of the world as Christians seek to be the salt of
the earth.  It is unfortunate, however, that culture too
often affects the way we behave as Christians.  This is
especially true in reference to the religious culture of
the world which greatly affects many of our practices as
the church.

In reference to the world culture in which we all
reside, we have used the term “First World” to describe
the economic and business world of the West.  We use
the term “developing world,” or “Third World” because
of the common use of these terms that are generally used
to refer to a world that is economically growing.  (It is
anybody’s guess as to where the “Second World” ex-
ists.)  The term “West,” or, “Western,” is equated with
the First World.  Without being completely consistent,
we use the term “Western” to mean more than the United
States and Europe.  One can live in a Western economic
culture and area even in a country of the developing
world.  One can be a part of the business culture of the
West while living across the street from a Third World
environment.  This dichotomy is the nature of the Third
World environment.  However, when we use the term
“the West,” or, “Western,” we are thinking primarily of
the United States and Europe.  But we must also include
Western culture and economics that prevail in many other
places of the world than America and Europe.  If you
would broaden the definition of the West to any culture
of the world that patterns itself after the Western culture
of America and Europe, then we are on the same page.

The reason for the comparison of cultures between
the West and the developing world is that culture affects
the behavior and beliefs of Christians.  Western defini-
tions of the Bible have often been exported throughout
the world.  When these Western interpretations and be-
havioral patterns have been implanted within church
thinking in a particular city, town or village of the world,
some complications have emerged.  This is particularly
true in reference to the subject of this book.  The West-
ern concept of assembly, for example, has for many years
sought to clone developing world Christians into an as-
sembly-oriented church behavior that is often impracti-
cal in Third World economic environments.  If you will
allow us, therefore, we would like to challenge some
concepts and practices of Western religious assemblies
in reference to their impractical implementation in de-
veloping world church environments.

The Western world has now moved into what is
called the “postmodern” culture.  It is generally under-
stood that the twentieth century was a century of inven-
tion and modernization, both in living and thinking.  Now
that we have invented and modernized, we are moving
into the postmodern era.  We have invented the com-
puter and now live in an era where the computer is con-
tinually upgraded.  The modern world gave us the initial
discoveries.  We now live in a time where discoveries
and inventions are upgraded and fine-tuned.

This postmodern world is  a world of business men-
talities wherein business majors sit for hours
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reconfiguring inventions and manipulating money on a
world scale.  We have thus passed from an industrial/
rural culture in the West to a business urban culture that
has given birth to a different breed of person.  Old norms
and values are being sacrificed by a new generation
which seeks to make its own decisions concerning the
future.  The new generation often ignores the past in
making decisions for the future.  The postmodern gen-
eration sees where society is at this point in time, and
seeks to make a decision for the future that is based on
present experiences, not past norms.

The postmodern world presents some unique chal-
lenges to religious leaders throughout the world, par-
ticularly religious leaders who base their theologies on
the traditions of the past.  The postmodern individual
sacrifices tradition for a more modern source of author-
ity by which to judge the present and the future.  The
postmodern resident does not view the past as the key to
the future.  He feels that where he is at this time—his
needs and his wants—are the key to the future.  The
postmodern inhabitant is thus seeking real answers to
real life problems.  The postmodern citizen does not as-
sume that because an answer worked in the past it will
necessarily work today or in the future.

If you were born before 1960, you are considered by
the postmodern world to be a “modernist.”  You are of a
generation that was built on words and reason, arguments
and structures.  Answers were either black or white, right
or wrong.  Everything was local in that life revolved
around local news, local values, local economics and
local culture.  On the other hand, if you were born after
1960, your life is postmodern and wired to a different
life principle.  Rick Chromey stated in reference to the
postmodern generation that it is “wired with experiences
and images.  From golden arches to Nike ‘swooshes,’
from reality-based television to video games, everyone
is a participant.  It’s now a karaoke world where images
impact ideas and experiences create beliefs.”21:240

Postmodern “Christians know faith isn’t a destiny, but a
dynamic.  Christianity is not a period, but a question mark
and exclamation point.  It’s discovering that God is big-
ger than a theology, a doctrine, or creed.”21:246  It is for this
reason that the postmodern generation feels detached from
the previous generation in the sense that the postmodern
religionist seeks a deeper experience with God through
experiencing an active “living word” in life, not in the
deadness of the letter of the law.  Chromey concluded,

Since 1980, our world has undergone a metamorphosis,
from a modern caterpillar to a postmodern butterfly cul-
ture.  No longer black and white, it’s a colorful world.
Words have been replaced by images.  It’s not arguments,

but experiences.  It’s not authority figures and representa-
tional government, but participatory democracy.21:246

Since the postmodern resident is seeking for some-
thing more personal, more participatory and active in
all aspects of life, then we must view this cultural para-
digm shift as a great opportunity for evangelism.  In our
church paradigm shift, we must look through the present
perspective of the postmodern resident in order to un-
derstand what God has to say to this person.  The
postmodern believer is not necessarily looking to
“church” for answers to life’s challenges, since church,
to this person, is often believed to be burdened with too
many traditions of the past.  The postmodern believer is
reaching directly to God for answers in order to discover
a divine connection.  He or she often seeks to bypass
personal church experiences of the past in order to dis-
cover a direct relationship with Jesus in the present.
Martoia said, “In our postmodern culture, people are
looking for experiences to bring them closer to God.
Why have we been so unimaginative?  Postmoderns
aren’t looking for principles to die for; they’re looking
for practices to live by.”23:59  This is the person we must
reach with the gospel.  This is our challenge in evange-
lism to the postmodern resident.

Because we have often laden the church with too many
traditions, we ask for you to seriously consider what we
believe are some implanted Western interpretations that we
may have attached to some biblical texts, especially those
texts that deal with the behavior of God’s people with one
another.  We ask for your indulgence in this hermeneutical
journey because there are some subliminal traditions that
often hinder real church growth in developing world urban
evangelism.  They often hinder us from communicating
the simple gospel to a postmodern culture.

The fact is that some of our interpretations are not
practical when viewed from a Third World urban con-
text.  If you are a resident of a Western culture, it will be
difficult for you to relate to some Third World situations
to which we will refer throughout this book, especially
situations concerning the struggle of Third World
churches who seek to implement our Western obsession
with church buildings.  If you are a Christian in a Third
World urban center, you will understand precisely what
we are saying.

One stimulus for writing this book is the tremen-
dous movement of sincere people away from traditional
assembly-oriented and ceremonial religiosity that has
been promoted throughout the centuries.  What is inter-
esting about this movement is the fact that it has origi-
nated out of the postmodern culture of the West.  For
example, Ralph Neighbour wrote,
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In America, the cell church movement is presently ex-
ploding.  Several hundred congregations are now discard-
ing the “busy work” within church buildings for the real-
ity of cell group ministries.  They realize programs based
in buildings must be set aside to provide time for edifi-
cation and “body life” evangelism in members’ homes.
It is one of the fastest growing church structures in the
world today, and points to the potential that open church
ministries can produce for Christians in this generation
[Emphasis mine, R.E.D.].2:106

Leading in this movement are those of the baby
boomer generation who are now in their 50s.  This is a
generation of people who want to be heard and treated
as individuals. They are tired of endless repetitive reli-
giosity that promotes structures that are controlled only
by the professionals.  They are frustrated with sitting on
a spiritual plateau, while performing the same traditional
religious ceremonies Sunday after Sunday.  They are frus-
trated with being “anonymous believers” who have been
shortchanged in churches that have long since died and
are screaming out for someone to kick dirt on them.  Too
often, the only way “out” for these believers is “out” the
door.  Because established traditional leadership of the
past has often refused to change, many frustrated be-
lievers have exited through the cathedral doors on their
way to God at home.  They have not given up on God.
They have given up on traditional religions that have
been created either after the traditions of men or the dic-
tates of autocratic leadership who persist in maintaining
control over the sheep of God.

The only way this generation of believers knows how
to return to God is to go back home.  They are thus seek-
ing to go back to the future through the revival of their
families who are meeting together in homes throughout
the world.  In these home meetings, they are discover-
ing the marvelous practice of relational Christianity.  This
is a world movement.  It is a glorious restoration in per-
sonal spiritual rebirth through personal encounters with
fellow believers.  It is a restoration that is happening.

When I talk about the assemblies of believers, we
have used two terms to help clarify the contexts of my
discussions.  We have always taught that “church” re-
fers to the people of God.  The Greek word ekklesia that
is translated “church” literally refers to a “called out as-
sembly.”  However, in the context of the Spirit’s discus-
sions in the New Testament, this assembly is the com-
munity of God.  The church is God’s particular people.
Therefore, we use the term “single-assembly church”
to refer to those whose belief and behavior in assembly
is focused on the necessity of maintaining at least one
assembly of all members at a common location every

week.  This group affirms that this meeting identifies a
church as a local church because of their coming together
at the same place every Sunday.

We use the term “multiple-assembly church” to re-
fer to those brethren who meet in many different houses
every Sunday, but maintain their identity as a local
church, and thus function as such in their region or city.
Members of a multiple-assembly church often do not
have the privilege of regularly meeting together in the
same place.  Either because of finances or desire, they
seek to meet in their homes, and yet, seek to remain one
church in the community.

As I progress through the material that follows, we
will be more explicit concerning the beliefs and behav-
ior of single-assembly and multiple-assembly churches.
There are some specific differences between the two
groups concerning assembly practices, but there are no
differences between the two in reference to fundamen-
tal doctrine.  In view of the revival throughout the world
of multiple-assembly churches in the last two decades,
this is an opportunity for us to review the biblical evi-
dence for this phenomenon, as well as take advantage of
a tremendous opportunity for world evangelism.

(As you study through the material of this book,
please keep in mind that there are several opinions of
the author that are offered for the reader’s consideration.
Whenever we discuss the assembly of the saints, please
keep in mind that there is little information in the New
Testament concerning the assembly of the saints.  Be-
cause there is little information, then we must assume
that the Holy Spirit has allowed the saints to determine
many things concerning our assemblies.  We must be
cautious, therefore, not to bind on one another systems
of assembly that are left to our discretion.  We have the
liberty to determine the structure and place of our as-
semblies in those areas where the New Testament is si-
lent.  Therefore, wherever the saints meet depends on
the choice of the saints.  This book is not talking about a
doctrine of assembly, or place of assembly.  The focus
of this book is on the nature of Christianity we discover
in the New Testament.  How we carry out our Christian-
ity in our lives must be directed by the word of God,
keeping in mind that God has given us the freedom in
many areas as to how we would respond to His will.)

“Behold, I have set before you
an open door

and no one can shut it,
for you have a little strength

and have kept My word
and have not denied My name.”

The Holy Spirit, through John
(Revelation 3:8)
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Behavior from which we have strayed and must be
restored in our relationship with God is never the origi-
nal idea and thinking of any one man.  Many leaders
will perceive the problem almost spontaneously and
begin to speak out.  These leaders will arise to the occa-
sion to lead the church to do what is right.  Regardless
of the traditions of the past, they will seek to restore and
revive the church to do that which is right according to
the authority of the word of God.

In this book I have joined a worldwide chorus of
those who seek to awaken us to some challenges that
face the religious world.  This is not a lone perception of
where we have come, nor where we are, and seem to be
going.  This book is a description of what is already
happening in the religious world of Christendom.  It is
written by one who agrees with some of the challenges
that are facing the church in the postmodern world where
our concept of “church” seems to have become obsolete
to a generation of people who are searching for some-
thing else.  This is especially true in the postmodern West-
ern urban centers of the world where church attendance
is struggling.  Many have been asking, “Have we devel-
oped a religiosity that is not meeting the needs of the
urban dweller of this century?”  This question introduces
us to question whether we have developed a religiosity
that is foreign to the New Testament.

A.  Stalled on stagnation:

These perceptions of non-growth are particularly ap-
plicable to the church in the postmodern urban world
where stagnation seems to be the norm for church growth.
I live in a Western urban business center that in many
ways is not unlike urban centers of America and Eu-
rope.  The church suffers from the same challenges of
non-growth here that seem to be plaguing churches in
all Western societies.  We have often built our build-
ings, ceremonialized our religion, and confined our
Christianity to our edifices.  Order of worship is often
made a ceremony around a roster of duties which se-
lected personalities carry out every Sunday with preci-
sion performance.  Preachers have been stolen from the
lost and made the center-of-reference for the activity of
a single-assembly local church.  Churches busy them-
selves with activity that focuses on themselves and not
the community of lost souls.  In this introverted activity,
world evangelism is lost as churches withdraw into them-

selves in order to preserve their existence.  So where do
we go from an idle religiosity that finds contentment in
defining “faithfulness” by simple check marks on an atten-
dance chart?

The question that we must ask is, Have we con-
structed through traditional practices a concept of the
function of the church that is contrary to New Testa-
ment teaching?  In answer to this question, we must ven-
ture into our historical roots.  In this venture, I believe
we will make discoveries that reveal some things we
might not like to admit.  These things refer to beliefs
and behavioral norms among us which often work con-
trary to the spirit of true Christianity.

In the last two decades, several authors have started
to realize that something is wrong when we alienate our-
selves from one another in the church which is supposed
to enhance personal relationships.  When loneliness in
our lives is not solved in the church but begins there,
then we must wake up to the fact that something is wrong.
New Testament Christianity should be a life of relation-
ships.  It is such because we have a close relationship
with God through Jesus.  But when these relationships
do not exist, or are very shallow, then it is time to recog-
nize where we are.  It is a time for restoration to where
God wants us to be.  It is a time for revival in our spirit
to do what God wants us to do.

Alienated relationships cause lukewarm churches.
And lukewarm churches are not evangelistic.  They have
no world vision.  They see themselves as mission points
and not mission churches.  Any church that does not feel
a sense of necessity for world evangelism is in trouble.
For the sake of the lost, we must discover the cause of
this trouble.  A church that does not have the mind of
Christ to “seek and save the lost” throughout the world
is a not a church of the mission of Christ.

B. Facing the challenges of a faith in flight:

Throughout the years the faithful have “faithfully”
attended religious assemblies and given their contribu-
tions.  And yet, there was a spiritual plateau above which
many believers have felt they could not rise.  We have
worshiped in finely-tuned assemblies by looking at the
back of the same head every Sunday, closed out the Sun-
day ceremony with brother John’s closing prayer, and
gone home with an emptiness we knew was never filled.
In our spiritual frustration, we could never put our fin-

Chapter 1

HINDERED FOR THE FUTURE
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ger on the problem.  As large single-assembly churches
focused more on the mechanics of the “organization”
rather than the spiritual development of the individual
members, stagnation and introversion haunted us.

The challenges that face Christianity throughout the
urban business world are something that must not be
ignored.  Speaking specifically of the European envi-
ronment of Christendom, a recent cover story in Time
Magazine reported,

The institutions of Christianity, of course, have long been
in decline, but the consensus is that the pace has been
quickening.  “Parish life is essentially dead,” admits a se-
nior Vatican official.  Church attendance has dwindled by
more than 30% in Britain since 1980.  Over the same pe-
riod, the percentage of the population claiming member-
ship in a religious denomination has dropped more than
20% in Belgium, 18% in the Netherlands and 16% in
France.  Christianity remains Europe’s main religion, with
about 550 million adherents.  But the number of Europe-
ans who identify as Catholic – by far the biggest denomi-
nation on the Continent – has fallen by more than a third
since 1978.16:14,15

The same feature article stated, “More than half of those
polled in France, Britain, Germany, Spain and the Neth-
erlands said that religion is not important to them.”16:15

The German church historian and Lutheran bishop, Jobst
Schöne, wrote, “Churches have always gone through
periods when their influence is greater and periods when
it was less.  Now we are down.  Christianity will be a
minority.  Nobody should close his eyes to that fact.”16:15

Though the preceding figures and statements may
be discouraging, the fact is that faith is surviving in the
European industrial/business culture.  But there has been
a change, a change from focusing on the “institutional
church” to focusing on the individual.  “It may sound
strange to say,” reported Time, “but in some ways
Europe’s faith has survived the church . . . .  Faith is
more private, more personal, which means it may be
harder to find and often maybe more at odds with
Christian orthodoxy.  But in some places – among im-
migrants and youth – it is thriving and even growing
[Emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”16:15  The youth of our
postmodern world are moving in their faith.  The chal-
lenge of the church, therefore, is to determine where they
are moving, and then, keep them on track with the word
of God.

C. Facing our “corporate religion”:

I do not presume to answer all the questions in this

book concerning the decline of interest in “church”.  But
I do presume to confess to the fact that we have created
a concept of church after the insular life-styles of a busi-
ness culture that conveniently departmentalizes God on
a calendar of secular schedules.  If you are stuck in the
“urban corporate church”, you know what I mean.  If
you consider yourself a normal, faithful Christian who
shows up on Sunday morning like clockwork with a
check list by which to check off ceremonial “acts of wor-
ship”, you will not like what you will read from here on.
If you are satisfied with a relationship with brothers and
sisters in Christ that consists of only ten to fifteen min-
utes of contact on Sunday morning in a building foyer,
then stop reading right now.  Pass this book on to some-
one else.  But if you continue to read, put on your seat
belt.  Prepare for some jolts.

Keep in mind that the concepts herein given will
certainly not seem relevant to those in environments
where the church is growing, specifically in rural areas
of the world.  This is particularly true in India and Af-
rica where the church in many places is growing in great
numbers.  In these areas, however, the growth is in the
rural areas, while at the same time, there is difficulty in
growing the church in large urban centers.  In 1997 I
had the privilege of traveling to over fifteen large cities
of Africa in a 22,000 mile trek across the continent.  At
that time only one church in those cities was making
any significant growth, while in most cases urban church
growth was very slow.  The real growth of the church in
Africa was and continues to be in the rural areas of the
continent.  The reason for the negligible growth in the
cities could be attributed to several reasons.  What I con-
sider the most significant reasons are addressed in this
book.

D. The urban-cultured church

For many years foreign evangelists have discussed
the challenges of urban evangelism.  Twenty-five years
ago we were discussing how difficult it was to grow a
church in a large urban center.  Much talk took place
among world evangelists and in mission study classes
concerning this problem.  Back in those days we never
considered the fact that we may have developed a “chur-
chianity” that never met the practical needs of the typi-
cal urbanite.  The problem was not in the message we
preached.  Neither was it so much in the area of meth-
ods.  The problem was in our concept of Christianity.
The problem centered around our behavioral pattern of
being church, as well as our obsession with developing
as large a single-assembly church as possible.  We wanted
to see how many people we could assemble under one
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roof to whom we could present a homiletically outlined
sermon according to strict tradition, rather than work-
ing among people in their communities.  The answer to
church growth in urban industrial/business centers
does not lie in the creation of a magic method or pro-
gram of evangelism.  It lies in the manner in which a
community of Christians behave in their relationships
with one another and Jesus in local neighborhood
interaction.  This is the method for urban evangelism.

Urban industrial/business cultures present different
challenges for church growth.  I grew up on a farm.  When
I moved to the city, I moved into a different culture.
Much of my rural thinking on the farm was incompat-
ible with the culture of the city.  This was especially true
in reference to my concepts concerning the function of
my Christianity.  For example, relationships in the rural
culture generally remained with the same people for a
lifetime.  In urban cultures, however, relationships with
different people are in constant change as one has a
greater selection from which to make friends.  The in-
dustrial/business urban culture thus presents this unique
environment that must be addressed in reference to our
establishing relationships in the body of Christ.  Of this
urban culture, Pearse and Matthews wrote,

We choose our friends and discard them when it suits us.
This was never an option before the Industrial Revolu-
tion, when most people lived in small villages and never
met more than a couple of hundred people during their
entire lives, any more than it is an option today in rural
India or among tribal peoples.  We now choose whom we
will marry, or whether we will marry at all, or live with a
friend of the opposite sex (or of the same), or live alone.
And whichever of these we choose, we reserve the right
to change our minds later!  All of our relationships are
provisional.  And if Christians insist that their marriages,
at least, aren’t provisional, the statistics suggest otherwise.
So when we come to consider our relationship with a
church, it goes without saying that we are unlikely to
be satisfied with anything significantly less than ex-
actly what we want, and even then only for as long as
we want it [Emphasis mine, R.E.D.].1:26,27

We have a “provisional” church that meets our needs
and satisfies our level of personal relationships, but does
not meet the needs of a postmodern world.  Have we
chosen to be a church that is steeped in past traditions
but is often out of contact with the needs of the post-
modern urban culture of the twenty-first century?  I be-
lieve we must take another look at the nature of the
church in reference to its cultural attachments.  We may
be a church that has become so oriented to a past culture

that it has lost its relevance to the postmodern urbanite.
Have we developed a fifty-year-old form of urban church
behavior that does not work in our industrial/business
urban centers of today?

In a time when the church seems to be without rel-
evance in a postmodern world that has been Western-
ized by the economic and cultural influence of the West,
people en masse in urban cultures seem to be shunning
what they see as the traditional “church.”  One need only
glance through church growth statistics to discover that
Christianity is moving away from the developed indus-
trial/business world to Third World environments
wherein people “seem” to be more receptive.  Christian-
ity is becoming the faith of the poor.  Now this poses
some questions.  Could it be that we have developed a
“form of religion” that does not satisfy the needs of the
developed world?  Could we have shackled the church
with traditional structures that no longer communicate
to this postmodern world in which we live?

E. Challenging sacred cows

Rick Warren once wrote concerning the uneasy feel-
ing people have when approached concerning their wor-
ship,

Why do people take disagreement over worship styles
so personally?  Because the way you worship is intimately
connected with the way God made you.  Worship is your
personal expression of love for God.  When someone criti-
cizes the way you worship, you naturally take it as a per-
sonal offense.20:284,285

Whenever one attacks traditional practices in religion,
he can expect some opposition.  Opposition often comes
from those who are more bound to tradition than Bible.
Some are afraid that the way they have always worshiped
God may not be the right way to God.  We never want to
challenge our worship and service to God for fear of
finding a flaw in our approach to God.  Those who sus-
pect that something is wrong will always suspect those
who seek to point out possible flaws in the system.

Dealing with sacred cows of worship and service  is
always an unpleasant task.  Nevertheless, we must stroke
the cow and meander into areas where traditionalists al-
ways fear to tread.

I have found that even those who feel that they are
innovative in their worship, service and assemblies will
not consider the things that will be discussed hereafter.
In fact, our obsession with generating life in stagnant
single-assembly churches by pumping up the tempo of
the attendees only exemplifies the problem of our as-
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sembly-oriented Christianity.  But in a time when the
“hyper-assemblies” of churches are even becoming tra-
ditional and losing their “hype,” we wonder if there is
not a more significant problem which assembly-oriented,
church-building-bound Christians must face.  In facing
stagnant growth, we must wake up to the fact that some-
thing may have gone terribly wrong with a first century
Christianity that stormed throughout the ancient world,
but is stalled in our world.

F. Back to the past:

The problem with religious movements is that they
always seem to digress into a traditional orientation of
behavior, even though their doctrine remains constant.
We fight for our faith, and then move into fighting with
one another to defend our form of religiosity.  We lose
sight of faith in trying to defend a structure that appears
to be sacred, but actually has long since moved away
from Scripture.  We thus circle around and become that
from which we fled.

Let me assure you that the subject of this book is not
a discussion of fundamental teachings.  We are dealing
with areas of opinion.  At least that is my opinion.  How-
ever, we must keep in mind that in areas of opinion people
are often prone to move their opinions and traditions
into the area of  doctrine.  I am not saying that I am
shielded from doing the same.  I have some traditions,
too.  But we must always challenge our traditions with
the word of God.  When one challenges tradition, he is
often attacked for supposedly challenging doctrine.
However, regardless of any such resistance, we must
move into this area.  It is an area in which we may have
made the church irrelevant in a supposedly “unrecep-
tive” world.

G. Estranged relationships:

On the other hand, this may be a fundamental doc-
trine with which we are struggling.  You be the judge.  Is
our relationship with one another in fellowship with God
a fundamental doctrine?  Can we become so estranged
from one another while sitting together in the same as-
sembly that we have fallen away from the true one-an-
other fellowship that permeates the description of the
church in the first century?  Since fellowship, or rela-
tionship, is subjective, then it would be hard to make a
certain level of fellowship fundamental.  If we do, then
we are leaning toward cultism which establishes norms
for intense relationships that control one another.  We
do not want to go down that road because it destroys our
freedom in Christ.  However, there is something excit-

ing about the relationships the early Christians had with
one another.  It is our challenge to discover what this
relationship was and how it was developed.  We must
discover how this relational Christianity moved them to
be so world evangelistic.

One thing is true.  If we feel that our inward desires
to have a relationship with Jesus and others is not ful-
filled, then we have missed something that is central to
Christianity.  If we feel alone while sitting in an assem-
bly of Christians that is supposed to bring fellowship,
then something is wrong.  True Christianity will fulfill
all our emotional and spiritual human needs.  If the Chris-
tianity that we have developed does not, then is it true
Christianity?  Or, is it just a religion that we have con-
structed out of a necessity to satisfy a marginal religios-
ity that seems to crop up for an hour on Sunday morn-
ing?  The fact that people sense something is wrong with
our relationships is an indication that something is wrong.
The knowledge that we know we are no longer evange-
listic indicates that we have lost a burning desire that
moved us out of our church buildings and into the world
of lost souls.

H. Movement of the Spirit?

Something very interesting is happening throughout
the world in reference to Christianity.  (I use the word
“Christianity” in its broadest literary meaning.)  When I
lived in Brazil in the early 70s, masses of people were
moving from the traditional cold atmosphere of tradi-
tional religion into a Pentecostal/charismatic movement
that was sweeping across Latin America.  Tens of thou-
sands were in this movement.  This was not only true of
Brazil, but the Pentecostal/charismatic movement has
swept across the religious world from the early 1900s to
the present.  The impetus for this movement was not so
much a desire for a change in doctrine, but for a change
in how the individual deals with his personal religious
behavior and feelings.

There was a general problem in the Catholic-oriented
societies of all of Latin America.  Catholic-oriented re-
ligion was cold, formal, impersonal, closed in the as-
semblies and out of touch with the everyday needs of
the people.  This could be said of many traditional reli-
gions throughout the world today.  When people become
frustrated with this cold and ceremonial religiosity, they
begin looking for something that is more fulfilling. The
religious pendulum thus swings to the extreme.  The re-
sult of this swing from the past several decades of reli-
gious ceremonialism has been the rapid rise of the Pen-
tecostal/charismatic movement.

The Pentecostal/charismatic movement of the twen-
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tieth century was a reaction to cold, formalistic religion.
It was a religious movement within churches to revive a
structure and form of religiosity that was out of touch
with the modern urban world that generally suppressed
emotional expression.  But now we have moved to the
postmodern world and even the charismatic movement
seems to be fading.  Hyper assemblies and innovative
“worship styles” where people fell to the floor and
danced to the point of exhaustion were supposedly an
answer to rejuvenate an assembly of stagnant believers.
But because there was no restoration of relational Chris-
tianity and no focus on the word of God, the hype has
left the movement wanting in the twenty-first century.
The decline of this movement is because after the ex-
citement of the assembly has subsided, attendees still
do not have a relationship with one another.  Emotional
exhaustion is not an answer for lonely hearts.  It is only
a placebo of the true, a counterfeit of what God intended
in our worship and service as a church.

While in Brazil I experienced another interesting
phenomenon.  People first moved from the cold ceremo-
nial religion of Catholicism to the excitement of the Pen-
tecostal/charismatic faith.  But then they moved back
again to somewhere in between.  Once many people had
swung on the pendulum from traditional religion to the
emotional religiosity of Pentecostalism, they realized that
there was no personal satisfaction in a religiosity that
was emotionally out of control.  The problem was that
people first found no relationships in traditional religions.
They then rushed to exciting charismatic assemblies,
thinking that colorful assemblies would restore some ful-
fillment in church life.  Hyper assemblies were an effort
to regenerate the religiosity of a people who were search-
ing for something that would fulfill their basic spiritual
and emotional needs in life.

The problem with the exciting assemblies was that
after the assembly, emotionally drained worshipers still
went home without any relationships with their fellow
worshipers.  They felt good, and subsequently praised
the emotional fix of the assembly.  However, they car-
ried on with their estranged relationships with one an-
other.  Nothing had changed since the days of the tradi-
tional assemblies in the local cathedral.  The final analy-
sis was that the Pentecostal/charismatic movement was
just another sterile attempt that failed to restore the true
nature of relational Christianity.

The problem was that the assemblies of the Pente-
costal/charismatic movement were geared to what the
worshiper could get out of them, not what he could give
in worship to God.  The Pentecostal/charismatic move-
ment missed, and continues to miss, the point that wor-
ship is what we express to God, not what we get from

Him.  Supposedly “getting the Spirit” is not what God
wants from worshipers during times of worship.  Since
His people already have the Spirit, He seeks for a con-
trite spirit of worship.

I. A search for revival:

A new challenge has now presented itself through-
out the world.  The religious world has now moved into
questioning the whole assembly orientation of the Chris-
tianity we seem to have created after our own depart-
mentalized mentality of the Western industrial/business
world.  Assembly-oriented Christianity has always failed
to fulfill the worshiper’s basic need for a relationship
with God and fellow worshipers.  It has failed to gener-
ate within the hearts of worshipers a sense of love for
the word of God and a love for lost souls.

So here we are in a business-oriented urban culture
where people have often given up on “going to church”
simply because what they want cannot be found there.
The “church” that we can sign in and out of like a cor-
porate business meeting no longer works.  It never did.
The problem is that I can “go to church” and be just as
lonely when I get there as I was before I arrived at the
church building.  This religion no longer works for a
generation that has been starved of relationships in an
insular industrial/business urban culture.  It no longer
works for a postmodern generation who seeks to per-
sonally experience the word of God in their lives.

I must assure you that there is a movement in the
world today against the very traditional system of as-
sembly-oriented religion that leaves people without per-
sonal contact, and thus, without a sense of fulfillment in
their relationship with God.  Large single-assembly
churches are under attack.  It is not that religious people
want to be separated from one another into small groups.
The very opposite is what is happening.  People want to
be together.  They crave personal contact in a culture
that keeps them apart from one another.  They are thus
seeking assemblies with one another that are carried out
on a more personal basis.  They are seeking worship
with participation, not worship that is assigned to a few
professionals who give their performances on the stage,
and then fade away until the next “hour of worship.”

And herein is the magic of what is happening in many
corners of the world today.  Believers throughout the
world are coming together into smaller, personal assem-
blies in which they can establish a personal relationship
with one another around the word of God in the pres-
ence of Jesus.  They are coming together in house (cell)
churches where open worship is encouraged and good
works initiated.  They are discovering that smaller is
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better when in assembly with one another, for smaller
makes the church grow as new assemblies are established
throughout a community.  As they escape the control of
man-made governing religious bodies, they are redis-
covering the control of Jesus as their only head and Sav-
ior.  They are discovering that there is true freedom in
Christ.  It is a glorious revival, a revival of Jesus to be
the sole head of the sole believer.  He only must have
this authority.

J. Challenging the assembly:

In view of the movement of religious people in the
world today, we must look again at our concept of the
assembly of the church in order to determine if it is truly
meeting the needs of people.  Have we developed some
traditional opinions and practices concerning our assem-
blies and Christian service that have moved us away from
one another, away from the word of God, and away from
the lost?

I believe we have slipped some of our opinions and
practices into the realm of law in reference to a denomi-
national religiosity that was born out of the Catholic her-
esy of the Constantinian apostasy.  We have accepted a
bill of goods from the religious world around us that
often makes the church irrelevant to a postmodern ur-
ban world.  In order to deal with this matter, I believe we
must move into this area of discussion with vigor.  If we
do not, then the church of Christ as it is today will give
way to a new restoration that will surely meet the needs
of a world population that is hungering and thirsting for
a relationship with Jesus by enhanced relationships with
one another.

Please keep in mind that when one assumes his opin-
ions are under attack, he often reacts with the same en-
ergy as he would if he thought the Scriptures were un-
der attack.  But we must caution ourselves.  We some-
times capture and contain in a catechism, and copyright
as unique with our group, traditional practices that are
foreign to Scripture.  When the transition of opinion to
“Bible” occurs, adherents have a difficult time in deter-

mining what is either Baal or Bible.  What I am asking
you to consider is the possibility that we may have can-
onized some concepts of assembly and behavioral Chris-
tianity that are foreign to the simple New Testament
Christianity we read about in our Bibles.  We may have
become so building-oriented in our behavior that we now
believe that church buildings are absolute necessities for
the establishment of a local church.  The extent to which
we are defensive about large assemblies in church build-
ings betrays the extent to which we have moved this
option into the realm of necessity in our beliefs and be-
havior.

Let me state again that this discussion does not deal
with any fundamental teaching.  It is simply an exami-
nation of first century assembly practices and relation-
ships in reference to what is commonly accepted in
churches today.  Therefore, the degree of one’s surprise to
what is said may be the measure of where one is in be-
ing able to distinguish between Baal and Bible on this
subject.

I want to challenge you concerning what the Bible
actually teaches on these subjects, not concerning what
either of us is now practicing.  I believe every thought
and behavioral practice that we do must be brought un-
der the close scrutiny of the word of God.  If we do not
continually check ourselves with God’s word, we will
end up one day with a religion that we have created after
our own behavior.

There are some strong feelings and opinions associ-
ated with the discussion of this material.  However, we
must all be reminded that we are to be judged according
to the Scriptures, not according to canonized traditions
that often distort objective Bible studies.  When canon-
ized traditions are in the way of understanding and ap-
plying the truth of God’s word, there must be no ques-
tion about sacrificing traditions in order to follow God.
Remember this statement?  “Whether it is right in the
sight of God to give heed to you more than to God, you
judge.  For we cannot but speak the things that we have
seen and heard” (At 4:19,20).

Before we launch into some adventures concerning
where we are and where I feel we need to continue with
the restoration of New Testament Christianity, it is nec-
essary to identify who we are.  If you reside in a rural
setting with a small congregation of fifty or fewer mem-

bers, then what I say in the remainder of this book may
seem strange to you.  Small churches are more likely to
retain the fellowship which God intended that His com-
munity should have.  Small churches, which are often
mostly rural churches, have a much closer fellowship

Chapter 2

CONFESSING UP TO WHERE WE ARE
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than large single-assembly churches in urban centers.
In other words, if one is a member of a small village
church somewhere in the middle of Africa or India, then
the problem that is addressed in this book will have little
relevance to his or her situation.

However, if one resides in an industrial/business
urban center of the world, there are some real challenges
he or she must consider that are facing the church.  We
are struggling with our culture in relation to our Chris-
tianity.  In fact, the real struggle centers on our culture.
Our culture in the industrial/business world has estranged
us from one another.  As a result, our human spirit is
starving for relationships.  Because of the nature of this
culture of estrangement, churches have stagnated as in-
dividuals seek other environments in which to establish
personal relationships.

A new generation of youth has arisen who feel that
the “church” they have been handed from their fathers
does not always work in many areas of their lives.  There-
fore, they are out there searching.  For what, they do not
always know.  But they do know one thing.  The histori-
cal traditional “churchianity” of the past is not where
many of them want to go, or return.  It is this church
from which they are wandering.  Therefore, in order to
direct this wandering, we must admit our present situa-
tion, and then get back to the word of God to find direc-
tion for the future.

The following points of present church belief and
behavior are areas wherein we must acknowledge what
we have some difficulties in relating to the postmodern
urban world.  These thoughts are set forth in order to
prepare us for a reevaluation of challenges that hinder a
revival of the church in urban centers throughout the
world.  When discussing the subject of the church meet-
ing in the homes of members, we must deal with these
in order to get back on course.  It is for this reason that
we must view the restoration of Christians meeting in
their homes, not merely as another system of assembly,
but a restoration to some basic New Testament principles
and practices from which the church seems to have
strayed.

A. Struggling with stagnant churches:

Regardless of opinions and procedures, methods and
means, when the dust settles, souls must be saved
throughout the world.  The gospel must be preached
to every creature by every generation of the church on
earth.  If we are experiencing stagnation in growth, then
changes must be made.  What is exciting about the past
twenty to thirty years of church history is the discovery
by many churches throughout the world that in order to

get growing again, they must get smaller again.  Soul-
saving takes place in greater numbers in small groups.

It has always been known that newly established
small churches grow faster than large established
churches.  Large churches are now discovering that in
order to start growing again, they must go smaller in
their assemblies.  In church mergers throughout the 70s
and 80s, churches sought to prop up a front for growth,
but this was only swelling, and dead bodies swell.  After
the consolidation of churches, the reality of stagnation
and death still stared church leaders in the face.  Souls
were still not being saved.  This realization called for
repentance, a change in thinking and strategy.  This
change has prompted a move in many single-assembly
churches to small cell groups meeting throughout their
communities.  What has subsequently happened is a res-
toration to growth for those churches who are commit-
ted to meeting the needs of people on a personal com-
munity level.

Large single-assembly churches have discovered that
cell meetings must center around ten to fifteen people.
A cluster of such small groups adds up to a dynamic
power in any urban city.
The road to sustained
growth is through these
powerful small groups of
soldiers meeting in their
communities.

In some recent studies
in church growth, Chris-
tian A. Schwarz put some
scientific foundation be-
hind this practical phe-
nomenon of evangelism.
He conducted a survey of
1,000 churches in thirty-
two nations throughout the
world.  He compiled a da-
tabase of 4.2 million re-
sponses.  The conclusion
of his research revealed
that church growth is
caused by “the multiplica-
tion of small groups.”12:33

Interesting?  Absolutely!
Schwarz’s research re-
vealed that small group
evangelism is not only an
answer for church growth
in industrial/business cul-
tures, but also an answer
for growth in the environ-
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ment of any culture of any na-
tion in the world.  If we are to
get growing in world evange-
lism, we must focus on estab-
lishing large clusters of small
groups for Christ, instead of seeking to construct large
single-assembly churches that are centralized under one
roof.  The conclusion to Schwarz’s study is that we must
focus on establishing large multiple-assembly churches.

The practical application of small groups is reveal-
ing that we must start viewing the church in any region
as a cluster of small groups meeting throughout com-
munities.  Growth statistics are also revealing that grow-
ing churches are not only those churches with cell
groups, but also those churches that are made up by
a cluster of cell groups.  In his book of how he took a
church of 1,500 plus members to hundreds of house
churches, Larry Stockstill explained,  “You can readily
see that we are not talking about a ‘church with cells,’
but a ‘cell church.’  The cells are not an appendage, de-
manding attention like all the other programs: they ARE
the program.”13:29  Stockstill continued, “We have often
seen the church as a set of programs rather than a set of
relationships.  The ‘home groups’ were ‘care groups’ or
some branch of ministry in the church.  The paradigm
shift we must make is to begin to see the cells as ‘the
church’ [Emphasis mine, R.E.D.]”13:31

Our struggle, therefore, is to make a paradigm shift.
We must change our view of relational Christianity and
the “assembly” arrangement of the church in order to
motivate the troops into action.  Assembly must be seen
as a place of “stirring up love and good works” rather
than a religious theater that is centered around a few
performers who act out the parts of a play (roster).  Our
repentance to change will mean a paradigm shift con-
cerning our view of how Christians are to relate to and
assemble with one another as the community of God.

B. Struggling in the insular urban center.

If you are living in the typical urban center of the
world, the effect of your culture on your religious be-
havior has probably brought about a struggle in your
relationships with your fellow man.  You are living
among hundreds of thousands in an environment wherein
you struggle to survive.  In this environment you have
been estranged from your fellow man.  If you are living
in the midst of so many, and yet feel alone, isolated, and
especially, out of contact with fellow Christians with
whom you crave relationships, then this challenge is to
you.

This challenge is for all of us because of the nature

of our environment, our culture, and the systematic reli-
giosity that has become only a bandage to the real sick-
ness that is starving us into isolation.  The ceremonial
religion we practice is not fulfilling our innermost de-
sires for fellowship and relationship.

Have you ever sat in the assembly of a large single-
assembly church building, counting every hair on the
back of someone’s head, struggling to give attention to
a discourse on Dynamic Equivalents in Hebrew transla-
tion, hoping for the time when the preacher says, “In
conclusion ...”?  Have you ever felt so alone among so
many?  You came to the assembly with expectations of
finding relief from loneliness.  However, after several
casual “Good mornings” and “Good byes”, you were
still lonely.  You are now frustrated by a knowledge of
the fact that you were only one spectator in an orches-
trated performance of a few individuals who checked
off their responsibilities on the roster.  Have you ever
wanted to say something, but had no opportunity to
speak, to cry out that God is working in your life, but
found no one who would listen?  If so, then welcome to
the tradition of large single-assemblies in which indi-
viduals can lose their identity in the collective.

The urban culture moves us to isolate and depart-
mentalize our religious life.  We are often so involved
with survival in urban life that we have little time for
God and one another.  What time we do have for God
and fellow Christians is relegated to a religious assem-
bly that is simply one department of events in our busy
lives to maintain the essentials of urban survival.   When
it comes to relationships, the environment of the “reli-
gious departments” thus becomes cold and indifferent.
We know there is something wrong in our environment
because we know that our basic human desire to have
true friendship relationships with others, especially in a
church context, is not being fulfilled.  We know that our
Bibles teach us to have a greater fulfilling contact with
one another than what can be accomplished in church
building foyer time once a week.  If this is where you
are, then you need to keep reading.  There is hope!

C. Struggling for fellowship at the table of the Lord.

Have you ever wondered that there might be more
to the Lord’s Supper than a pinch of wafer and sip of the
fruit of the vine?  Have you ever wondered about the
love feasts that are mentioned in the New Testament?
Where have they gone?  Our insular society and “quick
stop” religion have relegated to the past the rewarding
fellowship meals during which the New Testament
church celebrated their blood-bought covenant with God.
The Lord’s Supper has been turned into a “fast food”

Greater Growth
through
Smaller
Groups
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ceremony where thousands of people can be served in a
few minutes, and then sent on their way.  In some large
assembly urban churches I have witnessed people leav-
ing the assembly after the Lord’s Supper was served.
They punched in the ceremony, and then punched out of
the assembly.  Have we lost something in reference to
the love feast of the first century church wherein fel-
lowship was an experience and the table meal of the
Lord was an occasion?

D. Struggling with a spiritual plateau.

This point brings us to a common problem with
which we often struggle in the Christian life.  We want
to spiritually grow.  We crave a greater relationship with
Jesus and others.  But something is often hindering us
from reaching our desired goal.  We have tried work-
oriented religion.  We have hyped up our assemblies to
compete with any concert.  We have turned up the deci-
bels of the loud speakers and amused ourselves with
every type of body motion possible.  But at the end of
the performance, we are back to where we started, to an
estranged relationship with Jesus.

Now here is where we need to be honest.  Do you
feel that you are on a spiritual plateau and your face is
pressed against a mental barrier that does not allow you
to spiritually get beyond where you are?  Do you feel
that you cannot get past casual religiosity in an effort to
establish a closer relationship with Jesus?  Has your re-
lationship with others become so shallow that your rela-
tionship with Jesus has reached its limit, and thus be-
come sterile?  If it has, then join the crowd of those who
have come into the bondage of ceremonial religiosity.
We seek something better, something that will take us
on to a greater spiritual relationship with Jesus through
a fulfilling ministry to others.

Our “spectator” religiosity has brought thousands to
the conclusion that what we have defined and practiced
as “church” no longer appeals to many of our basic emo-
tional needs.  It is not that these seekers have become
nonreligious.  They are simply seeking to escape cer-
emonial religiosity that has held them up in assembly-
oriented “churchianity” for centuries.  James Rutz was
right when he wrote of the present scenario of assem-
bly-oriented Christianity.

If you’ve ever felt alone and unimportant in church,
there’s a good reason: You are alone and unimportant.

From 11 to 12 Sunday, you’re just another pretty face in
the crowd.

Though surrounded by others, you’re cut off.  Custom
walls you off in your own space and silences your voice –

except for song or responsive reading.
Surrounded by an audience of trainee mutes, you can

find it lonely as a solo trek across Antarctica.  After you’ve
eaten all the sled dogs.

The service would be exactly the same without you.  You
know that.  Your impact on it is like an extra gallon of
water going over Niagara Falls.2:1

E. Struggling with an institutionalized God and
church.

The urban church is under attack from within itself.
Urbanites in the postmodern world find little relief from
the stress of life in the large ceremonial church assem-
blies that take place in beautifully designed physical
structures.  Our obsession in our business culture drives
us to departmentalize, organize and institutionalize ev-
erything.  Our church behavior has not escaped these
obsessions.

Our past history of institutionalizing the church has
committed us to be spectators in a highly organized per-
formance of religious assemblies.  Our focus on struc-
ture and organization and programs has stolen from us
relationships and personal involvement and spiritual con-
tact with our Founder and fellows.  We have acted out
the “worship service”, and then escaped from the pres-
ence of God by fleeing the sanctuary.  After the “hour of
worship” wherein we felt reassured by holding down a
pew or bench for the designated time on Sunday morn-
ing, we had the urge to escape and be on “our time.”
However, in all this performance, we knew that we
wanted more out of our faith.  There had to be some-
thing more to Jesus than performance-oriented, assem-
bly-focused Christianity.  Even when we checked off all
the “acts” of our religious performances, we knew some-
thing had gone awry in an “urban religion” where wor-
ship and God could be switched on and off like the lights
down at the office.

F. Struggling with “pastorizing” personal involve-
ment.

When we have little time for God and our fellow
man, the natural thing to do is to hire out our responsi-
bilities to a professional.  Since the normal industrial/
business urbanite is consumed with making money to
support a life in which he or she is trapped, using one’s
personal ministry for the glory of God is relegated to
hiring a professional to see that our job is done.  We thus
pass personal involvement off to a professional whom
we have hired to visit the hospitals, teach the Bible
classes, and above all, complete our responsibility of
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preaching the gospel to the world.  The church is thus
sterilized of personal involvement by individual mem-
bers.  Volunteerism vanishes as the laity expects the
clergy to maintain the ship.

Our “religion” is often maintained by those who are
supported by salaries from the church.  After the defini-
tion of the word, we have a “clergy” among us who “pas-
tor” our churches.  The church thus feels it is the re-
sponsibility of the clergy to be “degreed” by a promi-
nent educational institution in order to carry out the du-
ties of the clergy.  The clergy is then expected to be the
final authority on interpretation, be at every church func-
tion, marry and bury, and thus, be the center-of-refer-
ence, the one-man-band for the local church.

Though misapplying the term “pastor,” religious
groups have confessed that their clergymen pastor the
flock as a one-man show around whom the local church
centers its attention.  If we cannot envision Jesus show-
ing up on Sunday morning in a three piece suit to preach
a three point outline, then maybe we are starting to wake
up to the fact that we have developed a clergy among us.
Our evangelists have become pastors, and our pastors
have become a board of directors.  The deacons have
been decommissioned, and often linger on pews with an
identity crisis.

So here we are.  Professionally trained clergymen
have an assortment of degrees hanging on their office
walls in order to reaffirm, as doctors and dentists, their
professional right to be there.  We live in a church world
where applications to churches without degrees are not
worth the postage stamp on a letter to the churches to
which they are sent.  Professionalism in the pulpit has
made us all hand over our brains to a theological school
graduate who has the last say on any point of discus-
sion.  Our clergymen have become the unproclaimed au-
thorities of the local church who must first put their stamp
of approval on any organizational structure or biblical
interpretation before it can be accepted.  They are truly
the single pastor of the local congregation.  The church
has thus become a well-greased organization that matches
the structure of any corporation in the business world.
We are truly doing “church business as business”, and
thus, the “corporate church” has emerged in the urban
world.  The church has been hijacked by the industrial
revolution.

A clergy exists because of two things.  First, one’s
paycheck too often determines the stand he will take in
reference to the word of God.  Luke revealed that this
was the problem with the Pharisees.  They were “Lovers
of money” (Lk 16:14).  If one did not conform to the sta-
tus quo of the teaching of the Pharisees, he was branded
and disfellowshipped from the circle of Pharisees.

The second reason a clergy exists is that preachers
are often cowardly in reference to teaching what they
know they should teach.  As one preacher told me, “We
think liberal, but preach conservative.”  What he was
saying was that he knew what was right, but spoke that
which had to be said in order to maintain his position.
During the time of Jesus’ ministry it was the cowards
who would not confess Jesus.  “These words his parents
spoke because they feared the Jews, for the Jews had
already agreed that if anyone confessed that He was the
Christ, he would be put out of the synagogue” (Jn 9:22).
The clergy fears lest they should be put out of the pulpit.
It is for this reason that Jesus placed much emphasis on
confession of Him as to who He was (Mt 10:32:33).  Of
those who would not stand up for the truth of the gospel,
He said, “But whoever will deny Me before men, him I
will also deny before My Father who is in heaven” (Mt
10:33).  It is for this reason that the angel told John,
“But the cowardly ... will have their part in the lake that
burns with fire and brimstone ...” (Rv 21:8).  Preachers
must seriously consider whether they have, as Balaam,
sold their ministry for hire.  If they have, then they have
joined the ranks of a clergy.  They “have run greedily
after the error of Balaam for reward” (Jd 11).

The reason the word of God deals so harshly with
the concept of greedy religious leaders is that they will
not stand up for what is truth.  They will sacrifice
truth for a paycheck or a position.  They will know
what must be done, but will cowardly refuse to take a
stand for that which must be taught and obeyed.  Mobs
are simply a group of cowards.  The individuals of a
mob cannot individually take a stand.  They thus gener-
ate one another’s lack of courage into making rash deci-
sions.  God wants leaders who are not led by the frenzy
of a mob mentality, but by their conviction that His word
is their sole authority in all religious matters.  We are
now in the days of the history of Christendom where
leaders of courage are needed to stand up for what must
be done in order to revive ourselves and restore God’s
word as the center-of-reference to our beliefs and Jesus
as our only Master.  As hundreds of churches face ex-
tinction because all their members are sixty or over, we
need convicted men to cry out that something is wrong
with this picture.  We need leadership that will lead us
back into evangelism.

G. Struggling with the “board of directors.”

Our present elders have their hands full.  Urban el-
ders are stuck in an urban business world where they
must also make a living to maintain a life-style that is
burdened with bills and appointments, or just a materi-
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alistic world wherein one seeks to keep up with the
worldly neighbors.  They have jobs and families and
community responsibilities just like everyone else.  Their
work with the church, therefore, is often confined to a
room in which decisions must be made and handed down
to the sheep.  Such meetings are concluded and each
man goes on his way to his business responsibilities.  It
is little wonder that elders move into “lordship leader-
ship” in this scenario by making decisions, and then mov-
ing on to other things.  Most elders do not like this.  How-
ever, dealing with the pressures of urban life has moved
them to a “board of directors” style of leadership that
confines them to boardrooms rather than house to house
ministry.  Few sincere elders like this.  Unfortunately,
this is the impact of our culture on how we behave in the
function of the church.

In many industrial/business churches, elderships
have become governing boards who have starved a flock
that is thirsting for relationships with one another.  The
sheep want to be closer to the shepherds, but the shep-
herds are out to pasture with a demanding business sched-
ule.  Shepherds no longer smell like sheep.

The problem with a “board of directors” style of lead-
ership is that it often moves into lordship.  Making deci-
sions is easy.  Being involved in a personal way in the
lives of others is not.  When we move into the decision-
making business, instead of the ministry business, it is
easy to hand down dictates.  And any time elders get
involved in handing down dictates as a corporate board
of directors, they turn into lords of the flock.  They start
standing between God and man.

When elders are viewed as men who stand between
members and the Master, then we know that we have
developed a hierarchial system of control as the Catho-
lic Church that will always hinder the individual
member’s personal relationship with Jesus.  When mem-
bers have to get permission before they can get going,
then you know that they just become bound.  They have
lost their freedom in Christ before a board of directors
who seek to maintain control of an intimidated flock.  If
there are no elders in the local congregation, then mem-
bers are often held at bay by a dictatorial clergyman who
controls the church.  Members, therefore, struggle to have
a direct relationship with Jesus without first seeing the
preacher or elders who stand between them and Jesus.
Instead of having only one Lord with whom they are to
relate, they often have many lords who seek to control
their lives.

So here we are, sitting with and in a corporate church
that is beautifully organized with all the fluff of a well-
engineered corporation.  We have the board of direc-

tors, the public relations and information man.  The or-
ganization is fine-tuned to precision with assignments
for every worker for every department.  We have pro-
grams for everything.  Schedules are established with
distributed work orders.  The system gives the pretense
of a well run business, after all, we “must do church
business as business.”  But in all this religious activity
of spiritual bees, something is wrong.  People are doing
things.  Tasks are being completed.  The problem, how-
ever, is that everyone knows there is something wrong.
Spiritual plateaus have been reached and no one has the
courage to stand up and scream, “I want a closer rela-
tionship with someone!  My relationship with Jesus
stinks, and I need help!”

Are we stuck with a church that moves people to
think that quitting church is an option?  Or, do we have
a church in a community that has no appeal to the com-
munity because there is no relational community in the
church?  We often comfort ourselves with the fact that
we are right because we have the right doctrine.  We
have a proof text for every point of teaching.  But at the
end of the day, if one member cannot bridge the great
chasm from being religious to being personal, then we
have forgotten the statement, “By this will all men know
that you are My disciples, if you have love for one an-
other” (Jn 13:35).

We pride ourselves in “our preacher,” “our church”
and “our programs” to the point that individuals become
lost in a scurry of impersonal busy people.  We have
“churchianity” fine-tuned to give a pretense of religios-
ity, but would Jesus fit into our well-oiled machinery?
Did we get all this machinery out of the personal minis-
try of Jesus through Matthew, Mark, Luke and John?
Or, did we get it from a department store culture that is
seated in the heart of our business urban centers?

Reaction to the above scenario has stirred a move-
ment in the religious world of denominational churches.
It is a movement away from institutional religion.  Do
not misunderstand this.  It is not a movement away from
Christ.  The problem is that the postmodern urban church
has moved God-fearing people so far away from Jesus
that there is a rebellion within the world of denominated
churches.  Members of these churches want to move
closer to the One in whom they believe by moving closer
to their fellow man.  In this move there are those who
have to move away from their denominated churches in
order to move closer in their relationship with Jesus.
When a church hinders one’s personal relationship with
Jesus, then you know it is a dysfunctional church.

This twenty-first century movement in the religious
world in general is a move away from dysfunctional
churches, churches that do not move people closer to
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Jesus.  It is a radical restoration that is happening in
religion throughout the world.  Thousands are moving
away from structured religiosity in a restoration of simple
New Testament Christianity.  It is not a reformation of
existing institutions.  It is not a restoration to go back
and camp in a past denominational structure.  It is a radi-
cal restoration to rediscover the relational Christianity
explained in God’s word in order to deal with the chal-
lenges of the twenty-first century.  It is an effort of the
urban resident to connect directly with Jesus by recon-
necting with one’s fellow man.

Make no mistake about this restoration.  The clergy
feels threatened because they feel that their financial base
is being eroded.  Leaders are threatened as they see their
control over others slipping away.  As people seek to
have only one Lord, the autocratic behavior of those who
seek to lord over the flock is threatened by their loss of
control of the lives of those over whom they should have
had no control in the first place.  From the viewpoint of
autocratic leaders, this radical restoration is viewed to
be a threat against organized religion.  It is.  Many view
it as an apostasy from past traditional practices.  It is.
As frustrated members seek a greater relationship with
one another, their relationship with Jesus is enhanced,
enriched and enlightened.  As members “dechurch” from
institutional religiosity, they “rechurch” with one another
and Jesus.  Believe me, this movement is strong in the
religious world.  It is strong in the church since we have
in so many ways copied the assembly-oriented behavior
of the denominational world.

The exciting thing about this revival in Christendom
is the opportunity the church has for world evangelism.
Having the right understanding of New Testament teach-
ing means that we generally do not have to struggle
through a jungle of many religious traditions as does the
rest of the religious world.  But now we need to check
our own behavior as the community of God.  If we can
truly restore relational Christianity, then we have the
greatest appeal possible in a revival that is presently
going on in the world today.  If the church can work on

restoring New Testament behavior in conjunction with
correct fundamental beliefs, then she has the greatest
appeal to a disoriented religious world that is seeking to
escape from traditional religion.

We must reassure ourselves that it is not wrong to
seek means by which Christians can be closer to one
another in order to stir up love and good works.  It is not
wrong to regenerate our personal ministry by discover-
ing the needs of our brothers and sisters in Christ, and
the needs of those around whom we live in our commu-
nity.  It is not wrong to use our house for what it should
be used, a center for physical family and spiritual fam-
ily to draw closer to God.  The use of our homes for
relationship building and evangelism is right.  We must
not let anyone tell us anything different.

It cannot be wrong if we are guided by the word of
God in order to find one another through finding Jesus.
When we allow the word of God to guide us in estab-
lishing principles by which we can initiate and maintain
closer relationships with one another and Jesus, then we
know that we are on the right track.  If we are stuck in
our relationships with others and Jesus, stranded on a
lonely religious island, then we need to start restoring
simple New Testament Christianity in our lives.  This
may take some radical changes.  If it does, then let’s
move on with what we know we should do in order to
reestablish our relationship with God.  God did not in-
tend that Christians develop shallow relationships among
themselves by being confined to mass assemblies of hun-
dreds, or thousands, and the performance of religious
ceremonies.  He knew we needed more than this.  He
intended that we be close in a love that would signal to
others that we are truly the disciples of Jesus because of
our love for one another.  This was the signal of dis-
cipleship.

This is precisely what we see reflected in the New
Testament church.  The early Christians met in a way
that “preached” their loving fellowship with one another
throughout the communities in which they lived.

I have witnessed throughout more than twenty years
of experience with small groups the tremendous impact
that small-group fellowship has on evangelism and edi-
fication.  Though I have had and continue to have expe-
rience with multiple-assembly churches, the real foun-
dation of my view is the fact that the early church actu-

ally met in the homes of Christians.  This would justify
the principle of first viewing the assembly of the saints
in the New Testament from a “house-church interpreta-
tion”.  At least this interpretation is more consistent in
understanding New Testament “assembly texts” than the
view that the early Christians somehow met in large

Chapter 3

FIRST CENTURY MULTIPLE-ASSEMBLY CHURCHES
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buildings, whatever those buildings may have been.
If your heritage is as mine, you were brought up in a

single-assembly, church-building religious environment.
Therefore, when it comes to interpreting “assembly
texts” of the New Testament, you are probably inclined
toward a “large single-assembly”, “church house”, and
often “Western culture” interpretation of these texts.  If
you are so inclined, I would like to challenge you with a
review of those New Testament texts that give historical
information concerning the meeting of the early saints.
At the end of the day, we must be as objective as pos-
sible, and thus allow each text to mean only what it says.
We can “read between the lines” in order to assume the
historical context of the assembly environment of the
early Christians.  But we must not bind what we see
between the lines.  Assumptions and opinions are not
foundations upon which fundamental teaching is to be
established.  And when we are talking about when, where
and how concerning the assembly of the saints, we are
in the area of opinion.

One thing about which all students of the New Tes-
tament agree is that the early church commonly met to-
gether in their homes for assembled worship and fel-
lowship.  This is one of those truths that does not need
any deductive reasoning to establish.  However, this truth
concerning our understanding of how the saints in the
first century assembled has been changed.  It has been
changed to large single-assembly, building-oriented
meetings that are often impersonal and formalistic in
their nature.  Those who are of this assembly culture – I
came from this culture – have a difficult time in under-
standing the New Testament texts wherein the fellow-
ship of the early church is defined.  It is as F. LaGard
Smith wrote, “For those of us who have ever ‘attended
worship’ with sizeable congregations in rather grand
buildings, the most striking feature of the early disciples
was their apparent practice of worshiping together in
private homes, presumably in relatively small groups.”6:146

The fact of house assemblies in the first century con-
text is “striking” to us today because we grew up sur-
rounded by the brick and mortar of church buildings.
How large we could get the assembly on Sunday morn-
ing was a matter for boasting.  I have sometimes asked
fellow preachers, “How large is the church for which
you preach?”  Preachers often consider it a matter of
status to preach for the larger churches.  The larger the
Sunday morning assembly, supposedly the greater the
preacher.  Once buildings were built, it was the goal of
the church to “fill up the building.” Programs were de-
veloped in order to “fill up the building.”  Preachers were
hired to “fill up the building.”  We all grew up under the
drive to “fill up the building,” and thus our thinking was

focused on the building and not the “fill.”  We even sac-
rificed some good preachers in order to accomplish our
obsession.  If the building was not filled, it had to be the
fault of the preacher.  So we shuffled him and his poor
family on to another church and hired another preacher.
We then started the process all over again.

In the preceding quote, Smith expressed how far
many of us have drifted from the practice of the early
church in their assemblies.  The fact that the early church
met in their homes is often an amazing discovery to us
who were brought up in the church-building culture.
Smith continued,

That no evidence exists of large congregations meeting
in spacious “church buildings” for observing the memo-
rial meal [Lord’s Supper] together (whatever its actual
nature) tells us much about what we aren’t always told by
way of detail: that first-century Christians obviously met
together in a variety of homes, large and small.  Among
the early disciples, faith and Christian practice began at
home, in more ways than one.6:149

As Smith said concerning the movement of the Jew-
ish believers, it was “from temple, to synagogue, and
home again.”6:149  And so we are back at home again.
This is where Jesus started His ministry.  This is what
we seek to restore in our communities.  Therefore, we
need to follow Jesus and the early disciples as they went
from house to house.

Our first hint that must stimulate this move is the
glaring fact that there is no emphasis in the New Tes-
tament on buildings and maintaining large single-
assembly churches.  Emphasis is on the rapid growth
of the church as a result of the preaching of the gospel,
not on the growth of any single church.  This should
alert us to the fact that our desires for building large
single-assembly churches is suspect.

We must go on this journey that I will take you in
the remainder of this book.  There will be some scary
points along the way.  Nevertheless, we must ask our-
selves, Have we drifted away from the nature of what
the church is by our fascination with large assemblies in
ornately constructed buildings which we show off to one
another and our communities in which we build them?
Has our concept of Christianity digressed to a point that
it now manifests itself in something that is foreign to
simple New Testament Christianity?  I want to remind
you that the latter question here is the real theme of this
book.  Church buildings are not the problem in and of
themselves.  Even large assemblies of the church on a
weekly basis are not the problem.  The problem is that
our Christianity has dwindled to meeting only in large
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assemblies in large buildings on Sunday morning.

A. The house to house ministry of Jesus:

The teaching and fellowship of the church that is
centered on our homes started with the meeting of the
Jews in their homes.  It was only natural, therefore, that
Jesus went about from house to house as was common
among Jewish rabbis.  Under the Old Testament Sab-
bath law, the Israelite families were basically confined
to their houses on the Sabbath.  The house environment,
therefore, was the setting for family teaching and wor-
ship.  Out of this assembly environment, Jesus and the
early disciples were born.  It would follow, therefore,
that they would continue to assemble in this manner in
order to retain worship and fellowship that is focused
on the family.

The focus of Jewish worship and fellowship has al-
ways centered around the home.  From the beginning of
time, the extended family was the foundation from which
worship came and to which God communicated by speak-
ing to the fathers of the families (Hb 1:1).  When Israel
was chosen from among the nations, family worship in
homes continued.  In order to discourage localized wor-
ship, God meant for the tabernacle to be rotated among
the tribes of Israel.  But a temple was constructed to
replace the tabernacle, though the temple was not in the
original plan of God.  Nevertheless, God allowed what
Israel wanted.

By the time of the ministry of Jesus, synagogues had
also come into the religious environment of Israel.  Syna-
gogues were not a part of the Old Testament law.  They
were the invention of Jews who were scattered among
the nations by the Assyrian and Babylonian captivities.
Though they were the result of a desire by the Jews to
have a center-of-reference for their religious identity, God
allowed such to exist.  When Jesus came, He used the
synagogues for an opportunity to teach.  He did not con-
demn the synagogues because faithful Jews did not con-
sider them to be the focus of their faith.  The early evan-
gelists also used the synagogues as an opportunity for
preaching the gospel.  Though the synagogue was not in
the original plan of God, they were accepted by God, as
church buildings.  However, in comparison to the num-
ber of Jews scattered throughout the world, there were
very few synagogues.  There was not a synagogue in
every village of the ancient world.  Such was not neces-
sary because the religious focus of the Jews was on their
families in their homes, not meeting down at the syna-
gogue.

1.  Jesus went to the synagogues:  Though there
were times when Jesus taught in a synagogue, much of

His teaching ministry was from house to house (Mt 4:23;
13:54; Mk 1:21).  The synagogues in the first century
were places for the assembly of people for teaching and
reading of the law.  But Jesus did not focus primarily on
the synagogues in His teaching ministry, though it was
His custom to teach there when He had the opportunity
(Lk 4:16).

Since teaching did take place in the synagogue, Jesus
went to the synagogues to teach.  But His purpose for
going was evangelistic.  Church buildings, on the other
hand, are used today primarily for the worship of the
church.  It is important to make this distinction between
the disciples’ going to the synagogue and the disciples
in the church building in order that one not use the syna-
gogue as a biblical sanction for church buildings.  Jesus’
going to the synagogue was for evangelism.  Our going
to the church house is for ourselves.

2.  Jesus went from house to house:  The fact that
Jesus did not focus on teaching in the synagogues every
Sabbath could mean that He intentionally focused on
meeting people where they were, whether on the roads,
in the city streets, or in their homes.  He continually
taught from house to house (Mt 8:14; 9:10,23,28; Lk
14:1; 19:5).  He went to Matthew’s house for a great
banquet, and on that occasion taught (Lk 5:29-32; 15:1-
32).  He taught when a great crowd assembled at a time
He was eating in a house (Mk 3:20-34).  He healed in
houses (Lk 5:17-19).  He taught the disciples to go from
house to house when He sent them out on limited com-
missions (Mt 10:12-14; Lk 10:1-7).  The example of His
work in teaching certainly set an example for the early
church to follow.

After the church was established on the day of Pen-
tecost, homes were the ordinary location for teaching
and the assembling of the saints.  This fact is so obvious
in the New Testament that we would conclude that the
early Christians intentionally made house to house teach-
ing and assembling their normal manner of meeting with
one another.  There was nothing new about this practice
among the early Jewish believers.  They simply contin-
ued meeting in their homes as they had been doing from
the first day they set foot in the promised land.

Since the preceding is true, then it is necessary that
we interpret all texts of Scripture that mention the as-
sembly and fellowship of the saints in the first century
from the viewpoint that Christians met in houses, not in
large assemblies.  Though we have not always ap-
proached the Scriptures from this point of view in the
past, the fact of house meetings is so obvious that we
must question all “church building interpretations” in
reference to the assemblies of the first century church.
In doing this, we will come to some different conclu-
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sions with various contexts.  Therefore, I challenge you
to understand the following points from the historical
context that Christians normally met in the homes of
members throughout any given city that is mentioned in
the New Testament.

B. Assembly in houses in Jerusalem:

It is estimated that the church in Jerusalem grew to
over 50,000 in her first few years of existence.  Luke
recorded concerning this growth: “So the word of God
increased.  And the number of the disciples multiplied
in Jerusalem greatly.  And a great company of the priests
were obedient to the faith” (At 6:7).  Our question is,
Where did these early disciples meet in this urban cen-
ter since there is no record of any purpose-built church
buildings or public buildings in Jerusalem at this time
that would accommodate such a great assembly?

Even if we accepted the assertion that some writers
have proposed, that the Jerusalem Christians met in the
temple area, the outer court of the temple of Jerusalem
could not have been a place that was conducive for as-
sembled worship.  The outer court of Herod’s temple
measured approximately 975 by 1,462 feet (300 x 450
meters).  This area would accommodate a few thousand
people.  However, the assembly would be outside the
temple proper and in a public area.  The people would
thus be exposed to the heat of summer and the freezing
cold and snow of the winter.  Are we also to assume that
the Jewish priests would have allowed a few thousand
Christians to take over the outer court of the temple on
Sunday morning?  During the time of Saul’s persecu-
tion of the church, I hardly believe Christians were meet-
ing in conspicuous places such as the temple courtyard.

If Christians met in large assemblies in the outer court
of the temple, then how could everyone in such a great
multitude hear the message?  How could they regularly
serve the Lord’s Supper to such a multitude?   And re-
member, it gets cold in Jerusalem in the winter.  It snows.
I personally find it very hard to believe that the Jerusa-
lem Christians met outside in the middle of the winter in
the outer court of the temple.  The fact is what Bradley
Blue correctly stated,

In the Acts of the Apostles, the first believers met together
in the private homes of individuals; moreover, we read
that the new communities which the Apostle Paul estab-
lished were centered in the homes of some of the new
converts.  The gathering of Christian believers in pri-
vate homes (or homes renovated for the purpose of
Christian gatherings) continued to be the norm until
the early decades of the fourth century when

Constantine began erecting the first Christian Basili-
cas.  For almost three hundred years the believers met in
homes, not in synagogues or edifices constructed for the
sole purpose of religious assembly [Emphasis mine,
R.E.D].3:120,121

Blue was right.  The meeting in homes started in the
beginning of the church in the city of Jerusalem.  The
early Christians continued this tradition for about three
centuries after the establishment of the church in Jerusa-
lem.  It was not until the era of Constantine that large
purpose-built buildings were constructed for church as-
semblies.

The following points further substantiate house meet-
ings in Jerusalem:

 1.  Preaching in the temple and teaching in their
homes:  Two thousand years ago on the day of Pente-
cost in Acts 2, the church exploded into existence by the
conversion in one day of about three thousand people
(At 2:41).  This was a tremendous beginning.  Pentecost
was on Sunday.  Now we wonder what these three thou-
sand Christians did the next Sunday after Pentecost.
Where did they meet?  In Acts 2:46 Luke recorded, “And
continuing daily with one accord in the temple and break-
ing bread from house to house, they ate their food with
gladness and sincerity of heart.”  The Christians’ “con-
tinuing daily ... in the temple” was not for the purpose
of assembly for worship, but for the purpose of preach-
ing Jesus as the Christ.  The temple area was first a loca-
tion for daily contact for the new disciples in order to
reach out to others.  However, their environment for wor-
ship and fellowship was “from house to house”.  From
the very beginning of the church in Jerusalem, this seems
to have been the assembly organization of the early
Jerusalem church.  A few years after the Pentecost event,
Luke recorded, “And daily in the temple, and in every
house, they did not cease teaching and preaching Jesus
as the Christ” (At 5:42).

It is important to understand that “preaching Jesus
as the Christ” in Acts 5:42, and other similar texts, re-
fers to a specific audience to whom the work of preach-
ing was directed.  The word “preaching” (kerusso) means
“to cry out” or “to proclaim as a herald.”  That which is
preached (the gospel) is proclaimed to unbelievers, not
believers.  The believers already know the message of
the gospel.  Therefore, in the context of Acts 5:42 the
preaching and teaching that took place in the temple was
to unbelievers, not believers, though believers certainly
sat in on the apostles’ evangelistic preaching to Jewish
unbelievers in the temple courtyard.

Since the Jewish leadership persecuted the leader-
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ship of the church between the events of chapter 2 and
chapter 5 in Acts, we can assume that the Christians were
not assembling in the temple on Sunday for the regular
assembly of the church.  The temple itself was not a
place for formal assemblies.  In the outer court of the
temple, there were discussions conducted and Christians
preached Jesus as the Messiah (Christ).  This preaching
was to the unbelievers.  The outer court was a place of
community and theological discussions.  It was the place
where Christians went to encounter Jews who came to
the yearly Passover/Pentecost feasts.  It was to these Jews
that Christians continued to preach Jesus as the Christ.
However, when it came to the regular assembly of the
saints, Christians met in their homes.  The early Chris-
tians broke bread from house to house where they met
for their regular assemblies with one another for mutual
edification and fellowship.

Acts 2:46 seems to indicate that two things were
happening among the first converts.  In their ministry of
continuing to reach out to others, they continued with
one accord to meet in the temple courtyard.  However,
when it came to their assembly for mutual edification
and fellowship, they continued with one another from
“house to house”.  They “broke bread” and had their
fellowship meals in their homes.  The temple meetings
were seemingly for outreach, and the house meetings
were for edification and fellowship.  I do not believe
they took their families to the temple courtyard for the
regular assembly in order to break bread and have their
fellowship meals.  There is no reason to maintain this
belief other than our urge to read into the context our
large assembly custom of the modern Western church.

We must always keep in mind that large religious
assemblies were not the custom of the Jews.  There were
assemblies in the synagogues.  However, the synagogues
did not seat the entire Jewish community of the par-
ticular town in which the synagogue was located.  Nei-
ther was there a synagogue in every Jewish town or city.
Now if we understand Acts 2:46 to refer to the regular
assembly of all Christians – men, women and children –
in the temple on Sunday morning, then we are reading
into the text something that was not Jewish culture.

My point is that “continuing daily with one accord
in the temple” does not have to refer to the regular Sun-
day assembly of the saints.  I believe it does not because
the Christians were “breaking bread” and eating their
love feasts from house to house.  If the phrase does refer
to the regular Sunday assembly of Christians, then we
must assume that the apostles taught them to assemble
together in the temple the following Sunday after the
Acts 2 Pentecost.  This could have been the case, but not
likely.  If they did so teach the disciples, they asked the

disciples to meet at the temple as a rendezvous point in
order to carry on with their daily work of evangelism.

2.  Persecution from house to house:  Saul (Paul)
led the Jews in a harsh persecution of the early church
in Palestine.  His actions were recorded by Luke in Acts
8:3.  “As for Saul, he made havoc of the church, enter-
ing into every house and dragging off men and women,
committing them to prison.”  It is not surprising that
Saul entered houses in order to arrest those he consid-
ered rebellious against Jewish tradition.  Since Saul could
not go from church building to church building, the only
other place he could find Christians was in their homes.
It could have been that through spies and surveillance
he noted where Christians were meeting, and thus
dragged them from their homes either during meetings
or from their homes when members returned home after
meetings.  If Christians were commonly meeting in the
outer court of the temple, then we would wonder why
Saul went to the homes of Christians instead of just
rounding them up in the outer court of the temple.

3.  The meeting in the house of Mary:  The events
of Acts 12 indicate that there may have been a regular
meeting of the saints in the house of Mary, or at least on
the occasion of Peter’s arrest when Christians were meet-
ing for prayer on Peter’s behalf.  After the angel had led
Peter out of Herod’s prison, “he came to the house of
Mary, the mother of John, whose surname was Mark,
where many were gathered together praying” (At 12:12).
Mary’s house may have been the house where Jesus and
the disciples met in an upper room a few years before
this event (See Lk 22:12).  On the occasion of Acts 12, it
was surely used for one of the meetings of the saints,
specifically for prayers for Peter.  It was a large house,
having an upper room, plus a gate that stood as an en-
trance into the courtyard that was before the house proper.
Mary had a servant-girl, and thus, the house may have
been large enough to accommodate this servant and many
other people.

What is significant about this event is the fact that at
the time of Peter’s arrest there were several thousand
members of the church in Jerusalem.  Though Mary had
a large house, all of these members could not be meet-
ing in her house.  After Peter explained what had hap-
pened to him in being released from prison by the angel,
he said, “Go tell these things to James and to the breth-
ren” (At 12:17).  Therefore, there were other brethren
meeting in other houses in Jerusalem who were also pray-
ing for Peter’s release (Acts 12:5).  It was not that the
group in Mary’s house was the only group praying for
Peter.  After Peter had finalized his statements in the
house of Mary, Luke recorded, “Then he departed and
went to another place” (At 12:17).  We would assume
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that he went to other houses where brethren were also
meeting for prayer.  There were house churches through-
out Jerusalem.  At the time of Peter’s imprisonment, all
these churches were praying for Peter’s release, just as
the group in Mary’s house.

The fact that Peter sent some from Mary’s house to
go tell others indicates that the ones sent knew where to
go.  They all knew where other Christians commonly
assembled.  Even Peter left and went to another place.
The fact that they did this indicates that he, as well as
the others, personally knew the regular places of meet-
ing of the saints in Jerusalem.  The houses of common
assemblies throughout the city of Jerusalem were known
by almost everyone.  In fact, on Sunday a person could
possibly have had a choice of which houses to go in
order to enjoy the fellowship of the saints.

C. Assembly in houses in Ephesus:

Though there could have already been brethren meet-
ing in Ephesus who had returned after their conversion
during one or more of their Passover/Pentecost visits to
Jerusalem, Paul, Aquila and Priscilla are given credit by
Luke for initiating a church establishment in the city.
The trio left Corinth and came to Ephesus during Paul’s
second missionary journey (At 18:18,19).  Paul taught
in the synagogue of Ephesus, and then immediately left
for Jerusalem because he wanted to be in Jerusalem to
meet another group of Jews coming for the annual Pass-
over/Pentecost feast (At 18:21).

1.  The church in the house of Aquila and Priscilla:
When Paul left Ephesus, he went to Jerusalem, and then
through Syria, and eventually back to Ephesus on his
third missionary journey.  It was probably during this
stay in Ephesus that he wrote the 1 Corinthian letter to
the brethren in Corinth.  In the letter he wrote, “The
churches of Asia greet you.  Aquila and Priscilla greet
you heartily in the Lord, with the church that is in their
house” (1 Co 16:19).  Between the time Paul left Aquila
and Priscilla in Ephesus on his way to Jerusalem on the
second missionary journey, and the time he wrote this
statement on his third journey, we could assume that the
church in Ephesus was much larger in members than
could meet in the house of Aquila and Priscilla.  This is
especially true after the mass conversions that took place
in Ephesus on the third journey visit that Luke records
in Acts 19.

The point is that Aquila and Priscilla conducted only
one of the many house churches in Ephesus.  The rest of
the house churches are covered in the 1 Corinthians 16:19
statement, “the churches of Asia.”  The reason Paul spe-

cifically mentions the church in the house of Aquila and
Priscilla was that the Corinthians personally knew this
Christian couple.  We can certainly assume, therefore,
that the church in Ephesus was much larger than the
church in the house of Aquila and Priscilla.  (More on
the travels of this Christian couple in a later chapter.)

2.  The house church of the twelve disciples:  While
we are in Ephesus, there is another incident that we must
consider in reference to house churches.  The incident
involves about twelve disciples who were discovered in
the city on Paul’s third missionary journey.

When Paul left Aquila and Priscilla in Ephesus on
his second missionary journey, Aquila and Priscilla be-
gan at some time to meet in the synagogue on Satur-
days.  It was in the synagogue that they encountered
Apollos (At 18:24-28).  We know that they met in their
house on Sundays since they had a group of Christians
meeting in their home when Paul wrote 1 Corinthians
16:19.  I would assume that other groups also started to
meet throughout the city as the church began to grow.

After Apollos left Ephesus for Corinth, Paul arrived
again in Ephesus on his third journey.  When he arrived,
Acts 19:1 states that he found “certain disciples” in Ephe-
sus who were evidently meeting without the knowledge
of Aquila and Priscilla who had been in the city for at
least one year.  There were about twelve men in this
group (At 19:7).  My point is that Paul found them, not
Aquila and Priscilla or Apollos.  They were a group who
knew only the baptism of John, and thus were probably
a group that was started by returnees from the Passover/
Pentecost feast of Jerusalem prior to the ministry of Jesus,
but during the time of the ministry of John the Baptist.
They had returned to Ephesus with news of the coming
Messiah about whom John preached, and thus started a
group meeting in a house in Ephesus.  When Paul re-
turned on his third missionary journey, he discovered
them.  They were subsequently immersed in the name
of Jesus (At 19:5).

Now we can assume the specific identity of at least
two house groups in Ephesus.  One was meeting in the
house of Aquila and Priscilla and another in the house
of the rebaptized twelve disciples.  Of course, there were
many other groups meeting throughout the city at the
time the twelve disciples were rebaptized.  When Paul
returned for the visit with the elders of the church in
Ephesus in Acts 20, there were many churches meeting
throughout the city.

Paul discovered the house assembly of John’s dis-
ciples.  If they were baptized unto John’s baptism be-
fore the ministry of Jesus, then they could have been
meeting in this house for over twenty years by the time
Paul discovered them on his third missionary journey.
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Would you not consider these men and their wives to be
faithful disciples?  This is not uncommon.  I have dis-
covered house church groups who have been meeting
by themselves for as long as twenty-five years, thinking
that they were the only ones who had believed and
obeyed the gospel.  After the discovery of one group in
Africa who had been meeting in their home for twenty-
seven years, the wife of the leader said to me, “It is so
nice to find out about you.”  I am sure the twelve dis-
ciples of John in Ephesus said the same thing to Paul.

D. Assembly in houses in Colosse:

The Colossian letter was written by Paul during his
first imprisonment in A.D. 61,62.  He addressed the let-
ter to “the saints and faithful brethren in Christ who are
at Colosse” (Cl 1:2).  At the conclusion of the letter he
wrote, “Greet the brethren who are in Laodicea, and
Nympha and the church that is in her house.  And when
this letter is read among you, see that it is read also in
the church of the Laodiceans, and that you likewise
read the letter from Laodicea” (Cl 4:15,16).

The churches in Colosse and Laodicea were prob-
ably at least five years old at the time of the writing of
the Colossian letter.  We would assume, therefore, that
the church in Laodicea was larger in members than could
meet in the house of Nympha.  Paul greeted the church
in the house of Nympha for possibly the same reason
that he sent personal greetings from Aquila and Piscilla
to the Corinthian church (1 Co 16:19).  He was person-
ally acquainted with Nympha, and thus personally knew
those who were meeting in her house, though there were
others meeting in other houses in Laodicea.

What is significant in Paul’s language in Colossians
4:15,16 is the fact that he greeted the church in Colosse
and wrote about the church in Laodicea.  We would justly
conclude that there were several groups of Christians
meeting in Colosse and more than one group in Laodicea.
The letters that Paul wrote were to be read in the house
churches of both cities.

Many years after Paul wrote to the Colossians and
addressed the Laodiceans, John wrote to the seven
churches of Asia in the book of Revelation.  Laodicea
was one of those churches John specifically addressed.
He wrote, “And to the angel of the church in Laodicea”
(Rv 3:14).  By the time John saw and wrote the visions
of Revelation, it was still the church of Laodicea.  Must
we assume there was only one single-assembly church
of Christians meeting in Laodicea at the time John wrote?
Or, should we assume that there were many Christians
throughout the urban area of Laodicea who were meet-
ing in many different homes such as the home of Nym-

pha?  I think the latter assumption is correct.  If we think
the first is correct, then we must assume that the church
in Laodicea never grew larger than the number of mem-
bers that could meet in one house.  Or, we must assume
they built for themselves a church building on Central
and Main.  But this assumption is not valid in reference
to our search for the location for the assembly of the
saints in the cities of the first century.

E. Assembly in houses in Rome:

When we understand the house-to-house assembly
practice of the early church, Romans 16 is an exciting
discovery of house churches throughout the metropoli-
tan area of the city of Rome.  At the time Paul wrote the
letter of Romans, Aquila and Priscilla had moved from
Ephesus back to Rome.  When he concluded the letter,
therefore, he included a personal greeting to Aquila and
Priscilla, as well as a series of greetings to individuals
he personally knew who were meeting throughout the
city in various house churches.

In Romans 16:3 Paul wrote, “Greet Priscilla and
Aquila, my helpers in Christ Jesus ....”  “Greet the
church that meets in their house” (Rm 16:5).  At the
time Paul made this statement, the church in Rome was
certainly larger in membership than those who could
meet in the house of this Christian couple.  This fact is
brought out in the remainder of Paul’s personal greet-
ings in Romans 16.  After making a statement of per-
sonal greeting specifically to Aquila and Priscilla and
the church in their house, Paul goes beyond this house
church to individuals throughout the metropolitan area
whom he personally knew, but who were meeting in dif-
ferent houses.

Individuals who were meeting at other places in the
city of Rome included Epaenetus, Mary, Andronicus,
Junia, Amplias, Urbanus and Stachys.  In verse 10 Paul
wrote, “Greet those who are of Aristobulus’ household.”
In verse 11 he stated, “Greet those who are of the house-
hold of Narcissus.”  There were other households meet-
ing in their own houses throughout the city.  These could
have been small groups consisting of an immediate fam-
ily with the maids and servants of the household.  In
verse 14 Paul again stated, “Greet Asyncritus, Phlegon,
Hermas, Patrobas, Hermes, and the brethren who are
with them.”  In this verse Paul mentions specifically
those with whom he was personally acquainted.  How-
ever, he referred to those with whom he was not ac-
quainted as “the brethren”.  All were with those whom
Paul knew, meeting in some house in Rome.  These would
have been larger house churches than the “household
house churches.”  He made a similar statement in verse

Authentic Church



193Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

15, but with another list of people.  “Greet Philologus
and Julia, Nereus, and his sister, and Olympas, and all
the saints who are with them.”  This was surely another
house church in the city that included several families
and individuals meeting together with Julia, Nereus and
Olympas whom Paul personally knew.

In view of the fact that there were no church build-
ings in the city of Rome—church buildings came almost
three hundred years later—we would conclude that there
were Christians meeting throughout the city of Rome in
the homes of the members.  However, all the assemblies
constituted the one body of Christ in Rome.  The mem-
bers of these house churches evidently knew of one an-
other, and thus Paul intended for his letter to be circu-
lated among all the groups.  These churches were not
autonomous from one another, but active in their com-
munication with one another as the one church of Rome.
Even when Paul stated in verse 16, “All the churches
(ekklesia) of Christ greet you,” he was not making divi-
sions of autonomy in the church, but saying that all the
assemblies of Christ outside Rome with whom he was
acquainted greeted the assemblies in Rome.

Now do some assuming with me.  Suppose that ev-
eryone Paul mentions in Romans 16 met in the house of
Aquila and Priscilla, as some have erroneously assumed.
Here is something to consider.  In the context of Ro-
mans 16, Paul mentions by name only those he knows.
He makes general references to others he does not per-
sonally know.  Included in all the brethren to whom he
refers in Romans 16, he mentions by name twenty-seven
people he personally knows.  Suppose each one of these
was married, which I am sure was not actually the case.
But if they were, that would be a lot of people.  Throw
in an average of two children per married couple and we
have a tremendous crowd meeting in the house of Aquila
and Priscilla, that is if we assume that the church in the
house of Aquila was the only single-assembly church in
Rome.  That may not have been impossible.  We must
remember that Paul refers to others in generic terms such
as “those of the household of Aristobulus,” “those of
the household of Narcissus,” the “brethren who are with
them” and “all the saints who are with them.”  Now that
is a great company of people.  Did they all meet in the
house of Aquila and Priscilla in order to be consider the
local autonomous church of Rome?

F. Assembly in houses in Philippi:

The assembly of the church in Philippi began when
a new convert said to a preacher, “If you have judged
me to be faithful to the Lord, come to my house and
stay” (At 16:15).  And so the assembly of the church no

doubt began in the house of Lydia with her entire house-
hold that was converted.  The family of the jailor was
also obedient to the gospel.  With his family and Lydia’s
household, a small group of Christians evidently began
to meet either in the house of Lydia or the jailor (At
16:33,34).  After Paul and Silas were released from
prison, “they went out of the prison and entered into the
house of Lydia.  So when they had seen the brethren,
they encouraged them and departed” (At 16:39,40).

Paul stayed in Philippi on this visit only a few days
(At 16:12).  We do not know exactly how long a few
days is.  It was certainly not a few weeks or a few months.
When he left the city, however, he saw “the brethren”
when he went to the house of Lydia (At 16:40).  All “the
brethren” were meeting in this one house at the time of
his departure.  The point is that when he left the city, the
Christians were meeting in the house of the brethren.
This was the only place they needed to meet simply be-
cause it was the most logical place of meeting.  This is
sometimes the most pratical answer to a place of meet-
ing.  We have our houses.  We can meet in our houses.

G. Assembly in houses as Gaius’ house:

The background to John’s letter to Gaius (3 John)
involves “the brethren” who were going from house to
house in their work as evangelists.  Gaius was one who
housed these evangelists who were strangers to him, but
brothers in the Lord who had gone forth for the sake of
the name of the Lord (3 Jn 7).  In 3 John 6, John encour-
aged Gaius by writing, “You will do well to support them
on their journey in a manner worthy of God.” Though
Diotrephes sought to hinder the coming and going of
these evangelists, and even the apostles (3 Jn 9,10), Gaius
was doing a good work of encouraging their house min-
istry (3 Jn 5).  They were going from house to house in
their work of evangelism, just as Jesus had instructed
His disciples during His earthly ministry (Mt 10:12-14).

2 John is also written on the background of teachers
going from house to house.  However, the situation was
the house to house work of false teachers who denied
the incarnation of Jesus (2 Jn 7).  John wrote, “If any-
one comes to you and does not bring this teaching, do
not receive him into your house and do not give him
greeting” (2 Jn 10).  To not “receive him into your house”
referred to the place where the teaching was done.  These
false teachers were subverting “whole households” as
those about whom Paul warned Titus (Ti 1:11).  They
were not going from synagogue to synagogue, or from
church building to church building.  They were going
from house to house.  This scenario was similar to the
going about of the idle speakers about whom Paul warned
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Timothy in 1 Timothy 5:13.  There were those who were
“wandering from house to house, speaking things which
they ought not.”  Since Christians were meeting in
houses, the natural opportunity for false teachers to do
their work was from house to house.

The travel and teaching that was going on at the time
John wrote 2 and 3 John was happening in the house
groups of individuals as Gaius.  If there were those who
came to one’s house who denied the fundamental doc-
trine of the incarnation, they were not to be received or
supported.  However, faithful teachers and evangelists
were to be supported by individuals as Gaius because
they had gone forth for the “sake of the Name” (3 Jn 7).
Evangelists were collectively being financially supported
in the first century by individuals and house church
groups.  So should it be today.

Throughout the cities of the New Testament world,
Christians were meeting in houses.  It is interesting to
note, however, that there are only occasional statements
made in the New Testament concerning the location
where Christians assembled.  The fact that there are only
occasional statements would indicate that God is not so
concerned about where Christians assemble as He is con-
cerning the fact that Christians should assemble.  The
important thing is that they assemble in order to pro-
mote love and good works (Hb 10:24,25).  Because of
practical reasons, the early Christians deemed it expedi-

ent to meet in the homes of Christians in order to ac-
complish the goal of assembling together to stir up love
and good works.  This practical reason is the foundation
upon which Christians today should seek to assemble.
Once we lose the purpose for which we must assemble,
we will assemble only to fulfill a supposed legal require-
ment we assume God requires in order for us to be con-
sidered faithful.

Though Christians met in houses in cities through-
out the first century world, they continued to remain
networked with one another.  They were meeting in in-
dividual houses, but were one church, functioning to-
gether in ministry and contribution for special needs.
For example, when there was a famine in Judea, the
churches in Macedonia begged Paul to take their contri-
butions for the famine.  They did so in order that they
could have “fellowship of the ministering to the saints”
(2 Co 8:4).  Churches in other areas did the same.  Of
this unity, Luke recorded concerning contributions to
the famine, “Then the disciples, everyone according to
his ability, determined to send relief to the brethren who
dwelt in Judea” (At 11:29).  The nature of the close fel-
lowship of churches drove them to work together with
one another.  They sought the fellowship of other groups,
and thus, when there was an opportunity to work to-
gether with others, they responded as one church of
Christ.

The history of the church in Corinth, as well as Paul’s
letters to the Corinthians, is an intriguing adventure into
the life of the early Christians.  To say the least, the
Corinthian church had some unique characteristics about
it that have challenged Bible students for centuries.  I
would like to continue to challenge you with some
thoughts that surround the Corinthian church.  Specifi-
cally, I would like to challenge you to consider the con-
text of the Corinthians’ assembly as a church from the
historical context of their meeting in small home groups
throughout the city of Corinth.

Biblical interpreters have generally approached a
study of the assembly of the early Christians from the
present-day view of large single-assemblies in purpose-
built buildings.  They have thus assumed that all the
Christians in and around the city of Corinth were some-
how meeting together in one common place on a weekly
basis.  They have thus come to the context of the Corin-

thian church, as well as other New Testament texts that
mention the assembly of the saints, with the view that
there was only one assembly of the saints on Sunday in
Corinth.  This view is supposedly supported by some
statements that Paul made in the context of 1 Corinthians
11 that are interpreted to refer to Corinth as a single-
assembly church.  However, I would like to challenge
you to look again.  Maybe we should interpret the Corin-
thian context from the view of their regular meeting in
homes rather than in a central assembly hall.

We must come to the context of 1 Corinthians with
the understanding that the Corinthians, as other New
Testament churches, assembled in their homes.  To af-
firm this interpretation, we have other New Testament
statements in other texts that lead us to this conclusion.
Therefore, our “house-church interpretation” of the
Corinthian letter is not an assumption that is based on
present single-assembly church practices.  It is an inter-

Chapter 4

REVISITING CORINTH
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pretive approach to 1 Corinthians 11 that carries into
the context the historical fact that the rest of the church
throughout the first century world was meeting in homes.

In order to lay the historical background to the mul-
tiple-assembly church in Corinth, we must understand
that the church was originally started as house assem-
blies.  The Corinthians continued with this practice of
assembly in the years after their initial establishment.

A. Establishment of the church in Corinth:

Paul’s work in Corinth took place on his second mis-
sionary journey.  However, he may not have been the
first to establish the church in the city.  We do not know
when Aquila and Priscilla were converted.  Since there
is no account of their conversion when Paul first arrived
in Corinth as recorded in Acts 18:1-3, we could con-
clude that they were converted in Rome by returnees
from the annual Passover/Pentecost feast in Jerusalem.
If Aquila and Priscilla were converted in Rome before
they came to Corinth, then they had established a house
church in Corinth before Paul’s arrival in Acts 18.  When
Paul arrived, he met Aquila and Priscilla, joined with
them in making tents, and then went to work in the syna-
gogue with the preaching of the gospel to unbelievers
(At 18:1-3).  We could certainly assume that the house
of Aquila and Priscilla was the first place of assembly of
the church in Corinth.

Paul’s preaching to the Jews in the synagogue con-
tinued until there was great opposition to his message.
“So he departed from there and entered into a certain
man’s house, named Titius Justus, one who worshiped
God, whose house was next to the synagogue” (At 18:7).
Through Paul’s preaching, Crispus, the chief ruler of the
synagogue, and all his household, were obedient to the
gospel (At 18:8).  Luke records that many of the Corin-
thians also believed.  I would assume that more obeyed
the gospel than could meet in the houses of Titius Justus
and Aquila.

Since Paul was ushered out of the synagogue, we
would conclude that evangelistic efforts ceased in the
synagogue.  Paul then went to the house of Titius Justus,
and subsequently, may have started meetings in his house
which was next to the synagogue.  Paul’s move to the
house of Titius Justus indicates that another church was
probably started in this house.  We must also add to the
groups of Aquila and Crispus another possible group that
was meeting in the house of Stephanas, for his house-
hold was also of the first converts of Achaia (1 Co 16:15).
Add to this the fact that Cenchrea was considered the
eastern harbor of the metropolitan area of Corinth.  In
Romans 16:1 Paul spoke of Pheobe who was a servant

in the church.  The church of which she was a servant
could have been another house church in the vicinity of
Corinth.  Therefore, we could conclude that there was
more than one assembly of Christians in Corinth from
the very beginning of the church in the city.  There was
a group in the house of Titius Justus, one in the house of
Aquila and Priscilla, one in the house of Stephanas, and
possibly one where Pheobe met.  Since “many Corin-
thians believed” in the city of Corinth (At 18:8), we
would assume that there were Christians meeting in
houses throughout the city and area of Corinth.

B. Assembly of the church in Corinth:

Five to six years after the establishment of the church
in Corinth, Paul wrote the letter of 1 Corinthians from
Ephesus while on his third missionary journey.  In 1
Corinthians 11 there are some specific things written
about the assembly of the Christians in Corinth that
should be understood in the context that they were con-
tinuing their assemblies in the homes of the members.
There is no proof that they were assembling in a pur-
pose-built church building or in a public school or civic
center.  The Corinthians were still meeting in their homes
by the time Paul wrote 1 Corinthians.  We must also
conclude that by the time the letter was written, there
were more house churches throughout the area of
Corinth.  If our assumptions and conclusions are cor-
rect, then we must take another look at the statements of
1 Corinthians 11.  Since the church was a multiple-as-
sembly church, then we must understand 1 Corinthians,
specifically chapter 11, from the view that the Corin-
thians were continuing to assemble in many different
homes throughout the city of Corinth.

In 1 Corinthians 11:20 Paul made the statement,
“when you come together” in reference to their assem-
blies.  The added phrase in the verse, “into one place,”
of the KJV reading, is not in the Greek text.  Paul sim-
ply referred to their coming together.

We must consider what he meant by the statement,
“when you come together,” in view of the historical con-
text of the meeting of the early Christians in homes, as
well as the contextual evidence that Paul gives in the 1
Corinthian letter.  The traditional view of this statement
and context assumes that Paul was addressing the as-
sembly of the Corinthian church that consisted of all the
Christians in and around the area of Corinth.  The tradi-
tional view is that the Corinthians were meeting in a
single location in a regular assembly every Sunday.  Since
there are no statements in the context of 1 Corinthians
11 as to where this assembly was conducted, or if any
such single-assembly actually took place, then we can-
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not make this assumption.  However, I cannot rule out
the fact that the 1 Corinthian 11 contexts was directed to
problems that prevailed during an occasional large cel-
ebration assembly that the Corinthians conducted.  The
problems of 1 Corinthians 11 could have developed out
of an occasional assembly wherein the rudeness of some
found an opportunity to manifest itself to the poor.

The following are some things to consider to sub-
stantiate the fact that the Corinthian church was a mul-
tiple-assembly church:

1.  The Corinthians regularly came together.  When
Paul wrote to the Corinthians in reference to “when you
come together”, some have assumed that they were all
actually coming together into the same facility on a regu-
lar basis.  However, this is simply an assumption, one
that is maintained because that is what is being prac-
ticed today in many areas where churches have the privi-
lege of a purpose-built church building.  This assump-
tion is based on the erroneous definition of what consti-
tutes a “local” congregation.  Since Paul addressed the
“church of God in Corinth,” we have assumed that all
the Corinthian Christians had to be coming together to
the same location on a weekly basis because a “local”
church is such because all members must come together
into one facility.  The problem with this view, however,
is that one cannot find this definition of a “local” church
in the New Testament.  A second major problem with
this understanding is in the historical fact that the early
church met in the homes of the members.  Add to this
the fact that there is no evidence in the letters of 1 & 2
Corinthians that all the Corinthian Christians were com-
ing together into one place on a weekly basis.

Consider also some practical reasons Paul would not
be discussing a single-assembly of all Corinthian Chris-
tians at the same place.  First, by the time Paul wrote 1
Corinthians, the church in and around the city of Corinth
had certainly outgrown the seating capacity of one house.
It had certainly even grown beyond the houses of Aquila
and Priscilla, and possibly, the houses of Chloe,
Stephanas, Fortunatus and Achaicus (See 1 Co 16:15-
16).  By the time Paul wrote the letter, the church in
Corinth had grown substantially.

A second practical reason a regular Sunday assem-
bly of every Corinthian Christian under one roof is ques-
tionable is the factor of the climate.  In the winter, Corinth
was not a tropical paradise.  On the contrary, winters are
cold in Corinth with ice and snow.  Ask yourself if you
would take your children to an assembly which was out
on the grounds somewhere in Corinth when the tem-
perature was below freezing, and the ground was cov-
ered with snow?  This is winter in Corinth.  (Why is it

we always view the New Testament world as a tropical
paradise wherein Christians sat around under palm
trees?)  Now suppose you had to meet in the snow every
Sunday in the winter.  Keep in mind that you walked a
great distance to be at this common meeting, bringing
your children, food for your family, and enough fire-
wood to cook your food and warm your family all day.
After you arrived, you stayed most of the day enjoying a
love feast with the brethren and a lengthy worship after-
ward.  Don’t forget that you have to walk home after the
meeting.  Now would you do this all in the middle of a
Corinthian winter, every Sunday?

There is another factor that we must add concerning
the assembly of the Christians in the first century.  There
were no “days off” as Sunday during the week.  The
Roman slave owners certainly did not have an official
Sunday off for the slaves.  Businesses did not have a
Sunday holiday.  Therefore, whatever the assembly ar-
rangement the early Christians had, it had to conform to
the demands of slave owners and bosses in the business
world.  If there were a day off, it was probably on a
Saturday after the Jewish tradition, not Sunday.  I would
suggest that this gives more evidence to the fact that
many early Christians had to meet in their homes.  An
“official” assembly of the saints at a common place of
meeting that consumed an entire day was probably not
practical on a regular basis.  They possibly conducted
early morning meetings, or evening meetings in centrally
located homes close to where members lived.  This does
not exclude the occasional meeting of all area Chris-
tians in a common location.  But practicality dictates
that the regular assembly of Christians was after the Jew-
ish custom of fellowship and worship which was cen-
tered around their homes.

If we affirm that the Corinthian brethren came to-
gether into a building, then we have to find that building
in Corinth.  Was it the pagan temple with its one thou-
sand prostitute priestesses?  Was it a synagogue?  Re-
member, Paul was run out of the synagogue.  If we find
a building, we still have to determine if the supposed
building were large enough and had heating.  If it had no
heating, then it would have been the same as sitting out-
side.  Keep in mind that first century architecture was
not known for central-heating fireplaces to keep large
buildings warm in the winter.  Are we going to bring our
babies together in a winter environment every Sunday
in Corinth into a cold public building or under a tree?

2.  The Corinthians regularly came together in their
houses.  Now this concept makes more sense.  Let’s as-
sume that the phrase, “when you come together,” referred
to their regular assembly in their houses.  Paul’s instruc-
tions for correction in 1 Corinthians 11 would make
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sense.  If this were the true situation, all the members
were still coming together, but they were not coming
together into the same place.  Paul is simply making a
statement in 1 Corinthians 11:20 of their coming together
in order to be in assembly with other Christians.  He
was not referring to all the Christians in and around the
city of Corinth coming together every Sunday under a
single roof or tree.  He was simply referring to their com-
mon assembly, which assembly took place every Sun-
day, but in different homes.  They were leaving their
individual homes and coming together into the home of
another member.  Their assembly, therefore, was consti-
tuted by the fact that they were not meeting individually
in their homes, but were coming together as groups in
many designated homes.  This certainly makes more
sense than the belief that all of them were coming to-
gether into a single assembly.  At least, the absurdity of
coming together under one roof or tree in the middle of
winter is avoided.

When they did come together in small groups in
houses, some of the members were behaving as glutton-
ous and drunken individuals who had little consideration
for others.  In the house church environment this was
particularly offensive to the poor.  It was a behavior that
could not be tolerated in the environment of such close
relationships.  This is the thought of verse 30: “For this
reason many are weak and sickly among you, and many
sleep.”  Those among them who were manifesting a glut-
tonous, drunken and inconsiderate behavior were spiri-
tually weak and sickly.  In fact, Paul stated that they
were spiritually dead, and thus, a hindrance to the spiri-
tual growth of the church.  Paul wrote the 1 Corinthian
letter in order to correct the spiritual sickness that pre-
vailed in the Corinthian church.  If they did not correct
the problem through his requests of the first letter, he
warned them that he would come with the rod of disci-
pline and take care of the spiritually dead among them
with the authority of a Christ-sent apostle (1 Co 4:21).

C. Assembly for the Lord’s Supper:

We must understand 1 Corinthians 11 in the context
of the house assemblies of the early Christians through-
out urban centers as Corinth.  Understanding this an-
swers the questions that center around the problems with
which Paul dealt in the context of 1 Corinthians 11, as
well as the expanded context of the entire letter of 1
Corinthians.

1.  The one Corinthian church:  Paul viewed the
church in Corinth as one church.  He wrote, “Paul, called
to be an apostle of Jesus Christ ... to the church of God

that is at Corinth” (1 Co 1:1,2).  Whatever is interpreted
from the context of chapter 11, must be understood from
the view that there was only one church in Corinth, not
many autonomous denominations meeting in buildings
on street corners throughout the city.  However, the one
church was meeting in many different houses.  The fact
that they had to meet initially in at least two houses (the
houses of Titius Justus and Aquila), did not mean that
these were supposedly two different congregations.  All
assembly groups were together considered by Paul to be
the “church of God” at Corinth.

2.  Coming together of the Corinthian church:  Paul
stated in 1 Corinthians 11:17 that the church “came to-
gether.”  Though his instructions were given in order to
correct some ungodly behavior that was hindering their
fellowship, we must look around the context of the dis-
cussion concerning their erroneous behavior in order to
discover what is meant by their “coming together.”  Does
this mean that they were regularly coming together ev-
ery Sunday into a single assembly?  Or, does it mean
that they came together, but not all members came to-
gether at the same location?  In other words, they came
together, but together in houses in different places.

We must also not discount the possibility that their
coming together was actually an occasional celebration
assembly.  In such an assembly, all the problems that
Paul mentions could have easily occurred.

3.  Coming together in assembly:  The fact that all
the Christians in the city or area of Corinth did not come
together into a single assembly on a weekly basis is
brought out in verse 18 when Paul stated, “... when you
come together in assembly ...” (RKJV).  Though some
translations render this phrase, “come together as a
church,” this is not an accurate translation.  Paul is em-
phasizing their assembly together as members of the
church, not their coming together in order to constitute
a local church.  It is significant to note that the Greek
article “the” is not found before the Greek word ekkle-
sia (“assembly”).  The text literally reads, “... come to-
gether in assembly ....”  From the statement, therefore,
coming together into the assembly of one large city con-
gregation is not emphasized.  Paul is simply making a
statement concerning an event.  The event was their com-
ing together in assembly.  Because the text does not say
when they came together, we must make assumptions con-
cerning their assembly that are based on conclusions we
draw from other contexts.  We are thus assuming that the
“coming together” in 1 Corinthians 11 was the Lord’s Day
assembly about which Luke wrote in Acts 20:7.  On the
occasion of Acts 20:7, the disciples came together in Ephe-
sus for the purpose of sitting at the Lord’s Table for the
memorial Supper and celebration fellowship feast.
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Paul uses the word “when” in verses 20 and 33  of 1
Corinthians 11 to refer to the occasion of their coming
together in assembly.  This may be why he specifically
made the statement of verse 20, “when you come to-
gether.”  He makes use of the word “when” again in
verse 33.  “Therefore, my brethren, when you come to-
gether to eat ....”  His use of the word “when,” together
with the phrase, “into one place”, indicates that this meet-
ing of 1 Corinthians 11 could have been either the weekly
assembly, or even an occasional assembly wherein all
saints in the Corinthian metropolitan area came together
for the love feast and celebration of the Lord’s Supper.
The word “when” would emphasize their gathering into
assemblies versus their everyday lives as individual
Christians or meeting as individual families in their own
homes.  Their coming together would simply mean the
time and location when they left their home residences
in order to assemble together with other Christians.  This
was the time “when” they came together.  The location
was the designated houses of different members through-
out the metropolitan area of Corinth.

4.  Coming together for the worse:  The fact that
Paul made the statement of their coming together indi-
cates that the problems that were caused by the glutton-
ous, drunken and inconsiderate brethren were generated
in this common assembly when members came together
in their particular house assemblies.  We do not know
all the socioeconomic situations of the Corinthian soci-
ety.  However, the problems that Paul corrects in 1 Corin-
thians 11 developed when possibly suburban or rural
members who were possibly poorer brethren, came to-
gether into a house church with downtown arrogant
brethren who showed little consideration for the poor.
If 1 Corinthians 11 is discussing an occasional celebra-
tion assembly, then we can understand how such an as-
sembly could become the occasion for a conflict of cul-
ture and economics to manifest itself.

Some of the members in their house churches had
become puffed up and arrogant.  The assemblies in
homes, therefore, became an occasion where these breth-
ren manifested their gluttonous, drunken and inconsid-
erate behavior among other brethren, especially the
poorer brethren they looked down upon.  The fact that
the arrogant brethren did not wait on everyone to arrive
before they began to eat indicates that they had little
consideration for those who had come from poorer dis-
tricts of Corinth or rural areas in which there were poor
brethren.

Those who were socially discriminated against pos-
sibly came from rural areas.  The poorer brethren had to
come from great distances before they arrived at assem-
blies in houses in the city.  Or, some may have been

working since there were no Sunday holidays for slaves
or the populace as a whole in the first century.  The late
arrival of some to the assemblies is indicated in the fact
that the food was gone and the inconsiderate were drunk
by the time the latecomers arrived.

5.  Coming together in different houses:  If the
Corinthians had a purpose-built church building in which
to come together, then they built it in less than five to
six years, the time between the establishment of the
church in Corinth and the time when Paul wrote this
first letter.  But no Bible scholar would take this posi-
tion simply because there is no evidence that they had a
building.  Even in the absence of a purpose-built build-
ing it is questionable to assume that they were coming
together into any public place simply because such was
not practical.  At least, one has to prove there was such a
place in Corinth in order for the Corinthian Christians
to come together in assembly.  Since they had houses in
which to meet, then coming together on a regular basis
every week  in a house that is close to one’s own house
makes more sense.

The coming together of all Christians in a city such
as Corinth is not what is either believed or practiced
today in the church.  Think about this.  Some have sug-
gested that the size of the city of Corinth at the time 1
Corinthians was written could have been about 50,000.
I know of hundreds of cities throughout the world today
that have a population of 50,000.  Now consider this.  In
many of these cities there are two or more “autonomous
local congregations” who are meeting in separate build-
ings on Sunday morning throughout the city.  They are
meeting at the same time at different addresses.  If the
“coming together” in 1 Corinthians 11:20 means that all
Christians in a single city as Corinth must come together
in one place on Sunday morning, then these churches
are violating the principle that Paul is supposedly stat-
ing in 1 Corinthians 11.  All the Christians who are meet-
ing in these purpose-built buildings are not coming to-
gether into one place in the city as some have errone-
ously assumed that Paul was teaching.  They are meet-
ing at different places at the same time on Sunday.  In
the Corinthian context, they were coming together.  How-
ever, they were coming together into many “single
places.”  The only difference between then and now is
the fact that they remained “the church of God in
Corinth”, as opposed to the typical city today where they
would be the “churches of God in Corinth.”

The point is that if there were five or fifty house
churches meeting at different places at the same time on
Sunday morning in Corinth, it did not mean they ceased
being the one church of God in Corinth because they
met in different homes.  Neither do Paul’s instructions
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infer that all Christians in a city must come together in
one place into a “church building” for worship every
Sunday in order to be considered a local congregation.

6.  Coming together to eat:  During their assemblies
in homes, the Corinthians were coming together in a man-
ner that produced an environment in which they could
not partake of the Lord’s Supper in the right frame of
mind.  The fact that Paul stated in verse 22 that they had
homes in which to eat would suggest that the assembly
of 1 Corinthians 11 was the regular weekly assembly in
someone else’s home.  Instead of going to another’s house
for assembly and the love feast in which some became
gluttonous, they should eat at their own homes before
they went to the assembly in another’s house.

The common “love feast” of the early church was
probably a weekly event for most churches (See At 2:46;
compare Jd 12).  One of the serendipities of house as-
semblies is that members like to stay at the assembly.
No one is anxious to go home.  In the Corinthian situa-
tion it is easy to see how they could have turned the love
feast into a gluttonous event each week.  Since wine
was available, the rich, who could afford large quanti-
ties of wine, took the opportunity to turn the love feast
into the exact opposite of what it was originally insti-
tuted.  Instead of promoting an opportunity for fellow-
ship, it became an occasion for showing disrespect of
others and division in the church.

When Paul gave instructions that they should eat
before they went to their assemblies, he was simply stat-
ing that as individuals they should satisfy their appetites
in their own homes before going over to someone else’s
house for assembly.  If they could not control themselves

at the love feast in another’s house, then they should eat
before they went (1 Co 11:34).  In order to curb their
appetites, this was also practical because of the nature
of their meetings.  Those who came from long distances
would surely arrive late.  If those who arrived early could
not wait for those who arrived late, then they should eat
something before leaving their own houses.  Paul’s ad-
vice was practical, not doctrinal.  If one could control
his appetite, then he did not have to eat in his own house
before going to a meeting of the saints in another’s house.
If Paul’s suggestion was doctrinal, then all of us would
have to eat something at home before we went to any
fellowship meal of the saints.

The instructions that Paul gave to the Corinthians
were given to them because of the ungodly behavior on
the part of some. But he did not have to write these things
to the churches in Ephesus or Jerusalem or Philippi.
Other brethren had no problem in corrupting the com-
ing together in the homes of others for worship and the
celebration meal of the Lord’s Supper.  They did not
have problems with arrogant members who denied Paul’s
apostleship or showed little consideration for the poor.

The Corinthian problem, however, provided the op-
portunity for Paul to write instructions concerning our
behavior with one another in home churches.  As we
interpret 1 Corinthians 11 with the principle that the
Corinthians were meeting in their homes, we have a great
deal of insight into what God expects of us concerning
our behavior with one another, regardless of our social
status, economics or culture.  We are truly to be one
man in Christ.

Because we often lack emphasis on Old Testament
study, we cheat ourselves in appreciating the covenant
relationship we now enjoy with God.  Our lack of un-
derstanding of covenants, therefore, often lends us to
having a shallow appreciation of the sacrificial offering
of Jesus on the altar of the cross.  This leads to a limited
understanding of the covenant celebration meal that fol-
lowed the establishment of covenants that are explained
in the Old Testament.  The Lord’s Supper (communion)
event was established on the foundation of covenant fel-
lowship meals of the Old Testament, particularly the fel-
lowship meal of the Passover.  Our chip of bread and sip
of the fruit of the vine is far removed from the custom-

ary covenant fellowship meal that followed the estab-
lishment of covenants of the Old Testament.

The reason this discussion is important in the con-
text of this book is that the fellowship meal which cel-
ebrates covenants is easily maintained in a home envi-
ronment.  The first century church certainly viewed the
fellowship meal as a part of the Lord’s Supper.  This is
what seemed to be the situation in the Corinthian con-
text.  In a house church setting, the celebration fellow-
ship meal highlights the Supper event on a regular ba-
sis.

Our challenge is to understand the Lord’s Supper
that was instituted by Jesus in the context of the Pass-

Chapter 5

CELEBRATION AT THE FELLOWSHIP TABLE
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over fellowship meal.  We must then determine how we
can best restore the communal environment of the table
fellowship meal of the first century.  When the early
church moved from homes to purpose-built buildings in
the fourth century, the Lord’s Supper fellowship feast
was streamlined to a ceremonial catechism that is now
far removed from the original practice and setting of the
Jewish Passover feast.  Our present-day observance of
the Supper is significantly different from the love feast/
Lord’s Supper meal of the early church.  The striking
difference between now and then should certainly stimu-
late some concern over this matter and study of the sub-
ject.  It is difficult to realize that we often lack in our
restoration efforts some things that are important in the
community of God.  Nevertheless, we are committed to
the word of God and to whatever directions it gives.  It
is for this reason that house assemblies will tremendously
help in rectifying the communal environment of the
Lord’s Supper/love feast event of the first century church.

A. Establishment and celebration of Old Testament
covenants:

Covenants in the Old Testament were established
on the foundation of a sacrifice.  A covenant was first
made between two parties, which covenant was con-
firmed and instituted by an animal sacrifice (Ps 50:5).
The covenant represented an agreement between two
parties, and thus fellowship that was based on the agree-
ment.  At an altar of sacrifice, therefore, a covenant was
established.  After the altar of sacrifice, however, cel-
ebration took place as the covenanted parties came to-
gether in a fellowship meal.  The making of the cov-
enant at the altar of sacrifice was a time of commitment
and solemnity, but the time of the meal at the table was
for joy and celebration in the presence of God.  There
was a difference, therefore, between the altar of sacri-
fice and the table of fellowship.  Each had its own sig-
nificance in the institution and continuance of the cov-
enant.18

1.  Covenant between Isaac and Abimelech:  In
Genesis 26:26-31, Abimelech, king of the Philistines,
came to Isaac in order to establish a covenant of peace
with him.  “Let there now be an oath between us, be-
tween you and us; and let us make a covenant with you”
(Gn 26:28).  Abimelech wanted to make the covenant in
order “that you [Isaac] will do us no harm ...” (Gn 26:29).
A covenant was subsequently made between Isaac and
Abimelech.  Once the covenant was established, a cov-
enant meal celebrated the event.  Genesis 26:30 states,
“So he made them a feast, and they ate and drank.”

2.  Covenant between Jacob and Laban:  When
Jacob secretly left the presence of Laban in order to re-
turn to his homeland, Laban pursued after him with the
intent of doing Jacob harm (Gn 31:22,23).  However,
God came to Laban in a dream and warned him con-
cerning his evil intentions against Jacob (Gn 31:24).
When Laban finally overtook Jacob, he offered to make
a covenant with Jacob in order to establish a peaceful
relationship between the two families (Gn 31:44).

The covenant between Jacob and Laban was sworn
in the presence of God who was the judge of the cov-
enant (Gn 31:49,50,53).  Both parties of the covenant
would be blessed if they honored the conditions of the
covenant.  A peaceful relationship would continue be-
tween the families from the time of the covenant for-
ward.  In order to enact the covenant, a sacrifice was
made.  Following the altar of sacrifice, and as part of the
covenant ceremony, a joyous meal of celebration was
conducted.  “Then Jacob offered a sacrifice on the moun-
tain, and called his brethren to eat bread. And they ate
bread and stayed all night on the mountain” (Gn 31:54).
The meal for the sacrifice was not a time for solem-
nity, sadness and guilt.  It was a time of celebration
over the fact that a covenant of peace had been made
between two parties.  The altar of sacrifice established
the covenant.  The fellowship feast celebrated the
altar of sacrifice and the covenant.

3.  Covenant between God and Israel:  When Israel
came out of Egyptian captivity, God established a cov-
enant relationship with the nation (Ex 19-24).  After the
conditions and responsibilities of the covenant were
stated, Exodus 24:1-11 explains the ratification of the
covenant.  Israel “offered burnt offerings and sacrificed
peace offerings of oxen to the Lord” (Ex 24:5).  “Then
he [Moses] took the Book of the Covenant and read in
the hearing of the people.  And they said, ‘All that the
Lord has said we will do, and be obedient’” (Ex 24:7).
Following the ratification of the covenant through sac-
rifices to God and oaths to keep the covenant, the na-
tion ate and drank (Ex 24:11).  The eating and drink-
ing after the establishment of the covenant was a time of
celebration and joy.  A covenant of peace had been es-
tablished with God.  At the altar, sacrifices were offered
for the sins of the people.  At the table, celebration was
made concerning the covenant that was established with
God.  Both events were in the presence and fellowship
of God.  When we eat at the table, therefore, we eat in
the presence of the Lord.

Throughout the history of Israel, there were times
for remembrance and renewal of the covenant that God
made with Israel.  When the temple was built, it was a
time of remembrance and revival and recommitment to
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the will of God (2 Ch 5-7).  When the temple was com-
pleted, “the king and all the people offered sacrifices
before the Lord” (2 Ch 7:4).  After the sacrifices, So-
lomon “sent the people away to their tents, joyful and
glad of heart for the goodness that the Lord had done
for David, for Solomon, and for His people Israel” (2
Ch 7:10).

After the Babylonian captivity, Israel returned and
rebuilt the temple which had been destroyed by Neb-
uchadnezzar (Ez 6:13-22).  In the remembrance and re-
newal of their covenant with the Lord, they offered sac-
rifices for all Israel (Ez 6:17).  Ezra 6:22 states, “And
they kept the Feast of Unleavened Bread seven days with
joy; for the Lord made them joyful ....”

The returnees from Babylon also rebuilt the walls of
the city of Jerusalem (Ne 7,8).  Once the walls were
rebuilt, it was a time for remembrance and revival and
celebration by keeping the Feast of Trumpets (See Nm
29:1-6).  On the day this feast of renewal was kept, Ne-
hemiah exhorted the people not to mourn or weep, for it
was a day of joy and celebration (Ne 8:9).  He exhorted
them, “Go your way, eat the fat, drink the sweet, and
send portions to those for whom nothing is prepared;
for this day is holy to our Lord.  Do not sorrow, for the
joy of the Lord is your strength” (Ne 8:10).

No better words than the preceding words of Ne-
hemiah could be spoken to describe the atmosphere that
should surround the Lord’s Supper which we eat today.
The Lord’s Supper is not a time of sadness.  It is a time
of joy and celebration for the covenant of peace that
God has established with us through Jesus.  It is a time
for great joy and rejoicing as in the time when Israel
was delivered from her enemies (See Es 9:19,22).  It is a
time to share with others (See Ps 112).  It is a time of
eating and drinking with celebration to the Lord.

The various “feasts” of the Old Testament law were
times of eating.  They were times of joy.  We have often
assumed that they were simply holidays for Israel to
enjoy.  However, they were designated times when Is-
rael was to enjoy fellowship meals with one another in a
spirit of celebration.

What is very significant in reference to the meal that
followed the altar of sacrifice that ratified a covenant,
was that the meal was eaten in the presence of the Lord
(Ex 18:12; see Dt 12:7,18; 14:23,26; 15:20).  When Is-
raelites communed with one another in the celebration
of the covenant meal, they did so with the knowledge
that the Lord was in their presence.  God’s presence was
His stamp of approval of the covenant itself, as well as
the joy and celebration that took place after the sacri-
fices for the covenant.  When the covenant was estab-
lished and maintained, God was present.  In the celebra-

tion meal, therefore, those who communed with one an-
other knew that they were in the presence of the Lord.

B. Establishment and celebration of the new cov-
enant:

It is necessary to understand the sacrificial fellow-
ship meals of the Old Testament in order to appreciate
the Passover meal that became the setting for the insti-
tution of the Lord’s Supper.  The Passover meal was a
time of celebration.  The celebration of the Passover
could take place because God had established a covenant
with Israel after He had delivered them from Egyptian
captivity.  Sacrifices were initially conducted to ratify
God’s covenant with Israel at Mount Sinai.  Every year
after the ratification of the covenant, Israel celebrated
with the Passover feast.  The Passover, therefore, was
a joyous memorial and celebration of deliverance
from captivity.

The covenant with Israel was ratified with offerings
for sin, which offerings continued throughout the his-
tory of Israel.  The animal of the burnt offering of the
Old Testament was completely consumed in sacrifice to
the Lord.  However, the sin and fellowship offerings were
eaten as a meal, though the fat of these offerings was
burned on the altar.  The sin offering was eaten by the
priest.  The fellowship offering was eaten by both the
priests and those who made the offering.  Only the fel-
lowship offering was eaten by those who gave the offer-
ing (See Lv 3:1-17; 4:10,26-35; 7:11-38).  It was the
fellowship offering and feast that established the foun-
dation on which the Passover meal was based (See Dt
16:1-4).  The Passover occasion was a fellowship meal
where family and friends gathered for celebration.  It
was a time for remembering and celebrating Israel’s
deliverance from Egyptian captivity.

It is significant to note that the thank offering, a type
of fellowship offering, was to be eaten the same day of
the offering (Lv 7:15).  Similarly, the votive offering
had to be eaten within two days (Lv 7:16).  The point is
that the offering of a several hundred pound cow had to
be eaten within one or two days, thus affirming that
the offerings were fellowship offerings.  One person
could not eat in one or two days all the meat of a single
cow (approximately 300 kilograms or 660 pounds of
meat).  Others participated in the fellowship of consum-
ing the animal that was offered.  The fellowship meals
of the Old Testament, therefore, were communal.  They
were not individual.  The Passover meal was not an in-
dividualistic meal.  It was what Jesus said, “I have ear-
nestly desired to eat this Passover with you ...” (Lk
22:15).
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Since the fellowship offerings, specifically, the Pass-
over, laid the foundation upon which the Lord’s Supper
was instituted, it is significant to understand that the
Lord’s Supper was instituted at a time when a com-
munal meal was eaten.  It was not an occasion to sample
bread and sip wine.  It took place at a meal during which
Jesus used the bread to memorialize the body of Christ.
He used the wine to stimulate remembrance of the blood
of the covenant (Mt 26:26-28).  In reference to the meal
of the fellowship offerings of Israel, John Mark Hicks
explained,

The communal dimension of the meal is extremely sig-
nificant.  The meal involves God, priest and the worship-
pers (including their family and friends, or even their larger
community).  The community participates in the meal.  God
is a participant as well.  The meal exhibits the relational
dimensions of Israel’s faith.  No one eats alone.  No one
eats in isolation.  Israel eats as a community in fellowship
with God and each other.  It is a familial act where wor-
shippers sit at table with family and friends in the pres-
ence of God.18:43

Fellowship meals were a significant part of the Old
Testament feasts.  They were joyous and festive occa-
sions wherein the worshipers gave glory to God for the
blessings of His covenants.  Even for special occasions,
celebration feasts were held to give praise to God.  There
was a fellowship meal when God inaugurated a covenant
with Israel (Ex 20:24), when the covenant was renewed
on Mount Ebal (Dt 27:7; Ja 8:31), when Saul was
coronated (1 Sm 11:15), when Solomon was coronated (1
Ch 29:21,22), and at the dedication of the temple (1 Kg
9:25; 2 Ch 7:7).  The fellowship meal was a part of
Hezekiah’s two-week renewal of the Passover (2 Ch 29:35;
30:22).  On the occasion of the Passover celebration of 2
Chronicles 30, over 19,000 animals were offered.  These
animals were not offered as burnt offerings, and thus to-
tally consumed at the altar.  They were offered to feed a
great assembly that came together for the celebration.  It
was a great time of remembrance and rejoicing (2 Ch
30:25).  “There was great joy in Jerusalem” (2 Ch 30:26).

Jesus came into the God-ordained culture of the fel-
lowship meal of Israel.  Much of His ministry evolved
around a fellowship meal with different people.  He ate
at Levi’s house (Lk 5:27-32), Simon’s house (Lk 7:36-
50), the house of Martha (Lk 10:38-42), the house of a
certain Pharisee (Lk 11:37-54), the house of Zacchaeus
(Lk 19:1-10), and the houses of a host of other people
(See Lk 9:10-17; 22:7-38; 24:13-35).  Eating with oth-
ers during His ministry was an occasion for friendship,
fellowship and evangelism.

The fellowship meal of the Last Supper should not
be disconnected with Jesus’ “meal ministry” from house
to house.  When Jesus instituted the Lord’s Supper, He
said He eagerly desired to eat the Passover with His dis-
ciples in the kingdom of God.  “I have earnestly desired
to eat this Passover with you before I suffer” (Lk
22:15,16).  Jesus was not stating that He wanted to eat a
sample of bread and a sip of the fruit of the vine in the
kingdom with the disciples.  He was referring to the fel-
lowship meal of the Passover, which meal included the
eating of the bread and wine of the Passover after the
Jewish tradition.  He wanted to eat the Passover meal
with them.  Again, this was more than a “chip and sip”
occasion wherein Jesus sought to eat and drink with the
disciples.  He was looking forward to eating the fellow-
ship meal in communion with the disciples.  Concern-
ing this meal which Jesus seeks to eat with us now in
His kingdom, Hicks correctly explained,

Jesus instituted a supper where his people might remem-
ber him.  His model for this supper was the sacrificial
meals of the Hebrew Bible.  In particular, he instituted his
own supper in the context of a Passover meal.  Jesus insti-
tuted a meal, not just bread and wine.  The meal (in Luke,
cup-bread-supper-cup) fulfills the Passover in the king-
dom of God and anticipates the full messianic banquet in
the new heaven and new earth.  If the Old Testament
festivals involved a full meal (like the Passover) and
the future messianic banquet involves a full meal, the
new covenant meal, the Lord’s supper, also involves a
full meal [Emphasis mine, R.E.D.].18:80

Because the Lord’s Supper was instituted on the
background of a fellowship meal, it was a communal
occasion, not a single experience between one worshiper
and God.  It was an occasion where each individual wor-
shiper communed in mutual fellowship with other fel-
low Christians.  It was an occasion where the Lord’s
Supper was eaten in the presence of God.  The fellow-
ship meal (love feast) and Supper were an integral part
of each other that occurred on the same occasion.  In the
following statement, Smith gives his own interpretation
of what the context of the event may have been:

What’s important is to understand that our ritual pinch of
unleavened bread bears no resemblance whatsoever to the
robust first-century practice of actually eating together in
memory of our Lord.  You can almost see them holding up
a freshly baked loaf of bread during the meal and saying,
“As this bread which we are about to eat sustains our bod-
ies, so it is that Christ, the Bread of Life, nurtures our
spirits.”  Or perhaps, “In the same way that grain was gath-
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ered from all over the field to be baked together in this
one loaf, we too are gathered from every possible back-
ground and circumstance into one family in Christ.6:281

C. Separating the love feast from the Lord’s Supper:

After the practice of the Old Testament fellowship
meals, the early Christians combined the eating of the
Lord’s Supper with the fellowship meal.  This was the
love feast which the Corinthians had abused and some
arrogant brethren used as an occasion to negatively af-
fect the church (2 Pt 2:13; Jd 12).  In the context of the
institution of the Lord’s Supper in Luke 22, 1 Corin-
thians 11 and Acts 20 reveal that the early church con-
tinued the practice of the fellowship meal in conjunc-
tion with the Lord’s Supper.  Outside the context of the
New Testament, the Didache (or, “Teaching of the
Twelve Apostles”) is the earliest testimony to the eating
of the love feast with the Lord’s Supper.

The Didache was finalized in writing around the end
of the first century.  In its instructions concerning the
Lord’s Supper (the Eucharist), the fellowship meal and
Lord’s Supper were still celebrated as one feast.19  Even
Ignatius, who was martyred around A.D. 115, indicates
that the fellowship meal and Supper were still eaten to-
gether by the early Christians.  By the middle of the
third century, however, a change had come.  The love
feast was in the process of being separated from the
Lord’s Supper.  By the beginning of the fourth century,
this separation was final.  Hicks was correct when he
stated why this separation took place.  “The primary im-
petus for the division between the Eucharist [Lord’s
Supper] and the Agape [love feast] is the shift from home-
based (domestic) meetings to church-based (ecclesial)
meetings.”18:133

And herein is my point in reference to house meet-
ings.  Once the church moved from the informal setting
of meeting in small groups in homes, to meeting in large
groups, especially in purpose-built buildings, the love
feast died away.  The Lord’s Supper was relegated to
“chip and sip,” and thus we live with this tradition unto
this day.  One would not say that our present tradition is
wrong.  However, we would have to confess that our
present traditional celebration of the Lord’s Supper falls
far short of the occasion where Jesus ate a fellowship
meal with His disciples, during which He held up the
bread and wine in memory of His body and blood of the
covenant.  The impractical circumstances of having fel-
lowship feasts in public buildings has thus moved the Sup-
per away from the table meal.

From the fourth century onward in church history,
there were several church councils to either correct or

completely remove the love feast from church buildings.
At the Council of Laodicea in 363 the love feast was
forbidden in church buildings.  At the Council of Trullen
in 692 love feasts were prohibited, including the use of
tables in church buildings.  Throughout these centuries
there was a shift, therefore, from emphasis on the fel-
lowship table to exclusive emphasis on the sacrificial
offering of the altar.  The shift was so complete that the
fellowship meal at the table of the Lord was completely
banished from the assembly of the saints.

As the church gained increasing acceptance and grew in
numbers, it began to secure its own special meeting places
(“church buildings”).  These became the norm after
Constantine made Christianity a legal religion and ulti-
mately Christianity became the only legal religion by the
end of the fourth century (hence, “the Constantinian
Shift”).  The move from home to church facilitated the
move from table to altar.  The church setting reshaped the
context of the Lord’s supper.  Table no longer had a func-
tion in the church building; indeed, tables were ultimately
forbidden.18:134,135

We are often trapped in our buildings and tradition
bound to meet in public schools and halls wherein we
have formalized the Lord’s Supper to a pinch of a wafer
and sip of a small cup.  The Supper has been condensed
to a brief ceremony that focuses on the altar (the cross)
without the fellowship experience of the table of the
Lord.  The love feast of celebration over the gospel event
of the cross and resurrection has passed away.  A deacon
once said to me that the church where he attended was
able to serve three hundred people with the Lord’s Sup-
per in ten minutes.  Are we missing something here?
Have we forgotten an essential part of Christian fellow-
ship by minimizing to a ten-minute ceremony on Sun-
day morning an important evening event that took place
two thousand years ago?

If we are ever to restore the Lord’s Supper that is
surrounded by the communal beauty of a fellowship
meal, there will have to be some radical changes in how
we view the table of the Lord and the assembly of the
saints.  One thing is certain.  Purpose-built church build-
ings and public meeting halls are not conducive to the
atmosphere and function of what took place during the
Lord’s Supper and love feast of fellowship in the first
century church.  Those churches who already have their
buildings will have to do some innovative thinking con-
cerning this matter.  I have heard of some single-assem-
bly churches who have moved their participation in the
love feast/Lord’s Supper fellowship to Sunday evenings
and to the homes of the members.  The entire member-
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ship has been divided up to meet in designated homes in
small groups.  Other churches who have fellowship halls
in their buildings have moved to small groups around
tables in the fellowship hall.  Those churches who have
no purpose-built building, and yet seek to restore the
love feast/Lord’s Supper celebration, can simply stay in
their homes.  If we would restore the gospel celebration
of the Lord’s Supper/love feast, the home is where we
must start.  If you are already there, stay put.  If you are
not, then some effort must be made to restore fellow-

ship around a love feast.  Regardless of what cultural or
economic situation in which you live, fellowship around
a meal cannot be replaced by any other system or as-
sembly to bring us closer together as the family of God.
The reason for this is that this is the way God made us.
There is something about a fellowship love feast that
cannot be replaced in our community as the flock of God.
Those churches who have restored the love feast, have
restored close fellowship.

In order to get to where we should be, we must go to
where we have been.  We must go back to God’s word,
back to where that word first had an impact on the lives
of our spiritual forefathers.  The things that were writ-
ten were written for our learning (Rm 15:4).  Even the
response of those who first received the commandments
of God are recorded for our learning.  However, we will
not park on the response of the first recipients of the
word of God.  We will park on God’s word, and thus
work to respond in our generation, and the generation of
our children, to apply God’s word to our lives.

Our traditions often reveal our failures of the past.
Though we find comfort in regularity (tradition), we
sometimes wake up and discover that our traditions have
carried us away to a religiosity that is sometimes con-
trary to the spirit of true Christianity.  We often con-
struct “church” after our traditions, and not after the di-
rections of God.

Much of the world now lives in a postmodern urban
culture in which “church” has often become irrelevant,
out-of-date, and empty in fulfilling the needs of a new
generation.  The reason for this is not that the word of
God is irrelevant to the needs of every generation.  On
the contrary, it is the church that becomes irrelevant when
we burden ourselves with too many cumbersome man-
made traditions and cultural traits that put us out of touch
with a society that has changed.  Because the church
often takes on the nature of a particular culture, those
from the church of a past culture often cannot relate to a
new generation.  Urban cultures continually change.
Keeping pace with so many changes in culture is often
difficult for churches in urban cultures.  Keeping up with
change is particularly difficult for rural churches who
are more oriented to tradition than urban churches.

Many of the inhabitants of the postmodern urban
world have turned away from a church that has been

constructed after the traditions and culture of a past so-
ciety which no longer exists or a culture that is rural.
And since that society no longer exists, or is found only
in a rural setting, the church that is saturated with past
traditions and culture has in some ways become irrel-
evant to a new generation that behaves in different ways.
It is for this reason that we must revive our desires for
restoration of simple New Testament Christianity.  It is
time to take the uncomfortable step of identifying tradi-
tions and culture in the church in order to emphasize
those principles which God intended to permeate his-
tory.  Religious traditions must be sacrificed for the sake
of restoration.

Nothing doctrinal has changed about the church since
her establishment.  The New Testament clearly explains
the nature of the one church.  If people will allow the
word of God to be the foundation upon which we deter-
mine the beliefs and behavioral nature of the church,
then the church will always exist.  What is disconcert-
ing, however, is our difficulty in understanding and ap-
plying God’s directions concerning the behavior of the
church, specifically in the functional nature of the church
as a community of God.  This is what is being chal-
lenged by the postmodern urbanite who has needs that
he or she feels are not being fulfilled by a concept of
“church” that is often locked into the past.  In order to
fulfill these needs, we must go back more than fifty or
one hundred years to the roots of our traditions.  We
must go back to God’s word and allow Him to define
our behavior as members of the body of Christ in the
twenty-first century.

This is where a church that is filled with postmod-
ern thinking will have some trouble.  The postmodern
generation is saturated with secular humanism.  Tim
LaHaye stated, “Postmodernism says, “There is no ab-
solute truth; we must create our own.’”26:38  Secular hu-
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manism is the same age-old deception that destroyed the
serenity of the garden of Eden with Satan’s appeal to the
lust of man to have his own way.  “You will be like God”
(Gn 3:5).  The postmodernist is humanistic in the sense
that he affirms that there is no absolute truth.  Man must
thus come up with his own truth and morals.  Therefore,
to ask the religious humanist to go back to the Bible in
order to go forth into the future is often a futile plea to
one who does not know where to go.

Nevertheless, we must go back to the Bible in order
to advance into a postmodern world whose citizens need
a relevant message from God that fulfills their empti-
ness in a secular world.  As Jesus challenged the Phila-
delphia church with the future, so we must be challenged.
“I know your works.  Behold, I have set before you an
open door and no one can shut it, for you have a little
strength and have kept My word and have not denied
My name” (Rv 3:8).  In order to set out on this exciting
journey for the future restoration of an ancient faith, we
must understand that many have been hijacked by a reli-
giosity that has run them aground in a confused world
of religious practices, which practices work contrary to
God-given goals for the church.  The only way one can
get on track is to get into the word of God.  Religious
desires that are not directed by God’s word will always
end us somewhere apart from where God wants us to
be.

A. Reexamining church history:

One of the key mistakes that some church historians
have often made is to understand church history through
the bias of a Catholic perspective.  This has led to a
distorted Catholic interpretation of church history.  Our
nineteenth and early twentieth century battles with Ca-
tholicism warped our understanding of church history.
We erroneously viewed everything from the standpoint
of a Catholic heresy which we led ourselves to believe
was the dominant force in forming church history.  It is
true that the Catholic heresy played a key role in church
history.  However, church history should not be viewed
with the Catholic Church as the core of our interpreta-
tion.  There is more to church history than a study of the
history of the Catholic church.

Our Catholic interpretation of church history has
often been so strong at times in the past that church his-
torians reasoned that the church went out of existence
before its restoration in principle and practice in recent
centuries.  We concluded that since we had no records
of the church’s existence, especially through the Dark
Ages, the church did not exist.  Since the Catholic Church
dominated the religious world through the centuries, we

assumed that it was the only church that existed.  We led
ourselves to believe that every era of the church must
have its chroniclers to record the events of church his-
tory. But we must not forget what Jesus said, “My words
will not pass away” (Mt 24:35).

In the context in which Jesus made the preceding
statement in Matthew 24, He was not speaking only of
the written word, but also of those who would believe
that His word was trustworthy and the final authority in
their lives.  His word would not pass away because there
would always be those who would believe it to be the
final authority in religious matters.  The word would
thus exist throughout the catastrophic events that would
happen in history, not only in the lives of the immediate
audience of Jesus, but also in the lives of all Christians.

In the midst of the attack of the Roman Empire
against the Jews and Jerusalem at the end of the 60s,
those who continued to believe the message that came
to them about Jesus would not pass away.  This was
Paul’s thought in 1 Corinthians 15:1-4 in reference to
the Corinthians’ continuing to believe the “word” that
was the medium by which the gospel was communicated
to them.  If they continued to believe the word of his
message, they would continue to stand firm in the gos-
pel.  The point is that there have always been those who
have believed the word of the message of Jesus and the
gospel.  The church has not passed away throughout his-
tory because those who have believed and obeyed the
gospel have not passed away.

What has actually been one of the greatest forces on
directing, or misdirecting the church throughout the cen-
turies has been the environment in which the church
exists.  The greatest outside forces that affect the church
at any one time in history are governments, politics and
the religious environment of the world.  It is true that we
should not allow government or the social environment
in which the church resides to affect the behavior and
thinking of the church.  However, when we go astray as
the church, we will allow our concepts and practices to
be dominated by the political and religious environment
in which we live.  This is where many in the church
were misled after three exciting centuries of church
growth after the establishment of the church in the early
part of the first century.  When Constantine’s govern-
ment took hold of the guiding reins of the church, a great
segment of believers strayed from simple New Testa-
ment Christianity, and thus, Christendom was doomed
to 1,700 years of bondage.

In some ways, the church today still lives under the
influence of an apostate movement that resulted from
Constantine’s detouring of Christianity.  We live with
some of the religious bondage of an apostate church that
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has come to us through a sixteenth century reformation
movement that sought to get Christianity back on track.
However, from the reformation movement of the six-
teenth century via a restoration movement in the nine-
teenth century, we are still shackled with some of the
relics of Constantine’s influence on the church.

In order to get back on track with some key prin-
ciples of church behavior and belief, we must seek to
objectively revisit our heritage.  In this visitation of the
past, it is often difficult to be objective.  Nevertheless,
we must strive for objectivity when interpreting the
records of church history as they have been handed down
to us.

The religious historian often has a particularly diffi-
cult time with objectivity.  His problem is that he often
confuses his present religious behavior and beliefs, which
to him are supposedly divinely sanctioned, as the norm
by which to interpret the facts of history.  However, if
we cannot separate traditional religious practices from
Bible-revealed truth, then we will always interpret reli-
gious history from the bias of our present practices and
beliefs.  Therefore, we must warn ourselves to strip away
as much as possible those prejudices that would misdi-
rect our interpretation of history when considering the
history of the church.  We must come with objectivity to
a study of church history in order to initiate restoration.
Without objectivity, we will not admit where we are nor
where we should go.  Objectivity, with an honest ap-
proach to see where we are, is necessary to see the past
in order to advance into the future.  With this in mind,
consider the following brief review of some major turn-
ing points in the history of the church:

B. Constantine’s effect on church history:

One of the exciting aspects of church history is the
tremendous growth of the church in the first century that
spilled over into the second and third centuries.  From
house to house the early believers went into all the world.
With little more than their faith, they went from the
houses of one village, town and city to another in their
efforts to preach the gospel to the world.  They fulfilled
the commission of Christ in Matthew 28:19,20, not from
church building to church building, but from house to
house, and often, from one hiding place to another in
their efforts to preach Jesus and the cross.  Even through
the age of Roman persecution that was characteristic of
the second century, the church continued to grow.  It
seemed that nothing could stop the phenomenal faith of
the early believers.

At the beginning of the fourth century Satan changed
his strategy.  He went from persecuting the church to

pacifying the church.  He used government to take con-
trol of church affairs.  His initial instrument to derail the
church, and thus, create the Catholic heresy for 1,700
years, was the Roman State that had for almost 150 years
sought to suppress Christianity out of existence.  But at
the beginning of the fourth century, Caesars went from
attacking the church to hijacking the church.  This all
began with one man.

Constantine was born in A.D. 275 and died in 337.
He became Caesar of the Roman Empire in A.D. 306.
He was the first emperor of Rome to become a “Chris-
tian.”  While emperor of the Roman Empire, it was said
of Constantine that in a dream he was told that he would
win a strategic battle if he led his army under the sign of
the cross of Christ.  Indirectly, this was the most signifi-
cant turning point of Christianity since its beginning in
A.D. 30 when Peter preached the gospel for the first
time on the day of Pentecost in Jerusalem.  However,
contrary to the beliefs of most historians, it was a turn-
ing point for the worse, not the better.  A major segment
of Christianity took another course of history when
Constantine supposedly became a Christian, and subse-
quently, made Christianity a religion of the state.

1.  The age of persecution:  From the time of the
establishment of the church in Jerusalem, Christians were
never on an easy road.  They were persecuted from one
village to another, from town to town, city to city.  In
fact, Paul taught newly established churches “that we
must through much tribulation enter into the kingdom
of God” (At 14:22).  “Yes, and all who desire to live
godly in Christ Jesus will suffer persecution” (2 Tm
3:12).  Before his conversion, Saul (Paul) went into
houses where Christians were meeting and dragged them
off to prison (At 8:3).  This persecution was first gener-
ated by the Jews, but it eventually developed into a fer-
vent State persecution that was led by the Caesars of the
Roman Empire.

The book of Revelation is a prophetic portrayal of
how heated the persecution became under the power of
the Roman Empire.  In the 60s Nero led a personal ven-
detta against Christians by lighting his garden with the
burning corpses of Christians strung up on crosses.  How-
ever, Domitian made “Christian persecution” a State pas-
time since Christians would not bow to the deification
of Caesar.  Accusations that they were insurrectionists
against the Empire led many Christians to be lion’s lunch
for the trivial entertainment of a bored Roman citizen-
ship who had no more worlds to conquer.

Roman persecution intensified throughout the sec-
ond century.  This persecution occurred sporadically
throughout the third century.  Persecution of Christians
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continued to the point of the edict of Diocletian in A.D.
303.  It was on February 23, 303 that Diocletian signed
this edict which was an official Roman State charter
against Christianity.  The edict stated that all copies of
the Bible must be burned.  Christian worship was banned.
Leaders of the church were arrested and forced to recant
their faith.  It is said that the torture of Christians was so
intense that even pagans were repulsed by the atroci-
ties.2:45

Diocletian did the same to believers as was done in
Angola during the civil war of that country in the 1970s.
A generation of church leaders was persecuted unto
death.  Church houses were raided, church leaders were
shot.  Assemblies of churches were disbanded by an athe-
istic/communistic regime of ungodly men.  So it was
with Diocletian’s persecution. With a generation of male
leadership wiped out through the edict of Diocletian,
the churches were crippled and opened to what would
later be the beginnings of the great apostasy of
Constantine.

2.  The age of permission:  After the tyrannical reign
of Diocletian, the political pendulum swung on the im-
pulse of Constantine’s political dream in the middle of a
night.  He awoke one morning, and three hundred years
of Christianity were changed.

After the successful battle of Milvian Bridge in 312,
Constantine became the emperor of the Roman Empire.
Because he followed the instincts of his dream to go to
war in the name of the cross, he “converted” to Chris-
tianity.  However, he had little knowledge of the Scrip-
tures.  His interpretation of Christianity was through the
bias of the pagan religions of the Roman Empire.  He
had a great knowledge of pagan beliefs.  And thus, his
syncretism of Christianity and pagan religions laid the
foundation for the change of religious belief for centu-
ries to come.  He brought into a church that was made
leaderless by the Diocletian persecution, pagan beliefs
and practices that changed the course of history.  It was
a change with which we live today in some areas of our
beliefs and practices.

The Diocletian era of persecution was subsequently
reversed by Constantine in 313.  It was in 313 that the
Edict of Milan was issued.  This Edict pronounced Chris-
tianity as a religion that would be tolerated throughout
the Roman Empire.  This toleration eventually led to
acceptance of Christianity, and then, recognition as the
religion of the Empire.  When governments make Chris-
tianity their official religion, Christianity is on its way
to heresy.  (“Policies” of the church should never be made
by popular vote or the whims of a dictator or politician.)

Some significant events and changes came quickly
during the first years of Constantine’s rule.  He founded

Constantinople in 323.  In the same year the first pur-
pose-built church buildings were erected.2:16  In 325
Constantine gathered over three hundred bishops for the
first Council of Nicaea, over which he presided.  In 326
his mother made a trip to the Bible lands in order to seek
out the location of Jesus’ crucifixion and burial.

It was during this time of religious tolerance that the
Emperor of the Roman Empire commissioned the con-
struction of the first church buildings.  These buildings
were often built across the street from pagan temples in
order to bring Christianity into an equal social accep-
tance with pagan religions.  Gene Edwards wrote,

Here, for the first time, stood officially designated places
for Christians to meet.  This was a wonder which no Chris-
tian had ever seen before.  Put another way, it was in 323,
almost three hundred years after the birth of the
church, that Christians first met in something we now
call a “church building.” For all three hundred years
before that, the church met in living rooms!

Constantine built these assembly buildings for Chris-
tians not only in Constantinople, but also in Rome, Jerusa-
lem, and in many parts of Italy, all between 323 and 327!
This then triggered a massive “church building” fad in
large cities all over the Empire.  Many thousands of pa-
gans came into these buildings.  One could only wish they
had all become saved and grown to maturity.2:47

But the fact is, many pagans did not convert fully to
Christianity.  As a result, pagan superstitions, mysticism,
beliefs in ghosts and a host of other man-imagined reli-
gious distortions came into the beliefs and behavior of
the church.  The church was thus subjected to twisted
beliefs for centuries to come.  Constantine’s capture of
Christianity led the church into the Dark Ages wherein
it was no longer Christianity, nor the church of our Lord,
but a religion that was created after the imaginations of
biblically ignorant religionists.  It was a religion of
spooks and twisted imaginations that brought people into
the bondage of superstition.  Bible authority was sacri-
ficed for government power, then papal power, and thus,
the true church was left to its own in an underground
existence that was overshadowed by the Catholic domi-
nance of church history.

3.  The age of apostasy:  It was during the preceding
period of apostasy that doctrines were developed with
which we live even to this day.  Church buildings be-
came the fad for the meeting of the saints.  The “clergy”
came into existence.  (The word “clergy,” which comes
from the Greek word kleros, originally referred to the
priest of pagan religions.)  Tax money that originally
went to pagan priests was directed to the church in A.D.
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400.  In view of the tremendous “conversion” of people
to the new state religion (Christianity), it is not surpris-
ing, therefore, that many pagan priests “converted” to
Christianity in order to maintain their salaries.  Through-
out the fourth century, the syncretism of Christianity with
pagan religious practices produced a religious monster that
has haunted Christendom for 1,700 years.

Edwards stated, “A.D. 380 is the date when you could
probably say that Christianity became a state religion of
the Roman Empire.  Or you might put it another way:  In
380, Christianity was merged with the pagan Roman state
religion.”2:48  This move signed the death of simple New
Testament Christianity as it is recorded in history.  Gov-
ernment took the place of God.  Baal reigned over Bible,
and thus, the majority of the church was taken into apos-
tasy by the influence of the world in which it lived.  The
true New Testament church continued to exist in obscu-
rity outside the control of politicians and popes.  Once
Catholicism developed out of the Constantinian heresy,
it gained a prominent foothold in making religious his-
tory by persecuting all other faiths to underground ex-
istence for centuries to come.

The church must behave within the laws of civil
government.  However, when the civil government of
any nation takes control of the church, or submits the
church to laws that are contrary to God’s law, then noth-
ing less than apostasy will occur if Christians do not take
a stand for truth.  And such is what happened to the church
in the centuries that followed 380.

It was good that as a person Constantine recognized
the merits of being what he understood to be a Chris-
tian.  However, I question his motives because of what
he did to move the church into the field of state politics.
Was his conversion a personal change in life, or a politi-
cal move to keep the Empire together?  I tend to believe
that the latter was true since he reigned in the evening
hours of the Roman Empire.

Throughout the centuries, interesting religious prac-
tices continued to develop in the history of apostasy that
was kicked off in 380 by Christian/pagan syncretism.
In 500 Gregory the Great, bishop of Rome, established
the “order of worship.”  As pagan temple worship, church
buildings became the center of worship.  Years later, the
professional pulpiteer came into existence through John
Chrysostom.  After the tradition of papal authority and
the power of the priest as the sole authority in biblical
interpretation, protestant preaching was consigned to the
professionals.  Proclamations were made by the clergy
from lavishly constructed pulpits far above the audience
in order to centralize beliefs and teaching around a domi-
nant personality, the preacher.  Religious behavior was
thus located in a building, centered around a key per-

sonality, and then carried out by a ceremony of worship.
After the ceremonies were performed, the worshiper
could conveniently go on his or her way.

What is significant to our study is the rise of the
church building culture.  Through the efforts of
Constantine, this culture was embedded in church behav-
ior for centuries to come.  Edwards wrote, “Without ex-
ception, there was no church building or any other
kind of Christian meeting place to be found buried
beneath any Constantinian-era church buildings”2:54,55

Historical evidence points to the fact that purpose-built
buildings for the meeting of churches began with
Constantine in 323, who not only built buildings in
Constantinople, but also in Rome and other major cities
of the Roman Empire.14  Other than the homes of the Chris-
tians, there was no “official meeting place” of Christians
before the Constantinian era.  Edwards concluded,

The point?  Until Constantine, there was no such thing as
a church building or “Christian” architecture.  The church
building had never been dreamed of in a dream.  That
which we know as the Christian faith was a living room
movement!  The Christian faith was the first and only
religion ever to exist that did not use special temples of
worship; it is the only “living room” religion in hu-
man history.2:55

So are we burdened with brick and mortar that so
often hinders dreams for mission outreach beyond com-
muting distance to the building?  In Third World envi-
ronments where foot power is the only means of com-
muting to the assembly, Christians beyond commuting
distance are consigned to never have a church building
in order to supposedly make a name for themselves in
their communities.  Something has gone drastically
wrong in our thinking when we condemn sincere mem-
bers to a sense of inferiority when they know that they
will never be able to keep up with the “church building”
religions in the community because they will never be
able to build their own building.

Our history has delivered us a crippling blow.  We
live with a legacy of accepted religious behavior that has
lost its practicality in many areas of the world.  Though
there is certainly nothing wrong with church buildings,
they have become monuments we feel we must build in
order to identify ourselves among those we seek to evan-
gelize.  Constantine changed our history to one that seeks
to keep up with the nations around us.  We have thus been
handed a past that often hinders our efforts to effectively
evangelize a world of 6.5 billion people, most of whom
live in Third World environments wherein churches will
never be able to build a church building.
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We must seriously look at where we are in reference
to Contantine’s legacy of building-oriented assemblies.
Specifically, we must take another look at some of the
differences between the First World and Third World
economic and cultural environments for the sake of help-
ing us to better understand some problems that have been
created by the exportation of Western cultured theologi-
cal beliefs and practices into Third World environments.

I believe that if we are honest and open about some
philosophical factors concerning the differences between
the cultural and economic environments of the indus-
trial/business world and the Third World, we will not
burden Third World churches with some of our Western
church methodology.  Therefore, please be patient as
we venture through some Third World realities that you
may never have considered.  There will be some things
with which you may not agree.  However, they are things
that must be discussed in order to bring into perspective
our struggles in establishing churches in both urban cen-
ters and rural areas of the Third World.

According to our definition of “Third World”, the
first century had a Third World environment.  But the
first century also had its First World environment.  It
had a First World economic environment without all the
electronic and mechanical gadgets that we feel are so
necessary to have in our computer-driven industrial/busi-
ness world.  Though there are some peculiarities about
the First World cultural environment today that are dif-
ferent from that which existed in the first century, there
are some great similarities.  Economically advantaged
people behave the same throughout the world and
throughout history.  And though there are certainly some
differences between today’s Third World and the first
century Third World, there are also some definite simi-
larities.  Poor is still poor.  The similarities between these
two cultural and economic environments that are sepa-
rated from one another by two thousand years, help us
to understand some things about the practices of the first
century church.  Because we are people—and people
are the same—we can place ourselves in the first cen-
tury church and understand the instructions of the New
Testament writers.  We must get over this notion that
because people lived two thousand years ago they were
somehow intellectually and culturally lower on the sup-
posed evolutionary development scale than we are to-
day.  Because Paul did not have a laptop does not mean
he lacked intelligence in comparison to the world today.

Paul said that he became all things to all men that by
all means he might save people through the preaching
of the gospel (1 Co 9:19-23).  Understanding this prin-
ciple of his life is vital in order to understand our expor-
tation of the methods of the church in a First World en-
vironment to the local context of the Third World.  Many
evangelists have come out of America in the last fifty
years who have brought with them some Western think-
ing and applications.  Those who live in Third World
environments must be perceptive to these methods that
have come across the sea to an environment that is vastly
different from the First World environment of America
and Europe.  Discussed in this and the following two
chapters are some of the characteristics of the method-
ologies of the First World church today.  In some areas
these characteristics have affected the way by which cer-
tain teachings of the New Testament are understood.  This
understanding (interpretation) has then been exported
throughout the world as “doctrine”, and thus, “Western
churches” have unconsciously been established in Third
World environments.

It is important to consider these points in order to
sift through the theological and methodological baggage
that is often carried by those who go from one culture to
another with the message of the gospel.  When we iden-
tify the baggage, we are on our way to a better under-
standing of the practical application of some New Tes-
tament principles.  It is always the challenge of the cross-
cultural evangelist to sift cultural baggage out of the mes-
sage he is preaching to a new culture.  It is a rewarding
experience in understanding simple New Testament Chris-
tianity.

A. Foot power and the assembly:

The First World is an environment of automobiles.
In America, any given family that has several members
who are of driving age will often have an assortment of
cars parked in front of the family house.  This is the
nature of the highly mobile family of the American First
World who is in love with their automobiles.

In reference to the church, this “automobilitis” makes
it possible to conduct large assemblies of the church be-
cause every member is mobile.  This great mobility has
allowed Western urban churches the ability to dream
about large single-assembly churches.  Members can drive
from several kilometers (miles) in order to attend an as-
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sembly of the church that has either the best fellowship,
best program for children, best preacher, best “concert,”
etc.  The Western resident is so mobile that he takes his
mobility for granted.  The West is a culture of cars, and
thus, a culture that is not confined when it determines a
place of meeting for the saints.  But this is not the case in
the Third World.

Third World residents, whether urban or rural, are
confined to foot power.  Admittedly, Third World feet
will carry one much farther than First World feet.  I once
listened to a TV interview of a fifteen-year-old boy who
had quit school in the rural areas of South Africa.  The
interviewer asked him why he quit.  “Were the courses
too hard?”  “Was the school bad?”  “Did you not have
any books?”  The fifteen-year-old boy said that none of
these obstacles had moved him to quit school.  He sim-
ply answered, “I was tired of walking fifteen miles to
school every day and walking home fifteen miles.”

The fact is that there is a limit to how far one can
walk on a regular basis to get to where he or she needs
to go.  Try taking a family of six or ten on a five mile
walking excursion to worship on every Sunday morn-
ing.

The mobility obstacle greatly affects the size of any
particular “local” congregation in a Developing World
environment.  Developing World churches cannot pride
themselves with how many sheep they can herd together
into one corral on Sunday morning.  Though there are
some large single-assembly congregations in some De-
veloping World environments, almost all churches are
small, especially in rural village environments.  They
are often small, but by the standard of automobile dis-
tance, are relatively close together.  What may take a
Western member ten minutes to drive down a freeway
is a great distance when relegated to foot power.

The immobility of the Developing World church adds
to the complexity of problems concerning church build-
ings and the function of elders and church leaders among
the flock of God.  If you are living in a typical urban
center, you will identify with many rural settings of the
church in Africa, India and sparsely populated areas of
the world.  Members are scattered throughout the city
and getting them together is often difficult.  The only
difference between the urbanite and the village dweller,
is that in the urban setting there is a great deal of people
between the houses of the members.  A common diffi-
cultly of the church in Developing World village cul-
tures is the fact that there are several villages in close
proximity to one another, but according to past theolo-
gies, not enough members in each village to designate a
plurality of elders of the church in each village.

By close proximity I mean from one to two miles in

a region.  Each village has an extended family of twenty-
five to fifty.  Now imagine the problem of getting con-
verts from all these families together in one place for a
common Sunday morning assembly.  Imagine the chal-
lenge of designating elders in each village for all these
sheep who are scattered throughout a cluster of villages.

Suppose converts are made in a cluster of ten to
twenty villages that are in close proximity to one an-
other.  The distance between the outer villages of the
cluster is two to three miles.  Suppose there is a total of
five hundred Christians throughout this cluster of vil-
lages.  However, there are only a few Christians in each
village.  It is logistically impossible to get all the mem-
bers of all the villages together at the same time under
the same roof on Sunday.  Add to this the fact that it is
almost impossible to designate elders in each village ac-
cording to the thinking of some among us.  So what do
we do?  Are we to leave these Christians without the
wise spiritual leadership of men who are scattered among
the villages simply because we consider a local church
to be only those who are able to meet together in one
assembly on Sunday?  Or, should we designate men as
shepherds, and then let them meet together with the vari-
ous groups every week instead of forcing five hundred
members to meet together at the same place every week?

Developing world dwellers depend on buses, taxis
and trains.  They have no cars, no personal transporta-
tion.  Now if we demand that brethren in these economic
environments must transport themselves across town in
order to have large single-assembly churches, then we
are not facing the reality of the situation of our Devel-
oping World brethren.  Consider how many members in
a Western environment actually live within walking dis-
tance of a church building.  The same percentage of resi-
dents in that area who are believers is about the same in
any urban center in the world.  Because the members of
Western churches have transportation, they can develop
theologies and write books on how to build large single-
assembly churches.  But these books have no relevance
in Developing World urban and rural environments
where people have to walk great distances across town
in order to be present at a large single assembly of the
saints.  If we develop a theology that demands that mem-
bers have great financial means by which to transport
themselves to the assemblies, then we can be assured
that that theology is erroneous.

B. Dollar power and buildings:

The First World is the “First World” simply because
of its ability to create great capital.  That great capital
has allowed the church in the Western economic envi-
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ronment to construct great buildings in which the church
can meet.  They can do this at will.  If they do not have
the money, they can borrow it because of low interest
rates.  This great financial power has allowed the West-
ern church to do some great things in reference to fi-
nancing both local programs and building great build-
ings.  When we add the mobility of the First World church
with the capital to build any size of building to house
the vast number of those who will attend an assembly,
then the size of a building is a simple matter of con-
struction and making payments in a low interest eco-
nomic environment.  Even the construction of the build-
ing itself is not a difficult decision to make when con-
sidering the capital that is available.

The easy ability to build buildings specifically for
places of worship has affected the First World church in
the sense that buildings have become a very vital aspect
of the Christian life.  Assembling in a purpose-built build-
ing is a necessary ingredient to Western Christian think-
ing.  It is so because of the vast resources of capital to
construct such buildings and the mobility of the mem-
bers to congregate in the buildings.  It is not difficult to
understand, therefore, that church buildings have become
a part of the theology and religious life of the Western
world.  But this is not the case in the Developing World.

If the Developing World church wants to build a
building in an urban center, plane tickets are often pur-
chased and appointments are made.  These are tickets to
America and the appointments are with American
churches.  I really do not believe this is what Paul had in
mind when he gave us examples of how churches are to
be established.  But going to America to raise funds for
buildings is coming to a close.  In the last twenty years
the size of the church outside the base of finances
(America) has more than doubled.  At the same time, the
financial base (the American church) has not grown sig-
nificantly, if it has grown at all.  The financial appeals to
the American church, therefore, have reaped far less
funds than what was raised twenty years ago.  The Ameri-
can church cannot now support the world church as it
did twenty or thirty years ago.  And, I suppose this is the
way it should be.  Whoever said that the American church
should forever foot the bill for the world church?  As a
result of this financial crunch, there are far fewer church
buildings being built outside America than there were
twenty years ago.

The reason the church of the world has looked to the
West for building church buildings is a simple matter of
economics.  Building church buildings in Third World
economies exceeds the financial ability of the average
wage earnings of the average church.  For example,
throughout the Third World, church buildings in large

urban centers cannot be built with local funds alone.
There is always the need for finances in part or whole to
come from outside sources, specifically from churches
of the West.  Now we must consider what a local church
is to do when it is growing.  What is it to do when it
outgrows its present building?

This is a situation that is not uncommon.  The usual
situation is that a church building was built in a typical
Third World environment with foreign contributions fif-
teen to twenty years ago.  As time went by, this church
grew.  It has now outgrown its building.  Now what is it
to do?  Since rising costs now make it impossible to
even remodel and expand its own building, is it to ask
for more foreign contributions?  Is this church stuck since
they cannot find funds to build another building?  What
would you do?  Building a building for a growing church
is like buying baby clothes for a baby.

Is something happening here that should stimulate
some thinking about what the Third World urban church
should be thinking, as well as what Western church mis-
sions should be considering concerning church estab-
lishment in Third World settings?  Third World churches
should be asking themselves, “If there is no more money,
then should we not change our emphasis from church
buildings to house churches?”  Now where do we go to
assemble?  Consider this for a moment.  When you come
up with something, you will understand why I am writ-
ing this book.  I believe you will come to the same con-
clusions that I have in reference to church assembly and
organization.

If we force the poor churches of the world to main-
tain the concept of large single-assembly churches that
must meet in church buildings, then we have placed on
the wage earners of these brethren a tremendous bur-
den.  Making brethren feel second rate in the kingdom
because they cannot afford a large purpose-built build-
ing in which to assemble is certainly not correct think-
ing.  I have visited too many poor brothers who took me
out to some plot of land in the bush and said, “One day
we will build ourselves a building of our own.” Who
taught these brethren this material dream?

With our “church building theology,” we want to add
to the financial burden of poor brethren another house
payment.  The first payment is the payment on the house
in which the members live.  The second is the house in
which we want the members to meet.  If we hold to the
belief that a local church is established when all the mem-
bers of a particular region can meet together in a single
assembly, then we have laid on the backs of the poor a
burden that cannot be carried.  We have unconsciously
relegated them to “second class” churches who are
doomed to forever meet with screaming religious fanat-
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ics in local government schools, or to meet in small
groups without elders, since our definition of a local
church is that all members must meet in a single assem-
bly on Sunday.

The points of this chapter express real situations with
which the church must deal in Third World environments
where brethren have little money.  Poor brethren live
with these dilemmas every day.  They are challenges
that center around the practical side of church existence.
Nevertheless, they are things that continually challenge
our preconceptions concerning the traditional large as-
semblies of the saints in purpose-built church buildings.
They are things that specifically challenge our theology
concerning what constitutes a local “autonomous”

church, as well as the function of elders.
These real-life situations should challenge the be-

liefs of those who have been able to maintain certain
teachings because of their financial ability.  It is easy to
maintain the belief that a “local” church exists when all
the members can assemble together at one place on a
weekly basis.  But this thinking is not applicable in the
real world.  The church that lives in the two percent
Western world must not assume that their financial abili-
ties should dictate assembly situations in Third World
environments.  When one lives among the financially
disadvantaged, it is amazing to see how some of his or
her “theologies” change.

Discussions about church buildings almost always
turn into heated debates as if some fundamental doc-
trine is being challenged.  The reason for this is that our
Christianity is more building-oriented than we want to
admit.  It is building-oriented because we have devel-
oped a very assembly-oriented nature of Christianity.  We
know that we are assembly-oriented because of all the
senseless divisions that have taken place over events in
the assembly.  Regardless of our quibbles over nones-
sential questions, there are some necessary concepts of
“Western theology” that must be reviewed before we
journey into some suggestions in later chapters concern-
ing a change in the practical application of the word of
God.

A. The Western cathedral craze:

Constantine wanted to bring “Christianity” into con-
formity with the pagan temples and religions of the world
of his day.  Large basilicas (purpose-built church build-
ings) supposedly meant stable religion.  This rationale
has historically permeated the foreign evangelist’s jar-
gon in fund-raising for decades.  Constantine simply
wanted to make Christianity more dominant, or at least
have the same face as other religions of the Empire.  This
unfortunate practice has been retained and nurtured
throughout the centuries, even to this day.

Medieval Europe took pride in the great cathedrals
that were built.  The construction of cathedrals mani-
fested the greatness and dominance of the religion of
those who assembled within these magnificent edifices.

In Europe there was competition between the Church of
England (Anglicans) and the Catholics as to who could
build the greatest building.  After the turmoil of the early
years of the reformation, the splinter groups from the
Catholics and Church of England began to construct their
own religious centers.  In order to make their own state-
ment of strength, denominational churches of the refor-
mation built great edifices.

When the early settlers crossed the Atlantic for the
New World, or went south to Africa, they took with them
a building-oriented belief.  One of the first structures to
be built in the new settlements was a church building.
This was true of the Spanish, English, French and other
colonial powers as they scrambled for territory through-
out the world.  The cathedrals were constructed in the
middle of towns and cities.  The buildings to house wor-
ship became the center of reference for the community,
and this center was marked by the construction of a
church building right in the middle of town.  Church-
building theology was exported to America from Eu-
rope.  It was also exported to the rest of the world by
missionaries who followed colonial powers.  Through
the missionary force of the church today, the same build-
ing theology continues to go into the far corners of the
world.

We must be fair to the American church on this point.
Long before the American missionary stepped foot within
the border of any other nation of the world, the religious
mission force of Europe and Rome had constructed great
cathedrals and church buildings throughout the world.
It is a tourist attraction now to visit the old church build-
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ings in the middle of towns and cities throughout the
world.  I remember visiting the Kuruman Mission of
northern South Africa that was started in 1816.  Robert
Moffat built the old wooden church building of this mis-
sion in the first of the 1800s, years before American mis-
sionaries stepped foot on the continent of Africa.  The
point is that Christendom has been building church build-
ings throughout the world ever since Constantine intro-
duced the concept at the beginning of the fourth century.

Our emphasis on buildings is revealed by the
missionary’s common statement, “The community will
not feel that we are here to stay unless we have our own
building.”  And thus, our efforts to manifest our own
strength in the midst of building-oriented religions con-
tinues within our own theology.  We have relinquished
ourselves to believe that if we cannot beat them, we must
build with them.  We have succumbed to the pressure of
the religions around us by succumbing to the mentality
of building-oriented thinking that is strong within the
people who have been meeting in magnificent buildings
for centuries.

Churches throughout the world often pride them-
selves in their buildings.  I was once told by an elder,
“We want to fix up our building so it will be comparable
to the other churches in the area.”  Building-oriented
Christianity is strong in the Western church.  It is a strong
sentiment in Christendom throughout the world.  It is
believed that the stability and notoriety of a church in
any community is dependent on the grandeur of the build-
ing that is constructed.  We thus set the grandeur of our
“plants” in competition with those who are building
across the street.

The necessity of buildings in the Western church is
argued from the standpoint of numerous positions.  “The
building gives the church a sense of stability in the com-
munity.”  “People will not come if they do not have a
comfortable building in which to meet.”  “If we are go-
ing to grow, we must have a building that is suitable for
large meetings.”  “If we are going to keep our young
people, we must build them a gym.”

We must keep in mind that this thinking is central to
much of the thinking of the church of the West.  It is
central simply because a church is not really considered
a church unless it is meeting in a church building, whether
rented or owned, preferably owned.  Therefore, because
the Western church is very building oriented, it often
views the church in any area of the world as established
if a building has been constructed for the meeting of the
church.

But the preceding is not the case in the Third World.
If a church in a Third World urban center wants to build
a building, it usually cannot do so simply because there

are not enough local financial resources to make it hap-
pen.  The financial inability to build buildings forces
one to reconsider the New Testament assembly of the
saints.  Why did the first century church grow so much
without buildings and we grow so little with them?
One thing has been proved without doubt, church build-
ings do not cause long-lasting church growth.  Again, this
is a truth that needs no proof for everyone knows of a
number of churches that are dying in their own buildings.

B. Questioning the effect of “brick and mortar”
growth:

Many people in the Western church realize that true
Christianity has nothing to do with purpose-built church
buildings.  The reason I say this is because of the tre-
mendous growth of the cell (house) church establish-
ment that is now going on throughout the world in every
religious group.  I also believe that many in the Western
church have learned that their magnificent buildings have
not facilitated church growth.  This is especially true in
European churches where many magnificent, but empty
church buildings, have been sold to be warehouses.  I
once received a substantial contribution for our work
from a church in America who told me, “The funds had
become available.”  My curiosity got the best of me, so
I asked someone I personally knew in the congregation
if he knew the origin of the funds.  He said, “We were
supporting a mission effort that got involved in a build-
ing program.  We just decided that we wanted our money
to go to evangelism and not building buildings.”

A few years ago I stood before a missions commit-
tee of about twenty-five in a very large Western church
that was at the time supporting, including wives and chil-
dren, over seventy people in mission areas.  I told them,
“We have started to work with house churches in our
area because we are tired of coming to you and asking
you to build our buildings.”  As soon as I made that state-
ment, the entire room was a course of heads nodding
yes and a series of “Amens.”  Needless to say, there were
many in the room who were of the postmodern genera-
tion.  They have little attachment to buildings.

Though many churches through experience have
learned that brick and mortar does not cause church
growth, a great deal of Christians of the Western church
still feel that a building is very essential to church main-
tenance and growth.  This building orientation of the
Western church is often so strong in the minds of some
that it is believed that church growth necessitates a
church building.  It is often said, “In order for this church
to grow, we must have a building.  And this building
must seat twenty percent more than the attendance.”
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Western Christians often firmly believe that growth is
structured around a physical structure of meeting.  The
firmness of this belief in the minds of some can be mea-
sured by the level of resistance against the establish-
ment of any church without a church building.

Throughout the years, I have discovered that build-
ing-oriented Christians love their buildings.  This is es-
pecially true of preachers.  Some often take pride in the
edifices in which they preach to the masses.  Even in the
construction of the interior of the buildings, I would
challenge you to notice the location and height of the
pulpit in reference to the audience.  It is constructed in a
way that manifests the power and dominance of the “pas-
tor” who is perched high above the audience.

In the theater arrangement of Western buildings and
cathedrals, spectators (members) are expected to sit in
silence, facing pronouncements from professionals who
seat themselves behind the pulpit until it is their turn to
make a pronouncement.  The spectators are supposed to
have spacious and comfortable seating, lest they become
frustrated, and thus, do not show up for the weekly proc-
lamations.  It is true that in the Western world the as-
sembly will usually not go beyond eighty percent of the
seating capacity of the building.  Those of you who dwell
in the Third World, need not chuckle at this.  Third World
churches usually meet twenty percent beyond the seat-
ing capacity of their buildings.  Facility capacity in Third
World buildings is measured as one measures the num-
ber of people that a Nairobi taxi driver can get in his
taxi.  “One more!”

In some ways, the thinking that a building is neces-
sary for church growth works against true church growth.
The more a local church believes that a building will
cause true church growth, the less the growth is when
the church gets the building.  The problem is that the
local members are depending on something that is physi-
cal to do the work of evangelism.  They are looking to-
ward the physical in order to accomplish the spiritual.
They are depending on something that is of this world
in order to grow that which is not of this world.  Once
the building is built, there is the feeling among build-
ing-oriented members to sit down and wait for the crowds
to come in.  However, after twenty years of waiting, the
members finally come to the realization that the crowds
will never come.  It is only then that they begin to realize
that something else is wrong.   Church buildings do not
make churches grow.  Christians make churches grow.
Physical structures do not accomplish spiritual goals.

The Western church in the past once convinced it-
self that there was an inseparable link between a church
building and the growth of the local church.  As stated
before, I believe that many in the church of the West

have finally awakened to the fact that this is not the case,
at least in reference to mission works throughout the
world.  Missions committee people are learning.  For
years world evangelists went to the West with a “hori-
zontal handshake” in order to raise funds for buildings.
The American church was told that the mission church
would grow if it could only get a building.  After fifty
years of information and statistics that have proved the
contrary, the American church is not going to be sold an
idea that does not produce.  Spending $150,000 on a
building for a church of fifty members no longer has its
appeal to the Western church.  The Western church is
aware of too many empty buildings they have built.  And
besides that, they now know of churches for which they
built buildings that have not grown in twenty to thirty
years.  Buildings do not grow churches.  People do.  And
until we focus our attention on this fact, we will be
plagued with the practice of thinking that material things
are necessary in order to accomplish spiritual goals.  The
nature of Christianity is to focus on the spiritual

First World Christianity is often very visual oriented,
that is, things must be seen in order to be counted.  We
must see great numbers.  We must see great buildings.
We must see our organization on a piece of paper.  We
must see order in the assemblies.  We must see our
preacher.  We must feel the warm or cool temperature of
the building.  We must see charts and graphs, song books
and silhouettes in stained glass windows.  We must see
each other in large numbers.  We have added a new mean-
ing to the expression “seeing is believing.”

As a result of the empirical world in which the in-
dustrial/business Christian lives and thrives, the West-
ern Christian is often empirical in his or her approach to
being Christian.  Because the Western citizen is posses-
sion oriented, he has convinced himself that Christian-
ity must in some way be affirmed by tangible things.
The most tangible thing that can be had in this philoso-
phy is a building to which to go on Sunday morning.
One can assemble in this building on nice pews in an air
conditioned or heated environment in the presence of a
large visible crowd of people before whom a perfectly
groomed preacher stands.  But this is not the case in the
Third World.  When you are poor and without things,
things have little to do with your religious behavior.  In
a rural Third World church one often sits under a tree in
the midst of a small group singing praises to God on a
day when the temperature reaches over 100 degrees.  It
is for this reason that in Third World cultures, relation-
ships and commitment to Jesus are more important than
possessions.  The urban West could learn a great deal
from the Third World on this point.
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One of the first “challenges” that hits the Western
evangelist as he ventures into the Third World environ-
ment is the supposed lack of organization that he as-
sumes to be in the behavior of the people he encounters.
This supposed lack of organization confounds the West-
ern mind with a great disorienting force.  This is often
the foreign evangelist’s greatest struggle in dealing with
the Third World mind.  I have heard it said on many
occasions, “How can these people get anything done.
They are so disorganized and they never show up on
time.  They are so backward.”  But we must not forget
that these supposed “backward” cultures have existed
for centuries without the Western system of organiza-
tion that is mechanistic and analytical.  The fact is that
social and economic organization exists in all cultures.
Organization in many cultures that is built primarily
around relationships instead of production and efficiency
is generally not first perceived by the Western mind.
Since the Western citizen believes that productivity is
centered around analytical organization, then anything
without this system of organization is not efficient.  It is
“backward.”  Analytical organization, therefore, is sup-
posed to be absolutely necessary if a culture wants to de-
velop to the nature of the materialistic and analytical cul-
ture of the West.

Our obsession with analytical organization has of-
ten determined how we interpret the Scriptures, as well
as how we feel we must relate to God.  If efficiency and
production are based on an analytical system, then we
suppose that Christianity must function after the same
manner.  From this reasoning, we have developed as-
semblies that must conform to the rigidity of a well-or-
ganized business and a worship that must conform to
rules and regulations.  We thus view God with a clock in
one hand and an organizational chart in the other as He
watches over the performances of His “employees” in
church business.  But we know that God does not work
this way in our lives.  He is more patient with us in our
ministry than we are with ourselves.

A. Changing from analytical to relational behavior:

The Western industrial/business culture is built on
analytical form and organization.  Everything is struc-
tured.  Laid out on a piece of paper.  Analyzed on a graph.
Dated on a calendar.  Punched in on a computer pro-
gram.  The Western church is in like manner ordered

with an agenda, organized with a roster, and encumbered
with the rigidity of time, time, time.  It is a culture that
would probably collapse if it were not for Microsoft
Excel and Access.  McManus defined our modern church
correctly when he wrote,

The contemporary church has chosen standardization
over uniqueness.  We have chosen predictability over sur-
prise.  And without realizing it, to our own regret, we have
chosen comfort and convenience over servanthood and
sacrifice.  But in the end, whatever we have chosen is or-
ganization over life, and thus, perhaps, is the fundamental
dilemma we face – that at best the church is seen as a
healthy organization.22:14

Even the Western church’s interpretation of the first
century church is based on an analytical form of organi-
zation.  In the church we thought that if we could estab-
lish (restore) the right form or structure of worship of
the first century, we could generate the right spiritual
behavior.  We thought that if everything involved in be-
coming a Christian, and worshiping as a Christian, could
be categorized into five acts of performance, then some-
how a spiritual relationship with God would be gener-
ated and a personal relationship with fellow Christians
would be encouraged.  But the system failed because
holiness, worship, relationships with one another and
God, cannot be accomplished by maintaining a rigid set
of rules that are orchestrated on Sunday morning.  Nev-
ertheless, the persistence of some churches must be ad-
mired for their determination to continue that which did
not bring them to the desired end, a close relationship
with God and one another.  In the context of such West-
ern rigidity, Christianity often digressed into “churchian-
ity,” and the result has been an impersonal religion that
often believes in a deistic God somewhere off in the far
corners of the universe.

Though the church struggles with this same ceremo-
nial and legalistically rigid assembly in many parts of
the world, churches in poorer regions are generally more
relational oriented.  Emphasis is not so much on the form
of how to get it done, but on the reason why we should
do it in the first place.  Things are done, not so much for
material goals, but for survival of the individual in the
community of an extended family.  This thinking in the
Third World focuses one’s mind more on relationships
than money and analytical organization.

Chapter 9
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House churches are an effort to place relationships
before form and structure.  For this reason, the meeting
of Christians in their homes is not structured on a roster
of events with a definite time of beginning or ending.
Relationships are considered to be more important than
structure.  Knowing Jesus is top priority.  In order to do
this one must climb the ladder of personal relationships
with those who are in Christ.

Maybe the Western church could learn from the dy-
namic of a culture that is based on relationships.  In his
book, Mind and Nature, Gregory Bateson wrote of “the
pattern that connects.”15  His point was that we must
cease our emphasis on teaching facts, and concentrate
on relationships that constitute the definition of all things.
And truly, it is through relationships that we discover
our real potential.  As we encounter one another, each
encounter with a different personality draws out of us
hidden potential.  The more personal encounters we have,
the more treasures we discover in our own treasure chest
of personality.  Through genuine personal encounters
with one another we build a true relationship founda-
tion upon which individuals are fine-tuned for eternal
cohabitation.

B. Keeping God turned on in our daily lives:

The great emphasis placed on church buildings has
come out of an overemphasis on the assembly of the
church.  In fact, an assembly-oriented Christianity has
been developed in the industrial/business culture that is
structured to fit into a rigid timetable of schedules and
appointments.  Because we have emphasized the form
of the assembly over the spirit of Christianity, our Chris-
tianity has degenerated into a form of religion encom-
passed by the walls of a building.  We have often local-
ized our “Christianity” within a building.  We open our
“Christianity” with an “opening prayer” for the “hour of
worship,” and close it by a “closing prayer.”  God is
thus locked up in the “sanctuary” and we go on  our way
for the rest of the week in our “secular” world where we
enjoy “our time.”  Somehow we have “localized” our
“church time,” “timized” our “Christianity,” and “acted
out” our worship to God.  Put a roof on this religious
rigidity and we have what we now define as “church.”
The building has thus become a crucial ingredient to
maintain this system of building-oriented religiosity that
is foreign to the total commitment of daily holiness and
worship that we see in the New Testament Christians.
As there is a group called “Doctors without Borders,”
we need to seek for an identity that describes us as,
“Christians without Walls.”  Those who are of the post-
modern generation are seeking to escape from the walls

of traditional religion in order to escape into their com-
munities.

In the Western world it was easy to clock God in and
out with a ceremonial act of prayer.  We work by sched-
ules.  We organize and departmentalize our lives.  There-
fore, God must somehow fit into this schedule of a busy
life.  What is outside His allotted time—the hour of
worship—is “my time.”  We have thus become secular
in giving God only an “hour” of our week, while we
have slipped away into our own worlds of activity and
things and games.  In this system of religion, buildings
become very important.  They become the focal point of
our religious behavior.  After all, if we could “go to the
office,” then we can “go to church.”  What is done in the
building, “God’s office,” is what is done with our Chris-
tianity.  What we argue about in our religion is centered
around things that take place in our buildings and dur-
ing our assemblies.  It has become very convenient to do
our religious thing in a church building, and then escape
from God to go on our way.  It is as the little girl who
wrote a note to the preacher while she was with her fam-
ily on a vacation, “Tell God to be there when we get
back.”

One of the serendipities of house church meetings is
that one has less of a tendency to turn God off when
leaving the company of brethren.  If there is no “closing
prayer”, then one goes on his or her way with worship
on his or her heart and mind.  The next time you hear a
“closing prayer,” watch the behavior of the people who
are assembled together.  The first thing you will see af-
ter the closing prayer is shuffling around, picking up
coats and hats, grabbing children, etc.  Something has
changed in the behavior of the people.  A switch in the
mind has been flipped.  Worship is closed.  “See you
next Sunday.”  Now wait around for ten minutes after
the “closing prayer” and see if anyone is still at the place
of meeting.  If you are alone, standing in bewilderment,
then you know you are a member of an assembly-ori-
ented church who worships God and then seeks to keep
Him in a box in the place of worship, usually a church
building.

House assemblies are an effort to change from con-
fining God to a location and estranging ourselves from
one another.  I believe God meant for us to be together
more than ten to fifteen minutes once a week in a church
building foyer.  I do not believe one can establish a rela-
tionship with his or her brother or sister in Christ on
foyer-time only.  You cannot count time sitting in the
“theater” as quality fellowship.  Bumping into one an-
other in the parking lot does not count.  We need quality
time together in order to work out how we are going to
live with one another in eternity.
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C. Serving an omnipresent God:

The problem with “places of worship” is that we
seek to localize God either in this place or that place.
We seek to make God’s presence stronger in one loca-
tion, but feel away from Him in another.  The God who
is omnipresent is localized only when we create His pres-
ence after our own imagination.

Solomon knew that Israel would have this problem
when he constructed the temple.  At the end of the con-
struction of the temple, he reminded the nation of Israel
that God cannot be boxed up in a temple.  “But will God
dwell on earth?  Behold, heaven and the heaven of heav-
ens cannot contain You.  How much less this temple which
I have built?” (1 Kg 8:27; see 2 Ch 2:6).  The fact is
what Paul stated.  “... the Most High does not dwell in
temples made with hands ...” (At 7:48).

Jesus knew the inclination of men to establish loca-
tions of worship.  Regardless of Solomon’s pronounce-
ments, the Jews sought to maintain Jerusalem as the place
of worship.  The Samaritans, on the other hand, felt that
God must be worshiped on a mountain in Samaria.  The
Samaritan woman said to Jesus, “Our fathers worshiped
on this mountain, and You say that in Jerusalem is the
place where men ought to worship” (Jn 4:20).  But Jesus
corrected her and the religious world when He said,
“Woman, believe Me, the hour is coming when you will
neither on this mountain nor in Jerusalem worship
the Father” (Jn 4:21).  The point Jesus made is that
there is no special place of worship.  “God is spirit, and
those who worship Him must worship Him in spirit and
in truth” (Jn 4:24).  And this can be done everywhere,
even in your own house.

The religious world has had a tremendous impact
on the methodology and practices of the church.  Those
who do not recognize this are in danger of becoming
that from which the restoration movement fled.  We are
not immune from adopting the practices of our religious
neighbors.  A great restoration to simple Christianity was

started over two centuries ago.  It both maintained some
denominational baggage and has picked up some on its
way into the twenty-first century.  There is still room for
more restoring.  We must challenge ourselves to con-
tinue in the restoration of relationships with one another
and to do good works so that we may better connect
with our Savior.

Our Christianity often becomes so complex, so or-
ganized, and so formalized that it becomes spiritually
sterile.  We have sterile relationships with our brothers
and sisters.  We have sterile relationships with God.  We
perform our ceremonial religious actions, and yet, we
know we must develop greater relationships, both with
Jesus and our fellow man.  We know that there is an
emptiness within that is not fulfilled by our outward per-
formances.  It is for this reason that I say it is time to go
back to basics.  It is time for a truly refreshing restora-
tion of the spirit of Christianity in an environment of
simple assemblies in our homes with our families and
Christian friends.

Returning to small groups of Christians meeting in
the homes of members is an effort to return to the rela-
tional fellowship that must be characteristic of the fam-
ily of God.  In order to accomplish this, there is some
religious baggage that must be discarded.  It must be
discarded in order to enter this new world of learning
how to relate with Jesus through a closer relationship
with one’s fellow brother or sister in Christ.  House (cell)
churches are not another system of assembly.  They are
not composed of members who cannot afford to build
buildings or drive across town to a large central meeting
of Christians.  They are not composed of disgruntled
members of the church.  They are composed of Chris-
tians who are wearied with allowing either their culture
or their past religiosity to separate them from one an-
other.  They have thus gone back home in order to find
their home.  There is nothing wrong with this.  It is right
for disciples to seek a closer relationship with one an-
other.

Now that we have worked our way through the nega-
tives and surveyed our present religious culture, we need
to get down to the business of investigating some per-
spectives as to how we view the function of the church.
I have worked with home groups for  over two decades.
I suppose I am even the product of a home study group

as I watched my mother call farmers’ wives together once
a week in order to teach things she had studied through-
out the week.  I can always remember the card table
being set up in the middle of the living room of an old
farm house in central Kansas.  It was my mother’s study.
And when a group of farmers’ wives settled into the com-

Chapter 10

BRING JESUS HOME
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forts of the living room, she taught everything from
Genesis to Revelation, with a great deal of Christian evi-
dences thrown in on the side.  She had her own house-
study group, a group of women assembled around the
Bible on a country Kansas farm.

There is nothing complicated about studying the
Bible.  There is nothing complicated about inviting
friends over to study what you have studied.  I have dis-
covered that if you do this on a weekday, you can even-
tually move the meeting to Sunday with ease.  I think
the early Christians simply assembled people in their
homes in order to talk about Jesus as the Christ and Son
of God.  Their discussions started in the homes any time
during the week.  As people obeyed the gospel, they natu-
rally moved to the first day of the week to eat a fellow-
ship meal, during which the table of the Lord was served.
There is nothing difficult or technical about this.  It is
simple Christianity in action.

From what you have read in this book so far, you
will have little with which to disagree.  However, as we
progress, there are some points I need to make wherein
I feel that some serious consideration and thought must
take place in our behavior, beliefs and organization.  In
order to facilitate a restoration to the simplicity of Chris-
tianity in a complex world of religious chaos, a fresh
wind of revival is blowing through our ranks.  We must
not fret ourselves with where we must go.  As long as
our eyes are on Jesus and we are firmly committed to be
guided by His word, then we will stay on course.  Re-
gardless of the uneasiness of these times, we must take
this journey in order to lift ourselves out of the compla-
cency of stagnation.

A. Meeting in homes:

As stated in previous chapters, one of the axiomatic
truths concerning the assembly of the early Christians
was their meeting in homes.  This fact is not questioned
by any church historians or biblical commentators.  In
his commentary on Colossians, David Lipscomb wrote,
“It was common enough for the church to meet in a pri-
vate house since there were as yet no separate houses of
worship ....  It was customary for the brethren who had
large and convenient houses to gather portions of the
whole community in these.”8:317,318  Others have stated,
“In the beginnings of the gospel the disciples of the Lord
assembled in private houses...”9:272  James B. Coffman
wrote in a commentary on Romans 16:4,5 in reference
to the church that met in the home of Aquila and Priscilla,
that “this was probably the usual manner in which the
Christians of that era solved the problems of a place of
worship”10:513  Kenneth S. Wuest quoted Bishop Lightfoot

who said in reference to house churches,

There is no clear example of a separate building set apart
for Christian worship within the limits of the Roman Em-
pire before the third century.  The Christian congregations
were therefore dependent upon the hospitality of promi-
nent members of the church who furnished their homes
for this purpose.11:259

This brings us to some very interesting recent ar-
chaeological evidence concerning the meetings of the
church in its first three centuries of existence.  Bradley
Blue wrote concerning this matter,

Recent archaeological evidence from such diverse places
as Capernaum, Rome and Kent strongly suggests that for
the first few hundred years of the Church’s existence, Chris-
tian groups gathered, not in large “purpose-built” church
buildings, but in domestic residences which could accom-
modate their needs.3:119

What Blue and others have discovered are archaeo-
logical evidences of renovations in early Christian
houses.  These renovations were made in order to ac-
commodate larger meetings in the houses of Christians.
The renovations were made internally in order to ac-
commodate larger groups.  They were also made in some
homes in order to conceal the existence of the ekklesia
(church) in the house during times of persecution.  We
would assume that during years of hostility toward the
church in its first centuries of existence, no church would
seek to build a purpose-built assembly hall for the meeting
of the persecuted.

The early Christians enlarged their houses for meet-
ing simply because of the rapid growth of the church.
House churches grew.  Their growth demanded expan-
sion of existing houses, as well as the establishment of
other assemblies in other houses.  The church thus per-
meated the communities where Christians lived by re-
maining in the communities with meetings in the homes
of the members.  But if the members had to flee, then
there was no church building with which to deal.  The
mobility of a church without a building enhances its
ability to grow wherever it is planted.  The assembly of
the saints moves to where the saints live.

B. Meeting in homes in order to change communi-
ties:

It was through meetings in houses throughout the
Roman Empire that the church made its inroads into
changing pagan culture.  R. L. Fox wrote, “... it was
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through the household and the house church that Chris-
tianity and its other-worldly ‘assembly’ first put down
its roots, then grew to undermine the old civic values
and the very shape of the pagan city.”4:89  Luke had re-
corded that Christians turned the world upside down for
Jesus (At 17:6).  The impact of biblical teaching changed
societies as it changed people in communities.  As Chris-
tians met from house to house, the influence of their
behavior changed the communities in which they lived.
Christianity was truly a revolutionary movement within
the communities where Christians lived.

It is significant to note that in the early beginnings
of the church, the change of society started by changes
in the home.  As Christians met in their homes, their
influence in their communities had a significant impact
on the lives of the people around them.  Their determi-
nation to keep their influence in their own commu-
nities seems to be intentional in view of the fact that
for almost three hundred years after the establish-
ment of the church there was no concerted effort to
build church buildings.  In other words, there seems to
have been a determined effort on the part of the early
Christians to remain in their communities in order to
affect the lives of their neighbors.  Some have suggested
that Christians “deliberately avoided” meetings in pub-
lic facilities in order to accomplish this purpose.5

C. Meeting in homes in order to escape persecution:

One popular belief that has been commonly taught
is that the early Christians lived and assembled in the
catacombs of Rome during times of severe persecution.
However, this belief is now being questioned by histori-
ans.  The view that Christians lived and assembled in
the catacombs is being questioned for the simple fact
that it cannot be proved that Christians hid themselves
there during persecution.  The view that the Christians
would have lived and worshiped in the catacombs of
Rome leaves us to wonder what Christians did outside
Rome.  Roman persecution of Christians was carried out
throughout the Empire.  To think that the church in Rome
was alone persecuted is a very limited understanding of
the State persecution by the Roman Empire against Chris-
tianity.

Blue suggested that instead of meeting underground,
Christians met in the confines of their homes which they
renovated for the purpose of accommodating larger as-
semblies.  Some Christians had enlarged their houses
instead of building church buildings in order to be in-
conspicuous during times of persecution in the second
and third centuries.  Blue wrote,

Rather than meeting underground, recent archaeologi-
cal evidence suggests that the early Christian groups gath-
ered, in domestic residences which could accommodate
their needs, sometimes renovating these private homes so
that they no longer served the needs for which they were
originally constructed.  The gathering of Christian believ-
ers in private homes (or homes renovated for the purpose
of Christian gatherings) continued to be the norm until
the early decades of the fourth century when under the
tutelage of Constantine, the Christians began erecting the
first basilicas.  For almost three hundred years the believ-
ers met in homes, not in large “purpose-built” churches ...
[Emphasis mine, R.E.D.] 3:124

If there is an example of methodology in what the
early church did in reference to meeting in homes, then
we have an example for the church moving throughout
the world today from house to house.  The world in many
places is becoming increasingly hostile to Christianity.
This is especially true in Muslim countries.  China is
still not open for public preaching of the gospel.  As the
early church turned the world upside down by permeat-
ing hostile communities with house church meetings, so
such can happen today.  However, in order to do this, a
new generation of believers must arise in the church that
is not attached to church buildings or that maintains its
confidence or security in large assemblies.

D. Homes versus church buildings:

We must challenge the belief that church buildings
had their beginnings in the latter part of the first cen-
tury, and subsequently became commonly used by the
church for meeting throughout the second century to this
day.  As previously stated, Constantine “formalized” the
use of church buildings at the beginning of the fourth
century.  His innovation of the purpose-built assembly
hall for the church, which is now often believed neces-
sary for church assembly, has been with us since the
days when he syncretized Christianity with the pagan
beliefs of the Roman Empire.  However, there is a resto-
ration today by some who do not have the option of build-
ing a purpose-built structure in which to gather the
church.  They do not have this option either because of
finances, or they live in areas where there is great hos-
tility against Christianity.  And then, there are those who
simply do not want to waste finances on church build-
ings.  They have this privilege.

In reference to the work of R. Krautheimer that was
first published in 1939 under the title, “The Beginning
of Christian Architecture,” Blue wrote,
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The first stage in the development of the pre-Constantinian
setting for Christian assembly covers the years c. 50-150.
During this period of rapid expansion, the Christians would
have met in the private homes belonging to individual
members.  The second stage covers the years c. 150-250.
During this time private domestic residences were reno-
vated and used exclusively for the purposes of the as-
sembled Christian communities.  The last stage, c. 250-
313, saw the introduction of larger buildings and halls (both
private and public) before the introduction of basilica ar-
chitecture by Constantine.4:124,125

Some have estimated that in the middle of the third
century, around A.D. 250, there were possibly 30,000
Christians living in Rome.  And yet, there is no evidence
that these Christians were meeting in buildings through-
out Rome that were purposely designated for the assem-
bly of the church.  This fact is confirmed by Justin
Martyr’s response to Rusticus in the middle of the sec-
ond century when Rusticus inquired concerning the meet-
ing of Christians.  Justin responded, “Wherever it is
each one’s preference or opportunity ....  In any case
do you suppose we all meet in the same place?” The
answer to the question was that Christians did not meet
in the same place.  They did not meet in clearly identi-
fied “church buildings,” else the question would never
have been asked.  The fact was that they were meeting
in the homes of the members in many places throughout
the city of Rome and other cities.

E. House-to-house evangelism in our century:

When the Roman State took control of Christianity,
church history was changed forever.  Through our past
Catholic interpretation of history, our understanding of
Christianity and its history has too often been glued to
the development of the Catholic Church which began
with the Constantinian apostasy.  The Reformation
Movement of the 1500s was an attempt to salvage true
Christianity and restore our thinking to the simplicity of
Bible-based beliefs.  However, many reformers stopped
short of what was necessary to get believers back into
the Bible as the final authority in religious discussions
and practice and back on track to a true restoration of
New Testament Christianity.  Many simply tried to re-
form an existing church institution (the Catholic Church).
Their efforts led to the construction of a variety of reli-
gious groups, all carrying with them some of the bag-
gage of the Catholic Church from which they fled.  The
reformers brought with them the full-time clergy, church
buildings, localized centers of Christian worship that
brought everyone to the sanctuary, orders of worship,

and a host of other articles of baggage on their way out
of the Catholic Church.

In the 1800s the Restoration Movement of America
was a continuing effort of believers to rid themselves of
the shackles of institutionalized religion.  Great leaders
stood up and attacked the clergy and their domination of
the people.  These leaders knew that if the hold of the
clergy over the people could not be broken, the people
would not be freed from the confines of tradition in or-
der to enjoy the freedom of “speaking where the Bible
speaks and being silent where the Bible is silent.”  Since
this movement first sparked life into people who caught
a vision of being released from the confines of man-
made religiosity, there has been a great revival in re-
turning to simple New Testament Christianity.  But we
still seem to be burdened with some of the baggage that
Constantine strapped on the backs of believers, and sub-
sequently was adopted by the Catholic Church.  Much
of the baggage was reinstituted by insecure reformation
leaders who sought to compete with their religious roots.
And finally, some of the religious practices of the Catho-
lic heresy have ended up in our restoration heritage
through men who were under the peer pressure of the
denominational communities in which they lived.

In our desire to be accepted in the community, we
have often thrown in the towel and built our buildings in
order to compete with the group across the street whose
purpose it is to make a statement in the community by
how many bricks they can pile on top of one another.
Even in our mission methods we have sold a bag of goods
to supporters by telling them that we will not be accepted
in our communities unless we also make a statement with
some spectacular edifice.

As we move into the future of the postmodern world,
we must reconsider our approach to church function and
evangelism.  There must be a paradigm shift.  The rea-
son for radical change is because of changes that are
taking place in our world.  Here is an example.  In 1900
there were no countries of the world that were closed to
the entrance of missionaries.  If one were brave enough,
he could go to the darkest jungle of the world.  One
could go at will throughout the world and preach the
gospel.  Missionaries were encouraged to traverse the
world by colonial governments who were seeking to edu-
cate and civilize a world that was trapped in darkness.
But things have changed.  Today, there are over sixty-
five countries that are officially closed to entrance of
the professional missionary.2:146  More countries in the
world are added every year to this list.  Satan’s greatest
attack against the preaching of the gospel in the twenti-
eth century was the visa.  As countries became indepen-
dent, they also became resistant to the entrance of the
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professional religious worker.
The twenty-first century, therefore, will be the cen-

tury wherein Christians must go forth as vocational mis-
sionaries.  They must seek jobs in countries wherein they
can quietly spread their influence by behaving as Jesus.
In order to do this, they must be trained in how to go
throughout the world starting churches in their homes.

Before we offer any excuses for not going into all
the world, we must remember that these postmodern
times in the industrial/business world are culturally closer
to the first century than any other century since.  We
have all the variety of religions as the Roman Empire.
We have all the materialism of the society.  There are all
the world conflicts of the Empire and politics as well.
And especially, there exists today a great resistance to
Christianity by pagan religions as was prevalent in the
world of the early Christians.  However, we must main-
tain the mandate of Jesus to go into all the world and
preach the gospel.  I do not think we will be able to
accomplish the extent of what God expects of us if we
hold on to a form of Christianity that is blocked at the
border by the refusal of a visa.  English teachers can go
into China, though no missionary would be allowed into
the country as a professional missionary.  Christians must
seek international jobs in order to internationally take
the gospel to every creature of the world.

These are times when world evangelists must thor-
oughly understand the nature of the Christianity which
they believe.  I cannot see the early Christians going

into all the world with the baggage we seem to believe
is necessary for preaching the gospel today.  We must
remember that for three hundred years no evangelist went
into all the world with building blueprints in his hand,
ready to build a church building on 5th and Main.  I do
not think the early Christians went into all the world
with all the Sunday morning concert glamour that is of-
ten characteristic of large assemblies of believers in these
days.

Unless we can send vocational Christians through-
out the world who know how to start and maintain small
Bible study groups and worship in their homes, we will
continually be blocked from many nations of the world.
We must develop strategies of sending out people who
can go quietly from house to house.  This was the man-
ner by which the church grew in the first century.  We
are moving into a new world order wherein house to
house evangelism and church establishment is how we
must grow in the twenty-first century.  In order to be
successful in world evangelism, therefore, those who go
forth must either be born out of a house church environ-
ment or be trained in the dynamics of meeting in small
groups in homes.  In those nations where there is great
resistance to Christianity, our evangelists must be skilled
in functioning quietly, if not secretly, in the homes of
the members.  In a world where the tension between Is-
lam and Christianity is rising, I see no other answer for
the evangelization of Islamic nations.

The twentieth century closed out with a revolution
in the assemblies among many larger single-assembly
churches.  It was a revolution in realizing that in order
to grow larger, large single-assembly churches had to go
smaller.  As a result, many single-assembly churches
started small groups during the week that were focused
on different problem areas of society.  There were groups
that focused on alcoholics, the divorced, the premarital
pregnant, drug users, and just groups for members of
the large single-assembly churches to enjoy a closer fel-
lowship with one another.  These churches started to
grow because the members discovered one another.  They
discovered a closer fellowship, and thus, their emphasis
turned from the large assembly on Sunday to the small
groups that were meeting in homes throughout the com-
munity.  This was the beginning of the restoration to
house churches.  This movement has now grown to ma-

turity with a restoration to relational Christianity that is
full of good works.

What was discovered by many in the small group
meetings was a first century practice of the early church.
It was a rewarding discovery, and one that rejuvenated
many stagnant large single-assembly churches.  This dis-
covery also drove people to reinvestigate the assembly
culture of the early church.  Out of this reinvestigation,
the house, or cell church was born and is now booming
as people seek to assemble together in their homes, and
then multiply to other homes throughout their commu-
nities.

A. Reaching out to one another:

The term “house church” is often used to identify
small groups of believers meeting in their homes.  I like

Chapter 11

THE NATURE OF A HOUSE FELLOWSHIP
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the phrase because of the many statements in the New
Testament where it is said that Christians met in the house
of a member.  Some have referred to these assemblies of
Christians as “cell churches.”  Though there is no dif-
ference in the definition of the terms, everyone who is
working with house churches agrees on the fact that well
run groups produce great relationships and good works.

Most people who have been single-assembly, church-
building oriented usually misunderstand the nature of
house churches.  Their misunderstanding is often the
result of prejudice against what they believe is a digres-
sion from that which is commonly accepted as church.
“Let’s go to church,” “Down at the church building,”
and “church house” are all terminologies that betray our
misunderstanding of the permeating nature of Christian-
ity that should affect the communities in which Chris-
tians live.  Since we often do not understand the true
nature of “church,” we will often not understand the na-
ture of New Testament Christianity that is developed
through assemblies that meet in small groups in the
neighborhoods of the members.  We thus “go to church”
outside our communities in order to meet in the “church
building” wherein we conduct “church.”

A house church would not be defined simply by the
fact that a group of Christians meet in the house of one
of the members of the church.  House churches are not
just another system of assembly.  They are the effort
of Christians to restore relational Christianity as it was
in the first century.  Meeting in a house is only the physi-
cal location of where a small group of Christians meet
out of necessity or out of a desire to keep “church” in
the neighborhood.  Simply meeting in a house does not
define the dynamic that is developed in fellowship and
the work that is maintained in a home assembly envi-
ronment.

The definition of a house church would center pri-
marily on the relational atmosphere of the members of a
group who seek to work together in carrying out good
works in their community.  It is an effort of members to
work together to meet the needs of those around whom
they live.  And in restoring a close relational fellowship
and work, it is the desire of the members of the church
to bring into their fellowship those of their immediate
community.

The dynamic of house churches goes beyond the
individual group.  Because of the smallness of the group
in its fellowship/relationship with other house churches
in any given area, individual house churches focus on
the dynamic of small group fellowships in order to en-
hance the growth and fellowship of the greater regional
church.  They do this through their evangelism of com-
munities.  Simply because a group of members of the

church meets in a particular house of a community does
not mean that the group is not a part of the church as a
whole in a region.  When one is looking at house churches
from the viewpoint of a single-assembly church mental-
ity, it is often a mistaken view to see house churches as
small divisions of Christians who have divided them-
selves from one another.  This is far from the nature of
the church as the body of Christ, as well as the dynamic
fellowship house church members seek to establish with
one another.  Though small groups of house church mem-
bers meet in their local communities in order to offer
convenience to those they seek to evangelize, they seek
to remain a part of the whole.

I would say that the very opposite of division among
house churches is the case.  Because of their meeting in
small groups, house church members crave meeting with
other Christians in other areas.  And thus opportunities
are arranged where house churches in regions can come
together for celebration assemblies.  (More on this later.)

Many single-assembly churches already have a build-
ing and are carrying on with a fellowship of relation-
ships.  However, many of these churches have recog-
nized that they must grow in their personal relationships
with one another.  They know that ten to fifteen minutes
of informal encounters in a church building foyer is not
enough time to establish deep and long lasting relation-
ships.  It is not enough time to discover individual needs.
For this reason, many single-assembly churches have
started cell groups which are often called house churches.
This is a step in the right direction.  These churches are
not going to sell their buildings and move to the mem-
bers’ houses for their assemblies.  It is not necessary
that they do this.  They can keep the building, but grow
in the New Testament concept of fellowship that God
wants us to have with one another through small group
meetings.

What I am discussing is not a proposal that we sell
our buildings and move into our houses.  What I am
saying is that there is a goal of relational fellowship to
which we must aspire.  In order to reach this goal, we
cannot depend on large single-assembly meetings in
public buildings.  The atmosphere of a home is where
this goal is achieved.  Therefore, in order to accomplish
this goal, large single-assembly churches must seriously
look at the concept of establishing small assemblies, in
some way, in the homes of their members.  They can use
their buildings for community outreach assemblies, and
their homes for the fellowship celebration of the church
and Supper at the table of the Lord.  In other words, use
the building for evangelism to draw the community that
is accustomed to church buildings, and their homes for
the building of the body.

Authentic Church



223Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

Those who have no church building need not fret
themselves about getting to where God wants us to be
because they have no building.  As we reason through
some thoughts concerning the New Testament church
and fellowship, I hope to convince you that contrary to
common belief, church buildings have absolutely noth-
ing to do with the fellowship, organization, and func-
tion of the church.  They have nothing to do with deter-
mining if a church is considered “local.”  In fact, I be-
lieve you will discover the same thing I have over the
years.  This is the discovery that a close relationship
with one’s brother or sister is best established in the close
encounter environment of small groups in our homes.

Those who have no building actually have a head
start in the restoration of relational Christianity and the
revival of the spirit of love and good works.  They have
no attachment to a church building.  They have no com-
mitment to a pile of bricks and mortar in which they
have invested a sizeable amount of money.  They do not
have the urge to “fill up this building” in order to justify
the years of building payments they have made to some-
thing that never brought what they expected it to bring.
They can simply move on without having to tear down
the church-building syndrome which has burdened so
many believers for so many years.

B. Reaching out to God through one another:

A house church is a small group of Christians who
seek to establish a closer relationship with one another,
and thus, better understand the relationship they are to
have with God.  He who “does not love his brother”
cannot say he loves God.  And thus, house church mem-
bers grow in their relationship with God because they
better understand the loving relationships that they es-
tablish with one another.  Their relationship with Jesus
is enhanced by their growth in love for one another.

The next step in this growth is natural.  When one
grows in a greater relationship with Jesus, he or she is
naturally driven to grow in a greater relationship with
his or her fellow man.  From this relationship comes
doing good to all men (Gl 6:10).  A house church that is
void of good works is crippled.  Simply getting to know
one another at a deeper level is not enough.  House
churches that do not allow their relationships with one
another and Jesus to be manifested in good works to-
ward all men are sterile fellowships which shut out the
world.  But it is an exciting phenomenon that when
people grow closer in their relationships, they seek
to manifest their love for one another through good
works.  When they grow in a closer relationship with
Jesus, they seek to do the will of Jesus among all men.

Christianity is based on relationships.  In fact, Chris-
tianity is relationships, relationships with others and with
God.  Our relationships with one another may take on
different “forms,” but the relationships are more impor-
tant than the cultural forms that define them.  When I
moved to Brazil many years ago I could not speak Por-
tuguese.  I could not communicate in Portuguese with
fellow brothers and sisters in Christ for the first few
months my wife and I lived in the country.  However, I
had a certain level or degree of relationship with Brazil-
ian brothers, though it was often frustrating because I
could not at first explain my feelings and thoughts.  Nev-
ertheless, I had a relationship regardless of my lack of
ability to communicate verbally.

Church must first be defined as a relationship that is
established between Christians because of the members’
common obedience to the gospel (Jd 3).  This relation-
ship is something greater than friendships, something
greater than blood relatives.  As my Portuguese improved
my communication with my Brazilian brothers devel-
oped.  My relationships with the Brazilian brothers sub-
sequently excelled.  The same is true in a house church
environment.  As our communication with one another
develops, the greater we develop in our relationships
with one another.  And when our relationships are great,
then we interact with one another.  When our relation-
ship with our neighbors is great, then we interact with
our neighbors.  This is church.  Church involves our be-
havioral relationships with others in order to allow the
aroma of Christ in our lives to touch the lives of others.
No hermit behaves as a Christian.

Though small groups enhance the immediate rela-
tionships of the members with one another, their oppor-
tunity to fellowship with the church at large is also en-
hanced.  This is why house churches in any particular
region seek to remain the one church of Christ in a city.
Their desire to be with one another cancels any desire to
be separated from one another.  House church fellow-
ships are usually misunderstood in this area of church
interaction.  A true house church fellowship seeks to work
as a part of the one church in their region.  Their small
fellowship, whether out of choice or necessity, moves
them to be a part of the whole.

C. Reaching out to the regional church:

We must not forget that the church in any city or
region is the church, regardless of how, when or where
the members must assemble.  A church is not defined
in the New Testament by the ability of the members
to meet together in the same place and at the same
hour on Sunday morning.  This is one of the first erro-
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neous concepts that must be corrected when discussing
the meeting of the church in houses.  I have found in
personal discussions with others that if one can correct
this concept of what constitutes a “local” church, the
road is paved for objective discussions.

Where and how the church meets does not deter-
mine what a “local” congregation is.  The phrase “local
church” is never used in the New Testament.  I have
discovered, however, that people are so single-assem-
bly oriented, that it is difficult for them to understand
that a “local” congregation has nothing to do with when
and where Christians assemble.  Add to this the fact that
people are often so assembly-oriented that they have a
difficult time understanding that assemblies do not de-
fine Christianity.  Neither buildings nor assemblies de-
fine the true nature of the church or what a Christian is.

Church is first defined by understanding that Jesus
is the head and king of all members of His body through-
out the world who have submitted to His headship and
kingship (Ep 5:23; Cl 1:18).  He is the head of the one
church of Christ.  When one is immersed into Christ, his
or her membership is placed in heaven, not on the regis-
ter of some church office on earth.

When the New Testament speaks of Jesus as the head
of the church, the definition of “church” is not broken
down into individual assemblies of the saints who meet
at specific locations at the same hour on Sunday morn-
ing.  The church is first identified as universal.  Jesus is
the universal head of the church.  He is the universal
king of all those who have allowed Him to reign in their
hearts (Lk 17:20,21).  He is the head of the body, and
the body is not to be dissected into parts and parcels.

When these points are discussed, there is often a
scramble for some New Testament proof text that sup-
ports autonomous churches.  The fact is that we have
taken church autonomy to the level of denominational-
izing the church into autonomous bodies that have little
or nothing to do with one another.  Churches are often
defined as autonomous insofar as we define elderships
who work as a board of directors over each particular
church-building assembly.  Some elderships seek to
maintain a realm of reign in an effort to control the sheep
who are huddled together on Sunday morning in a par-
ticular location.  But is this what we see in the New
Testament?

Regardless of where we are in belief and practice,
we must still allow the word of God to define our “au-
tonomy” or “unity” as the one church of Christ.  It may
be that our lack of emphasis on the universal nature of
the New Testament church has made it possible for us to
develop something that is foreign to the New Testament.
But regardless of where we are in our understanding of

the universal church, we must challenge ourselves to con-
tinually investigate our thinking on these matters.  Have
we copied a denominated perspective of Christianity that
has led us to accept as “doctrine” something that was
never in the mind of God in reference to the nature of
New Testament Christianity?  Or, has the church of the
restoration developed a divisive hermeneutic that has
warped our understanding of the unity of the universal
church?  From a history of quibbles over so many insig-
nificant issues, I believe we have hidden behind the con-
cept of autonomy to denominationalize the church, and
thus, we have developed for ourselves a doctrine of
church autonomy that is foreign to the New Testament.

Allow me the opportunity to challenge you with
something.  It is impossible for the universal church
throughout the world to meet together at the same place
and same hour on Sunday morning.  How could we ever
have a single Sunday assembly of the church of mem-
bers throughout the world?  Nevertheless, the universal
church is still the one united church of Christ through-
out the world.  It remains the one body regardless of
where the members may assemble in their relationship
with one another.  Now to what extent do we want to
denominate this church?  Will we use the word “autono-
mous” as another word for denominational?  (There will
be more detail in answering this question in a later chap-
ter.)

D. Reaching out as urban house churches:

This brings us to the second use of the term “church”
in the New Testament.  Not only does the word “church”
refer to the universal community of God, the word also
refers to the saints who are in entire cities.  Paul reminded
Titus of why he left him in Crete.  He was left in order to
set forth elders “in every city” (Ti 1:5).  Paul and Barna-
bas traveled back to the newly established churches in
Lystra, Iconium and Antioch and designated elders “in
every church” (At 14:23).  In reading these texts, we
would naturally assume that elders were designated for
the church in every city, and thus, we would justly con-
clude that there was one church in every city.  There was
one church to a city though the members surely as-
sembled at different places at the same time in those
cities.

The word “church” is also used in the New Testa-
ment in reference to a single group of members who
meet in the home of a particular member in a city.
Though it might be necessary for the members of the
church in a city to meet in the homes of the members,
this does not disconnect the members from one another
as the one church in the city.  The meetings of the mem-

Authentic Church



225Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

bers are not “autonomous” from one another simply be-
cause they do not have buildings and cars.  They are not
“autonomous” from one another if they choose to meet
in their homes at the same hour on Sunday.  They are
still one church, though the members have to meet in
homes for assemblies.

By the time Paul wrote the letter to Titus, I am sure
that the church in Crete did not have its own building.  I
am pretty certain that they did not meet in a school build-
ing or civic center, since neither probably existed in Crete
at the time the church was established.  And, I am sure
that there were more members of the church in Crete
when Paul left Titus than could meet in one house.  If

there were thus two assemblies of the church in two dif-
ferent houses in the same city, then there were elders
working with these two different assemblies of the church
that met at two different locations in the same city.  They
were still the one church in a city.  The shepherds were
still the shepherds of the one flock of God that was meet-
ing throughout the city in different homes.  There is no
difference from this situation and that which is occur-
ring today in many cities of the world.  There are Chris-
tians in the urban centers.  There are shepherds working
among the Christians.  Where the Christians meet is not
a relevant aspect of the issue in determining how the
shepherds work among the sheep.

Because of transportation problems in Third World
urban environments, it is almost impossible for a large
group of Christians to assemble together in the same
place.  Churches that force the members to assemble in
such a manner often force members into consuming much
of their income for bus tickets or taxi fares in order to be
faithful in attending the assemblies.  What often hap-
pens, therefore, is that the members either meet infre-
quently or cease to meet at all.

When it becomes impossible for the members to
physically meet together because of financial or logisti-
cal burdens that are placed on the members, then
churches must consider other systems of meeting.  The
houses of the members is the other option.  Those mem-
bers of the church who are close together can assemble
and maintain a close relationship with their community.
I realize that this is often difficult to understand by those
who live in First World environments.  It is difficult to
understand because it is easy to step outside one’s house
in the industrial/business world, turn on the ignition of a
car, and drive a great distance to meet in a building.  But
this is not the way the other ninety-eight percent of the
world lives.  Getting from one place to another is very
limiting.  It is limiting to the point of affecting how
churches in the Third World assemble.  It is for this rea-
son that Third World churches are usually smaller in their
assemblies simply because everyone has to walk to the
place of meeting.

A. Going small to go big:

If the church in a city can meet together in a single
assembly, this does not mean that the same church can-

not also meet in the homes of the members.  As previ-
ously stated, many large single-assembly congregations
have discovered that in order to grow larger, they must
go smaller.  In other words, in order to meet the spiritual
and relational needs of the membership, the members of
the church have often decided to meet in their homes on
a regular basis throughout the week and on Sunday eve-
nings.  In this way, the close relationships that are so
necessary for spiritual development can be carried out
in the house church environment.  Churches who can do
this have both the blessing of a regular large single-as-
sembly of members on a weekly basis, and also the warm
environment of the house church away from the context
of the large assembly.  Keep in mind, however, that this
is usually not a privilege in Third World environments.

B. Staying in contact:

It is important that the members of house churches
have “celebration assemblies.”  In areas of the world
where the members cannot meet in large assemblies on
a regular basis, the leaders have to use their ingenuity in
how they can get all the house church members together
on an occasional basis.  In order to maintain our identity
with one another as one church, many house churches
in different cities have regular assemblies of all groups
at a school hall or civic center.  Such occasions keep
individual members and house church groups in contact
with one another.  It is the purpose of the assembly of
members of the church to maintain contact with one
another for the purpose of mutual edification.

If large single-assembly churches have only meet-
ings of the entire congregation, they should be challenged

Chapter 12

THE FUNCTION OF MANY AS ONE
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to develop home meetings wherein members can estab-
lish better relationships with one another.  We must es-
tablish large churches through the conversion of as many
people as possible.  But the members of large churches
do not have to all meet together at the same place on
Sunday morning.  Unfortunately, we often judge a church
as either large or small by the number of members who
are able to be present during a single assembly.  But this
cannot be a measure of the size or strength of a church.
The size of a church is determined by the number of
members, not by the number of members who can as-
semble together in one place.

C. Being apart, but staying together:

Many single-assembly churches have come to the
conclusion that they have grown too large to meet to-
gether at the same time at the same location.  In the same
building, they have gone to two, and sometimes three
assemblies.  However, these groups meet at different
hours in the same building.  Now are they still the same
church?  Certainly.  Do they still have the same elders?
Or, have the elders also divided, one group for the first
assembly, and another for the second?  Certainly not.
The church in a city that meets at different places on
Sunday morning is still one church.

Now why do we often consider two groups of Chris-
tians meeting together at the same place fifteen min-
utes apart as the same congregation, while at the same
time consider two groups meeting at different places fif-
teen feet apart as two different “autonomous” congre-
gations?  Why does distance, and not time, determine
that we have two “local” autonomous churches?  Have
we become more denominational in our thinking and
theology than we want to confess?

I was once approached by one of the leading mem-
bers of a single-assembly church in a South African city
concerning the church where he meets.  At the time he
approached me, the assembly was too large for the build-
ing in which they were meeting.  Neither he, the elders,
nor the other members knew what to do.  They had sim-
ply outgrown their building.  Now the building was in a
large metropolitan area of a South African city.  You
would suppose that this church could just simply divide
up, buy another plot of land, and erect another church
building, thus having two “autonomous” churches in the
one city.  But that was not possible.  First, they did not
want to “divide” and become two.  They wanted to re-
main one church with the same elders.  Second, they
could not possibly afford to build another building.  The
inflated cost of building church buildings in urban cen-
ters of Third, or Second World economies is almost pro-

hibitive.  Even if it could be done, it is prohibitive in the
sense that growing churches often do not want to put all
their contribution into brick and mortar.  This church
had grown because they were putting their money into
evangelism.  So are they to stop their evangelism be-
cause they want to strap on a building payment that will
be paid off by their grandchildren?  Now then, what is
this church to do?

D. Functioning as one:

My point here is that in Third World environments—
and possibly Western environments—we do not have
the privilege of indigenously building our own large
meeting halls in urban centers.  Therefore, why have the
buildings at all if the members have houses in which
they are presently living?  If you will allow us this privi-
lege, we will simply go to more than one or two or three
assemblies of the same church.  In fact, we would like to
go to ten, twenty or thirty assemblies of the same church
in different homes of the members in a community.  Now
if you will allow us to do this, we are fine.  We would
also ask one more favor.  We will not meet in the same
house.  Instead of throwing our money into mortar pits,
we will meet in many buildings (houses).  We will even
have our assemblies at the same time on Sunday morn-
ing.  Though we must meet at different places, we will
remain the same church.  We will retain our elders and
deacons.  And, we will move them among the many mem-
bers and houses (“assemblies”) in order that they fulfill
their teaching ministry as shepherds of the flock.  And,
we will also move the evangelists among the house as-
semblies, but primarily, we will keep the evangelists
among the lost where God intended them to be.

The preceding multiple-assembly church can also
meet together in a single assembly.  However, the com-
mon city-wide meeting together of the multiple-assem-
bly church can happen only on an occasional basis be-
cause of transportation problems.  Therefore, the only
difference between the large single-assembly church and
the multiple-assembly church is the frequency by which
all the members of the multiple-assembly church meet
together in one place.  In the industrial/business world it
can be done on a weekly basis.  In the Third World, it
can be done only on a periodic basis.  The only differ-
ence between the two churches is how frequently all the
members meet together at the same time and at the same
location on Sunday morning.  But remember, this is not
a fundamental doctrinal matter.  Neither is it a New Tes-
tament definition of a “local” congregation.

Simply because the church in any city is not able to
meet together at the same time and place does not mean
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that it has broken up into separate churches.  The ability
of the church to assemble in whatever circumstances is
never used in the New Testament to define a “local con-
gregation.”  We must be careful about using the defined
terminology of where we are now in our thinking to de-
fine the nature of the church, both in the first century
and the twenty-first century.

It is our goal to become “big.”  However, we will
not judge our “bigness” by the number of people we can
see in one assembly on Sunday morning in a particular
building.  Therefore, do not assume that this book is about
large churches that are autonomous from one another,
which is often the situation with the European and West-
ern style of church meetings.  On the contrary, this is an
investigation of a New Testament dynamic by which the
first century church grew into large churches by the as-
sembling of the Christians in the homes of the members
throughout communities, cities and regions.  This is an
apologetic (defense) for the function of the church of
the New Testament.  If we can understand the nature of
this first century church, then we can formulate some
answers for making the church relevant to this postmod-
ern world in which we live.  We can do this because we
correctly assume that God made the church relevant for
all men throughout history.

The relational fellowship of Christians in house
churches does challenge those churches who have only
large assemblies.  There is a dynamic in the small as-
sembly of Christians that restores what I believe God
intended to be the nature of the fellowship of His com-
munity of people.  When this small assembly steps from
the warm environment of a home into a public assembly
hall, something changes.  Something is lost that can never
be restored.  Every person who first started a church of
Christians in a home, and then, moved to a large public
building, knows what I am saying.  If you know what I
am saying, then you will understand that something was
lost that must be restored.  My point is that what was
lost can never be restored in a large assembly context in
a public building, whether owned, borrowed or rented.

If you have never had the privilege of meeting in a
home in close fellowship with fellow Christians, then
the dynamic to which I am referring will be foreign to
you.  You have probably come from a large single-as-
sembly church, and thus, do not understand the dynamic
of the small house church group.  However, I would as-
sume that you feel that something is lacking in your single
assembly-oriented Christianity because something is
lacking in your relationship with other fellow Christians.
I pray that I am challenging your thinking in a religious
world that seems to have lost contact with the world.

Those who are in darkness are seeking relationships.  As
the community of God, we must restore an environment
in which relationships can be established and matured.
When this environment is restored, then there is some-
thing into which the lonely of the world can come and
find family.

On one particular occasion I had a visitor in my home
who had come from a large single-assembly church.  He
asked on Sunday morning when we were preparing to
attend a meeting of the saints in a house church, “When
does ‘church’ start?”  Without going into all the discus-
sion concerning his erroneous statement about “church,”
—the church had already started, both in the first cen-
tury and in my personal life when I was immersed into
Christ—I kindly reminded him that in a house church
environment, there is often no specific time when
“church” starts.  No one really cares.  People just start
showing up at the designated house of meeting.  “Well,
what time do we finish?”, he responded.  Again, I re-
minded him that we never “finish.”  Now this was really
confusing him.  And, if you are meeting in any kind of
public hall, or church building, you would also have a
difficult time understanding this discussion.

Everyone who is involved in house churches has
found it very difficult to explain to non-house church
people the nature of the fellowship that exists in a house
church environment.  For example, no one really ever
leaves the “assembly” of a house church.  There is no
“closing.”  Assembly discussions continue without end,
or at least, one’s sense of worship does not come to an
end.  What may start at 9:00am, may be considered “fin-
ished” when the last person goes home at 1:00pm.  Some-
where between 9:00am and 1:00pm, people come at stag-
gered times, but really never want to leave.  Can you
handle this type of Christianity?  In a house church en-
vironment, people do not want to go home.  They do not
want to leave one another.  They just stay and talk and
talk, plan and visit, love and celebrate.  Sound like too
much for you?  Then possibly you have developed a re-
ligion after your own desires.  It is for this reason that I
would like to challenge you with what I believe is the
true nature of New Testament Christianity that is devel-
oped and nurtured in our homes.

We must not forget that “church” on earth is in prepa-
ration for heaven.  If we cannot be open and close with
one another on earth, then we have some way to go be-
fore we are candidates for heaven.  If we are going to be
in fellowship with one another for eternity, then how we
related with one another on earth will give us some idea
of our view of heaven.  We can be assured of one thing.
We will of necessity be in a close relationship with other
Christians in heaven.
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We have often assumed that the reason why the
church grew so rapidly after its establishment in Jerusa-
lem was because of the receptivity of the people at the
time.  Three thousand were baptized on the very first
day of its establishment (At 2:41).  Thousands followed
as the church began to expand from Jerusalem, to Judea,
and then to all the world.  There was certainly a great
deal of receptivity.  However, I would suggest that more
than receptivity laid the foundation upon which the early
church grew.

It is true that the early disciples believed a message
that met the needs of the people.  The message was more
than a set of doctrinal rules.  The message involved One
with whom men and women could relate in a loving re-
lationship.  Jesus provided an example they could fol-
low in their relationships with one another.  However, it
takes more than believing a message to motivate one to
be involved in the lives of others.  The message can
stimulate one’s desires, but one’s performance must
match one’s desires.  What we want to do must be backed
up by what we do.  Our Christianity should be love in
action.  Because of what people see in us should draw
them to us.

A. Growth in the midst of hostility:

In conjunction with the power of the message, there
were other influences that stimulated the growth of the
early church that we must consider.  First consider the
fact that the world in which the church was born was
not as receptive as we might assume.  After all, Judaism
was one of the most unreceptive religious cultures that
the world has produced.  Add to this the hostility of the
idolatrous religions of the Roman Empire.  Christianity
encountered great hostility from idolatrous religions in
Ephesus, Corinth, and a host of other places where Paul
and the early evangelists preached the gospel.  Though
there was great hostility in many places where thousands
obeyed the gospel, we must also not conclude that the
church grew because of persecution.  The Christian faith
was made firm in the hearts of men and women because
of persecution, but it also drove the faith underground.
And it is difficult for underground faiths to spread to
others.

We must also consider the hostility of the Roman
State.  From the middle of the first century, the church
moved into the second century where persecution came

from ungodly Caesars who used the Roman government
as their personal instrument against Christians.  Chris-
tianity was made an illegal religion.  Christians were
tortured, thrown to lions, and driven into hiding in many
areas.  This does not present an environment of recep-
tivity or easy evangelism.

But here is a marvelous wonder.  Regardless of the
hostility and persecution of the church, she continued to
grow in great numbers throughout the Roman Empire.
Any serious historian would wonder why.  The first an-
swer is obvious.  The growth was in the convincing power
of the gospel to bring one into a saving relationship with
God (Rm 1:16).  However, I would suggest that there
was another reason for the rapid growth of the early
church.  This reason lies in the fact that the first Chris-
tians developed a fellowship that took them through the
hardest of times.

We live in a world today where there is little out-
ward physical persecution.  And yet, in many of our cit-
ies throughout the world the church is struggling.  In
some urban centers, the church has actually declined.
Have we lost something the first century church had?
And if we have, how do we restore it in our generation?
As we consider the lack of growth in various urban cul-
tures of the world, it may be that we have lost a dynamic
in fellowship that spurred the early church on to a phe-
nomenal growth.  If we have lost something that is vital
to the salvation of souls through evangelization of the
world, then it is imperative that we restore that which
was lost.

B. Losing contact with one another:

When comparing the phenomenal growth of the
church in the first century with the growth of the church
in stagnant areas today, some want to say that the people
were more receptive then than now.  But as emphasized
in the preceding point, I do not think this is necessarily
true.  I believe we have to some extent “lost our first
love.”  Our decline in growth is not a matter of receptiv-
ity, but a matter of what we have done in weakening the
fellowship of the church and our lack of desire to propa-
gate this weak fellowship.  We have little in our fellow-
ship, and thus, have little impetus to reach out to others
with what little we have.  And what we have is nothing
greater than the religions around us who often have a
greater fellowship than we have.

Chapter 13

DYNAMIC FELLOWSHIPS
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I believe that one real reason for the growth of
the first century church was the dynamic of the mem-
bers’ fellowship with one another that encouraged
them to do good works and bring others into this dy-
namic.  Could it be that many churches in the urban
centers of our present century are not growing because
of a loss of that first century fellowship which members
had with one another?  And because that close fellow-
ship is lost, could it be that members are not encouraged
to be involved in the lives of one another and the lives
of the communities in which they live?

The dynamic in fellowship the early Christians had
encouraged them to remain faithful and evangelistic in
times of tremendous hostility.  If their dynamic in fel-
lowship is the answer to evangelism, then it is impera-
tive that we do what is necessary to restore this same
nature of fellowship among the saints today.  If we do, I
am convinced that first century church growth will hap-
pen again.

C. A dynamic interpersonal fellowship:

The question that must now be answered is, How
did the early believers maintain such a close relation-
ship with one another?  I believe it was in the nature of
their contact with one another and the regularity by which
they maintained that contact.  I am specifically referring
to the nature of their assembly with one another in small
groups in an informal manner in the hospitable homes
of the members.  The members bonded with one another
because their daily activities were centered around ex-
alting Jesus and being with one another in business,
sports, entertainment and family outings.  Christianity
touched every aspect of their lives as they joined to-
gether to be church everywhere and in everything.

Could it be that this dynamic and environment of
fellowship was the key to their growth?  But at the same
time, could it be that our lack of this dynamic and fel-
lowship is the cause of our non-growth in large urban
centers today where we have little contact with one an-
other?  Could it be that their fellowship extended be-
yond assemblies and involved every aspect of their lives?
I think so.  I believe their assemblies moved them to
bond with one another in every function of their lives.
How else can we explain statements such as Acts 2:44,
“All who believed were together and had all things in
common”, and Acts 4:34, “As many as were owners of
land or houses sold them and brought the proceeds”?
Having things in common as they did certainly assumed
more in fellowship than occasional meetings with one
another in large assemblies.  In order to go to the extent
of having all things in common as they did, I am assum-

ing that their sharing was maintained more by love than
duty.  It is true that we give to others out of duty.  But I
see in the first century church something more than duty.
They had “all things in common” because they were in
relationships with one another that moved them to make
sure every individual was fellowshipped and every need
was serviced.

In order to understand the extent of their “having all
things in common,” we must first go back two thousand
years to the first century.  I would like to challenge your
thinking concerning the dynamic of the fellowship of
the early Christians in their homes and their daily fel-
lowship with one another.  Ministry from house to house
first began with Jesus.  It was continued by the members
of the early church in a manner that produced a strong
sense of community in the family of God.  So how do
we get from where we are to where they were?

D. Dealing with our culture:

In order to get to where we need to be, we must deal
with our urban culture, especially our Western urban cul-
ture.  This is important because this culture has been
exported throughout the world through art, theaters, mov-
ies, etc.  It seems that Western culture has become the
norm for much of the rest of the world which seeks to
copy too many Western movie stars.  I will confess that
there are some good things in Western culture, but there
are also some things you can leave out of your baggage
on the way to the airport.

It is important to understand Western culture because
it has in many ways influenced the way Christians be-
have with one another in urban settings.  Western cul-
ture has affected the Western church, and the Western
church has affected the rest of us.  From a secular point
of view, consider the thoughts of Margaret J. Wheatley,
a physicist.  Her award-winning, best-selling classic,
Leadership and the New Science, has transformed the
thinking of many businessmen and government officials
in many parts of the world.  She has simply discovered
what God has been trying to tell all men for centuries.
Wheatley thus identifies the problem of Western rela-
tionships in the following statement.  Hang on to your
chair as you read her evaluation of our failure to relate
properly to one another.  In Western culture she stated
that “we don’t know how to work together”.7:164  She
continued,

We have not yet learned how to be together.  I believe
we have been kept apart by three primary Western
cultural beliefs: individualism, competition, and a
mechanistic world view.  Western culture, even as it
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continues to influence people everywhere, has not pre-
pared us to work together in this new world of rela-
tionships.  And we don’t even know that we lack these
skills [Emphasis mine, R.E.D.].7:164,165

Get the point?  In the Western church we are often
ignorant of the nature of the close fellowships that God
intended us to have with one another.  Even if we come
to a realization that we are further away from one an-
other than God intended, we often do not know how to
“get close.”  We lack relational skills.  Our distant rela-
tionships and lack of cultural knowledge of how to solve
relational problems have been exported throughout the
world with a concept of Christianity that is legalistically
ceremonial, and because it is such, it lends itself to be-
ing impersonal.  It is assumed to be right because of a
legal set of rules with a scripture behind every point on
a doctrinal outline.  We have thus trained a generation
of leaders throughout the world who know the right doc-
trine, but do not know Jesus by knowing one another.  It
is as one elder in Lusaka, Zambia said, “We have too many
pamphlet preachers.”

E. Revisiting our past:

Here are some things we need to learn from God.
“A new commandment I give to you, that you love one
another; as I have loved you, that you also love one an-
other.  By this will all men know that you are My dis-
ciples, if you have love for one another” (Jn 13:34,35).
“For this is the message that you heard from the begin-
ning, that we should love one another” (1 Jn 3:11).  “We
know that we have passed from death to life because we
love the brethren.  He who does not love abides in death”
(1 Jn 3:14).  “Beloved, if God so loved us, we ought
also to love one another” (1 Jn 4:11).  “If we love one
another, God dwells in us and His love is perfected in
us” (1 Jn 4:12).  “God is love, and he who dwells in
love dwells in God and God in him” (1 Jn 4:16).

The early church knew how to love.  Their culture
was conducive to expressions of a caring love for one
another.  Notice how the Thessalonians, who were less
than a year old as Christians when Paul wrote the first
letter to them, implemented the above description of love
among themselves.  “But concerning brotherly love, you
have no need that I write to you, for you yourselves are
taught by God to love one another.  And indeed you
practice it toward all the brethren who are in all
Macedonia.  But we urge you, brethren, that you in-
crease more and more” (1 Th 4:9,10).

The Thessalonian brethren had practiced love for
one another.  Their reputation of love had come to Paul

who wrote from Corinth.  But they also needed to in-
crease their loving relationships with one another.  Paul
encouraged them to “increase more and more.”  We do
have a love for one another.  But this love must only be
the seed from which a true revival in love must be started
in the church.  We must increase in love “more and more.”

All churches have a certain “level” of love.  How-
ever, they often do not have the life skills to get beyond
where they are.  They have a love that has reached a
plateau.  And, they have often contented themselves with
where they are.  They are stuck in a rut, bogged down in
the mire of a cultural definition of distant relationships
that keep them from one another.  They are fighting
against “increasing more and more” because their cul-
ture screams to them to be “individualistic”, “competi-
tive” and “mechanistic.”  Is this the type of church the
Western world has formed?  And as evangelists have
gone out from this culture, is this the type of church we
have established in urban centers throughout the world?
We must restore the nature of brotherly love that was
characteristic of the Thessalonian church.  It was a love
that knew no limits.  It was a love that Paul wanted to be
increased more and more.

F. Restorations in relationships:

I do not think we must dream up some magical
method for urban evangelism.  I think we need to look
again at the nature of the church we are planting in ur-
ban centers throughout the world.  The magic is not in
the methods, but in the message and personal encoun-
ters Christians establish with one another as church.  We
must seek to “increase more and more” in our loving
relationships with one another.  A mediocre love is stale
and dead.  It is frustrating because we have enough sense
to know that God wants us to have something better.
Again, Wheatley stated that we “live in a universe where
relationships are primary.  Nothing happens in the quan-
tum world without something encouraging something
else.  Nothing exists independent of its relationships.”7:69

In other words, “This is a world of process, the process
of connecting, where ‘things’ come into temporary ex-
istence because of relationship.”7:69  “No one can hope
to lead any organization by standing outside or ig-
noring the web of relationships through which all
work is accomplished.  Leaders are being called to
step forward as helpmates, supported by our will-
ingness to have them lead us” [Emphasis mine, R.E.D.)
7:165

When churches focus on building relationships, they
then have something to export to their neighbors and to
the rest of the world.  It will take a restoration to dy-
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namic fellowship in order to discover our “first love.”
This is what house churches are all about.  As I said
before, house churches are not another system of assem-
bly.  House churches are not just answers to a lack of
finances and mobility.  They are an answer to Chris-
tian estrangement.  And unless we realize how far from
one another urban culture has driven us, we will not feel
a desire to come together again.  On the other hand, have
we become comfortable with our distant relationships
to the point that we feel no longing for close relation-

ships with others, especially our brothers and sisters in
Christ?  If we have, then the concept of meeting with
one another in small groups can be very challenging.

The church is God’s social environment to prepare
people for eternal dwelling.  It is essential, therefore,
that we make every effort to be with one another in an
environment that develops our character for being with
one another forever.  It is for this reason that we must be
with one another face to face.

One aspect of Christianity is found in the fact that
individuals discover the needs of one another in an at-
mosphere of love.  One disadvantage of the church that
is confined solely to large assemblies once or twice a
week is the fact that it is often difficult to discover the
individual spiritual needs of each person in the audi-
ence.  And since personal needs are usually not volun-
tarily revealed by the members, they are not served.  This
makes it difficult for the preacher of the group to meet
the needs of the entire audience by giving a message
that is indirectly applicable to everyone.  Though one
might faithfully attend all the assemblies, there are still
unanswered questions.  There are many biblical appli-
cations that must be made in order to satisfy the spiri-
tual needs of so many.

The small house group presents a different environ-
ment.  It presents an environment in which needs can be
discovered.  It is an environment in which there are op-
portunities for individual members to have their spiri-
tual needs met on a weekly basis.  Because of the small
number who are in attendance, those who attend have
the opportunity of having their needs identified and met
with biblical teaching and love by fellow group mem-
bers.

The small numbers of the individual house assem-
bly also develop an environment in which individuals
are more likely to ask questions about matters that are
troubling them.  They will ask questions in a small group,
whereas in a large group many questions go unanswered
because members are too timid to ask.  However, when
questions are asked in a small group, there is time for
immediate reflection and discussion concerning the ques-
tions and answers.  It is for this reason that both spiri-
tual growth and intellectual knowledge of the Bible are
developed at a faster pace in the small assembly envi-
ronment.

We must keep in mind that church refers to people
and their involvement in one another’s lives.  People
have both spiritual and physical needs.  House assem-
blies bring people together into an environment in which
the needs of every member are identified and served.
What house assemblies do is force us to study again the
concept of fellowship in the New Testament, which fel-
lowship means mutual involvement in one another’s
lives.  Discovering true fellowship in a practical way
encourages us to once again discover the nature of New
Testament Christianity.  Discovering one another in a
loving fellowship is discovering New Testament Chris-
tianity.  Here are some of those important points that we
must understand concerning the true nature of the church.

A. Discovering one another’s burdens:

Paul wrote, “Bear one another’s burdens, and so
fulfill the law of Christ” (Gl 6:2).  If one does not learn
how to bear the burdens of his brother or sister, he does
not fulfill the law of Christ.  He does not understand the
nature of the fellowship of the church.  Christianity is
discovering the burdens of one’s brother or sister in
Christ in order to fulfill the law of Christ to love one
another (Jn 13:34,35).  Once burdens are discovered,
love moves one to bear the burdens of others.  It is easy
to hide in a large assembly and be ignorant of the bur-
dens of others.  If I do not know your burdens, then I
think I can plead ignorance and innocence before God.
Such is the “advantage” of the large single-assembly
church.

In industrial/business urban centers where individu-
als financially excel, they become insular from those who
are less financially privileged.  The economically
advantaged often distance themselves from the poor in
order to protect their financial domain.  Some rich folks

Chapter 14

LEARNING THE SPIRIT OF BURDEN BEARING
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seek to hide their money in order not to be obligated to
help others.  It is not wrong to become economically
wealthy in a capitalistic environment.  However, it is
wrong that when the rich become Christians they es-
trange themselves from brothers and sisters who are in
need.  This is why Paul admonished the rich to be will-
ing to share (1 Tm 6:17-19).  The rich do not share when
they separate themselves from those with whom they
should share.  When Christianity is brought into the lives
of the rich, they often seek to change Christianity to jus-
tify their cultural separation, rather than Christianity
changing them to be sharing people.

The house assembly is an environment in which the
spiritual and financial burdens of brothers and sisters
are made known to everyone.  In the small group assem-
bly, each member must make a decision.  The decision
is to fulfill the law of Christ, for each individual has
called himself or herself a Christian.  And if I call my-
self a Christian, I must love my brother.  “But whoever
has this world’s goods, and sees his brother in need, and
shuts up his heart from him, how does the love of God
abide in him?” (1 Jn 3:17).  And, “My little children,
let us not love in word or in tongue, but in deed and in
truth.  And by this we know that we are of the truth, and
shall assure our hearts before Him” (1 Jn 3:18,19).

Imagine being a member of a group that is seeking
to bear one another’s burdens on a daily basis.  You can
now understand why there are those who are resistant to
the sharing nature of Christianity that is natural to the
house church environment.  Few who are rich seek to be
in such a close relationship with brothers and sisters who
are truly hurting with burdens of this world.  On the
other hand, those who learn to truly fellowship with one
another have a heart for sharing.  They have discovered
that true happiness comes from sharing (Jn 13:17).  They
have learned the secret of what Jesus said, “It is more
blessed to give than to receive” (At 20:35).  God is a
giver and the more we give the better we understand
God.

B. Dealing with one another’s burdens:

Burden-bearing is more than caring for physical
needs.  It is training in how one is to take care of his own
needs.  Christianity is a behavioral relationship for the
training of members to be responsible for one another
and for themselves.  If one’s burden is self-inflicted, then
that person must be discipled and disciplined to help
himself.  In this way, each member learns to have all
things in common, just like the early Christians (At 2:44).

1.  Labor relationships:  The Thessalonian situa-

tion provides a good example of how we are to deal with
some relationships in the church.  When the Thessalo-
nian church was first established, some “leading women”
were converted (At 17:4).  Among other things, these
were wealthy women in the community.  They were
“leading women,” not simply because they were of
prominence, but because they were financially strong in
the community.  Their conversion to Christ presented an
interesting opportunity for a test of rich Christians in
the environment where others were not “leading”
(wealthy) in the community.

Now imagine the vulnerability of these Christian
women in the midst of some unscrupulous lazy mem-
bers in the house assemblies of the Thessalonian church.
Here would be the “leading” (wealthy) members in the
same house church as the lazy members.  In the case of
the Thessalonian church, there were some wealthy Chris-
tians who were in the same church with some brethren
who had quit their jobs.  When Paul wrote the second
Thessalonian letter to the church in Thessalonica, there
were some in the church who had decided to live off the
wealth of others.  They begged from the rich sisters of
the church.  Imagine showing up for every meeting of
the small group of a particular house church and having
a brother ask you for help.

In order to correct the above problem, Paul wrote a
rebuking chapter in 2 Thessalonians to those who had
quit their jobs.  In 2 Thessalonians 3:6 Paul said that the
brethren who had quit their jobs were walking “disor-
derly.”  The word “disorderly” is a military term which
means to walk out of step.  These brethren who had quit
their jobs were walking out of order.  The order was that
they work to support themselves.  But they had quit their
jobs.  Paul commanded the rest of the church to with-
draw from them because of their disorderliness.  “Now
we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ, that you withdraw yourselves from every brother
who walks disorderly and not after the tradition that he
received from us” (2 Th 3:6).

The tradition that Paul had established in Thessal-
onica and other churches is explained in 2 Thessalonians
3:7,8.  “For you yourselves know how you ought to fol-
low us, for we did not behave ourselves disorderly
among you, nor did we eat any man’s bread without
paying for it, but worked with labor and hardship night
and day so that we might not be a burden to any of
you.”

In the context of the problem that developed in the
Thessalonian church, Paul established the principle that
if one will not work with his own hands when there is
work to be done, then the church has no obligation to
feed him.  He wrote, “For even when we were with you
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we commanded you this, that if anyone is not willing to
work, neither let him eat” (2 Th 3:10).  If one can work,
and there is work available, then the church is not obli-
gated to feed the lazy.  This is because Christianity in-
volves individuals helping one another to learn how to
work.  Christianity is not simply a doctrinal system of
rules.  It is a behavioral principle of life.  When one
becomes a Christian, he or she comes into a community
of responsibility.  As a Christian one is responsible for
providing for his own necessities of life.  If one needs
training to do this, then there are those who can bear this
burden.  One can be trained to work.  But if he is not
willing to be either trained or he does not seek to secure
a job, then the church is not obligated to feed him.  He is
lazy and must be disfellowshipped from the church.

Now consider the actions of Demas.  When Demas
forsook Paul in Rome, where did he go?  Paul said he
loved this world.  He was worldly.  His worldliness led
him straight to Thessalonica.  “Demas has forsaken me,
having loved this present world, and has departed to
Thessalonica ...” (2 Tm 4:10).  Demas probably went
back to those rich sisters in Thessalonica.

House churches present the environment wherein the
lazy can be rebuked, corrected and helped.  If they refuse
to accept the responsibility of working with their own
hands (2 Th 3:12), then they need to be corrected and
trained.  If they refuse correction, training and employ-
ment in working with their own hands, and thus walk
disorderly, then they are to be disfellowshipped from
the group.  House church groups, therefore, present an
environment in which members must learn how to be
responsible members of society.

2.  Economical relationships:  The ability of the
rich and poor to meet in one house is illustrated by the
assembly in the house of Philemon (Pl 1,2).  Philemon
was a slave owner.  One of his slaves, Onesimus, had
run away as a slave to Rome.  In Rome he was con-
verted by Paul.  The letter of Philemon was written by
Paul and sent back with Onesimus, whom Paul instructed
to return to Philemon.  It was Paul’s request that Philemon
receive Onesimus back as a brother in Christ.  Accord-
ing to Roman law, Onesimus had to return to Philemon.
Whether he returned to continue as a slave or a freed
man, we do not know.  However, it is safe to assume that
he did return to the house of Philemon.  Before he had
left Philemon’s house, he was one of the slaves of
Philemon’s household church, and thus possibly knew
Paul.  On his return, we would assume he returned to the
house church of Philemon.  It was still the rich meeting
with the poor.

Now imagine for a moment the nature of true Chris-
tianity that enables a slave owner and his slave to be a

part of the same house church.  Though Onesimus’ situ-
ation possibly changed when he returned to the house of
Philemon, before he left for Rome he was Philemon’s
slave.  Upon return he was a brother in Christ, but surely
a member of the same group with which Philemon met.
The community of true Christianity is certainly a refresh-
ing oasis we desire in the midst of a troubled world.

C. Serving one another’s spiritual needs:

In the same context of Galatians 6 where Paul gave
the instructions to bear one another’s burdens, he said,
“Brethren, if a man is overtaken in any trespass, you
who are spiritual restore such a one in a spirit of gentle-
ness, considering yourself lest you also be tempted” (Gl
6:1).  This is the work of the church.  I know of one
house church that took this responsibility very seriously.
When they had their meetings, if someone was not
present, they immediately phoned that person in order
to determine what the problem was.  If there were a prob-
lem, immediate action was taken to solve it.

One of the advantages of a small group of Chris-
tians meeting together in a home is the ability to imme-
diately identify problems.  John wrote, “If anyone sees
his brother committing a sin not leading to death, he
will ask and He will give to him life for those who do not
commit sin unto death” (1 Jn 5:16).  In the close fellow-
ship that is developed by small assemblies one can
quickly “see” (identify) those who sin.

It is the nature of the church that we are responsible
for one another in the spiritual realm.  It is the nature of
the house church environment to quickly identify areas
of responsibility, and then immediately act.  This is love
in action on a daily basis.  Truly, it is a great experience.

In view of the above, one of the great advantages of
the house church environment for the leaders is that they
are responsible only for the house church where they
attend.  Responsibility takes time.  This can be a chal-
lenge for those who lead in the church, and who also
work long hours at jobs in order to support their fami-
lies.  Those who have dedicated themselves to care for
others have jobs and families, and thus have no more
time for burden-bearing than anyone else.  But in the
house church arrangement, they are responsible only for
those who meet in their house.

D. Contributing to one another’s needs:

It is for the preceding reasons that house church
members are stimulated to be great givers.  In the early
church the members of the church had all things in com-
mon (At 2:44,45; 4:32-37).  The physical needs of mem-
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bers were taken care of immediately.  The rich could not
hide behind the collection plate with an anonymous con-
tribution that was less than the widow’s mite.  When
one is sitting across a room with a widow in a house
church, needs are known and met.  When a financial
catastrophe happens in the life of a group member, other
members are there with a helping hand.  It is almost im-
possible for sharing not to occur in a house assembly
environment.  Needs are known and fulfilled.

Recorded in 1 Corinthians 16:1-4 was a special con-
tribution for a special need.  The contribution was for
the famine in Judea.  In the Corinthian situation, this
contribution was made during the Sunday meeting of
the house churches.  In this particular case in Corinth,
their responsibility toward the need, or the making of
the contribution, was to be terminated when Paul arrived
in Corinth.  He wanted the collection to be made before
his arrival, “... so that there be no collections when I
come” (1 Co 16:2).

After Paul arrived, their responsibility to make the
contribution for this specific need was completed.  They
did not have to continue this contribution for this need
after his arrival because Paul and others were taking their
contribution on to Judea.  The point is that contributions
can be made to special needs, after which the church
can decide to contribute to something else.

Instead of teaching the concept of a regular weekly
contributions for generic needs, 1 Corinthians 16:1-4 is
actually in the context of weekly contributions for spe-
cific needs.  Regular contributions can be made for spe-
cific projects, such as the famine in the context of 1
Corinthians 16.  After the funds have been collected for
the proposed project, then the church has the option of
terminating collections for that project in order to make
a collection for something else.  If churches desire to do
this on a weekly basis, then they are doing what Paul
urged the Corinthians to do.  The weekly contribution,
therefore, is for the purpose of fulfilling the needs of
special projects.

House churches have discovered that contributions
can be given for the individual needs of each particular

house church, or a common collection for needs, or works
which several house churches decide to work together
to fulfill.  Benevolent needs are met immediately.  Cor-
porate projects are worked out with the cooperation of
all groups working together as one church in making a
common collection.

It has always been a surprise to members of house
churches as to how much money is available for invest-
ment in the lives of people and evangelistic works.  One
experiences a great feeling by knowing that his or her
contribution is going into what God wants us to do, rather
than going to the construction of lavish buildings.  I have
not found a Christian yet who would rather make a build-
ing payment than a payment to the survival of a widow
or orphan, or the preaching of the gospel to the lost.
Building payments are particularly troublesome in Third
World environments.  Money is usually so scarce that
all the extra money for contributions is totally consumed
by making payments on some church building.  There is
something absurd about this that building-oriented Chris-
tians never seem to understand.

In small church groups, the greater percentage of
contributions goes to those things to which Christians
are to contribute, that is, evangelism and benevolence.
This is particularly true in reference to benevolence.
When benevolent needs arise, contributions usually fol-
low immediately.  There are a lot of funds available
among house churches because there are no building pay-
ments and building funds.

I believe leaders need to reconsider their emphasis
when they start putting pressure on churches to make it
a goal to build a building.  It often seems that some
churches have a progressive physical goal of starting a
church.  They first start in a house, then progress to a
school, on to a civic center, and then to be “fully estab-
lished,” they build their own building.  Throughout this
chronology of “growth,” there is the diabolical “build-
ing fund” wherein funds are held up in order to accom-
plish a material goal.  Having the dream “to own our
own building” is not a spiritual goal.

Dynamic leadership is organized around relation-
ships.  The power of an organization is in the relational
participation of everyone who is involved in the organi-
zation.  Relationships mean that people are networked
together around a common goal.  Interdependent rela-

tionships are the grease that makes organization run
smoothly.

There is nothing wrong with organization on paper.
However, organization without people orientation de-
velops problems if we want to get members involved.  It
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is difficult getting people involved in some churches be-
cause the organization of the people is not based on the
dynamic of relational participation, but on the analyti-
cal genius of some planner.  You know the scenario.
Programs are established.  Rosters are printed and dis-
tributed.  Organizational planning from the top to the
bottom is regimented in order to muster all the “employ-
ees” (members) into some ministry.  Organizational for-
mulas and diagrams from the corporate board rooms of
corporations are brought from the business world into
church organization with only the change of names.  In
all this organization, members are often intimidated to
conform to the organizational plan.  Permission must be
granted before anyone does a good deed that would af-
fect the designated work of another.

The corporate church often prides itself on its orga-
nization.  And for the organization and implementation
of works, these churches are doing the best job possible
for the large single-assembly church.  There are some
great churches who are doing great works because of
their organization.  However, at the end of the day, orga-
nizing without relationships is a futile effort in people
manipulation.  It is an effort that always falls short of
nurturing individuals to perform their best.  We must
always keep in mind that relationship encounters encour-
age people to do their best.  Organizational planning on
a piece of paper will make us efficient, but it often con-
ceals development in one’s personal relational skills.

The fact is that power in a congregation is generated
by interpersonal relationships among the members.  Good
leaders will learn how to facilitate relationships in order
to accomplish the common goals of those who relate to
one another.  The Berlin Wall fell, not because of some
organizational plot of a government to bring it down,
but because a common goal to destroy it was generated
in the lives of those it affected.  When that power was
ignited, the wall fell overnight.  God has given us this
power.  When He came down and saw the united will of
the people to build the tower of Babel, He said of man-
kind, “Nothing will be withholden from them which they
have determined to do” (Gn 11:6).  We can also build,
but for the right reasons.

Now consider the scenario of the house church, es-
pecially the house church in the Third World environ-
ment.  First of all, drop all the corporate organizational
structure.  This will never exist in the Third World church.
Relationships are more important than corporate struc-
ture.  Since the Third World focuses first on relation-
ships, rather than the structure of a corporate plan, people
are driven by community.  Working with the flow of so-
cial individuals is more productive than conforming to a
structured outline on a piece of paper.

Add to the preceding the fact that the Third World is
not as material-oriented as the Western world.  If we
define “civilization” as relationships between people,
then having things and activities in one’s life that is char-
acteristic of the West is not necessarily a sign of civili-
zation.  According to what the West would define as
“Third World,” the vast majority of the world is Third
World.  It is Third World because of the lack of develop-
ment, possessions and a program of human activities in
which we involve ourselves to be entertained.  If this is
civilization, then I suppose the Third World will be the
Third World for many years to come.

The Third World does not function as the West.  The
fact is that the Third World often does not want to func-
tion as the industrial/business world which is driven to
sacrificing relationships in order to possess wealth and
own a garage full of possessions.  This advantage of the
Third World takes possessions out of the way when es-
tablishing relationships.  When I am poor, I have noth-
ing by which to compare my situation in life with you,
and thus have no occasion to exalt myself above you.
We thus have all things in common, a relationship
wherein I am not trying to keep up with my neighbors.

Why should relationships be sacrificed for corpo-
rate order, material prosperity, and competition in rela-
tion to possessions?  Third World inhabitants simply
understand that there are higher priorities in life than
material prosperity and organizational structure that regi-
ments lives into conformity to a prescribed plan or de-
fined life-style.  Therefore, the Third World marches to
a different beat of a different drum.  This does not mean
that residents in poorer countries of the world do not
want to advance in development, especially in food pro-
duction and medical care.  It simply means that the poor
have a different perspective of life than the materially
advantaged.  And that perspective of life lends them to
be focused more on human relationships than material
possession and use.

It may be that these thoughts would in fact enhance
the church of the First World.  In other words, instead of
the Third World patterning itself after the organizational
structure of the Western church, maybe it should be the
other way around.  The Western church should look to
Third World churches in order to restore community in
church function.  In view of the estrangement of mem-
bers from one another that has happened in so many ur-
ban churches, maybe it is time that the insular urban
church takes another look at what church should be.

However, this is not just a Western church problem.
It is also a problem in the difference between urban and
rural churches within Third World countries.  The break-
down is in establishing churches first in urban centers,
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and then, expecting the members of the urban church to
establish the church in rural areas.

The problem comes when the urban evangelist seeks
to impose urban thinking on rural people in a Third World
setting.  It does not work well, and thus, few urban
churches in Africa have been successful in sending born
and bred urbanites to the rural villages to establish
churches.  What has usually happened was that rural lead-
ers went to the city to receive training.  If the urban life
did not forever steal them away from their rural heri-
tage, they returned home and established the church.

House assemblies in urban centers are an effort to
bring back into the lives of members fellowship that is
based on relationships.  They are an effort to break down
urban separation in order to re-establish the relational
foundations of human contact that are present in rural
cultures.

Consider the environment of the house church in re-
lation to fulfilling the needs of members.  In a small
group environment no one needs to get permission to
serve.  In fact, any organizational situation that is set up
wherein members have to get permission to do that which
they must do as individual Christians has to be flawed.
It is flawed because Jesus must be allowed to work freely
and spontaneously in one’s life.

We need communication in relationships, not per-
mission to serve.  Communication among members is
necessary in order to make sure needs are being fulfilled
and that service is not unnecessarily doubled.  However,
permission to serve is sometimes foreign to the personal
responsibility of Christians to do spontaneously that
which is good toward all men.  Paul said, “... as we have
opportunity ...” (Gl 6:10).  In other words, when an op-
portunity for personal service makes itself available,
Christians do not have to run for permission to serve.
When one functions in a close relationship with others,
opportunities make themselves known.  Action takes
place.  Doing that which is good just happens when
people are relating with one another.

Service out of spontaneity is the greatest stimula-
tion to personal growth.  When members have the free-
dom to serve the needs they encounter on a daily basis,
there is personal growth.  One begins being Christian
when servanthood becomes the behavior of one’s life.
We need no plan or organization to be church.  When
members are encouraged to serve every day of their lives,
and rejoice with a group on Sunday who are doing the
same, then the spiritual health of the body of Christ be-
gins to develop into a dynamic fellowship.

Societies that are conducive to community commu-
nication produce churches that communicate.  Churches
should be structured after a culture that is in constant

communication.  Because they are in constant commu-
nication, they are able to service immediately the needs
of the members.  Also, needs that make themselves
known in the communities in which the members of the
church live are serviced.  House church members do not
have to show up at a business meeting in order to find
something to do.  Every group meeting of the church is
an opportunity “to provoke one another unto love and
good works” (Hb 10:24).  The magic of small group
service is not in highly organized programs, but in serv-
ing “on the spot.”  The freedom of house church mem-
bers is that giving is not confined to the “collection” on
Sunday morning, but to the needs of their neighbors in
their communities in which they live on a daily basis.

Herein lies the greatest dynamic of the house church.
Members learn to serve immediately those around whom
they live.  They do not drive off to an assembly that is a
great distance from where they live.  They live and func-
tion among those in their community.  They give among
those in their community.  They pray and fast for their
neighbors.  They meet among their neighbors.  They in-
vite their neighbors to walk to their house on Sundays
for prayers in order that their neighbors have the oppor-
tunity to be stirred unto love and good works.  There
needs to be no organizational program to function as
church in this manner.

When churches have to develop programs in order
to get people doing something, the people are usually
motivated by the program and not by their peers.  A close
and loving relationship is much more effective in stir-
ring one unto love and good works, than intimidating
one to conform to deadlines and duties on a chart.  Pro-
grams should only be the result of highly motivated
people who are already working, but want to work to-
gether in a greater unified effort.  Being Christian in our
communities must not take a program to move us into
action.  If a program is needed to generate activity, then
something is wrong with our relationships with the needs
of others.

I have found that excited Christians simply get to
work.  When Jesus is living in one’s heart, no motiva-
tion is needed to get the job done.  When one is excited
about serving others, he or she will get to work.  The
answer to lethargy, therefore, is not another program.
The answer lies in getting the love of Jesus within one’s
heart, for when love is in our hearts we work.  The gos-
pel is inherently motivating.  If one truly believes the
gospel, then that person will seek to live the gospel
throughout his or her life.  Gospel living people are iden-
tified by their work.  They know that they have been
created in Christ Jesus for good works (See Ep 4:10).
They are fueled by the gospel.
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Hebrews 10:24,25 has always been one of those pas-
sages that is frequently quoted, but frequently misun-
derstood.  We often miss the full impact of the concept
of this passage in reference to the responsibility that
Christians have toward one another.  Hebrews 10:25 has
historically been used by preachers to Bible-beat mem-
bers into showing up on Sunday in order that their num-
ber be counted.  But is this what the Hebrew writer
wanted to communicate?  Let’s look at it from a differ-
ent perspective, the perspective of the early Christians
meeting in their homes in order to spur one another on
to a dedicated life in Christ.

Since attendance has often been established as a le-
gal definition of “faithful,, we have missed the point of
Hebrews 10:25.  Our preprogrammed thinking has made
it difficult for us to understand the implications of what
the Hebrew writer actually wanted to convey.  Read care-
fully what is actually stated in the verse.  Just as impor-
tant, read carefully in order to understand what is not
said.  If we come to this passage without some precon-
ceived interpretations, it is interesting to see what the
writer has actually said, or not said.

And let us consider one another to stir up love and
good works, not forsaking the assembling of ourselves
together, as is the habit of some, but exhorting one an-
other, and so much the more as you see the day approach-
ing.

A. The “nots” of Hebrews 10:24,25:

First consider what is not stated in Hebrews
10:24,25.  This passages does not discuss when the as-
sembly is to take place.  It does not discuss where to
assemble.  Neither does the writer discuss how often to
assemble.  It does not discuss the time of the assembly.
It does not discuss any order of the assembly.  And pos-
sibly most important of all, it does not discuss how many
of the members are to assemble at the same time or in
the same place in order to constitute an assembly of the
church, or to accomplish the mandate of stirring one
another up to love and good works.

It is easy to read into the passage all our precon-
ceived ideas of what it should say.  But we must remem-
ber that we cannot allow our preconceived ideas of past
teaching or history to enter into our interpretation.  Nei-
ther should we allow our present religious behavior to

make the passage say what it does not say.  We must
simply take it for what it says.  The old brother was right
when he said in reference to interpretation, “It means
what it says and says what it means.”

B. The “do’s” of Hebrews 10:24,25:

Now here are some points to consider concerning
what Hebrews 10:24,25 does say.  These are actions that
house churches try to reestablish in the lives of each
individual member.

1.  Consider one another:  Hebrews 10:24 says that
as Christians we have a responsibility to “consider one
another.”  Therefore, we must understand that Christian-
ity is carried out in a “one another” relationship between
members of the church.  Christianity is relationships.  If
there are no “one another” relationships established
among members of the church, then there is no church.
Church means one another relationships.  The organiza-
tion, programs, meetings, work and every other aspect
of church must accomplish the goal of establishing “one
another” relationships among the members.  The prin-
ciple of Hebrews 10:24,25 is that assemblies are to be
used as the occasion for the members to build and carry
out their “one another” relationship responsibilities.  We
must come together into some type of atmosphere
wherein members can “consider” each other.

We must make contact with one another before we
can consider one another.  The notion that one can be a
member of the body of Christ without fulfilling his or
her responsibility to consider others of the body is abso-
lutely erroneous.  One cannot consider his brother or
sister from a distance.  There must be a regular contact
with one’s brother in Christ in order to fulfill the re-
sponsibility that is enjoined in Hebrews 10:24,25 upon
every member of the body.

2.  Stir up:  There must be stirring among members
of the Lord’s body.  The easiest way is the laziest way.
If there is no action, we usually digress to reaction, and
then, distraction from what we are to be doing.  Chris-
tians must encourage—provoke—one another into ac-
tion to do the work of Jesus.  The Hebrew writer here
gives the purpose for establishing the “one another” re-
lationships of the church.  Two things must be accom-
plished.  Two actions must be stirred up.  The first refers
to our obligation of mutual interaction between mem-

Chapter 16

STIRRING UP LOVE AND GOOD WORKS
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bers of the body.  Bonding must be developed in the
body in order for the body to function as a unit.  A united
body must then be stirred up to do good works.  A body
that does not work is dead.  And after some time, lifeless
bodies develop a stench about them that repel the lost.
Therefore, bodies that do not bond or build, die a slow
death.

a.  Stir up love:  This stirring refers to the bond-
ing of the members.  Christians do not love one another
simply in word, but in deed and truth (1 Jn 3:18).  There
is certainly emotion involved in the love about which
the Hebrew writer speaks.  However, in the fellowship
of the saved, more than emotion is involved.  Action is
the definition of the agape love of the Christian toward
God and toward one another (1 Jn 3:2).  God so loved
the world that He gave His Son (Jn 3:16).  His love was
defined by action.  Jesus said that we must love one an-
other as He loved us (Jn 13:34,35).  Therefore, in the
assemblies about which the Hebrew writer is speaking,
there must be established an environment in which each
Christian can exhort fellow Christians to manifest love
in action toward one another.  Each member of the body
must be brought into a close relationship wherein he or
she is given the opportunity to be exhorted to love, as
well as the opportunity to carry out his or her love to-
ward other members.  Opportunities for love are to be
identified.  And then, love must go into action.  If one
forsakes this opportunity by forsaking assemblies
wherein this takes place, then he or she has missed an
opportunity to be loved and to love.

Now in the large assembly culture of the big church,
our responsibility of stirring up love is usually relegated
to the preacher’s standing before the assembly with a
passionate sermon.  But this is not what is being dis-
cussed in Hebrews 10:24,25.  Read the passage again.
It states “one another.”  It does not state “preacher and
the others.”  It does not present the view of a speaker–
audience environment.  How can “one another” be car-
ried out in a theater environment in which the audience
passively sits and one individual carries out the respon-
sibility of doing the “stirring”?  The “stirring” of the
passage is the responsibility of every member, brother
and sister, not simply a preacher, an elder, a teacher or
deacon.  Hebrews 10:24,25 states that we must stir up
one another.  This means that in the nature of the assem-
bly about which the Hebrew writer is speaking, there
must be an occasion established in which members can
stir up one another.

The above is precisely what is brought out in the
Greek text of Acts 20:7 where many translations unfor-
tunately state, “And upon the first day of the week, when

the disciples came together to break bread, Paul
preached unto them ...” (KJV).  But the Greek word that
is translated “preached” is the verb form of the word
dialaleo.  This is the word from which we originate the
English word “dialogue.”  In other words, Paul had dia-
logue, or discussions with the church when they as-
sembled together.  This is certainly the correct under-
standing of what took place during this “third floor” as-
sembly.  I find it hard to believe that Paul stood up with
a three-point outline and “preached” to a group of Chris-
tians who surely had a host of questions to ask him be-
fore he left for Jerusalem.  Through such discussions
(dialogue), Christians can encourage one another by chal-
lenging one another to focus on the word of God for
answers.

House churches present an environment in which
every member has the opportunity to carry out the re-
sponsibility of “stirring” fellow members to love through
discussion.  It is hard to hide one’s spiritual and physi-
cal needs in a small assembly.  Therefore, needs can be
identified and love can be expressed to immediately ful-
fill those needs.  The love of members can be stirred up
when the needs of members are laid open before one
another in a close relationship.  This is the powerful
dynamic of the house church.  It is an environment
wherein needs are made known and loving responses
happen.  It is true, the closer we draw to one another, the
more we learn to love.  Close relationships produce ac-
tive partnerships.

b.  Stir up good works:  The second goal that
must be accomplished in the assemblies about which
Hebrews 10:24,25 speaks is that members must stir up
good works in one another’s lives.  The members must
therefore be brought into an assembly arrangement
wherein there is mutual stirring of one another to iden-
tify, explain, claim and give accountability for the ac-
complishment of good works.  This sounds like the tra-
ditional “men’s business meeting.”  But not exactly.  It
is an assembly of the saints that is focused on the saints
themselves.  The Hebrew writer is explaining that every
member of the body, both men and women, young and
old should be brought into an assembly environment
wherein there is stirring up of good works.  If we could
combine the worship of our traditional assemblies with
the discussions of the traditional business meetings, then
we would be getting close to the nature of the first cen-
tury assemblies about which Hebrews 10:24,25 speaks.

If house churches do not develop an environment
for good works, they stagnate and die.  People must come
together for a purpose.  That purpose must be more than
bonding with one another and singing songs and saying
prayers.  Christians can enjoy themselves, but they must
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enjoy themselves while involved in efforts to reach out
to others.  Pearse and Matthews warned that house groups
have “not generally had the desired effect, mostly be-
cause they are sensed by their participants to be artifi-
cial communities with no concrete purpose beyond the
‘bonding’ process itself.”1:31  It is for this reason that
house churches must have “concrete purposes.”  “It may
well be that the more meetings are directed towards
common action, rather than just being together, the
more commitment is generated.”  [Emphasis mine,
R.E.D.].1:31,32

The body of Christ must be known for her good
works.  “Therefore, as we have opportunity, let us do
good to all men, especially to those who are of the house-
hold of faith” (Gl 6:10).  “But do not forget doing good
and sharing, for with such sacrifices God is well-
pleased” ( Hb 13:16).  “This is a trustworthy saying,
and these things I want you to affirm confidently so that
those who have believed in God might be careful to
maintain good works” (Ti 3:8).

In order for good works to be carried out in the lives
of each member, works must be identified.  The assem-
bly about which Hebrews 10:24,25 is speaking, there-
fore, must be conducted in a manner by which good
works are identified.  (Again, this is something different
than the speaker/audience environment which we want
to read into this passage.)  Good works must be identi-
fied and explained in order that members claim the works
that must be done.  When a good work is claimed by a
member, accountability for accomplishing that work
must also be made.  The church must know if the need is
fulfilled in order to move on to other good works.

The nature of the meeting about which the Hebrew
writer is speaking is often foreign to the single-assem-
bly “worship hour” to which the passage is often used to
refer.  This does not mean that Christians cannot use
such assemblies for corporate worship of the church.  It
does mean, however, that the Hebrews 10:24,25 assem-
bly must be more than a “worship assembly.”  Healthy
churches provide regular assemblies of the members
wherein the members can be stirred to love and good
works.  It might be added that if a church does not pro-
vide this opportunity, then it certainly is not following
the mandate of Hebrews 10:24,25.  Simply using the pas-
sage to get people to an assembly is a cheap cop-out to
what the Hebrew writer was trying to say.

Now herein is the great advantage of the small church
assembly that takes place every week.  For an example,
one house church leader related to me, “When we come
together, if someone has a problem in paying bills, we
make sure the bill is paid the following week.  If a widow
has a leaky faucet, it is fixed immediately.”  In the close

fellowship of the house church, needs are immediately
identified and immediately claimed and served.  This is
what the writer of Hebrews 10:24,25 is trying to convey
to the members of the body of Christ.  Works can be
identified in small assemblies.  Love can be activated
because needs can be identified.

c.  Stir up a desire to assemble:  Now then,
there are some people who do not want the type of rela-
tionship that is produced by the preceding action of mem-
bers toward one another.  They want to duck and dive
from their responsibility.  To them, this type of an envi-
ronment is too close and too demanding.  They want to
feel comfortable about being religious without the per-
sonal responsibility of having to deal with the problems
of other people.  They want loose bonding and little build-
ing.  They want to sneak into large assemblies in order
to hide on back seats, “perform” a prescribed amount of
“acts of worship,” and then scurry on their way to the
closest restaurant for a Sunday afternoon meal.  They
are perfectly comfortable to begin their “faithfulness”
by an “opening prayer” and conclude it by a “closing
prayer.”  After the “closing prayer,” they like to scurry
out the door, and vanish off into the wilderness of their
own world.  The unfortunate aspect of these beliefs and
practices has been that the leadership has accepted such
as normal church behavior.  As long as an attendance
card has been filled out, everyone is happy.

House churches are different.  It is because of this
difference that many supposedly religious people do not
like the environment of the small group assembly be-
cause they cannot hide in the crowds away from the needs
of others.  It is to these people that Hebrews 10:25 is
directed.  “Not forsaking the assembling of ourselves
together.”  When one does not want the type of “one
another” responsibility with others that is identified with
the nature of the true church in the New Testament, he
or she will leave.  If there is no desire for close bonding
and works building, then there will be forsaking of the
assembly.  The nominal member will forsake the type of
assembly that is identified in verse 24.  Since this was a
problem when the Hebrew writer first wrote, we can
assume that the problem will prevail throughout the cen-
turies as people come to understand that the fellowship
of true Christianity is more than attendance at a reli-
gious assembly.  Church is love and deed oriented; church
is bonding and building.  Anything else is simply a reli-
gious social club to which members show up in order to
keep up their membership.

d.  Stir up exhortation:  Understanding the
thoughts of Hebrews 10:24,25 should give us a flicker
of understanding concerning the dynamic that is estab-
lished in the small groups of members as they assemble
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together to bond and build on the mutual exhortation of
one another.  This helps us understand the dynamic of
the first century church.  The house assembly forces us
into the type of “one another” relationship and mutual
activity that is explained in Hebrews 10:24.  A relational
dynamic is established in a small group of Christians
that explodes into the community of the house church.
Mutual exhortation of one another produces an electric
enthusiasm that permeates every individual of the group.

We are always amazed when we read of the explo-
sion of growth of the first century church.  We usually
pass this off by saying that there was an unusual recep-
tivity in those days.  As stated previously, I question this
reasoning.  It is true that people were searching.  But
there are people who are always searching.  In the midst
of oppression and false religions, people are always
searching for truth.  In the first century, Judaism was
one of the most stringent, traditional religions that the
world has ever known.  It still tends to be that way today
in Palestine.  But it was out of the environment of this
religion that the church was born and grew.  The phe-
nomenal growth of the church was not in the receptivity
of the people.  It was in the message of the gospel that
was sincerely believed by a fellowship of believers
who learned something about a dynamic and empow-
ering fellowship with one another.  That fellowship
drove them to be strong and evangelistic in an environ-
ment of great hostility.

The assemblies of the first century church weeded
out the uncommitted.  The closeness of their one an-
other relationships produced assemblies that only the
truly converted desired.  And thus the converted and en-
thusiastic were bound together in weekly and daily as-
semblies wherein they energized one another by inner
relational love and work definitions.  Since enthusiasm
is contagious, they infected one another with a holy heart
burn that took them into all the world.  They had more
conversions because they had more commitment.  They
became excited about sowing the seed because they be-
came excited about seeing the need for world evange-
lism.  They marched out of their homes into a world at the
tune of a vibrant chorus, “To the work, To the work ....”

The point is that when we experience close encoun-
ters of the same kind, individual potential is drawn from
within each of us as we encounter one another.  Hidden
talents are discovered and implemented.  The power of
the individual is ignited, and then, the power of the one
becomes a dynamic force when grouped with others.  This
is what members of house churches discover.  What sin-
cere Christian would not want to be a part of such a group?

It is the power of love that draws disciples to one
another in order that we work with one another in devel-
oping ourselves toward eternal dwelling.  This is the
purpose of assembly (church).  Assemblies must grow
through love that draws people together.

When one is a member of a large single-assembly
church, he or she finds it easy to become lost in the crowd.
Certainly, there are those who want to be hidden from
personal attention while at the same time feeling com-
fortable with as little commitment and as little personal
involvement as possible.  But people who are truly com-
mitted to serving Jesus want more than attendance at
assemblies.  People who seek God seek others.  They
want people involved in their lives and they want to get
involved in the lives of others.  Sincere Christians want
to serve others.

One of the unfortunate side effects of the urban en-
vironment is that individuals are isolated from one an-
other.  We are alone in the midst of multitudes.  And in
our isolation from one another, we become lonely.  When
we are lonely, we become depressed.  Some of the most
depressed people in the world live in large urban cen-
ters of the world.

Now this brings us to the very core of the purpose of
church, and what church should be and do in servicing
the inner personal needs of every person.  Since church
is people, then people must learn how to interrelate with
one another in an environment of struggle.  Our interre-
lation with one another as individual members of the
church must be founded on mutual trust and dependence.
We must learn and practice a biblically defined social
norm that God knows we must have in order to be true
candidates for eternal cohabitation.  And unless we learn
and practice this biblically defined norm, we will re-
main as we are and the world will go unevangelized as
we sit comfortably on our pews on Sunday morning.
Here is how church works in developing candidates for
heaven and evangelists for the world.

A. The need for confession:

Chapter 17

A SENSE OF BELONGING
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If we are any type of social person, we will invari-
ably say things we should not.  We are human, and be-
ing human is manifested every time we cause offense.
Offense is invariably caused by something we say.  James
wrote, “For in many things we all stumble.  If anyone
does not stumble in word, the same is a perfect man,
able also to bridle the whole body” (Js 3:2).  If one has
offended another in word or action, and is conscious of
his offense, the only way he can clear his conscience is
to confess his wrong to the one he has offended (Mt
5:23,24; 18:15-17).  If he does not do this, his relation-
ship with the person he has offended will be damaged, if
not broken.  It is necessary, therefore, that in being the
community of God we must establish occasions and en-
vironments wherein confession to God and one another
can be carried out on a regular basis.  Regardless of
whether one meets in large or small assemblies of the
church, environments must be established wherein indi-
viduals can approach one another with confession, for it
is through confession that we gain a sense of belonging.

B. The confession of struggle:

There is another aspect of confession that also must
be implemented within the family of God.  James wrote,
“Confess your trespasses to one another, and pray for
one another ...” (Js 5:16).  Some translations read, “con-
fess your faults” to one another.  This may better ex-
press what James is trying to convey.  When we use the
word “sins” or “trespasses,” we often think only of those
things we have done against one another in reference to
the law of God, or sins directly against God.  But I think
James is referring to a broader field of burden bearing.
When we are struggling with our jobs, with trying to be
good parents, or dealing with the unrighteous peer pres-
sure of others, we need to confess our struggles with
these situations in order that others help bear our bur-
dens.  James is dealing with more than the violation of
law.  He is dealing with our struggles of “missing the
mark” in learning how to live with our fellow man.  We
need the help of others.  And thus, we need others to
whom we can confess our struggles in order to gain from
them love, understanding and counsel.  When we fail in
our relationships with others, then we need to confess to
them our failures, and then move on.  At the same time,
when we habor unforgiveness, the unforgiveness will
develop into bitterness.  One cannot have the heart of
God if his or her heart is full of bitterness.

C. The environment for confession:

Small group assemblies produce an environment

wherein James’ commandment in James 5:16 is fulfilled
in the lives of members on a regular basis.  Those who
do not want to have this close relationship usually feel
uncomfortable in such a setting, and thus leave the rela-
tionships of such close encounters.  But they are cheat-
ing themselves.  The dynamic of the small group is de-
veloped in those who stay together and take advantage
of the help of others.  When those who stay have reached
the closeness of relationship that a small group natu-
rally develops, then it is easy to understand the dynamic
that is generated in the church by members continually
confessing their struggles in life to one another.  Con-
fession helps us stir one another into loving action.  It
helps us to connect with one another in a way whereby
we can better meet the struggles of life.

Church leaders must understand that new converts
must first grow into the type of environment that encour-
ages “confessing our struggles to one another.”  Those
who come out of a very insular world will often find it
difficult at first to join in the personal relationships that
are established in house assembly dynamics.  However,
when their apprehensions are overcome, they will under-
stand the necessity of having someone or a group to which
they can communicate on a very personal basis.

D. The serendipity of confession:

Some have viewed the concept of confessing our
struggles to one another from a negative perspective.
They think such is debasing, humiliating and presents a
situation for others to take control over one’s self.  But
this is our insular Western culture speaking.  What James
is stating is the key to bonding and developing a secure
character.  When viewed from a positive perspective,
mutual confession both in marriage relationships and
church fellowships promote mutual dependence on one
another, and thus a sense of belonging to one another.
When this relationship builds within a marriage or church
as a group, bonding occurs.  Love abounds.  And who
would want to forsake an opportunity to be loved?  Who
would want to forsake an opportunity to be helped, talked
to, hugged, prayed for, and encouraged to hang in there?

Discipleship does not involve one over one, but one
on one.  When true discipleship takes place within the
family of God, fellowship occurs as God would have it.
And when this level of fellowship occurs among God’s
people, individuals are strengthened by one another’s
presence.  This is the answer to attendance at the assem-
blies of the saints.

The first century church was dynamic because it was
able to get past “Good-morning, how-are-you” relation-
ships.  Members were together in a relationship that al-
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lowed each person the privilege of confessing his or her
struggles to one another and praying for one another.
This concept of New Testament Christianity is often for-
eign to those who have for years practiced estrangement
from one another in churches that required shallow per-
sonal encounters between members.  It is strange to those
who have felt that attendance at an assembly of the saints
is the only requirement for “faithfulness.”  But if there
is to be a paradigm shift from “estrangement Christian-
ity” to relational Christianity, we must restore our mu-
tual dependence on one another through mutual confes-
sion of struggles.

As brother/sister relationships in a physical blood fam-
ily, there are always disagreements.  However, after the
disagreements, there is makeup and confession.  Makeup
and confession give every family member a mechanism
for reconciliation and belonging.  If confession never ex-
ists, then the family will break apart.  So it is with the
family of God that has been purchased with the blood of
Jesus.  Churches that have developed an atmosphere
wherein confession freely exists, are churches with mem-
bers who have a great sense of belonging.  Churches who
are confessing their struggles in life, are churches who
have bonded hearts to face the trials of life.

Keep in mind that confession must be learned.  This
is especially true in cultures that greatly emphasize male
pride, which is characteristic of about every culture of
the world.  It is also particularly difficult in Western cul-
tures that encourage individualism and competitiveness.
We feel that our individualism and competitiveness are
under attack if we expose our inabilities to others.  If we
confess our faults, we feel that we lose an edge in our
competition with our fellow man.

Western urban culture has a tremendous struggle in
understanding and applying the mandate of James 5:16.
What James commanded seems to go directly against
the individualistic and competitive nature of the West-
ern culture.  Nevertheless, members of the Lord’s body
must learn how to move past pride, individualism and
competitiveness in order to move closer to one another.
We must learn to lean on one another by laying our-
selves before one another in confession and prayer.

One house church leader once said to me, “When I
come Sunday morning and my wife and I have had an
argument during the week, we ask for the group to pray
for us.  After the prayer, and the help of the group, we
then move on.”

Does this sound too close?  If it does, then maybe
we do not understand the nature of the fellowship that
should exist between brothers and sisters in Christ who
are preparing themselves to live with one another for-
ever in an eternal heaven.  If we are to go brain dead in

heaven or are turned into robots, then we will not have
to learn how to be open with one another.  Maybe heaven
will have an urban culture and we can insulate ourselves
from one another.  Or, maybe heaven will be full of cor-
ners, one for each of us to go off and live on our own.
But I do not think heaven will be this way.  Therefore, it
is imperative for the sons of God to learn how to confess
to one another here on earth in order to be proper candi-
dates for heavenly dwelling.

Herein is the serendipity of the house church.  In
house churches we are together in small groups.  We
learn to live in close contact with one another.  We learn
to be loving and forbearing.  Paul wrote, “Let your for-
bearance be known to all men” (Ph 4:5).  So where do
we learn to be forbearing in our daily work with one
another?  The house church develops the loving atmo-
sphere wherein individuals learn to be forbearing with
one another.  People learn to work together with their
faults, and thus people learn to work on their faults.

Keep in mind what we are trying to discover.  We
are trying to discover the dynamic in fellowship that
drove the early church to be a mighty force that eventu-
ally won over the opposition of the Roman Empire.  It
was a force of change that swept across the world to the
point that it was talked about everywhere (At 28:22).  It
turned the world upside down.  If we truly want to re-
store this dynamic in the world today, then we need to
get past believing that the first century world was some-
how more receptive than the world today.  We have used
this excuse long enough.  It is time to start looking at
ourselves and not the world in which we live.  The na-
ture of the world has not changed for two thousand years.
But the nature of the church has.  I am calling for a
paradigm shift to the nature of the early church.  But in
order to do this, we must take a serious and honest look
at what church should be in the eyes of God and in the
hearts of those who believe.  If you are still with me in
the reading of this book, I pray that I have challenged
you to take an honest look at your own commitment to
the will of God in restoring relational Christianity, and
subsequently evangelistic Christianity.  As the church
we must fulfill the mission of Jesus to reach the world.
This is not an option, but a mandate.  If we claim to be
gospel obedient people, then it is the gospel that should
drive us into the lives of others.  Gospel living is simply
defined by the fact that those who have obeyed the gos-
pel in baptism are living out in their lives the grace that
they have received at the cross.  Gospel obedient people
walk in gratitude of that which they have received
through the grace of God at the cross.  There are, there-
fore, no idol gospel obedient people, for gospel living
people live in thanksgiving.
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The industrial revolution that began in the mid-eigh-
teenth century has now had a little over two centuries to
develop its own unique culture in the urban world.  Now
that we have moved into a new postmodern world, soci-
eties in urban centers are again being changed.  They
are being changed into a new and dynamic culture that
will take urban societies into another century or two of
human relationships.  Since secular humanism has such
a hold on Western culture, Christians better hang on to
Jesus and His word in this new era into which we are
rapidly moving.

However, there are some positive aspects about the
postmodern culture  The end of the twentieth century
and beginning of the twenty-first century have experi-
enced the birth of a postmodern leadership that is team-
oriented and functional in relationship building.  No
longer is dictatorial, autocratic and demanding leader-
ship the norm of the leadership of the business and po-
litical world.  Democracy has conquered dictatorial com-
munism, and now we are moving into a new century
where people want to make a choice.  But in making
choices, people must learn to work together.

Successful businesses operate on the principle of re-
lationships that nurture the dissemination of informa-
tion and cooperation between management and labor,
which results in a team effort in the work place.  Suc-
cessful government is now viewed as a government that
is skilled in conflict resolution.  Instead of going to war,
the democratic government movement of this century
urges parties to the negotiating table.  Dictators are
viewed as relics of the past.

An assortment of managerial books have come out
on the subject of relational leadership in the last two
decades.  All of these books seek to move societies closer
to relational management in order to continue business
and industrial development in a high tech world.  The
general advice of these books is that “all of us need to
become better at listening, conversing, respecting one
another’s uniqueness, because these are essential for
strong relationships.”7:39  It is true that we are no longer
in this new world disconnected from one another.  We
must connect in a world of relationships, not only in
church, but also in the societies in which we live.

This is a perspective from the secular world of busi-
ness, politics and the general culture of people as a whole.
Because we live in this world as the church, we are a
part of this quantum cultural process.  A leadership that

is successful in our world is one that is based on func-
tional relationships.  This is how the quantum flow of
society functions.  It is also the nature of leadership about
which Jesus spoke two thousand years ago.  “And who-
ever of you desires to be the first will be bondservant of
all” (Mk 10:44).

When we discuss leadership in house churches, what
Jesus said is precisely what we seek to restore in our
relationships among members of the body of Christ.
Leadership is based on relationships, not positions of
authority.  House churches do not seek to be centered
around a power figure, but around loving servants who
have a genuine relationship with one another.  But in
order to have these relationships, we must “... become
better at listening, conversing, respecting one another’s
uniqueness, because these are essential for strong rela-
tionships.”7:29  When these skills are implemented, a dy-
namic relational power is unleashed as people learn the
skills of functioning together in society.

And herein is the powerful dynamic of the house
church.  Individuals are brought together into a relational
environment of communication and sharing by a small
group of people.  Every member of the church who has
come out of a single-assembly church into the environ-
ment of a house church experiences this same phenom-
enon.  They are truly overwhelmed by the dynamic rela-
tional atmosphere which empowers the individual
through group encouragement.  In the house church,
people are not just talking “at” one another.  They are
communicating with one another.  The individual can
become a part of the whole, and thus, experience the
power of the whole.  Isolation vanishes into incorpora-
tion.  And as the group functions together as one, indi-
viduals are empowered to dig up buried talents with
which they can glorify God.  As relationships are en-
hanced, the individual excels to his or her greatest po-
tential.

This brings us to a discussion of church leadership
and the general function of our leaders in the church of
the industrial/business world.  Is our leadership rela-
tional, and thus, based on the process of interpersonal
communication?  Or, have we developed a boardroom
leadership that slips decisions out under the door to the
people they are supposed to be leading?  Whatever we
might evaluate the present leadership in the church to
be, we must remember that church leadership must be
based on the word of God.  Without this control over
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our leaders, we will certainly revert to an autocratic style
of leadership that is not only contrary to Jesus’ mandate
in reference to servanthood leadership, but also out-of-
touch with a newly educated generation of young minds
who seek to determine their own destiny.  It is for this
reason that we must be cautious about the “structure” of
our leadership in relation to those who are led.

Gregory Vlastos once said, “The distinctive thing
about fellowship is its lesson of self-subordination.”17:333

And so it is.  It is easy to lord over a large group of
people when one’s leadership has digressed to handing
down dictates.  However, when one submits himself to a
close fellowship with those in his house church, things
are different.  Dictatorial leaders have a very hard time
in keeping people coming to their house.  The great ones
among us, therefore, are those who make themselves the
slaves of all.  We naturally flee the presence of dictators
and gravitate to slaves for service.  It is for this reason
that the multiple-assembly church weeds out leaders who
do not dedicate themselves to the ministry of the saints
(See 1 Co 16:15,16).

House churches must have relational leaders.  If lead-
ers cannot stand the smell of the sheep, then the sheep
will not show up.  The true test of a leader in the church,

therefore, is if he can draw the sheep unto himself
through service.

Church is the realization of true human contact.  It is
the community that God intended to exist for our prepa-
ration for eternal dwelling with one another.  It is in this
community, therefore, that examples for relationship
building must exist.  If it truly exists among our leaders,
then we are on our way to true character building.  The
community fellowship that is produced in a small group
is the foundation upon which leaders are born and de-
veloped.  If you are transitioning from a single-assem-
bly structure to a multiple-assembly fellowship of the
church, you will have to wait for the surprise that will
be coming in leadership.  First generation leaders have
to struggle to be relational leaders.  However, those young
people who grow up in house churches will have been
truly discipled concerning the behavior of a leader of
the church.  They will have grown up at the feet of a
godly leader sitting in a house, not on a distant front
pew in an assembly of a mass of people.  Second gen-
eration multiple-assembly church leaders do not have a
load of personal baggage they must discard in order to
be relational leaders.  They simply need to behave as
they grew up in the church.

When we come to the subject of leadership working
among the saints, we must review our concept of the
function of leaders today with the function of leaders
among members of a typical church in the first century
whose members were scattered throughout a city.  If there
is a difference between now and then, we must make
some necessary changes in order to restore a logistical
function of the first century multiple-assembly church
leadership.  Once we see how elders functioned in the
first century churches, we will be able to easily apply
the same function today.  However, as we survey through
the function of first century shepherds, I believe many
shepherds are so functioning today.  I will challenge you
to look at some things that might cause you to study
again your concept of the house assembly of the church.
But when it comes to the function of elders among the
sheep, the church today is not much different in the func-
tion of elders than what was happening in the first cen-
tury.

A.  Reevaluating membership logistics:

We have always taught that elders must be desig-
nated in the church.  This is certainly a New Testament
teaching.  However, the traditional view of what consti-
tutes a “local” church has made it almost impossible for
elders to be designated in most mission church situa-
tions.  In a  typical Western single-assembly church of
one hundred members that would be considered a local
church, there would possibly be two to three elders.
However, this same setting of a one-hundred member
church in a mission setting would be different in refer-
ence to the assembly of the saints.  The members that
would compose a one-hundred member multiple-assem-
bly church would be meeting at different locations in an
urban or rural area.

The average attendance of Sub-Saharan single-as-
sembly churches in Africa in 2000 was sixty-two adults
and children, which figure included about double the
number of children found in the typical American church.
At the same time, the average attendance in American
churches was a little over one hundred.  In the Western
church, the members have an assortment of automobiles
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they use to accumulate the one-hundred-member single-
assembly church.  In the Third World or mission area,
the automobiles are not there, and thus, the sixty-two
adults and children have a difficult time getting together
in a single assembly.  Therefore, according to our tradi-
tional view of designating elders in a “local” single-as-
sembly church, the Western church has the privilege of
having elders because they are more mobile in getting
more adult members together in one place.  The Third
World church must go without elders because they are
immobile, and subsequently, will always meet in small
groups.

This scenario makes us rethink the concept of what
constitutes a local congregation.  If a local congregation
is defined by the number of members that can get to-
gether into one place on Sunday morning, then we have
problems.  Not only is this not a New Testament defini-
tion of a local church, it is not practical in real-world
settings.  As stated before, designating elders is not de-
pendent on the ability of the members to meet together
at the same place.

The fact that we have thousands of small single-as-
sembly churches throughout the world who have not
designated elders for decades should awaken us to the
reality of what some Western interpretations have done
in crippling churches.  The Western interpretation of el-
ders in their work with the sheep must be reexamined,
first in view of what the New Testament actually states,
or does not state, and then in view of the practical situa-
tion of the world church, not just the Western world.  (I
must confess that when I moved into and worked with
Third World churches over thirty years ago, my perspec-
tive of practical New Testament teachings has somewhat
changed.  The reason for this is that the Third World
environment is much closer to the first century environ-
ment in reference to economics and mobility.  My inter-
pretations of Scripture, therefore, have become more
practical to real-world settings.)

B. Revaluating church “territory”:

God instituted that shepherds, (or, elders) should
work among His flock.  They should see after the flock
in order to care for the needs of every sheep (At 20:28).
They should give spiritual leadership by being an ex-
ample to the church in teaching, work and godly living
(1 Pt 5:1-3).  As slaves to the needs of others, they should
pass out their phone numbers to every member, and be
ready for service when called upon to minister to the
spiritual and physical needs of the suffering and weak.

When discussing the subject of several small groups
of Christians meeting throughout a city, either in the first

century as explained in the New Testament, or the es-
tablishment of the same today, the subject of the func-
tion of elders always comes up.  Questions arise because
people generally have a “Western” understanding of the
historical background of the assembly of the church in
the first century, or the function of elders among the sheep
who live throughout a metropolitan area today.  Most
people are programmed to the single-assembly, church-
building religious culture that prevails throughout the
religious world today.  Because of this, it is difficult for
them to be objective in their study of the New Testa-
ment work of elders in reference to a Third World set-
ting.  For this reason, they believe that the establish-
ment of clusters of small groups that work as one church
in a region or cluster of villages is somehow a threat to
something they suppose the Bible teaches.  I want to
reassure you, however, that what multiple-assembly
churches are trying to do is simply restore the New Tes-
tament function of both the church and shepherds in their
work with the flock of God.  As we study through the
New Testament on this subject, I believe you will agree
that the practicality of the function of the New Testa-
ment church is just as relevant today as it was in the
immobile first century environment.  Shepherds, there-
fore, can work today in urban cities or village areas where
there is no singular meeting of all the members of a lo-
cal church under one roof.  The church simply exists in
these areas because there are baptized believers.  Re-
gardless of how these members meet, they function as
one body.

As we reason ourselves through some basic concepts,
I believe we will discover the basic reason why some
would object to the concept of city elders, or elders func-
tioning with clusters of multiple small groups of Chris-
tians.  The objections usually center around traditional
practices, rather than New Testament practice and teach-
ing.  But what I will point out is the fact that there should
be no objections to the concept of city elders, especially
from the biblical perspective.  The reason that there
should be no objections is because almost every urban
eldership in existence today practices the concept of city
elders.  I believe you will agree with me on this point as
we journey through the logical conclusions of what we
are actually doing in the present function of church el-
ders.

We must always keep in mind that our present tradi-
tional practices should not be used to establish truth.
Nor should we read our traditional practices into the be-
havior of the New Testament church of the first century.
When discussing the function of shepherds among the
flock, there is much room for opinion.  If you are a stu-
dent of this subject, one of the first discoveries that you
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have made in this area of New Testament teaching is
that there is little definition in the New Testament con-
cerning the specifics of how elders (shepherds, or pas-
tors) are to function in carrying out their work with the
sheep.  Generic principles are given.  But the Holy Spirit
has left the specifics up to us.  How elders desire to carry
out their responsibilities is in the area of opinion.  It is
for this reason that we should caution ourselves about
establishing any dogmatic rules concerning how elders
should go about fulfilling their responsibilities.

In order to answer questions concerning the desig-
nation and work of elders, we must understand how des-
ignated elders functioned in the first century.  There were
no church buildings in the first century church into which
all members of the church in a city were drawn together
for assembly.  The single-assembly local church did not
exist in the New Testament after the church grew be-
yond the seating capacity of any one home.  There were
no purpose-built church buildings in the second or third
centuries to accommodate the growth of the church.
There were no large assemblies in areas where the church
was originally established.  The temple was not a place
of worship, especially in the winter seasons.  Neither
was the Jewish synagogue a place of assembly for the
church of local communities.

When they were allowed, Christians went to the syna-
gogues for contact with the unbelievers.  This is why
Jesus went there.  This is why Paul went there.  But
usually, Paul and other Christians were run out of the
synagogues after a few lessons on the fact that Jesus
was the Messiah.  However, there were possibly some
meetings in those synagogues where the majority of the
Jews converted to Jesus.  This would be indicated by
James’ use of the word sunagoga in James 2:2, if indeed
James is even referring to a Sunday assembly of the saints
in this context.  Nevertheless, the use of the Jewish syna-
gogues was not a common place of meeting for Chris-
tians since there were relatively few synagogues through-
out the Roman Empire compared to the number of Chris-
tians.  Christians thus met in their homes.  No credible
church historian questions this fact.  Therefore, any defi-
nition concerning the function of elders in their rela-
tional leadership with the church must be in view of the
first century function of elders in cities among the saints
who were meeting in their homes.  This is a consistent
rule of interpretation by which to understand texts that
deal with the assembly of the saints and the function of
elders.

1.  City elders in the New Testament:  There are
actually only two key passages we must again consider
in a discussion concerning the supposed “territory” of

the work of elders.  These passages are Acts 14:23 and
Titus 1:5.  In Titus 1:5 Paul instructed Titus to designate
elders in every city.  In Acts 14:23, when Paul and Barna-
bas returned through the cities of Lystra, Iconium and
Antioch, they designated elders in every church.  The
Titus 1:5 passage speaks of the church in every city,
which church was composed of members meeting in their
homes.  Paul had just left Crete when he wrote Titus.
There were no church buildings in which the members
were meeting.  There were only converts scattered
throughout the cities of the island.  Paul instructed Titus
to designate elders in every city in order that the elders
go from house to house teaching and maturing the saints.

We would correctly assume that Christians were
meeting in their homes in the Acts 14:23 passage be-
cause the churches in Lystra, Iconium and Antioch were
only a few months old when Paul and Barnabas desig-
nated elders.  It is highly unlikely that they built a church
building in this short period of time.  They could not
have been meeting in the synagogue, for they were run
out of the synagogue.  The only place they could have
been meeting was in their homes.  Now add to this the
fact that the churches in the cities of Lystra, Iconium
and Antioch had surely grown beyond the “seating ca-
pacity” of one house. This would mean, therefore, that
there were at least two assemblies in each of the cities
of Lystra, Iconium and Antioch.  There were multiple-
assembly city churches in Lystra, Iconium and Antioch
when Paul and Barnabas designated elders in these cities.

Now if Titus 1:5 is the commentary of Acts 14:23,
then the situation was that Paul and Barnabas designated
elders of the church in the city of Lystra, the city of
Iconium, and the city of Antioch.  And actually, this is
the way the Acts 14:23 passage reads.  They returned
through Lystra, Iconium and Antioch and designated el-
ders in the church of each city, just as Paul later gave
instructions to Titus in Titus 1:5.  This interpretation is
historically consistent and one that simply makes more
sense than the belief that there were single-assembly
churches in these cities.

2.  City elders in the Old Testament:  This brings us
to another look at the elders of Israel in the Old Testa-
ment.  In discussing the purpose and work of elders,
notice the phraseology that is used in reference to the
“territory” of the Old Testament elders.  Throughout the
instructions concerning the work and function of elders,
it is stated, “elders of his city” (Dt 19:12; 21:19,20; 25:8),
“elders of that city” (Dt 21:3-6; 22:18), “elders of the city”
(Dt 22:15-17), “elders of the town” (1 Sm 16:4), and “el-
ders of every city” (Ez 10:14).

Though the phrase “elders of Israel” is the most com-
mon phrase used in reference to the “territory” of all the
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elders of the twelve tribes of Israel, their area of specific
work was within the cities of Israel.  When we come
into the New Testament era, we can thus better under-
stand what Paul meant in Titus 1:5.  Elders were desig-
nated for the church in every city, which church was
meeting in houses throughout the cities.  City elders were
a common Old Testament practice, which practice cer-
tainly prevailed with the Jews throughout the Roman
world in the first century.

3.  City elders in Babylon:  I do not know if Peter
used the word “Babylon” in 1 Peter 5:13 figuratively in
reference to Rome, or literally in reference to the actual
city of Babylon.  Regardless of how he used the word,
he was in “Babylon” when he wrote 1 Peter.  In chapter
5 when he addressed elders, he stated, “I who am a fel-
low elder” (1 Pt 5:1).  I find it hard to believe that the
apostle Peter as an elder (1 Pt 5:1), was the elder of only
one small group of Christians who met together at the
same place in a house in Babylon.  And since the church
where he resided at the time 1 Peter was written was
probably meeting in a house, it becomes extremely im-
probable that he was one of a plurality of elders in that
single meeting group of a few Christians in a house.

If “Babylon” refers to the city of Rome, then Justin
Martyr’s reply to Rusticus, a Roman official, that Chris-
tians meet wherever it is convenient is historical evi-
dence that Peter was not an elder who sat on the front
pew in a church building in Rome.  There were no church
buildings in Rome at the time Justin Martyr lived, and
he lived many years after Peter.

C. Reevaluating the shepherds among the sheep:

With the establishment of a cluster of house churches
in a particular urban center or rural region, only the el-
ders need to be mobile.  If we discard the definition that
a church is a local congregation because of the ability of
the members to meet together at the same place, then we
can better understand the New Testament environment
in which elders were designated in every city.  We can
better apply the New Testament teachings concerning
the work of elders in their relational movement among
the flock, though the members are meeting at different
places throughout the city on Sunday.

The elders who have been designated to shepherd
the flock need to be the only members of the church
who have to be mobile.  They can more easily move
among the flock in a region than the entire membership
of the church can move in order to meet together at the
same place.  Add to this the fact that the members can
individually go to the elders.  Since the purpose of the shep-
herds is to advise and counsel, then those who need advice

and counsel can go to the elders where they live.
Sometimes the impractical nature of something mani-

fests that the practice is surely something that God would
not bind on man.  Here is an example.  I remember the
struggles of one of two elders of an urban church in Bra-
zil when I lived there.  This elder arose early Sunday
morning.  He, his wife and children then began their
journey to the assembly of the saints.  They took a twenty-
minute bus trip to the train station.  They then took about
a thirty-minute ride on the train.  They concluded their
journey to the assembly by a fifteen minute taxi trip from
the train station to the church building.  The elder spent
about one fourth of his monthly salary on getting his
family to and from the “local” church assembly three
times a week.  Is this practical?  Or, is this just a burden
we have bound on the backs of our Third World breth-
ren?  Are there some things here that we need to re-
evaluate in reference to our elders in Third World situa-
tions?

The point here is that the establishment of many
groups of members who meet at different times in dif-
ferent places throughout a city allows the opportunity
for designated elders to function among multiple-assem-
bly churches.  Individual elders can work among those
members who are in their communities.  In Third World
urban areas, the entire membership of a church is not
mobile.  This is even true of Third World village areas
where members must meet in many small groups in dif-
ferent villages that are in close proximity to one another.
Therefore, because of the immobility problem of the
membership, it is always difficult to get enough mem-
bers together into the same house in order to designate a
plurality of elders.

Though some would say that all members must be
assembled in the same house in order to be considered
an autonomous church, this is neither a biblical nor prac-
tical definition of a local church.  The lack of mobility
has left Third World rural and urban churches without
elders for decades because we have burdened the breth-
ren with a “Western” definition of a “local” church.
Brethren have been taught that a local church is a local
church only if it can be a single-assembly group on Sun-
day morning.  As a result of this teaching, many churches
have generally not been able to get enough people to-
gether into one place to have a large enough assembly to
designate a plurality of elders.

Since the members of Third World churches do not
have the opportunity for mobility and funds for the build-
ing of expensive meeting halls for the assembly of great
numbers, then the necessity for a cluster of small
churches is real and necessary.  However, instead of this
being a hindrance, it is an opportunity to excel in church
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growth.  Evangelists can be left to do what they are sup-
posed to do and elders can follow in their trail with the
shepherding and teaching of the flock.  The meeting of
multiple small groups of Christians as a cluster of as-
semblies that constitute a local church presents the op-
portunity for a plurality of elders to be designated among
many members.  The one-hundred member church may
be meeting in different groups on Sunday morning, but
instead of consigning the small groups to be without el-
ders for the rest of their existence, elders can be found
among them in order to shepherd the needs of the flock
which functions as a local church.

D. Reevaluating the sheep with the shepherds:

In view of the fact that there are no mandates in the
New Testament concerning how elders should carry out
their work among the flock of God, we would assume
that God has given us the freedom to make some practi-
cal applications, depending on our circumstances.  One
of these suggested practical applications would be pat-
terned after the function of elders in the Old Testament
where people did not have great mobility in reference to
the function of the elders.  There were elders in every
city of Israel as previously stated.  However, where the
elders were in the cities is also specific.  In a specific
situation that involved the desires of a brother not want-
ing to take his dead brother’s wife, he was instructed to
“go up to the gate to the elders” (Dt 25:7).  Solomon
spoke of the husband of a virtuous woman whose “hus-
band is known in the gates, when he sits among the
elders of the land” (Pv 31:23).  When Jeremiah wrote in
lamentation over Israel, he spoke of the elders who had
“ceased gathering at the gate” (Lm 5:14).  Here is my
point.  The people knew where the elders were located.
They were at the gates of the cities.  They were in
neutral territory.  After discussions at the gates of the
city, they and the people could go home.  When some-
one needed counseling and help, they knew where to go
to find help from the elders.

The necessity of going to the elders is obvious.  One
cannot be helped if he or she does not want help.  Tak-
ing the initiative of going to the elders expresses a de-
sire to seek help and teaching.  Sheep follow shepherds.
And where the shepherds are with their loving service,
there will also be the sheep.

I grew up as the son of a farmer.  Among other live-
stock, we had several hundred sheep on the farm.  I thus
know somewhat about the behavior of sheep.  I learned
from my father numerous lessons about the behavior of
these innocent animals.  One specific lesson I learned
was the behavior of sheep in their relationship with their

shepherd.  When my father drove in the pasture among
the sheep, they would all look his way.  If he stopped his
pickup truck and stood outside, the sheep would wander
toward him.  The sheep recognized both the pickup truck
and the shepherd.  They were accustomed to his feed-
ing, for there were usually fresh bales of hay in the back
of the pickup truck to be freely distributed to the sheep.
When a shepherd works among his sheep with feeding,
they will naturally come to his presence.

When Jesus said that the great ones among you would
be the servants of all, He knew our behavior.  We be-
have like sheep.  When loving servants show up, sheep
come.  Jesus’ principle of leadership was leadership
through loving service, not dictatorial lordship.  When
hungry sheep know they are going to get fed a barn-
stored “bale” of love, they will come.  Place the shep-
herd at the gates of the city and the sheep will be there.

E. Taking another look at church autonomy:

There is a biblical concept of freedom in Christ in
the New Testament, though there is always room for more
discussion on this matter.  It is certainly a fact that the
Jerusalem church did not exercise control over the Corin-
thian church, neither did Ephesus seek to control the
churches in Antioch, Iconium and Derbe.  There was no
world hierarchical system of control of churches in the
first century.  The reason for this is simple.  The more
control that is exercised over the sheep, the more the
sheep are intimidated into conformity, the greater their
loss of freedom in Christ.  And the more the sheep are
forced to conform to an ecclesiastical order, the greater
the risk of apostasy by those who are in control if their
lives are either morally ruined or doctrinally stained.

The New Testament teaches that we must cooperate
as disciples throughout the world, but not control one
another either as individuals or assemblies.  All disciples
must seek to be unified, but not controlled into unifor-
mity.  When all members are subject to the one head,
Jesus Christ, then there is freedom among all to be sub-
missive out of choice.  If there is no freedom in the per-
sonal life of the believer in his or her relationship with
Jesus, then there is no free-will submission.  The same
is true with the universal church as a whole.  If city
churches do not have freedom to willingly be submis-
sive to the one Lord Jesus, then the disciples lose their
free-will as members of the universal church.  If they
are not free, then they often invent some worldwide gov-
erning body to take control.

There can be no universal rulers in the kingdom other
than the King of kings.  There can be no other heads in
the church other than He who is head of all things.  Our
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freedom to submit to the one King of the kingdom and
Head of the universal church thus tests our sense of broth-
erhood.  Since we have submitted to the same King and
Head, then we are a universal brotherhood.  But this
brotherhood is maintained by our individual free-will
submission to Jesus, not to a controlling body on earth
that would clone everyone into uniformity.  We are thus
free from one another’s control over our lives because
we are individually connected to Jesus by our personal
submission to His will.  He is the vine.  We are the
branches who are scattered throughout the world.  Our
brotherhood is the serendipity of our personal submis-
sion to Jesus as the one vine.  Freedom in Christ is the
guarantee that we will allow one another to submit free-
morally to Jesus on a personal level outside the control
of any man.  We are free, but not autonomous from one
another.

A review of the first century setting of the function
of elders in the following chapter reinforces the preced-
ing points of this chapter.  If we are objective, we will
discover some fascinating information concerning the
function of elders who shepherded a cluster of small
groups that were meeting specifically in the cities, towns

and villages of the first century world.  We are given
little information about rural settings of the church.  The
New Testament seems to focus on the cities, specifically
where Paul traveled.

In studying through the historical examples of New
Testament churches, please be prepared to sacrifice some
traditional concepts of the function of elders that have
been handed to us by a reactionary theology against
churches that operate with hierarchal systems of con-
trol.  To a great extent, reaction against hierarchically
controlled churches has distorted our view of church au-
tonomy and the work of elders.  But we must remind
ourselves not to interpret church history from the view
point of these hierarchically controlled churches.  Our
practical understanding of the function of elders in the
first century makes sense when we apply the same func-
tion to churches throughout the world today.

Elders must function as shepherds among the flock
in servicing the needs of the flock.  Any other function
is not according to the servanthood relationship the shep-
herds are to have with the flock of God, and thus leads
to shepherds being dominant over the flock.  Dominant
shepherds are lords of the flock.  Dominate leaders steal
God’s sheep.

Acts 15 is the first mention of elders in the church in
Jerusalem.  I have always thought it interesting that in
Acts 15 elders are just there, about fifteen years after
the establishment of the Jerusalem church.  There is no
recorded ceremony for their designation, no emphasis
on either position or supposed office.  They are just there
in the text at the time of the Acts 15 event.  It would
seem that if God placed as much emphasis on the “posi-
tion” or “office” of elders as some do today, instead of
their work, we would have some type of ceremony re-
corded in Acts concerning the designation of the Jerusa-
lem “eldership.”  But it is not there.

The function of elders is something that naturally
arises out of spiritual growth.  Their existence is not
centered on “position,” but function.  If we focus on
their work, then there is little problem about power
struggles within their supposed “positions” of authority.
When the church starts focusing on some position of the
elders, then we are headed for a control structure of the
church where men can bind on earth what God has not

bound in heaven.  Both Paul and Peter foresaw in their
writings the lordship exaltation of elders coming in the
church (See At 20:29-31; 1 Pt 5:1-3).  We must not deny
the fact that this problem happened in the early church.
Therefore, we must not assume that something as this
will not happen in the church throughout history.  In
view of the historical fact of lordship elderships, we must
never allow the abuse of what God has designated to
exist in the church to distort our understanding or appli-
cation of New Testament principles and practices.  Sim-
ply because there have always been abuses by elders in
that they sometimes become lords of the flock, does not
justify developing any reactionary theology in reference
to their function.

Since house church assembly was the means of as-
sembly of the early church, then we must understand
church autonomy and the function of elders in view of
this undisputed historical fact.  Regardless of our be-
liefs that may have been handed to us from our large
single-assembly, church-building oriented tradition, we

Chapter 20

EXAMPLE OF CITY ELDERS IN JERUSALEM
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must guard ourselves from reading this methodology into
the function of the early church.  Neither should our re-
action to erroneous church behavior we have experienced
in the misguided religious world by apostate religious
groups, be allowed to detour us from understanding the
application of God’s word in defining the work of shep-
herds.

This brings us to the historical setting of Acts 15,
which is a record of a particular problem that prevailed
in the early church.  It was a problem of Jewish legalism
that was threatening the very existence of the church
(At 15:1,2).  The problem was so severe, that a special
assembly of the church was called in Jerusalem.  With-
out going into detail concerning the problem, it is inter-
esting to note who was called together to deal with the
problem, and how the church, under the inspired direc-
tion of the apostles, made a decision concerning the prob-
lem.

Luke recorded that Paul and Barnabas, with others,
were commissioned by the church in Syria to “go up to
Jerusalem to the apostles and elders concerning this
question” (At 15:2).  These were the elders of the entire
city of Jerusalem, not just the elders of one single-as-
sembly church on Central and Main.  Keep in mind that
this event took place about fifteen years after the estab-
lishment of the church in Jerusalem.  The church at this
time in Jerusalem could have had several thousand mem-
bers who were meeting in houses throughout the city.

When Paul and Barnabas arrived, Luke records that,
“they were received by the church and the apostles and
elders” (At 15:4).  Notice that they were received by
the church.  They were not received by the churches of
Jerusalem, but by the church of Jerusalem.  Therefore,
it was not the elders of the churches of Jerusalem, but
the elders of the church in the entire city of Jerusa-
lem.  If we were writing the account according to our
present-day practice of church autonomy in cities we
would have said that they were “received by the
churches” of Jerusalem.  But this would be reading our
present-day denominated church interpretation into the
text.  Luke was not using the statement, “the church” to
refer to all the “autonomous” churches in Jerusalem.  This
is not what he was saying.  He simply said “the church”.

Luke also recorded, “Now the apostles and elders
came together to consider this matter” (At 15:6).  The
elders of the one church in Jerusalem came together from
all over Jerusalem in order to have a meeting concern-
ing the problem.  If the church in Jerusalem was autono-
mous, it was an autonomous church of the entire city, of
which there were elders for the entire cluster of house
churches meeting throughout the entire metropolitan area
of Jerusalem.  These elders came together from the en-

tire city, not from an autonomous “Fifth Avenue Church,”
“Ninth Street Church”, and “Downtown Church.”  None
of this denominating of the church can be understood
from the text of what is stated in Acts 15.

After speeches were made during the meeting, “it
pleased the apostles and elders, with the whole church,
to send chosen men of their own company to Antioch
with Paul and Barnabas ...” (At 15:22).  Notice how
Luke recorded what happened.  He stated that the Jerusa-
lem elders, with the whole church of Jerusalem, not
churches, consented to what was said.  They then chose
men “of their own company” to go with Paul and Barna-
bas back to the church in Antioch.  What company (fel-
lowship) was this?  Is this not the church of Jerusalem?
Chosen men were designated out of the company of the
church of Jerusalem to return with Paul and Barnabas.
The “company” did not refer to Paul and Barnabas and
those visiting Jerusalem.  They were the ones leaving in
order to return to Antioch.  The word “company” refers
to the church of Jerusalem from which representatives
were chosen to accompany Paul and Barnabas back to
Antioch.  These representatives were from the one church
of Jerusalem, not representatives of supposed autono-
mous churches in Jerusalem that were denominated
throughout the city.

Barsabbas (Judas) and Silas were chosen to return
with Paul and Barnabas (At 15:22).  Luke records that
these were “leading men among the brethren” (At
15:22).  They were leading men of the church in Jerusa-
lem.  They were not leading men of a particular church
in Jerusalem.  They were leading men of “the brethren”
(the church) in Jerusalem.  They were men who were
working among the assemblies of the church of Jerusa-
lem, and thus were “leading” because they were known
by all the church groups of Jerusalem.  The fact that
they were known as leaders indicates that they were
circulating among the churches in order that they be
known by all the house groups of the entire city of
Jerusalem.  That should give us some idea of what at
least evangelists should be doing, that is, circulating
among the house churches, not settling in with only one
group.

 Luke continued his account of the Acts 15 event by
saying that a letter was written to those outside Jerusa-
lem, to those Gentiles in Antioch, Syria and Cilicia where
the problem prevailed that was discussed during the
meeting.  The letter originated from “the apostles and
elders and brethren ...” (At 15:23).  These were the
apostles in Jerusalem, the elders in Jerusalem, and the
church (brethren) in Jerusalem.  All the apostles, elders
and brethren were considered the one church in Jerusa-
lem.  Nowhere in the text is the plural word “churches”
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used to identify the brethren in Jerusalem.  The word
“churches” in reference to the Jerusalem Christians is
just not there.

When Paul and Barnabas, with representatives from
the church of Jerusalem, went forth from Jerusalem, they
took the decrees that were “decided upon by the apostles
and elders who were at Jerusalem” (At 16:4).  Again,
the emphasis in reference to elders is to all the elders at
Jerusalem, not the elders of the church in general or even
in the area of Judea.  They were the elders of the whole
church at Jerusalem.  It is for this reason that the state-
ment, “the church” in the context of Acts 15 does not
refer to the church in general, but to the specific church
at Jerusalem.

The situation concerning the elders and church in
Jerusalem remained the same for many years after the
Acts 15 meeting.  When Paul returned to Jerusalem af-
ter his third missionary journey, there was still one church
in Jerusalem, and still elders of that one church.  Luke
recorded, “And when we came to Jerusalem, the breth-
ren gladly received us.  Now the following day Paul went
in with us to James, and all the elders were present” (At
21:17,18).  All the brethren composed the Jerusalem
church.  All the elders were the elders of the one Jerusa-
lem church.  What other conclusion would one make
from these clear statements?  If we want to say that these
were representative elders and brethren from several au-
tonomous, local churches in Jerusalem, then we are read-
ing something into the text that it does not say.

From an objective reading of the book of Acts,
Theophilus, to whom the book was originally written,
would assume that there were elders of the one church
in Jerusalem.  Since there were no church buildings in
Rome where Theophilus was probably living, he could
come to no other conclusion than to believe that there
was one large church in Jerusalem whose members were
meeting in various homes throughout the city, just as in
Rome.  He would also conclude that there were elders
functioning among the members of the church through-
out the entire city.  Now if we interpreted this historical
setting from the view of individual autonomous churches
scattered throughout the urban area of Jerusalem as some
do, then we would come to a different conclusion than
Theophilus.

The historical setting of multiple groups of the church
meeting throughout Jerusalem establishes a principle that
should give some relief to our brethren throughout the
world.  Whether the church is meeting in a metropolitan
area or in a village region of Africa, the principle stands
that a “local” church can be defined as a cluster of many
groups meeting in a particular locality, even though they
have to meet at different locations on Sunday.  The fact

that they have to meet in small groups in different loca-
tions because of mobility problems and lack of finances
to build church buildings, does not mean that they are
forever doomed to be without elders because they can-
not get a plurality of elders in each small house church.

Remember, the definition of a local church is not its
ability to be a single-assembly church on Sunday.  Since
many brethren do not have this privilege because of trans-
portation and money problems, they have to meet in dif-
ferent homes in the same area.  Just as the elders of
Jerusalem, and other New Testament elders who func-
tioned among the cluster of groups who were living and
meeting in a particular locality, so elders can be desig-
nated in similar situations today.  Regardless of where
the members meet, the important point is where they
live.  All of the members may not be able to meet at the
same location for worship because of where they live,
but this does not mean that the elders cannot go to them
in their homes.  This is what elders have always done.

Instead of forcing the entire church to transport it-
self to a common assembly center for worship once a
week, why not transport the elders from house to house
as they did in the first century?  If individual members
need the counsel of the elders, then they can go to the
elders instead of the entire church to the elders in a church
building.  Most elders function today by going from
house to house.  The only difference between large-as-
sembly churches in industrial/business urban centers to-
day and Third World churches is that the members of
the large single-assembly urban churches in First World
situations have the privilege of transporting themselves
in large numbers to a common location on Sunday.  But
this privilege of the members has absolutely nothing to
do with the function of shepherds going from house to
house to carry out their responsibilities of shepherding
the flock.

Since the Jerusalem elders functioned on the foun-
dation of the members meeting throughout the city of
Jerusalem in houses, then we must come to the text of
Acts with this understanding.  Whatever difficulties we
may have in understanding the text because of a lack of
detailed information must not detour us from this inter-
pretation.  We must not allow our present circumstances
and function of the church to be the rule by which we
interpret the Jerusalem situation.  The simple fact is that
the Jerusalem elders functioned among many house
churches of thousands of members.  They were not com-
ing together into the same place for assembly on Sun-
day.  Since God did not give us the details of how the
elders functioned in this situation, we are left with lib-
erty to come up with our own ideas.

My purpose is to challenge you to rethink the func-
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tion of elders in the context of the Jerusalem situation,
not in the context of what is practiced today in the West-
ern church.  Therefore, with the Jerusalem context as
the background, we must journey throughout the rest of
the New Testament world to see if we find the same
situation with other churches of the first century.  There-
fore, when one asks how elders should function among
so many house churches in a particular city today, the
answer is that they should function as the Jerusalem el-

ders functioned among the house churches of Jerusa-
lem.  I have always found it interesting to discover that
people easily see the elders of Jerusalem functioning
from house to house among the members.  But they have
a difficult time seeing the same happen today among
house churches throughout a city.  It is for this reason
that we need to be urged to be consistent in our applica-
tion of these historical biblical truths.

It is not difficult to envision the function of shep-
herds of the flock as they labored among the sheep in
Jerusalem and other New Testament urban centers.  Since
it was the nature of the sheep not to be denominated
from one another, then it was the nature of the shep-
herds to cooperate together in carrying out their duties
to a united flock.  Shepherds lived throughout the city of
Jerusalem, as well as other urban centers.  This was the
case with the elders in Ephesus and Crete where we have
added information concerning the life and work of el-
ders.  There is harmony of all information on this sub-
ject in the New Testament that confirms the concept of
city elders functioning among a united church in urban
centers throughout the New Testament world.

A. City elders in Ephesus:

As was discussed in a previous chapter, there was
more than one group of Christians meeting in the city of
Ephesus.  At one time, there was the church in the house
of Aquila and Priscilla (1 Co 16:19).  There was possi-
bly another group of about twelve disciples who were
rebaptized by Paul (At 19:1-7).  After the mass conver-
sion in Acts 19, there were certainly other groups that
were established throughout the city of Ephesus, since
the church surely grew beyond the seating capacity of
the house of Aquila and Priscilla and the house of the
rebaptized twelve.

When considering the New Testament information
about the church in Ephesus, we are given the impres-
sion by Luke that there was only one church in the city,
though this one church met at different locations through-
out the city.  However, the New Testament emphasizes
that there was only one church in the city.  Even by the
time the book of Revelation was written, John addressed
“the church of Ephesus” (Rv 2:1).  Since Revelation
was probably written the latter part of the first century

or even before A.D. 70, we can assume that the Chris-
tians’ meeting in the houses of Aquila and Priscilla, and
the rebaptized twelve, had long outgrown the houses of
these first Christians.  This is a reasonable conclusion
that is drawn from the nature of the rapid growth of the
early church.

We must go back in time from the writing of Rev-
elation to the time Paul initially visited Ephesus a few
years after the establishment of the Ephesian church by
himself, Aquila and Priscilla in Acts 18 & 19.  Aquila
and Priscilla first established a church in their house in
Acts 18 when Paul left them on his way to Jerusalem
(At 18:19).  Though it is not stated specifically, we must
assume that they started the church in their house when
they first arrived.  At least, when Paul wrote 1 Corin-
thians from Ephesus a year or so later, there was a church
meeting in their house (1 Co 16:19).

Acts 18:24-28 mentions Aquila and Priscilla present
in the synagogue of Ephesus on Saturday.  We must keep
in mind that the synagogue was not a place of worship.  It
was a cultural center of the Jews who came there on Sat-
urdays for the reading of the Old Testament Scriptures.
The particular incident that is mentioned in the preceding
text took place on a Saturday, not at a meeting of the saints
on Sunday.  I say this because of the nature of Apollos’
arrival and delivery of his messages.  He first “spoke and
taught diligently the things of the Lord” to the church
when he first arrived in Ephesus (At 18:25).  However,
Acts18:25 states that after his speaking and teaching dili-
gently to the brethren, “he began to speak boldly in the
synagogue.”  What probably happened is that he first
found the brethren and spoke to them.  Then after speak-
ing to at least one of the house churches, he began speak-
ing in the synagogue.  Luke’s reference to his speaking
“boldly” was not in the context of his speaking to the
brethren.  His bold speaking was in reference to his work
among unbelievers in the synagogue.

Chapter 21
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We do not know how long after meeting with the
brethren that Apollos began to speak in the synagogue.
It was possibly a week or so.  The text just says he spoke
initially the things of the Lord, and then began to speak
boldly in the synagogue.  Since he was confused on the
subject of baptism, I assume he never encountered the
house group of Aquila and Priscilla before he went to
the synagogue, which could be possible since Aquila and
Priscilla did not know of the house group of the rebap-
tized twelve before Paul encountered them.  What we
do know is that it was in the synagogue where Aquila
and Priscilla came into contact with Apollos after his
initial arrival, since they went to the synagogue on Sat-
urdays to hear the Old Testament Scriptures read, as well
as make contacts for possible conversion.

Some commentators have assumed that Apollos
started the house group of the twelve disciples that Paul
later rebaptized (At 19:1-7).  He could have started this
group before he met Aquila and Priscilla while preach-
ing in the synagogue.  After being instructed by Aquila
and Priscilla, he went on to Corinth before rebaptizing
these disciples in the name of Jesus.  When Paul later
revisited the city, he encountered the twelve and then
rebaptized them.  However, it is probable that they had
visited Jerusalem during the ministry of John the Bap-
tist, but before the ministry of Jesus.  They had simply
been meeting since that visit which was probably about
twenty-five to thirty years before Paul met them.

After Aquila and Priscilla were left in Ephesus on
Paul’s second missionary journey, and after the incident
concerning Apollos, the church continued to grow in the
city.  Many groups started assembling throughout the
city.  As stated before, we assume that the rebaptized
twelve continued meeting in their house after they were
rebaptized.  Then in the context of Acts 19, there was a
mass conversion which surely increased the member-
ship of the church beyond the houses of Aquila and
Priscilla and the house of the rebaptized twelve.  Luke
recorded that the word of God grew mightily in Ephesus
(At 19:20).  In Acts 19 Luke records that it grew might-
ily among the Gentiles.  The church had grown in Ephe-
sus so much that it even endangered the idol making
industry of the city (See At 19:24-27).

Though the church grew tremendously in Ephesus,
we have no record of church buildings being built or
Christians meeting together at the same place at the same
time on Sunday morning in order to constitute a local
church of Ephesus.  The Holy Spirit used Luke to con-
vey to us that He wants us to focus on the growth of the
church in the city of Ephesus.  The assembly of the saints
was left to the discretion of the saints.  It is for this rea-
son that how the saints meet is a matter of opinion.

Whether in purpose-built buildings or in houses, the as-
sembly of Christians is not considered to be a criteria
for determining a local church.

If one can envision the tremendous number of mem-
bers meeting throughout the city of Ephesus, then it is
easy to understand what Luke meant when he recorded
Paul’s revisit to the area on his way back to Jerusalem in
Acts 20.  He came to the island of Miletus and “sent to
Ephesus and called the elders of the church” (At 20:17).
This was the church of the entire city of Ephesus, which
church consisted of a cluster of many groups meeting
on Sundays at different locations throughout the metro-
politan area.  There was no denominationalizing of the
church as some have assumed the situation was in Ephe-
sus.  Luke simply stated that the elders of the church of
Ephesus were called to meet with Paul.

During the Miletus meeting, Paul reminded the el-
ders of how he was with them from the first day when
he came to Asia (At 20:18).  He was with the elders of
the church of Ephesus, not the churches of Ephesus, nor
the elderships of the different churches of Ephesus.  He
had taught them “publicly and from house to house”
(At 20:20).  He exhorted them, “Therefore, take heed to
yourselves and to all the flock, among which the Holy
Spirit has made you overseers, to shepherd the church
of God ...” (At 20:28).  “All the flock” refers to all the
members of the church in Ephesus.  The elders were
“among” the members of the church in Ephesus.  There-
fore, they were to shepherd the church of Ephesus which
included all the saints of the city of Ephesus.

The elders of Ephesus functioned as the elders in
Jerusalem.  They moved among the members through-
out the city.  On Sundays, several groups were meeting
in different homes.  However, in the work of the elders,
they were moving among the members of the city.  Since
the work of elders involves function rather than posi-
tion, the Ephesian elders functioned among the mem-
bers from house to house.  This work of the elders does
not depend on how the saints assembled.  Their work
involves individuals they encounter from house to house.

B. City elders in Crete:

It is not difficult to understand what Paul instructed
Titus to do in Titus 1:5.  “For this reason I left you in
Crete, so that you should set in order the things that are
lacking and designate elders in every city ....”  If the
text “says what it means and means what it says”, then
we must assume that Titus did just that.  He designated
elders for the church in every city of Crete.

As stated in a previous chapter, I believe Titus 1:5
interprets what Paul and Barnabas did on their first mis-
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sionary journey in Acts 13 & 14.  A few months after
they had established the church in each of the cities of
Iconium, Lystra and Antioch, they returned to these cit-
ies (At 14:21).  When they did, “they designated elders
in every church” (At 14:23).  In view of what had hap-
pened in Jerusalem, Ephesus, the cities of Crete, and
other cities where the church was established in the first
century, they designated elders in the multiple-assem-
bly church of every city.  Emphasis was on the disciples
meeting in the cities, not on supposedly independent,
autonomous, individual meeting groups of Christians in
separate church buildings throughout each city.  In
Iconium, Lystra and Antioch, they did not designate el-
ders in each house church.  They designated elders ac-
cording to the instructions of Titus 1:5.

In the city house church situation of the first century
we can better understand why Paul instructed Titus to
“ordain” (KJV) (better, “designate”) elders in every city.
The Greek word kathistemi that Paul used in Titus 1:5
means “to set forth.”  The elders were to be set forth in

the city, that is, identified before the entire church.  Since
house groups were meeting throughout the metropoli-
tan areas of the first century cities, those who were to be
identified as shepherds of the flock had to be identified
before the entire city church.  In order for the sheep to
know where to go to find spiritual food, they had to know
the shepherds and their addresses.

The practical application of the function of elders as
in Jerusalem, Ephesus, Crete and other New Testament
areas where elders were designated, is applicable today.
Single-assembly church elders are functioning today as
they did in the first century.  Here are some points that
challenge our thinking in reference to the practical work
of elders in the first century.  They are also points that
support the fact that most elders today who work in ur-
ban centers are functioning as city elders did in the first
century church.  They are thus city elders and functioned
throughout the city in which they lived.

Now someone might argue, “How can there be el-
ders of the church functioning in a city of house churches,
when the members live throughout the city?”  I would
answer that they would function in the exact same way
elders are presently shepherding in cities today.  Con-
sider the typical church in a large metropolitan area as,
for example, Toronto, Canada.  Consider the typical
single-assembly church meeting in a church building in
Toronto.  Suppose this single-assembly church has five
hundred members.

Now consider where these members live in the city.
If you are an elder in Toronto, mark on a map where the
members live.  I would say the members of the Toronto
single-assembly church are typical members of the
church in a typical urban center.  They are scattered
throughout the city of Toronto.  They get in their cars on
Sunday morning and drive from all over the city of
Toronto in order to arrive at a common place of meeting
on Sunday morning.  But are they members of the church
of Toronto, though they are scattered throughout the city
of Toronto?  Certainly.  And are the elders, therefore,
functioning with these members of the church of Toronto,
though the members are scattered?  Certainly.  Where
the sheep live does not hinder the function of the shep-
herds if the shepherds can be among the sheep.

Now one cannot bring up the fact that there are count-
less other single-assembly churches in Toronto.  That is
beside the point, and possibly a fact that proclaims our
own sectarian thinking and denominational practices.
The fact remains that the elders of the single-assembly
Toronto church of our example are functioning with one
church that is composed of members who live through-
out the urban center of Toronto.  If this church were the
only “local” church of Toronto, assembling in only one
building, then the elders of that church would be the
city elders of the church of Toronto.  The members
would live throughout the city.  But the elders would
still function as city elders, working from house to house.

Now if for some reason, the church house burnt down
and the members had to meet in their homes, would we
disband the elders?  Would there now be many “local”
autonomous churches in Toronto without elders because
the following Sunday after the church house burnt down
the membership had to meet in the homes of the mem-
bers?  This scenario presents the reality of the church in
many world urban centers who have no buildings.  These
churches cannot even get to the point of building a build-
ing that can burn down.  So why would we not allow
them to have a plurality of elders though they have to
meet in small groups throughout the city?  The only dif-
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ference between multiple-assembly and single-assembly
churches is the fact that one has the privilege of building
and assembling at a designated location on Sunday morn-
ing.  The members of the other church have to meet in their
homes.

A. City elders function together:

If you are of the traditional view that elders can be
elders of a church only if the members of that church
can come together into one place on Sunday, you still
believe the same thing that is taught in the Scriptures
that we have examined in this and the previous chap-
ters.  Our interpretation is the same.  Your only prob-
lem may be that there is another “local” church in
Toronto besides the preceding example church.  This
church also has elders of the city of Toronto.  They also
have their work of shepherding a membership that is
scattered throughout the city of Toronto.  They even sup-
port with you the same orphans’ home, the same retire-
ment center, and sometimes the same foreign evange-
lists.  Both churches are working together, but meeting
as elders in different rooms and places in order to make
decisions.  Now the problem is that the elders of these
two single-assembly churches do not meet and work to-
gether as one group of elders, and the members do not
meet in the same place.  Because churches in urban cen-
ters today meet in this manner, we must not read this
division into the church of Jerusalem or Ephesus or any
other city of the first century.  I am sure the elders met
together then, though the members had to meet in their
homes because there were no church buildings.

B. City elders in urban mission centers:

Now consider this from the practical view of church
establishment in mission areas.  As Paul, we go to a par-
ticular village, town or city of thirty to fifty thousand in
population.  A church is started in the house of a con-
vert.  We designate elders who function with this group
of Christians who meet in this house.  Now we meet in
this house until it grows beyond the seating capacity of
the house.  Because a group of only twenty-five to fifty
meet in this house, we have no money to build a multi-
thousand dollar building in this metropolitan area.  Even
if we did, maybe we do not want to build a building, but
rather put our money into evangelism in order to con-
tinue our growth.  Therefore, we simply decide to meet
in two houses on Sunday morning.  Now are we two
autonomous churches because we are not meeting to-
gether?  Are the elders relieved of their responsibility to
care for the souls of the second group meeting in a dif-

ferent house?  Suppose we have only two elders and one
decides to meet with the second group.  Must we now
dissolve the elders because we have supposedly two au-
tonomous churches, and thus, cannot have a plurality of
elders in each group?  Now suppose we grow to five or
ten or twenty house churches throughout the village,
town or city.  When do we stop being the one church?
Do we stop being the one church in the village, town or
city simply because we cannot all meet together on Sun-
day morning?  Are we going to make these groups many
“local” autonomous churches without elders because we
cannot build a large purpose-built church building in
which all members can meet?

If one contends that all the members must meet in
one place in order to be classified as a “local” church,
then he is forced into an unbiblical position on this point.
If one says that the elders can be the elders of a church
only if that church has the ability to meet together at
the same place on Sunday morning, then he has taken
the position that a church is constituted to be a local
church simply because of its ability to assemble in one
place.  If one takes this position, then he must scramble
throughout the word of God in order to find proof for
this definition of a “local” church.  But the fact still re-
mains that in the typical commuting single-assembly ur-
ban church, elders are functioning as city elders because
the membership of a typical urban church is scattered
throughout the typical urban center.

One can take the position that “parallel” autonomous
single-assembly churches can exist in the same city.
However, one would certainly be misreading the New
Testament if he assumed that this is the manner by which
the first century church functioned in cities.  What we
have previously studied concerning the New Testament
situation of city churches presents the opposite of what
seems to be a common practice today.  There is nothing
wrong with parallel autonomous single-assembly
churches in the same city.  But it would be erroneous to
contend that this is the pattern by which the church must
organize itself throughout the world.  We cannot bind
on others the unfortunate division that prevails in the
church in many Western cities.

In the typical Western urban center, members drive
by one or two “assembly centers” (church buildings) in
order to get to the assigned location of meeting in order
to be considered a local church under the oversight of a
group of elders.  So here we are in industrial/business,
mobile cities, driving by one another on Sunday morn-
ing.  Can you imagine this happening in Jerusalem on
Sunday morning two thousand years ago.  Would mem-
bers walk by one church building on their way to an-
other?  One might be able to whiz by on the freeway,
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unnoticed by elders and members in the church houses
that are bypassed.  But if we lived in Jerusalem, or Ephe-
sus, or Corinth, we would probably have to walk around
the block or down alleys in order not to be spotted by a
neighboring house church, and thus, embarrassed.

The present denominating of churches within urban
centers has developed what some of these churches con-
sider to be a problem.  It is the practice, and sometimes,
the problem of “sheep stealing.”  This is the paranoia of
one church being afraid of “their” members being en-
couraged to go to another church within the same city.  I
personally believe that those who either practice or en-
courage such have truly digressed to a sectarian mental-
ity of denominationalism.  Why do church leaders think
they have a hold on any sheep?  Is this not the spirit of
lording over the flock?  Possibly some churches are con-
cerned about maintaining the budget?  If so, then are we
not carnal, functioning as lords who seek to boast in our
numbers?  In being and behaving as such, we destroy
the city fellowship of the church.

Members in urban centers often get involved in run-
ning from one church to another.  One reason for this is
that members chase preachers.  They go where they think
the best preacher is located.  As preachers change, so do
these members.  Would it not be interesting if we did
what was practiced in the first century?  Move the preach-
ers around from church to church.  This would certainly
settle down floating members who chase preachers.
These members would not know from one Sunday to
the next who would be preaching.  Has the Western
church become so denominational and clergy-oriented
that it could not do this?  It is not that a located preacher
is wrong.  It is wrong that members do not step forward
and preach the word themselves.

C. City elders among the flock:

I have no better word to use in this discussion than
the word “territory.”  It is a word that has a lot of bag-
gage, but for lack of a better word, I will use it for this
discussion.  When I use the word, please keep in mind
that I am referring to the personal influence and contact
a shepherd would personally have with the sheep.  Those
sheep who are outside the practical personal work of the
shepherd would not be in His “territory.”  Those sheep
would be under the oversight of other shepherds.

The “territory” of elders is determined by their abil-
ity to be with the sheep.  The “territory” of the shep-
herds of any church is determined by what Peter said in
1 Peter 5:2.  “Shepherd the flock of God that is among
you.”  There is nothing difficult about understanding
what Peter said.  As long as the shepherds can be among

the sheep, then they can be shepherds of those sheep.
The physical “territory” in a Third World situation may
be smaller because “foot mobility” would be less than
car mobility in the industrial/business world.  But as long
as the shepherds can get to the sheep, and the sheep to
the shepherds, then the shepherds can shepherd the flock.

In order for shepherds to look after a great number
of sheep, the Old Testament function of elders illustrates
an optional practice of working with people.  The elders
sat at the gates of the cities and the sheep came to them.
However, I believe even this can be abused.  I heard of
one sheep who traveled for 1,600 kilometers (1000 miles)
to meet with an elder because there were no elders in his
area.  The fact remains, that when it comes to the area of
the shepherding of elders, there are no defined geographi-
cal borders.  Peter simply said that shepherds are to work
with the flock that is among them.  As long as the shep-
herds can be among the flock and the flock among them,
then they can do their work.  The fact that the New Tes-
tament does not speak of the “territory” of the shepherds
indicates that we cannot speak here where nothing is
said.  God simply wants us to use our discretion.

Some have promoted the erroneous concept that the
“territory” of the elders is determined by the ability of
the sheep to gather into a common corral on Sunday
morning.  If the sheep can get to the church house on
Sunday, and punch in their membership on the church
register, then these sheep are under the oversight of the
“local” elders.  This may appear to be a good idea, but
the fact remains that this is not a New Testament teach-
ing.  If you think it is, then I challenge you to come up
with proof for a few concepts that this idea assumes.
First of all, one has to prove that a “local” church is
defined by the ability of all the members to come to-
gether at the same place for a common meeting.  Sec-
ond, one has to prove from the Scriptures that oversight
by the elders is confined only to those with whom the
elders can physically assemble at a common meeting
place.  Third, try finding a passage that states that one
places his or her membership at a specific “local” as-
sembly (church).  As for me, I placed my membership in
heaven when I obeyed the gospel.  I have not moved it
since.

We must remember that shepherding is not a matter
of territorial authority, but a work in counseling and car-
ing for the sheep among which one is present.  Being a
shepherd of the sheep is not focused on power and posi-
tion, but caring for the welfare of others.  When we view
elders as a board of directors of the church, then we get
into trouble with those passages in the New Testament
that deal with the practical function of elders.  Viewing
the “eldership” as such gets us into difficulty in objec-
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tively interpreting the scriptures that explain that elders
worked among the sheep as servants.  Elders are not on
some level of hierarchial authority.  They are great among
us because they are the slaves to us all.  And to be a
slave, one has to be serving among the sheep.

D. God’s word as the final authority for elders:

We must allow God’s word to determine the func-
tion of our elders among the flock.  We must not be para-
noid about the digressed authoritarian structure of highly
organized traditional religions.  We must not allow these
religions to determine our interpretation of either church
history or church function.  It is true that throughout a
period of a few centuries after the establishment of the
church the pope was named.  However, I question the
Catholic’s interpretation of how this happened.  I also
question our reactionary theology that has driven us to
some extreme conclusions on church autonomy, conclu-
sions that fringe on, if not promote, the denominating of
the church of God.

The church originally had elders in every city, just
like we function today, for the membership of our local
churches is scattered throughout the city.  The city el-
ders continued for centuries after the establishment of
the church on Pentecost.  They continued without any
practice of going Catholic in church organization, though
the abuse of the authority of elders began before the end
of the third century.  However, when Constantine took
over matters in order to bring Christianity into the main-
line of all religions of the Roman Empire, things drasti-
cally changed.  He urged many church leaders to orga-
nize after the hierarchial structure of the Roman Em-
pire.  From that time on, the hierarchy of the Catholic
Church was born and continues to this day.  Many other

religious groups of the world have subsequently followed
the example of the organizational structure of the Catho-
lic Church.  But we must remember that this digression
did not occur for about three centuries after the begin-
ning of the church.  Therefore, the argument that city
elders will naturally digress into a Catholic hierarchy is
just not true.  The leadership of the church only digressed
to such when a secular government took control of the
matters of the church.

While much of the church did follow the hierarchy
of Catholic popes and priests that was patterned after
Roman government, this does not mean that all the
church went into apostasy.  Simply because we have
written records of the Catholic heresy does not mean
that the entire church followed after the model of the
Catholic Church.  If we interpreted church history from
a Catholic perspective, we would come to the conclu-
sion that all the church went the way of the Catholic
apostasy.  But the church did not do this.  The church
continued as usual because good men who are good stu-
dents of the word of God will always continue accord-
ing to the direction of the word of God.  God’s word will
never pass away as long as good men allow it to be their
only authority.

We must keep in mind that when men go wrong, we
must not change either church or doctrine.  We must
focus on those who go wrong in their lordship leader-
ship.  Changing the function of the church because we
are paranoid about apostasy that is lead by lording lead-
ers does not deal with the problem.  We must change our
view of leadership in the church rather than changing
the church.  We must reinvestigate what God wants in
servant leaders rather than placing lords over autono-
mous assemblies in order not to develop a worldwide
Catholic organization.

Throughout the world churches have been meeting
in houses for centuries.  There is nothing new about house
assemblies.  However, what is new in the last two de-
cades is what seems to be a world revival in the restora-
tion of home assemblies.  This revival is a natural devel-
opment from the small group fellowships and evange-
listic meetings that started with large single-assembly
churches in the 1970s.  Large churches began to realize
that they were not growing.  The midweek small cell
group was started by large congregations in order to pro-
mote fellowship.  The idea caught on as people began to

realize that the basic human spirit needed a closer rela-
tionship with other people.  People began to discover
that God intended that we have a closer bond with one
another that was more than the casual encounters we
have at large assembly.  As a result, small groups have
exploded into existence in almost every country of the
world.

On their road to a revival of relational Christianity,
small group meetings produced some surprising discov-
eries along the way.  Those who have met in small groups
have discovered that there is a tremendous fellowship

Chapter 23
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that is developed among group members.  These groups
have begun to grow in close fellowship as members nur-
ture one another.

This desire to be more relational is particularly true
of what was originally referred to as the “X generation”.
This was a generation of society that was born after 1960
and had not yet identified itself twenty years ago when
the term was invented.  The generation has now identi-
fied itself as the postmodern generation.  One of the many
characteristics of this generation is its desire to be rela-
tional in life experiences.  The rise of small groups among
churches, therefore, was in many ways a natural devel-
opment of this generation in the church to become more
relational in their application of Christianity.

The members of cell groups discovered a relational
fellowship that they could not find in the large single-
assembly church.  Their close midweek fellowship was
somewhat diffused when they returned to the large as-
sembly on Sunday morning.  They went from a close
fellowship of ten to twenty during the week to an as-
sembly of the masses on Sunday morning.  In the large
assembly the group members sought out one another
among the multitude of people they hardly knew.  In all
the shuffle to find fellow group members in the large
assembly, they yearned for the fellowship of the mid-
week fellowship group.  What came next was predict-
able and natural.

Cell group members threw up their hands and agreed
to stay as a small group in their homes the following
Sunday.  And thus, the rise of the house assembly move-
ment was reborn.  It was a natural development from those
who have discovered that they can be “church” while meet-
ing in their houses and staying in their communities.  They
can be the local church with others who are also meeting
in their homes down the street.  They did not seek to draw
away from others.  They simply wanted to draw closer
to one another and the needs of their neighborhoods.
In order to promote spiritual growth through personal re-
lationships, some large-assembly churches have discov-
ered the problem and even gone from churches with cell
groups to cell churches.  They have moved the members
into cells on Sunday throughout communities, and yet,
they have remained one church.13

The house church folks are not against buildings.
They are not against large assemblies.  They only desire
that on a regular basis, members should have a greater
participation in one another’s lives in order to stir up
love and good works.  They want to change their focus
from confidence in large assemblies to confidence in
one another’s personal and individual support.  They have
discovered this in small assemblies in the warm atmo-
sphere of the members’ homes.

The following points are some of the reasons Chris-
tians have sought a revival in relationships with one an-
other, and subsequently, a restoration in their relation-
ship with Jesus through small group assemblies.

A. Revival in our personal relationships:

One of the first motives for establishing small groups
is to get to know one another.  When Christians start
learning how to know one another in a small group en-
vironment, they start understanding the God of love.
Though the final goal is to establish a greater relation-
ship with Jesus, house church members have discovered
that in order to get Jesus in their lives, they must get into
one anothers’ lives.  And in order to get into one another’s
lives, we must learn life skills.  We need a road map to
relationships.

Small church assemblies bring members together on
a regular basis in order to establish closer personal rela-
tionships between those with whom they will spend eter-
nity.  In the insular Western urban world, it is often dif-
ficult for people to establish close personal relationships
because of the busy nature of lives.  Friends at work are
OK.  Neighbors are OK.  But people need relationships
with others that are deeper than casual friends at work
and neighbors.  “Hello-how-are-you?” relationships do
not provide the depth of relationship that most people
desire and need.

Those who are a part of a house church have found
something that is fulfilling in interpersonal relationships.
They have discovered the essence of what God meant
for us to have in relationships here on this earth.  They
have become a part of a relational environment that is a
spiritual factory for developing characters who are fit
for eternal dwelling.  Since heaven will be an eternal
environment of close relationships, it is best to get started
in a church environment that prepares people with rela-
tionship skills that will be used in a heavenly dwelling.

Church was meant to be the environment on earth for
the development of characters for eternal dwelling.  There-
fore, the more relational church is, the better one is pre-
pared for eternal dwelling in heaven.  However, many
members of the church have such an impersonal connec-
tion with one another that they are not being prepared for
heaven.  Their fellowship with others is so weak, that they
do not have an opportunity to interact in an environment
wherein sharp edges of personality can be rounded and
fine-tuned.  Churches that are solely large assembly ori-
ented struggle in establishing environments where the
members can interact with one another on a personal ba-
sis.  This is one of the deceptive features of the charis-
matic movement of this and the past century.  Members
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of charismatic churches feel good after an emotional out-
burst during an assembly.  However, their ability to lov-
ingly interact with one another on a personal basis is of-
ten according to the norm of ceremonial religions.  Em-
phasis in many of these churches is not on personal rela-
tionship skills, but on a collective emotional outpouring.

Once one takes the initial step to meet in a small
church group, he or she begins to discover the dynamics
by which the early first century church worked.  A new
discovery is made in the meaning of familiar scriptures
that speak of Christian fellowship, unity, multiplication
in members, exhorting one another in a relationship of
personal communication and commonality.  This is a
discovery of how the early Christians confessed their
sins to one another and prayed for one another.  In small
groups we discover how the first Christians did not be-
come lost in the crowd, but were given to a sacrificial
service of one’s entire life.  This is a discovery of how
physical and spiritual needs are easily discovered and
served.  Small church assemblies have led to a better
understanding of what Paul meant when he wrote in
Romans 12:5, “So we, being many, are one body in
Christ, and individually members of one another.”
House church members are members of one another be-
cause they participate in one another’s lives.  Being a
member of one another means being involved in one
another’s lives.  The body of Christ is composed of mem-
bers who are connected with one another.  Once we con-
nect with one another, we will better connect with God.

B. Revival in our relationship with God:

In our efforts to restore the vitality of first century
zeal, we have made almost every effort to restore the
system by which the early church functioned in the first
century.  We have restored correct beliefs.  We have re-
stored doing good works.  We have even “tried those
who call themselves apostles” (Rv 2:2).  We have led
ourselves to believe that if we restored the exact system
that was carried out by the first Christians in a Sunday
assembly, we would somehow restore the spirit by which
they behaved.  In this restoration, we thought we would
restore the relationship the early Christians had with the
Savior.  However, after years of struggle to reach our
desired goal, we have discovered that restoring forms of
worship only brings us to a distant relationship with Jesus
and a spiritual plateau.  Even inventions in worship styles
have not bridged the great chasm across which we all
desire to make Jesus more meaningful in our lives.  We
have not bridged the gap because of the great gulf be-
tween ourselves.  We will bridge the gap when we con-
struct a bridge out of biblical and relational principles.

What was established in our efforts of restoration
was a legal system of behavior.  We showed up on Sun-
day mornings to perform a system of assembly that was
ritualistic and ceremonial.  We led ourselves to believe
that this would somehow lead us to a rewarding rela-
tionship with God.  Assemblies were acted out decently
and in order and we closed the assembly.  But we all
went home with an emptiness we tried to conceal.  We
knew something was missing, but we could not identify
what it was.  We were doing all the right things, but
there was a void that all of us felt could not be filled by
the performance of a legal system of assembly.

We have sought togetherness through a cultural and
ceremonial conformity of all members in one large as-
sembly.  However, instead of being brought together into
one another’s lives, we were being held apart by being
brought together solely in large assemblies.  Pearse and
Matthew were right when they said, “The practice of
‘church’ in which a large-scale regular meeting is the
central feature will not bring us together.  Increasingly,
it is pulling us further and further apart.”1:70  Focus solely
on the large-assembly system keeps us apart because we
have convinced ourselves that this is as close to one an-
other as God wants us to be.  But we are wrong, and we
know it.  Everybody wants close friends.  And we want
our close friends in Christ.

Ritualistic legalism will not bring us closer to God
or our fellow brother or sister in Christ.  If it could, then
the Pharisees would have been spiritual giants.  What
many have believed in this historical struggle is that a
legal system of Christianity can bring one closer to God
and one another.  But it will not.  Legalism can never
deliver continual spiritual growth.  It will begin instant
growth, but this growth will always end in a spiritual
plateau above which one cannot excel.  Performance of
rituals will not bring one as close to God as the human
spirit desires.  What will bring perpetual spiritual growth
is learning how to interact lovingly with one’s brother
or sister in Christ.  The closer we come to one another,
the closer we draw to God.

What house assemblies or small groups can do that
performance of large ceremonial assemblies cannot, is
bring us into contact with our brothers and sisters on a
very personal basis.  Jesus said that we would be known
for our love of one another (Jn 13:34,35).  We would not
be known for our ceremonial assemblies.  We would not
be known for exciting assemblies.  We would be known
for loving one another.  When members confront one
another on a regular basis, love develops as members
are forced into dealing with one another’s struggles and
needs and enthusiasms.  The serendipity of this relation-
ship is a revival in knowing God by knowing how to
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love one another.  Our relationship with God, there-
fore, is developed by learning to love our brother and
sister.  He who loves his brother or sister in Christ knows
how to love God (See 1 Jn 4:7,8).  When we connect
with God, we seek to become involved in His kingdom
business.  The closer we move to Jesus, the more we
revive our involvement in His work.  The closer we grow
to one another, the more spontaneous our care for one
another becomes.  Is this not how church is to work?  It
is for this reason that house churches that have no pur-
pose of work will eventually become stagnant and die.
If we are truly God’s people, we will show our faith by
our works (Js 2:18).

C. Revival in personal involvement:

When we live close to people, we get involved in
their lives.  Consider sitting in someone’s living room
on Sunday.  Across the room is a widow, an orphan, or a
jobless brother who cannot make a payment on his house
or pay the bills.  Are you going to sit there and not get
involved in his or her life?  House churches need no
“involvement ministers” to take member’s hand to lead
them across the living room in order to touch the lives
of others.  Involvement simply comes naturally as mem-
bers begin developing relationships with one another.
When we start knowing one another, we start loving,
and thus start getting involved in one another’s lives.

After Jesus had washed the feet of the disciples in
John 13, He made a very important statement concern-
ing human nature.  “If you know these things, happy are
you if you do them” (Jn 13:17).  The road to happi-
ness is through involvement in the lives of others.  God
made us this way.  The more we serve, the happier we
are.  The quickest way for one to get over depression is
to find a towel and dirty feet.  It works every time.

Members of house churches seek to be involved be-
cause they seek to be close to Jesus.  They are tired of
sitting around with nothing to do other than showing up
on Sunday morning to punch in the time clock of the
“hour of worship.”  When one draws closer to his or her
brother and sister in Christ, involvement just happens.
When love is generated, it must find something to do.  It
is for this reason that those who are nominal Christians
find it very difficult to be members of a house church.
There are no back pews in a living room.  Everyone is
on the front bench in a living room, staring responsibil-
ity right in the face.

D. Revival in male leadership:

One of the essential revivals that takes place in house

churches is the revitalization of male leadership.  Men
can no longer idly sit in their hiding places on a pew
among a large multitude of others who are doing the
same.  In a small group meeting, men must assume their
role in leading the saints to victory.  Regardless of the
feminization of leadership in some cultures of the world,
God directed that men take a leading role in the spiri-
tual leadership of the church.  They should assume
spiritual leadership in their communities.  Since there
are no qualifications for female elders and deacons (See
1 Tm 3:1-10), we must assume that God wants men to
stop holding down pews and get excited about loving in
word and deed.  Too many men are hiding in large single-
assembly churches singing “standing on the promises”
when all they are doing is sittin’ on the premises.  So
where are we in reference to male leadership in the
church in societies where men find themselves suppos-
edly too busy for God?

I have discovered that in the industrial/business
world, where materialism is rife, that men are often so
involved in making money that they have little time for
servicing the needs of others.  They have in many cases
turned their servicing duties in the church over to the
women, and thus sit only in boardrooms to hand down
decisions to the women.  The women have put up with
this nonsense for too long.  They have now decided that
they will just make the decisions themselves.  Male lead-
ers who are now too busy in their “secular” jobs have
agreed to such an arrangement, and thus, church has of-
ten become a woman’s thing.  But this is not God’s plan.

One of the interesting characteristics about the three
thousand plus cultural groups throughout the continent
of Africa is that the church is growing the fastest in those
cultures where men play a dominant role both in soci-
ety, and subsequently, in the church.  Men in these soci-
eties stand up and lead.  They are ahead of the women in
the sense that they have taken the responsibility of lead-
ership.  When this dominant male leadership is expressed
in the church, church growth happens.  It happens be-
cause men are the leadership of the church and preach-
ers of the gospel.  Men are the leaders who take the
church forward.

God never intended for lazy men to sit idly by while
women run the show and do the work.  If a church is to
reach its community, Christian men must arise to the
occasion and manifest an example to their neighbors a
life of godliness and spiritual leadership.  Healthy
churches have strong male leadership.  We do not want
the women to slow down.  We want the men to catch up
and excel in leadership.  We need some real men to as-
sume leadership responsibilities and give women some-
thing to follow.  Thank God for women who have de-
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cided to get on with the work of God regardless of the
lazy male “leadership” of some churches.  We need to
get the men going, off the pews and into the highways
and hedges of a needy world.  We must inject spiritual
life into our male leadership.  Men must rise up and lead.
Rutz was right when he wrote,

Christian men have a general reputation as being less
like John Wayne and more like good ol’ Charlie Brown.
That’s why millions of single Christian women would kill
rhinoceroses with their bare hands to find what they call a
“real man.” You don’t produce “real men” by making
them sit in rows and listen for seventy years.  You do it my
making them stand up and boldly proclaim what’s in their
hearts and in the Word.

What you had in the fourth century was the feminiza-
tion of the church.  It became more suitable for women
than for men.  Before that time, men had somewhere to
go.  Up.  With the constant splitting into more and more
house churches, leadership needs were heavy and par-
ticipation was mandatory.  Also, persecution flushed
out the invertebrates [Emphasis mine, R.E.D].2:175

House churches give more men an opportunity to be
real men in the church.  Instead of the few who do their
performances of “leadership” by saying prayers, serv-
ing the Lord’s Supper, and ushering people in and out of
pews, in house churches a multitude of men are called
upon to get into service.  It is easy to pass off leadership
to others by simply passing around a tray of grape juice
in a large assembly.  But you cannot pass off true leader-
ship when looking across a living room to someone who
is desperately in need of your help.

Leaders in house churches learn how to deal with
people, and thus they see leadership as leading individu-
als who are part of the whole to accomplish great things
for God.  And in this world of confusion and chaos, this
is the type of leadership that is needed.

In a world of darkness and chaos, we need leaders,
not bosses.  We need leaders who will give us an iden-
tity of who we are and what we must do.  We need lead-
ers who will support us when we fall, and build us up
when we succeed.  We need leaders who will point the
way with true biblical values that will withstand the dark-
ness in which we have to walk as a church.  We need
leaders who will invite our participation in a real life
struggle to be victorious as Christians.  We need leaders
who will give us direction through example, not control
through policies and procedures.

The urban church has for too long been stifled by
boardroom leaders who have found it easier to meet and
decide rather than seek and provide.  House churches

are bringing a revival in male leadership to the church.
It is a refreshing wind of change, one that will take the
church to a great victory in this and the decades to come.
With anticipation, I await the future.

E. Revival in community contact:

As the urban culture insulates the individual from
his neighbors, there is a part of the human spirit that is
not fulfilled.  A generation of rural dwellers throughout
the world have moved to the cities for jobs.  In the urban
world, the sense of community has come under attack
by the nature of urban culture.  Walls are built.  Burglar
alarms are installed.  Gates built.  Dogs bought.  Getting
to the front door of the urban house is now a daunting
and dangerous task.  All of this life-style has taken its
toll on the human spirit.  We have become insular, insu-
lated within the confines of our own homes.  In our sepa-
rate and secluded environment, we have set ourselves
up for loneliness

To make matters worse in our urban dwelling, in
doing “church” we transport ourselves out of our com-
munities to a “sanctuary” in some far away part of the
city where we perform our religious ceremonies.  It is
there that we find a “sanctuary” from our communities.
Once the ceremonies in the “sanctuary” are completed,
in the Western culture we return to our conclave via the
local restaurant in order to hide away again until the
next appointed “hour of worship.”

During the bussing years in the American church,
Western churches loaded up children everywhere and
brought them into the “sanctuary”.  These children were
hauled off out of their communities to “safe” places of
worship wherein they were culturally placed into a for-
eign environment.  The invading culture of little people
hassled the older culture of the establishment.  Our “sanc-
tuaries” were violated.  Many young people were con-
verted, but the parents, who were the original target of
the method, largely remained unconverted.  After a few
years of this frustration, buses were sold, and we all
settled down in the mainline environment of a religious
culture after our making wherein we were undisturbed.

Sometimes learning urban evangelism comes slow.
The problem of learning has always been in the fact that
we have focused on a method when we should have been
considering a revival in our Christianity.  By this I mean
that we should have been focusing on keeping the salt in
the community.  Evangelism is not playing church out-
side the presence of our neighbors.  Church is working
among our friends and neighbors on a daily basis.

I remember when I was a part of a five family team
of evangelists working in the West Indies.  My experi-
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ence there will illustrate the alienating practices of our
behavior, which at the time, seemed so right.

All of us moved to the island of Antigua in the West
Indies.  The island was composed of countless small vil-
lages with populations ranging from five hundred to six
thousand.  The capital, St. Johns, had a population of
about 30,000 at the time.  It was our goal to establish the
church throughout the island.  So what do you suppose
was our plan of attack?  You are right.  We were Western
missionaries and we planned a Western church estab-
lishment.  First, we chose the main village in the middle
of the island, ironically named All Saints.  Second, we
found a public meeting hall to which we planned to trans-
port every convert every Sunday morning.

We laid our hands to the plow and went to work.  All
of us picked up our allotment of members and trans-
ported them to the central assembly in the middle of the
island, week after week, month after month.  We would
go to a member’s home village, fetch the members, and
then cart them off to the village where we desired to
have a large assembly.  So we as evangelists turned into
bus drivers, taking members away from their communi-
ties to another community where they did not know a
soul.

We bused the students to the teachers when we should
have been taking the teachers to the students in their
communities.  We could have conducted the occasional
general celebration assembly at a single location.  How-
ever, we had come out of a culture that said a local church
does not exist unless it comes together in the same as-
sembly on Sunday morning.  And besides that, we were
trying to build a “big” church with great numbers that
met in the same building.

The result of our work was that house churches were
never established in the villages from which we trans-
ported members.  If we would have established house
churches in the villages where there was at least one
member, I believe the results would have been different.
We would have established a model that future genera-
tions of the church in Antigua could have followed.
Leaders could have been trained to nurture these
churches, and thus, the permeating influence of Chris-
tians would have stayed in their villages.

The point is that in house churches members seek to
stay in their communities where they know the people.
They stay where they are needed.  If evangelists are
needed, bring the evangelists to the communities, do not
take the members out of their communities to the evan-
gelist.

In the early eighties when I worked throughout the
West Indian islands, it was a common practice for Ameri-
can churches to buy a bus for the local evangelist they

supported.  He followed our example by driving end-
lessly throughout the island, picking up members in or-
der to transport them to the local assembly.  If I lived
there today, I think I would reverse the order of trans-
port.  We would transport the evangelist to the people in
their communities where a house church would be con-
ducted.  In this way, the local church could grow beyond
the seating capacity of a bus.

House churches return the church to the local com-
munity.  As a result, there is a dynamic revival in com-
munity outreach.  Dynamic groups of believers are reach-
ing out to their neighbors in their communities.  The
nature of these relational-driven members is a drawing
power to the communities in which they meet.  When
the dynamic atmosphere of the community of God is
restored in any community, the impact of the members
in the community is tremendous.  Members reach out to
their neighbors both in word and community activity
when they develop a sense of caring for the needs of
their neighborhoods.  It is as one house church member
said to me, “Since we started meeting in our commu-
nity, my life took on a greater image of Jesus because I
had to behave myself before my neighbors.”

House assemblies are conducive to the revival of
some very important New Testament principles that deal
with the Christian’s relationship with his or her brothers
and sisters in Christ.  The advantages move us into our
neighborhoods to do things we would not normally do.
For example, one sister of a house church I knew loved
to bake bread.  She used this as her evangelistic door-
opener to people in the community.  She would make a
couple loaves of fresh bread, take them out of the oven,
and then go immediately to a neighbor’s home.  She
would knock at the door, and hold these steaming, aroma-
filled loaves before her.  When the door was opened, all
barriers were broken down as the aroma of the bread
created an instant subject of conversation.  “I’ve just
baked this bread for you.  Could I talk to you about the
Bread of Life?”  I do not think she ever had someone
say no.

Here is another example of how the house assembly
fellowship moved a South African group to reestablish
relationships with those of another culture whom they
had formerly shunned during the apartheid years of South
African history.  This house group decided as a group of
predominately white cultured South Africans  to visit a
religious group in their area on Sunday morning.  The
group they selected was of another race and culture which
they had discriminated against during the apartheid years.
When they arrived at the place of meeting, the represen-
tative of the house group asked to make a statement be-
fore the congregation.  He was granted the request, and
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subsequently made his way to the front of the assembly.
He said, “We as a group just want everyone here to know
that we apologize for the apartheid actions of our fore-
fathers and ourselves in the past.”  After he made that
statement, the church jumped for joy.  Praising of God
sounded out in the building and tears flowed down
cheeks.  One of the members of the church said before
all, “We used to hate you.  But now we see you are just
like us.  We love you, too!”

The advantages of small house assemblies are actu-
ally biblical concepts that are restored through the dy-

namic of Christians meeting in an environment wherein
the ministry of each member is discovered, empowered
and utilized.  Members are empowered and reconnected
with their neighborhoods.  House assembly is a revival
to be and do what Paul said in Galatians 3:26-28, “... for
you are all one in Christ Jesus.”  And to the Ephesians
he wrote, “For He is our peace, who has made both
one, and has broken down the middle wall of separa-
tion” (Ep 2:14).  House assemblies seek to break down
walls of separation.

Paul wrote that the “husband is the head of the wife
as Christ also is the head of the church” (Ep 5:23).
Headship means that Jesus is the center of reference,
the One to whom we look for relationship and direction.
Jesus came in order to be our mediating link with the
Father.  We connect with the Father by connecting with
Jesus.  Thus the only way to the Father is through Jesus
(Jn 14:6).  It is imperative that Christians maintain a
direct channel to the Father through Jesus.  Doing this
means that Jesus must remain the center of reference for
the individual Christian.  No one has a right to step in
between the Chief Shepherd and His flock.  If we do, we
are sheep stealers.

There are often subtle attacks against the principle
that Jesus is the head of the church, the mediator be-
tween God and man.  What has often happened in the
religious world around us is that some man or organiza-
tion of men has been established as an authority between
the individual and Jesus.  Whether a pope, priest, pastor
or preacher, church leaders in the religious world in
which we live have often taken the place of the
individual’s direct relationship with Jesus.  By their be-
havior and relationship to “their” flock, these leaders
have worked as heads of the church, whether local or
universal.  It is for this reason that we see in the reli-
gious world a concerted effort to get by the control of
men in order to get to the Man, the man Jesus Christ.
People have come to the realization that in order to have
a personal relationship with Jesus, they must step around
earthly religious organizations and popish leaders in or-
der to receive direct permission from Jesus through His
word to carry on with their lives.

Martin Luther was one of the first men of the Refor-
mation Movement to seek to bring down the human bar-

rier of authoritarian religious organizations between man
and God.  He saw in the Catholic Church a dominance
of the priest around which everything in the local parish
was maintained.  He even saw this portrayed in the very
church buildings of the local Catholic Church.  Where
the Catholic priest read the liturgy was from a rostrum
that could be accessed only by a staircase.  Luther wanted
to bring the priest closer to the people.

Luther had one of those high pulpits placed in the front
and center of the church building where the altar had been.
That was new.  Brand new.  And so, dear reader, was born
the mighty Protestant pulpit.  A step in the right direc-
tion, definitely – but still a device that centralized the
monopolized sharing and communication, leaving it
strictly in the hands of paid employees with profes-
sional training – where we sit silently in the pews [Em-
phasis mine, R.E.D.].2:59,60

Luther saw the problem of dominant religious con-
trol, but did not go far enough.  He only put a “protes-
tant” construction on the place of the preacher.  And
thus, the rise of the prominent position of the preacher
was born for centuries to follow.  If we think the church
is immune to the perpetuation of the clergy, then we are
not paying attention, or we are so accustomed to the prac-
tice that we see no problem.

There is no scriptural precedent for the local preacher
as he exists today in the church.  This does not make the
concept of the located preacher wrong.  It was simply
not the manner by which we see preachers announcing
the gospel to unbelievers in the first century.  The domi-
nant priest was born out of the Catholic Church.  The
dominant clergy was born out of the Protestant Refor-

Chapter 24

RESTORING JESUS AS LORD
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mation.  Our preacher’s center-of-reference to the local
church was born out of our infatuation with preachers
and a desire to be like the nations around us.  When we
entered the industrial/business revolution, and then ad-
vanced into the postmodern business generation, we
found it easier to hire things done rather than doing them
ourselves.  But the point is that we can search through-
out the Scriptures and not find one syllable that sup-
ports the clergy/pastoral syndrome that prevails among
us today in so many churches.  The New Testament
teaches the personal responsibility and ministry of ev-
ery member to carry out his or her service to the Lord.
One cannot hire out his or her responsibility to another.

Archaeologists have given the church a wealth of
discoveries concerning the history of the church between
A.D. 100 and 323.  In fact, it is estimated that over 25,000
documents and artifacts have been discovered that make
reference to early Christian practices.  These documents
and artifacts refer to church activities and events.  In
reference to these discoveries, Edwards wrote,

Not one of these 25,000 pieces of papyrus, etc., makes
any reference to a clergyman.  There is absolutely no
mention of a “minister” or “priest” or “pastor” or any
other term for any office or any kind of leadership.

The leaders did exist, but their role certainly didn’t fill
up any space in the brains of the believers who wrote the
letters!  Or their lives!  To the early Christian, his church
elder (bishop) was a “regular guy” who was an integral
“part of the family,” not a member of a special class that
was ever, ever referred to by title.2:51

Though one cannot teach that it is wrong to have a
hired “preacher” for one specific church, most people
know the negatives of this arrangement.  The point is
that we should not fire all our preachers, but recognize
the problems of having them hired and held up in a single
congregation.  Once we recognize the problems, we need
to deal with them.  I know of very few preachers who
want to be clergymen.  Preachers know their Bibles well
enough to know that if we allow the church to move us
into being clergymen, we are headed for trouble, if we
are not already there.

What is even more interesting concerning this sce-
nario is the fact that in all our controversies, there is little
discussion concerning the prevalence of the clergy among
us.  It is interesting to note that voices that question the
position and power of the local preacher have arisen among
many religious groups.  Writing from the restoration urges
of the present protestant world, Edwards was right when
he stated the following concerning the rise of the “pas-
tor” in the denominational world:

From that day on [the birth of the dominant “pastor” in
Germany with Luther], people have written literally mil-
lions of books on every theological issue conceivable to
the mind of man, yet almost no one has closely questioned
the Biblical basis for the all-in-one pastor, a man who op-
erates as the heart and soul of the church.  He is just there.2:69

From the sixteenth century onward the modern pas-
tor has become an essential in the established church of
the protestant world.  He is not there because of a bibli-
cal principle that such should exist.  He is there out of
tradition.

One of the primary turns of emphasis away from the
headship of Jesus has been the rise of the importance
and dominance of the local preacher in the last five hun-
dred years since Luther.  Born out of the Reformation
Movement wherein great men as Luther took a stand
against the dominance of the Catholic Church hierar-
chy, preachers have come to the front of the Protestant
Reformation in order to guarantee that there is no return
to such an autocratic religious system of religion.  How-
ever, this has left the Protestant world with a dominant
figure around which the local church is centered, and
from which all information and exegesis is profession-
ally disseminated to the people.  Preachers and preach-
ing have been the vehicle that carries along the exist-
ence of the local congregation.  As a result, the preacher
has often become a one-man band in the local church,
whose rise or fall depends on his skillful ability to main-
tain the local show.  Pearse and Matthews wrote, “The
centrality of preaching casts the destiny of each church
on the abilities of perhaps just one person; in countless
cases over the past few decades, the rise and decline of a
congregation has hinged almost entirely on the ability
of its main preacher to draw a crowd.”1:107  The problem
is that “the centrality of preaching means the centrality
of preachers, and turns the fellowship of Christian fam-
ily into a public institution”1:108

We have our professionals among us.  What preacher
has a chance of preaching for an urban congregation in
the Western church if he has no degree from a school of
theology.  Even in Africa the concept of the clergy pre-
vails as men seek to be “full-time.”  “Full-time” often
means that one is part of a religious elite group, and
thus, separated from the local preacher who supports
himself through tentmaking.  There is a strong urge
among our brethren to be “full-time” because of the
strong sense of clergyism that has come into the church
via the influence of the religious world.

We must take the preceding problem one step further.
In the church, there is often another obstacle that stands
between the individual and Jesus.  Smith explained,
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Certainly, I’m also aware that, for every congrega-
tion where the governing board of elders weakly fol-
lows behind the CEO-minister, there are an equal num-
ber of “elderships” which are so possessive of their
power and authority that the preacher is the last to
learn what’s going on, and has no say whatsoever in
matters affecting the congregation.  His job is to per-
form every piece in the repertoire of the “one-man band,”
and then go off into a corner.  Far from his presence being
required at elders’ meetings, the preacher is regularly ex-
cluded unless specifically summoned.

Whether the elders take an active or a passive role as
overseers, one thing is painfully obvious: Each model is
typically characterized by an absence of involvement on
the part of the elders in directly feeding their flocks.  That’s
the preacher’s job.  That’s why we hire him.  That’s why
we require him to be specially trained in religious studies
and be an above-average communicator [Emphasis mine,
R.E.D.].6:195

So it is either the preacher, if no elders are present,
or the elders if they conduct themselves in the unbiblical
manner of being a board of directors for the church.  In
the midst of all this power, where does the individual
member stand in this hierarchy in his personal and indi-
vidual relationship with Jesus?  Does any member have
direct submission to Jesus as his only head?  Or, must
we always view ourselves channeling our submission
through the approval of someone on earth?

If tens of thousands of members function today in
submission to Jesus throughout the world without el-
ders and preachers in their midst, what would change in
their relationship with Jesus if elders were designated
and a preacher hired?  Have you ever wondered about
this?  I was once working with a church that was in the
process of designating elders.  In discussions concern-
ing the designation of one particular person to be an el-
der, one of the members said of the person, “I don’t want
to appoint him as an elder because I don’t want him rul-
ing over me.”  I see something tragically wrong with the
belief that is assumed in this statement.

Since in the Third World most of our congregations
are without elders, the preacher for the individual con-
gregation is often dominant.  He is in control.  He is
supposed to know the Bible, be at all meetings, have the
final say in all matters of work and belief.  Whether he
likes it or not, we want to make our preacher our pastor
and the master of ceremonies of every church function.

In mission efforts this scenario is exemplified if the
local preacher for a specific local church is on foreign
support.  The local members usually have no say in what
the foreign supported preacher does or how he behaves

among them.  His dominance is reinforced by his confi-
dence in the fact that his financial livelihood does not
depend on the local church.  The longer the local preacher
remains at a particular local church in this manner, the
more dominant he becomes.  He becomes in effect the
head of the local church.  He is the center-of-reference,
the one around whom the local program thrives.  He is
the pastor and clergyman.

When shepherds lord over the flock, sheep creep
around in fear because they have been stolen from God.
They are more afraid of what the governing authority
might say than what Jesus commands.  And since the
governing authority has become the center-of-reference
for the local church, then it has become the head of the
church.

One of the primary factors that has fueled the house
church movement throughout the world is a desire of
the individual believer to establish direct contact with
Jesus as the only head of the church.  This is especially
true in Western cultures where individuals are more free-
spirited, and thus, have grown weary of the dominant
power figures and governing bodies that politically con-
trol local churches.  What has been interesting in the
house church growth in South Africa among all religious
groups is that it has come primarily out of the white-
collar culture.  It is this culture that is aggressive and
independent.  These are often the pioneers who have the
leadership to stand up in their churches and say enough
is enough.  As a result, great waves of people have moved
away from traditional-oriented religions in order to re-
discover freedom in Christ.

House churches I have contacted in this country that
have originated out of the religious world are driven by
their desire to reconnect with Jesus, reinvestigate His
word, reestablish a relationship with one another, and
be independent from religious power bodies that stifle
the human spirit.  They seek freedom in Christ, to be
free to allow God to lead them instead of institutional
religion.  This sounds like a restoration movement to
me.  The tragedy of this exciting movement is not with
the movement itself, but with those who have claimed
to have a patent on “restoration movements.”  What will
happen in the South African/Namibian restoration is that
it will continue to develop.  But in nurturing such move-
ments, we must not become so sectarian that we denomi-
nate ourselves.  Sometimes we become so sectarian that
it is difficult for us to any longer identify true restora-
tion movements.  As we circle around and become that
from which we fled, will God raise up another refresh-
ing wind of restoration that will have a greater appeal to
the world of Christendom than those who have grown
sectarian?
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The work of an evangelist is evangelism.  And evan-
gelism takes place among the lost.  Once evangelism is
accomplished, then the saved must be edified.  It is then
time for the shepherds of the flock to do their work of
teaching.  The New Testament pictures the evangelist
on the move in accomplishing the work of evangelism.
But there is also the work of edifying new converts.  This
would be a temporary work of the evangelist, otherwise
he would no longer be an evangelist.  Luke was left in
Philippi (See At 16; 17:1).   Paul left the evangelist Titus
in Crete in order to “set things in order” (Ti 1:5).  Paul
left Timothy and Silas in Macedonia when he went on
to Athens and Corinth.  These evangelists were left in
order to edify the newly established churches in Berea
and Thessalonica and many other places.  After they had
accomplished their task of edifying the newly established
churches, they went on their way to continue their work
of preaching the gospel to the lost in other places.

Paul wrote 1 Timothy while Timothy was in Ephe-
sus (1 Tm 1:3).  However, after two to three years in the
region of Ephesus, working among the churches in the
area, Timothy moved on to other areas by the time 2
Timothy was written (Compare 2 Tm 4:12).  The work
of the evangelists among the early churches was to move
among the churches while reaching out to preach the gos-
pel to unbelievers (3 Jn 5-8).  They were to do their work
of church establishment and then move on to establish other
churches through the preaching of the gospel to the lost.
This is God’s system for world evangelism.  When we re-
store this system of evangelism, we will be surprised as to
what will happen.  We will restore first century church
growth throughout the world.

A. Keeping evangelists among the lost:

The generic Greek word kerusso means “to cry out”
or “to proclaim as a herald.”  In the context of the preach-
ing of the gospel, the use of the word kerusso is in refer-
ence to “crying out” or “proclaiming” the good news of
the gospel to the lost (Mk 16:15).  The other Greek word
that is used in the New Testament in reference to preach-
ing is euanggelizo (evangelize).  According to the defini-
tion of this word, the evangelist is one who “announces
good news.”  Good news (the gospel) is announced to the
lost.  The work of the preacher, the evangelist, therefore,
is to herald the good news of the gospel to the lost.  His
primary work is among the unbelievers, not the believers.

It is for the preceding reason that the nature of the
work of the evangelist, the preacher, is to move among
the lost.  If he is held up by the saved, then he ceases
being a preacher or evangelist to the lost.  He becomes a
teacher.  And some in the church are designated to be
teachers (See At 13:1).  They are not evangelists to the
lost, but teachers of the sheep.  I believe we have in the
past misused these New Testament words.  We have used
words as “preacher” and “evangelist” to refer to those
who should actually be called “teachers.”  As some have
misused the word “pastor” to refer to what we have called
“preachers,” we should be using the word “teacher” to
refer to those to whom we call “preachers.”

In any particular region, the house church arrange-
ment keeps evangelists moving among churches for pur-
poses of edification.  But the house church mission mo-
tivates evangelists to help start other churches.  No evan-
gelist is left with one church in order to become the cen-
ter-of-reference around whom that church is built.  House
church members do not allow such to happen simply
because assemblies outgrow houses, and thus, new as-
semblies must be started.

As members permeate communities with their lives,
contacts are made and evangelists must continually an-
nounce the good news to the lost in the community.  The
nature of the house church assembly keeps the evange-
list involved in the lives of the lost, while at the same
time edifying the converted.

What often occurs is that as soon as members grow
into a large assembly, they feel the need for a profes-
sional to be the authority in teaching the group.  The
evangelist is then restricted in his work among the lost,
shut up in an office, and confined to prepare profession-
ally structured sermons for the sheep.  There is nothing
wrong with this, but he is no longer a biblically defined
evangelist or preacher.  He is a teacher, for his work is
among the believers.  And we need those who are skilled
in this ministry.  We need skilled teachers to minister
the word of God to the flock.  At the same time, we need
preachers and evangelists who are working among the
unbelievers.  In God’s plan for world evangelism, there
is a gift and ministry for everyone.

B. Keeping shepherds with the sheep:

We must remember that it is the work of the shep-
herds (pastors) to feed the flock (At 20:28).  It is their
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responsibility to work among the sheep in order to give
examples of spiritual conduct and guidance (1 Pt 5:1-5).
It is the work of the evangelists to preach the gospel to
the lost.  When an evangelist is moved into the work of
being the single preacher for a congregation, the mem-
bers of the congregation naturally center their attention
on this person.  But this arrangement often hinders church
growth because there are only so many people one per-
son can handle in reference to teaching, problem solv-
ing, and counseling.  When this one person cannot tend
to the needs of all the people, then those who are need-
ing nurturing, but do not receive it, often fall off the
edges.  Churches usually grow to be between seventy-
five and one hundred in attendance when they are cen-
tered on one individual who is expected to serve all the
needs of the church.  When a preacher becomes the cen-
ter-of-reference around whom a single-assembly church
functions, then the growth of that church for which he
ministers is determined by his ability to minister to a
certain number of people.  The larger the group, the more
disconnected he becomes from the individuals of the
group.  Once the group numbers in the hundreds, he has
evolved into the professional “pulpit minister” who is
often disconnected from the individuals of the group as
a whole.

The preceding is one reason why there are always to
be a plurality of elders (pastors, shepherds) of the church
in any area where the church is established (At 14:23).
If there is only one teacher – the work of the elders (pas-
tors) – then the growth of the church is stymied.  When a
plurality of teaching elders are working with a growing
and regionally expanding church, then fantastic things
happen.  One reason for the plurality of elders is in the
fact that several house churches were established in ur-
ban centers in the first century.  In order for much teach-
ing to be done, there had to be many teaching elders.

More mature Christians will have fewer problems,
and thus, the sole evangelist will be able to work with
more people.  However, we must keep in mind that when
a congregation begins to number from seventy-five to
one hundred new Christians, the evangelist must cease
being an evangelist.  He does not have the time to be an
evangelist because his time is consumed with the spiri-
tual needs of the new members.  He becomes a “pastor.”

When the evangelist turns to pastoral work, another
negative growth behavioral pattern sets into the single-
assembly church.  The young men who are now grow-
ing up in the single-assembly church see the preacher as
a “pastor” who is working with the problems of a single
congregation.  He is not viewed as one who is working
primarily with the lost.  When they grow up, they will
desire to follow the example of the “local pastor” of the

congregation.  They will see the work of the preacher as
the work they saw in the preacher under whose direc-
tion they were matured.  And thus, the evangelistic out-
reach of the local church in any particular area becomes
less because the evangelist turned to pastoral work in
the local church.  He loses his mission.  The church is
led to focus on its own problems as the evangelist fo-
cuses on the church.  Such churches thus become intro-
verted.  And after a few generations, the church becomes
lukewarm.  Death sets in.

It is important that we keep our evangelists focused
on the lost.  For the sake of world evangelism we must
keep the majority of our “full-time,” church-supported
preachers in the field of the lost of the world.  Only by
doing this will we continue to establish churches through-
out the world.

C. Keeping evangelists on the move:

In Luke 4:42-44 Jesus went to a solitary place in
order to pray.  However, the people sought Him.  When
they found Him they came to Him and asked that He not
leave them.  Churches do the same with evangelists.
Churches want to claim a preacher.  They want to steal
preachers away from the lost in order that he might min-
ister to their own needs alone.  Introverted churches rob
the world of world evangelists.

But Jesus would not allow Himself to be stolen from
the world.  He would not allow the people to divert Him
from His destiny.  At the beginning of His ministry, Luke
recorded that “the people sought Him, and came to Him.
And they tried to keep Him from leaving them” (Lk
4:42).  Churches do the same with preachers.  But Jesus
would reply to these churches, “I must preach the king-
dom of God to other cities also, because for this pur-
pose I was sent” (Lk 4:43).

Our problem is that too many preachers have been
held up by churches who want “their preacher.”  The
preacher cannot turn them down because the local church
is the source of his salary.  The lost thus lose a herald of
good news and the church gains a professional “pastor.”

But Jesus was not diverted from His destiny.  After
He said to the people that the good news must be
preached in other cities, Luke records, “And He preached
in the synagogues of Galilee” (Lk 4:44).  The point is
that He continued to go forth to announce the gospel of
the kingdom to the “unbelievers” who gathered in syna-
gogues.  Churches must be reminded that they need to
let their preachers go to the lost.  Preachers need to be
let go in order that they can go into all the world.  What
would happen in world evangelism if every church that
had a full-time preacher suddenly arose together from
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their pews on Sunday morning and said to the preacher,
“We have decided to release you to the world.  Choose
your nation in the world and we will buy your plane
ticket.  Go!”?

House churches keep evangelists on the move.  The
churches can be nurtured, and then, the evangelist can
move on to other churches who are seeking to be estab-
lished in their communities.  Through the encourage-
ment of existing churches, the evangelist can be urged
to establish new churches.  As individual churches col-
lectively support the evangelist (3 Jn), the evangelist can
be fully supported to move among the churches.  This is
what Gaius was doing with those evangelists who were
coming by the church in his house in 3 John.  He was
sending them on their way.  Others were doing the same.
The Greek word propempo is used in 3 John 6 in refer-
ence to what Gaius was doing for evangelism. The word
refers to financially supporting one on his journey.  Gaius
was financially supporting the evangelists as they went
on their way among the churches.  For this reason, the
evangelist can be supported by the churches, as well as

be among the lost.
No one church should claim or steal the evangelist

away from his calling as an evangelist to the lost.  If one
house church would seek to dominate the work of the
evangelist, other house churches can kindly remind them
to keep him on the move.  This system of preacher sup-
port worked in the first century.  The church grew rap-
idly when evangelists were kept on the move.  Church
growth will happen today as it did in the first century if
we are willing to restore the saints to their homes and
the evangelists to the lost.

We must keep in mind in view of the preceding that
evangelists who are married cannot work as single evan-
gelists.  The apostle Peter was not constantly on the move
as was Paul, Timothy, Titus and others.  He was located
in a particular area, but from there worked Samaria,
Joppa and regions around his home.  His family was thus
located in a particular place where wife and children could
have a settled life.  Though he could lead about this wife,
he seemed to have preferred to work from specific loca-
tions which he periodically changed throughout his min-
istry.

When we connect the methodology of house church
establishment with the historical event of what is ex-
plained in Acts 8:4, then we have the answer to why the
early church grew so fast.  Luke recorded, “Therefore,
those who were scattered abroad went everywhere
preaching the word.”  They went forth and preached.
But what happened after they preached and converted
the lost?  They established house churches throughout
the world.  This was their method of world evangelism.
Church establishment was not bound by buildings.  The
reason the early church was so successful in planting
churches was because churches could be planted in ev-
ery house.

What is explained in this chapter is an example of a
Christian couple going everywhere preaching the word
and starting house churches.  Add to their number thou-
sands of others as in Acts 8:4 who were going forth as
they did, and you have the answer to why Paul could
write in A.D. 61,62 that the gospel by his time of writ-
ing from prison to the Colossians had gone forth into all
the world (See Cl 1:23).  Such was possible during the
short period between the establishment of the church in
A.D. 30 and Paul’s writing in A.D. 61,62.  World evan-

gelism was possible in that brief thirty years because of
the “house church methodology” of the early sojourn-
ing Christians who were scattered abroad.

If we can understand how the Christian couple that
is identified in this chapter actually functioned in their
traveling about the world, then I believe we can assume
that we can do the same today.  This is necessary for two
reasons.  First, through job transfers, or just economics,
people move from one place to another.  In our moving
about, we must not forget that all of us are missionaries.
We are people with a mission, the mission of preaching
the gospel to the world, and then, assembling the bap-
tized disciples into functioning fellowship groups.

Second, we are living in a world that is continuing
to shut the door to the “professional” missionary.  More
countries every year refuse visas to religious workers.
Therefore, it is imperative that we use our jobs as a means
of support to go into all the world.  Everywhere Chris-
tians move, they must see themselves with a mission to
establish a church in their own house.  Instead of just
looking in phone directories to find the church in an area
to which we move, we need to focus on every member
starting a house church wherever he or she goes.  If ev-
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ery member of the church who has moved to any coun-
try of the world does as the Christian couple of this chap-
ter, would it not be amazing to see what could exist in
the world today?  How many thousands of pages would
be in the phone directory for contacts for the church in
every city?

A. An evangelistic team is born:

Our thrilling New Testament example of first cen-
tury house-to-house evangelism and church establish-
ment begins in Pontus.  It begins with the birth of a Jew
whose father and mother evidently instructed him well
in the Scriptures and in whom they instilled a reverence
for God.  We do not know the parents’ names.  We do
not know the specific city, town or village of birth of
this individual.  All we know is that this devout Jew was
born in the northern region of Asia Minor which was
known at the time as Pontus.

The first mention we have of Pontus in the New Tes-
tament is in Acts 2 during the Pentecost of A.D. 30 in
the city of Jerusalem.  On that exciting day of change in
the nation of Israel, there were Jews in Jerusalem who
had come from all over the Roman world in order to
remember the passing over (Passover) by the Angel of
God who caused death to the firstborn of Egypt, but de-
liverance of Israel from their captivity.  Fifty days ear-
lier on the A.D. 30 Passover a special passing over of
the sins of man had taken place.  The Lamb that was
offered was the Son of God on a cross outside Jerusa-
lem.  The message of the crucified and resurrected Son
of God was first preached on the Pentecost of A.D. 30.
On this day it could have been that the parents of our
resident of Pontus were first present with those who had
come from that area for the annual Passover/Pentecost
feast in Jerusalem (At 2:9).  If he were present, he was a
very young man, for the A.D. 30 event happened over
twenty years before we encounter him in Corinth.

There were some from Pontus who went to Jerusa-
lem and returned after the A.D. 30 Passover/Pentecost
feast.  They would have certainly reported in the Pontus
synagogue the spectacular events that occurred that year
in the city of Jerusalem.  Even if he had not personally
made a trip to Jerusalem during one of the Passover/
Pentecost feasts, Aquila, who was from Pontus, would
have grown up knowing of the “sect” of Christians.  He
would have heard stories of the unique happening at the
A.D. 30 Passover/Pentecost.  Every year after that an-
nual Passover/Pentecost feast, he would hear stories from
returnees from Jerusalem, for the apostles stayed in
Jerusalem for about twenty years and met Jews who came
to the event every year.  Miracles happened in A.D. 31,

32, 33, etc. as the word was confirmed by the Lord.  Every
Jew who returned after an annual Passover/Pentecost
feast had stories to tell people in synagogues throughout
the world.  I would guess that hardheaded Jewish lead-
ers in the synagogues throughout the world just gritted
their teeth for a couple months after every Passover/Pen-
tecost feast.  How many stories did Aquila hear while
growing up in the synagogue in Pontus?

B. Fellow-workers come together:

In the New Testament, we first meet Aquila in
Corinth.  With his wife, Priscilla, Aquila had recently
arrived in Corinth after being driven out of Rome by
Claudius around A.D. 50.  We meet this couple as refu-
gees in a city that was known for its immoral religious
practices in reference to the idol god Aphrodite, the god-
dess of love.  Luke records the historical encounter with
the apostle Paul in Acts 18:1-3.

After these things Paul departed from Athens and came
to Corinth.  And he found a certain Jew named Aquila,
born in Pontus, having recently come from Italy with his
wife Priscilla, because Claudius had commanded all Jews
to leave Rome. And he came to them.  And because he
was of the same trade, he stayed with them and worked,
for by trade they were tentmakers.

When Paul arrived in any city, he evidently went
straight to the market place in order to buy thread and
material for making tents.  This visit to the market place
in Corinth could have been either before or after going
to the synagogue.  In either place he could have met
Aquila and Priscilla.  Whatever the case, Aquila and
Priscilla had recently set up house, and thus, Paul “came
to them” for lodging.  Because of their devout nature,
there was an immediate relationship developed between
these three that would last throughout the remainder of
Paul’s life.

We do not know if Aquila and Priscilla were Chris-
tians at the time Paul met them in Corinth.  They could
have been.  After all, Aquila could have been in the com-
pany of those Jews who visited Jerusalem twenty years
before in A.D. 30.  Or, he could have encountered the
apostles there in any subsequent Passover/Pentecost visit
after A.D. 30, for the apostles remained in Jerusalem for
approximately twenty years after A.D. 30.  Or, he could
have been one of those from the city of Rome who made
the same annual visits to Jerusalem for Passover and
Pentecost (At 2:10).  Luke does not inform us as to when
Aquila and Priscilla obeyed the gospel.  What we do
know, however, is that Paul “came to them” because they
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were very receptive to his message and work.

C. Aquila and Priscilla become fellow workers:

It is in Corinth that our odyssey with this couple
begins.  Beginning with the encounter of the three de-
vout believers in Corinth, their friendship with one an-
other grew to the point that Paul later referred to them
as “fellow workers.”  This was the same term that he used
in reference to all who worked in the preaching and teach-
ing of the gospel (Rm 16:3).

Now it is significant to understand that both Aquila
and Priscilla were tentmakers.  Luke records that “they”
were of the same trade as Paul.  It was a situation, there-
fore, where Priscilla could say to Aquila, “Go preach
with Paul, I can finish this tent.”  Or, Aquila could have
said to Priscilla, “Do your ministry.  I will finish the
tent.”  Their union in marriage was matched by their
union in business, which prepared them for the great
work they were about to set out on after their months
together with Paul in establishing house churches
throughout the city of Corinth.

D. Aquila and Priscilla move to Ephesus:

From Corinth we move on to Ephesus.  Aquila and
Priscilla stayed about eighteen months longer in Corinth
after meeting Paul.  Their next movement was on to
Ephesus where they stayed while Paul went on to Jerusa-
lem (At 18:18-21).

Paul was in a hurry to be in Jerusalem for the Pass-
over/Pentecost feast, knowing that Jews from all the
Roman world would again be there.  After an initial visit
to the Ephesian synagogue to reason with the Jews, he
caught the first ship out of Ephesus that was headed for
Palestine.  Aquila, Priscilla and Paul, therefore, must be
given credit for the establishment of the church in Ephe-
sus.  However, Aquila and Priscilla must be given credit
for the continued edification of the newly established
churches through their teaching.

Though Aquila and Priscilla started the church in
their house, they continued to meet in the synagogue.
Since the Jewish synagogue was a community center
for the Jews and a place where one had the opportunity
to hear the Old Testament Scriptures read, it would only
be natural that they would continue meeting in the syna-
gogue.  As long as they were allowed to meet there they
would have an opportunity to affirm that Jesus of
Nazareth was the fulfillment of prophecies concerning
the Messiah that were read every Sabbath.  So there they
were every Sabbath, possibly being an irritant to those
Jews who would not accept Jesus as the fulfillment of

Messianic prophecy.
On one of these Sabbaths a powerful speaker from

North Africa was visiting.  He was allowed to speak,
and from his oration, Aquila and Priscilla learned that
he, either personally or through others, had encountered
John the Baptist (At 18:24,25).  After this speech, and
with humble dignity, Aquila and Priscilla took Apollos
aside and “explained to him the way of God more accu-
rately” (At 18:26).  The powerful and eloquent
Alexandrian preacher thus received instruction from the
humble tentmakers, and then, at the possible advice of
Aquila and Priscilla, went on to Corinth (At 18:27,28).

In Acts 18 Luke records that Paul made his trip to
Palestine and Syria.  He arrived again in Ephesus on his
third missionary journey.  Though Luke does not men-
tion the presence of the missionary couple Aquila and
Priscilla in Ephesus in Acts 19, we know that they are
still there at the time Paul returned on his third journey.
From Ephesus around A.D. 54,55, Paul probably wrote
the 1 Corinthian letter (1 Co 16:8).  In 1 Corinthians
16:19 Paul wanted the Corinthians to know that a spe-
cial couple who was dear to his heart sent their greet-
ings to the church.  “The churches of Asia greet you.
Aquila and Priscilla greet you heartily in the Lord, with
the church that is in their house.”

It would only be natural for Aquila and Priscilla to
send their greetings back to brothers and sisters they had
labored with in the establishment of the Corinthian
church.  Significantly, in the 1 Corinthians 16:19 pas-
sage Paul makes a statement to the fact that Aquila and
Priscilla continued to do what personal evangelists do,
that is, establish and maintain an assembly (church) of
God’s people in their home.  Since the church of Ephe-
sus met throughout the city in the homes of Christians,
Aquila and Priscilla led in doing the same.  They were
the type of Christians who drew people to themselves,
and thus, an assembly of Christians met in their home
on a regular basis.

E. Aquila and Priscilla move to Rome.

From Ephesus Aquila and Priscilla moved on.  Be-
tween A.D. 56 and 59, from somewhere in Asia Minor
or Macedonia, Paul wrote a letter to the church in Rome.
We do not know exactly where he was when he wrote
the letter.  In the letter, he mentions our missionary couple
whom we would not expect to be back in the city from
which they were driven by Claudius.  But there they
were.  In Romans 16:3-5 Paul wrote, “Greet Priscilla
and Aquila, my fellow workers in Christ Jesus, who
risked their own necks for my life, to whom not only I
give thanks, but also all the churches of the Gentiles.
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Likewise greet the church that is in their house.”
These “fellow workers” of Paul are again on the

move.  They had manifested their bravery in Asia Mi-
nor, for in some way Aquila risked the neck of Priscilla
and Priscilla risked the neck of Aquila in a life-threaten-
ing event that almost claimed the life of Paul (1 Co 16:9;
see 2 Co 11:23-27).  We do not know what happened.
We only know that this couple was very courageous in their
defense of Paul.  Fellow workers watch one another’s backs.

By the time of the writing of the letter to the Ro-
mans, therefore, the reputation of Aquila and Priscilla
had gone throughout all the churches of the Gentiles.
And again, while in Rome they went to work by setting
up a meeting of the church in their house.  They were
fellow workers for the preaching of the gospel wherever
they went.

F. Aquila and Priscilla move on from Rome:

After the writing of the Roman letter, Paul finished
his third missionary journey in Jerusalem where he was
arrested around A.D. 59.  He was imprisoned for two
years in a Caesarean jail (At 24:27).  From Caesarea he
was sent to Rome where he was imprisoned for two more
years in A.D. 61 - 63 (At 28:30).  It was from Rome that
Paul wrote Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians and
Philemon.  In none of these letters does he mention
Aquila and Priscilla with him in Rome.  Evidently, they
had left Rome before Paul’s first imprisonment of A.D.
61 - 63.  We would assume, therefore, that as good fel-
low workers who sought to preach the gospel to the
world, they were again on the move to another location.

From his first Roman imprisonment, Paul was un-
doubtedly released.  From Rome he went to Crete with
Titus (Ti 1:5).  From there he went to Ephesus and
through Macedonia.  He was again arrested and taken to
Rome.  It was during this second imprisonment in A.D.
67 that he was eventually beheaded.  Either immedi-
ately before his second arrest by the Roman State or
during the second imprisonment, he knew his end was
near.  He thus wrote two final letters, one to Titus and
the other to Timothy.  In these two letters he made his
final remarks for all of us.

Timothy was somewhere in Asia Minor, but not in
Ephesus, when he received the 2 Timothy letter.  Paul
had sent Tychicus to Ephesus, and thus, Timothy was
not there (2 Tm 4:12).  We are not told where Timothy
was when he received the letter.  However, regardless of
where he was, Aquila and Priscilla were with him or in
the area. Paul wrote, “Greet Prisca and Aquila, and the
household of Onesiphorus” (2 Tm 4:19).

Paul’s fellow workers were again working together.

At the close of his life, Timothy, Aquila and “Prisca”
were together continuing what Paul had invested in them.
It is significant to note in this personal letter that Paul
greets Priscilla as “Prisca.”  In formal letters to churches,
it was the formal name “Priscilla.”  But in a personal
letter to Timothy in the evening of his life, Paul resorts
to his special nickname for a beloved sister who was a
faithful companion in many trials throughout their ap-
proximately seventeen years of labor together to preach
the gospel to the world.  The use of the nickname sparks
countless thoughts in our minds of times Aquila, Prisca
and Paul spent together discussing their work of prick-
ing their fingers with tentmaking needles and pricking
the hearts of men with the gospel.  It would have been
great to have just been in their presence.  They were all
fellow workers in the kingdom business of Jesus.  Paul,
Titus, Timothy, Aquila, Prisca, and Silas all fall into that
category of heroes who maintained the faith in the midst
of extreme difficulty to lay the foundation upon which
we stand today.  They established small groups of Chris-
tians wherever they went.  We today are the heritage of
their faithful work.

The responsibility of carrying on in house church
establishment will be the heritage that we must leave
with our children.  If they grow up in our homes in a
Bible-study centered environment, they will naturally
know how to start house churches when they grow up
and go into all the world.  I think one of the greatest
heritages we can leave our children is the ability to start
a church in their own homes.  In this way we have pre-
pared our children to be oriented to starting the church
wherever they go in the world.  If they have the concept
of the institutional church as their model, it will be diffi-
cult for them to invision the establishment of such
churches.  However, if they understand the simplicity of
establishing and conducting a house church, they will
be more willing to carry on with their responsibility of
taking the name of Jesus into all the world.

It is the complexity of institutional religion that is
difficult to copy.  And because it is hard to copy, indi-
vidual members find it difficult to go forth into other
communities other than where the “mother” institution
is located in order to establish another group of disciples.
Because it is difficult, those who are recruited (converted)
to the institution must be in possession of some form of
transport in order to make their way to the center of ref-
erence for the institution.  Large institutional churches,
therefore, are usually found in cities where a great num-
ber of members have the means of making their way to
the church building in order to attend.  Those who have
no such means of transportation must simply stay away,
or start meeting in their homes.
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It is difficult to explain a particular experience to
one who has not experienced the same as you.  Experi-
ences are personal, almost unique to each individual since
they are interpreted differently by the uniqueness of each
of us.  It is for this reason that I have always had a diffi-
cult time explaining to single-assembly members the
experience of a small group environment if they have
never participated in such.  It is as if we are struggling
across a cultural barrier that seems to be impossible to
cross.  I do not say this arrogantly.  I have just found that
house church members go through an exciting experi-
ence of discovery when they first become participants
in a small group.  It is an experience they all have diffi-
culty in explaining to others.  It is simply something that
is seen in the brightness of their behavior and their dedi-
cation to the group.  In fact, I have found that single-
assembly members are often intimidated by the zeal for
fellowship that is expressed by house church members.
It is as if they see something in house church members
they want, but are not willing to make the sacrifice to
have because they are so locked into a traditional cul-
ture of religion.

The communication concerning the nature of the
house church environment is easier with those who be-
long to small single-assembly congregations.  Members
of these churches have a head start over those who have
been consumed with the Western obsession for large as-
semblies.  Nevertheless, I pray that in some way I have
communicated to you in this book the greatness of be-
ing small in assembly and practical in our Christianity.
Large congregations are not obtained by trying to get
everyone under one roof.  They are built by getting ev-
eryone into small groups throughout the communities in
which the members live.

In many ways, it is easier for the postmodern gen-
eration to transition to the experiential dynamic of the
house church.  It is easier for them because of their de-
sire to be relational in their Christian experience.  Since
multiple-assembly churches seek to develop a ministry
for everyone, small churches have the advantage of grow-
ing large by remaining small in their assemblies.  They
can do this because they have always had a ministry for
everyone.  Everyone has felt a part of the thirty-five to
fifty member church.

There is no emphasis in the New Testament on
large single-assembly churches.  This modern-day ob-
session is not a part of either the methodology or dreams

of the early Christians.  In fact, the lack of discussion in
the New Testament in reference to large single-assem-
bly churches would lead us to believe that the Lord’s
concern is not to see how many we can huddle together
into a large group.  On the contrary, the emphasis in the
New Testament is on “one another”.  The larger the as-
sembly-orientation of a single-assembly church, the
weaker the emphasis is usually on “one another” rela-
tionships.  If large single-assembly churches do not have
house churches, they will continue to struggle to bring
relationships into the members’ everyday Christianity.
Since many single-assembly churches have now come
to realize this, there seems to be a change from focusing
on large assemblies to smaller, more personal encoun-
ters of members.  This is happening even in large single-
assembly churches.  Those large single-assembly
churches that ignore the need for relational and interac-
tive Christianity will struggle in the future.

We know where we are in reference to Christianity
in these times.  We have our buildings.  We have made
excruciating payments throughout the years to build and
maintain the same.  We have thus  maintained a special
sacrificial attachment to the monument we have con-
structed.  At the same time, we have distanced ourselves
from one another within the confines of our monuments.
So where do we go from here?

We live in a drastically changing world.  It is mak-
ing greater cultural changes than it has in the last five
hundred years.  The world, in the metaphor of John the
apostle, is a restless “sea” that is going through a meta-
phorical hurricane.  In all the currents and waves, lead-
ers are often disillusioned.  Frustrated.  At wit’s end.  So
where do we go from here?  Out of chaos always comes
something new.  In fact, chaos is society’s subliminal
means by which to reconstruct itself for future genera-
tions.  Wise leadership will see the chaos, not as a ruin
of everything we know, but as an opportunity for surf-
ing the waves to new conquests.  Social chaos brings
new dimensions that must be faced by the church in or-
der to reach the lost.

A. The rough road to restore relational Christianity:

Everyone who is involved in multiple-assembly
churches have worked themselves through many diffi-
culties in order to come to where they are.  They have
not “left the church,” as one brother accused another

Chapter 27

FROM HERE TO THE FUTURE
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when he went from a single-assembly church to a mul-
tiple-assembly church.  House church members have sim-
ply desired to have more personal relationships in their
Christianity than an infrequent attendance at a large as-
sembly.  But this transition is not without its difficulties.

1.  Transitioning through fears and objections:  Some
have often objected, “We are not ready for this!”  But
when is the time for courageous steps to be taken to re-
store a greater relationship with one’s brother or sister in
Christ?  Sometimes we do not realize where we are.  We
are always on the move in our culture and in our religious
behavior.  Sometimes we wake up and find that we are
further away from God than we should be.  We are further
away from our brothers and sisters in Christ than Jesus
intended us to be.  Therefore, it is always the right time to
move closer to Jesus by moving closer to one another.

The transition from an insular cultured church to a
relational church is challenging because the move influ-
ences our “religious culture.”  Those who are members
of small single-assembly churches have an easier time.
Those who live in urban insular cultures have a more
difficult time.  Regardless of where we are, we must
make the move.  We must confront our individualism,
our distant relationships, and our estrangement from
Jesus.  We must understand where God wants us to be,
and then make a courageous effort to get there, regard-
less of our cultural past.  House churches are an effort to
get to where God wants us to be in our fellowship with
one another.  They are an effort to construct a new “reli-
gious culture” that is based on the biblical instruction of
where God wants us to be with one another and Jesus.

The transition is always a fearful thing for those who
draw their support from the superficial strength of a large
single-assembly church.  Preachers often fight to keep
sheep huddled under their direct control in order that
the collection plate not miss the hands of one contribu-
tor.  However, if the fulltime preacher could only under-
stand that a multiple-assembly church would release him
to the lost, then his fears of a loss of support would be
calmed.  He would find greater fulfillment in being what
he has always wanted to be and in doing what he has
always wanted to do.  He would be able to move among
the house churches, establish new groups, minister
throughout a broader geographical area, and possibly be
considered an evangelist again instead of a one-man-
band as the pastor of a single-assembly church.  He could
concentrate on helping members discover their minis-
try, encourage leaders to assume responsibility of house
groups, and find fulfillment in himself as one who is
truly equipping the saints unto the work of the ministry
(Ep 4:11-16).

Instead of focusing on attendance at the large single
assembly, sheep can be restored to the Chief Shepherd
who nurtures through His word.  The word of God should
become the center of reference for those who are daily
meeting and seeking guidance from the Lord.  As evan-
gelists and elders go from house to house, hungry sheep
are always waiting for new feed that has been activated
in the lives of personal shepherds.  Though the depth of
Bible study is sometimes weak in a house church that
does not demand serious study by house church leaders,
when serious Bible students do come around to teach
series of lessons, the mental sponge of the house group
is ready to absorb the lessons.

When single-assembly churches convert to multiple-
assembly churches, they are usually surprised with their
growth.  They are able to move out to a larger geographi-
cal area, and thus, reach more people who are receptive
to the gospel.  Since they are not seeking to remove pros-
pects great distances out of their communities, their
house churches within the local communities simply
grow.  As members change from driving away from their
community evangelistic responsibilities, they need to
bloom where they are planted.

When discussing house churches, some are defen-
sive about what they should do with their present build-
ing if they go to a multiple-assembly church.  The an-
swer to this concern is obvious.  Keep the building.  I
realize that some are defensive about their buildings
because of the large sums of money that they have put
into them over the years.  But this is not a time to sell the
building.  It is a time to use it for evangelism.  If a church
already has a building, then they should change from
focusing their concern on the building to focusing on
individuals.  Change from emphasis on the Sunday as-
sembly to fellowship for the saints in the homes of the
members.  Use the building as a place of evangelism to
the religious community that is born and bred on “build-
ing Christianity”.  Bring the community to the house
churches through the church building; go with them in
the front door, and then out the back door to the house
of a member who can love and nurture them.  Then take
the fellowship of the saints, the fellowship meals, and
the Supper of the Lord to the homes of the saints on
Sunday evening.  In this way, a single-assembly church
with an already built facility has the advantage of using
the building as a “Christian community service center”
for evangelistic outreach rather than a sanctuary for the
worship of the saints.  If it helps get people to the build-
ing, pull out the pews, buy some removable plastic chairs,
and install a basketball goal.  Anything that does not
conflict with the word of God is worth doing in order to
get ourselves into contact with seekers.
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We must change the purpose of our church build-
ings.  We must stop being bad stewards by using our
buildings only for “worship” assemblies and Bible
classes.  Our movement into our communities must force
us to assimilate into the needs of our neighbors.  Our
buildings must change from being assembly halls to as-
similation facilitators.  Our buildings must facilitate our
ministries to the communities.  We need blood bank cen-
ters, facilities for Christian schools, facilities for
alcoholic’s encounter groups, counseling offices, senior
citizens’ craft shops, civic leaders’ conferences rooms,
child care, halfway houses, dorms for the homeless, soup
kitchens, etc.  Buildings must become Christian com-
munity service centers that take us back into our com-
munities.

2.  Light at the end of the tunnel:  It was easier in
the first century for the church to meet in their homes.
Throughout the history of Israel, God focused the Jew-
ish family on the home.  The home was the center of
family worship.  The fathers and mothers were given
instructions to daily teach their children in and around
the activity of the home.  In fact, I often wonder if the
Jew’s legal law of the “Sabbath-day journey” was not
instituted to keep people close to their homes on the Sab-
bath in order to guarantee the Sabbath rest, in their
homes.  There was no “going to the temple” in the reli-
gious behavior of Israel throughout its history.  There
were no instructions concerning the synagogue in the
Old Testament.  It was a Jewish invention.  But we have
been “going to church” for 1,700 years, driving away
from our homes, and away from our neighborhoods.
How do we change this culture?  The transitional gen-
eration of house church members will have a difficult
time doing this, but they must lead the way.  They must
change their religious culture against the norm of what
is commonly accepted by the religious world.

However, there is light at the end of the tunnel.  The
light is in the children of house church members.  Those
children who have sat quietly in their living rooms on
Sunday morning listening to elder John speak about sto-
ries of Jesus will grow up in a different environment.
They will know nothing other than to keep Jesus in the
home and the neighborhood.  They will be the genera-
tion who truly restores the simplicity of Christianity as
it should work in a community.  When starting a house
church, always look with hope to the generation of the
children who will become the future of what you are
doing.

B. Presumptuous predictions:

Sometimes, small things change the history of the

world forever.  In 1456 one of those small things hap-
pened that changed the cultural, social and economic
dynamic of the entire world.  The world has not been
the same since.  An invention was made and history
changed.  This invention brought the world out of the
Dark Ages.  It brought the world into the industrial revo-
lution.  And, it laid the foundation upon which the Ref-
ormation Movement occurred in the religious world.  The
invention that made all these changes was the printing
press of Gutenberg.

Think about this for a moment.  The printing press
brought information to the world.  Books could be printed
in mass.  Newspapers could inform and educate.  Infor-
mation was taken from a privileged few and handed on
a printed piece of paper to millions of people through-
out the world.  The Bible was printed and given to com-
mon people.  No longer did men reign through the igno-
rance of the people.  The printing press changed the his-
tory of the world forever.

I look back to the first century, to a time when the
world needed information in order to change.  I believe
the same historical dynamic occurred when through the
laying on of the apostles’ hands, the Holy Spirit was
given (At 8:18).  With the giving of the Holy Spirit, God
intended that information flow to thousands of people
throughout the world through the specific gifts of in-
spired preaching and teaching.  When the apostles first
learned that there were obedient believers outside Jerusa-
lem, they went to lay hands on the new believers in or-
der that they might receive the gifts of the Spirit to con-
tinue the flow of inspired information (At 8:14,15).
Whenever a Christ-sent apostle came into contact with
a baptized believer, the gifts of the Spirit were given (At
19:1-6).  Every believer had a right to the gifts of the
Spirit.  For almost twenty years the apostles stayed in
Jerusalem in order to receive traveling Jews who came
to Jerusalem for the annual Passover/Pentecost feasts.
When these sojourners heard the gospel, believed and
were immersed, hands were laid on them to receive the
gifts of inspired preaching and teaching that came from
the Holy Spirit.  They subsequently returned to their
homelands with new information.  It was information
that changed the world forever.  In the absence of the
written word of God, information, “the truth,” was dis-
seminated throughout the world by Jewish believers.  Af-
ter the passing of the inspired gifts, the written word of
God continued the information flow.  As a result, in just
three centuries, the power of information concerning
Jesus conquered an empire.  When information flows
throughout the world, the world changes.

In the first century, information changed the world
forever as men and women first heard the spoken word,
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then eventually read the written word of the story of
Jesus that came from the hand of Spirit-inspired writers
(Lk 1:1-4; Jn 20:30,31).  When Gutenberg invented the
printing press, the world was thrown into another epic
of information flow.  As a result, world changes came.
Today, it is happening again.  John von Neumann in-
vented the modern computer, and said, “I don’t know
how really useful this will be.”24:33  If he would have
only known.

The computer has changed the world.  But more than
that, the end of the 20th century saw the introduction of
the Internet.  Billions of words of information are now
accessible by the click of a finger in any part of the world.
The Internet has signaled the beginning of a new era
because it has produced a phenomenal flow of informa-
tion throughout the world.  The global information flow
has subsequently given birth to a new pioneering gen-
eration.

World culture is changing.  This paradigm shift in
global culture is more than a new generation.  It is more
than the postmodern generation.  The postmodern gen-
eration is only the pioneering generation of many centu-
ries of a different world to come.  It is only the begin-
ning of a whole new dimension of world history, a new
world order.  The world will never be the same again.  It
will never be as we read in our history books.  Are you
ready for this global paradigm shift?

Now to my postulations concerning the future.
Where do we seem to be going with a global cultural
paradigm shift that is changing everything we know?  I
am a “modern,” one who was born before the birth of
the postmodern generation in 1960.  I am thus one of the
“transitionals,” one of those who has had the privilege
of living in the past, but now having the privilege of
experiencing the birth of a new world order.  The global
paradigm shift in culture does not frighten me because I
know that Jesus is the same today, yesterday, and for-
ever.  But what excites me are the possibilities about the
future in reference to world evangelism.  If the Lord
does not come to finalize this chapter of world history
before its end, the postmodern generation is the first of
many generations that will be receptive fields for world
evangelism.  Here are some things I feel are coming,
things for which the concept of multiple-assembly
churches will prepare us to meet.

1.  Single-assembly churches will always be with
us.  Though many of these churches are growing gray-
headed, they will continue to exist.  Many of these
churches throughout the world continue to remain small,
but vibrant.  In the Western context, however, the lead-
ership of many of these churches will continue to struggle

for the existence of the church.  Some may secure growth
to the point of compromising fundamental teaching in
order to keep the crowd.  Names have been and will be
changed, controversies over doctrine shunned, and a
social gospel preached in order to maintain a group that
will make the building payments.  As long as there are
preachers as the one who said to me, “I like standing
before a large assembly of people,” there will always be
single-assembly churches.

As previously stated, there is nothing wrong with
single-assembly churches.  Though they are limited in
what they can do to produce the level of relationships
that is desired by many people in insular societies, they
will continue to exist as a point of contact for those who
seek only a limited association with fellow Christians,
or the desires of those who see “church” as only a pas-
time “hour of worship” once a week.  However, we must
not limit the church to this methodology of assembly.
House churches produce something that many want and
need.  Therefore, there should be no antagonism between
single-assembly and multiple-assembly churches.  We
are not on a playing field of religious competition.  On
the other hand, there will be increasing frustrations on
the part of larger single-assembly churches as they see
their numbers dwindle with members going back home
to find one another and Jesus.

2.  The postmodern generation will continue to
leave many large single-assembly churches.  This has
already started.  As the postmodern generation leaves
the traditional single-assembly church in search of rela-
tional Christianity, less focus will be made on the use of
church buildings for church growth.  This movement
has already started in America.  There are numerous large
church buildings throughout urban centers that have
fewer worshipers in them today than there were twenty
years ago.  Because of the migrating generation in the
past three decades, many large single-assembly churches
have started house churches in order to bring a greater
level of personal relationships into the membership.  As
the postmodern generation, and the generations of their
children and grandchildren move into the leadership of
churches in the future, single-assembly churches in large
buildings will continue to lose members.  Chromey
wrote,

... postmodern evangelism is less arguments for God’s
existence as it is simply sharing relationships and experi-
ences.  It’s incarnational evangelism.  Postmodern Chris-
tians are those who have discovered Christianity to be the
supreme truth, carved not from reason as much as per-
sonal experience.  Postmoderns don’t seek to understand
God, but to experience His presence.21:261
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It is for this reason that postmoderns have little af-
finity with brick and mortar and the large assemblies
that take place within the confines of church building
walls.  The postmodern’s belief is centered on experi-
ence.  Assembly is valid only if it enhances one’s expe-
rience with another in a true relationship.  Therefore, a
system of assembly that does not fulfill a desire for ex-
periential contact will be ignored for something that will.
It is for this reason that postmoderns seek assemblies
that encourage a more experiential atmosphere or par-
ticipation on the part of everyone involved. Chromey
continued his explanation of the postmodern migrant
who is frustrated with the present system of assembly.

Have you ever considered how nonrelational the aver-
age Sunday-morning worship service is?  Think about it.
Most congregations sit in bolted pews and look at the backs
of heads.  The pulpit occupies center stage and focuses
attention on one person.  Worship is led by a few.  The
emblems are passed by a few.  The announcements are
given by one person.  The prayer is offered by one person.
The sermon is delivered by one person.

No wonder church is boring to postmoderns.21:262

If this is true of postmoderns, then we are headed
toward some challenges in maintaining large assemblies
in single-assembly churches.  America seems to be fol-
lowing after the tradition of the empty church buildings
of Europe.  If you ever have the opportunity, walk the
streets of Amsterdam or London on Sunday morning.
Walk into one of the ornate church buildings with stained
glass windows.  You will not find a large assembly of
believers in these buildings.  There will only be a few
faithfuls scattered here and there in a building that will
seat hundreds.  Is this where America is going?  As it is
now, in order to maintain large single-assemblies in many
American urban churches, members have to drive from
great distances in order to get to the church building.
The present membership of many urban churches is dis-
tributed throughout a tremendous geographical area.

Many in the coming generations, however, will
choose not to make the epic journeys across town in
order to sit like mutes in an empty building.  The post-
modern generation, and those who follow them, will seek
to experience one another in smaller assemblies in their
communities.  They will seek to take their Christianity
to the highways and hedges.  The challenge of this gen-
eration of leadership in the church is to make sure they
have a message to take.  Community involvement with-
out the message of the gospel is simply community in-
volvement.  There is no “church” about what one would
do.

3.  The postmodern religious culture will move
many from the church to social religiosity.  It is a good
move for the church to get involved in the community.
Our assembly-oriented past moved us away from our
neighborhoods and away from the needs that were next
door.  However, the postmodern individual wants to ex-
perience his or her beliefs in the lives of others by per-
sonal involvement in ministry to physical needs.  But
after we have met the physical needs of others, we must
not forget that there are fundamental teachings that must
be believed and obeyed.  It is necessary, therefore, to
study the Bible in order to determine what God would
have us do in obedience to commandments and in teach-
ing others what they must also do to obey God.

I know that the postmodern generation is the “what-
ever” generation in the sense that everything presents
itself as abstract truth, and thus, there are no command-
ments to be obeyed.  It is a generation that has a philoso-
phy that is based in secular humanism.  Within the think-
ing of this generation is a paradox in philosophy.  It has
all the information, and yet seeks to have no concrete
truth.  This thinking has affected many in the church.
However, if there is just one commandment in the New
Testament that must be obeyed in order to please God,
then there is an identity of the church and everyone must
conform to this identity.  Only one commandment means
that there is a concrete truth that must be discovered and
obeyed.

Tim LaHaye pictured the postmodern generation as
an identity crisis of these times.  He wrote,

By contrast, on college campuses across the land, bril-
liant young people, studying with learned, experienced
teachers, are facing what they call an identity crisis.  De-
spite enormous libraries, unlimited access to the World
Wide Web, sophisticated computers, and the finest infor-
mation technology available, today’s collegians are be-
wildered by the who and why of human existence.  One
fundamental law of teaching states, “You cannot impart
what you do not possess.”26:82

We must not run through Jerusalem toward our com-
munity and forget that there are laws of God that must
be followed in order to be pleasing in His sight.  Be-
cause there are those who will make God’s word ab-
stract in the sense that there are no definite laws to be
obeyed, many in the postmodern generation will lose
their way, and thus create a religion after their own de-
sires and a God after their own image.  These will re-
main religious, but develop a religiosity after man and
not after God.  And in doing so, many churches will lose
their distinctiveness in the midst of a host of “faiths”
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that are similarly without direction because of their ig-
norance of the Bible.

4.  The transitional generation of moderns need to
prepare for some dynamic changes.  It is no longer if
there will be changes in how we view the church.  There
will be change, great change as the postmodern genera-
tion, and the generations after them, come into the lead-
ership of the church.  Leaders of the present church will
either fight the change until they take churches as we
know them out of existence, or they will identify the
points of receptivity of the new wave of culture that is
coming through and evangelize it.

I believe it will be hard for some of the present lead-
ership to deal with what is happening and coming.  There
is a generation gap not only in the church as a whole,
but also in the leadership of the church.  The generation
of moderns in the church is still trying to figure things
out on an analytical chart and syllogistic system of ar-
gument.  They are still allowing themselves to be bur-
dened with past traditions that often hinder adaptive
change.  But the new postmodern generation simply re-
sponds by saying, “Whatever.”

Regardless of some inadequacies, specifically in the
area of a biblical foundation, the postmoderns are trying
to determine their own direction by throwing off any-
thing that sounds remotely traditional.  I think Sweet
was right in the following statement:

Much of the “innovative” church movement is in name
only.  Its idea of “innovation” is giving the old jalopy a
new paint job or mass-producing franchised spiritual ex-
periences like McDonald’s and Starbucks mass-produce
franchised fast-food and quality-coffee experiences.
Seeker-sensitive worship is often high-modern, native-in-
sensitive worship ....  The boomer generation’s preference
for topiaried worship, with highly sculpted performances
and Broadway-trimmed productions, is native numb.  What
God worth his Pearly Gates would call this worship, they
ask themselves.  Little wonder postmoderns are increas-
ingly distant from both traditional and innovative
churches.25:45

I do not think the present conflicts over how Chris-
tians should worship in assemblies (“worship wars”) will
continue in the generations to come.  It will not be a
battle over “worship styles”—wherever that is in the
Bible—but a whole new expression that is more per-
sonal oriented, if not more individual.  It will not be
“worship wars,” but “assembly wars.”  There will be a
transition from large to small, from clumps to clusters.
Traditional leadership will seek to hang on to the old
styles of assembly and worship, but as the postmodern

generation moves into the leadership of the church, there
will be changes.  Because of the tension that now pre-
vails in many churches, postmoderns have come to the
conclusion that many of the present churches will not
change, and thus they are not showing up to argue the
change.  Chromey stated, “Many postmodern (Gen X)
leaders are leaving the traditional church with the disil-
lusionment that it’s impossible to ‘pour new wine into
old wineskins’.”21:16

The “community church” phenomenon has not just
exploded into the Western church society because of in-
dependent preachers who wanted to start a church.  The
community church movement that started in the 70s was
a signal of where Christendom was moving.  The tradi-
tional church was not keeping up with the changes, and
thus many of the sons and daughters of the members of
traditional churches fled to the community churches
where they found more than ceremonial assemblies and
hierarchal leadership.

5.  Missions may be in danger of disappearing from
the agenda of the local church.  It is true that the mod-
ern generation of the church presented some difficulties
for the evangelist who had to raise funds in order to be a
foreign evangelist (missionary).  Nevertheless, the tra-
ditional church biblically knew its responsibility to
preach the gospel to the world.  Though traditional Chris-
tians often reluctantly gave to foreign missions, they did
give and continue to do so.  However, many of the post-
modern generation have become lost in their abstract
“theology” to the point that they have no theology, espe-
cially a theology for missions.  There is no message that
would qualify one as a “missionary” to others with the
distinct message of the gospel.  If we believe that our
mission is only social in dealing with the social aspects
of the community, we will sometimes forget that people
must be immersed for the forgiveness of their sins in
response to Jesus who rules over all things.  A church
without a mission is no church at all.  In fact, how can
we even use the word “church” to refer to a group of
socialists who have forsaken a definite message to
preach?

As many postmodern churches seek to be anony-
mous among other religious groups in the sense of not
being doctrinally identified as a distinctive church, they
will cease being identified as the church.  In an effort to
be like every church in the neighborhood, they will cease
being the church of the neighborhood.  They will thus
lose their mission as they lose their distinctive message.
It is true that many churches have simply denomina-
tionalized and become just like the church down the
street.  However, every church, including the one down
the street which we call a “denomination” must seek to
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discover simple New Testament Christianity.  And in
order to do this, there must be somewhere to seek – the
New Testament – and something to discover – sound
New Testament teaching concerning the distinctiveness
of the church.  We must search our way through a maze
of traditions and doctrines that keep us away from one
another, and ultimately, away from God.

The “whatever” generation must be challenged by
the word of God to understand that there is only one
way to God, and that way is through Jesus and His word.
And it is by Jesus’ word that we will be judged (Jn 12:48).
This one point gives the church a distinctive teaching, a
teaching that must be believed, for by it we will be
judged.  I believe the postmodern generation is in the
process of a spiritual revival.  However, the revival must
be guided by the word of God.  We must be totally en-
grossed in God’s word in order not to be sidetracked to
a religiosity that is created after our own desires and not
God’s direction, and subsequently sterile of concrete
truth.  We must remember that it is not in man who walks
to direct his own paths.

6.  The church is growing in global awareness.  One
of the things that does encourage me about the future of
the postmodern church is the fact that the average mem-
ber of the church is more globally perceptive than he or
she was forty or fifty years ago.  America, for example,
is coming out of its cultural cocoon and joining the rest
of the world.  Someone once said of the September 11
event that “America has now joined the rest of us.”

Many thought that the computer would isolate the
individual.  But the exact opposite has happened.  The
computer and Internet have opened the door for interna-
tional chat rooms, international discussion groups, in-
ternational dating, international board conferencing, etc.
The Internet has made the world small and brought mil-
lions of people together.  Every thirty minutes 2,800
people come online for the first time.  This is a world in
touch with itself.  It is a world that can by the click of
mouse bring into one’s living room an entire world of
information.

As computer and Internet usage continue to expand
throughout the world, the changing world will be bom-
barded with information.  The preaching of the gospel
by a distinct church will be in competition with an as-
sortment of religious groups who are competing for the
attention of every world citizen.  It is for this reason that
the church must come online.  When new residents move
into communities in the typical American city, they no
longer go shopping for a church Sunday after Sunday.
They simply go to their computer.  They go online as the
family surrounds a computer screen.  They click through
an assortment of churches in order to find the one that

suits their needs.  If a church is not online with a web
site, it will be out of sight for the postmodern genera-
tion.

7.  Our system of teaching will have to change for
the postmodern generation.  “The postmodern doesn’t
need a professor to pour knowledge into an empty brain.
With a few clicks on the Internet, postmoderns have ac-
cess to more information than anyone 40 years ago had
in 22 years of education.  Postmoderns want to see the
knowledge work.”21:262  It is true that “postmodern teach-
ers will be guides from the side, not sages from the stage.
Future education will be timeless (no 50-minute peri-
ods) and wall-less (outside a room).”21:262

We are moving into an era where we want to walk
with Jesus down a Galilean path and ride with Paul in a
storm-driven boat.  We want to be where the action is
and a part of the action itself.  Ever wonder why people
like real-life television programs as Survivor and The
Osbornes?  The reason is that the new generation wants
to be in on the action and participate in the event.
Churches, therefore, that do not offer real-life education
and ministry in the lives of others will continue to de-
cline in the future.

Christianity is a real-life action event.  Jesus’ teach-
ing was “on the spot” to real-life situations that presented
themselves to Him as He went about with His roving
classroom of disciples.  Instead of the “tell” classrooms
that are common with the modern generation, the next
generation wants a “show and tell” classroom experi-
ence.  They want men as Paul who desired to put Timo-
thy in school by his side (At 16:1,2).  This is the “preacher
training school” of the future.

Before I started in a limited way to understand the
postmodern generation, I was often perplexed when vis-
iting some churches in America.  I was often asked by
the younger mission committee members, “How can we
be personally involved in your mission?”  I could not
answer that question.  I was living in a foreign country
which was thousands of miles away from those who
wanted to be personally involved.  The only way I could
answer the question was that one “personally” sign a
“personal” check and send it to my sponsoring congre-
gation. That is as personal as one could get in foreign
missions other than selling everything he or she had and
joining me on the field.  Of course, that was not what
people were saying who wanted to be personally in-
volved.  I still do not know how to answer the question.
But the question does express the fact that the new gen-
eration of postmoderns want “hands on” Christian ex-
perience.  I think good things will come out of this de-
sire.  But at the end of the day, “hands on” world evan-
gelism demands selling out to be sold on one’s mission.
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8.  Multiple-assembly churches will grow.  Since
multiple-assembly churches lend themselves to being
relational and interactive, they will continue to grow at
a light-speed pace.  Moderns who are stuck in single-
assembly churches feel threatened.  And they should.
The postmodern generation is bored stiff with spectator
religion.  Postmoderns do not show up anymore because
they have been bored with too many performers who
have just stood up and carried out their “duties” on the
roster.  Postmoderns want a piece of the involvement
pie.

As the paradigm shift comes in the church, the
postmodern generation will grow into the leadership of
the church.  As this continues to happen in the years to
come, churches will change in the way they behave.  If
you are behind the curve on your knowledge of this new
generation or resistant to the coming changes that the
postmoderns will bring, then you will one day stand up
in an empty building listening to the echo of your own
voice.  As I suggested before, visit a cathedral on Sun-
day morning in London and listen to the echo of a priest
as he conducts mass for a few lingering parishioners scat-
tered throughout a building that was made to seat five
hundred people.

As Christians gain confidence in the relational as-
pect of house churches, they will spiritually grow.  Mul-
tiple-assembly churches will grow.  They will produce a
generation of young people who know only the fellow-
ship of love and caring in a small group.  Leaders who
see this setting as a permanent behavioral pattern of the
church, and not just a step until we “get our own build-
ing”, will continue to plant more churches in order to
keep the people together, not in numbers, but in hearts.
And in order to do this, they will keep their church groups
small in order to grow large multiple-assembly churches.

9.  The confrontation between Christianity and Is-
lam will increase.  The preceding point will be neces-
sary because in the world to come, the radical Islamist
will not go away.  In the past forty years he has devel-
oped a culture of terrorism in his religion.  This has be-
come his instrument of “evangelism,” or a means by
which to keep the infidels away in order to get his way.
The war on terrorism will not be won by the West.  It
will not because the West does not understand the na-
ture of the Islamist, nor his cause.  It is a nature and
cause that is on the opposite side of the Christian con-
tinuum.  For the new Islamist, terrorism is not a method
of operation.  The young suicide bomber is what he or
she is by religious culture.  Terrorism is a part of the
commitment of the extremists of the Islamic religion,
and thus, a way of religious behavior.  Radical Islam-
ists, therefore, will not compromise.  They will not show

up at the free democratic discussion form.  They will
not come to the negotiating table.  Does the Western
church really know how to evangelize this culture?

When I grew up in middle America, we never knew
what Islam was.  We had never seen a Muslim.  It was
not until I studied world religions in my early 20s that I
heard about the Islam faith.  That was in the late 60s.
Now, there are over six million Muslims in America.  In
another forty years, will there be sixteen million?  And
in another sixty years, will there be sixty million?  Keep
in mind that in the worldview of the Muslim, time is not
a factor.  The Muslim does not care if it takes another
six hundred years, America and the world will accept
the Islamic faith.

I believe Christians should wake up.  In the past,
Christians have left their communities and fled to their
church buildings.  They did “their religion” in buildings
while Muslims stayed in the communities in order to
clean up the drug trade.  Muslims bought the houses and
businesses of many communities, and now live in Mus-
lim suburbs.  Christians prided themselves in being so-
cial liberals and free.  Muslims handed out strict pun-
ishment to those who violated their neighbors.  No won-
der there are many “conversions” to Islam in seemingly
“Christian” countries.

10.  The professional missionary will linger, but
possibly disappear as a relic of the past.  There are a
hosts of obstacles that will challenge the church-sup-
ported, full-time missionary who seeks to go into all the
world on a missionary visa.  One of the first obstacles
against the professional missionary is the growing ten-
sion between Christianity and Islam.  Because of the
polarization between the Christian and Islamic
worldviews, the professional, fully supported mission-
ary will be stopped at the border of many countries.  The
wars in the Arab countries in the past two decades have
opened up some glimmers of hope into the conclaves of
Islam domain.  However, the worldwide resistance of
Islam against Christianity has been brought on stage,
and thus, the confrontation will increase.

As nations become more nationalistic and self-de-
pendent, they will no longer see the need for the mis-
sionary of the past.  Third World nations will continue
to receive “benevolent” missions, but the teaching mis-
sionary without a helping hand to aid the poor and un-
derprivileged, will find himself without an entry visa.
Missions, therefore, will become more social oriented
with programs that help the citizenship of nations.  This
is good, but many have gone before with this mission
and forgotten their message.  We must have more moti-
vation than drilling water wells and teaching English.
These tentmaking works must only be vehicles that are
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used to carry in the gospel of Jesus.  It is for this reason
that our new mission force must be trained in ministry
to the physical needs of humanity, but with the primary
purpose of ministering the gospel to those they help.  I
see this as a phenomenal opportunity for world evange-
lism.  I see the postmodern generation as a great source
of prospects to carry out this mission.  However, the
postmoderns must arm themselves with the message.
What good is a missionary without a message of truth?

In order to go into hostile territory, we must train a
new generation of missionaries that are able to survive
in secret.  If we are going to reach those areas of the
world that are governmentally and religiously hostile to
Christianity, then we must change our tactics from de-
veloping large single-assembly churches with buildings
built on the main streets of Baghdad to the quiet meet-
ings in homes on the outskirts of Beijing.  Missionaries
must be trained to feel at home in small numbers in
homes.  We must learn to sing in quietness.  “Covert
Christianity” will have to be something that is learned.
But it will be hard to learn by a generation who likes
shouting to the top of their voice through amplifiers and
loud speakers.  The Christian behavior that will perme-
ate like leaven throughout a hostile world will have to
take on a nature that was characteristic of the early Chris-
tians who leavened the ancient Roman world under great
persecution.

The problem is that the West has no “preacher train-
ing schools” and university missions training programs
that are attuned to the training of “covert evangelists”.
We like standing up before great crowds of people.  We
like our large assemblies.  We like charismatic speakers
who deliver marvelous three-point orations.  We like ....
We like ....  But the world is not attuned to our Western
likes.  The Western church may cherish dynamic speak-
ers, but the effective worker in a hostile world is quiet,
persistent, often unnoticed leaven going about from
house to house.

We are often ineffective simply because we are not
even allowed into some countries where we can use our
bombastic methods of evangelism.  We do not even go
there because the nature of our Christianity dictates to
us that these countries are “closed doors.”  They are
closed, but closed only to our form of Christianity.
Frankly, we do not go to these nations because we do
not know how.  We are not trained to be quiet, secret,
permeating leaven going from one small group of two
or three believers to another.  The new missionary for
the hostile world will probably have to be trained some-
where else than by the Western urban church.

I see house churches as the hope of the future for
training a new breed of missionaries who can go into

hostile regions.  Those who have been born out of a small
group atmosphere know how to survive with a few.  Their
joy is not in how many, but the quality of the relation-
ships between the how few.  They know how to go from
house to house, and not find their strength by going from
large assembly to large assembly.  The small house as-
sembly, therefore, will emotionally and relationally pre-
pare a new generation of missionaries who know how to
evangelize the world from house to house.

Must we go only to those nations of the world who
will allow in the professional missionary with his West-
ern form of church behavior?  Must we go only to those
countries where we can legally register the church?  Must
we go only to those countries where church buildings
can be built and we can own property?  Must we go only
to those countries about which one elder wrote me, “We
want to feel safe when we come and visit”?  Try answer-
ing all these questions through the thinking of Jesus and
Paul.

11.  The church will continue to become the church
of the poor.  According to the Time Magazine report of
the February 2000 issue, Christianity is now growing
faster in Africa than in any other region of the world.
India is close behind.  The countries of Africa and the
nation of India are economically classified as Third
World.  It is encouraging to see the accelerated growth
of the church in Third World countries.  But it is dis-
couraging to see the decline of the church in the West.
Nevertheless, this is reality.

If the American church continues on its present road,
a hundred years from now, it will be where the church in
Europe presently is.  Secular humanism moved religion
out of much of Europe.  It is doing the same in America.
It is for this reason that the church in Africa and India
must arise to the occasion to take up the mantel for glo-
bal evangelism.  As the American church moves into the
sunset of her existence, we must be prepared for another
geographical transfer of the center of Christianity.  This
transfer is to the poor, and Africa and India are poor.  I
would say to the church in Africa and India, wake up.
The responsibility for world evangelism for the next
several centuries is coming your way.

It is for this reason that this book has been written.  I
have sought to give hope to a Third World church that
must assume its responsibility for global evangelism.
Some changes must be made in our supposed theologi-
cal difficulties in reference to meeting in homes.  Some
changes must be made in our behavior and methodol-
ogy that was handed to us from the West.  The “church
building”, “assembly-centered” phase of church history
is over.  The postmodern generation will not build church
buildings for the world church in the future.  The center
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of their Christianity will not be in large single-assembly
churches.  This generation of Christians is not a build-
ing-oriented, but people motivated.  As this generation
comes into the leadership of the church, world church
leaders will be facing a stone wall with their appeals for
funds to build buildings.  It will take some time for the
rest of the world to figure this out.  But the handwriting
is on the wall.

Brethren must in the Third World, therefore, come
up with innovative ideas for assembly.  A new genera-
tion of Christians has arisen who do not see growth cen-

tered on a building, but on relationships.  It is this gen-
eration that will take the church into the future and into
all the world.  It is this generation of the church that can
see the kingdom as leaven spreading from house to house
throughout a world that in many places is becoming more
hostile.  Herein is our hope.  We will evangelize the world
from one house to another.  A new generation with an
Acts 20:20 vision will go from house to house with the
message of the gospel.  That is how it happened in the
first century.  It can happen again.

If you have made it this far in reading through this
book, then you have probably labored through some
challenging points.  Your religious heritage has prob-
ably been challenged.  You may be wondering what to
do with the challenges with which you are now faced.  I
realize that what you have read in this book has greatly
challenged you.  But unless we are continually chal-
lenged in our present situation, we will become stag-
nant and denominational.

Allow me the opportunity to take you through a few
final thoughts that may help us in our efforts to restore
relational Christianity in the midst of a denominational
world that has affected us in so many ways.  It may be
that we have convinced ourselves that we can be unde-
nominational while behaving as a denomination.  But
we know that when we start behaving denomination-
ally, we lose sight of our goal of restoring New Testa-
ment Christianity.

We must never forget our efforts to restore primitive
Christianity in this world.  We must never forget that we
are in a struggle in the midst of a denominated world to
remain undenominational.  Though many do not under-
stand the abstract nature of undenominational Christian-
ity, as leaders we must both understand and apply resto-
rational thinking in order that we not become just an-
other denomination.  Restoration to small group assem-
blies in the context of the multiple-assembly church is a
natural setting that breaks down denominational tenden-
cies, which tendencies seem to creep into our behavior
when we seek to be a large assembly just as the nations
around us.  For this reason, we must never become com-
placent.  We must remain vigilant lest we hypocritically
condemn that which we have possibly become, just an-
other denomination.

However, we must not assume that large assemblies
are wrong.  Neither should we assume that church build-
ings are wrong.  They are not.  To condemn the use of
purpose-built church buildings in our efforts to restore
New Testament Christianity would be missing the is-

sue.  It is not the building that is the problem.  It is our
non-relational Christianity that causes the problems.
Neither are large assemblies the problem.  It is how we
view our Christianity in the midst of a denominated
world.  If we seek to be just as the denominations around
us, then certainly we will become just that.  We will
become just another denomination in a religious world
that dictates that we behave denominationally.  (I have
dealt extensively with this subject in the book, Sectar-
ian Denominationalism.)

For those of you who have felt that church buildings
have been under attack throughout the contents of this
book, you must not feel defensive.  Neither should you
feel that you are under attack because of some brick and
mortar into which you have poured a great deal of money.
You have the building.  You have the large assembly.  It
has been my challenge to you not to view either your
building or your assembly as just another denomination
on the block.  We are not in physical competition with
the denominations around us.  Since we are not, then we
must use our imagination as to how we should not be
viewed by our denominational neighbors as just another
denomination.  In order not to be viewed as just another
denomination, I would suggest that we focus more on
our behavior as our identity in the community and less
on brick and mortar.

The church should always be identified first by be-
havior.  I believe this is what Jesus had in mind in John
13:34,35.  I believe this is also what Peter had in mind
when he wrote, “But sanctify Christ as Lord God in your
hearts and be ready always to give a defense to every-
one who asks you a reason for the hope that is in you,
yet with meekness and fear” (1 Pt 3:15).  Our hope is
manifested in our behavior.  It is loving behavior that
identifies us as the children of God.  Behavior stimu-
lates inquiry, and thus teaching follows as we give an-
swer concerning our hope.  Those who work in any par-
ticular community out of a purpose-built building may
have a more difficult time focusing on behavior over the

Epilogue
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physical advertisement of a building.  The building may
often distract us from our real and necessary focus.  Nev-
ertheless, all of us must restore the desire to be identi-
fied by our love of one another.

The revolution of large single-assembly churches to
incorporate house churches in their fellowship manifests
that many churches are realizing that we must restore
relational Christianity.  We must allow the Lord Jesus
Christ in our hearts to be the advertisement of who we
are.  In order to restore our focus on our hearts and be-
havior, we must work with one another in an effort to be
what God would have us be.  And what we must be are
disciples of Jesus who seek to be with one another in
close relationships that draw others into the family of
God.

An “authentic church” is manifested to the commu-
nity by the love of the members for one another.  It is
undenominational simply because loving members seek
to be with others.  They seek to draw others to Christ
through their behavior.  A sectarian attitude moves us to
remove ourselves from others.  On the other hand, love
draws us to others and others to us.  When Christians
grow in love of one another, therefore, the spirit of sec-
tarianism is destroyed.  The denominationalism that is
the fruit of sectarianism is destroyed.  It is for this rea-
son that we must learn the spirit of love that is devel-
oped in the close relationships that are a serendipity of
small group fellowships.

When we begin our restoration of focusing on rela-
tionships instead of physical structures, then we are on
the road to undenominational Christianity.  We are on
our way to being the family of God in the midst of so
many who have relegated Christianity to the ceremonial
traditions of men.  When the fruit of the Spirit is truly
manifested in the community of God, then the church is
on its way to growth.

Throughout this volume of books I have focused on
many suggestions that will help the disciple of Jesus to
function in his or her ministry.  There was a great deal of
emphasis placed on how to do this in our practical be-
havior of serving the needs of others.  In considering
this material, please keep in mind that practical sugges-
tions must be carried out with a heart of love.  Our ser-
vice to one another in Christ is the result of our bond
that we have in Jesus.  Some have fallen victim to insti-
tutional or traditional religiosity in the midst of a large
single-assembly churches.  Our challenge to them is to
get to work.  All of us must discover our gifts and use
them to the glory of God in ministry to others.

As previously stated, those who are content to live
at ease in Zion on a church pew or bench, while hidden
in the midst of a large assembly, often do not want to

know the needs of others.  If they did, they would have
to get to work in serving others.  The danger of large
assemblies is that they often become caves in which we
can hide.  If large assemblies of the church is all that we
attend, then there are always those who are hidden from
the needs of others.  It is for this reason that large single-
assembly churches should initiate small group assem-
blies.  When people come together into a small group,
work is identified.  No one can sit idly by when work is
to be done.

I would not condemn the methodology of using a
purpose-built church building as an instrument of evan-
gelism.  The denominational world is seated in the cul-
ture of church buildings.  If our buildings can be effec-
tively used for evangelism in order to draw people into
the close fellowship of our small groups, then we will
be using the buildings for the correct purpose.  Though
most Christians throughout the world will never have
the privilege of building or buying a church building,
they must not use the lack of a building as an excuse for
not growing as a church.  Keep in mind that buildings
do not build churches.  People do.  Those who have no
building have some advantages over those who do.  At
least they do not have to deal with the denominating
effect that a building has on the thinking of members.
They do not lead themselves to lean on a physical crutch
for the growth of the church.  Their lack of a building
forces them to focus on other things than a building that
cause the growth of the church.

As the church we must simply keep before us at all
times that the kingdom of God is within us.  It is not
something that is physically around us.  Since it is in us,
we must focus our attention on our hearts and how we
behave with those around whom we live.  If the contents
of this volume have helped you to better behave around
those in the community in which you live, then I have
accomplished my goal for the many years of writing that
have gone into this work.

We must seek to be the undenominated global fam-
ily of God that was initiated in the first century.  What-
ever works against the universality of the church, must
be questioned.  If we burden ourselves with any think-
ing or thing that encourages us to denominate from one
another, then we must be willing to make all necessary
sacrifices in order to get back on track.  This may be
easy to write about, but the task of remaining relational
and undenominational in the midst of a world of Chris-
tendom that is so denominated is a difficult thing to do
and maintain.  Nevertheless, we must challenge ourselves
to stay with the course.  We must continue to remember
our scriptural roots and the One who brought us out of
the bondage of traditional and ceremonial religion in
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order to deliver us to freedom.  We are now free to obey.
We are free to serve one another in a community that is
destined for eternal dwelling.
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Book 25

The Existence of God

David correctly said, “The fool has said in his heart there is no God.”  It is a foolish man who
discards God from his thought and behavior.  Our conduct of life depends on what we believe.  If
there is no belief that one will give account for his moral behavior in relation to his fellow man, then
certainly one’s conduct will eventually lead to his or her maltreatment of his fellow man.  The
world view of every man must contain the thinking that one will give account of his behavior.  Such
thinking helps one keep his behavior with his fellow man in social cohabitation according to that
which is good and right.  Though all men have doubts concerning that which is beyond the physical
world, it is necessary that Christians know why they believe in God.  He is not the result of super-
stitious beliefs.  Our belief in Him is the result of His manifestation to mankind throughout history.
There is a God.  He has revealed Himself to man.  It is before this God that all men must eventually
give account.

We live in a world of unbelief.  There are many who
do not believe in the God of the Bible.  There are those
who are skeptical, agnostic and completely atheistic in
their belief.  There are those who believe in a deity that
is not characteristic of the God of the Bible.  There are
those who believe in gods of uncontrolled fear and wrath;
gods that justify terror and terrorism.  According to Bible
definitions, those who have constructed such gods are
atheists in that they do not believe in the God which is
described in the Scriptures.  Any god that has been cre-
ated after the imaginations of man is not the God of the
Bible.

It is the purpose of this first Book to remind our-
selves of how objective reason will lead one to the God
of the Bible.  It is the purpose of this Book to present to
you a systematic path of reason which results in a logi-
cal conclusion.  That logical conclusion is the reason-
ableness of belief, belief in the God of the Bible.  Once
belief is established, then the reasonableness of that
God’s revelation to man logically follows.  And once
we bring our reasoning to the Bible, a whole new world
of religion opens up for those who have been misguided
into following after false gods.  By careful study of God’s

revelation, the Bible, one is brought closer to the true
nature of the God of the universe.

It is our final purpose in this Book to bring you closer
to God’s revelation of His personality.  Through the cre-
ation of the world we now behold, God has revealed His
existence and power (Rm 1:20).  However, God has not
left us in a physical world and ventured to the far cor-
ners of the universe.  He has intervened in the physical
world, and thus, given us evidence of His existence.  God
revealed His loving personality through word of revela-
tion.  Through the Bible, therefore, we have evidence of
God who is beyond the physical world.  However, rev-
elation through creation and word does not fully explain
what man needs to know concerning who God is.  God
knew that man needed more than words.  There was the
need for Him to incarnate, that is, reveal Himself by be-
coming flesh.  And thus, “the Word became flesh and
dwelt among us ...” (Jn 1:14).  Through Jesus, there-
fore, man’s knowledge of the God of the universe is en-
hanced to greater detail.  When Christians transition to
the very presence of God, then will they know all that
God feels they should know concerning who He is.

Belief is based on evidence.  If it is not based on
evidence, then it is superstition.  That which is believed

is generally believed because one has been convinced
of it by some type of evidence.  We can also give some

Chapter 1

A HISTORY OF DEFENSE
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sort of defense for believing what we believe.  All nor-
mal thinking people have beliefs and defenses for those
beliefs.

Christianity is a system of belief.  Christianity is not
a defenseless religion which has no evidence to substan-
tiate its facts.  It is not a system of wishful thought or
superstitious fables, myths and legends.  It is grounded
on facts that have been proved and proclaimed by reli-
able witnesses who experienced the unveiling of the su-
pernatural environment of God.  The truth of it has been
confirmed in the annals of history by the blood of those
witnesses who died in defense of it.  Christianity is a
belief of man that can be defended because it is founded
on facts.

The defense of the Bible and Christianity is not a
recent development of modern times.  The defenses be-
gan when men first experienced the manifestation of
God.  The defenses of the Bible originated with the Bible
itself.  Its inspiration is defended by its very nature.

The defense of the Bible and Christianity have con-
tinued throughout the centuries.  When the apostle Paul
stood on Mars Hill he confronted vain philosophies of
Deity with the power of word and logic.  There have
been thousands of “Mars Hills” events since his day.
There has always been those giants of logic who have
sounded forth a defense of Jesus and His life and word.

It is our opinion that every Christian should be able
to defend that which he believes.  A religion that cannot
be defended is not worth believing.  Those who crouch
in fear and do not defend a defensible belief should real-
ize that they are only hindering their cause by such non-
action.  It takes boldness to stand up and be counted.
But such is what calls on every believer to do in this
world of doubt.  Christians must stand up and be counted
for giving a testimony of what they believe and why
they believe such.  If Christians fail to take a stand for
defending the truth, the environment in which they live
will only become worse.  Therefore, we must always be
ready to defend our faith.

A. Definitions:

We must clarify the use of the following two terms
that are commonly used in the field of study of defend-
ing the Christian belief.  First, the term Christian
apologetics has reference to the verifying of Christian-
ity in general.1:13  The task of Christian apologetics is to
show that Christianity is the true religion of God.1:13  It
is to show that there are no other true beliefs concerning
that which is beyond this world other than what has been
revealed from God.  Secondly, Christian evidences can
be considered a subdivision of the field of Christian

apologetics.  The study of Christian evidences deals more
with the factuality of the Christian religion while
apologetics covers the philosophical, theological and
historical realms of evidence as a whole.  Regardless of
our definitions, these two terms – Christian apologetics
and Christian evidences – are used interchangeably in
the study of defenses of the Bible and Christianity.
Therefore, the definitions of Christian apologetics and
Christian evidences vary from one author to another.
Both terms can be used to refer to the broad field of
defenses of Christianity.  We will use the term Christian
evidences in this book in order to refer to all evidences
that give a supporting base to the Christian religion.  Our
main concern is to produce and recognize philosophi-
cal, theological and factual proofs of Christianity.

We are dealing with the following proposition:
Christianity is true because it is the result of the rev-
elation of an eternal Being, God.  If this is true, then
we should give our entire lives to this God who has re-
vealed truth to us through the inspired word of God.  If
this is a false proposition, then we are left to existential-
ism, that is, every man is left to determine what is right
for himself.  This means that we must become humanis-
tic, that is, look only to man for answers.  Man must
become the center of the universe and the sole authority
for law.

When we consider the history of man’s efforts to
devise his own systems of moral behavior, the urgency
of determining the truth of Christianity is greatly em-
phasized.  Man’s inability to determine a moral stan-
dard upon which correct judgments can be made has
been evidenced throughout history.  Therefore, it is para-
mount that we come to the conclusion that man is not all
there is.  There is a Higher Being above him who must
be allowed to determine that which is right and wrong.
And it is necessary that man recognize this High Being,
and thus, submit to His direction.

In the following defense material we will frequently
use the word “skepticism” (sometimes spelled “scepti-

PHILOSOPHICAL
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APOLOGETICS

THEOLOGICAL                          HISTORICAL
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cism”).  This term is used as a general term to refer to
those who in any way doubt the verbal inspiration of the
Scriptures, and thus, doubt the intervention of God into
this material world so as to direct the affairs of man.  It
is used to define those who would question the exist-
ence of the God of the Bible, the transcendence of God
through miracle and the life and resurrection of Jesus.
In other words, any religionist that doubts the religion
of the Bible is herein referred to as a skeptic.  Those
who profess religions that are contrary to the Christian-
ity that is revealed in the Bible are religious skeptics.

The skeptic is not the one who has doubts at times in
his Christian life and belief.  The skeptic is the one who
systematically launches an attack against the evidences
and beliefs of Christianity.  He is the one who has made
it his policy of life to reject the will of God by rejecting
that any Higher Power has a right to govern his life.  In
modern-day terms, this individual would commonly be
referred to as the unbeliever.  Unfortunately, the term
“unbeliever” is often used today as a mild term to define
the one who is actually a skeptic.  All unbelievers are
skeptics if they do not accept the authority of the ver-
bally inspired word of God.  All skeptics are unbeliev-
ers because they have given up a consciousness of God’s
authority in their lives, and thus, refuse to accept the
word of God.  It is in this world that Christians live.
Therefore, it is the purpose of the discussions of this
material to confront the unbeliever.

B. First century defenses:

The defense of Christianity had its origin in the in-
spired apostles of the first century.  When Paul boldly
marched over the plains of the ancient world he stood
ready at any time to sound forth a defense of the truth of
Christianity.  His defense of the truth against the Athe-
nian philosophers in Acts 17 is only one example (At
17:22-31).  He proclaimed, “Therefore, the One whom
you worship without knowing, Him I proclaim to you”
(At 17:23).  And from this point, he made a defense of
the God who has revealed Himself to man.

We must recognize that the first Christians were
willing and able defenders of their faith (See Ph 1:7,16;
At 24:10-25; 1 Pt 3:15; Jd 3).  They shrank neither from
the challenge nor from the responsibility of defending
their belief.  We have a record of their defense in the
New Testament.  When we consider our present-day
defense of Christianity, therefore, we must consult their
defenses.  This is necessary because they walked by fact
more than faith.  They actually experienced the inter-
vention of God in the lives of men.  They saw the
miracles.  They experienced the resurrection of the dead.

Therefore, their recorded testimony is our evidence for
our faith.

According to 1 Peter 3:15 we understand that de-
fending the faith was a God-given command.  Peter wrote
that we must be ready “to give a defense to everyone
who asks” concerning our hope.  Every Christian was in
those days to be ready to give an answer concerning his
faith.  The early Christians were willing to defend the
truth of the gospel.  Nothing has changed concerning
the Christian’s responsibility to defend his faith.  1 Pe-
ter 3:15 applies to us today as it applied to the early
Christians.  We must be ready always to give an answer
to those who ask concerning our hope.

C. Second and third century defenses:

The defenses of Christianity increased during the
second and third centuries.  Second century apologists
met the attacks of pagans who launched false accusa-
tions against the church.  Faithful Christians defended
the truthfulness of Christianity against the widespread
influences of paganism that infiltrated the church.

Christianity was greatly misrepresented by its en-
emies during the second and third centuries.  Christians
were called atheists because they did not believe in pa-
gan gods.  They were called cannibals because unbe-
lievers misunderstood their partaking of the body and
blood of Jesus in the Lord’s Supper.  They were called
insurrectionists because they would not bow to Caesar
as lord.  All these attacks stimulated a host of Christian
apologists to arise to the occasion and defend the truth.

The main task of the second century defenders was
to meet these false accusations against Christians and to
show to the political and religious world that Christian-
ity was theologically and morally superior to any other
religion.  It was so because it originated from God and
not the legends, myths and fables of man.  J. K. S. Reid
wrote that the early apologists “undertook the double
task of showing that Christianity was politically innocu-
ous and of refuting the ignorant charges of immorality
brought against it.”2:45

The following are just a few principal figures who
led the way to defend Christianity during the second and
third centuries.

1.  Justin Martyr (100 - 165):  Justin Martyr boldly
addressed Antonius Pius and the Roman people as a
whole in his Apology.  Reid says that he “begins with a
plea not that the punishment of Christians be terminated,
but that the charges against them be examined.”2:46  Jus-
tin was not begging for mercy from persecution.  He
was asking for an honest examination of Christianity.
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He knew that when men objectively examined the be-
liefs of the Christian, they would be found innocent of
the false charges that were laid against them.

In his Dialogue With Trypho, Justin stated that his
purpose was “to lay before the public a faithful memo-
rial of our life and doctrine, that we may not thank our-
selves for our sufferings, which for want of due infor-
mation you may inflict upon us.”2:46

Justin’s major task was to prove the superiority of
the life and morals of Christ over pagan practices.  In
the Dialogue With Trypho he set out to defend the mes-
siahship of Christ by referring to Old Testament proph-
ecies.  In proving that Jesus was the God-sent Messiah,
he proved that Jesus was from God and not man.  The
conclusion was that if Jesus was from God, then He must
be heard and obeyed.  Justin affirmed, therefore, that
Christians are who they are because they have accepted
Jesus to be more than a man.  He is the Son of God, and
thus, must be heard and obeyed.

2.  Tatian (125 - 200):  Tatian is best known for his
authorship of the Diatessaron, a harmony of the gospel
records.  In his Discourse to the Greeks he argued that
Christianity was superior to paganism.  “He delivers an
attack of unusual force upon the contemporary world:
he can find nothing but evil in its religions, its ethics, its
philosophy and its culture” (2:47).  Since religions of
men are developed after the intentions of men, then de-
veloped religion conforms to the wishes of men.  Man-
made religion, therefore, is pagan because it conforms
to the evils of men who seek to soothe their consciences
by inventing a god who will justify their wickedness.

3.  Tertullian (160 - 220):  Tertullian’s purpose in
his Apologeticus was also to defend the superiority of
Christianity over paganism.  He is well-known for the
statement: “The blood of the Christians is the seed of
the church.”  This statement was made in reference to
his defense of Christianity, pointing to the fact that per-
secution against Christianity was unwarranted and ille-
gal.  No matter how much Christianity was persecuted,
it would continue to expand.  In Apologeticus he dealt
specifically with those injustices which were being lev-
eled against Christians.

In his work, Against Marcion, Tertullian turned to a
doctrinal refutation of Marcion.  Marcion coined the
gnostic belief that the God of the Old Testament was
different from the God of love in the New Testament.
Tertullian thus proved that the God of creation was also
the “good” God of the New Testament.  Marcion only
manifested his ignorance of the God of the Old Testa-
ment by not seeing the disciplinary work of God so as to
preserve a segment of society for the coming of the
Messiah who was the manifestation of the love of God.

4.  Irenaeus (130 - 200):  Irenaeus is given credit
for being the first to present and defend the principles or
system of apologetical argumentation.2:45  His greatest
work was Against Heresies.  This was an apologetical
work against the widespread beliefs of the Gnostics who
corrupted New Testament teaching concerning the na-
ture of Jesus.  Some Gnostics believed that Jesus was
only a phantom of Deity who was manifested on earth
and dwelt among the disciples.  Others believed that the
spirit “Christ” descended on the totally human Jesus,
but left Jesus at the time of the cross.  Therefore, the
man Jesus went to the tomb and is still there today.  The
Deity Christ returned to heaven.  These were heretical
doctrines that attacked the church in the second century,
and thus, Iraneaus set forth a defense against these her-
esies.

5.  Origen (185 - 254):  A man by the name of Celsus
attacked Christianity around 177 to 180 in a work called
True Discourse.  In this work, Celsus denied the messi-
ahship of Christ and stated that paganism was a valid
alternative to Christianity.  Since Christianity was sup-
posedly an invention of men, then its right to be exalted
above other religions was unjustified.  Origen’s work,
Against Celsus,2:30 is an answer to Celsus’ argumenta-
tion.  Origen essentially set forth a complete defense of
Christianity.  As a result of the powerful presentation of
His reasoning in this and other writings, his writings
affected the religious world for many centuries to come.
Even today, the writings of Origen play an important
role in the beliefs of the Roman Catholic Church.

D. Fourth to eighteenth century defenses:

The second and third century defenders of the faith
began to systemize the study and presentation of Chris-
tian evidences.  But it was not until some centuries later
that many of the philosophical arguments of Christian-
ity were completely formalized.  Great thinkers as Kant,
Anselm and Paley put the unbelieving philosophical
world to task with systematic presentations of apolo-
getic arguments.  Their systems of thought are carried
on in many schools of philosophy to this present day.

By the twelfth century, science and religion were
placed in positions which made them antagonist to one
another.  It was actually false science and some false
religious thinking that conflicted.  It was during this time
that scientific thinking entered into the study of Chris-
tian evidences.  Thomas Aquinas made it his task to es-
tablish a harmony between the fields of the study of sci-
ence and revelation.  Since Aquinas, the study of de-
fense always deals with the scientific field.  Atheistic
and agnostic scientists have made it their policy to ex-
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clude any religious beliefs from the study of science,
and thus, have made the field of science antagonistic to
religious belief.  (More on this later.)

With the rise of the scientific field of study, the an-
tagonism between science and the Scriptures began to
arise in the field of Christian apologetics.  The follow-
ing are just a few principal figures that stand forth as
defenders of Christianity during the fourth through the
eighteenth centuries when the conflict between science
and the Bible began to arise:

1.  Athanasius (296 - 373):  Athanasius’ principal
work was a waging of war against the Arian Heresy
which denied the deity of Christ.  This was actually a
doctrinal debate which came into great focus during the
early part of the fourth century.

2.  Augustine (354 - 430):  In his de Civitate Dei,
Augustine defended Christianity against those who
blamed it for the downfall of the Roman Empire.  De
Civitate Dei was written in two parts between 412 and
426.  The first part was a defense of Christianity.  In the
second part Augustine shifted from a defense to an at-
tack against those who opposed Christianity.

3.  Anselm (1033 - 1109):  The greatest contribution
that Anselm of Canterbury made to the field of Chris-
tian evidences was the formalized presentation of the
ontological argument for the existence of God.  (This
will be discussed later.)  Anselm affirmed that the evi-
dence of God’s existence could be made on the basis of
the existence of the idea of God.  Since it is impossible
for man to conceive of that which is above himself,
Anselm affirmed that the concept of God argued for the
existence of God.  The very idea of God assumes the
fact that God has revealed Himself to man.  Anselm’s
argument seemed like a philosophical twist of words,
but the nature of the argument has captured the discus-
sions of philosophers and theologians for centuries.

4.  Thomas Aquinas (1225 - 1274):  As stated be-
fore, Aquinas’ main purpose was to harmonize reason
and revelation, science and religion.  His first major work
was Summa Contra Gentiles (1259 - 1264).  In his sec-
ond work, Summa Theologica,2:112 he dealt specifically
with the existence of God by setting forth the following
five major defenses:

1. There must have been a First Mover to start all mo-
tion.

2. Every effect must have an “efficient” cause.  There
must have been a first and efficient cause to start all
present things.

3. If nothing had at one time existed in the past, then
nothing would be existing today.  Such necessitates

the existence of something during all past time.
4. There must be a standard of moral good.  Without a

standard of moral good the concepts of good and evil
could not exist.  That standard must be infinite, and
thus, come from that which is infinite.  Such must of
necessity come from God.

5. Aquinas affirmed that there is some intelligence by
which things are directed toward an end.  His fifth ar-
gument was his version of what is today called the
teleological argument.  (More on this later.)

5.  Other late century defenders and ages of con-
temporary thought:  Space will not allow us to discuss
all those who have so valiantly stood forth to defend
Christianity during the middle ages.  However, we must
mention a few here in passing who are the more well-
known.

During the days of the reformation, John Calvin
(1509 - 1564) published his Instituto Christianae
Religionis (1536).  In this work he contended that God
presents Himself to man through nature.  As with Anselm,
Calvin believed that God ingrained in the minds of man
the concept of Deity.

In 1627 Hugo Grotus wrote Concerning the True
Christian Religion which was a defense against the teach-
ing of Islam.  At the time of writing, Islam was com-
monly referred to as Mohammedanism.  His defense of
Christianity argued against the divine origin of Islam.
Islam, therefore, must, according to Grotus, join with
all those man-made religions that have come upon the
scene of human history.

A few years after Grotus, John Locke (1632 - 1704)
contended for the reasonableness of the Christian reli-
gion in The Reasonableness of Christian Faith (1695).
Locke believed that some things could not be tested by
reason, such as, the future resurrection from the dead
and angelic wars.  Since these things have not yet oc-
curred, they can be believed on the basis of past miracu-
lous events.  The evidence of the past confirms the mi-
raculous of the future.

Some of the prevailing philosophies of the centuries
have greatly affected society.  Once these philosophies
caught hold of societies, society changed in direction.
It is for this reason that Christians must learn from the
past in order to guard the saints for the future.  The Chris-
tian leader must be perceptive to what is generally ac-
cepted in the present.  In doing so, he can prepare the
church to deal with the present, as well as, train the youth
for the future.  The following are some of the more promi-
nent philosophies that set the trends of society for times
in the past:
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a.  The Age of Scholasticism:  “Scholasticism
was an attempt to provide a philosophical basis for the-
ology; an attempt to reduce Christian doctrine to scien-
tific form, to harmonize revelation and reason, faith and
science.”3:325  What happened during this period is what
usually happens when men try to bind religion to con-
form to the science of the day.  Religion suffers and sci-
ence reigns.

Systematic scholasticism actually began in the ninth
century but it flourished during the eleventh to the
fourteenth centuries.  Spirituality was not characteris-
tic of this period since the minds of men were turned
more toward the naturalistic inclinations of existence.
Philosophers and scientists  were more interested in cold
logic rather than the development of godliness.  The early
scholastics dealt with bare logic in defending doctrines,
whether they were Bible-based or not.  Much of the philo-
sophical thought of these years was centered in this
manner of reasoning.  Many religionists defended Chris-
tianity during this time by this same manner of cold rea-
soning.  Emphasis of doctrine and reasoning, therefore,
took precedence over the spiritual development of the
individual.  The holy life was sacrificed for doctrine.

b.  The Age of Pietism:  Pietism is an over
emphasis upon the spiritual side of the individual.  Rea-
son is sacrificed for emotion.  Because of the age of
scholasticism, pietism was a natural reaction to the era
of cold logic.

Pietism was centered more in the seventeenth cen-
tury.  “Historically, the movement originated by Philipp
Jakob Spener in Germany, seeking a return to vital evan-
gelical Christianity as over against the intellectualism
and formalism of seventeenth century Protestant ortho-
doxy.”4:585  Because this movement arose from the lack
of concentration on the spiritual side of Christianity dur-
ing the years of scholasticism, men developed the theol-
ogy that emotion and feelings must reign over logic.

c.  The Age of Rationalism (Age of Enlight-
enment):  During this age, reason reigned king in the
minds of philosophers, scientists and many religionists.
Spirituality was again at a low and ignorance of the Scrip-
tures high.  This period has been explained as the epic
when men accepted “reason as a substitute for spiritual
depression.”5:81  If it sounded right, then it must be right.

This period of thought sprang to life in the latter
part of the seventeenth century.  England was the nation
of its birth.  Its life-span was a little over one hundred
years.  “This Age of Reason or Enlightenment began in
the reign of Louis XIV and continued without much, if
any, abatement until it reached its height in the reign of
Louis XV.”5:80  Such philosophers as Rousseau, Voltaire,
Descartes, Leibnitz and Spinoza greatly influenced the

minds of men during these lively days of reason.  They
were antagonistic to the religion that they experienced
in their day.  Their reactionary reasoning concerning
religion, therefore, was twisted because the religion of
the day was twisted.

Throughout the age of rationalism, reason suppos-
edly become the solution to all problems.  Reason thus
became a god in the minds of many men.  Reid explained,

The overriding characteristic that dominated the thought
of the day and determined the way in which men talked
about religion is a fundamental trust in the omnicompe-
tence of reason.  It is an age in which there are no in-
soluble problems and no locked doors through which rea-
son cannot pass.  The limitations upon our knowledge are
brushed aside, if not in practice at least in principle, and
nothing lies essentially beyond the grasp of reason.2:140,141

Culture and the philosophy of culture invariably af-
fect man-made religions.  And so it was during the age
of rationalism.  As a result of the naturalistic thinking in
religion during these years, God was separated from His
creation by the deist who believed that God did not deal
with the material universe.  The idea of a transcendent
God was removed from religious thought.  Deism be-
came a common belief in this age of pure reason.

A deist is “one who believes in God, but who does
not believe in the Christian Religion; he denies Divine
Providence; believes that God is separate and distinct
from the world.”6:ii  He does not believe in the Christian
religion in that he does not believe the Christianity that
is revealed in the New Testament.  During the age of
rationalism, deists asserted a “belief in God, creator of
the universe, but regarded him as detached from the
world and making no revelation.”7:221

Deism took various forms during the enlightenment.
Its chief proponents were Lord Herbert of Cherbury
(commonly referred to as the “father of Deism”), John
Toland (Christianity not Mysterious) and, Matthew
Tindal (Christianity as Old as Creation).  Tindal affirmed
that natural religion was complete.  It needed no tran-
scendent God.  Toland affirmed that the gospel was not
above reason.  In essence, deists as Toland did not be-
lieve in the possibility of miracles.  Rather, they believed
that God was separate from the world; He simply per-
forms no miracles at all.  As a result of such beliefs, the
possibility of revelation tended to be ruled out.  As a
result of this belief, men came to deny the inspiration of
the Bible.

Deism also laid fertile soil for the doctrine of theis-
tic evolution.  God created the world, the theistic evo-
lutionist affirmed, and then sat back to let natural laws
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take their course.  When Charles Darwin came along
with the Origin of Species in 1859, the stage had al-
ready been set in the minds of many religionists for a
completely naturalistic concept of origins.

Joseph Butler (1692 - 1752) was one of the key fig-
ures who raised his pen in protest against deistic reli-
gion.  In his Analogy of Religion (1736) he took for
granted the existence of God and gave reasons that God
created all things and now rules all things.  “His key
argument is the inability of human reason to be the judge
of religious affairs.”2:151  Butler was right for his time.
He was one who took a stand for belief, and thus, raised
his voice against any attempts to place the Christian in a
world whose God has supposedly left it alone.  Chris-
tians would do well today to perceive the godless soci-
eties in which we live.  Men proclaim that if there is a
God, He is distant.  He is thus not involved in the affairs
of man.  Deistic thought is still around.

d.  William Paley (1743 - 1805):  No study of
Christian evidences would be complete without men-
tioning the works of William Paley.  His works in this
area of study were used for many years in schools
throughout the western world.  They have had a tremen-
dous influence in the area of Christian evidences.

Rationalism inevitably leads to skepticism, the prac-
tice of doubting everything that cannot be perceived
through the five senses.  Skeptics flourished during the
Enlightenment.  In his book, Treatise of Human Nature
(1727), men like David Hume flatly denied the possibil-
ity of miracles.  Thomas Paine in his book Age of Rea-
son (1794 - 1796) taught that the Bible was unreliable.
As a result of the these attacks, men like William Paley
came to the defense of the Bible and revealed Christian-
ity.

In View of the Evidences of Christianity (1794), Paley
answered the attacks of Hume and Paine.  He produced
sound philosophical argumentation in defense of the
existence of God.  Later he turned to prove the validity
of miracles, prophecy and other facts of Christianity
which are commonly denied by skeptics.  Honest be-
lievers throughout the years that follow Paley used his
argumentation in order to defend Christianity.

E.  Nineteenth century defenses:

During the last part of the 1700’s in Europe, skepti-
cism flourished under the influences of such men as
Voltaire (1694 - 1778) and Rousseau (1712 - 1778).
Divine authority was completely rejected.  The Bible
was considered to be just another book of literature.
Christianity was mocked.8  Nurtured by the works of
Paine and Hume, rationalism quickly spread to the North

American continent.  From there it spread throughout
the world through literature and cultural art.

As a result of this infiltration of skeptical thought
into the minds of men, preachers and professors of reli-
gion in America began to raise their voices in defense of
the Bible and Christianity.  The books of Butler and Paley
were widely used as textbooks in schools and universi-
ties.  In the heated debate that developed, science was
unfortunately made the enemy of religion in many cases.
Men began to believe that there could be no harmony
between the two fields of study.

From about 1820 to 1850 many institutions of learn-
ing in America taught a course in Christian evidences.
These schools taught the literal interpretation of the
Genesis flood account of Noah’s day.  Therefore, the
evolutionistic and naturalistic works of George Buffon
(1707 - 1788) and Charles Hutton (1737 - 1823) had
little acceptance in the geology departments of early
American schools.  But this soon changed.

During the latter part of the nineteenth century many
scientists accepted a mechanistic interpretation of na-
ture.  They ruled God out of any intervention in the physi-
cal world.  The philosophy of evolution thus began to
have its way with the thinking of many scientists.  Byron
C. Nelson explained this transition from supernatural-
ism to naturalism in relation to the naturalistic influences
of the 1800’s:

The reasons for this [rejection of the doctrine of unifor-
mity –naturalistic geology in the early 1800’s] was that
the leading educators of the day were largely men of great
religious faith, men who believed strongly in the Bible
and did not hesitate to teach others to do likewise.  A change
came in the nineteenth century.  As that century progressed,
the control of education in Europe and America passed
gradually out of the hands of such men into the hands of
men more or less lacking in religious convictions, and even
into the hands of men secretly or openly hostile to the
Bible.9:83

As a result of this trend, a new enemy made its at-
tack against the citadel of Christianity.  This new enemy
was false science.  On the other hand, it may have been
an old philosophy that was simply rejuvenated in the
minds of modern men.  Paul had warned Timothy centu-
ries before, “Guard what was committed to your trust,
avoiding the profane and idle babblings and contradic-
tions of what is falsely called knowledge” (1 Tm 6:20).

Throughout the eighteenth century, men made sci-
ence a god.  Philosophical, not factual, science capti-
vated the minds of men and reigned supreme.  By the
end of the 1800’s the science god had fully awakened
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and was making his war against the unprepared ranks of
the religious world.  The religious world was unprepared
for two reasons.  First, the attack was made by scientists
who did not always have their facts correct.  At this time,
the modern scientific movement was in its infancy, and
thus, what sometimes appeared to be fact, was actually
the philosophy of the scientists who proposed the fact.
Second, the religious world had not prepared itself in
the scientific field of study.  When sciences proposed
their philosophy of evolution, the religious world had
no recourse but to resort to the text of the Scriptures.
Since the Bible was rejected as a valid evidence in the
field of science, the scientist challenged the believer to
come forward with scientific evidence.  And since the
believer was unskilled in the field of science, he could
not bring forth the evidence.

The above scenario often prevails in the Third World
today.  There are plenty of believers who promote the
truth of the Bible.  However, since these believers are
often unskilled in the field of science, they cannot meet
the challenge of the modern-day scientific field of study.
These believers are thus intimidated by the industrial
world that presents an arrogance in the scientific field
of study.  This intimidation has led many in the world to
believe that the industrial world has all the answers in
the scientific field of study.  They thus accept whatever
scientific proclamations that may come forth from the
industrial world.  Such is unfortunate.

The nineteenth century was an exciting age for the
study of Christian evidences.  It was an age of contro-
versy.  In 1829 the historical public debate of that cen-
tury was held in Cincinnati, Ohio (USA) between Rob-
ert Owen, a skeptic from Scotland, and Alexander
Campbell, an early member of the church of Christ who
led in the Restoration Movement of America.  The sub-
ject of the debate was “The Existence of God and the
Validity of Christianity.”  It was from this debate that
Campbell forcefully presented the argument of the Chris-
tian that Christianity stands upon the firm foundation of
evidence.  God never expected men to believe without
evidence.  It is the duty of the Christian, therefore, to
know the evidence for his belief.  In knowing the evi-
dence he can make a valid stand against those who op-
pose belief (1 Pt 3:15).

Though the Christian evidences movement was
strong in the middle nineteenth century, it seemed to
weaken around the latter part of that century.  As stated
before, many in the religious world were scientifically
unprepared to meet this new science god of false sci-
ence.  Bible believers, because they were scientifically
unprepared, suffered at the hands of those who were more
zealous about promoting theories than facts.

F. Twentieth century defenses:

At the end of the nineteenth century, liberalism and
modernism crept into the ranks of religion.  Liberal theo-
logians cast doubt upon the accuracy of the Bible.  The-
istic evolutionists considered the Bible account of cre-
ation a myth.  Promoters of naturalism from the scien-
tific world crept into religion to spread false propaganda
concerning the miracles and prophecies of the Bible.
Modernistic and existentialistic religionists began to look
for authority in other sources than the Bible.  As a re-
sult, when the doors of the twentieth century were
opened, all sorts of distorted ideas, both in science and
religion, entered in.

During the first part of twentieth century, science
began to mould the minds of many against religion.  Bible
believers were unprepared to meet the philosophies of
evolution and its consequences.  After all—so thought
the evolutionist—if evolution is true, we have no need
for supernatural origins.  Many Bible believers gullibly
accepted the conclusions of this philosophical science.
As a result, an incessant decay began which ate away at
the very foundation principles of the Bible.

But this has all changed in the last half of the twen-
tieth century.  It has changed, not because the destruc-
tive decaying philosophies have been exterminated, but
because the religious world is more scientifically pre-
pared to meet the challenges of atheistic or humanistic
scientists.  Bible believers are facing the attack of philo-
sophical science, not by saying that science is wrong
but by pointing out the difference between false science
and true science.  True science does not contradict the
Bible as many had earlier been led to believe.  True
science harmonizes with true Christianity.

Christianity has been brought under rigid investiga-
tion and found true.  Those leading the offensive against
the philosophical attacks of the false science today are
not only preachers, but men from within the scientific
field of study.  This has been one of the greatest and
most exciting aspects of modern-day Christian evidence
studies.  Geologists, anthropologists, biologists and
countless other specialists in the scientific world are
making their attack against false science and philoso-
phies that are contrary to Bible teaching.  Such is a stra-
tegic development and one which must eventually lead
to the downfall of erroneous scientific theories and phi-
losophies.

As the twentieth century is being closed and the
twenty-first opened, the influences of skeptical thought
continue to be propagated from the industrial centers of
the world.  The attack of skepticism comes from non-
Christian religions throughout the world which do not
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profess a Bible view of the world and life.  As young
minds from Third World environments receive their edu-
cation at the feet of agnostic professors in secular uni-
versities, skepticism is imported into lands and nations
that have always been religious in nature.  The exporta-
tion of skeptic and humanistic thought continues to be
made throughout the world by the medium of secular
education in secular universities.  Skeptical thought also
continues to be spread throughout the world through
cultures which militaristically press their beliefs upon
others.

As we move into the twenty-first century, however,

the Christian is better armed with scientific evidences
than he was when he came into the twentieth century.
Any objective person who is interested in belief is able
to both philosophically and scientifically substantiate be-
lief over unbelief.  Christians are not at a loss for evi-
dence today as they were when their forefathers had to
defend themselves against the onslaught of skeptic phi-
losophies a hundred years ago.  For this reason, we are
in exciting times for Christian evidence studies.  We are
in times where it is more reasonable to believe than to
disbelieve.  This is truly the dawn of belief to any who
would be objective with the evidence.

The apostle Peter set forth the responsibility of Chris-
tians to defend their faith by commanding, “But sanc-
tify the Lord God in your hearts, and always be ready to
give a defense to everyone who asks you a reason for
the hope that is in you, with meekness and fear” (1 Pt
3:15).  The Greek word apologia, which is here trans-
lated “a defense”, literally means “an answer back, a
defense,”1:114 or “a speech in defense.”2:52  The phrase in
this passage could also be translated, “ready to make a
defense to anyone.”3:95  This same word is also used in 2
Corinthians 7:11 where it has reference “to clearing one-
self” from accusations and charges.  In Philippians 1:7
Paul wrote, “... I have you in my heart, inasmuch as
both in my chains and in the defense [apologia] and
confirmation of the gospel ....”  In verse 17 Paul again
stood his position by saying, “... I am appointed for the
defense of the gospel” (See At 19:33; 22:1).

From the above uses of the word apologia we would
conclude that the Christian has the great responsibility
of defending his faith.  In fact, everyone should be able
to give reason for his or her beliefs.  We must remember
that belief without reason is only superstition.  Archibald
Sydney Smith stated, “It is always right that a man should
be able to render a reason for the faith that is within
him.”4:n.p.  It was rightly said, “The unexamined life isn’t
worth living and the unexamined faith isn’t worth be-
lieving.”5:1

Belief without supporting evidence is only super-
stition.  Superstition thrives on the motivation of fear.
It is not based on truth.  It is based on the imaginations
of men who have bound on their own minds that which
has no evidence.  If our beliefs are not based on evi-
dence, then they digress to superstition.  Therefore, we

must understand the nature of our beliefs and why we
believe what we believe.  It is the responsibility of every
believer to give a reason why he has the hope of life
after death.  This is not simply wishful thinking.  Our
hope is founded upon evidence that leads us to believe
in God.

A. Evidence and belief:

All people establish truths by reasoning from evi-
dence to belief in a conclusion.  We consider the evi-
dence.  We form our conclusions.  There are those evi-
dences that we empirically experience, and thus call facts.
There are those evidences that we have not experienced
but believe because of the testimony of others.  Reason
operates on these evidences.  We believe those things or
facts we experience—“seeing is believing.”  We do so
because we trust our senses.  From this trust we reason
that what we have seen or experienced or heard is true.
However, if we were under the influence of an halluci-
nating drug, we might have reason to distrust our senses.
However, all clear thinking people reason from evidence
in order to make conclusions concerning what they will
believe.

We also have faith in, or believe many things we
have not personally experienced.  We believe Socrates
existed, though we have never seen or spoken to him.
However, we believe that he existed at one time in his-
tory.  We believe because we accept the testimony of
those who experienced his existence.  Why does the
Christian believe that Jesus was raised from the dead?
We believe because of testimony.  Belief can be an in-
teresting phenomenon.  The question “Why do we be-

Chapter 2

THE CHRISTIAN AND REASON
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lieve what we believe?” is of great importance to our
study of Christian evidences.  It is important because
Christians have a greater evidence for the existence of
Jesus and the events and characters of the Bible than
evidence to believe in unbiblical characters and events
that are written in the histories of mankind.

B. The Christian and reason:

Contrary to what some religious believers have con-
tended in the past, it is necessary for reasoning to be a
process of Christian thinking.  Christians do not have a
“blind faith.”  It is a faith that is based on reason and
evidence (Hb 11:1).  “Reason is the mental activity used
in the search for truth.  And no philosophical system
avoids its use.”6:260  Any faith that is not based on rea-
son, is no faith at all.  Those religions that are based on
fables, superstitions, legends and myths are only the in-
vention of men who have a great imagination and the
ability to conjure up fears and faiths of misguided people
who do not desire to search through the evidence of
Christianity.  Christians who do not research the evi-
dence upon which their faith is founded are following
after the manner by which superstitious faiths are main-
tained.  Therefore, it is the responsibility of every Chris-
tian to examine why he believes in the Bible and the
God of the Bible.

Many like Fred Denbeaux have claimed that “the
New Testament places no great confidence in the power
of human reason.”7:86  Denbeauz was wrong.  The
Christian’s activity in the realm of reason is clearly evi-
denced by the example of the first Christians.  Luke re-
corded, “Paul ... for three Sabbaths reasoned with them
from the Scriptures” (At 17:2).  Paul reasoned in the
synagogue every Sabbath.  As a result, Jews and Greeks
were persuaded (At 18:4; see vs 19).  Paul “reasoned
about righteousness, self-control, and the judgment to
come” with Felix (At 24:25; see Ph 1:17; 1 Th 5:21).  It
is a common thing for men to reason concerning that
which is truth.  It should be a common thing for them to
reason about Christ and Christianity.

Christianity of necessity utilizes human reason.
Christians must use their heads.  When one becomes a
Christian, he does not give his mind over to a blind faith
and wishful thinking.  Harvey Everest wrote,

We cannot believe unless belief is more rational than
unbelief.  We cannot believe at will, arbitrarily; or against
reason.  Reason, meaning thereby the whole mental power
for the ascertainment of truth, must be our guide.  No one
insists upon this more earnestly than the defender of Chris-
tianity.  Reason and faith are not antagonistic, but rather

coadjutors.  No faith is of worth unless it is justified by
the severest use of reason.8:13

George Santayana added, “Reason is man’s imita-
tion of divinity.”9:n.p.  There is no antagonism between
God’s revelation to man, the Bible, and man’s power to
reason.  God is the author of both.  He revealed His word
to man, and thus, expects man to reason concerning what
has been revealed.  Those who contend that philosophi-
cal reasoning concerning existence has no place in Chris-
tian thought are certainly mistaken concerning the
Christian’s responsibility to use his power to reason in
order to come to conclusions concerning his faith.
Galileo once wrote, “I do not feel obligated to believe
that the same God who has endowed us with sense, rea-
son, and intellect has intended us to forego their use.”10:n.p.

We must understand, therefore, that “there is no an-
tagonism between reason and revelation.  The Bible re-
veals a system claiming to be divine in its origin and
invites man to ‘come now, and let us reason together’
(Isaiah 1:18).”11:35  “Reason and revelation are not op-
posed; nor reason and faith.  We accept a professed rev-
elation, if at all, because it is reasonable to do so; we put
faith in another, and follow him because reason so di-
rects.  Reason or man’s intellectual faculties, stands be-
hind everything else.”8:108  J. D. Thomas was certainly
right when he wrote, “A man cannot think without rea-
son and those who say reason has no significant place in
religious faith are surely naive at this point,”6:260  The
faith of the Christian is reasonable.

C. Understanding truth:

In order to be clearly understood, I will be using the
term “truth” to refer to the true knowledge derived from
the evidences of Christianity.  We understand that these
evidences include facts, historical events and testimony.
There is actually a difference, however, between truth
and fact.  Alexander Campbell wrote,

Fact means something done.  Truth and fact ... are not the
same.  All facts are truths, but all truths are not fact.  That
God exists is a truth, but not a fact; that he created the
heavens and the earth is a fact and a truth ....  The simple
agreement of the terms of any proposition with the sub-
ject of that proposition, or the representation of any thing
as it exists, is a truth.  But something must be done or
effected before we have a fact.12:90

There is a difference between the facts of Christian-
ity and the truths of Christianity.  We argue from the
evidences, which include facts as archaeological discov-
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eries and the existence of the Bible, to establish the truth
of Christianity.  But we also establish truths by using
ideas as evidence.  Such evidence comes into use when
we argue the existence of God.  To simplify our under-
standing of the place of reason in Christian evidences
and to avoid confusion, we choose to use the word “truth”
in a general sense.  All facts, knowledge and events of
Christianity are truths.  And therefore, in the world of
knowing (reason), these specific truths work together to
establish the general truth of Christianity.

In Christian evidences our reasoning focuses on evi-
dence and truths derived from our examination of em-
pirical evidence.  Evidence and truth have a direct rela-
tionship with one another.  If a position of truth is valid,
the evidence will prove that it is valid, even though we
may not have considered all the evidence.  If the par-
ticular conclusion we accept as truth is invalid, the evi-
dence will not substantiate its validity, existence, or be-
ing.  Evidence consists of those pieces of information
that give witness to and confirm the validity of truth.
Therefore, the evidence must have the ability to con-
firm.

D. Inductive reasoning:

Inductive reasoning is a different process than de-
ductive reasoning.  However, the two are related.  In-
ductive reasoning would actually produce the major
premise of the deductive process.  In the scientific
method, inductive reasoning usually comes before the
deductive process.  The inductive process forms the
major premise, or known principle and deductive rea-
soning takes it from there.

“In the process of inductive reasoning the mind be-
gins with the particular and proceeds to the general.”13:19

This is the method most used by the scientist and could
be illustrated by the following diagram:

In this process of reasoning “the scientist gathers
many facts that may have a bearing on the problem.  He
then forms a hypothesis.”14:5  This is an “educated guess”
(hypothesis) based on what the scientist knows about
the already available information.  Various tests or ex-
periments are then conducted that are based on the as-
sumption of the hypothesis.  If many tests reveal no ob-
served contradiction to the hypothesis, then the hypoth-
esis will become a theory.  After much time and testing,
the theory may become classified technically as a law.

A law is thus a thoroughly tested hypothesis.14:5,6  How-
ever, if contradictory evidence is produced in reference
to the hypothesis, then the hypothesis must be changed
to agree with the new evidence or discarded as false.

The discovery of the atom and its function illustrates
what we are discussing.  Before the atomic laws were
confirmed, scientists only hypothesized concerning the
existence and function of the atom.  It was only after
diligent experimentation that the atom was discovered
and its basic qualities determined.  Scientists first as-
sumed that the atom existed, and then, based their ex-
periments on their assumptions.  All tests thus far have
proven the existence of the atom and its function.  Atomic
theory is based upon positive results of experiments that
assume the existence and function of the atom.  The
hypothesis that the atom exists has moved from being a
hypothesis to being a scientific fact or law.

If experimentation produces new light on the func-
tion of the atom, then scientists will have to revise their
atomic laws.  We must be ready to give up any “law” if
it later proves wrong.  Duane Gish pointed out an ex-
ample of the effect of a new discovery in the area of
atomic research itself.  He wrote, “In recent times, a
theory dealing with weak interactions of atomic particles
became so widely accepted by physicists that it won the
status of a law, the Law of parity.  During the 1950’s,
two brilliant Chinese-American scientists performed a
series of experiments that disproved the theory and de-
posed the ‘Law’.”15:10  When working with hypothesis
and theory, the scientist must always be willing to dis-
card those hypotheses and theories that contradict truth
or fact that is revealed by further investigation.

It would be good here to read a warning placed in
the biology textbook, Biology: A Search for Order in
Complexity.

The history of science has included the replacement of
generally accepted concepts with newer concepts.  In the
future, we do not know how our present concepts will be
changed, but we can be certain that they will change.  For
this reason we must recognize that all scientific conclu-
sions are tentative.  They are not final answers and should
not be regarded as such.14:13

E. Deductive reasoning:

In Christian evidences we also work in the area of
reasoning called deductive reasoning.  “Given the re-
vealed facts,” stated Thomas, “the truth is discerned by
inductive and deductive reasoning, just like scientific,
historical, or any other ordinary knowledge is
learned.”16:20  The Christian cannot expect the world to

INDUCTIVE REASONING
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approach his beliefs on a different basis than it would
approach any other discipline of learning.  Therefore,
the Christian uses his deductive process of reasoning in
order to firmly establish his faith upon the evidence that
God has provided for him to consider.

Deductive reasoning is “reasoning from a known
principle [major premise] to an unknown, from a gen-
eral to a specific, or from a premise to a logical conclu-
sion.”17:474  This is the process of reasoning that usually
takes place after inductive reasoning.

The most common form of deductive reasoning is
the syllogism.  A major and minor premise are formed.
From these premises a conclusion, a specific, is drawn.
However, the truth is already evident in the major
premise, the known principle, before the conclusion, or
specific is made.  If either of the premises is inaccurate,
the conclusion will be false.  An example of this type of
reasoning would be such:

A. Major Premise, “All ruminants are quadrupeds.”
B. Minor Premise: “All impala are ruminants.”
C. Conclusion: “All impala are quadrupeds.”

If an exception were to be found which contradicted
the major premise, then the conclusion would be ques-
tioned.  Or, the major premise may have to be rewritten
to conform to any new evidence.  The conclusion of the
syllogism is qualified only by the validity  of the major
premise and the truth of the minor premise.  The conclu-
sion can be drawn only if both major and minor pre-
mises are true.

The syllogism is a simple way of illustrating the pro-
cess of deductive reasoning.  Deductive reasoning draws
a conclusion from particular bits of evidence that are
known and are true.  We reason with that evidence to
form logical conclusions or truths.  In Christian evidences
as a whole, we consider all fields of evidence to verify
the truthfulness of Christianity.  We examine evidence
which affirms that it is more reasonable to believe.

The difference between deductive and inductive rea-
soning can be clarified by two detective stories.  In the
first story a crime is committed and immediately inves-
tigators begin their search for clues (evidence) that will
lead to the capture of the criminal.  This is deductive
reasoning.

In the second story, a crime is also committed.  After
the crime, a man turns himself in to the police and pro-

fesses to be the one who committed the crime.  Though
they may believe his confession, the police do not im-
mediately sentence this self-confessed man to prison.
Evidence is first gathered to determine whether this is
the actual man who committed the crime.  If all evi-
dence points to him as the guilty party, then he is sen-
tenced.  This would be inductive reasoning.

F. The nature of the evidence:

In Christian evidences all evidences can be classi-
fied into two general areas: external evidences and in-
ternal evidences.  External evidences are those evidences
outside the realm of biblical revelation that are provided
by fields of study as anthropology, archaeology, cosmol-
ogy, biology and the history of the Bible.  Internal evi-
dences have reference to those evidences within the
pages of the Bible that substantiate both the Bible to be
the word of God and the reasonableness of Christianity.
These two sources of evidence, external and internal,
provide the material upon which reason takes place in
the study of Christian evidences.

The total process of reasoning in Christian evidences
examines the evidence (A) in order to bring about the
truth of Christianity (B).  In this process of reasoning,
the reasonableness of the existence of God is set forth
both inductively and deductively.  Once the conclusion
is drawn that it is more reasonable to believe in God
than disbelieve, then from this conclusion the reason-
ableness of God revealing Himself to man is considered.
In other words, if it is reasonable to believe that God
exists, then it is reasonable to believe that He has re-
vealed Himself to man.  In considering the facts of Chris-
tianity, the deductive process of reasoning is used to
develop the foundation upon which our faith stands.  We
deduct from many evidences that Christianity is reason-
able and true.  We deduct that it is the result of the rev-
elation of God to man.

G. The strength of the evidence:

To maintain any proposition, there must be the pre-
sentation of valid evidence.  In fact, evidence can be
evidence only if it is valid.  All honest and sincere people
will seek for valid evidence.  If one would seek to de-
ceive himself, then he will allow false evidence to build
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the premises from which he will construct his faith.
However, those who are searching for truth will always
seek for valid evidence.  Floyd E. Hamilton correctly
stated,

The opinion of no man unsupported by evidence is worth
the paper it is written on.  No matter how great an expert
a man may be in linguistic and archaeological fields, his
opinion against the Scriptures is worth nothing unless he
backs it with evidence.  The Bible itself is evidence, and
an opinion against it based on nothing but anti-theistic or
evolutionary premises, with no direct evidence in its sup-
port, has no value.18:219

When “determining the truth or falsity of an idea
there must be the presentation of real evidence, rather
than a cursory, general survey of the situation.”14:36  In
determining a truth, all possible evidence must be pre-
sented and examined.  If one is not willing to search for
and investigate all possible evidences, then certainly we
would question his integrity and honesty in reference to
his beliefs.

We must remember that the passing of time does
not affect the power or strength of the evidence, as
long as we have the evidence.  The same evidences
that were used to prove the inspiration of the Bible in
the first century can be used today.  They are just as
valid today was they were two thousand years ago.
However, it must also be noted that the hypothesis of
the inductive process of the scientific method may con-
stantly be adjusted as more evidence is discovered.  But
this is a change in the conclusion and not in the evi-
dence.  New evidence can be produced.  As long as evi-
dence does not contradict the established verdict, the
case still stands that was produced by earlier evidence.
The honest scientist recognizes and accepts this as nor-
mal and necessary.  However, if new evidence conflicts
with any present conclusion, we must either revise or
discard the previously accepted conclusion.  Peter W.
Stoner wrote,

A scientific theory is made up of known facts.  The theory
may or may not be true; it may not even be thought to be
true by its author.  It helps the student to organize the facts
in his mind and it often enables the scientist or the engi-
neer to predict future behavior or happenings.  When ad-
ditional facts are secured, the theory is often revised to
cover the new facts or it may be replaced by a new theory.
This frequent change does not bother the scientist.20:26

In Christianity we are not dealing with changing
truths or changing evidence.  We are dealing with an

eternal God, an eternal Holy Spirit, an eternal Son of
God and an eternal word of truth.  These do not change
with time, neither does the evidence that supports their
being.  Each individual researcher may come into con-
tact with new unchanging evidence; but the truth does
not change.  Only the researcher’s understanding of the
evidences changes.  Therefore, we must never think that
the evidences of Christianity wear out with the passing
of time.

H. The result of reasoning:

After one evaluates available evidence and is con-
vinced that it proves a specific conclusion, the chart il-
lustrates what would be the result.

The above diagram represents a deductive examina-
tion of the evidence A and a belief in that evidence to
support a particular truth B.  To produce belief (C) in
the truth, there must first be sufficient evidence for
the reasoner to consider in order to warrant such a
conclusion.  There must be enough evidence to so moti-
vate the researcher to respond with belief.  The reasoner
must objectively study the evidence in order to arrive at
a specific belief.  Insufficient evidence in support of the
supposed truth would ultimately result in the conclu-
sion that is illustrated in the chart below.

We do not believe in unicorns.  Our unbelief is not
the result of our unwillingness to believe, but because
there is no evidence to support their existence.  If rea-
soning process A of above diagram has not sufficient
evidence with which to draw a conclusion, then B will
not have sufficient evidence from which to establish
belief.  Or, there may be no evidence at all with which to
reason.  Therefore, the truth never really existed in the
first place.  Such is the case with the existence of uni-
corns.  If by some reason people believed a “truth” that
cannot be supported, we must ask for an objective re-
consideration of it if we feel that there is not sufficient
evidence or even no evidence at all on the matter.

This all sounds simple until we consider the ever
present influences which press upon the mind of the
reasoner.  Francis Bacon (1561-1626), who is consid-
ered to be the father of the inductive method of reason-
ing, pointed out four major problems which affect the
objectiveness of the reasoner:  (1) “wishful” thinking,
(2) personal prejudices,  (3) failure to define terms, and
(4) the blind acceptance of tradition as authority.20:26

Bacon posted just a few of the necessary warnings con-
cerning his invention of formalized reasoning.  There
are many problems that we must recognize here and
which will help explain why some people fail to see a
specific truth even though there is sufficient evidence.
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There are thus many problems that distort the nor-
mal processes of inductive and deductive reasoning.
There is the problem of ignoring the evidence.  Some
people will not examine the evidence because they have
their minds set on another conclusion.  No matter how
much evidence there may be presented that demands
investigation, they will refuse to investigate.  There is
also the problem that one may be presented with false
evidence.  Those who propagate a lie, will often be the
source of false evidence.  If one does not love and be-
lieve the truth, he will invariably be the source from
which much false evidence originates (See 2 Th 2:10-
12).  Others may be prejudiced or unwilling to believe
no matter how strong the evidence may be in support of
the truth.  In reference to those of the scientific world
who refuse to accept the evidence that has been pre-
sented to prove the erroneous conclusion of biological
evolution, this is a major problem.  Many scientists are
prejudiced against Christianity, and thus, are unwilling
to accept any evidence that is contrary to their beliefs in
evolution.

The evidence may be strong enough to support the
fact but because the reasoner has not examined all evi-
dences or has examined false evidences (or unqualified
authorities), he may arrive at unbelief.  It is possible for
him to arrive at this conclusion though the truth is valid.
We contend that such is the case with those who disbe-
lieve in the total harmony of the Bible.  They do not
believe the harmony and accuracy of the Bible text be-
cause they have somehow been convinced that it is full
of contradictions.  The problem may be that they have
not examined the entirety of the subject under consider-
ation or they may have examined unqualified authori-
ties who were also ignorant of the evidence.

Unbelief may also be the result of prejudice, pre-
conceived judgments or bias on the part of the reasoner.
Thomas Paine stated in Part I of his work Age of Rea-
son, “I had neither Bible nor Testament to refer to,
though I was writing against both (emphasis mine,
R.E.D.).”22:4  Paine stated here that he had been criticiz-
ing the Bible, but he did not have a copy of it to examine
first hand.  This statement certainly manifested his preju-
dice toward the Bible.  It manifests the prejudice of mil-
lions in the world today who do not accept the Bible,
and yet, have never examined its text.  Later in the pref-
ace to Age of Reason, Part II, Paine stated, “I have now
furnished myself with the Bible and a Testament, and I
can say also that I have found them both to be much
worse books than I had conceived.”22:4  Paine drew his
conclusions before he examined the evidence.  When
the evidence presented itself through his acquisition of
a copy of the Bible, his mind was made up, and thus, he

concluded that the evidence was twisted.  This is preju-
diced reasoning.

We must confess that total objectivity in examining
the evidence is almost impossible.  Frank E. Wier said,

“Objectivity” is much debated in science.  Critics assert -
correctly, I think - that no human being can really be ob-
jective.  Defenders of the principle maintain that unless
objectivity is at least attempted, there is no hope that a
picture of the world can be extricated from the wash of
feeling and will.22:65

Whenever biases and prejudices distort the proof of
valid evidences for Christianity, correct reason is aban-
doned.  We must recognize that all have preconceived
beliefs.  But when these beliefs motivate us to intention-
ally overlook, distort or reject valid evidences, invalid
conclusions will result.  In John 12:42 the Pharisees be-
lieved in Jesus, but because of other factors, they turned
away from Him.  Many others refused to believe even
though Jesus performed great wonders before their eyes.
Their reasoning was clouded by prejudice.  No other
faith has evidence comparable to that of Christianity.  In
fact, there is no other belief that can be proved by the
evidence that God furnished through the open manifes-
tation of the supernatural world (See Mk 16:17-20; Hb
2:3,4).  Those who reject the evidence that God has pro-
vided, do so not because of the insufficiency of evidence,
but because of other factors.

The agnostic contends that we can neither believe
nor disbelieve.  He affirms that we cannot “know.”  This
presents other problems to rightful reasoning.  All the
evidence can be presented – evidences which greatly
support a truth—but the reasoner may not make a de-
cision.  This is his fault and does not say that the truth is
unproved or unprovable.  The problem of right attitude
lies upon his shoulders, not the believers.  If he is un-
willing to make a decision, then he should not condemn
those who do.

The Christian also must be careful.  McGarvey wrote,
“The believer, on the other hand, is in danger of pursu-
ing the inquiry with so fixed a determination that the
Bible shall be found true, as to lead him to accept shal-
low sophisms for sound arguments, and to disregard the
force of serious objections.”21:3  The reasoner may be so
eager to believe that he might accept or even compro-
mise various aspects of his belief to maintain a total view.
He may even twist the evidence to agree with his con-
clusions.  As is the case with emotionally oriented reli-
gions, hypersensitive believers often generate in  mo-
ments of excitement, those imaginations that in reality
do not exist.  The modern-day faith-healing movement
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would be an example.  In their state of weak faith these
religiously misguided individuals seek for that which
God has never promised.  They thus generate evidence
that is only the illusion of their minds, and thus, do not
seek after the truth (See 2 Th 2:10-12).

Belief in theistic evolution is a good example of the
above scenario where a philosophy of the scientific world
has come into the religious world of those who have
been intimidated to accept the postulations of scientists
who refuse to accept evidence that contradicts evolu-
tionary thinking.  The reasoner in this situation feels that
scientific theories (technically, “hypotheses” with ref-
erence to evolution) must be harmonized with the Bible.
Though scientific evidence does not support evolution,
he feels that if he is to salvage his faith in the Bible,
while remaining faithful to what he believes to be a sci-
entific evidence in support of evolution, he must make
compromises between the two.  The result is that we
have the doctrine theistic evolution.  This is a result of
the theistic evolutionist’s unawareness of the lack of
evidence for evolution.  It is also a manifestation of his
ignorance of the uncompromising teachings that exist
between the hypothesis of organic evolution and the
Bible.  This person has probably never investigated those
scientific evidences that contradict the theory of evolu-
tion.

I. The strength of faith:

We believe that Socrates and other historical figures
existed.  We believe the existence of personalities of his-
tory almost without a doubt.  In fact, most of what we
believe we have never seen, heard, smelled, tasted or
touched.  This illustrates the strength of faith.  We be-
lieve the facts of history as if we had actually experi-
enced them.  The many signs, wonders and acts of Jesus
that are recorded in the Bible were put there for the pur-
pose of generating an unwavering faith in those who read
their recorded accounts.  “And truly Jesus did many other
signs in the presence of His disciples, which are not
written in this book; but these are written that you may
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God ...” (Jn
20:31,32).  Jesus said, “Blessed are they that have not
seen, and yet have believed” (Jn 20:29). It is true that
“seeing is believing.”  But the Christian has the edge
over the skeptic in that to him “believing is seeing.”
When we recognize God’s being, all the pieces of this
universe make sense.  God becomes an answer for that
which we cannot empirically explain through scientific
investigation.  We do not have to actually touch or see
God in order to believe in Him.  It is not necessary to
experience something before one believes in it.

We today believe that God is because we have the
testimony of those who experienced His manifestation.
God is spirit (Jn 4:24).  Therefore, He could manifest
Himself only through ways that could be perceived by
those who are limited to the five senses.  We cannot see
spirit.  However, we can see the manifestations of God
who is spirit.  The Bible, therefore, is a record of those
who gave their lives because they witnessed the open
manifestation of God who is spirit (See Mk 16:17-20;
Hb 2:3,4).  It is for this reason that Christians believe
that Jesus came from God, for no one could do the things
that He did except God be with Him (Jn 3:2).

The scientific method lies within the realm of ex-
perience.  It works with the present empirically dis-
cerned things, not the past or the future.  We must
keep this in mind when forming conclusions concerning
the things of the past.  Historians use the scientific
method of study in order to determine historical truths.
But the historian is working in the past with documents
of past history.  In the same sense, this historical scien-
tist is working in the present with “documents” (fossils
and geological formations) of past history.  The scien-
tist is dealing with observation, but the historian is deal-
ing with testimony.  The historian uses only the scien-
tific method of reasoning to determine the truth of the
testimony of others.

In Christian evidences we are dealing with testimony
and facts.  Testimony and facts must come before belief
because belief must be based on the true testimony of
those who experienced what we believe.  Facts must be
true in reference to what is believed.  Paul wrote, “How
shall they believe in him whom they have not heard”
(Rm 10:14).  In reality, therefore, the purpose of the gos-
pel records is to produce testimony of Jesus and evi-
dence of His deity.  Once this is established, then all
other questions concerning salvation and reality take on
a different perspective.  If one believes that Jesus is the
Son of God, then He becomes more than a man.  What
He said must change our lives because He would be
speaking as God in the flesh.

J. The limits of reason:

C. S. Lewis wrote, “All possible knowledge, then,
depends on the validity of reasoning.”23:19  It is impera-
tive, therefore, that our reasoning be as true as possible.
The problem with objective reasoning, however, is that
we are all men.  And being a man means that we are
subject to all sorts of prejudices concerning right think-
ing.

It is thus essential to post some limits and warnings
concerning our faculty of reason in relation to revela-
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tion.  T. Alec Burkill stated that “reason is a dangerous
faculty inasmuch as it tends to press onward beyond its
legitimate data derived from the understanding and to
apply its ideas to the unconditioned, which lies beyond
the limits of experience.”24:12  Our reasoning, therefore,
is limited to the world in which we live.  We cannot
escape the limitation of our five senses, and thus, we
would do well to caution ourselves when reasoning con-
cerning that which is beyond this physical world.  Ben-
jamin B. Warfield wrote,

Reason may assert things about God and about things
beyond the experience of man but that it thus asserts can-
not be said to be a part of knowledge by experience.  By
reason man cannot reach into the field of the divine.  At
least he cannot there speak with the same assurance that
he is wont to imply with respect to the empirical realm.25:8

The Christian would do well to caution himself about
postulations concerning the nature of God who is be-
yond this physical world.  In our efforts to imagine one
with whom we can have a greater physical identity, we
often create God after our own image.  Therefore, in
dealing with those things that are beyond this world, we
must realize that we are simply finite beings with lim-
ited minds that are struggling to understand the Infinite.
In our struggle we must remember that we are dealing
with fallible minds that cannot reach beyond this world.
Davis stated,

Through human wisdom, the reason, it is not possible
to understand the ways of God, for “we walk by faith, not
by sight.”  If we find the Bible teaching a certain truth,
then we should not try to decide whether or not it is rea-
sonable, and reject it if it is not reasonable (from the hu-
man standpoint).  We can reason about the truth taught,
but the truth or falsity of any Biblical doctrine is to be
determined by the sole criterion of reason.11:36

“Reason can teach us many things concerning God
and duty, but it cannot teach us everything which is nec-
essary for us to know, unaided by revelation.”11:34  Rea-
son can go so far in our belief in God, and then, revela-
tion must carry on from there.  Through the created world

we reason that God exists (Rm 1:20).  We reason, there-
fore, that He must reveal Himself to man.  He has.  We
thus reason concerning His revelation.  However, we
must understand that neither creation or revelation fully
explain the God who is beyond this world.  We cannot
reduce God to total reason, though everything about Him
is reasonable.

The great and impending danger of reason is that it
many times advances to rationalism.  The danger of ra-
tionalism is that it is almost always substituted for rev-
elation in religion.  W. A. Visser’T Hooft wrote, “The
enthronement of reason means the enthronement of man
who becomes his own lawgiver.”26:818  If we become our
own lawgivers, then who needs God?  “Nothing could
be more fateful than the substitution of rationalism for
reason in Christianity.”27:97  But this has been the direc-
tion of many religionists in our times.  Such is portrayed
in Leo Tolstoy when he said, “If there is no higher rea-
son—and there is not—then my own reason must be the
supreme judge of my life.”28:n.p.  This is secular human-
ism.  This is the legacy that the twentieth century deliv-
ered to us as we take upon our shoulders another millen-
nium.  Through reason, men make themselves gods of
their own destiny.  God is thus extracted from all fields
of study.  All decision in life is thus left to the power of
man’s reasoning.  We are doomed if all of society fol-
low after this philosophy of life.

Man cannot be his own judge and lawgiver.  This
could be stated as an axiomatic truth, that is, a truth that
is self-evident.  It is axiomatic because everywhere in
the world where man has been left to his own devices,
he has led himself to social chaos.  If we reject God’s
revelation in our reasoning concerning the things that
be, our conclusions will certainly be false.  The Bible
warns against rationalistic thought time after time (See
Rm 8:7; 2 Co 10:5; 1 Co 1:18-2:16).  If we are left to
reason out our own morals, we are left with no moral
standard at all.  Brantle said concerning right reasoning,
“Reason will find God, but reason will find too, the need
to transcend reason, the promise of more than reason
can offer.”  Every person who has more faith in reason
than in revelation (the Bible) should be reminded that
man is still fallible.  Man needs more than reason alone
to guide his life.  He needs God’s revelation.

TESTIMONY
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K. The Christian and faith:

Christianity is a system of faith that motivates a be-
havior of life.  It is not a blind faith but a reasonable
faith.  Christianity is not just facts and reason.  If it was,
then there would be no room for faith.

The evidential power of the Christian’s faith is some-
what defined in Hebrews 11:1.  “Now faith is the sub-
stance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not
seen.”  Faith is both assurance and conviction.  There is
substance to it and it is supported by evidence.  The word
“evidence” (sometimes translated, “conviction”) could
also be translated “proof” or “proving.”3:248  Christian
faith is proof or evidence of things not seen because it is
based on evidence.

The Greek word which is translated “substance” is
also rendered in the American Standard Version foot-
note “the giving substance to.”  In this scripture, faith
“is declared to be the substructure of hope and the proof
of its reality.”6:261  The Bible says that faith is evidence
of the things that are not seen.  However, it is an evi-
dence because it is based on evidence.  Thomas wrote,
“When the Bible speaks of faith as evidence, we realize
that the faith itself is based upon evidence, and that it
can be a valid faith only if it is grounded upon valid
evidence.”6:261

Christian faith is based upon reasonable and valid
evidence.  If it was not, then it would be an unreason-
able faith.  We must clearly understand that faith is an
evidence only if it is based upon evidence.  Faith, or
belief, without evidence is only superstition.

In Christian evidences we study facts and truths that
infer faith in things we cannot experience.  And “... nec-
essary to faith is intellectual assent to a propositional
statement or historical fact, and that as preconditions to
assent there must exist facts, evaluated by reason and

culminating in knowledge, to which assent is finally
given.”6:276  “Both knowledge and reason must precede
commitment for valid faith.”6:267  This is essentially what
Hebrews 11:1 is stating.  Faith is the evidence of things
hoped for.  It becomes a substantiating evidence when it
is based upon evidence.

Christian faith takes us beyond those things we em-
pirically experience.  Valid faith is able to take us be-
yond those things our senses are able to experience only
if it is based upon reasonable evidences that conclude in
the fact that there is something beyond this world.  But
the proof of religious knowledge, or the things which
we are not able to empirically verify, is never absolute
in the sense that they can be proved by the scientific
method.  “We walk by faith not by sight.”

The time comes in our reasoning concerning the
evidence that faith is produced in that which is highly
probable, but yet, not experienced.  We cannot empiri-
cally prove that God exists.  But the evidence is strong
enough to warrant such a conclusion.  Thomas adds that
this faith “brings to realization (as far as the individual
believer is concerned) the metaphysical concepts which
cannot be discerned through the physical senses.”6:250  In
Christian inquiry, reason only goes so far.  Where it stops,
faith takes over.  Thomas explained that Hebrews 11:1
“indicates that reason (supported by evidence and em-
pirical facts) can take us only so far, and that then we
must go on to our conclusion by faith.  It is not Biblical
therefore to think that faith conclusions are totally
undergirded by reason.”16:18  This is to say that solid rea-
son is always the foundation of true Christian faith.
However, this is not to say that Christian faith is total
reason.

“By faith we understand that the worlds were framed
by the word of God, so that the things which are seen
were not made of things which are visible” (Hb. 11:3).
This faith is not a superstitious faith that is unsupported
by reason.  “For since the creation of the world His in-
visible attributes are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made, even His eternal power and
Godhead, ...” (Rm 1:20).  God “did not leave Himself
without witness, in that He did good, gave us rain from
heaven and fruitful seasons, filling our hearts with food
and gladness” (At 14:17).  God provided for man enough
evidence to carry him beyond the material world to faith
in the spiritual environment of Deity.  He left us just
enough evidence to let us know that this material world
is not all there is.  Those who are hungering and thirst-
ing for that which is beyond this world have enough
evidence to conclude that God is there.

"Hoped for"                            "Not seen"

FAITH

"Hoped for"                            "Not seen"

FAITH

EVIDENCE
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L. The faith of the atheist:

In the atheist’s fruitless struggle to disprove Chris-
tianity, accusations have been made that the Christian’s
belief rests entirely upon faith and that the atheist’s po-
sition rests entirely upon reason.  Such is not the case.
The atheist not only has faith, but he has faith without
sufficient evidence for his position.  No man lives with-
out faith in something, and thus, even the atheist cannot
escape the reality that he must “walk by faith” in some
areas of his life.  He may walk by faith in historical events
that have affected his life.  He may walk by faith that
things will turn out for the better.  He may walk by a
faith that he has evolved from the innate to a primate
through a process of evolution.  Regardless of what his
faith is in, he must walk by faith.

The atheist believes that life originated from matter,
or plasma or gases, and evolved into what is seen today
in the organic world.  This is his faith.  He believes that
consciousness arose from innate matter, that emotions
arose from that which has no emotions, that personality
came from the impersonal.  The atheist believes in the
eternity of matter.  He “believes a creed which has no
hope; which tells man that he came from slime rather
than the sublime, and that man will end in the slime with
all his hopes and aspirations crushed.”29:18

Once thing is certain in reference to the faith of an
atheist.  It takes more faith to be an atheist than to be
a Christian.  It is more difficult to believe what the athe-
ist believes than what the Christian believes.  Atheism is
a system that depends on faith more than Christianity.
He must have faith that all the evidence that proves Chris-
tianity to be true must not be true evidence at all.  The
difficulty with the atheist’s faith is that it is not based
upon the type of evidence that the Christian faith is based
upon.  It is based on a faith in negation.  The atheist
denies the fact of the evidence that Christianity is true.
(More on this later.)

The position of the atheist is a position of great faith.
“The position of the atheist is one of consummate folly,
because he affirms a negative proposition which is inca-
pable of proof.”30:181  If incapable of proof, then it is a
position which requires faith, an unreasonable faith that
is not supported by evidence.  The atheist cannot prove
that life came from nonliving matter.  He cannot prove
that intelligence came from the unintelligent, that rea-
soning came from that which cannot reason.  He believes
these things but he cannot prove them.  This is why his
faith is an unreasonable faith.

The atheist denies God but he cannot prove his po-
sition.  He sustains a position that can never be proved.
His system rests upon denial, not proof.

The point is that the power of a position is to be found
not merely in its power of attack but also in its power to
sustain its own doctrine.  In other words, one should not
fall into the “fallacy of objections” and believe that be-
cause he can find certain objections to the position of faith
in God that therefore faith in God is not reasonable.  There
is no position that any man can take that does not have
some difficulties.29:15

As the atheist demands proof of the Christian posi-
tion, so should the Christian demand proof of the atheist’s
position.  Such is fair.  No reasonable system of think-
ing would object to the presentation of its evidence.  We
would, therefore, challenge the atheist to bring forth his
evidence.  Baxter wrote,

For many years it has been my observation that the entire
burden of proof is often forced upon those who believe the
Christian religion by those who question it.  Often the athe-
ist or agnostic does not shoulder his share of the burden of
proof.  He asks a barrage of questions, but does not prove
his own position.  It is easy to ask questions.  It is much
harder to demonstrate evidence.  Let us begin our study by
requiring the positions of faith and non-faith to accept equal
responsibility to produce evidence.19:24

The words of the psalmist were true when he stated,
“The fool has said in his heart, There is no God” (Ps
14:1).  This statement will be made clear as the evi-
dences for Christianity are revealed throughout the re-
mainder of this book.  However, we must continue to
remember that the system of thought of the atheist is a
system of faith.  R. C. Foster appropriately concluded,
“It is nowadays considered shocking discourtesy to call
any one an atheist.  He is only a ‘humanist’ – usually a
‘theistic humanist,’ if you please, for he has a ‘god,’ an
idea, the image of his own distorted self.  A theistic
atheist!.”31:261

The greatest faith of the humanistic atheist is his or
her faith in the existence of life.  The atheist must ex-
plain how the most intricate parts of the DNA of life
came into existence through chance.  In fact, the more
detailed biologists search into the intricate details of the
DNA of life, the more difficult it is to explain how such
came into existence.  The creationist, therefore, must
not be led to believe that the atheist is without faith.  His
philosophy of “life” is based on faith.  It is more diffi-
cult to accept the atheist’s philosophy of the evolution
of life than it is to accept the belief that there was life
before life.  In fact, the more we search into the most
intricate particles of life, the more faith one must have
in the philosophy of evolution.
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At various times in his life, almost every Christian
has doubts concerning his belief.  In the realm of reli-
gious matters we would not be honest with ourselves if
we did not admit that at times we harbor some questions
concerning different religious beliefs.  Is the Bible re-
ally the word of God?  Does it contradict itself?  Does
God even exist?  Is Jesus the Son of God?  Was Jesus
raised from the dead?  Is Christianity the only true reli-
gion?  Is Islam or one of the Far East religions also a
revealed faith from God?  Questions as these can be an-
swered by diligent study of the evidences God offers for
truth.  One will always have some doubts in his life con-
cerning things he has not empirically discerned.  We often
have doubts concerning those things we have not sensed.
But such is normal when one walks by faith.  Therefore,
it is not abnormal to doubt.

Our search and acquisition of knowledge in areas of
science and the physical world does not rule out faith.  It
is the purpose of Christian evidences to satisfy doubt,
though there will always be those areas which must be
covered by faith.  But we must have some answers upon
which to base a solid faith.  James F. Coppedge once
wrote:  “It is important that one’s philosophy of life pro-
vides a strong basis for assurance without lingering
doubts on the main issues.”1:25  Atheism denies the main
issues of Christianity.  Skepticism systematically brings
all issues under question.  The modernist is headed the
same way.  It is the purpose of this and the following
chapters to challenge the position of the doubters and to
strengthen the theist’s position of faith.

It is not that we set out on a course of investigation
to prove the existence of God.  God needs no proof.
However, we do set out to discover His intervention into
this physical world.  If we discover just one moment of
intervention, then we have satisfied our faith that He is
there.  And if He is there, then the rest of the questions
have been answered.  If He is there, then it is more rea-
sonable to believe.  It is reasonable to believe that the
Bible, Christianity and all the miracles are real.  And if
they are all real, then there must be change in my life.
This is exactly what my faith must do.  It much change
my life.

In studying the existence of God, therefore, our pur-
pose is to show that an examination of the evidence ne-
cessitates His existence.  We examine evidences derived
from various fields of study which logically and reason-

ably affirm the necessity of God’s existence.  In other
words, we conclude that it is more reasonable to be-
lieve than to disbelieve.

The inquirer cannot fill every vacuum of thought
with empirical evidence in his study of the existence  of
God.  Most of the things we study about God are not
derived from empirical evidences.  Even God’s revela-
tion through His written word does not fill all the gaps.
There are some things our finite minds just do not com-
pletely understand about God.  God is eternal.  Can the
finite mind fully understand the infinite?  Can the mor-
tal understand that which is immortal?  If we understood
all, we would be gods ourselves.  Therefore, there is
much room for faith.  But our faith is based on logical
reasoning which affirms that God’s existence is not sim-
ply wishful or superstitious thinking.

The Bible does not try to prove the existence of God.
It simply states, “In the beginning God created ...” (Gn
1:1).  It states that the heavens declare His glory (Ps
19:1-6); that the cosmos reveals His intelligence (Rm
1:18-22); that He is not flesh (Lk 24:39); but that He is
spirit (Jn 4:24).  The Bible assumes His existence, af-
firming that His existence is most evident by an exami-
nation of the things that He has created (Ps 8:1; 50:6; At
14:17; Rm 1:20).

There are, however, many philosophical schools of
thought today whose metaphysics and philosophies deny
God’s being.  Skepticism has twisted the minds of many
thinkers into overlooking or just ignoring evidences that
do manifest the reasonableness of Deity.  Skepticism is
defined as the “method of suspended judgment, system-
atic doubt ....”2:815  All those who have doubts, however,
are not skeptics.  Skeptics are those who systematically
bring into question those beliefs which are, and always
will be, fundamental to Christian belief.2:815  The real
skeptic is the one who makes a habit out of doubting.

Christianity is a positive institution and has had a posi-
tive existence in the world for more than eighteen centu-
ries.  Infidelity, as opposed to Christianity, is not an insti-
tution, but a mere negation of an institution and of the
facts and documents on which it is founded.  It has no
essential formal existence.  It has no facts and documents,
and, therefore, it has no proof.  It merely assails Chris-
tianity, but offers no substitute for it, and it has none to
offer.3:206

Chapter 3

THE DOUBT DILEMMA
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A. The attack of naturalism:

Naturalism is a philosophy that all things must be
explained by physical processes.  Materialism, which
is the companion philosophy of naturalism, “maintains
that everything—past, present, and future—must be ex-
plained in terms of present-day natural process.”4:206

Naturalism, which is often disguised today as modern-
day environmentalism, assumes that all things are oc-
curring in the world today through the processes of natu-
ral law.  To the naturalist, there is no greater “being”
higher than the processes of natural law.  Enno Wolthuis
explained it as follows,

It is a philosophy of life which is content to limit its inter-
ests to this world.  It seeks to explain all we know, includ-
ing man himself, in terms of physical processes which obey
the natural laws discovered by the inductive, experimen-
tal sciences. What is real, it says, is that which we can
describe scientifically; all else, if other there be, is for-
ever unknown to us, so why bother about it.5:40

“The existence of God, immortality, disembodied
souls or spirits, cosmic purpose or design, as these have
customarily been interpreted by the great institutional
religion, are denied by naturalists for the same generic
reasons that they deny the existence of fairies, elves,
leprechauns.”6:n.p.  Naturalism is thus a basic enemy of
religious faith and is most commonly the disease of the
scientist whose mind has been absorbed by his study of
the natural world.  There is no room for supernaturalism
in the philosophy of the true naturalists.  This world view
of life rules out anything such as miracles.  To the natu-
ralist, all so-called miracles of the Bible can be explained
as the occurrence of some natural law.

B. The attack of materialism:

Closely related to naturalism is the world view of
materialism.  Materialism is defined as a “theory that
physical matter is the only reality and that all being and
processes and phenomena can be explained as manifes-
tations or results of matter.”2:521  Materialism maintains
that matter in motion is the only thing that exists.7:37  The
former Chinese leader, Mao Tse-tung said, “There is
nothing in the world apart from matter in motion.”8:20

Such was the philosophy of the twentieth century com-
munism.  For this reason, religion was dispelled from
the thinking of communists throughout the world.  The
twentieth century was ravaged by the onslaught of natu-
ralistic and materialistic communists who sought to de-
stroy God and religion from every society.

Concerning the thought processes of the human
brain, Hamilton correctly stated the belief of the materi-
alist.  “Materialism holds that the chemical changes
wrought in the brain cells throw off a sort of effluvium
which we call consciousness, but as soon as the brain
ceases to function, consciousness ceases to exist and
vanishes forever.”9:18  Julian Huxley, a materialistic evo-
lutionist, expressed his materialistic philosophy when
he stated the following concerning the activity of the
brain, “The brain’s complexity of organization is almost
infinitely greater than that of any other piece of biologi-
cal machinery in ourselves or in any other animal ...
[emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”10:73  This is how most materi-
alistic evolutionists look at the body.  To the materialist
we are all just machinery in motion.  The thought pro-
cesses of the brain are only the chemical reaction of
material components that nature has arranged together
for millions of years of evolution.

True materialists deny the existence of mind apart
from matter.  They affirm that matter is eternal.  Matter
is the only source from which the present world comes.
The true materialist must deny God, miracles, the inspi-
ration of the Bible and anything connected with super-
naturalism.  He believes that there is no supernatural
above nature.  Actually, “no man who is an exclusive
materialist can have Christian faith.  Nor could anyone
who is a complete naturalist accept God or Christ, or the
Bible as a divine book in any sense.”11:23  “Strict materi-
alism is necessarily atheistic.  Materialism affirms that
there is no God and that matter is the only eternal entity,
or else matter created itself by evolving into existence
from perfect nothingness.  The latter case is to say that
matter embodies the attributes of a creator.”12:18  “In ma-
terialistic philosophy there is no place for God.  The
materialist believes that matter, physical substance, is
all there is in the universe and that all phenomena, in-
cluding mind and personality, are due to physical agen-
cies.”13:57

C. The relationship between matter and mind:

Materialists say that matter has existed throughout
eternity in the past and will exist throughout eternity in
the future.  They affirm that mind is the result of a com-
plex organization of matter itself.

MATERIALISM
Mind Evolved From Matter

Matter Is Eternal
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Theists contend that mind has existed from all eternity
and that matter is the result of the Mind who created it.

THEISM
Mind Created Matter

Mind Is Eternal

One is left with the choice that either matter created
mind (consciousness, intellect, emotion, the idea of God,
etc.), or Mind (God) created and sustains matter.  Dual-
ism contends that both Mind (God) and matter have ex-
isted from all eternity.  That is, Mind is eternal and mat-
ter also is eternal.  It is believed that both mind and mat-
ter have existed jointly throughout all eternity.

DUALISM

Matter Is Eternal
Mind Is Eternal

The following are at least two objections to the “eter-
nity of matter” philosophy:

1. Matter itself is not eternal.  Stoner wrote, “The
argument, that matter was eternal and there could have
been no creation, was found to be completely fallacious
and has been replaced by the newer proven concept that
energy can be changed into matter and matter into en-
ergy.”14:15  The second law of thermodynamics is a sci-
entific concept that “in any energy transfer or change,
although the total amount of energy remains unchanged,
the amount of usefulness and availability that the en-
ergy possesses is always decreased.”15:14  In this process,
therefore, energy may change from being available or
useful to being unavailable or unuseful, however, the
energy continues to exist.  Many scientists, therefore,
have come to the conclusion that it is energy that is the
prime source of life and not matter.  In fact, it is be-
lieved that the very essence of the material world is a
composition of energy fibers that make up the atoms of
all things.  Many scientists have thus rejected the eter-
nity of matter as we see it today.  (More on this later.)

2.  Mind is master of matter.  Scientific discoveries
which have disproved the naturalist’s, materialist’s and
dualist’s claim that matter is eternal, have forced many
scientists to find other answers for the origin of the ma-
terial world.  To the objective investigator, this shift has
been toward theism.  But to the one who refuses to have
God in his world view, it has been toward agnosticism—
he idea that we cannot know.  Many just reject theistic
explanations and resort to any explanation, as long as it

does not involve the idea of God.
But mind is the master of matter.  This is a logically,

scientifically and philosophically accurate conclusion.
The following points are factors that exemplify this con-
clusion:

a.  It is only assumed that matter is the eter-
nal, ultimate reality.  The materialist “assumes that
matter is all there is, and that consciousness, thought,
intelligence, hate, love and feeling are all just illu-
sions.”2:37  He often makes this assumption simply be-
cause he does not desire to search for anything that might
lie beyond the material world.  The problem is that the
materialist cannot prove the eternity of matter.  His be-
lief is based entirely upon assumption, that is, that mat-
ter is all there is.  Ramm correctly stated, “For a phi-
losophy to be true it must not only be able to explain the
universe in general, but itself in particular.”16:61  Materi-
alists cannot explain the origin of the material universe.

If the mind is only the activity and result of the in-
teraction of matter, then why does it (the mind) deter-
mine that the ultimate reality is matter?  Ramm stated,
“... in natural processes there are no rights or wrongs.
There are no erroneous effects that proceed from the
correct causes.”16:65  Matter is nonmoral and non-think-
ing.  But we are moral and thinking beings.  We tran-
scend matter because we are moral, thinking beings.  But
from whence did this moral being come if all that is is
matter in motion?

If materialism was true it could not prove to it-
self that it was true without transcending material
processes.  In other words, matter would have to “think”
in order to come up with the conclusion that it is all that
there is.  But even this observation completely destroys
the concept of materialism.  Matter would have self-re-
alization, and thus, matter would not be all that there is.
Matter would be above itself for it could think and come
to conclusions.  But materialism is a philosophy which
cannot explain itself if all that exists is matter.  If matter
is all that there is, how can it explain how it functions?
The fact that we can explain at least to some degree,
our being is evidence that we are more than just
matter in motion.

b.  Mind has the power of thought, memory,
consciousness and comprehension.  From where did
these abilities come?  From that which can do none of
these, that is, matter?  Or, did they come from that which
is Mind?  Hamilton asked,

How could an impersonal force produce a personal be-
ing?  How could that which neither thinks nor wills pro-
duce that which thinks and wills?  The materialist declares
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that in a universe of chance anything is possible if enough
time is given to produce it, but no chance combination of
atoms or molecules could produce something which does
not consist of atoms or molecules:  consciousness and
soul!9:40

c. Mind is moral; matter is not moral.  We
ask, “How can a nonmoral force (matter) produce (cre-
ate) a moral force?”  On this subject the materialist is
asking for a greater miracle than creation.  He is asking
for us to believe that matter produced the great emo-
tions of love, hate, anger, and the actual process of
thought.  If matter is supposedly to have brought into
existence these emotions, then is this not a greater act of
creation than the creating act of an Eternal Mind which
we call God?

Nonmoral matter cannot produce that which is moral.
Thomas wrote, “... if mechanistic materialism be the true
basic philosophy, then one is relieved of all personal
and moral responsibility for his choices and decisions
in life.  He would have no moral inhibitions, except as
he might voluntarily and arbitrarily choose.”11:25  How
did so much good get into the world if only matter ex-
ists?  Since it is inconceivable that matter could produce
that which is characteristic of human beings, we con-
clude that it is more reasonable to believe that an Eter-
nal Being brought forth that which has the qualities and
emotional abilities of man.  We conclude, therefore, that
all good is the result of a creative Mind that established
moral laws.

d.  Mind can anticipate the future.  How can
matter produce an anticipation of the future?  This is
another human quality that negates the concept that man
originated from innate matter.  Ramm stated,

Equally as phenomenal is the ability of the mind to an-
ticipate the future.  For a process to be conscious of pro-
cess is absurd.  Only that which transcends process can be
conscious of process.  The statement “meet me tomorrow
at noon” can only be made by a mind that is aware of the
process, yet is transcendent above it.16:65

If all that we are is matter in motion, then we would
have no such capability as future thinking.  Ramm added,
“The argument is that mind can transcend time and look
forward or backward, a phenomenon that destroys with
acidic burning the fabric of naturalism.”16:65  “Matter”
cannot conceive that it is in motion in the present and it
cannot conceive itself as being in motion in the future.
In other words, mind is above matter because it can an-
ticipate the future by contemplating present processes.
The very ability of man destroys the concept that matter

is all that there is.  It is more difficult to believe that
energy at any microscopic level could through billions
of years come to the conclusion that anticipation of the
future would be possible.  Is it now so difficult to be-
lieve that there would be an Eternal Being who could
have simply called into existence that which is after His
own image?  The creationist is still justified in saying
that it is easier to believe in God than in the “creative”
power of matter.

D. The fallacy of materialism:

The materialist assumes that all that now exists has
geologically and biologically evolved from the small
particles of matter.  However, he cannot explain any-
thing that exists.  The materialist can give no answers
for being.  He tries to replace Christian faith with an-
other faith that is based upon assumption and improb-
ability.  It might be added that the materialist tries to
replace Christian faith with a faith that is insupportable
and unreasonable.  Such a faith is certainly an insuffi-
cient faith in comparison to Christian faith.  He is actu-
ally calling on us to believe in the “creative” power of
matter in motion.

We must conclude that it is more reasonable to be-
lieve that Mind has existed from all eternity and that
matter is its product.  This is the more rational belief
simply because it makes more sense.  Dehoff wrote,

Matter is known by its qualities, mind by its activities;
consciousness reveals the one, the senses the other; one is
dead, the other alive; one is senseless, the other is full of
thought and feeling; one is passive, the other active; one
is amenable to physical law, the other to intellectual and
moral law.17:18

It is encouraging to see in recent years a slight shift
in the scientific field away from materialism, at least, in
some areas.18:88ff  Andrew Rule stated, “But developments
in science have also been such as to render the adequacy
of materialism highly dubious and the very concept of
matter no longer appropriate.  The processes of physics
at the hands of the physicists themselves have been the
basic cause of this change.”19:712  The mechanistic and
materialistic explanations of things that exist have and
are continually being undermined by scientific investi-
gation.  Philosophy has already dug the grave; science
is shoveling on the dirt.  Matter has been replaced by
energy in the realm of physics.19:712  Rule added, “If these
are sound interpretations of the contemporary situation,
then the very concept of materialism would seem to be
outmoded and currently meaningless.”19:712
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We would not, however, affirm that the agnostic sci-
entist is researching his way to God.  The point is that
some scientists in many fields of study have reached
conclusions in their investigations that have moved them
to question the hypothesis that the universe is the result
of chance or spontaneous generation.  There are those
who have investigated the smallest detail of matter and
have concluded that matter itself could not have sparked
the beginning.  There is no question that there was a
beginning.  But what initiated the beginning is what has
moved some to conclude that matter alone could not have
been the Prime Mover.  If not matter, then what, or who?
The believer has always had the answer to this question.
The problem with the hard-core materialist, however, is
that if he comes to the conclusion that God is the prime
mover, then he has to accept the fact that this God is
above man.  And if God is above man, then man must
give account of his actions.  He must allow God to de-
termine his behavior.  This is too much for most people
of the world.  Therefore, God will not be allowed into
the university science laboratory.  As long as He is kept
in chapels, the scientist feels unthreatened by any moral
obligations that would incur from a belief in God.

E. Denials of the existence of God:

Modernism is a term that is used to refer to the skep-
tic realm of thought wherein one denies the intervention
of God into the physical world.  It is thus a very subtle
denial of God Himself and the supernatural realm of His
existence.  Though contrary to the very nature of the
existence of God, it is often disguised in thinking of
modern-day “theology.”  In other words, there are those
theologians in the religious world today who deny the
intervention of God into the physical world.  They deny
miracles, the resurrection of Jesus and any other super-
natural event that has been recorded in the Bible.  There-
fore, we must recognize modernism as a denial of all
that substantiates Christianity above all other religions
of the world.  Bales was right when he stated,

When modernism does not give us a “dead God”, it gives
us a “dumb God” who has not spoken to man, or a “stam-
mering God” whose message in the Bible is so filled with
uncertainty that we cannot know when it is God speaking
or when it is a pious presentation of man’s ignorance.20:30

Consistent modernists must logically lead themselves
to anti-supernaturalism.  They must deny all that is mi-
raculous.  Modernism thus destroys faith in the Bible.

To the extent that modernism is consistent in its natu-
ralism, and anti-supernaturalism, to that extent it pushes

God away from man and silences His voice through un-
dermining faith in the Bible.  When it is fully consistent,
in its anti-supernaturalism, it denies the existence of
God [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].20:28

Modernism is always a threat to Christian faith, not
because of its reasonableness but because of its aggres-
siveness.  It is a threat from within as well as a threat
from without.  It attacks the Christian faith from every
corner.  In one of the first bulletins of the American As-
sociation for the Advancement of Atheism, it was pro-
claimed, “The hour to overthrow the Church has come.
Arise, ye prisoners of the priests!  Strike down the God
superstition!  ... Stand up.  Cast aside supernatural faith
and fear!  Be men!.”21:n.p.  Huxley stated, “We must now
be prepared to abandon the god hypothesis and its cor-
ollaries like divine revelation of unchanging truths, and
to change over from a supernaturalistic to a naturalistic
view of human destiny.22:101  Friedrick Nietzsche, an athe-
istic German philosopher and promoter of the “God is
dead” theology once stated, “I regard Christianity as the
most fatal and seductive lie that has ever existed—as
the greatest and the most impious lie ....”  David Hume
wrote in reference to the existence of God, “Whatever
we conceive as existent, we can also conceive as non-
existent.”23:n.p.

We live in a world today which is still bent on deny-
ing the God of the Bible.  Such denials come from the
scientific world, the philosophical world and the world
of non-Christian religions.  Unfortunately, it often comes
from those who profess themselves to be “Christian”
after a supposed belief in the Bible.

Many philosophers and scientists have accepted and
propagated those theologies that deny the existence of
the supernatural.  Supposed “theologians” have also
harbored and propagated theologies that deny the very
existence of the supernatural.  In doing so, they have led
believers into a realm of religious thought that is based
on human reasoning instead of Divine revelation.  It goes
without question that the man-made religions of Islam,
Buddhaism, Hinduism and a host of other world reli-
gions do not profess the God of the Bible.  But when
those from within the “Christian” camp deny the very
foundation upon which Christianity is made distinctive
from all other religious beliefs of the world, then Chris-
tianity is just another religion of the world.

Speaking for modernistic thought, J. J. C. Smart
stated, “There can never be a logical contradiction in
denying that God exists.”24:34  Baier wrote, “It is no longer
seriously in dispute that the notion of a logically neces-
sary being is self-contradictory.  Whatever can be con-
ceived of as existing can equally be conceived of as not
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existing.”25:8  From within the theological world, John
A. T. Robinson, in his book Honest to God, expressed
his modernistic thoughts thus, “But the signs are that we
are reaching the point at which the whole conception of
a God ‘out there’, which has served us so well since the
collapse of the three decker universe, is itself becoming
more of a hindrance than a help.”26:15,16  Thomas J. J.
Altizer, wrote, “Indeed, the first axiom of an authenti-
cally contemporary theology is the acceptance of the
death of God.”27:107  A professor of a theological semi-
nary stated the following contemporary theology of many
supposed “Christian” religions in Time Magazine.

For contemporary theologians, God is a dimming con-
cept.  “Christian Atheists” stand ready to write this obitu-
ary ....  Religion in the past has hindered rather than helped
man’s self-development ....  In the future, Christianity may
not conceive God as being – which means, literally, that
God does not exist since existence is a property of beings
only ....  And, in so far as the word “God” has become a
symbol of an outdated supernatural idol, the church may
well resign itself to silence as to the name of the being it
serves and preaches.12:31

In the industrial world, the concept of God is under
attack from both the philosophical and scientific world.
This same attack has come from some in the religious
world.  The Christian’s position is thus under attack from
both the non-Christian world and from those who pro-
pose to be of the Christian world view.  It would be just
to say, therefore, that any theologian who would attack
the supernatural foundation upon which Christianity is
built is no theologian at all.  Such a one has forsaken
any right to theological discussion.  Since he denies the
intervention of a God that is beyond this world, then
certainly he has no right to even call himself a theolo-
gian who deals with religious matters.  He has given up
the supernatural, and thus, has to assume the position
that we are only matter in motion.

The Bible states, “The fool has said in his heart,
‘There is no God’” (Ps 14:1).  It also says that there are
those who refuse to have God in their knowledge (Rm
1:28).  There has always been those who have cried out,
“There is no God!”  As long as there are those who refuse
to subject their lives to God’s laws, these futile cries
will continue.  “Atheism is the leprosy of the heart, dis-
tilled wickedness, bringing utter gloom to hope, and re-
signing everyone to oblivion and nothingness.”28:81  H.
H. Farmer stated, “There can be no question that many
people find belief in God difficult because there is in
their mind a bias which predisposes them against it.”29:129

That bias is often the unwillingness of man to recognize

that there is a Higher Power to which he must eventu-
ally give account.  In man’s drive to “call his own shots”
or to “do it his way,” there is the desire to free oneself
from the accountability of paying for one’s own wrong-
doing.  We live in a world where men are prejudiced
against the idea of God simply because they want to set
their own moral standards.

There are those who simply deny the existence of
the God of the Bible because they are ignorant of the
Bible.  There are those who have thus created a god af-
ter their own image.  This god condones their sinful life
and their diabolical philosophies of life.  These “gods
after Baal” allow man to establish his own moral laws
and governments.  In the name of religion, atrocities are
committed against humanity.  Under the name of gov-
ernment religion, military forces are mustered against
any who would deny their god.  Such concepts of god
are only the desires of men to have their way in the world
with a god who approves of their sin.

F. The futility of man in the absence of God:

Without a consciousness of God, man’s soul is de-
prived of a most needed conscious-securing factor.  Man
is a physical being and he is also a spiritual being.  If the
physical needs of man are fulfilled in his life without
fulfilling the spiritual needs, man’s being is totally un-
balanced.  Many years ago the philosopher Nietzsche
manifested this situation of himself and others like him
who reject a consciousness of God.  He wrote, “Where
is – my home?  For it do I ask and seek, and have sought,
but have not found it.  O eternal ever where, O eternal
nowhere, O eternal-in-vain.”30:274  The one who gives up
God also assumes the futility of having no answer for
his origins or his destiny.  He is left in life with the phi-
losophy that this world is all there is.  Hume stated,

Where am I or what?  From what cause do I receive my
existence, and to what condition shall I return ...?  I am
confounded with all these quotations, and begin to fancy
myself in the most deplorable condition imaginable,
environed with the deepest darkness, and utterly deprived
of every member and faculty.31:4,7

Hume and others like him were philosophically lost;
they were also theologically lost.  Their naturalism de-
nied any supernaturalism, and thus they had nowhere to
go.  The motion picture director Ferdrico Felline ex-
plained the situation of those like himself, who had no
faith and no spiritual security,

Like many people, I have no religion and I am just sit-
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ting in a small boat drifting with the tide.  I live in the
doubts of my duties ....  I think there is dignity in this, just
to go on working ....  This is the way things are, you say,
now what are we to do?  Today we stand naked, defense-
less, and more alone than at any time in history.  We are
waiting for something, perhaps another miracle, perhaps
the Martians.  Who knows?32:85

Altizer confessed that to accept his philosophy – the
“God is dead” theology—is to open “the way to mad-
ness, dehumanization, and even to the most totalitarian
form of society yet realized in history.  Who can doubt
that a real passage to the death of God must issue in
either an abolition of man or in the birth of a new and
transfigured humanity?”33:22  Altizer was right.  When
one forsakes a knowledge of God and a consciousness
of accountability to God, there are no limits to which
the human mind and behavior can go.  The “transfig-
ured humanity,” or better, “disfigured humanity,” of
Altizer can only be the society described by Paul in Ro-
mans 1:28-32.  This society—the society described by
Paul—also “refused to have God in their knowledge.”
Paul describes them as “... being filled with all unrigh-
teousness, wickedness, covetousness, maliciousness, full
of envy, murder, strife, deceit, malignity, whisperers ....”
This is exactly the type of society the philosophy of
Altizer and others like him would try to construct.

Men cannot survive without God in their societies.
Those societies that have tried, go backward, not for-
ward.

To live without God is nothing but torture ....  Man can-
not live without kneeling, he could not bear it, nobody
would be capable of it; if he rejects God, he kneels before
an idol of wood or of gold of an imaginary one ... they are
all idolaters and not atheists.  That’s what they ought to be
called.34:71

“Atheism doth utterly root out of men’s minds all
the feat of doing evil.”35:n.p.  “When men cease to believe
in God they do not believe in nothing; they believe in
anything.”36:133  “The best proof of God’s existence,”
Sullivan warned, “is what follows when we deny it.”37:n.p.

Yes, Ralph Waldo Emerson was right when he said,
“Skepticism is slow suicide.”  Any society that denies
the God of heaven has commenced sociological suicide.
Death will eventually come in the society through its
citizens who will morally reap the whirlwind of sin, for
without a consciousness of accountability to God, mean
will create their own moral codes.

G. Sociological chaos without God-ordained morals:

Stephen Charnock (1628-1680) in his arguments for
the existence of God stated a major consequence of athe-
istic thinking.  He stated that atheism “would introduce
all evil into the world.”38:59  He went on to say, “If you
take away God, you take away conscience, and thereby
all measures and rules of good and evil.  And how could
any laws be made when the measure and standard of
them were removed?”38:59

Charnock was right.  If we take away the eternal
standard of moral law (God), we have no fixed standard
left.  If man was a god unto himself, his standard would
become more base as time progressed.  This is why there
is a difference between the God of the Bible and the god
of world religions.  The God of the Bible has established
eternal moral standards to which man must submit.  The
god of world religions is a god created after the moral
desires of man himself.  World religions are generated
out of a desire to live after one’s own standards.  Once
the standards of behavior are established in the minds
and behavior of the society, the next step is to create a
god or spirit who would condone the behavior.

Men seek to please themselves.  Man is a religious
being with a conscience.  What happens to a religious
being who seeks to pacify his own conscience is that he
creates both a religion and god who says everything is
fine.  He creates a religion after his own desires because
he cannot live with his conscience.  We are thus strapped
in society with “Bibleless” religions that are controlled
by man’s own moral wanderings.  We create a god after
our own image.  What follows is a secular religion that
is created to meet our own needs.  We thus live in a
world of secular religion, religion that has been con-
structed for the convenience of men.

Without the God of the Bible, we are unable to
determine right from wrong for there would be no
right or wrong.  When Israel forgot God, and thus they
created their own Baal gods, their society degenerated
to a hideous cruelty of mankind (See Jr 3:21; Ez 22:12;
Rm 1:24-32).  Such has happened to societies through-
out history and throughout the world.  When Israel gave
up a knowledge of God, God gave them over to follow
after their own devices.  The same has happened in soci-
eties throughout the world today.  God has given over
societies to reap the consequences of their own sin be-
cause they have given up a knowledge of God.  Bales
wrote,

Although there are atheists who are held back by their
background or surroundings, from the repudiation of moral
law, when the atheist is consistent, he denies the reality of
moral law ....  As long as men recognize that God and
moral law exist, they can be urged to obey him, but once
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they deny their existence there is no adequate foundation
on which to cultivate a law-abiding spirit.39:324

Moral law must always have an ultimate standard as
a foundation.  Moral law must have an eternal founda-
tion upon which to be founded.  Therefore, there must
always be a “higher court” where the final decision is
made.  But atheists and those who create their own gods
are trying to do away with that “higher court.”  Thomas
F. Heinze concluded,

There is often a real difference between the conduct of
one who is convinced that God exists and that he is re-
sponsible to Him, as he tries to obey God’s command to
love even his enemies and to treat them as he would like
to be treated, and the conduct of one who does not believe
in God, but thinks that it would be best for the race to
eliminate whomever he happens to consider inferior.40:101

H. The dilemma with doubt:

Here is the point.  One would have to be God in
order to deny God.  Theodore Christlieb wrote, “The
denial of the existence of God involves a perfectly mon-
strous hypothesis; it is, when looked at more closely, an
unconscionable assumption.  Before one can say that
the world is without a God, he must first have become
thoroughly conversant with the whole world.”41:143  In
other words, “it would be necessary for you to know
everything before you could dogmatically affirm that
there is no God, because if you did not know everything,
the very thing which may have escaped your notice is
God.”42:195

In order for the atheist to logically deny God, he
would have to search every corner of the universe.43:40-43

He would have to look behind every star at the same
time, be everywhere at the same time, and know every-
thing.  “If there is one thing that he does not know, that
thing might be that God exists.”44:6  The atheist must be
acquainted with every source of truth, know all causes
of existence, and explain all that has happened in the
course of history before he can say that there is no God.
One would have to be omnipresent and omniscient be-
fore he could affirm that there is not God.  “In short,”
concluded Christlieb, “to be able to affirm authoritatively
that no God exists, a man must be omniscient and omni-
present, that is, he himself must be God; and then after
all there would be one.”41:144

I. The futility of denying the existence of God:

There are those who claim themselves to be athe-

ists, not knowing the illogical reasoning of this philo-
sophical system of thought.  And then some people are
as atheistic as the person who said, “Thank God I’m an
atheist.”

Atheism is not philosophy without grave social con-
sequences.  It is an unreasonable system of thought un-
supported by evidence.  It would be safe to say that most
people who have claimed to be atheist have not fully
examined the dilemma of atheistic reasoning.  They have
not explored the final consequences of this system of
thought.  An atheist is a man without any visible means
of support since it is a system of denial.  Atheism cannot
be proved.  And since it cannot be proved, it is only an
assumption.  The atheist can only assume that God does
not exist simply because he cannot be God in order to
deny the existence of God.

The atheist’s only attack is denial.  He can deny but
he cannot prove.  Oldam rightly said, “The atheist is but
the incarnation of a negative idea.  He is nothing but a
mere negation.”44:n.p.  Patmore once said, “Atheism in
art, as well as in life, has only to be pressed to its last
consequences in order to become ridiculous.”45:n.p.  “Re-
ality is such that when man sets out to deny God, man
ends up accepting concepts which deny man’s own ra-
tionality.  His own logic demands that he deny that his
own arguments are rational.”43:44  And if the atheist af-
firms that his arguments are rational, then he has proved
that a rational being exists.  Now he must explain from
whence this rational being originated since he believes
that we are only matter in motion.  He has left himself
with the necessity of believing that matter “created” in-
tellect, feelings and emotions.

J. The desire for a Higher Power:

It may be that the atheist cannot find God for the
same reason a thief cannot find a policeman.  Honest
inquiry, apart from bias, does lead to a theistic explana-
tion of the universe.  Atheists do not give an explanation
for the universe because they cannot.  They have no an-
swers.   Without any consideration for any other possi-
bilities, they simply affirm that evolutionary processes
brought everything together.  Ewing lamented that “the
usual modern philosophical views opposed to theism do
not try to give any rational explanation of the world at
all, but just take it as a brute fact not to be explained.”46:122

Someone once said, “An atheist’s most embarrassing
moment is when he feels profoundly thankful for some-
thing, but can’t think of anybody to thank for it.”

Reason, however, points to theism.  True thinking
leads to theism.  It is true that “in every land in which
philosophy has flourished, there have been profound
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thinkers who have sought to discover some metaphysi-
cal basis for a rational belief in the existence of some
supreme being or beings.”46:280  Bacon was right when
he said,

A little philosophy inclineth man’s mind to atheism; but
depth in philosophy bringeth men’s minds about to reli-
gion.  For while the mind of man looketh upon second
causes scattered, it may sometimes rest in them and go no
further; but when it beholdeth the chain of them confeder-
ate and linked together; it must needs fly to providence
and Deity.47:n.p.

There are problems in every system of belief.  There
are challenges in one’s affirmative argumentation for the
existence of God because we live in a physical environ-
ment.  These problems may never be resolved by our
finite minds.  At least, we will never have all the an-
swers in this life.  However, if we concentrate on the
problems, we will swell a small, insignificant and ac-
cepted doubt into rank skepticism.  Such will breed all

forms of irrational reasoning and denial.  Benjamin B.
Warfield emphasized this point when he stated,

“When men give their undivided attention to these dif-
ficulties, they may become, and they have become, so per-
plexed in mind, that they have felt unable to believe that
God is, or that they themselves exist, or that there is any
external world without themselves.48:128

Theism is an explanation for our existence.  Athe-
ism is a denial of theism’s explanation, pointing out some
problems but offering no alternative explanation except
a system of evolution from innate matter.  Argumenta-
tion based upon the power of denial is as profitable as a
man trying to catch a handful of air.  No matter how
much he tries, he still ends up with nothing.  Nothing is
exactly what the atheist has to offer.  He has neither posi-
tive hope or standards by which men can direct their
lives.  His philosophy of life, therefore, ends in a frus-
trating existence, for he has given up that which gives
meaning to life.

Most religious people believe in God because it is a
heritage that was handed down to them from their fa-
thers.  They believe simply because belief is the right
thing to do.  There is nothing wrong with a simple faith
that God exists and that He works in one’s life.  How-
ever, simple faith that is not based on one’s knowledge
of the evidence that God has provided to substantiate
faith, will usually crumble when attacked by the first
forces of skepticism.  Truly, there are too many rusty
swords in the Christian camp on this subject.  Too few
have seriously examined the evidence for the existence
of God.  Most people simply believe just because they
have never been challenged as to why they believe.

The above is certainly not what Peter meant in 1
Peter 3;15 when he said that Christians must be ready to
give a defense for their beliefs.  In giving a reason for
our hope means more than quoting a few scriptures to
one who does not accept the Bible to be the word of
God.  God expects us to give a reason for our belief to
those who neither accept Him or His word.  For this
reason, Christians must be able to reason outside scrip-
ture quotation in order to defend the God who is greater
than the Bible.

The Christian is not only in a battle to defend the

existence of God, he is often struggling to defend the
God of the Bible.  We live in a world of many religions.
All these religions have some concept of deity.  We live
in a religious world where men ignorantly worship the
same “unknown god” the Athenians worshipped about
two thousand years ago (At 17:23).  However, most of
these worshipers do not have a concept of the Deity that
is described in the pages of the Scriptures.  As Chris-
tians, therefore, it is our responsibility not only to de-
fend the existence of an eternal Intelligence, but we must
also defend the God of the Bible.  We must at least make
an effort to refocus men’s minds on the true God of the
Bible.

It would not be reasonable to believe that if God
exists, that He would conceal Himself from His creation.
What would we consider God to be if He created man,
and then, left Himself without evidence.  We do not be-
lieve the God of the Bible is a God who has left Himself
without evidence of existence.

Since the above would be a logical conclusion—that
God would give evidence of His existence—then we
would assume that it is the responsibility of the Chris-
tian to investigate such evidence.  Since God would not
expect us to believe without evidence that logically leads

Chapter 4
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to His existence, then we must assume that He expects
us to use our “thinking cap” in order to search after Him.

The Christian can know that God exists in the same
manner that he can know any other non-experienced
truth.  It is a matter of deduction from the evidence.  True,
we cannot know God’s existence by use of the scientific
method.  God is not the result of a scientific experiment.
The scientific method deals with empirical evidence and
research.  The scientific method is a way “to know.”
However, it is not the only way to know.  In reasoning
concerning the existence of God we are not reasoning
with such evidence as presented exclusively by the sci-
entific method.  We cannot smell, taste, touch, hear or
see God.  We only smell, taste, touch, hear and see the
manifestations of His existence.  We deduct from the
things that exist that He is there.  In the Bible we have a
record of His manifestations throughout history.  It is
our task, therefore, to review the testimony of the Bible
in order to determine the Bible’s validity in reference to
being evidence for the existence of God.  If the testi-
mony in the Bible is valid, then we must accept the Bible
as a true document that gives evidence for the existence
of God.  As evidence, it cannot be ignored in anyone’s
investigation concerning the existence of God.

In the area of Christian evidences we also work with
testimony.  This is testimony of those who have heard
God and have experienced His great works.  For Chris-
tians today, the record of the testimony of those who
actually experienced God is the foundation upon which
they build their faith.  It is through a study of the Bible
that Christians gain faith in the fact that God exists.  In a
similar way—through the examination of testimony—
we know that historical figures as King Arthur of En-
gland existed by examining the recorded testimony of
others.  In this way we can know that God exists.  We
can know that God exists in the same way that we know
and believe most of the knowledge we possess concern-
ing historical events, most of which we have never ex-
perienced.  This “knowing,” therefore, is not based upon
an empirical encounter with a manifestation of God.  It
is based on a belief in the record of the testimony of
others who did experience God.

Paul proclaimed that he experienced a vision of Jesus
on the Damascus road (At 9:1-7).  His recorded testi-
mony of this event is evidence that something happened

in his life to transform his personality and behavior from
a persecutor of Christianity to a proclaimer of the son-
ship of Jesus.  At the conclusion of His life he wrote,
“For this reason I also suffer these things; nevertheless
I am not ashamed, for I know whom I have believed and
am persuaded that He is able to keep what I have com-
mitted to Him until that Day” (2 Tm 1:12).  We thus
have the testimony of one who suffered greatly because
of his actual empirical experience with Jesus on the
Damascus road.  His changed life.  His persecution for
what he believed.  These things have been recorded for
our study, and thus, belief that he actually experienced
something on the Damascus road.  This is evidence that
God exists simply because we cannot explain the trans-
formation in the life of Paul apart from his personal ex-
perience with Jesus on the Damascus road.  The Bible is
filled with the testimony of such men.

We must remember that it is not the burden of the
believer to prove the existence of God.  It is his task to
examine the evidences which have always logically and
reasonably resulted in belief.  On the other hand, it is
the burden of the atheist to prove that the evidences do
not support God’s existence.  When an atheist affirms
that God does not exist, he must explain why the theis-
tic evidences we use should not lead one to believe in a
Divine existence and intervention in the lives of men.
He must explain to us how and why Paul changed so
radically in his life.  It is not only the life of Paul, it is
the life of thousands of individuals who are recorded in
a document (the Bible) that was written over a period of
more than fourteen hundred years.  The atheist must
explain to us why so many people throughout history
have changed and maintained their lives according to
the law of the One they experienced.  The burden of
proof, therefore, is on the atheist’s shoulders, not the
theist’s shoulders.

The following theistic arguments do affirm the ex-
istence of God.  They are set forth not to “prove” the
existence of God.  They affirm that it is more reasonable
to believe that there is a Higher Power than this material
world.  Therefore, they have been valid and proclaimed
for centuries because of the power of their reasoning.
Men of history have formed them into words.  However,
their origin and manifestation was purposed by their logi-
cal conclusion, God, from the very beginning of time.

One argument by itself does not necessarily lead to
a total commitment to believe.  But taken as a whole,
their overwhelming conclusion is that God is.  There-
fore, the atheist must not only destroy one argument, he
must break every link in this chain of argumentation that
ties faith to the existence of God.  The end of the argu-
ments is that God is.
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A. The argument from cause:

The argument from cause, commonly called the cos-
mological argument, is the affirmation that there must
be a cause for the cosmos.  Something must have caused
the existence of that which we empirically behold.  It is
“the argument that the cosmos is an effect produced by
a Primal Cause, which, from the nature of the case, must
be a Person.”1:46  It is that “Person” that believers affirm
is God.

This argument is one of the oldest formalized argu-
ments of the theistic arguments.2:n.p.  The apostle Paul
mentions the basic concept of this argument in Romans
1:20.  “For the invisible things of him since the creation
of the world are clearly seen, being perceived through
the things that are made, even his everlasting power and
divinity ...” (ASV).  He mentioned the same argument
to idolaters in Lystra.  “He [God] did not leave Himself
without witness, in that He did good, gave us rain from
heaven and fruitful seasons, filling our hearts with food
and gladness” (At 14:17).  Paul emphasizes the fact that
the present existing things give witness to the existence
of a Creator, a First Cause.  Through the things made,
therefore, the reasoner can “see” the invisible.  We might
say that man, through God’s creation, can “see” God.  In
other words, we perceive that there is a God by the cre-
ation we see around us.

This is actually an indirect argument for the exist-
ence of God.  By examining the creation (an effect) we
conclude that it was caused by a First Cause.  By exam-
ining creation we can look beyond creation to that which
started it all.  This is what Paul affirmed in Romans 1:20.
We see the invisible (God) through observation of the
visible.

This argument is only a first step in demonstrating a
Divine cause of the world that we perceive through our
senses.  It manifests that there must be a Primal Cause.
However, it does not seek to completely explain that
Cause.  Other arguments are needed to supplement this
argument in order to bring one to the God of the Bible.3:104

The reasoning of the argument from cause expresses
the need for a first and adequate cause for all existing
things.  Aquinas stated, “That which does not exist be-
gins to exist only through something already existing.
Therefore, if at one time nothing was in existence, it
would have been impossible for anything to have begun

to exist; and thus even now nothing would be in exist-
ence—which is absurd.”3:54  Therefore, to have some-
thing we must start with something.  That Something
which first existed must have the power to bring about
that which follows His existence.

Aquinas simply stated that something cannot come
from nothing.  Charnock stated it, “For as nothing can
have a being from itself, so nothing can appear by itself
and its own force.”4:35,36  Since something now exists,
we concluded that that which brought all that now ex-
ists into existence was adequate to create.

The argument from cause deals with cause and ef-
fect—every effect must have an adequate cause.  The
truth that something cannot come from nothing is axi-
omatic.  That is, it is a truth within itself.  It does not
need proof.  A circle is round, not because it is proved to
be round but because circles are round.  The shortest
distance between two points is a straight line, not be-
cause it is so proved by logic but because it is a law of
being.  It is obvious.  Such is an axiomatic truth.  The
statement, “Something cannot come from nothing” is
axiomatic in that it needs no proof.  Its truth is inherent
within itself and its truth stands without contradiction.

1.  Something must come from something. Percep-
tion through our senses affirms that something is.  We
exist.  The universe exists.  But from where did we come?
Did we come from a primordial goo as the evolutionists
say we do?  We affirm that such thinking is ridiculous.
Something had to cause that which now exists.  All that
exists did not just spontaneously come into being.  There-
fore, we must wonder what caused the things that now
exist?  From where did we come?  What is our origin?

From the two premises, “Something cannot come
from nothing” and “Something exists,” we can form the
following syllogistic system of thought”

The above formulation of thought has been advo-
cated by many and is the heart of the cosmological argu-
ment.  Keyser explained, “There must be an ultimate
and eternal something.  If there ever was a time when
there was nothing, nothing could have ever been.”5:14

That which existed before that which we perceive to-

CAUSE              CREATION                 MAN

(Effect)

SOMETHING CANNOT COME FROM NOTHING

BUT,

SOMETHING EXISTS

THEREFORE,

SOMETHING HAS ALWAYS EXISTED
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day, must have been adequate to bring into being the
worlds that now exist.  From this we conclude that an
omnipotent Being has caused the existence of our world.

There is something existent now: therefore there must
always have been something existent.  If there ever was a
time when there was nothing, nothing could ever have been
- nothing could ever have come into existence.  Ex nihilo
nibil fit.  So there must be something that is eternal and
uncreated.  But that which has existed from eternity must
be self-existent, infinite and absolute.  That which has al-
ways existed must be sufficient in itself, and can be de-
pendent on nothing else than itself.5:14

That something which has always been must be self-
sufficient.  To the Christian, this is God.  And this God
is a sufficient answer, that is, He does not need a further
answer or explanation.6:15  The totality of who God is—
though we do not understand all that God is—is a suffi-
cient cause for the present universe.

2.  Matter is not sufficient.  The materialist con-
tends that the first cause was matter, some primordial
slime.  But that which has creative power must have the
qualities of that which is caused, and more.  We are
talking about qualities of being (personality), not sub-
stance.  God created dirt, but that does not mean that He
Himself is composed of dirt.  He created mind, person-
ality, volition and thought.  He Himself, therefore, must
at least have these qualities that are above the material
world.  “Reason and science demand that the original
Cause of all phenomena that appear in the cosmos must
have in itself all the qualities and powers exhibited in
the phenomena—in other words, an adequate cause.”5:4

We conclude that because we as emotional and rational
beings exist, the cause of our being must at least have
these qualities and more in order to bring us into exist-
ence.

The First Cause must be infinite, independent and
adequate.  “We must come to something that is first in
every kind,” wrote Charnock, “and this first must have a
cause, not of the same kind, but infinite and indepen-
dent; otherwise men run into inconceivable labyrinths
and contradictions.”4:31  “The first cause must have been
adequate: but matter is not adequate as a first cause be-
cause for matter to have produced life and conscious-
ness and mind, so distinct from matter, it would have
been the same as getting something out of nothing; for
these things are not found in matter.”7:141

The material world, therefore, does not explain it-
self.  Matter can offer no explanation for the cosmos.  If
we are simply the product of an evolutionary formula-
tion of matter in motion, then how could this higher

evolved state of matter turn around so as to explain how
“it” came to such a high state of development?

The universe needs more explanation than that which
any materialist can possibly give.  God, however, is a
sufficient explanation for the existence of the universe
and man and one that does not have to be explained.6:18

If God is not an adequate explanation, then we will have
to seek another that will explain itself.6:18  If we followed
this route of reasoning, we would still end up with God
as being an adequate explanation for the universe, for
no other explanation can be found.  Our search for a
sufficient cause for our being should always end in find-
ing God.

3.  The rational cannot come from the irrational.
Something cannot come from nothing, but something
exists; therefore something has always existed.  This
true logic is an argument which must be answered by
the materialist.  The problem is that he cannot find an
adequate answer from the materialist for the existence
of all things.  Without changing the thrust of the above
statement, we can change the words and make it apply
to mind and consciousness.  The following is a valid
extension of this reasoning:

A. A rational (thinking) being cannot come from an irra-
tional thing.  (If it could, this would be equivalent to
something coming from nothing).

B. But, a rational (thinking) being exists.
C. Therefore, a rational (thinking) being has always ex-

isted.

The above is the basis of the argument from cause.
In this argument we reason that intelligence is behind
the universe.  God, a rational, thinking being, has al-
ways existed.  He is an adequate cause.  “Something
now is, and since something does not come from noth-
ing, we know something has always existed.  If at one
time in the remote past there was not anything, there
would not be anything now.  Out of nothing comes noth-
ing.”8:121   Therefore, the fact that something now exists,
including mind, must conclude that something has al-
ways existed.  Reid concluded,

 “It cannot be that all things are only capable of existing:
there must be something that is necessary.  Further, this
necessary something must have its necessity in its own
right, per se, and so may be cause of necessity in other
things.  ‘And this all men call God’.”9:115

It is from the above reasoning that we conclude that
that which has always existed must be indigenous of
eternal existence.  In other words, that from which all
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things have originated must be capable of existing be-
yond that which is created.  Since nothing that is created
is eternal, eternality must be indigenous with that which
brought the temporal into existence.  God, therefore, must
be eternal because He has brought into existence that
which is not eternal.  Matter is temporary simply be-
cause its existence is contingent on the eternality of God
who is eternal within Himself.  We can exist throughout
eternity, therefore, only if we remain in the presence of
God who alone is the source of eternality.

B. The argument from design:

The argument from design is many times referred to
as the teleological argument.  Teleology is “the study of
evidences of design in nature.”10:906  “The teleological
argument is the argument for the divine existence which
is based on the evidence of design, purpose, and adapta-
tion in the creation.”1:30  The argument is the argument
that affirms that the “... order pervading the inorganic,
organic, and human realm is indicative of an intended
plan in an intelligent and good Purposer.”11:763

In the philosophical world, the argument from the
design and order of the universe and nature was first
suggested by Plato and Aristotle.9:16  It was not formu-
lated into philosophical thought until Thomas Aquinas.
In Summa Contra Gentiles, Aquinas stated, “Now we
see that in the world things of different natures accord
in one order, not seldom or fortuitously, but always or
for the most part.  Therefore it follows that there is some-
one by whose providence the world is governed.  And
this we call God.”12:11

This argument compliments the cosmological argu-
ment (the argument from cause) in that it calls “atten-
tion to the adaptive interrelation of the various parts or
aspects of the universe to each other in a way conducive
to the production and conservation of human values.”11:763

The cosmological argument demands a cause of the now
existing order of things.  The teleological argument says
that the “order of things” was so designed with purpose.
Both arguments support one another in bringing our
minds to the conclusion that there is something greater
than this universe that brought all that exists into being.

The following points are the heart of this argument:

1.  The creation manifests the glory of God.  The
Bible holds man responsible for belief in that it affirms
that the creation is sufficient evidence to warrant theis-
tic conclusions.  As quoted before, Paul wrote, “For since
the creation of the world His invisible attributes are
clearly seen, being understood by the things that are
made, even His eternal power and Godhead, so that they

are without excuse” (Rm 1:20).  Paul states that the cre-
ation itself is evidence for belief.  The creation was
caused.  It has design.  It therefore points to a Designer.

The Psalmist wrote, “You [God] who set Your glory
above the heavens” (Ps 8:1).  “The heavens declare the
glory of God; and the firmament shows His handiwork”
(Ps 19:1).  “Let the heavens declare His righteousness
...” (Ps 50:6; see 139:14).  Paul added, “He did not leave
Himself without witness, in that He did good, gave us
rain from heaven and fruitful seasons, filling our hearts
with food and gladness” (At 14:17).  The Bible affirms
that man should be able to examine the things of the
world and deduct by his examination of these things that
a Creator exits.  Job 12:7-9 reads,  “But now ask the
beasts, and they will teach you; and the birds of the air,
and they will tell you; or speak to the earth, and it will
teach you; and the fish of the sea will explain to you.
Who among all these does not know that the hand of the
Lord has done this ....”

Honest inquiry of the creation leads men to the Cre-
ator.  This leading of men to God shows that the argu-
ment from design is a strong argument for the existence
of a Higher Being.  Recognition of design demands rec-
ognition of a designer.  This is a principle for all correct
reasoning in this area of study.

One should not overstress this argument to the ex-
tent that it be used to discover the supreme characteris-
tics of the God of the Bible.  The argument only affirms
that there is something other than matter in the universe
and that this universe is not the result of chance.  It is the
result of an all-powerful being.  The argument does not
lead one to understand the character of this Being that is
above the material world.  Only through the direct rev-
elation of God do we understand His loving nature.

Men of all centuries have wondered at the law, or-
der and design of the universe.  Elmer W. Maurer, a re-
search chemist, said, “It is impossible for me to con-
ceive the law and order of the universe as being the re-
sult of pure chance.  The odds are simply too great.  Law,
order and intelligence go hand in hand.”13:201,202  Plato
stated, “The earth, the sun and stars, and the universe
itself; and the charming variety of the seasons, demon-
strate the existence of a Divinity.”14:n.p.  Isaac Newton
concluded, “The existence of a Being endowed with in-
telligence and wisdom is a necessary inference from a
study of celestial mechanics.15:n.p.

Order prevails upon mankind to believe in an eter-
nal Orderer.  An examination of a few examples of de-
sign and order will manifest this obvious truth.  Bales
stated,

If there were no order in the universe, man could not
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exist, for he is not a disorganized arrangement of matter,
and thus could not study the universe.  Furthermore, if
there were no order in the universe, man would not be
able to discover order, and yet he discovers order every-
where he turns.8:122

It is true that man discovers order everywhere he
turns.  This order evidences a great Intelligence which
created this world.

a.  The cell world:  There are about 100 trillion
cells in an average adult human body.  Some cells are so
small that it would take over six thousand arranged end
to end to cover two and a half centimeters.  It is esti-
mated that nerve cells can live as long as 100 years.
White blood cells live about thirteen days and red blood
cells about 120 days.

A single red blood cell contains about 280 million mol-
ecules of hemoglobin.  Each molecule has 64,500 times
the weight of a hydrogen atom and is made up of about
10,000 atoms of hydrogen, carbon, nitrogen, oxygen and
sulphur, plus four atoms of iron, which are more impor-
tant than the rest.16:64,65

Each human cell contains forty-six chromosomes.
In each chromosome there is what is called Deoxyribo-
nucleic acid, or DNA.  DNA is the programmed “com-
puter,” the age long blueprint of all heredity traits.17:24,25

DNA is contained in the nucleus of every cell and deter-
mines every trait of an individual, such as, color of eyes,
height and skin color.18:58,59  These traits are locked into
the DNA structure of every cell and have been so since
the creation of man.  This represents fantastic order.
Could this structure have evolved from matter by chance?

The Mycoplasma homines H39 is the smallest
single-celled form of life known to man.19:198  However,
it is believed to have around six hundred kinds of pro-
teins.20:72,135  This is incredible order in the smallest form.
This surely points the scientist to a Creator which is be-
yond matter.

The structure and operation of the brain is still a
wonder to man.  How do brain cells work?  Scientists
have discovered that small areas of the cortex contain a
memory of all the past experiences of an individual.
When these areas are stimulated, the individual can re-
member and relive past and consciously forgotten expe-
riences.21:20,21  A British neurophysicist, W. Grey Walter,
stated that it would take ten billion electronic cells, oc-
cupying a space of about one and a half million cubic
feet, to build a facsimile of the human brain.21:20,21  Even
in this day of micro computers this is not an exaggera-

tion.  These complexities of the world that are not seen
with the naked eye greatly suggest order and a designer.
How can one possibly assign the marvelous world of
the cell to the chance development proposed by evolu-
tionists?  How is it conceivable that the DNA structure
of every cell could have developed out of innate matter?
Is this not calling for a greater miracle than the miracle
of the existence of God?

b.  The bird world:  Bird migration has always
been a spectacular phenomenon to man.  One example
of this wonder is the migration of the Arctic Terns.  The
Arctic Terns nest in the Cape Cod area of the North
American continent.  When the urge comes to migrate,
Arctic Terns set their course across the Atlantic Ocean
to the coast of Spain, down the western coast of Africa,
across the Atlantic again, and finally, to the vast Antarc-
tica at the bottom of the world.  When nature calls for
these marvelous wonders of nature to return home from
their southern tour of the southern hemisphere, they fly
all the way back to the very same creek bank and same
gravel bed they left at the beginning of their journey.  In
this journey they cover a fantastic distance of over thirty
thousand kilometers.

Millions of birds migrate every year.  They have no
compass, no map and no calendar.  How do they migrate
over such fantastic distances without becoming lost?
How can some birds migrate and arrive at their summer
lodge the same day, year after year?  A National Geo-
graphic School Bulletin stated, “How birds migrate over
such distances is a mystery.”22:n.p.  One authority said,
“Even after years of research and experiment, scientists
speak of the ‘mystery’ of bird migration, for they still do
not completely understand it.”23:17

Evolutionists offer no explanation for the wonder of
bird migration.  They cannot.  To say that birds evolved,
and then learned migration, would be calling for a miracle
greater than creation.  Birds received intelligence, but
not from unintelligent matter.  They received it from an
eternal Intelligence.  The study of bird migration has
confused materialistic evolutionists for years.

c.  The fish world:  One of the most amazing
examples of invested intelligence in the fish world is
the Archer fish.  This fish is found in the waters which
extend from India to the northwestern coasts of Austra-
lia.  The Archer fish acquires its food in a somewhat
unique manner.  When an insect lands on a leaf or twig
above the surface of the water, this marksman of a fish
will shoot a spurt of water and knock the unfortunate
insect off its perch and into the water.  Without hesita-
tion, the Archer fish will then eat from the result of his
great marksmanship.

When this technique of the Archer fish was first re-
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ported in 1764 by a member of the Royal Society of
London, England, few people believed it.  Most people
thought that there was something “fishy” about the truth
of this fish story.  It was not until forty years later, and
after the capture and observation of many of these fish,
that men finally believed the phenomenon of the Archer
fish.  He was a good shot after all.

The Archer fish shoots holes in the theory of evolu-
tion as an explanation for the order of the world.  This
fish story washes away any explanation for the order in
the world other than creation by an eternal Intelligence.
Here again is an example of design that is the design of
a Designer who created all things.

d.  The worlds of the universe:  The orderli-
ness and complexity of the world manifest marks of an
intelligent Designer.  We live in a universe that exists
because of design and orderliness.  A. Cressy Morrison,
a former president of the New York Academy of Sci-
ence and an evolutionist, wrote the following concern-
ing the exactness of the earth,

We have found that the world is in the right place, that
the crust is adjusted to within ten feet, and that if the ocean
were a few feet deeper we would have no oxygen or veg-
etation.  We have found that the earth rotates in twenty-
four hours and that were this revolution delayed, life would
be impossible.  If the speed of the earth around the sun
were increased or decreased materially the history of life,
if any, would be entirely different.  We find that the sun is
the one among thousands which could make our sort of
life possible on earth, its size, density temperature and the
character of its rays all must be right, and are right.  We
find that the gases of the atmosphere are adjusted to each
other and that very slight change would be fatal.24:94,95

Morrison and many other scientists have recognized
and emphasized the orderliness of the earth.25:72  They
contend for the necessity of the earth’s exact measure-
ments by stating that without this precision life on earth
would certainly be endangered.

Considering the bulk of the earth, its place in space and
the nicety of the adjustments, the chances of some of these
adjustments occurring is in the order of one to a million and
the chances of all of them occurring cannot be calculated
even in the billions.  The existence of these facts cannot,
therefore, be reconciled with any of the laws of chance.  It
is impossible, then, to escape the conclusion that the ad-
justments of nature to man are far more amazing than the
adjustments of man to nature.  A review of the wonders of
nature demonstrates beyond question that there is de-
sign and purpose in it all [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].24:95

J. Arthur Thomson, an evolutionist, confessed,
“When we study the powers in the world, we find, as in
other studies, that, as science advances, the world be-
comes more and more interpretable as the working
out of a Divine Thought [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].26:101

Thomson also stated, “We cannot comprehend how the
Order of Nature could arise from chaos and chance.”26:104

Thomson seems to have been a little more objective in
his investigations of the universe than most of his fel-
low evolutionists.  He at least came to the conclusion
that we cannot answer the order and design that are evi-
dent in the universe without the existence of a Divine
Thought.  Though Albert Einstein viewed God as an
impersonal force or mind, he stated the following in rec-
ognition of the wonders he observed through his work,

My religion consists of a humble admiration of the il-
limitable superior Spirit who reveals Himself in the slight
details we are able to perceive with our frail and feeble
minds.  That deeply emotional conviction of the presence
of a superior reasoning power, which is revealed in the
incomprehensible universe, forms my idea of God.27:95

Can order arise from disorder?  Atheists and
evolutionistic religionists would have us believe that it
can.  All human experience, however, answers this ques-
tion in the negative.  Order cannot arise from disorder.
John Calvin stated that God “daily presents himself to
public view in such a manner that [men] cannot open
their eyes without being constrained to behold him.”28:n.p.

This is the force of the argument from design.  Intelli-
gence is seen everywhere in the things that exist.  We
could not exist in a world of disorder.  We exist only
because we live in an environment of order.

2.  Design presupposes a designer.  A design pre-
supposes that there was someone who designed.  This is
a logical statement in reference to the design of the en-
vironment in which we live and one that cannot be re-
futed by the philosophy of materialism.  The complex
wiring of a radio forces the conclusion that someone
designed the orderly arrangements of the components.
Each component performs its specific task.  The transis-
tors and circuit boards all work together to perform the
function and wonder of a radio. The radio just did not
happen; it was designed by a designer, an intelligence.

In a world of design in the material world, the theist
contends for belief in a God that can create an orderly
world.  It is not logical or scientifically provable that the
universe was the result of mere chance development from
innate matter.  Matter which has no intelligence could
not produce man who has intelligence.  Therefore, we
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must conclude that the universe (design) presupposes a
Designer (intelligence).  What other adequate explana-
tion do we have?  The evolutionist does not have any
adequate answers because his philosophy runs into too
many dead ends.  He can give us no answers concerning
origin and design.

The cosmological and teleological arguments are
steps that lead to the conclusion of belief in the exist-
ence of God.  They are related and should be studied
jointly.  With the great effect of the world in which we
live to study and observe, we are led to the ultimate con-
clusion that the initial cause of the universe was Intelli-
gence and not matter.  Former president of the United
States, Abraham Lincoln, stated, “I can see how it might
be possible for a man to look down upon the earth and
be an atheist, but I cannot conceive how a man could
look up unto the heavens and say there is no God.”  The
Bible says that the heavens do declare the marvelous
glory of God (See Ps 8).  Sir James Jeans wrote,

Today there is a wide measure of agreement, which on
the physical side of science approaches almost the una-
nimity, that the stream of knowledge is heading towards a
non-mechanical reality; the universe begins to look like a
great thought than like a great machine.  Mind no longer
appears as an accidental intruder into the realm of matter;
we are beginning to suspect it as the Creator and governor
of the realm of matter – not of course our individual minds,
but the mind in which the atoms out of which our indi-
vidual minds have grown exists as thoughts ....  We dis-
cover that the universe  shows evidence of a designing or
controlling power that has something in common with our
own individual minds.29:186,187

So did order come from disorder?  Did intelligence
come from non-intelligence?  Did mind come from mat-
ter?  Did feeling come from that which has no feeling?
Materialists and religionists who believe in evolution
can give no adequate answer to these questions.  Carl
Wallace Miller concluded, “Stripped of confusing de-
tails, belief in God is acceptance of the basic principle
that the universe makes sense, that there is behind it
an ultimate purpose [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”30:17  In
our examination of the universe, we must ask the atheist,
“Who has measured the waters in the hollow of his hand,
and meted out heaven with the span, and comprehended
the dust of the earth in a measure, and weighed the moun-
tains in scales, and the hills in the balance?” (Is 40:12).
Who?  The only answer the atheistic evolutionist can give
to this question is that all things originated from matter.
On the other hand, the Christian affirms that God created
such.  Who must have the greater faith?  Again, the Chris-

tian affirms that the unbeliever must have greater faith in
the theory of evolution than the Christian does in the ex-
istence of a God who can create.

C. The argument from the idea of God:

The argument from the “idea of God’ is usually re-
ferred to as the ontological argument.  Ontology is “the
science of being, that is, as existing.”31:280  Of all the
theistic arguments for the existence of God, this argu-
ment appears to be the most difficult to comprehend.
Some have even considered it strange.  This argument
has probably received the greatest criticism of all the
theistic arguments.  It has been labeled a verbal joke by
some.  It has simply been rejected by others.  Neverthe-
less, to the believer it has merit.  It has merit in that to
propose an argument that must be dealt with by the skep-
tic.

The central thought of this argument is that the idea
of God could not be conceived by that which was sim-
ply matter in motion.  If God did not exist, then there
would be no concept of God within the minds of men.
However, the idea of God does exist.  Since it exists,
then from whence did this idea come if there is no God?

The ontological argument purports to prove simply from
the concept of God as the supreme being that God’s exist-
ence cannot rationally be doubted by anyone having such
a concept of Him.  It is thus a purely a priori argument,
that is to say, one that does not appeal to any fact of expe-
rience but is concerned solely with the implications of con-
cepts – in this case, the concept of God.32:vii

In reference to the ontological argument, Davis ex-
plained,

The argument attempts to prove the existence of God
from an examination of what we mean by the word “God.”
It attempts to show that the idea of God’s existence is nec-
essarily involved in the very idea of God itself, so that one
who clearly understands what he means by the word must
recognize that God exists.32:7

“Thus, in order even to think about the Being than which
no greater can be conceived one has to think about God
as really existing, for if He is conceived as not existing,
one hasn’t thought of the greatest conceivable Be-
ing.”32:8

We would say that God is conceived as existing sim-
ply by the mere idea of God as being a perfect, eternal
and all-knowing being.  Anselm stated, “No one who
understands the reality that God is can think that God
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does not exist.”33:n.p.  Albert Knudson explained, “The
very idea of a supreme or perfect Being thus implies his
existence.”11:301

It is curious indeed to consider how man could have
formulated the idea of God if he was the result of matter
only.  Man does not have the capacity to think or imag-
ine above that information which has been fed to him by
the five senses.  And yet, man has conceived of a Being
that is not dependent on sense perception.  God is above
the senses.  Campbell said, “Imagination ... has not the
power of creating any new idea.  It has the power of
analyzing, combining, compounding, and new-modify-
ing all the different ideas present to it; but imagination
has not creative power.”34:123  In his debate with Robert
Owen, an atheist, Campbell argued persuasively that the
imagination of man is unable to conceive of a being
greater than the feedback of the senses.34:123-127,147-154  To
conceive beyond man’s empirical perception is beyond
the ability of man.

An example of the above would be the inability of
man to conceive of a sixth sense.34:n.p.  What would it
be?  How would it function?  If we say a sixth sense of
man might be as that related to a bat’s radar system, our
argument is still substantiated by the fact that our con-
ception has been based on sense perceptive studies of
bats.  A good challenge to the mind is to try to think of
something that man has invented or imagined that has
not come from some previous observation or distortion
of that which already exists.  Where did man get the
idea of a boat?  An airplane?  A fork?  A wheel?  All
these inventions have come from objects already in ex-
istence that have given rise to man’s ability to mould
and reshape for various applications.  These are inven-
tions only because man just stumbled onto what was
already in existence, or what was already a law.  Inven-
tion, therefore, is not man conceiving of something of
his own initiative or imagination.  It is man stumbling
on to that which has already existed or can exist.  It is
application of that which already exists to be useful for
the development of man’s dreams.

This brings us to an interesting thought.  Where did
man conceive of the idea of God if no God ever revealed
Himself in the past?  Would we not have to answer that
he conceived this idea from a God that revealed Himself
to the senses of man sometime in the past?  Before we
answer this question we would also have to ask why
would man, if he is the sole result of matter in motion,
want to even conceive of a Divine God in the first place.

If man cannot conceive of anything greater than what
he understands by his own experience, it is certainly
puzzling to see that he has formulated the concept of a
Perfect Being.  Campbell asked, “Now, if this be true

[that man can imagine nothing greater than his experi-
ences], and founded on a strict analysis of the human
mind, and predicated of universal experience – how could
man have imagined a God?”34:125  “It is a strange thing
that, if all that exists is matter in motion, that matter
should have universally worked out belief in God.”35:98

The ontological argument is saying that if the idea
of God is conceivable, it is actual; it is real.36:n.p.  If no
logical contradiction exists in the argument, then the
argument has validity.  Spinoza added,  “If, then, no
cause or reason can be given, which prevents the ex-
istence of God, or which destroys his existence, we
must certainly conclude that he necessarily does ex-
ist [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”37:n.p.  There is no logical
contradiction in the argument.  We would conclude,
therefore, that it must be considered a valid argument
for the existence of God.

In conjunction with the thrust of this argument, how-
ever, we must caution ourselves concerning our concept
of God.  Since it is not possible for man to conceive of
that which is beyond the experience of his world, then
we would argue that God has revealed Himself to man
in the past in ways whereby man can conceive of God.
However, the limit of man’s conception of God is the
extent to which God has revealed Himself.  Man’s un-
derstanding of God is limited to the extent to which God
can reveal Himself to a finite being who is limited to
this present world.  In other words, God can reveal Him-
self only in terms which man can understand.  God can
explain Himself through word of revelation by using only
those words that are used by man in his environment.
Therefore, we must conclude that the definition of man’s
words limit God’s ability to explain Himself.  In under-
standing this, we would not, therefore, limit who God is
by the definition of our words.

We must never assume that God is limited to either
our dictionary or our ability to comprehend His being.
Any god that we can completely define or completely
understand is a god who is limited to our imagination.
And our imagination is limited to the environment in
which we live.  We would caution ourselves, therefore,
that we not limit the existence or being of God to that
which we can fully understand.  Since God is above the
physical environment of our world, then we must as-
sume that He is above our ability to fully comprehend.
And since He is above our ability to fully comprehend,
then we should not frustrate ourselves with not under-
standing all that He is and does.

D. The argument from man’s religious nature:

The argument from man’s religious nature is very
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closely related to the argument from the idea of God
(the ontological argument).  Anthropology is the study
and “teaching about the origin, nature, and destiny of
man, especially from the perspective of his relation to
God.”10:38  We use the title “argument from man’s reli-
gious nature”  to refer specifically to the anthropologi-
cal history of man as being a history of a religious indi-
vidual since his existence upon the earth.

This argument has often been referred to as the “gen-
eral argument.”1:24  It is based on two conclusions we
derive from the study of man’s ancient history:  (A) Man
has a religious instinct.  (B) A belief in a Supreme Being
has been universal and existent in all known cultures of
man from the beginning of his existence upon the earth.

1.  Man is religious:  Those who have studied the
history of civilizations unanimously contend that all civi-
lization of men have had some sort of religion.  Robert
Flint once stated, “An impartial examination of the rel-
evant facts, it appears to me, shows that religion is vir-
tually universal.”38:26  And “as far as our present knowl-
edge goes, religion appears to be universal among
men.”39:5  “The statement that there are nations or tribes
which possess no religion,” argued C. P. Tiele, “rests
either on inaccurate observation or on a confusion of
ideas.”40:6  One of the world’s past leading anthropolo-
gists, S. H. Kellogg is yet to be found wrong concerning
his following statement,

In every case alike, it must be confessed that everywhere
and always, man has a religion.  This is so manifest, that
the denial of the fact, once not uncommon in our day, af-
ter more careful and extensive research, is much more
rarely heard.  It is commonly admitted that religion is a
universal phenomenon, and that exceptions, if any ex-
ist, must be regarded as abnormal [emphasis mine,
R.E.D.].41:54

Man is a religious being.  He is incurably religious.
He must worship something.  One of the best known
statements of the Confessions is: “Thou [God] hast made
us for thyself and our hearts are restless till they rest in
thee.”42:n.p.  One of the greatest historical philosophers of
modern times, Will Durant, stated: “Here, after all, is a
remarkable phenomenon – that men everywhere have
had religions; how can we understand man if we do not
understand religion.”43:n.p.  How can we understand an-
cient man if we refuse to recognize his religious instinct?

The study of human nature gives abundant proof that
man is normally religious, that religion is an experience
which man inevitably possesses as soon as his life begins

to be organized and enters into relationship with his fel-
lows and the nature which surrounds him on all sides.  We
are dealing, then, with what is a universal phenomenon.44:27

“It is a well-known fact that no nation or tribe has
yet been found which has no belief in some kind of su-
pernatural power or powers and does not adhere to some
kind of religion.”5:1  “Man is religious simply because
he is so constituted that for him to be religious is natu-
ral, and to be irreligious or nonreligious is
contranatural.”41:62

Man must worship something because he is a reli-
gious being.  “Every man worships something or some-
one even if only himself.  He worships something either
concrete or abstract, whether it be wrought with his own
hands or conceived in his own mind.”45:12  The fact that
man is a worshipful being leads us to conclude that man
is not simply matter in motion.  He is greater than matter,
and thus, has come from a greater source than matter.

2.  Universal belief in a supreme being:  Since man
is such a religious being, then it follows that what he
seeks to worship is greater than man himself.  Along
with the universal religious nature of man, therefore,
comes the universal belief of man in a Supreme
Being.46:n.p.  This belief may be readily seen in a given
society, or it may be obscure in the histories of the soci-
ety.  There is no religion known to us that cannot have
its objects (beings) of worship traced back to a supreme
and ultimate being of worship.

All cultures have had religions and all religions have
had a supreme being.  William Schmidt wrote, “This
Supreme Being is to be found among all the peoples of
the primitive culture, not indeed everywhere in the same
form or the same rigor, but still everywhere prominent
enough to make his dominant position indubitable.”47:257

Some have contended that religion and the original
one-God concept of man have been the result of an evo-
lutionary process of man’s thinking.48:485  That is, man
only dreamed up the idea of God and religion.  The facts,
however, are in complete contradiction to this affirma-
tion.  If the evolution of man was true, it would be logi-
cal that man would first develop the idea of many gods
and then combine these many gods into only one god;
polytheism would precede monotheism.  But the facts
do not show that this is true.  William M. Petrie stated,

Were the conception of a god only an evolution from such
spirit worship we should find worship of many gods pre-
ceding the worship of one god, polytheism would precede
monotheism in each tribe and race.  What we actually find
is the contrary of this, monotheism is the first stage trace-
able in history.  Wherever we can trace polytheism to
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its earliest stages, we find that it results from combi-
nations of monotheism [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].49:34

Everywhere we turn in the religious histories of man
we see that man was first monotheistic and not polythe-
istic.  All evidence supports this fact.50:n.p.  This truth is
so evident that if anyone discovers a culture that sup-
posedly does not have a religious belief in spirits or be-
ings higher than this world, then we would question the
investigation of the scientist who made such a discov-
ery.  Any anthropologist who studies the history of man,
therefore, studies from an inadequate premise if he does
not first accept the fact that all cultures he may study
have had some kind of religious belief.

In seeing the obvious religious nature of man we
would expect that the Bible would present a reason for
this phenomenon.  It does exactly that.  The apostle Paul
wrote, “... in Him we live and move and have our being
... (See At 17:26-28).  The argument from man’s reli-
gious nature is valid because there is no other logical
explanation for the religious instinct of man who lives
and moves within an environment of God.  Since all men
have been created after the image of God, then we would
assume that God placed within man the urge to seek Him
(Gn 1:26,27).  He has made us to seek after Him for
direction in this world (At 17:27).  The biblical argu-
ment is that if men seek God, then certainly God must
exist.  Our argument from the history of man’s religious
nature, therefore, concludes that if man is religious and
seeks for a Higher Power, then certainly the Higher
Power exists.

E. The argument from morality:

The argument from the morality of man can be di-
vided into two areas:  (A) Man is a spiritual being with
spiritual needs.  (B) Man has a moral conscience which
urges him to do what he thinks is right.

1.  Man is spiritual.  The statement that Jesus made,
“Man shall not live by bread alone,” is right not only
because He said it, but also because it is a proven fact by
the Divinely created nature of man.  Man is more than a
physical being.  By nature he hungers and thirsts after
that which is not physical.

Man is a dual being, physical and moral or spiritual.  In
the material world there is that which satisfies and grati-
fies every physical desire of man.  There is not a physical
appetite that cannot be gratified by the world of physical
things.  But there is that about man which all the physical
and material things of earth cannot satisfy.  There is a con-

stant longing, a hungering for something beyond the merely
physical.  These are recognized as religious or spiritual
needs.51:21

This thought closely relates to the argument from
anthropology.  Man is religious.  He is a spiritual being
with needs that can be satisfied only by spiritual food.
If God created man, would it not be reasonable to con-
clude that He would implant within the mind of man
such qualities?  If such desires exist—and they certainly
do—then to what or to whom shall we credit their ori-
gin?  Shall we credit them to Intelligence?  The logical
answer to these questions is that we must give credit to
whom credit is due.  We must credit Intelligence as the
originator of the moral values for which all men desire
in order to cohabit with their fellow man.

Matter is not moral but Intelligence is.  It is only
reasonable to believe that man’s spiritual yearnings origi-
nated from that which is spiritual.  The spiritual yearn-
ings of man, therefore, find their origin in the mind of a
God who does exist and is above this material world.

2.  Man has a moral conscience.  All men have the
urge to choose right over wrong.  The right they choose
may be wrong according to the standard of the Bible.
However, man has the ability to choose.  He has a sense
of right or wrong in relation to his choices.  The exist-
ence of conscience is proof that man has this urge to
choose right from wrong and to be motivated to
choose what he thinks is right.

Man is a being of volition, that is, he has the capac-
ity and ability of choice.  “All men believe that there is
justice, and injustice, that there is a difference between
evil and good.  Furthermore, man believes that he is
obligated to do the good and to oppose the evil.”8:128  “So
deeply embedded in the very nature of man is this moral
sensitivity, this fact of conscience, that even those who
reject the reality of moral law usually argue that their
beliefs will lead men to be better.”8:129  This desire to do
good, therefore, must find its origin in something that is
greater than this material world.  The existence of con-
science must be evidence of consciousness that is be-
yond this world.  Hamilton explained,

What is meant by the statement that conscience is univer-
sal with all mankind is that there is a certain characteristic
innate in the mind which enables a person who has reached
the age of reasoning ability to make a judgment as to the
rightness or wrongness of any course of action which may
be presented to the mind.  Faced with a particular course
of action, the mind instinctively, involuntarily, and often
unconsciously reacts with the corresponding judgment: “I
ought to do the right.”52:47
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Man has a conscience that compels him to do what
he thinks is right.  “It approves our actions when we do
that which we judge we ought to do, and it condemns us
when we do that which we judge we ought not to do.”53:41

If man is the result of materialistic evolution, how
did he develop the innate capacity to always want to do
that which he feels is right?  When he obeys not his
desire to do right, from whence did the capacity of feel-
ing guilt come?  The materialist can give no answer to
these questions.

Materialists cannot explain conscience.  They can-
not tell us why man is a moral being.  If man is just
another animal, how is it that men have developed con-
sciences that move them to establish moral behavioral
standards by which to relate to one another?  Is it rea-
sonable to believe that morality came from that which is
not moral?  This question forces us back to an Intelli-
gence as an adequate explanation for the phenomenon
of man’s conscience.

The One who originated all, invested within man
the ability of choice, the choice between right and
wrong.54:13  He invested within man the desire also to do
right.  When man does not yield to his desire to do right,
his conscience is pricked.  “The fact that men are crea-
tures of choice and the further fact that their choices are
made in terms of some awareness of moral and ethical
principles are firm evidences that they originated from a
source that also had the capacity of making moral and
ethical judgments.”55:52  We conclude, therefore, that the
origin of the conscience of man came from that which
has conscience – though not limited to the conscience
of man.  It is only God who can originate conscience,
and thus, God is the author of man’s conscience.

F. The argument from the appreciation of beauty:

The argument from the appreciation of beauty, or
the aesthetic argument, deals with man’s unique respon-
siveness to the wondrous beauties of life and nature.
When we observe the beauty and grandeur of a rose, the
majestic sounds of music, or the prevailing presence of
life around us, we are struck with wonder and apprecia-
tion.  When we experience the feeling of love and being
loved, of giving and being given to, of joy and praise,
our uniqueness as living beings is even further removed
from all other living creatures.  Man is not animal.  He
is human.  There is a big difference between the two.

The argument from the appreciation of beauty af-
firms that man is an aesthetic being simply because he
was so created that way by One who possessed the same
qualities.  Materialism is not a satisfactory answer for
such aesthetic instincts.  Matter is not aesthetic.  When

the materialist says that the things and virtues which now
exist came from that which is solely matter, he is asking
for a greater miracle than belief in God.  Where did man
acquire these aesthetic qualities?  The only satisfactory
answer would be that this nature was invested within
man by the One who has the power to originate such.
That One is God.

Continue this thought a little further.  Man is unique.
Animals do not appreciate art, music and beauty.  Man
appreciates snow and rain, but a cat or dog is not held in
wonder at these phenomena of nature.  To a dog or cat,
snow or rain is only wetness and cold.  Man enjoys the
sound of a bird.  But the bird’s predator hears only the
sound of a possible lunch.

The materialist has no answer for the aesthetic na-
ture of man.  If God does not exist, then we have no
answer for the origin of emotion and aesthetic apprecia-
tion.  If man evolved from animals, we would either have
to prove that animals are aesthetic or that man is not
aesthetic.  If man is aesthetic—and he is—and animals
are not—and they are not—then we have to explain the
origin of man’s aesthetic nature.  The Christian’s con-
clusion is that an aesthetic God created man after His
own image, and thus, man is aesthetic because he was
so created.

G. The argument from revelation:

The argument from revelation is based on the truth-
fulness of the arguments concerning man’s religious
nature and morality.  If man is a moral and spiritual be-
ing who is inherently religious – and he is – is it not
reasonable to believe that the One who created man in
this manner would reveal Himself to man?  If man is an
aesthetic being, is it not reasonable to believe that his
Creator would reveal to him why he is that way?

Obviously, this argument assumes that the preced-
ing arguments of this study have sufficiently defended
God’s existence.  Therefore, we contend that it is rea-
sonable to believe that God would reveal Himself to man.
His existence demands revelation.  We can divide this
argument into two areas of concern:  (A) There is the
possibility, probability, necessity and reasonability of
revelation.  (B) There is the existence of the revelation
itself.

1.  The possibility, probability, necessity and rea-
sonability of revelation:  Would it be possible for an
eternal Intelligence to reveal itself to man?  Certainly!
To answer in the negative would immediately place the
burden of knowing all impossibilities upon the shoul-
ders of the one who denied revelation.  If an eternal In-
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telligence existed and He could not reveal Himself, then
we would wonder if He really existed.  In fact, if there is
no direct revelation from anything that is above and be-
yond the material world, then we could assume that there
is nothing out there.  But if He is out there, it is possible
that He could reveal Himself.

Is it probable that Intelligence would manifest it-
self to that which was created?  Yes!  To answer in the
negative would say that the Creator would be cruel in
that He would have created a being with religious and
spiritual desires, and yet, leave those desires unfulfilled.

Therefore, it is necessary that God should reveal
Himself to man.  God created man to be filled with His
spiritual food.  The loving nature of God would not al-
low Him to let His children die from spiritual malnutri-
tion.  Man needs God.  That is the way God made him.
It is only reasonable to believe that the Creator would
complete His creation with revelation.  We have a record
of that revelation in the Bible.

It is reasonable, therefore, that the Creator should
reveal Himself to the created.  The Christian affirms that
God has so revealed Himself to man, both by manifesta-
tions of His presence and by revelation of His will.  Both
the manifestation of His presence and His will are re-
corded in the Bible.

Man is a moral being and needs a standard by which
to judge his life.  If atheism is true, there is no such thing
as a standard of morality.  Each man could do that which
is right in his own eyes without logically saying that his
behavior is either right or wrong.

There are atheists who claim to be able to live moral
lives without the standard of Bible values.  However,
we question the origin of their morals.  Where did they
get their value system?  Bales rightly stated, “It is true
there are atheists who live good moral lives when judged
by the general standards of society.  By their admirable
lives they commend their atheism and make atheism seem
morally safe and sound.  However, we must ask whether
their morality is rooted in and nurtured by their athe-
ism.”56:5

Biblical morals have been entrenched in most soci-
eties.  Societies that give up religious values are usually
condemned to self-destruction.  Though one might say
that their moral values did not come from the Bible, they
would at least affirm that such values came from reli-
gion.  The atheist is saying that his moral principles did
not originate from any religion.  This we highly ques-
tion.

2.  The revelation itself:  The Bible, the revelation

from God, stands as a pillar in the defense for the exist-
ence of God.  It does so because it contains the evidence
of the manifestation of God who has revealed Himself
to man.  Since it is claimed that the Bible contains such
revelation, then the Bible must be thoroughly examined
as an evidence for the existence of God.  Edward J. Young
wrote,

The Bible itself evidences its divinity so clearly that he
is without excuse who disbelieves.  It bears within it marks
of this divinity.  Thus, its subject matter - its glorious doc-
trine of the living and true God, the Creator of heaven and
earth, of man’s fall into sin and of the wondrous redemp-
tion which God has wrought for man - clearly and co-
gently testifies to its divine origin.  The same is true of all
its other “incomparable excellencies.”  They are without
parallel in any other writing, and show most convincingly
that the Bible is in a unique sense the Word of God.57:27

How can we account for such a unique book?  The
unity, prophecy and application of its teachings are quali-
ties which could not have had human origin.  Man is
just not that smart or dependable.  The only satisfactory
answer for the origin of the uniqueness of the Bible is
an eternal Intelligence.

It is reasonable to believe that the author of the Bible
is God.  Anyone who has applied himself to know what
the Bible actually teaches is convinced that it could not
have been the work of man alone.  Man would not have
written it if he could and could not have written it if
he would have so desired.

The argument from revelation has its force in that if
there was no God, we would not expect a revelation from
Him.  If there was a God, it would be reasonable and
necessary that He reveal Himself.

When one links all the arguments for the existence
of God together, there is a tremendous force leading one
to belief.  Materialism becomes irrational and illogical
in comparison with the force of the conclusion of these
arguments.  Andrew Conway Ivy said, “Belief in the
existence of God provides the only complete ultimate
and rational meaning to existence.”58:225  Bales wrote,
“We do not need to hang our heads in shame in this sci-
entific age because we believe in God.  Instead, the athe-
ist is the one who ought to hang his head in shame for
his hypothesis denies the possibility of rationality; since
he makes all but matter in motion responding to matter
in motion.”8:138
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To many people the problem of evil has been, and
is, acclaimed to be the most difficult question the be-
liever faces with reference to the existence of God.  It
has been referred to as the “evidence for the atheist.”1:231

One unbeliever wrote, “There is too much evil in the
world to warrant the inference that there is a Providence
or an Architect who has human interests at heart.”2:4  Tho-
mas B. Warren wrote, “It is likely the case that no charge
has been made with a greater frequency or with more
telling force against theism of Judeo-Christian (Bibli-
cal) tradition than that such theism is unable to explain
adequately the occurrence or the existence of evil.”3:vii

It is this problem, therefore, that every Christian must
face.  It is not a problem that will go away.

This is one of the most pressing questions of our time.
More pressing than the question of miracles or science
and the Bible is the poignant problem of why innocent
people suffer, why babies are born blind, or why a prom-
ising life is snuffed out as it is on the rise.  Why are there
wars in which thousands of innocent people are killed,
children burned beyond recognition, and many maimed
for life.4:72

A. Defining the problem:

In order to understand the importance of the sup-
posed problem, believers must understand the nature of
the attack.  Around 300 B.C. Epicurus posed the prob-
lem of evil and suffering as follows,

The gods can either take away evil from the world and
will not, or being willing to do so cannot; or they neither
can nor will, or lastly, they are both able and willing.  If
they have the will to remove evil and cannot, then they are
not omnipotent.  If they can, but will not, then they are not
benevolent.  If they are neither able nor willing, then they
are neither omnipotent or benevolent.  Lastly, if they are
both able and willing to annihilate evil, how does it ex-
ist?5:298

For the one who believes in an all-good and all-pow-
erful God, the existence of evil does present a supposed
problem as described by Epicurus.  We must wonder
how an all-good and all-powerful God could permit evil
and suffering to exist.  If God is all-good, would He not
desire that evil cease to exist?  If He is all-powerful,

would He not be able to extinguish it if He desires that
it should not exist?  If God cannot eliminate evil, then
how can He be all-powerful?  If He can eliminate it, but
does not, can He be an all-good God?  These are ques-
tions which face Christians concerning their concept of
God.  These are not questions that must be ignored, nei-
ther are these questions that should distort our under-
standing of the Bible’s answers to the questions.

The atheist denies God and assumes that evil is only
a part of matter in motion.  To him all is simply a struggle
for survival.  “To one who does not believe that the world
is ruled by a Loving Mind,” said Trueblood, “the exist-
ence of pain in nature, and the wanton cruelty of man to
man, is not in the least surprising.”1:231

The atheist also has a problem.  He has the prob-
lem of explaining how the theist came to attribute
this evil in an all-material world (as they affirm) to
be the product of a good, righteous and benevolent
God.  This forces us back to the ontological argument
concerning the very existence of the idea of God.  It
must be recognized that the theist has to explain the ex-
istence of a benevolent God in the face of the existence
of evil in an all-material world.6:17-36  On the other hand,
the atheist has to explain the evolution of the idea of a
benevolent God and existence of good values from an
environment of a supposedly all-material universe.  The
materialistic atheist, therefore, is faced with the prob-
lem of explaining the existence of good while the theist
is faced with the challenge of explaining evil in the sight
of a good God.

B. Biblical references to the problem of evil and suf-
fering:

The prophets unceasingly asked for an explanation
from God concerning suffering and pain.  Elijah ques-
tioned, “O Lord my God, have You also brought tragedy
on the widow with whom I lodge, by killing her son” (1
Kg 17:20).  “O my lord,” pondered Gideon, “if the Lord
is with us, why then has all this happened to us?” (Jg
6:13).  Habakkuk complained, “Why do You look on those
who deal treacherously, and hold Your tongue when the
wicked devours one more righteous than he?” (Hk 1:13).
Job, in his confrontation with suffering, anguished, “My
soul loathes my life; I will give free course to my com-
plaint, I will speak in the bitterness of my soul.  I will
say to God ‘Do not condemn me; show me why You con-
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tend with me.  Does it seem good to You that You should
oppress, that You should despise the work of Your hands,
and shine on the council of the wicked?’” (Jb 10:1-3).
In all of Job’s suffering and questions, God never an-
swered his questions.  God simply responded that Job
must trust in the all-powerful God who knows what He
is doing.

In considering this subject there is usually a distinc-
tion made between three types of “evil.”  These are: (1)
Physical evil or suffering such as tornadoes, floods and
deformed babies.  (2) Moral evil, such as murder, greed,
strife and lying.  (3) Eternal hell, a place of punishment
for those who rebel against God.  As a whole, the atheist
uses these concepts of “evil” or “suffering” as his argu-
ment against any all-powerful, all-good God who is con-
ceived by the Christian.

C. Preliminary considerations:

In order to understand the problem and deal with the
argument, we must first define some terms and concepts.
Once we clarify terms and concepts, we will understand
the arguments.  The following are some points that all
must consider who claim that evil is evidence against
the existence of God.

1.  The existence of good:  The atheist asks the the-
ist, “If there is an all-good and all-powerful God, how
do you explain the presence of evil in the world today?”
However, the theist can justly ask the atheist, “If there
is no God, how do you explain the presence of good
in a world that is supposedly matter in motion?”  If
all that exists is matter in motion, it is curious indeed
that matter could have developed good love, good be-
nevolence, good thoughts and good characters.  From
whence came good?  What purpose is there in the good
that is worked in the community by Joe Good?  The
atheist must answer these questions.7:161,162  The theist
must deal with the problem of evil, but on the other hand,
the atheist must deal with the problem of good.

2.  The limitation of man’s knowledge:  In this study
we must realize that our knowledge is limited.  It is of-
ten difficult to grasp eternal purposes.  It is beyond our
power to know the future.  At the time of Joseph’s mis-
treatment and sale to foreign traders by his brothers, he
did not know that such was in the plan of God for a good
purpose.  However, Joseph later recognized this (Gn
45:7).  The same is true with us today.  At a particular
time of calamity we might not understand the good that
will come from a particular calamity.  However, in time
we may realize that God was working in our lives in or
through the calamity.

The Christian must recognize that there are some
things that are hidden in the mind of God.  Such things
will be made known at their proper time (Dt 29:29).
Herbert Farmer stated, “Christianity has never claimed
to take the sting out of evil by explaining it, but rather
by giving victory over it.”8:231

Christianity does not take suffering and pain out of
one’s life.  It helps one to endure it.  It should take out
the suffering resulting from sin by removing, at least to
some degree, the sin of one’s life.  We do reap what we
sow.  If we sow good, we will reap good (Gl 6:7).  If we
sow wickedness, we will reap suffering.  If we remove
as much sin from our lives as possible, then we will re-
move suffering which comes from that sin.

When Christians do not see the good in times of suf-
fering, they are often limiting their thinking to that which
is of this world.  Paul said that all things work together
for good (Rm 8:28).  However, we often interpret this
passage in the context of this present world.  Certainly,
this present world has something to do with the final
answer.  However, we must keep in mind that this world
exists solely for the purpose of bringing disciplined char-
acters into an environment of eternal dwelling.  God is
working through the structure of this environment in or-
der to train souls who have the character skills to dwell in
eternity.  Therefore, in times of suffering, Christians can
count it with all joy because they understand that this world
is not all there is (Js 1:1,2).  It is only a place of prepara-
tion for a greater environment that is yet to come.

3.  Determining what is actually good:  Man’s idea
of what is actually good is sometimes wrong.  We often
associate pleasure with good and pain with bad.  “The
pleasure-pain view of existence is shallow and incom-
plete.  Yet, almost all mankind considers a thing good if
it gives pleasure and a thing bad if it causes pain.”9:274

This misunderstanding causes many problems in cor-
rectly understanding pain and suffering.

Pain does not necessarily qualify something as evil,
and pleasure does not necessarily qualify something as
good.  Pain that guards me from endangering my life is
good.  Once we cover this field of study, we will come
to the conclusion that sin, not pain or suffering, is the
only real evil. Obedience to God, motivated by love, not
fleshly pleasures, is the only real good (Mt. 22:36,37).

4.  The problem of wrong reactions:  Our reaction
to suffering may be wrong.  “At times it is our reaction
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to suffering,” explained Paul Little, “rather than the suf-
fering itself, that determines whether the experience is
one of blessing or of blight.  The same sun melts the
butter and hardens the clay.”4:80  The atheist would cer-
tainly respond to suffering in a different manner than
the one who understands the eternal purpose of God.  It
is for this reason that the sorrow that is expressed by the
Christian at the grave is different than that of the unbe-
liever (1 Th 4:13).  The believer and unbeliever view
situations of suffering in this world from different per-
spectives.  Therefore, we would challenge the unbeliever
to view this world through the thinking of the word of
God and the eternal purpose for which this environment
was created.  When he does this, then he will under-
stand not only the thinking of the believer, but also the
nature and purpose of suffering.

Both believers and unbelievers should caution them-
selves as to how they view the occasion of suffering and
pain.  Our evaluation of the situation of suffering and
pain may not always be objective.  A mother cow charg-
ing to protect her young may be evil to the one being
attacked.  Nevertheless, the survival of the young calf is
good, for it provides food for mankind.  A bee sting may
be considered bad by some, but if bees had no way of
protecting their honey, predators would certainly, and
quickly, destroy their life’s sustenance.  If the honey was
destroyed, the bees would die.  If the bees die, pollination
in the plant kingdom would be severely hindered.  With-
out pollination, plants die.  Without plants, man’s food
supply is suddenly and drastically diminished.  Therefore,
some things that may first appear evil are actually good in
the long run.  We need to be careful, therefore, when we
evaluate our reactions to pain and suffering.

D. Denial of the problem:

Some have sought to explain away the presence of
evil by stating that it is only an illusion of the mind.
Mary Baker Eddy wrote, “Evil has no reality, it is nei-
ther person, place, nor being, but is simply a belief, and
illusion of material sense.”10:n.p. This belief certainly does
not deal with reality and the problem of suffering.  Davis
rightly stated, “But even if evil is only an illusion, then
illusions exist (in abundance!), and since these illusions
themselves are evils, why does God permit the exist-
ence of illusion?”11:34  If suffering is only an illusion,
then why fight it when we could just simply forget it?

Pain is not an illusion of the mind.  When a man has
a broken leg, his mind is not playing tricks on him.  If he
tries to walk, he will certainly fall on his face and prob-
ably suffer another “illusion,” a broken nose.  The ex-
cruciating pain from his “illusionary broken leg” will

undoubtedly produce an agonizing yelp from his mouth,
informing him that he really does have a broken leg.
Claiming that pain is only an illusion is actually ignor-
ing the problem.

On the other hand, there are believers who simply
do not deal with the problem.  They ignore this attack of
unbelievers because they usually cannot answer the prob-
lem themselves.  They can give no answer because their
knowledge of the subject is usually so shallow that they
simply ignore the attack by affirming that one must just
believe in God to take care of things.  God is certainly
taking care of things, however, He has not left us in a
vacuum of ignorance wherein we are left to the unmer-
ciful attacks of atheistic philosophies.  There are answers
and it is the responsibility of Christians to rise up with
these answers in order to defend their faith.  The Chris-
tian who does not know the answers is simply neglect-
ing his responsibility to defend his faith.  As disciples of
Jesus, therefore, we have the responsibility of knowing
how to defend what we believe.  We assume this respon-
sibility for the sake of the unbeliever.

E. Solutions to the problem:

In order to understand the problem of evil and suf-
fering we must understand the nature of evil.  This un-
derstanding will produce answers to the supposed con-
tradiction between the existence of evil and the Chris-
tian concept of an all-good and all-powerful God.

1.  The necessity of natural laws:  Much suffering
and pain is attributed to physical causes such as torna-
does, earthquakes and floods.  When God created the
universe He established natural laws to govern His cre-
ation.  “God planned the universe so that it would be run
by a system of natural laws, and by these laws every-
thing functions.  Without these laws life would be im-
possible.  A world of chance would be chaotic.”9:275

Genesis 8:22 reads, “While the earth remains, seedtime
and harvest, and cold and heat, and winter and summer,
and day and night shall not cease.”  God set things in
order in the universe.  Order is necessary.  If more disor-
der existed than order, life could not exist.7:160  There is
no such thing as order without law.  Therefore, natural
laws are necessary in order to maintain order.

This brings us to an answer for many questions.  F.R.
Tennant introduced these answers by stating, “Nature’s
regularity is the key to this problem.  Once let it be ad-
mitted that, in order to be a theatre for moral life, the
world must be largely characterized by uniformity or
constancy, and most significant consequences will be
seen to follow.”12:198,199
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There is a spiritual and physical sense to the law
Paul stated in Galatians 6:7, “Do not be deceived, God
is not mocked; for whatever a man sows, that he will
also reap.”  Gravity is a law of nature.  Violate it and
severe consequences will follow.  The sun is great for
the body, but too much sun will cause some unpleasant
pain.  Fire has properties which make it essential for the
existence of life.  But the abuse of these properties will
cause suffering.  For water to have the qualities to sat-
isfy and sustain life, it must also have the qualities to
snuff out life by drowning.  Tennant added, “We cannot
have the advantages of a determinate order of things
without its logically or its causally necessary disadvan-
tages.”12:198,199  “So, despite all the agony that nature’s
law-abiding forces inflict on mankind, we would not dare
substitute a lawless for a law-abiding world.”13:21

Much suffering that is in the world today comes as a
result of violations of natural law.  In the normal func-
tion of natural law there are those tragedies that inflict
much suffering and pain.  It is unfortunate that torna-
does and earthquakes exist.  How we view their exist-
ence, however, depends on how we would consider their
infliction of pain and suffering.  We must keep in mind
that God created an environment that must carry on with
the normal process of natural law.  As God did with Is-
rael, natural catastrophes were used to awaken Israel to
His presence and Israel’s need to submit to Him as their
God.  If such catastrophes never happened, Israel would
never have been awakened to their necessity to both rec-
ognize His presence and submit to His law.  Through
the calamities, therefore, the inner religious nature of
man is awakened to the reality that this world is not all
there is because there is a God above this world.

In the purposeful violation of natural law, man brings
on himself unnecessary suffering.  He reaps to the wind
and sows the whirlwind.  Most of the pain and suffering
in the world today is the result of evil men who create
wars in order to carry out their evil desires.  Neverthe-
less, God allows such to happen for an eternal purpose.
Through the heartache of men reaping the whirlwind
we are constantly reminded that there must be a better
place beyond this world.  We would thus conclude that
this environment is the best of all possible environments
for the existence and dwelling of free-moral individu-
als.  It is the best environment in which they can be pre-
pared for eternal dwelling.

2.  The necessity of free choice:   The necessity of
the free will of man supports the necessity of the exist-
ence of evil.  For man to be truly free, he must have the
power to choose good and evil.  Some ask, “Why didn’t
God make us so we could not sin?  To be sure, He could
have, but let’s remember that if He had done so we would

no longer be human beings, we would be machines.  How
would you like to be married to a chatty doll?”4:72  “A
person who is not free to do wrong is a contradiction in
terms.”8:244  Therefore, we must understand that God
“cannot give man the power of choice without granting
him power to choose evil as well as good.”13:73  “If man
was to have freedom of will, it was inevitable that he
might choose evil as well as good.”9:276  Ramm rightly
affirmed this in the following statement,

Freedom, to be real freedom, must be freedom to oppo-
sites. A restricted or hedged-in or confined freedom may
well exist, as perhaps with an animal, but this cannot be
true of man in the image of God.  Freedom must be free-
dom to radical opposites, that is, to sin or to holiness, to
good or to evil, to the devil or to God.  If one puts shack-
les on man’s freedom, he has destroyed any real sense of
man being in the image of God.  Therefore evil must be a
real possibility for man, for only in this radical possibility
is he really free; and only as he is really free is he in the
image of God.14:129

To be free, man must be able to make choices, even
evil choices.  He must be able to choose whether to make
atomic reactors or atomic bombs.  If he chooses atomic
bombs, then he must live with the consequences whereby
evil men might seek to carry out their evil intentions.
Man must be allowed to build or to bungle the whole
situation.  A truly free-moral agent without the freedom
to choose wrong is a contradiction.  He would be a con-
tradiction in the sense of being free, and yet, not having
the power to make free choices.  C.S. Lewis once wrote,

Some people think they can imagine a creature which
was free but had no possibility of going wrong; I cannot.
If a thing is free to be good it is also free to be bad.  And
free will is what has made evil possible.  Why, then, did
God give them free will?  Because free will, though it
makes evil possible, is also the only thing that makes pos-
sible any love or goodness or joy worth having.15:52

It is admittedly hard to understand the purpose of
God from the view point of a finite mind.  Farmer wrote,
“It must be admitted that the mind staggers more than a
little at the thought of a divine purpose which could make
a race free enough to bring about the abominations of
corruption and sensualism and cruelty of which history
is full ....”8:247  Then again, if finite minds were able to
understand all that is in the mind of the Infinite, then we
would not longer be finite.  We would be as God who is
infinite.

God purposed in the creation of man that man should
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be a free-moral agent.  He could take evil from the world,
but this would also take away man’s freedom, and thus,
make him a robot.  And who wants to be a robot?  The
fact is that no one wants to be a robot for all men enjoy
the freedom to make choices.

We must also understand that much evil is attrib-
uted to the unwise, greedy and lustful choices of man.
These are choices of free-moral men for which God can-
not be held accountable.  James wrote, “”Let no one say
when he is tempted, ‘I am tempted by God’” (Js 1:13).
Solomon said, “There is a way that seems right to a
man, but its end is the way of death” (Pv 14:12).  Men
often accuse God of evils which they themselves have
brought upon themselves.  In Homer’s Odyssey, the
mythological god Zeus rebuked mankind by saying, “Lo
you now, how vainly mortal men do blame the gods!
For of us they say comes evil, whereas they even of them-
selves, through the blindness of their own hearts, have
sorrows beyond that which is ordained.”16, n.p.

Men do not live unto themselves, nor by themselves.
Our life affects others.  Paul wrote, “For none of us lives
to himself, and no one dies to himself” (Rm 14:7).  “In a
world in which there is some freedom of will it is im-
possible ... for a man to abuse his freedom without hurt-
ing someone else in many instances.”7:162  Men who are
motivated by selfish incentives will invariably make
choices that will cause suffering and pain on the part of
others.  We cannot accuse God for this suffering.  It is
man’s fault.  He must be counted responsible.

We must take into consideration in this discussion
that God created and intended for man to thrive in a gar-
den-of-Eden situation.  Such an environment—and we
do not completely know its benefits and glories— was
certainly a haven for a free-moral agent.  This was God’s
original plan.  However, man fell by sin.  Adam gave up
this first home by choosing sin.  As a result of the sin of
Adam and Eve, God cursed the earth.  As a result of the
curse it would be from the sweat of man’s brow he should
provide food for himself (Gn 3:16-19).  Because we do
not know how the world was before God cursed it, we
do not know the extent to which God did curse the earth.
There is more to what Paul said in Romans 8:19-21 than
what we can understand.  “For the earnest expectation
of the creation eagerly waits for the revealing of the sons
of God.  For the creation was subjected to futility, not
willingly, but because of Him who subjected it in hope;
because the creation itself also will be delivered from
the bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of
the children of God.”  We would assume from this that
before the fall of man the earth did not experience tor-
nadoes, hurricanes and earthquakes.  It was an environ-
ment in which free-moral agents could live without the

infliction of natural catastrophes.  However, it was still
an environment in which free-moral men could make
choices.  And because one man made a bad choice, the
environment was changed for the remainder of the ex-
istence of the world.

Paul wrote, “Therefore, just as through one man sin
entered the world, and death through sin ...” (Rm 5:12).
Man is to be blamed for sin, not God.  For man to coex-
ist on earth there must be law.  When man breaks this
law, he sins against God.  His breaking of the law often
leads to the suffering of one’s fellow man.  For this we
blame man.  God started society in a good way.  It was
man who made the mistakes.  Man’s wrong choices leads
to great suffering in this present world, and thus, man
must be held accountable for the wrong choices he
makes.

3.  God can do only that which can be done.  Some
charge that the presence of evil is evidence that God is
not omnipotent.  If God is all-good and desires that evil
not exist—so it is stated—then He must not be all-pow-
erful because evil does exist.  Atheists wonder why an
all-benevolent God would allow evil to exist if He is
supposed to be all-powerful.

The argument should be considered from the view-
point of the existence of a free-moral man.  How could a
free-moral man exist without the existence of his ability
to sin?  If man could not make free-moral choices, even
though the choices may be wrong, then he could not exist
as a free-moral being.

The charge that an all-good God who is omnipotent
would not allow evil to exist is inaccurate as well as
unjust.  We must ask, Can God do the impossible?  Can
man be a free creature without having the right or abil-
ity to choose evil as well as good?  Can good exist with-
out evil?  These questions must be answered in order to
understand the nature of God’s relationship with cre-
ation and man.

God can do all that which can be done.  God’s om-
nipotence does not mean that He can do things that are
not possible to be done.  Lewis wrote that omnipotence
“means power to do all that is intrinsically possible, not
to do the intrinsically impossible.  You may attribute
miracles to Him, but not nonsense.”17:16  Davis added,
“But to say that God is all-powerful means only that
God can do everything that can be done, not that He
can do contradictory things like make square circles.”11:36

“Nothing which implies contradiction,” replied Aquinas,
“falls under the omnipotence of God.”18, n.p.  God can do
that which is possible.

“It is not the case that there are no limits to what an
omnipotent thing can do.”3:17  God cannot make square
circles, round squares, four-sided triangles and three-
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sided rectangles.  These things do not exist and cannot
exist.  God cannot make something exist and not exist at
the same time.  He cannot do that which cannot be done.

The point, then, is this, God could not have cre-
ated a true, free-moral agent as man and at the same
time not allow him to be able to sin, to do evil and
make bad choices.  Man could have been created a pup-
pet of God and not allowed to make evil choices.  Or, he
could be a free-moral agent, as he is, with the ability to
make evil choices.  True freedom demands the latter.
For man to be truly free he must have the capacity of
choice.  This capacity includes the ability to make wrong
decisions.  A true, free-moral agent without the power
to choose evil just cannot exist.

It is not a question as to whether God could have
created a being that would not be able to sin.  He could
have done such.  However, to create a free-moral being
and not allow him to choose, would be an impossibility.
God can do what can be done, not what is impossible or
contradictory.

Man must have the power of choice in order to be
free.  The abuse of such power answers numerous
questions concerning the existence of evil and suffer-
ing in the world today.  How much evil is the result of
man’s evil choices?  We live in a world where the ma-
jority of its citizens have gone wrong.  They have given
up a knowledge of the one true God, and thus, have cre-
ated their own social laws.  The result of this choice has
plagued the world with AIDS and wars and a host of
calamities that continually inflict society.  The existence
of a free-moral agent has led to human suffering that
surely causes God to weep over man’s rejection of His
guidance through His laws.

At this point in our discussion one might even ques-
tion why God created man in the first place.  We must be
reminded, therefore, that God never intended that this
world be the final dwelling place of those who submit to
His guidance.  Heaven is the final reality for the Chris-
tian.  In order to prepare men for heaven, therefore, there
had to be an environment in which true heavenly char-
acters could be developed.  This world is that environ-
ment.  Therefore, in order to prepare an individual who
had the capacity to love, God had to create an environ-
ment in which love could be developed by man’s
interactivity with one another.  This environment allows
such, and thus, this is the best of all possible environ-
ments that could be created in order to prepare men for
heaven.

F. The benefits of evil and suffering:

In understanding the presence of evil and suffering

one must understand that evil and suffering inherently
have benefits.  Too often we question God’s wisdom in
allowing suffering and pain and sin to exist without re-
alizing the benefits that do exist because God allows
them to go on.  Consider the following:

1.  The presence of suffering produces better sons
of God.  For man to truly be a free-moral agent, he must
live in an environment that would provide choices for
him to make.  For man to develop into a true son of God,
he must live in an environment that would promote char-
acter-building.  The world provides such an environment.
The environment in which man lives “must be an envi-
ronment which offers to man the challenge of choosing
to become and to live as a son (of God) and a brother (to
one’s fellow man) at a possible very high price (a great
deal of sacrifice.”3:46  This environment (the world)
offers the best possible environment to accomplish
God’s purpose to bring disciplined individuals into
eternal dwelling.

This world, in light of God’s omniscience, is the best
possible world for the preparation and character-mak-
ing of man for now and eternity.  Could God eliminate
all suffering and yet expect men to develop courageous
characters?  We think not.  The unbeliever contends for
a better world by the elimination of pain and suffering.
However, for what would it be better?  In such a world—
a world free of suffering and pain—it would be impos-
sible for man to be a free-moral agent.  It would be im-
possible for man to develop spiritually by making right
choices.  Augustine wrote, “For Peter was in a healthier
condition when he wept and was dissatisfied with him-
self, than when he boldly presumed and satisfied him-
self.”19, n.p.

Suffering does forge better characters.  James wrote,
“... the testing of your faith produces patience” (Js 1:3).
Without trial, temptation and turmoil, there can be no
truly courageously developed men in the spiritual realm.
T. B. Maston wrote,

The main point, from our immediate perspective, is that
God did not remove the thorn but said to Paul, “My grace
is sufficient for thee: for my strength [“power,” RSV] is
made perfect in weakness” (II Corinthians 12:9).  How
could Paul have known the power and sufficiency of the
grace of God without his thorn in the flesh?20:46

“The crucial question is not whether ours is the best
possible world, but whether it may be the only possible
world.”1:253  For soul development, it appears that this is
the only possible world.  God “cannot eliminate all hard-
ship, risk, pain, and difficulty from life and still expect
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courageous character and venturesome minds to develop
here.”13:73  An environment must exist in which these
true characters can be forged for eternal dwelling.

Peter wrote, “But may the God of all grace, ... after
you have suffered a while, perfect, establish, strengthen,
and settle you” (1 Pt 5:10).  Peter had earlier explained
the reason for suffering persecution.  “In this you greatly
rejoice, though now for a little while, if need be, you
have been grieved by various trials, that the genuine-
ness of your faith, being much more precious than gold
that perishes, though it is tested by fire, may be found to
praise, honor, and glory at the revelation of Jesus Christ”
(1 Pt 1:6,7).

Therefore, there are benefits of suffering.  Suffering
produces strong characters.  It produces characters who
are prepared for heaven.  “If God thus intervened for his
child, the child would become what someone has called
‘a cosmic pet,’ and a petted child is a spoiled child.  Our
Heavenly Father has no petted or spoiled children.”20:6

Therefore, in order for God not to have spoiled chil-
dren, He must allow them to exist in an environment in
which they are disciplined and trained for the new heav-
ens and earth wherein dwells righteousness (2 Pt 3:13).

2.  Evil exemplifies good.  Ramm wrote,

Man would never know good if he did not know evil.  A
man created in goodness, eternally protected from evil,
would have no appreciation of goodness.  Therefore evil
is introduced into the universe so that man may experi-
ence evil and in so doing come to know good.  He is there-
fore eternally better for having experienced evil, for he
now knows the real character of the good.14:124

That which is good often results from evil.  After
Joseph had undergone numerous evils as the result of
the evil doing of his brothers, he proclaimed to them,
“But as for you, you meant evil against me; but God
meant it for good, in order to bring it about as it is this
day, to save many people alive” (Gn 50:20).  In the over-
all view, all things work together for good to them that
love God (Rm 8:28).

Therefore, it is not evil that evil exists.  Warren stated
that “it is the case that evil really does exist, it is not evil
that it does exist.”3:38  Sin is the only real evil for it is
the willful transgression of God’s will (1 Jn 3:4; Rm
3:18; 4:15).  It is not evil that God gave man the power
of freedom.  It is evil when man abuses that power by
choosing rebellion against God.  God cannot be held
accountable for the sinful choices of man.

3.  Evil points one toward heaven.  “It must be re-
membered that God did not create the world to be man’s
permanent home but to be merely his temporary ‘vale of

soul-making,’ the environment in which man’s one and
only probationary period is to be spent.”3:58  If man was
free from suffering and pain in this life, would he thirst
after heaven in the next life?  I think not.  John Bennett
wrote that “the very absence of evil would constitute a
problem since there would then be nothing to jar us out
of an attitude of self-sufficiency.”21:164

Paul wrote, “For I consider that the sufferings of
this present time are not worthy to be compared with the
glory which shall be revealed in us” (Rm 8:18).  There
is a better land, a land of no more pain, tears or sorrows
(Rv 21:4).  It is this land, this rest to which we strive as
Christians (Hb 11:24-26; Rv 2:10).  Therefore, the be-
liever does not consider this world his last hope.  He
views the present world as only a place of trial through
which he must transition into the next.  Once this view
is understood, then one understands the purpose for
which the world was created by God.

We must react to the presence of suffering in the
light of what God has promised to those who endure
through this world.  Too often it is our reaction, not the
suffering itself, that causes most of the trouble.  Maston
exhorted, “... suffering in general, can and will be used
of God to deepen and enrich our lives if we will react
rightly to it.”22:n.p.  Right reactions, however, are only
found in the truly biblical understanding of what evil
really is and the purpose for which this world was cre-
ated.  Right reactions will come only to those who real-
ize and understand the great reward prepared for those
who overcome this world, and thus, transition into the
next.  When one realizes the reward, then there is reason
to live the right reaction.

G. The reality of final destruction:

We must continually remind ourselves that God has
given man the power to choose his destiny.  If he abuses
his privileges here on earth he will have to suffer the
consequences of his wrong choices (Gl 6:7).  Man des-
tines himself to destruction because he so chooses the
course in life that leads to such.  When man violates
natural laws which of necessity must exist, he must pay
the price.  It is the same in the spiritual realm.  When
man violates moral laws which of necessity must exist,
he must pay the price.  Men must know that they will
pay the ultimate price for the ultimate sin.

This brings us to the accusation of the atheist con-
cerning the Christian’s concept of hell as the final pun-
ishment for those who are wicked in behavior or did not
have a chance to obey the gospel.  The atheist charges
the Christian with a belief in a fiendish God who is un-
loving and unmerciful in His final punishment of the
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wicked.  His argument is against those who affirm that
God is supposed to be good, but this good God will sup-
posedly punish with unending fire those who sin against
Him.  The atheist charges that the Christian believes in a
God who checks up on the wicked throughout eternity
in order to make sure they are burning in an unending
fiery torment.  Mother Teresa is eternally burning in hell
because she did not obey the gospel by baptism for re-
mission of her sins.  She will burn in hell forever and
ever while God checks in on her in order to make sure
His punishment for her carries on without end.  The athe-
ist states that he would not believe in such a fiendish
God because this God cannot be good and loving, while
at the same time, inflict upon the wicked such unjust
punishment.

The atheist may have a point.  This argument is usu-
ally ignored by most Christians.  It is ignored because
most Christians do not have an answer for this contra-
diction in their belief concerning a loving and merciful
God who would punish beyond the nature of the crime
those who were good people, but never had a chance to
hear and obey the gospel.  There are two schools of
thought among believers in their efforts to answer this
argument.

First, there are those who simply dismiss the argu-
ment by saying that unending punishment is God’s busi-
ness.  If He desires to hand down unending punishment
for crimes that took place in a brief lifetime, then such is
His business.  If He desires to punish with eternal tor-
ment those who were of a good character, but never had
a chance to obey the gospel, then it is His desire to do
so.  We do not have the option to question what He would
do with the wicked.

This is usually the approach to answer the atheist’s
argument by those who affirm the unending torment of
those who have not obeyed the gospel, whether they were
morally good or wicked.  However, this seems to be an
effort to ignore the dilemma.  It ignores the fact that the
biblical definition of God is that He is a just God who
renders just punishment for crimes committed.  Through-
out the Old Testament the extremity of the punishment
that God commanded Israel to deliver to those who broke
the law was measured by the crime that was committed.
The principle of punishment was an “eye for an eye and
a tooth for a tooth.”  We would assume, therefore, that
God would Himself justly work after this same principle.
To simply say that God will unendingly punish because
it is His business seems to dodge the principle by which
He commanded man to live.  Therefore, the approach to
answer the argument by just saying that it is God’s busi-
ness does not satisfy the atheist.  He thus maintains that
his argument proves that the God in which the Christian

believes does not exist simply because the Christian’s
theology contradicts itself on this point.  It contradicts
itself because a God that is just and merciful cannot be a
God who will unendingly punish with a fiery hell the
wicked or morally good person who never had a chance
to hear and obey the gospel.

There is a second biblical answer that many believ-
ers have affirmed that answers the argument of the athe-
ist concerning the punishment of the disobedient.  It is
based on passages as Matthew 10:28.  “And do not fear
those who kill the body but cannot kill the soul.  But
rather fear Him who is able to destroy both soul and
body in hell.”  Since Jesus made this statement concern-
ing the power of God, then certainly He can carry it out.
After due punishment has been inflicted, God can ter-
minate both soul and body in hell.  Paul says that He can
destroy those who do not know God nor obey the gospel
(2 Th 1:7-9).  In other words, once the punishment has
met the crime, the body and soul of the wicked or the
morally good person who did not have a chance to obey
the gospel, is terminated.  Once he has been rendered
the “stripes” which match the crime, the individual ceases
to exist.  This school of thought, therefore, contends that
God is a just and merciful God (Lk 12:42-48).  He is not
a fiendish God who holds in unending confinement those
He desires to unmercifully torment (For an extended
discussion on this subject see BRL, volume II, pp. 115-
148).

If this second answer is true, then the atheist cannot
say that the Christian proclaims a concept of God that is
contradictory.  God can remain a just and merciful God,
and at the same time, render punishment to those who
rebel against His will.  He is just in that He deals justly.
He is not fiendish in the sense that He unendingly tor-
ments the morally good who have never obeyed the gos-
pel.

In order for man to be truly free, he must have the
power to choose between good and evil.  If he chooses
evil, there must be consequences for his behavior.  If
not, then men would choose only that which pleased
themselves.  Every man would do only that which was
right in his own eyes.  He would do only that which
brings pleasure to self or power over our fellow man.
Such would certainly lead to human annihilation.  It has
in the past in societies such as Rwanda and Nazi Ger-
many and a host of other examples that continually flare
up in cultures that have given themselves over to them-
selves.  When men give up a knowledge of God, they
seek their own pleasure and power.

If men were not severely warned for practicing sin,
certainly numerous societies would have vanished long
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ago.  Or at least various societies would have debased
themselves to animality.  Therefore, we must understand
that man cannot do wrong against his fellow man with-
out a final punishment.  This is the way it must be for
man to survive in an environment that allows choice.  It
brings no pleasure to God to see His creation suffer be-
cause of evil choices.  God is not a sadistic old man.  He
is a loving Father guiding His children toward heaven.
As a loving father chastises his son, so God chastises
His sons to keep them on the right road (Hb 12:6,7).
This is the way it should be.  This is the way it is.

After we have covered all the material concerning
the problem of evil and suffering, there are still unan-
swered questions.  However, these unanswered questions
do not cause us to forsake or even question God.  After
all, if we reject God, to what shall we flee.  Illtyd
Trethowan wrote, “If we reject God on this ground [that
evil exists], we exchange obscurity for chaos and for a
more inspissated darkness—for in a supposedly purpose-
less world we should be faced with a still more intrac-
table problem, the problem of good”23:300  Therefore, we
shall not turn out the light on what we have.  We shall
not dispose of faith for fiction and a world of chaos.

When Job questioned God on this issue, God an-
swered Job by revealing to him that He was infinitely
greater than what Job could possibly conceive.  There-
fore, God’s answer to Job was, “Trust Me, I know what
I am doing.”  And after considering all the problems of
life, we must confess that it is still all worth the effort.
Life is worth the struggle.  When considering the hope
that is before us, we cannot conceive of a better envi-
ronment in which characters could be prepared for eter-
nal dwelling.  Therefore, we will trust in God that all
things are working together for good.  Habakkuk con-
cluded,

Though the fig tree may not blossom,

Nor fruit be on the vines;

Though the labor of the olive may fail,

And the fields yield no food;

Though the flock may be cut off from the fold,

And there be no herd in the stalls –

Yet I will rejoice in the Lord,

I will joy in the God of my salvation.

(Hk 3:17,18)
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Book 26

The Bible And Science

We live in a world where men are fascinated with gadgets and computers.  It is an industrial
world wherein man has technologically developed so fast that his mind is consumed with what is
coming next from the scientific laboratory.  We thus seek the latest computer technology, the fastest
chip, or the latest invention that might fascinate our inquisitiveness to do something a little better
or faster than the next competitor.  All this development has diverted our minds from God to what
man can “create.”  As a result, a new “creator” has taken center stage and the old concept of God
creating things out of nothing has been placed in the archives of superstitious thought.  We thus live
in an age where man has become the center of life wherein he is supposed to have power over his
destiny.  It is at this time in history, therefore, that Christians must arise to challenge the paganism
that affirms that God is of no more use to society.  It is in times like these when we must focus again
on who we are and where we are going.

The separation between science and religion today
has been encouraged by accusations from both fields
against the other.  Some scientists have accused those
who believe in the Bible of believing in superstitions
and myths.  On the other hand, some believers have ac-
cused scientists to be cold and nonobjective.  There seems
to be an ongoing antagonism between science and faith
that has no end.  However, I believe that most of the
problem in this controversy has been with some scien-
tists who proclaim to be fact that which is unproven and
those critics who do not understand the evidences of
Christianity.  They are nonobjective when it comes to
an investigation of those evidences that affirm a conclu-
sion that God exists and that He has revealed Himself to
man.  Because many in the scientific world have given
themselves over to humanism—that man is the center
of existence—they have forsaken any responsibility to-
ward a Higher Power who is transcendent into the cre-
ated world with moral laws to guide man.  The scientist,

therefore, has neatly placed himself in a world where he
is not morally accountable to any power other than him-
self.

H. Holmes Hartshorne blamed the conflict on those
who consider the Bible as the infallible word of God.
He wrote, “Although, therefore, fundamentalism is partly
dependent upon the presuppositions that inform mod-
ern science, in its dogmatism it is irreconcilably opposed
to science.”1:78  Hartshorne made the mistake of viewing
the Bible in a modernistic fashion in an effort to harmo-
nize it with science.  He made the Bible the slave and
science the dictator of truth.

On the other hand, Hartshorne was correct concern-
ing the approach of some believers in reference to the
controversy between science and the Bible.  Some reli-
gionists have become dogmatic.  In fact, they have ap-
proached the controversy between science and the Bible
with the same religious dogmatism by which they prac-
tice their religion.  They are thus nonobjective in refer-
ence to the studies of science.  There are those with ex-
treme views who would question anything that comes
from the scientific field of study.  These dogmatists have
given themselves over to religious emotionality, and have
thus, affirmed that God never intended that man use his
brain to investigate the world around him.

There have also been those in the past century who

Chapter 1
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combined political ambitions with science, and thus used
their powers to destroy the affect of the Bible upon soci-
ety.  One of these twentieth century political dictators
was Joseph Stalin.  In reference to science and the Bible,
he stated,

The Party [Communist party] cannot be neutral towards
religion, and it does conduct antireligious propaganda
against all and every religious prejudice because it stands
for science, while religious prejudices run counter to sci-
ence, because all religion is something opposite to sci-
ence.2:164

In reference to those of the scientific field of study,
there are some scientists who have intimidated Bible be-
lievers into thinking that truth lies only within the realm
of the scientific method of study.  Bible believers have
many times retaliated only with accusations, believing
that their position was based solely upon unsupported
faith.  Fearing that we might lose our faith when con-
fronted with the scientist’s so-called “facts,” we have
often withdrawn from the battle.  We have too often,
therefore, allowed scientists to have their way.  How-
ever, Bettex once stated, “Whoever says he lost God
through studying nature never really possessed Him.”3:112

Truth has nothing to fear from true scientific re-
search.  True science will never produce a contradiction
in truth.  Facts will never be able to conflict with facts.
Christians must understand that true science works for
the advancement or betterment of living.  In his investi-
gations, the Christian must not be intimidated into be-
lieving that scientists have the upper hand in determin-
ing what is true.

Scientists, however, seem to have intimidated
Christians.  Whatever the scientist affirms, it is too of-
ten accepted as indisputable truth.  In our world today it
seems that scientists can announce any theory as fact.  It
is expected that Christians believe such theories with-
out question.  The Christian is many times placed in a
disadvantageous position at this point.  Scientists claim
to know enough about religion to reject it.  At the same
time, however, they say that no Christian can know
enough about science in order to be a worthy critic of
science.  Clark explained,

When a scientist or a philosopher argues against reli-
gion, he does not need to know much about religion: but
when a theologian discusses science, he must know quite
a lot.  The scientist can get by if he understands no more
than that Christians believe God to be an incorporeal spirit:
but the theologian is called upon to discuss space, time,
motion, energy, electrodynamics, the solar system, quan-

tum theory, relativity, and other assorted items.4:8

It is true that every critic should have a good know-
ledge of the field he is criticizing.  It is true also that no
field of study that claims to be a source of truth should
set itself above criticism.  No believer should think that
science is above criticism when it brings forth theories
which contradict time-tested truths.

The study of true scientific facts, not theories, will
never overthrow one’s faith.  Scientific facts will never
discredit the Bible.  Scientific facts will never prove that
God does not exist.  True facts never prove true facts to
be wrong.  God is the source of fact and truth, and thus,
God would never produce that which would contradict
itself.  He would not do such simply because God does
not contradict Himself.  If there seems to be a supposed
contradiction between science and faith, therefore, we
must look to other areas than God as the source for the
contradiction.  Man must be humble enough to confess
that he may be wrong in his investigations.  This is that
which the believer asks of the scientist who has rejected
belief in God in reference to his studies.  The Christian
simply asks for some objectivity concerning one’s study
of the present world.

Since ever the world began, and so long as heaven and
earth shall last, there never has been and never will be a
fact to prove that there is no God, or that the soul is not
immortal, or that Jesus Christ did not come to earth as
God-man to die for our sins; and there is no fact which
proves that there is no resurrection of the dead, and that
the sick can not be healed by prayer, for the reason that
facts have no negative proof-power.3:117,118

Man was meant to be scientific.  After the creation
God said to man, “Be fruitful and multiply; fill the earth
and subdue it; have dominion over the fish of the sea,
over the birds of the air, and over every living thing that
moves on the earth” (Gn 1:28).  David considered the
heavens which exist to be the work of God’s creative
finger (Ps 8).  In reading the book of Ecclesiastes one
must affirm that King Solomon was one who pondered
the created world in which we live.  He was a scientist
in the sense that he investigated the created world.
Throughout his inspired writing, Solomon made the state-
ments, “I have seen” or “I considered.”

Man should not shun science.  He should use it to
search out facts.  The more we know about the facts of
this world the closer we are moved toward God.  True
science should work for the Christian, not against him.
In fact, the Christian should consider the fact that God
gave man an inquisitive mind.  Would God have given
man such a mind if He intended that man never investi-
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gate the world in which he lives?
God knew that men often think themselves away

from Him.  Therefore, Paul cautioned Timothy with a
warning concerning science. “Keep that which is com-
mitted to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings,
and oppositions of science falsely so called” (1 Tm 6:20-
KJV).  There is a false science.  It is this false science
that conflicts with the Bible.  Paul warned the Coloss-
ians concerning the prideful thinking of man, “Beware
lest anyone cheat you through philosophy and empty
deceit ...” (Cl 2:8).  The problem comes when science
turns into a philosophy.  It is the godless philosophy of
men that causes the trouble, not man’s use of the scien-
tific method of investigation to discover the world in
which he lives.

On the other hand, there are also false religions.
These false religions also conflict with true science and
true Christianity.  When a particular religious belief is
dogmatized so as to conflict with a fact that is revealed
from a study of the created world, then the religious
dogma must be brought under question.  We must be-
lieve that God never intended that there be a conflict
between man’s investigation of his environment and the
revelation of His will.  Therefore, we should never be
led to believe that all science and philosophy are true.
There is such a thing as false science and false philoso-
phies or religions.  It is in the area of false science and
false philosophies, even false religions, that there is a
conflict.

A. Understanding the areas of conflict:

Much of the conflict between science and the Bible
has been the result of false interpretations of the Bible
and false interpretations of scientific facts.  “Most of
the apparent conflict stems from making the Bible say
things it really does not say, and from ‘scientism,’ a philo-
sophic interpretation of facts.  These interpretations are
distinct from the facts themselves.”5:63  When the scien-
tist asserts that his answers are final authority, then this
is where much of the problem arises.  Merril C. Tenney
explained,

The perennial friction between science and the Bible has
often generated more heat than light, and has resulted in
futile controversy.  On both sides of the question there has
been error, for many scientists have assumed that their
methods and deductions were final, while some biblical
exegetes have regarded their exegesis as infallible.6:n.p.

If “we limit ourselves to what the Bible actually
says and to what the scientific facts actually are, we

shrink the area of controversy enormously.”5:64   Scien-
tists have too often criticized religion without any ad-
equate knowledge of the field.  The Bible is criticized
without any reading or serious study of that which is
criticized.  Lewis was right when he said, “Very often,
however, this silly procedure is adopted by people who
are not silly, but who, consciously or unconsciously, want
to destroy Christianity.  Such people put up a version of
Christianity suitable for a child of six and make that the
object of their attack.”7:47  A concept of religion is de-
vised in the mind of the critic, and then, the critic
launches his attack against that which he has created in
his mind.

On the other hand, Bible believers have not been
innocent in this controversy.  False interpretations of
the Bible have added fuel to the fire of the Bible-
science conflict.  In reference to the period between the
thirteenth and fifteenth centuries (the Dark Ages), George
A. Klingman wrote,

We regret as much as any one that misconception that
true Science and true Religion are opposed to each other.
It is only the false ideas and notions of religion that clash
with true Science.  The persecution of “the Church” vis-
ited upon those who advanced scientific thought is a blot
upon Christianity.  Such persecution [during the Dark
Ages] was the result of false interpretation of the Scrip-
tures.  There is no want of harmony between Truth and
Science, but there is such a thing as truth “falsely so-
called,” and there are many sciences “falsely so-called”;
hence the conflict.8:126

We must understand that these accusations during
the Dark Ages were made by those of a false religion
that was created after the traditions and theological in-
ventions of men.  I have always been amazed how sci-
entists will refer to these “Dark Ages” when they have
some derogatory statement to make about religion.  They
will dodge the Christian scientist today in order to focus
on some statement by false religionists that was made
centuries ago.

True Christianity has never rejected true science.
During the Dark Ages, many who took a stand for the
Bible taught that the earth was flat.  This was certainly
an unscientific conclusion according to the work of the
scientific method of study.  Those who disagreed with
this teaching during the “dark ages” were considered
heretics.  However, the Bible has never taught the fal-
lacy that the earth is flat.  Six hundred years before Christ
lived on the earth, Isaiah wrote, “It is He [God] who sits
above the circle of the earth ...” (Is 40:22).  The prob-
lem of the religion that was prominent during the Dark
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Ages was that it accepted from the scientific world some
unscientific conclusions.  The conclusions were adopted
into the dogma of the religion, and thus, any future sci-
entific discoveries that might prove truth contrary to that
which was accepted in the religion was considered he-
retical teaching.  And thus, there existed the controversy
between science and the religion of that day.

Contrary to Isaiah’s plain statement that the earth
was round, there have been modernistic theologians as
Harry Emerson Fosdick who denied that the Bible taught
that the earth was round.9:58  Nevertheless, those scien-
tists who are persistent in their effort to make the Bible
conflict with the field of scientific investigations are not
going to deal with Christian scientists today.  Their lack
of knowledge or will to deal with what the Bible actu-
ally teaches leads them to divert from the truth of the
Bible in order to dig up a false religion with which they
can accuse the Christian for not being scientific.  In many
cases this lack of objectivity ventures into the scientific
world where evolutionistic scientists refuse to interpret
the facts they discover from the viewpoint of a creating
God.

Superstitious religions of the Dark Ages taught that
the earth rested upon the back of an ox.  The Bible teaches
that it hangs upon nothing.  “He stretches out the north
over empty space; He hangs the earth on nothing” (Jb
26:7).  In order to divert one’s attention to dealing with
the conclusions of the Christian scientist today, will one
seek out a superstitious religion in order to attack reli-
gion, and thus, contend that religion conflicts with sci-
entific investigation?  We would certainly affirm that
such a practice would be unfair when dealing with the
Bible.  Such would be truly unscientific.  However, in
their ignorance of what the Bible actually teaches, this
is precisely what many agnostic and atheistic scientists
are doing today.  The sad thing about this story is that
many religious people have fallen for this scientific jar-
gon.  They turn on televisions and listen to university
lecturers and accept every pronouncement that comes
forth from any scientists.  Without any consideration
given to the objections of the Christian scientist, there
are many religionists today who have fallen victim to
the pronouncements of the agnostic scientist who is given
free reign in his area of study.  If any objections are
made by Christian scientists, they are passed off as the
attacks of “fundamentalists.”  Is this really being scien-
tific?  It seems that the agnostic scientist in his efforts to
be supposedly scientific is actually being “anti-scien-
tific.”

It must be understood here that many of the false
scientific teachings upheld by religionists in the Dark
Ages were adopted from the scientific field of prior years.

The Ptolemaic concept of the universe, which originated
around A.D. 150 by Ptolemy, affirmed that the earth was
the center of the universe.  This theory was later ac-
cepted by the Roman Catholic church as truth.  When
Galileo in the seventeenth century adopted the Coperni-
can theory, that the sun was the center of our solar sys-
tem, he was met with vigorous religious opposition.  This
opposition by the Catholic Church resulted in his hav-
ing to renounce his Copernican beliefs.  The conflict,
therefore, was actually between two teachings of sci-
ence, one that the religious world had accepted and one
that was the result of recent investigations.  Galileo just
happened to accept the less popular belief that was based
upon more recent studies.

The conflict that arose with Galileo and the Catho-
lic Church of the Dark Ages does illustrate a warning
for those who uphold traditionally oriented religions.
Religions that are based upon tradition accept for their
foundation that which is from man.  The traditions of
men form the religious dogma of the church.  We must
keep in mind, therefore, that when such a religion ac-
cepts the traditional scientific theories of men as a part
of their religious dogma, then the religion has stepped
outside the revelation of the Bible.  If further scientific
investigation proves the accepted scientific theory to be
erroneous, it is easy for the scientific field to change
their conclusions.  However, since the theory has been
accepted as religious dogma, it is difficult for the church
to change its catechism.  It is at this stage that a conflict
arises.  We must keep in mind that the conflict is not
between science and the Bible.  It is between the current
investigations of science that have added new light to
an old scientific theory which has either been discarded
or revised and a religion that is based upon human reli-
gious traditions.  We would actually say that the reli-
gion that has the practice of canonizing the teachings of
men is the source of the conflict.  In the scientist’s igno-
rance of both religion and Bible, he cannot determine
the real foe.  He simply lumps religion and Bible to-
gether, and thus, affirms that religion and the Bible both
conflict with science.

On the other hand, those who maintain the belief
that we must  base our beliefs solely upon what the Bible
actually says do not have this problem.  They have not
formulated a man-made religion and canonized any
teaching of man, whether from the religious field or the
scientific field.  They simply take the Bible for what it
says.  And what it says has never conflicted with any
truth or fact that is produced by honest investigations of
the material world.  It is this religious thought we asked
the scientist to consider.

Today, most of the problem in the conflict between
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science and the Bible has resulted from a failure to dis-
tinguish between fact and theory in the scientific field.
Many scientists have confused facts and theories.  Facts,
however, do not contradict the truths of the Bible.  “All
truth is harmonious and all real science is in perfect ac-
cord with truth.”8:13  The real cause of this conflict lies
in the area of scientific theory, not fact.  It was once
believed that flies were spontaneously generated from
meat.  This was obviously a direct contradiction with
the Genesis account of creation.  At the close of the sev-
enteenth century a man by the name of Francesco Redi
(1626 - 1698) conducted scientific investigations that
later led to the end of this scientific theory.  The final
exploitation of the spontaneous generation theory was
made by Louis Pasteur (1822 - 1895) in the nineteenth
century.  An erroneous scientific “fact,” therefore, was
later disproved by further investigations.

When it comes to scientific theories, Klingman was
correct when he stated, “In all probability our grand-
children will wonder how we could be such fools to be-
lieve some of the theories that are considered scientific
today.  The scientific morgue is ‘crowded’ with the car-
casses of defunct and explained theories.”8:84

Klingman stated a truth that should be heeded by
Christians in the context of the supposed conflict be-
tween science and the Bible.  Scientists are known for
boldly pronouncing their conclusions as true and final.
However, when a supposed scientific “truth” or “fact”
is paraded as the final conclusion of science, which
“truth” or “fact” conflicts with the Bible,  the Christian
must patiently wait for the conclusions of the next sci-
entist.  The supposed “truth” or “fact” will often become
discarded as new investigations prove the validity of the
Bible.

We must simply understand that man often becomes
arrogant in his knowledge of this world.  His arrogance
leads him to consider his conclusions the final answers
to all things, and thus, he holds himself up as the center
of the universe.  His humanistic view of life, therefore,
leads him to often be nonobjective in his scientific stud-
ies of this world.  If the conclusions of the agnostic sci-
entist conflict with the Bible, it is the duty of the Chris-
tian scientist to constantly confront the agnostic with
the assumptions of his investigations.  Men must be held
accountable for their assumptions if they seek to pass
them off as scientific facts.  If the agnostic scientist does
not deal with the assumptions of his investigations, then
he has the problem of not being objective.  If he is not
objective, then certainly he is not being scientific.

B. The result of the conflict between science and
religion:

The wide gap between science and religion has led
to atheistic philosophies on the part of many scientists.
When men give up belief in God, they have no option
but atheism.  Their science must then be patterned after
their atheism.  In his book, Science, God and You, Enno
Wolthius wrote,

It was not until about the seventeenth century that sci-
ence as we now think of it began to take shape.  Since that
time the separation between the material and the spiritual
facts of life has become more and more complete.  In fact,
the phenomenal growth of science during the last century
has now brought us to the point where the spiritual values
are totally eclipsed by the material in the lives of many of
our fellowmen.10:34

Many scientists have completely thrown religious
thought out of their scientific investigations because they
have convinced themselves that there is no harmony
between science and religion.  One example would be
that of Harlow Shappley who wrote,

The ideas of supernatural intervention in the opera-
tions of nature and of revelation from supernatural source
are generally dismissed as unproved and objectionable ...
any arbitrary “supernatural” interference with natural pro-
cesses must be ruled out, and any apparent evidence of
such miraculous events must be due to imperfections in
our knowledge of natural law.11:307

It is here that many scientists make a tragic mis-
take.  They bring philosophy into their work.  Unfortu-
nately, preconceived philosophical beliefs have a bad
tendency of manipulating the interpretation of the bare
facts of science.  When one interprets his investigations
from a philosophical viewpoint, he invariably twists the
facts to agree with his philosophy.

When any scientist rules out divine creation or divine
providence in human affairs simply because they are un-
scientific, he is then and there making an a priori, philo-
sophical, speculative judgment and not a scientific one.
He is guilty of Scientism, since science has not nor cannot
prove that there is no providential activity.12:93

The investigations of the philosophical scientist are
controlled by his philosophy of life.  If he is philosophi-
cally evolutionistic in his thinking, he will interpret his
investigations of the physical world through the philoso-
phy of evolution.  All the facts, therefore, must agree
with his philosophy.  If any investigations produce facts
that conflict with his philosophy of evolution, he con-
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cludes that his understanding of the facts of the investi-
gation are wrong.  It is for this reason that modern-day
scientists struggle with their interpretations of the geo-
logical or biological world.  Their investigations are
based upon the philosophy of evolution, which philoso-
phy lends them to be highly unobjective in their studies.
They cannot come to any other conclusions of the facts
simply because they have rejected any other answers
for the existence of the present world in which we live.

C. Defining the limits of the scientific method:

We are now getting to the heart of the Bible-sci-
ence battle.  “The basic conflict between science and
Christian faith is not over the theory of evolution, but
over the scientific method.”13:138  It is here, therefore,
that we must remind the scientist of the limits of his
field of study.  At least, we must remind him of his du-
ties to simply present the facts.  He must allow us the
opportunity to also interpret the facts from a viewpoint
other than the philosophy of evolution.

Science stands for a way of study and an attitude of
mind.  To leave theories and prejudices to one side, to
bring an open mind and ask only for the truth, to study
concrete facts with endless patience, to try to find an or-
der to behavior in the world (natural law) as indicated by
these facts, to test these findings by experiment and more
facts – this is the spirit and method of science.14:66

We must remind the scientist, therefore, to main-
tain the integrity of his field of research.  In order to
maintain this integrity, the scientist’s first challenge is
to understand the limits of the scientific method of study.
The scientific method is limited in at least five areas.
Every scientist must recognize these limitations of the
scientific method of research in order to maintain his
objectivity in his research.  If a scientist does not recog-
nize these limitations he will surely venture outside his
field of study with proclamations that will be confused
with his scientific investigations.

1.  The scientific method is limited to the senses.
Truth in the field of science is derived from an empiri-
cal investigation of the world around the scientist.  When
the scientist steps outside this field of sense perception
in his grasp for truth, it should be made known to all
what is taking place.  What is taking place is that the
scientist is interpreting the results of his investigations
from the viewpoint of his philosophy.  And when inves-
tigations are interpreted from the view of one’s philoso-
phy, those who listen must understand that the results of

the investigations can be tainted.  Since philosophy is
not a part of the scientist’s investigations, he must limit
his study to the world of observable facts.  When he
steps outside this world of observable facts, he steps into
the world of speculation and philosophy.  It is then that
we must listen to scientific pronouncements with great
caution.

In the inductive area of scientific research, the sci-
entist must often work from a theory.  Theories are too
often based upon erroneous philosophies.  Therefore, if
the theory from which a scientist is working is based
upon an nonbiblical philosophy, then we would assume
that the conclusions of the scientist are going to conflict
with the Bible.

Jack Wood Sears wrote, “Science is limited to the
material world, to observable fact.”6:93  We must clearly
understand that the theories of science are not the facts
of science that have come as a result of scientific inves-
tigation.  “Facts can be observed or tested experimen-
tally but theories are ideas about the facts.”15:10  We must
remember that theories are often wrong.  “Scientific evi-
dence depends on man’s knowledge and observation,”
warned Rita Rhodes Ward, “and thus is subject to er-
ror.”15:8  We must keep in mind, therefore, that when we
are dealing with the theories of men, we are dealing with
men.  And the problem with dealing with men is that
men are fallible.

The leap from fact to theory is many times obscured
in the field of science.  There is a difference between
one’s interpretation of the facts and the facts them-
selves.  The scientist must interject his senses between
the facts and his conclusions.  The result can be that his
senses misread the facts, and thus, he comes to the wrong
conclusions.

The scientist stands between the facts and that
which is communicated to the public.  We must always
remember that we usually stand in a position where the
scientist is between us and the facts.  Our interpretation
of the facts, therefore, is often made through the scien-
tist who is making his own interpretation.

Science is limited to uncovering the facts of the
material world in which we live and perceive through
the five senses.  Though the scientist can and does form
a hypothesis from accumulated facts, we must realize
that his deductions are not the facts themselves.  These
deductions are only his interpretations of the facts.  His
objectivity is put to test by this act of interpretation.  We
must keep in mind that total objectivity is not possible.
We all work from preconceived biases and prejudices.
One scientist wrote, “The goal of scientific objectivity
is a noble one.  Realistically it is rarely reached, but it is
still worth striving for.”15:8  When one realizes that he
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works from the basis of preconceived ideas, he is cau-
tious about both his investigations and his pronounce-
ments concerning his conclusions.

2.  It is not the objective of the scientific method
to determine what is ethical and moral.  Science is non-
moral and cannot establish a reliable moral code for so-
ciety.  This is not to say that scientists are nonmoral.  It
is simply the fact that it is the work of the scientists to
investigate the physical world in order to produce facts
for the public to make decisions concerning what must
be done in reference to the facts.  Wolthius affirmed that
“... science has always concerned itself with the mate-
rial world and its behavior as distinct from the spiritual
realities of life.”10:12  “Science is better suited to describe
than to prescribe, and even when it describes it is far
from infallible.”10:53

It should further be recognized that science is inca-
pable of making value judgments about the things it mea-
sures.  Many men on the frontiers of science are realizing
that there is nothing inherent in science to guide them in
the application of the discoveries they make.  There is
nothing in science itself which will determine whether
nuclear energy will be used to destroy cities or destroy
cancer.  This is a judgment outside the scientific method
to determine [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].5:65

It is here that we should be cautious about handing
over to scientists the responsibility of determining our
morals.  When scientists have assumed the responsibil-
ity for moral making, they have dropped the test tube
every time, and unfortunately, splattered moral corrup-
tion throughout society.  In his book, The Unexpected
Universe, Loren Eiseley correctly warned,

There is one dubious answer to this buoyant optimism;
science is human; it is of human devising and manufac-
ture.  It has not prevented war; it has perfected it.  It has
not abolished cruelty or corruption; it has enabled these
abominations to be practiced on a scale unknown before
in human history.34:43

In order to determine moral values, the scientist
must walk out of the laboratory and into the chapel.  He
must close his science manual and open his Bible.  The
trust of society in the scientist to produce a moral code
for humanity has always left society in chaos and con-
flict.  Wells rightly concluded,

As knowledge of the universe expands and man’s po-
sition within it becomes both more central and more criti-
cal, so increases the demand for meaning, as well as for

effective means of moral and spiritual control of the
achievements science has made possible.  Science cannot
give these.  The scientific task fosters integrity and char-
acter.  A persistent and passionate devotion to truth can-
not help but build trustworthiness in the man who engages
in that quest.  But science is not at all sufficient to itself.  It
is, after all, quite limited as far as being able to answer the
real question is concerned.21:72

3.  The scientific method is limited to the present.
When science ventures outside the present into the past
or future, it can only theorize.  Therefore, the scientist
can only study those things that are present and are at
hand for his personal observation.

Science seeks to explain the behavior of that which is,
and to check its explanation by means of experiments.
But this experimental requirement can be met only in the
present time.  The past, and especially the beginning of
things, lies beyond the grasp of this method, and so sci-
ence can only speculate about the origin and early history
of this world.10:50

Science cannot prove that the world has been in
existence for millions of years or any time before the
recorded history of his own existence.  God could have
created all things with existent age.  The God that cre-
ated a universe could surely do this.  Sears adds,

Approaching the matter from another way, science
deals only with that which is timeless, repeatable at will,
dependable, and universal.  By this I mean that a scientist
doing an experiment works only with those phenomena
that are the same today as they were yesterday and as they
will be tomorrow.  He cannot deal with the unique, the
thing that happens only once, for science relies for verifi-
cation not upon one experiment but on repeated experi-
ments.6:22,23

The scientist’s definitions of the origin of things,
therefore, can only be speculation.  He cannot tell us
how things came into being.  “The whole realm of sci-
ence is the study of things as they are.  Science can ex-
amine and analyze present processes and materials, but
science is not in a position to say how things actually
come into existence.”16:91  When the scientist looks into
the future or past, he can only speculate concerning the
past and future by its observation of present known
facts.  Whitcomb and Morris emphasized this point when
they wrote, “Since historical geology, unlike other sci-
ences, cannot deal with currently observable and repro-
ducible events, it is manifestly impossible ever really
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to prove by the scientific method, any hypothesis relat-
ing to prehuman history.”17:213

Past history, therefore, is actually outside the field
of the scientific method of research.  We need to keep
this in mind when studying earth history.  Concerning
such, “it should be sufficient to state that if we do not
know (and cannot know for certain) what the primitive
earth conditions were, then we should not expect to be
able to simulate those conditions in a modern labora-
tory.  We cannot simulate what we do not know.”18:73

4.  The scientific method is limited by basic as-
sumptions.  We must add here that scientific investiga-
tion is based upon certain assumptions.  These assump-
tions limit the scientist.  These assumptions stand be-
tween the scientist and the physical world, and thus limit
the scientist in his investigations.  With assumptions,
therefore, there are always limitations.  The cautious
scientist will always recognize these limitations.  He will
be cautious about his pronouncements concerning his
conclusions lest they be clouded with his assumptions.

The following are the limitations that hinder the work
of the scientist in working the scientific method of research:

a.  The limitations made by sense perception.
Since the scientist is limited strictly to sense perception,
he assumes that his senses do not deceive him.  Be-
cause he is limited to his sense perceptions, he is limited
to the present where his sense perceptions are working.

The scientist must never assume that his sense per-
ceptions of the physical world are free from the control
of his philosophy of life.  As stated before, our philoso-
phy of life affects our theories and our theories often
distort our investigations of the world in which we live.
Therefore, the scientist must be cautious about his own
perceptions of the material world.  He must understand
that his observations can be distorted by his preconceived
ideas which he takes to the laboratory every day.

b.  The limitations made by the assumption
of uniformity.  Any student of science today recognizes
that almost all scientific investigation is based upon some
concept of uniformitarianism.  This is the belief that
things have always happened in history in the same man-
ner as they are happening today.  Though the scientific
world has given up strict uniformitarian thinking, scien-
tists must approach all studies of the past from the view
that things happened in the past as they are happening
today.  However, this is only an assumption.  Things
have not always happened as we see them occurring to-
day.  Geological evidences prove that catastrophic events
have happened throughout the history of the world which
have drastically changed the world in which we live.
(More on this later.)

c.  The limitations made by assuming that
matter has always been the same.  The scientist as-
sumes that matter has always been the same as it is to-
day.  He must assume that matter has always been con-
stituted in the same manner as we see it today.  How-
ever, he has no evidence that it has ever been different.
This is again a restatement of the doctrine of uniformi-
tarianism.

The scientist has difficulty in his speculations con-
cerning the beginning of all things.  In his efforts to do
so, he makes assumptions that the geological, and thus
the biological world, evolved from plasmas, gases, fiber
energy or whatever guess is best.  He has no investiga-
tive evidence that such things constituted the origin of
all things.  He can only give guesses that are based upon
his present observation of the physical world.  However,
it is a long jump from observing the present substances
of the material world to the beginning of all things.

d.  The limitations made by the assumption
that evolution is true.  Many scientists also assume that
the theory of evolution is true.  Actually, the theory of
evolution is a philosophy, and thus, has no part in the
actual scientific method.  Because so many scientists
accept it as fact, it has hindered objective scientific in-
vestigation for decades.  Therefore, we would say that
the scientist has limited himself in this area.  He limits
himself because he does not seek for another alternative
for the present existence of the physical world.  He does
not accept creationism because he believes that religious
thinking is only the result of matter in motion.  He is
thus left with the crippled theory of evolution by which
he must interpret every observed evidence.  For this rea-
son, the evolutionistic scientist has crippled himself when
it comes to an objective investigation of the material
world.

e.  The limitations made by preconceived
ideas.  The philosophies and biases of the researcher
should never enter into his investigations.  Neverthe-
less, they do.  In the matters of inductive and deductive
reasoning, the preconceived beliefs of the scientist do
influence his present observations and establishment of
hypotheses.  Because preconceived ideas do enter into
one's research, the scientist must understand that his re-
search is limited by his preconceived ideas.

No observation is free from interpretation through
preconceived assumptions.  The scientist has to look
through a cloud of assumptions in order to interpret the
facts provided by the scientific method.  Sometimes he
cannot see the bare facts because of the cloud.  Some-
times the cloud of assumptions distorts the facts.

It must be added that the problem with philoso-
phies and theories is that they are always changing.  The
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personal philosophies and theories of scientists are
always in a state of change, therefore, the influence
of these philosophies and theories on their research
will affect their deductions.  Honest scientists recog-
nize and accept this.  In a lecture at the University of
California, Edward Teller stated, “In fact there is only
one statement that I would now dare to make positively:
There is absolutely nothing faster than the speed of light
– maybe.”19:20  Every scientist must be cautious about
establishing theories or philosophies that are based on
present facts.  The facts may contradict the theories and
philosophies, and thus, the theories and philosophies
must give way to the facts.

D. Overconfidence in science:

Many have attributed to science more respect and
authority for determining truth and reality than it de-
serves or is capable of handling.  Many have claimed
that science is our only source of truth.  Louis Cassels
correctly stated, “Every age has its superstitions, and
ours is the notion that science is an infallible and all-
sufficient guide to truth.”20:6  In a speech made in Wash-
ington D.C. on February 17, 1966, the late scientist
Wernher von Braun pointed this out when he said,

Because of the wonderful things it has done for soci-
ety, we are tempted to place too high a value on science.
We should remember that science exists only because there
are people, and its concepts exist only in the minds of
men.  Behind these concepts lies the reality which is be-

ing revealed to us—but only by the grace of God.

Bacon once said, “Knowledge is power.”  Certainly,
we must confess that his observation has some merit.
Too much emphasis seems to have been placed on sci-
ence in the area of determining what is truth and moral.
With this knowledge has come a sense of power and
conquering.  “Science has played the role of messiah in
our time: men have looked to it for the solution of the
persistent perplexities and evils of our age.”1:110  Sci-
ence has been made a god to many.  “In the modern world
the scientific approach enjoys an authority very nearly
to that of dogma, and it has impressive accomplishments
to support its bid for competence.”21:140  Carl W. Miller
once wrote,

It is a common misconception that the great body of
scientific knowledge rests on a firm foundation of solidly
established laboratory experiment and is tightly bound to-
gether by inexorable principles of logic.  Starting with this
misconception, the man on the street often argues that sci-

ence alone must be the ultimate source of all true knowl-
edge, and looks with a fishy eye at the pronouncements of
prophet, poet, and sage.  The honest scientist recognizes
the fallacy of this position, but he may be too flattered by
its implications or too much immersed in his own particu-
lar task to protest.35:7,8

Many unsuspecting people have been led to believe
wholeheartedly that the road to truth lies only within the
scientific method.  Wier emphasized this fact when he
wrote, “Knowing is only a part of loving—often the least
part.  But for some, to know is a passion.  At the ex-
treme, the scientist is a man utterly absorbed in know-
ing.”22:12  Many scientists, as a result, have been swal-
lowed up by scientism.  Edward David, the past science
advisor to former President Nixon warned, “Science and
engineers are not omnipotent.”23:39  They are human.

“The deification of science is not science and is
really a detriment to true science.  At times even scien-
tists are caught up in the exaltation of science until they
forget their limitation and the limitation of their meth-
ods.”6:26  We should never fall into the philosophical trap
that says that science is the only path to knowledge.

E. Understanding the correct place of science in life:

In all of the exaltation of science there seems to be
many people, and many scientists, who have leaned to-
ward the dethroning of the science god.  Some are los-
ing faith in science as the final answer to that which
must guide man’s life.  There seems to be a growing
feeling of distrust in what has been considered the final
authority for so many years.  The science god is thus
losing his foundation in the minds of men.  Samuel Sil-
ver emphasized this point when he wrote,

There is a feeling, which is growing in the United
States, and in other western countries, that the advances
made through science and technology have somehow
failed their promise; that the hope placed in them by man-
kind for the attainment of a more satisfying and of a hap-
pier and more tranquil world has suddenly been betrayed.
There is in consequence a growing sense of dismay and
frustration regarding science and technology ....24:83

In an article in Time Magazine entitled “Reaching
Beyond the Rational,” the fall of science in modern
thought was very thoughtfully pictured.  In the Time ar-
ticle, the following statement was made on this point,
“Unemployment runs high in many scientific disciplines;
the number of young people drawn to the laboratory in
certain key areas has diminished significantly.  Indiffer-

The Bible And Science



344 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

ence to scientific achievement is the mood of the move-
ment.”24:86

The new critics of science “have suggested that
science does not have a stranglehold on truth, and that
the cold, narrow rationality so long stressed by scien-
tists is not the only ideology for modern man to live
by.”24:n.p.

In a more recent statement, Frank Trippett of Time,
wrote,

And in its [science technology’s] place has risen a new
public attitude that seems the antithesis of the former awe
[reverence for science].  That awe has given way to a new
skepticism, the adulation to heckling.  To the bewilder-
ment of much of the scientific community, its past triumphs
have been downgraded, and popular excitement over new
achievements, like snapshots from Mars, seems to wane
with the closing words of the evening news.26:38

Trippett went on to say, “The new skepticism [about
science] can be seen, as well as heard, in the emergence
of a fresh willingness to challenge the custodians of ar-
cane technical knowledge on their own ground ....  Sci-
Tech [science & technology], in a sense has been de-
moted from its demigodhood.”26:38

This has been and is a good trend.  The trend cor-
rects a past enthroning of science in the minds of men.
Science is not the god of truth.  God never meant it to
be.  Hans J. Morgenthau concluded, “The scientist’s mo-
nopoly of the answers to the questions of the future is a
myth.”27

We must not be led to believe in this present move-
ment among some in our world that science has lost its
powerful influence over the minds of men.  The move-
ment is only a correction of a past atheistic view of the
world where religion and morals were ignored.  There
are numerous philosophies of life out there that totally
disregard religious beliefs in reference to the material
world.  We do not live in a world where men seek God
through science.  We live in a world where men have
often forsaken God for science.

F. A science without God:

“The end of science is not knowledge for its own
sake, or even knowledge for the sake of the welfare of
man.  Instead, ultimately it must serve to honor God and
arise out of a desire to perform His will.”10:113  Science
cannot be true science if God is left out.  “Good minds,
good teachers, good textbooks—all are important.  But
the decisive factor of truth may never be ours unless we
are willing to recognize the fact of God behind all na-

ture.  If He is there and we ignore Him, our system is
false.”28:16  God is the author of that which science ex-
amines.   A study of a substance by ignoring the Author
of the substance, would lead to false conclusions.  This
is a major factor in the conflict between the Bible and
science.  The scientist who leaves God out of his con-
clusions has certainly come to the wrong conclusion.

We must agree with Frances P. Cobbe when he
stated, “Science is but a mere heap of facts, not a good
chain of truths, if we refuse to link it to the throne of
God.”  Von Braun was right when he said, “Through a
closer look at creation, we ought to gain a better knowl-
edge of the Creator, and a greater sense of man’s re-
sponsibility to God will come into focus.”29:5  The point
is that science with God is limited.

G. The Bible and science:

In the conflict between the Bible and science, we
must understand that the Bible is not unscientific or anti-
scientific.  Neither is the Bible a science book.  It was
never meant to be.  It is a book of moral conduct, the
science of living.  When it does deal with scientific
themes, however, it is infallible.  There are many scien-
tific facts in the Bible.  Science has claimed to have dis-
covered many things which were actually revealed in
the Bible hundreds of years before the rise of modern
science.

Almost 2,500 years before Magellan and Colum-
bus sailed to the unknown parts of the world, proving
that the world was not flat, Solomon wrote of God,
“When He [God] prepared the heavens, I was there, when
He drew a circle on the face of the deep” (Pv 8:27).
Isaiah affirmed also that the earth was a circle and not
flat.  “It is He [God] who sits above the circle of the
earth” (Is 40:22).  The Bible has always taught that the
earth is round and not flat.  It was only when men mis-
understood figurative language, such as “the four cor-
ners of the earth” in Revelation 20:8, that teachings de-
veloped that said the earth was flat.  However, figura-
tive language such as this should not be used to support
arguments against scientific facts.

Superstitious beliefs of the past taught that the
world sat upon something.  To us today, this seems to be
a ridiculous thought.  It is.  However, misguided reli-
gion and superstitious thought developed such conclu-
sions because of the lack of scientific investigation.
However, before scientific investigation, Job declared
that God “stretches out the north over empty space” (Jb
26:7).  The earth is suspended in space.  This is per-
ceived through the use of the senses of the scientific
method.  However, the Bible proclaimed this truth thou-
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sands of years before men, through the scientific method,
had sufficient evidence to empirically state that the earth
was suspended in space.

Modern science affirms that the sun and its planets
revolve around the center of our galaxy.  The Illustrated
World Encyclopedia states, “It [the sun] is toward the
outside of this galaxy and is revolving around the center
of the galaxy at the rate of about 170 miles per second,
carrying the earth and all the other planets and bodies of
the solar system with it.”31:4474  However, this truth was
revealed to David about 2,900 years ago.  Speaking con-
cerning the sun, David wrote, “Its [the sun’s] rising is
from one end of heaven, and its circuit to the other end;
and there is nothing hidden from its heat” (Ps 19:6).

Modern science tells us that the general flow of
our atmosphere is from the poles (north and south) to
the equator.  The atmosphere is heated at the equator.  It
rises, cools, and is forced again to the poles.  It is not
unusual that this fact has been in the Bible for thou-
sands of years.  The wise Solomon wrote, “The wind
goes toward the south, and turns around to the north;
the wind whirls about continually, and comes again on
its circuit” (Ec 1:6).

Matthew Fontaine Maury is given credit for dis-
covering ocean currents.  His faith in the Bible moved
him to believe what David had said in Psalms 8:8.  David
made the statement that fish “pass through the paths of
the seas.”  Since the Bible talked about the “paths of the
sea,” Maury assumed that such must exist.  From this
biblical belief, therefore, he set about to prove that there
were paths in the sea.

Who determined the exact dimensions of the earth?
To bring Israel’s thinking back to God, Isaiah asked a
question, “Who has measured the waters in the hollow
of his hand, measured heaven with a span and calcu-
lated the dust of the earth in a measure?” (Is 40:12).
God asked Job a similar question.  “Who determined its
measurements?  Surely you know!  Or who stretched the
line upon it?’” (Jb 38:5).  God created the heaven and
earth.  He determined the measures of the universe.

The earth itself is revolving at a speed of 1,000 miles
per hour at the equator.  If it were to revolve at only 100
miles per hour, night and day would increase ten times in
duration, planets would be scorched in the day and seed-
lings would be frozen to death at night ....  If the moon were
only 40,000 miles away from the earth the tide would flood
all lands including high mountains....  If the oceans were
deeper, carbon dioxide and oxygen would all be absorbed
and no plants could exist.  If the atmosphere were thinner
than at present, millions of meteors which are burned up in
the air would fall to earth and cause terrible fires.31:5,6

True science does not conflict with the Bible.  True
science confirms the Bible.  The Bible is not a science
book, but when it speaks there is no contradiction with
the facts of true science.

We can now understand that the great battle be-
tween science and the Bible is only a battle of accusa-
tions and theories of science against the Bible.  Science’s
bluff is really based upon the theories of man.  Chris-
tians should not fear the scientism of any scientist, but
be encouraged by the factual scientific verification of
God’s Holy Book.  There is truth in the following state-
ment of W. R. Inge,

A religion which does not touch science and a science
which does not touch religion are mutilated and barren.
Not that religion can ever be a science or science a reli-
gion.  But we may hope for a time when the science of a
religious man will be scientific and the religion of a scien-
tific man religious.31:348

The believer, therefore, should not take an antago-
nistic position against the field of scientific study.  Bettex
was right when he accused some believers who unfortu-
nately “take up, with regard to science and scientific
research, a position unworthy of their profession—a po-
sition, if not antagonistic, yet distrustful, inclining to ridi-
cule, or at least to avoidance of the subject.”3:107  But
there can be no conflict between studies in the Bible
and science.  Though the Christian may be intimidated
by the arrogance of some scientists, one must always
understand that the conflict between science and reli-
gion is almost always based on misinterpretations.
Whaling concluded,

There can be no real conflict between natural science
and true religion because their spheres are entirely dis-
tinct and separate.  Natural science deals with physical
entities by abstraction, experiment, and mathematical
measurement; while religion is an attitude of trust and love
toward the infinite God, which results in a vital experi-
ence constituting the essence of religion.  Conflicts be-
tween these two are always the result of misinterpre-
tation and misrepresentation of one or the other or
both, and history abounds with illustrations of all these
forms of confusing contradictions [emphasis mine,
R.E.D].33:21

Therefore, Christians must maintain their integrity
in times of conflict.  They must remain focused on higher
things than the physical world in which they live.  Whal-
ing correctly stated,
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Past ecclesiastical objections to astronomy, geology,
and some biological teachings, have been based on wrong
interpretations of the inspired Scriptures, which in no sense
are designed to teach physical science, but which occupy
the far loftier realm of ethical and religious truth relating
to God, duty, and the supreme values of life and destiny.33:10

We live in a world wherein science is always in
change.  Conclusions that are accepted today may often
be discarded after further investigation.  Therefore, Chris-
tians should first identify a supposed scientific conclu-
sion that is supposed to be in conflict with the Bible.  If
the conclusion is identified as a hypothesis, theory, or

just the meandering thoughts of some enthusiastic sci-
entists, then one must not fret himself with the preten-
sions of laboratory philosophers.  The conclusions of
Enno Wolthius would be good to remember.

The history of science clearly shows what is consid-
ered scientifically true today may not be so tomorrow.
Theories have come and gone.  Even some natural laws
have had their day.  The body of knowledge called scien-
tific is not a static thing, but a dynamic system which un-
dergoes constant revision and change.  This is so not only
because all the facts are not yet in, but also because the
mind can be strangely unscientific at times.10:47

The conflict between the theory of evolution and
Genesis 1 represents the major area of battle between
science and the Bible.  Here is where the only two phi-
losophies of origins (evolution and creation) come face
to face.  Many evolutionary scientists contend that their
concept of origins is so certain that it should be consid-
ered a fact of natural law.  Those who believe that the
worlds and life were created by the finger of God con-
tend that their position is supported by scientific facts.
Both sides of this controversy demand faith because no
man was there when it all started.  Therefore, this is a
battle of the faiths.  It is a battle of faiths in origins.

In order to understand the extent of this contro-
versy, we must understand what the Bible actually
teaches concerning origins.  This area of study also in-
cludes compromises that exist between the theory of evo-
lution and creationism that is revealed in the Bible.
Theistic evolution is the belief that God used the pro-
cess of evolution to bring about that which now exists.
The theistic evolutionist has given in to the demands of
evolutionists that the world has been in existence for
millions of years.  Therefore, the theistic evolutionist
has read millions of years of time into the Scriptures.
He seeks to find the millions of years in the pages of the
Bible the evolutionist needs for his theory.  He specifi-
cally seeks to find those years in  the biblical account of
creation.

A. Definition of the problem:

In order to destroy the opposition of a witness one
must first destroy his credibility.  This is what has taken

place in respect to the unbeliever’s attack against the
first chapter of Genesis.  Men of modern times have dis-
missed Genesis 1 as a “myth,” “parable,” or “allegory.”
For example, Rudolf Bultmann stated, “Israel, like other
nations, had its creation myths.  God was depicted as
the workman, forming the earth and all that is therein
out of preexistent matter.  Such myths lie behind the
creation stories of Genesis 1 and 2.”1:16  Albert Wells
similarily stated, “It is hardly necessary to regard the
Genesis account of creation as literal truth in order to
obtain its true meaning and relevance.”2:113  At least these
skeptics understand that the Genesis 1 account of the
origin of things lies in the act of the creative power of
God.  Though they do not believe in the creative act of
God, they understand that there is a conflict between
what scientists teach concerning origins and that which
the Bible teaches.

Man’s mythological understandings which he has
tangled within the pages of God’s word have led many
to unbelief in the Bible.  Many scientists have claimed
theory to be fact and by this have brought many to doubt
and question the validity of Genesis 1 and the creation
account.  Because of the present day theoretical dogma
of evolution, many have tried to discredit Genesis by
calling it a myth of the ancients.  This is certainly true
among those of the scientific field of study.  Unfortu-
nately, it is also true among many of the religious world.
Many theologians today simply discard Genesis 1 by
referring to it as a myth, legend or fable of the Jews.

It must be remembered that the philosophy of
evolution cannot be made true by claiming that the
other alternative to origins (creation by God) is false.

Chapter 2

GENESIS 1
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This is exactly what many are trying to do.  Denying
that Genesis 1 is true does not make evolution true.  The
theory of evolution must stand alone on evidence that
would affirm it to be true.  If the evidence does not sub-
stantiate it to be true, then it is false.

B. The beginning of all things:

Science agrees and affirms that there was a defi-
nite beginning of all things.  Patrick Huxley stated, “The
elements of the world we live in definitely were not in
existence forever; therefore, neither was the earth, nor
this solar system, nor our galaxy of stars.”3:12  However,
many evolutionists plainly admit that science cannot give
us an answer for the origin of the present existing things.
This is a question science will never be able to answer
simply because the scientist must work in the present.
Pearl, an evolutionist, stated,

The early state of this globe is unknown.  It can be
described only in terms of the theory of origin that is ac-
cepted by the individual scientist or philosopher – and
many are the theories that have been proposed!  Although
it seems likely that this intensely interesting question may
never be answered to the satisfaction of science (this sub-
ject is known as cosmogony), it is nevertheless a question
of supreme importance to man.4:37

A. C. B. Lovel correctly stated that it is beyond the
limits of science to give an adequate answer to the ori-
gin of things.  He wrote, “But when we inquire what the
primeval atom was like, how it disintegrated and by what
means and at what time it was created we begin to cross
the boundaries of physics into the realms of philosophy
and theology.”5:98

Many evolutionists are in a dilemma here.  They
state profoundly that the material and organic things we
observe today arrived at their present state of existence
through a long process of evolution.  However, they can-
not confirm these assertions by the scientific method.
The scientific method of study is limited to the study of
things in the present.  Therefore, when we discuss how
things came to be, we have left the field of science and
ventured into the realm of philosophy because no one
was in the beginning when all things came into being.

One’s belief concerning the origin of things is
based upon faith.  As one examines the theory of evo-
lution he is suddenly struck with the thought that it de-
mands more faith to believe than the creation account of
Genesis 1.  Throughout our studies of the evidence of
the geological and biological worlds in which we live,
we come to the conclusion that it takes an incredible

amount of faith to believe that life which exists today
came into being by the chance of evolutionary develop-
ment.  We must not allow evolutionists to contend that
their theories are based on fact when they at the same
time are proposing an incredible concept of origins.  It
takes a great amount of faith to believe in evolutionary
development.  Evolutionists understand this.  However,
no matter how much faith is needed, when one has given
up any other alternative for existence, he has to resort to
evolution as the only answer for the existence of life.

C. Understanding the gap theory:

George Wald, an evolutionist, stated, “Time is in
fact the hero of the plot ....  Given so much time, the
‘impossible’ becomes the possible, the possible prob-
able, and the probable virtually certain.  One has only to
wait: time itself performs the miracles.”6:48  Wald was
right in expressing the beliefs of evolutionists.  The phi-
losophy of evolution needs time.  It needs supposedly
millions of years of time in order to allow the possibility
that life could spontaneously develop into what is present
today.

Genesis 1 has too often been stretched chronologi-
cally out of shape in order to fit the long periods of time
demanded by the theistic evolutionists.  One such effort
is the claim that there was a span of millions of years
between the first two verses of Genesis 1.  It is believed
that during the gap between Genesis 1 and 2 animals and
vegetation thrived upon the earth.  Also during this pe-
riod all signs of the apparent age of the earth were formed.

The “gap theory” has generally been based upon
the Hebrew verb hayetha which is translated “become”
in a few Old Testament passages.  Those who promote
the gap theory, therefore, contend that Genesis 1:2 should
read, “And the earth became waste and void.”  This
theory thus assumes that there was a creation of things
before the recorded creation following Genesis 1:2.

Much of this misunderstanding of the Genesis 1
account has resulted from a misinterpretation of what is
actually said in the first few verses of Genesis.  The earth
was not created a solid mass in Genesis 1:1.

Bible scholars make one of their greatest mistakes in
understanding the creation of the earth at this point.  They
assume that because Genesis 1:1 says that in the begin-
ning God created the earth that it was created as a solid.
The word “earth” seems automatically to convey to our
minds a solid, round globe as we know the earth today.
But this is not what the Bible says.  Genesis 1:2 says that
the original earth had no form—so it could not have been
solid and round.7:163,164
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There is usually a misunderstanding about what the
Bible actually says concerning the condition of the earth
before Genesis 1:3.  We must understand that in the ini-
tial creation, the earth was not covered with waters; it
was waters.  The earth was not solidified until the cre-
ation of the firmament on the second day.  The original
condition of the earth on the first day was formless and
composed of waters.  Only on the third day did such a
thing as “dry land” appear (Gn 1:9-13).  Therefore, we
must keep in mind when interpreting Genesis 1 that the
earth was not created a solid mass in the beginning.

The earth was first created in a manner as described
in Genesis 1:2 by the two words “waste” and “void.”  F.
A. Filby defined these two words in the following man-
ner,

The state of the earth in the remote past is described
by the two words tohu [waste] and bohu [void] ....  The
first term seems to mean either empty, formless, or possi-
bly invisible.  Although the conception of formless seems
the most probable meaning of the Hebrew, the translation
“invisible” is supported by the Septuagint aoratos (not
seen) and by Josephus and a number of Christian writers
... the two words taken together imply “formless and
empty”.8:58

The earth was first created an empty, formless mass
which had depth.  It did not degenerate to this condition
after the creation.  C. F. Keil and F. Delitzsch, two of the
greatest Hebrew scholars of modern times, testified that
the Hebrew words for “waste and empty” do not imply a
“laying waste” or “desolating.”9:48  The prophet Isaiah
wrote, “For thus says the Lord, Who created the heav-
ens, Who is God, Who formed the earth and made it,
Who has established it, Who did not create it in vain,
Who formed it to be inhabited ...?” (Is 45:18).  God did
not create the earth in Genesis 1:1, decide that He had
made an incomplete effort, and then, start all over again
in Genesis 1:2.  When the initial creation work was done
as recorded in verse 1, God created it exactly as He
wanted.

There are some definite arguments against the the-
istic evolutionist who would seek to compromise the
Genesis 1 account of creation with the theory of evolu-
tionary development.  These are arguments that every
theistic evolutionist must answer.  If the theistic evolu-

tionist seeks to remain faithful to the text of the Bible,
then he must deal with the following points:

1.  The word hayetha should be translated “was”
in Genesis 1:2.  The argument used to support the gap
theory is based on the contention that the Hebrew word
hayetha in Genesis 1:2 should be translated “became.”
However, this would be an erroneous translation of this
text.

Hayetha is used 258 times in the Pentateuch.  It
can be translated “become,” “had become” or “was.”
Many times it is translated “had become.”  However,
the context in which it is used clearly indicates that
this is the meaning of the word (See Gn 3:22; 19:26;
21:20; Ex 7:19; 8:17; 9:10).  The word is most often
translated “was.”  The context of Genesis 1:1,2 certainly
demands this translation.

This same word (hayetha) is used in Jonah 3:3 and
is translated “was.”  “So Jonah arose and went to Nin-
eveh ....  Now Nineveh was an exceedingly great city
....”  Does this mean that Nineveh “became” a great city
after Jonah’s arrival?  In Genesis 3:1 we read that the
serpent was (hayetha) more subtle than any beast of the
field.  Does this mean that the serpent “became” more
subtle?  Genesis 2:25 states that Adam and Eve were
(hayetha) naked.  Does this mean that they “became”
naked?

In the entire Old Testament, the word hayetha is
used 1522 times.  In all of the texts in which it is used it
is translated “became” or “had become” only twenty-
two times.  Thus, it is not surprising to note that all stan-
dard translations of the Bible render the word hayetha
“was” in Genesis 1:2.  This is the correct translation of
the Genesis 1:2 Hebrew text.

The regular word for “become” is haphak.  Why
did Moses not use this word in the text instead of
hayetha?  If he wanted to spare us great misunderstand-
ing concerning the meaning of the text, then certainly
he would have used the word haphak.  The reason why
Moses did not use haphak is that he wanted to convey
the fact that the events of verse 2 immediately followed
those of verse 1.  Moses did not believe in a gap theory.

2.  The events of Genesis 1:2 immediately follow
the events of Genesis 1:1.  Genesis 1:2 begins by say-
ing, “and the earth was waste and void” (KJV).  The
use of the Hebrew word waw (and) at the beginning of
verse 2 indicates that the events in verse 2 immediately
followed those of verse 1.  This construction empha-
sizes the close relationship of the two verses with no
gap mentioned.

In conjunction with the above, we must remember
that the verse divisions were not part of the original au-

Genesis
1:1

Genesis
1:2

GAP PERIOD

“Waste and Void”
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tographs.  Therefore, there would be no “verse” separa-
tion between the first two verses of Genesis 1.

3.  Exodus 20:11 confirms Genesis 1.  In Exodus
20:11 Moses recorded, “For in six days the Lord made
the heavens and the earth, the sea, and all that is in
them, and rested on the seventh day” (See Ex 31:17).
This passage, in connection with the summation of the
creation events recorded in Genesis 2:1-4, indicates that
the heavens, earth and all living things were created in
the six days of creation.  There is no indication of a gap
of millions of years between these verses with a recre-
ation beginning in verse 2.  If we accept the Genesis
account for what it actually says, then we do not come
to the conclusion that there was either a gap between the
first two verses or a recreation beginning in verse 2.  The
flow of the text from verse 1 to verse 2 is continuous as
if Moses was conveying to us that these two verses are
explaining a process of creation without a break for mil-
lions of years of development.

If life was created before the statements of Gen-
esis 1:2, then the creation account following Genesis
1:2 would actually be a recreation.  Obviously, the record
of creation that follows Genesis 1:2 is not written from
the standpoint of being a record of recreation.  If such
was a recreation we would certainly wonder why God
would be deceiving us by allowing us to believe that
Genesis 1 was the initial creation of all things.  Jesus
believed that the creation in Genesis was “original” with
the creation of Adam and Eve (Mt 19:3-6).  Since Jesus
believed that the creation of man and woman was in the
beginning of time, then we would affirm the same.

4.  We wonder what would have taken place dur-
ing the gap period.  It must be mentioned also that the
gap theory leaves us with no revelation from God con-
cerning what took place on earth during these supposed
millions of years.

Are we to believe that Genesis 1 is not the initial
creation of all things and that God is keeping secret those
things that supposedly transpired before Genesis 1:2?
Why would God lead us to believe that Genesis 1 is the
original creation account?  All emphasis in the Bible
concerning creation goes back to Genesis 1 and not to
any time before.

5.  The gap theory minimizes the importance of
the flood of Noah’s day (Gn 7,8).  As far as geological
formations are concerned, theistic evolutionists try to
ascribe all formations of the earth to the gap period.  They
say that all fossils had been laid down by the time of the
flood.  All mineral deposits had already been formed.
In fact, they are saying that the great flood of Noah’s
day was a small, insignificant washout that affected only
a small portion of the world’s population.

However, the biblical account of the flood far ex-
ceeds the proclamations of theistic evolutionists.  The
tremendous upheavals and geological changes that were
made during the flood are an adequate answer to what
we see today in the world.  (More on this in chapter 4.)

The theistic evolutionist is needlessly bowing down
to the theories of those who have no regard for the Bible
or God.  Think for a moment.  If there is a God, then
certainly this God must be above the ability of man to
figure out.  In order to be God, He certainly must have
the power to create.  If one believed in a god that could
not create, then such a god would be no god at all.  How-
ever, if there is a true and living God that is above this
material world, then this God must have the power to
create.  The power to create is what identifies Him as
God.  In other words, there is no such thing as a god
who cannot create.

D. Understanding the nature of creation:

How did God create the things that we now ob-
serve?  This is one of those challenging biblical ques-
tions we will never be able to fully answer.  We will not,
simply because we are not God.  However, in order to
understand what is revealed concerning creation, we
must first examine the clear statements in the Bible con-
cerning creation.  Secondly, we must define the mean-
ing of the Hebrew words that are translated “create” and
“made” which are used in Scripture to define the work
of God.

1.  The Bible says that what God did was create
out of nothing.  Psalm 33:6,9 declares that heaven and
earth were created at the command of God. “By the word
of the Lord the heavens were made, and all the host of
them by the breath of His mouth.  For He spoke, and it
was done; He commanded, and it stood fast” (See Ne
9:6).  The Hebrew writer stated that God created the
heavens and earth from nothing.  “By faith we under-
stand the worlds were framed by the word of God, so
that the things which are seen were not made of things
which are visible” (Hb 11:3).  Creation took place at
the command of the word of God, not by an evolution-
ary process.  That which is seen was created out of that
which we do not see.  God did not command an evolu-
tionary process to create things.  Therefore, there is no
harmony between the philosophy of evolutionary devel-
opment and the creation by God of those things that now
exist.

The Bible’s statements concerning the creation of
the worlds clearly picture the power and authority of the
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Creator (Is 44:24; 40:28; Rm 11:36; Cl 1:16,17; Rv 4:11).
Bible statements concerning the origin of the universe
and life cannot be harmonized with the theory of evolu-
tion.  It is for this reason that theistic evolutionists are
seeking to work a compromise that cannot exist.  They
either have to discard the theory of evolution or the bib-
lical concept of the creation of all things out of nothing
by the word of God.

2.  The Bible defines that through an act of cre-
ation God brought the worlds into existence.  As men-
tioned earlier, the Bible clearly states that the present
observable things were created out of nothing (Hb 11:3).
There is some confusion, however, concerning the mean-
ing of the Hebrew words bara (create), asah (made) and
yatsar (form).  We must first understand that it is diffi-
cult to make a distinction in definition between these
three words.  It is often difficult because in different
contexts all three words are used to define the creation
of the things that presently exist.

In Genesis 1:27 the Bible says that “God created
(bara) man.”  But in Genesis 1:26 God said, “Let us
make (asah) man in our image.”  And in Genesis 2:7
God formed (yatsar) man from the dust of the ground.
In Genesis 1:21 God created (bara) sea creatures and in
verse 25 it says that He made (asah) the beast of the
earth.  Genesis 1:1 says that God bara heaven and earth,
and yet Psalm 33:6 and Exodus 20:11 state that He asah
the heavens.

The inspired writers of the New Testament also used
different Greek works to refer to the creative work of
God.  In the Greek New Testament, Hebrews 11:3 says
that things were made (gegonenai).  However, Coloss-
ians 1:16 says that things were created (ektistha) (See
Rv 10:6).  Here again two different words are used to
describe the creation of things from that which did not
exist.

There is no clear definition in Hebrew dictionaries
for any distinction between the words bara, asah and
yatsar.  Whitcomb concluded by saying, “It is particu-
larly clear that whatever shade of meaning the rather
flexible verb made (asah) may bear in other contexts of
the Old Testament, in the context of Genesis 1 it stands
as a synonym for create (bara).”9:129

We know that God did create out of nothing the
things that now exist.  The statement in Hebrews 11:3
clearly states this fact, and thus, settles the matter from
a biblical perspective.  The Hebrew writer stated, “... so
that the things which are seen were not made of things
which are visible ....”  Anyone who would seek to har-
monize the Bible with the process of evolutionary de-
velopment must deal with this concept of creation.  Only
an attempt to twist Genesis 1 to fit one’s preconceived

philosophical understanding of evolutionary theories into
the biblical text would change the meaning of what the
Bible says God did in the act of creation.

E. The six days of creation:

In an effort to harmonize the six days of the cre-
ation with the length of time required for evolution, many
have said that the six days of creation of Genesis 1 were
actually long periods of time and not six literal 24-hour
days.  The effort, therefore, is to make the six days of
Genesis 1 a metaphorical explanation of how God
brought all things into existence through a process of
evolution over a long period of time.

One text that is used to support the above view is 2
Peter 3:8.  Peter wrote, “... with the Lord one day is as a
thousand years, and a thousand years as one day.”  If
we understand from this passage that a long period of
time, specifically a thousand years, is only one literal
day in God’s time, then Peter would have been saying,
“A long period of time (a thousand years) is with the
Lord as a thousand years.”  This is certainly not what
Peter had in mind when he made the statement.  What
Peter is stating in a figurative manner is that time is of
little importance with God.  God is not confined to time.
If one would tag any reference of time to God, then he
has stolen away the eternality of God.  Even if we would
state that one million years, or one billion years is to
God as one day, we have limited God to time, and thus,
have affirmed that God is time oriented.  What Peter
wanted to convey to us in the text of 2 Peter 3:8 was that
God is not limited to time.  Those who use this passage
to “time-orient” God have actually applied the exact
opposite meaning to it than what Peter was trying to say.

In reference to God’s work with creation, time is a
factor.  Therefore, when we study the creation of the
world as it is revealed in the Bible, we must take into
consideration the fact of time.  All matter is subject to
time.  And since we are composed of that which is of the
material world, we are subjects of time.  When God cre-
ated the physical world, He created it as a subject of
time.  When we study Genesis 1, we must understand
the time factor of the account of Genesis 1 from the view-
point of man, not God.

This brings us to the use of the Hebrew words that
were used by Moses to convey to us the concepts of
time in reference to God’s work in creation.  The He-
brew word yom in Genesis 1, which is translated “day”
in English translations, in some contexts does mean an
extended period of time (See Gn 4:3; 26:8).  In Genesis
2:4 it has reference to the total of the six days of cre-
ation.  In Psalm 95:8,9 the word yom refers to the forty
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years of wilderness wanderings of the children of Israel.
Jeremiah uses the word to refer to the time when Israel
would be punished for her sins (Jr 46:10).  This “time”
of punishment was not limited to a single 24-hour day
but to a long period of captivity.  Thus, yom does occa-
sionally mean more than a 24-hour day.  But this exten-
sion of the “time” of the word is nowhere used in refer-
ence to thousands of years.

Were the “days” of Genesis 1 periods of time?  Ac-
tually, no real effort was ever made to lengthen the days
of the creation until the development of the theory of
evolution in the scientific world.  Since theistic evolu-
tionists in the last century have sought to harmonize the
Bible with the theories of science, a great compromise
has been made.  Klotz wrote, “It is hardly conceivable
that anyone would question the interpretation of these
as ordinary days were it not for the fact that people are
attempting to reconcile Genesis and evolution.”10:89  This
compromise is unwarranted, and thus, an effort to twist
the Scriptures to meet the unfounded theories of some
scientists who have long since given up a belief in the
Bible.

Any effort to harmonize the 24-hour days of Gen-
esis 1 with the long periods of time that are demanded
by evolutionists, ends up with a distorted view of the
Genesis 1 account of creation.  The following are rea-
sons which support the view that the days of creation in
Genesis 1 were 24-hour solar days and not long geo-
logical periods.

1.  Yom means a 24-hour day in almost all pas-
sages in which it is used.  The Hebrew word yom is
used and defined in Genesis 1:5.  “God called the light
day.”  The word yom is used 1,284 times in the entire
Old Testament—396 times in the Pentateuch alone.
There are a few exceptions where it does not mean a 24-
hour day.  However, the context of these exceptions
clearly indicates the meaning to be a longer period than
24 hours (See Gn 2:4; Ps 95:8; Jr 46:10).  In the context
of Genesis 1, however, there is no support for the word
meaning a long period of time.  If we would be consis-
tent, therefore, we must understand that Moses had a
24-hour day in mind when he used the word yom in
Genesis 1.

2.  The use of “morning and evening” with yom
indicates a 24-hour day.  When the Bible speaks of a
day that has a morning and evening, then the interpreta-
tion that is demanded is that a 24-hour day is in the mind
of the writer.

YOM + “MORNING & EVENING” = 24 HOURS

The short phrase “morning and evening” is used
over one hundred times in the Old Testament with the
word yom.  Each time it has reference to a 24-hour
day.  Morris reemphasized this by saying, “The Hebrew
words for ‘evening’ and ‘morning’ occur over 100 times
each in the Old Testament and always in a literal
sense.”11:58  Should we assume a different meaning in
Genesis 1?

Some have affirmed that the 24-hour day did not
begin until the fourth day with the appearing of the sun
(Gn 1:14).  It is contended that millions of years of time
occurred before the fourth day, but 24-hour days after
that day.  However, the same “morning and evening” is
used with the word day before Genesis 1:14 as after.
Why would there be three long eras of time before the
appearing of the sun on the fourth day and only 24-hour
days after its appearing?  A consistent understanding of
the word yom in Genesis 1 in conjunction with the phrase
“morning and evening” must refer to the days of the
record as 24-hour days.  Creation, therefore, was in six
24-hour days, not six “epics” of time that consisted of
millions of years of time.  If we accept the Bible ac-
count of creation, we must accept the teaching of the
Bible that the universe was created in six 24-hour days.

3.  Yom, plus a numeral, always equals a 24-hour
day.

YOM   +   NUMERICAL VALUE   =   24 HOURS

When the Hebrew word yom is preceded by a numeral it
always carries the meaning of a 24-hour day.  The word
yom appears in this manner over one hundred times in the
Pentateuch alone.  When used in this manner it always
conveys the meaning of a 24-hour day (See Gn 8:3; Nm
13:25; Ex 20:11; Jh 1:17).  Arthur F. Williams empha-
sized this when he wrote, “We have failed to find a single
example of the use of the word ‘day’ in the entire Scrip-
tures where it means other than a period of 24 hours when
modified by the use of the numerical adjective.”12:32

Why should our understanding of the word in Gen-
esis 1 be any different from the rest of the Old Testa-
ment?  Williams added, “The evidence arising from se-
rious consideration of the cultural meaning of the word
yom as used by Moses and understood by the Israelites
is wholly on the side of a 24-hour day in the Genesis
account of creation.”12:27,28  This is one of the strongest
arguments for the 24-hour meaning of the word yom in
Genesis 1, and thus, should settle the matter of the inter-
pretation of Genesis 1 with all those who believe in the
Bible.

4.  Yom in the plural form always means a 24-
hour day.
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When the plural form of yom (yamin) is used in the Old
Testament it always refers to a 24-hour day.  Yamin never
refers to a long period of time.

The Hebrew for “day” may occasionally be used to
mean an indefinite time, but it never means a definite cir-
cumscribed time period (such as founded by “evening”
and “morning,” or as implied by the “first” day, “second”
day, etc.) unless that time period be an actual day.  Simi-
larly, the Hebrew plural for “days” (yamin) is never used
in Scripture for any time period except literal days.13:60,61

In his book, Biblical Cosmology and Modern Sci-
ence, Morris drew a definite conclusion to the use of the
word yamin.  His conclusion was that yamin refers to a
24-hour day.  He wrote,

When the word “days” appears in the plural (Hebrew
yamin), as it does over 700 times in the Old Testament, it al-
ways refers to literal days.  Thus, in Exodus 20:11, when the
Scripture says that in “six days the Lord made heaven and
earth, the sea, and all that in them is,” there can be no doubt
whatever that six literal days are meant.11:58

5.  Olam means a long period of time but was not
used by Moses.  The Hebrew word olam means a long
period of time.  Why did not the Holy Spirit use this
clearly understood word if he wanted to convey the mean-
ing that the creation took place over long geological
periods of time?  In order to prevent confusion, it would
be reasonable to conclude that the Holy Spirit would
inspire Moses to use the word olam.  But He did not.
The obvious conclusion, therefore, is that the Holy Spirit
wanted us to understand that the days of Genesis 1 were
24-hour days and not long periods of time.

6.  If the days were long periods of time, then the
chronological order of that which was created does not
make sense.  If the days of Genesis 1 are long periods of
time and creation came about by a long process of evo-
lution, then the events of the first chapter of Genesis
are chronologically out of order.  Plants were created
on the third day, but the sun was created on the fourth
day.  If these were geological time periods of millions of
years, then how did the plants survive without the sun?
Insects were created on the sixth day.  Many plants and
insects need one another in order to survive, such as the
Yucca plant and Yucca (Pronuba) moth.  How did these
plants survive for millions of years without their needed
companions?

7.  The seventh day was not a long period of time.
If the six days of creation were long periods of time,
then the seventh day would logically be the same.  Is
God still creating on the seventh geological time period?
Jesus said, “My Father has been working until now, and
I have been working” (Jn 5:17).  Jesus meant that God
continues to transcend His creation, but He does not
continue to create more life in the physical world.

Exodus 20:11 says that God “rested” on the sev-
enth day.  Genesis 2:1-3 states that God “finished” His
creating work and that He “rested” (See Hb 4:4).  These
verbs are all in the past tense.  If God was still resting in
the sense of doing nothing, the verb would be in the
present progressive tense.  But God continues to work
in His creation, not with His work of creating.  His cre-
ation work was finished on the sixth day.  The seventh
day was the same length as the other six days, that is, 24
hours in length.  If the seventh day was not 24 hours in
length, then when did God stop resting from His work
of creation?  The resting of God on the seventh day, there-
fore, refers to God ceasing from His work of creation.

8.  The Bible plainly states that creation was in
six 24-hour days.  The creation days were 24-hour days
because of the plain statements made about them in the
Scriptures.  If we understand the Scriptures from the
viewpoint of what it clearly states, then our understand-
ing of the days of creation would be 24-hour days.  “In
six days the Lord made the heavens and the earth ...”
(Ex 20:11).  “... for in six days the Lord made the heav-
ens and the earth, and on the seventh day He rested and
was refreshed” (Ex 31:17).  “For He spoke, and it was
done; He commanded, and it stood fast” (Ps 33:9).  “Let
them praise the name of the Lord, for He commanded
and they were created” (Ps 148:5).  These verses do not
imply long geological time periods.  If we would take
the Bible for what it clearly says, we would conclude
that the creation took place in a short period of time.  It
took place in six 24-hour days.

9.  The creation was finished on the sixth day.
Genesis 2:1 reads, “Thus the heavens and the earth, and
all the host of them, were finished.”  God finished His
creation on the sixth day (See Hb 4:3).  If the six cre-
ation days were long geological periods, and the means
of creation was by evolution, then why does the Bible
say that the evolutionary process ended on the sixth day

YAMIN   =   24-HOUR DAYS

DAY 6                            DAY 7                        DAY 8

L I F E   OF   A D A M

Adam Created            God Rested          Adam in Eden
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period?  If God was still creating through a process of
evolution unto this day, then the Bible would not have
stated that He had finished His work of creation.  Evolu-
tion would still continue, even to this day.  However, the
text clearly states that He finished His work of creation
in the six days of creation.  If evolution was the mecha-
nism of creation, then certainly we would have to con-
clude that evolution was terminated at the end of the
sixth day.

10.  Adam did not live to be millions of years old.
This would be six geological ages according to theistic
evolutionists.  The text states that Adam was created in
the sixth day and lived through the seventh day, the day
God rested.  To be consistent, theistic evolutionists must
say that the seventh day was a long geological day as
the other six days.  Adam was created on the sixth day,
lived through the seventh and into the eighth.

Adam lived through the night of the seventh day.
Because of his sin, he was then driven out of the garden
after the eighth day, the day after God’s day of rest, the
seventh.  Therefore, Adam would have lived during one
complete geological period, the seventh day, and in parts
of two others, the sixth and eighth.

According to the theistic evolutionist’s view of Gen-
esis 1, Adam would have been thousands, if not millions
of years old.  He would have lived throughout the re-
mainder of the “sixth geological period,” through the
“seventh geological period,” and then into the “eighth
geological period.”  This would have made him millions
of years old according to the interpretations of the theis-
tic evolutionists.  These misinterpretations, therefore,
manifest the inconsistent and ridiculous interpretations
many have of the Scriptures.  In an effort to harmonize
the theory of evolution with the Bible, they must twist
the Scriptures to fit the theory of evolution.

11.  God made a model for man of six days of
work and one of rest.  As a last point for consideration
is the fact that God created the earth in six 24-hour days
and rested on the seventh day as a pattern for man in
his life.  Six days of work and one of rest is the pattern
given for the Jews as commanded in Exodus 20:9-11.
In verse 11 God instructed, “Six days you shall labor
and do all your work ....  For in six days the Lord made
the heavens and the earth ... and rested the seventh day”
(Ex 20:9,11).

God could have created the earth and living things
in six seconds and rested on the seventh second.  For the
reason that is stated in Exodus 20 we understand that a
model was to be established for the work of man.  There-

fore, we conclude that in order to establish a pattern for
man, God chose six days of work and one day of rest.

It is obvious that God did not need a day of rest
after the creation.  The concept of rest by God in Gen-
esis does not have reference to Deity being tired.  God
simply terminated creation.  The seventh day was a sig-
nal to humanity to rest on the seventh.

In considering the above eleven points one cannot
but insist that the creation days were 24-hour solar days.
To affirm differently would contradict the harmony of
God’s word.  The philosophy of evolution as it stands,
needs time and lots of it.  Genesis cannot give the amount
of time demanded by evolution for the development of
life.  No gaps and no long periods of time can be found
in Genesis 1.  Therefore, evolution as a process for ex-
plaining the origin of life, does not harmonize with the
time and order of Genesis.

Many religious people who believe in the Bible
have been taught the theory of evolution throughout their
university years.  They have accepted it as it was taught,
that is, that evolution is the process of development
through which all that exists came into being.  On the
other hand, they have maintained an allegiance to the
Bible as the foundation upon which they have established
their faith.  The problem is, however, that most religious
people have never considered the conflict between the
Bible and their blind acceptance of the theory of evolu-
tion.  They have never studied the Bible from the point
of creation in comparison to the long periods of time
that is demanded by evolutionary science.

It is the duty of everyone who believes in the Bible
to understand what the Bible teaches concerning cre-
ation.  Jesus affirmed the creation of Adam and Eve (See
Mt 19:1-9).  Naive Bible believers must not think that
the theory of evolution is an optional belief in reference
to the existence of the world and man.  It is not optional.
If evolution is correct, then Jesus was wrong in refer-
ence to God making male and female from the begin-
ning.  The seriousness of the attack of the evolutionary
theory, therefore, is manifested in its attack against the
character of the Son of God.  No one who believes in the
Bible and Jesus as the Son of God, therefore, can take
the theory of evolution lightly.  We must understand that
this theory of unbelieving scientists is an attack against
the very foundation upon which Christianity exists.  If
Christians are right, then every evolutionistic scientist
is wrong.
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Theistic evolution is theological treason.  As far as
atheistic evolutionists are concerned, it is evolutionary
treason.  The theistic evolutionist is a supposed Bible
believer who has been deceived into thinking that the
evidence for evolution is so strong that it demands our
reinterpretation of the Genesis account of creation.
However, such is not the case.  There are innumerable
problems associated with the supposed evidences for
evolution.  (These problems will be discussed later.)

The theistic evolutionist has led himself to believe
that the evidence of evolution is supposedly so strong
that it must be harmonized in some way with the Bible.
However, in believing in evolution he desires to keep
God in the picture of evolutionary development.
Frederick C. Grant, a theistic evolutionist, represents the
school of evolutionary theists who seek to bring the Bible
and evolutionary science together into one camp.

The story of the origin of the race is even more sub-
limely told in Evolution than in the Bible, if a man has
ears to hear it.  Not by the anthropomorphic fingers of a
Semitic God, and out of Babylonian clay, but through long
aeons of slow progressive development, guided by a Su-
preme Mind and Purpose, man was at last formed, made
in the “image” of the spiritual Mind who created him—
i.e., on the side of his inner capacity for an intellectual
and spiritual nature, which is really what makes him
man.1:81

A new philosophy besides theistic evolution has
evolved in more recent times.  This new philosophy is
called “progressive creationism.”  The progressive cre-
ationist affirms that God created all living forms of life.
However, He did so during six geological periods.  In
other words, He created within each geological time
period all the life forms we see today.

Whether one proclaims to be a theistic evolution-
ist or progressive creationist, he still has the problem of
time.  There is not enough time in the Bible to justify the
assumptions of evolutionary development.  Those who
seek to believe the Bible, and at the same time hold to
the philosophy of evolution, are attempting an impos-
sible feat.  Creationism and evolution cannot be harmo-
nized.

What has developed in the field of religion through-
out this conflict between evolutionary philosophy and
the Bible is the twisting of the Bible to harmonize with

the supposed evolutionary development of man.  Theo-
logians have assumed that the Bible’s account of begin-
nings is a metaphorical account of beginnings that was
developed by Jewish minds.  Worse than this, these sup-
posed theologians have also taught that the Genesis ac-
count of creation is actually a myth of the Jews that has
now been accepted by Christians.  They have thus suc-
cumbed to the theories of unbelieving evolutionists by
sacrificing the Bible’s account of creation as metaphor
and myth.  However, what they do not understand is the
fact that we are not dealing with Genesis alone in this
conflict.  If we deny the factual account of Genesis in
reference to beginnings, then we have to question the
authenticity of the rest of the Bible, for throughout the
Bible reference is made to the creation of all things by
the creative act of God.

We would challenge the theistic evolutionist to
study his Bible.  We would also challenge him to study
the thinking of true evolutionists.  What the evolution-
ists are saying can in no possible way be harmonized
with the biblical teaching concerning the beginning of
all things.  The following are problems with which the
theistic evolutionist must deal in his efforts to harmo-
nize the Bible with the theory of evolution.

A. The plain-statement problem:

Theistic evolutionists are faced with the problem
of explaining away the many clear statements that are
made in the Bible concerning creation.  Through the
world view of evolutionary philosophy, they must ex-
plain such statements as, “In the beginning God created
the heavens and the earth” (Gn 1:1).  “In six days the
Lord made the heavens and the earth ...” (Ex 20:11;
31:17).  “You alone are the Lord; you have made heaven,
the heaven of heavens, with all their host, the earth
and all things on it, the seas and all that is in them ...”
(Ne 9:6; see Jr 27:5; At 14:15; 17:24,25; Rv 4:11).  It is
difficult to read these statements, and then, develop the
interpretation that the Bible teaches that life developed
into its present state through a process of evolution.

The Bible states that God made various organs of
the body (Pv 20:12; Ps 94:9).  The Bible states that all
things were made through the creative work of Jesus (Jn
1:3; Cl 1:16).  The Bible states that things were created
by the spoken word of God (Ps 33:6-9).  It must be re-
membered that God did not just speak one command to
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create a small form of life from which to evolve all other
forms of life.  Creation was the result of a series of com-
mands.  Creation by the command of God is clearly
taught in the Bible.  Theistic evolutionists must struggle
to explain away every verse where it is stated that God
commanded creation.  The Hebrew writer wrote, “By
faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the
word of God, so that the things which are seen were not
made of things which are visible” (Hb 11:3).  Every the-
istic evolutionist must deal with statements as this in the
Bible.  These are not metaphorical statements.  They are
not myths.  The Bible is saturated with statements that
affirm the creation of all things by the power of God.

B. The confirmation problem:

Theistic evolutionists must not only reinterpret
Genesis 1 in an effort to harmonize it with evolution,
they must somehow reinterpret the entire Bible.  The
first few chapters of the Bible are not the only passages
that teach creation.  Jesus taught that God made man in
the beginning (Mt 19:4; Mk 10:6).  Was Jesus mistaken
concerning His views of origins?  Paul taught that it was
God “who commanded light to shine out of darkness
...” (2 Co 4:6).  If we deny the Genesis account of cre-
ation, consistency demands that we deny all other Bible
statements that are based upon the facts of Genesis 1.
This is a heavy burden to be borne by theistic evolution-
ists.  Their attack, therefore, is not just against Genesis
1.  It is against the whole Bible!

Those who have sought to believe both in the Bible
and the theory of evolution, without ever investigating
the contradiction between the two concerning begin-
nings, have deceived themselves into believing that the
Bible can be harmonized with the theory of evolution.
Such people have often innocently accepted the procla-
mations of scientists without ever investigating the Bible
on this subject.  We live in a world where graduates from
universities have more knowledge of the assumptions
of evolution than they do of the Bible.  This is also to be
said of many “believers” who have swallowed the proc-
lamations of evolutionistic professors without question-
ing for one moment the assumptions upon which the
theory of evolution is based.  The problem in churches,
therefore, is the crowd of supposed Bible believers who
do not believe the Bible’s account of creation.  They
have willingly sacrificed the biblical account of creation
for the assumptions of unbelieving scientists who have
no other answer for that which exists than their theory
of evolution.

C. The intervention problem:

Creation is a miracle that proves the omnipotence
of God.  What good is a God that cannot create?  If we
delete God’s intervention in time through the act of cre-
ation, what keeps us from extracting His work in other
miracles as the resurrection of Jesus?  The serious prob-
lem here is that modernism does not know when to stop
in this subtraction of God from His universe.  If God is
made impotent in that He can work no miracles, then we
have no way of knowing that He is there.  Evolution is a
subtle removal of God from the affairs of man.  And
once God is removed, then man can do as he pleases.  It
has been through this development of reasoning that the
philosophy of humanism has invaded the classrooms of
our schools.

The Bible says that God made man by His great
power (Jr 27:5).  He created by the power of command
(Ps 33:6-9).  He spoke and it was done.  He was active in
creation.  He is there.  But if God does not have the
power to create, then He is no God at all.  Jesus created
out of a few fish and loaves of bread a meal that would
feed thousands of people (See Mt 14,15).  If He did not
have the power to create, then surely He was not who
He said He was.  If He did not have the power to create,
then He was only a man of this world.  However, this is
not the impression we receive from what the apostle Paul
wrote in Colossians 1:16.  “For by Him [Jesus] all things
were created that are in heaven and that are on earth,
visible, and invisible, whether thrones or dominions or
principalities or powers.  All things were created through
Him and for Him.”  This is a statement of a transcen-
dent God who came into the world that He created (Jn
1:1-3).  Jesus was not the product of this world.  The
world was His product, and it was to this world that He
came in order to deliver into His realm of existence those
who would choose to draw life from His eternal light.

D. The wrong-order problem:

A real problem for theistic evolutionists and pro-
gressive creationists is the order in which things were
created in Genesis 1.  Vegetation was created on the third
day but the sun was not created until day 4.  How did
these plants exist for the supposed eons of time between
the third and fourth days?

Plants as the Yucca plant depend upon pollination
which is made possible only by the Pronuba or Yucca
moth.  The female Pronuba moth depends upon the Yucca
plant in which she can hatch her eggs.  Neither can sur-
vive without the other.  However, in the Genesis account
insects were created on day 6 (Gn 1:24) and plants on
day 3 (Gn 1:11,12).  How could the Yucca plant or oth-
ers like it have survived through two geological periods
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until the creation of the Pronuba moth?  There are nu-
merous animals and plants that need one another for sur-
vival.  Theistic evolutionists must deal with each of these
situations if plants and animals evolved in different geo-
logical ages that are removed from one another by mil-
lions of years.

In order to escape this serious problem that faces
theistic evolution, many have stated that the Genesis
account is not chronologically correct.  We would an-
swer by saying that this is an effort to rewrite the Bible
in order to harmonize the Genesis account of creation
with the theories of evolutionary philosophy.

Genesis 1 is chronologically right.  “The six days
are to be understood in a chronological sense, that is,
one day following another in succession.  This fact is
emphasized in that the days are designated, one, two,
three, etc.”2:169  Genesis 2:4 states, “This is the history
[generations] of the heavens and the earth when they
were created ....”  Genesis 6:9 refers to the generations
of Noah.  This terminology is used in many instances in
the book of Genesis (See Gn 10:1; 11:10,27; 25:12,19;
36:1,9; 37:2).  It is used to indicate a historical listing.
Genesis 1 is a historical listing of the chronological or-
der of created things.

There are also those who interpret Genesis 1 as a
Hebrew parallelism.  They say that the six days of cre-
ation form a triad.  Days 1, 2 and 3 correspond to days 4,
5 and 6.  In other words, day 4 is a restatement of day 1,
day 5 a restatement of day 2, and day 6 a restatement of
day 3.

There are some problems with the hermeneutical
gymnastics of the triad theory.  The first day, with the
creation of life, could possibly parallel with the creation
of light bearers on the fourth day.  But the sun, moon,
and stars were placed in the firmament on day 4 and the
firmament was not created until day 2.  Day 2 should
correspond to day 5, not day 4.  Again, the fish were
created on the fifth day, but the supposed corresponding
account has the seas created on day 3.  The correspond-
ing day to day 5 should be day 2.  No matter how one
might arrange the days as a triad, there is still no har-
mony with a theory of theistic evolution.  The only con-
sistent manner by which we must interpret Genesis 1 is
to follow the principle that it “means what it says, and
says what it means.”

E. The “kind” problem:

Genesis 1 teaches that all living things were to
reproduce “after their kind” (Gn 1:11,12,24,25).  There
is no clear definition of the word “kind” in the book of
Genesis.  It would be wrong to equate this term with

what biologists refer to as species.  However, the prin-
ciple that is stated here is strictly antievolutionary.  Gen-
esis 1 says that God commanded that each kind repro-
duce after its own.  Paul said that God gives to every
seed its own body and that every flesh is not the same (1
Co 15:38,39).  There is a flesh of beast, birds, man and
fishes.  They are not the same and neither did one evolve
from the other.  They reproduce after their own kind.

The Bible teaching that life was to reproduce only
after its own kind is certainly contrary to the theory of
evolution.  Evolutionists say that one form of life has
evolved from another form.  The Bible says that each
form of life reproduces another form of life after its own
kind.  The evolutionists’ answer to the different species
of life that now exists is that they evolve to the point of
genetic incompatibility.  Though we must not associate
the biblical term “kind” with the scientific word “spe-
cies,” we have to question the assumption of evolution-
ists who affirm that through the evolutionary process
incompatibility developed.  The development of genetic
incompatibility would only be an assumption on the part
of evolutionists.  Evolutionists have no proof of this
development simply because the process is not observed
today in the study of biological life.

F. The dust problem:

Genesis states that man was created from the dust
of the earth (Gn 2:7).  How can this be harmonized with
the theory that teaches that man evolved from lower crea-
tures that had evolved from a primeval cell?  Genesis
states that Adam was the first original man (Gn 2:7; see
1 Co 15:45).  But if evolution is true, at what point in the
evolutionary chain did God label animal man?  Was it
ape, then ape-man, then man-ape, and then total man?

The first man was created fully developed accord-
ing to the Genesis account.  But the theistic evolutionist
has an animal developed to the point where God finally
calls him a man.  God created one original, fully com-
plete man in the beginning.  He was made from dust, not
from a lower form of prehuman life.  There is no way
we can interpret dust to mean a prehuman form of life.

G. The image problem:

Genesis teaches that man was made in the image
of God (Gn 1:26,27; 5:1; 9:6).  God is spirit, and thus
being in the image of God means that man has a spirit
(Jn 4:24).  Man is in the spiritual image of God.  He is a
spiritual being, an eternal soul (Mt 10:28; Ec 12:7).  But
at what point in the supposed evolutionary ascent of man
did God finally insert a spirit into animal and call the
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animal man?  If the theistic evolutionist is correct, then
he must determine when God made this transition in the
evolution of animal to man.  If the theistic evolutionist
ignores this point, then he must conclude that man is no
different than animals.  And if this is true, then there is
nothing greater within man than that which we see in
his physical body.  He is no different from animals, and
thus, when he dies he ceases to exist just as animals.

When God uttered the phrase, “Let us make man,”
the distinct impression one receives is that God consid-
ered the man He was going to make a very unique cre-
ation.  This phrase is used nowhere else in the Genesis
record.  This thought is also manifested in the change of
reference God made to animals in Genesis 1:24,25 con-
cerning their reproduction to reproduce after their own
kind.  But in reference to man, God said “after our like-
ness” (vs 26).  There is a relationship shown here be-
tween God and man in the beginning that did not exist
between God and animals.

To further exemplify man’s uniqueness and differ-
ence from animals, consider the fact that Genesis 3:21
states that God made coats for Adam and Eve from the
skins of animals.  It is evident that the death of some
animal resulted from this tailor work.  Since animals are
without a spirit, and thus, without a soul, then the death
of an animal for the sake of making clothes for the man
was not an act of murder.  God has never considered
animals on the same level as man.  Neither should we.

  In Genesis 4, Abel, offered an animal sacrifice.
But later we see Cain killing Abel.  If there is no distinc-
tion between animals, Adam, Eve and their children, who
are supposed to have evolved from a common animal
ancestor, then why does God condemn the killing of
Abel?  If Abel was just another animal, why so much
concern about his death and no concern over the death
of the animals that provided sacrifices and clothes for
man?

One simply cannot read the Bible and affirm that it
teaches that there is no difference between man and ani-
mals.  Though the scientific world today affirms that
man is just a higher level of animal, we can never read
this understanding into the Bible.

H. The rib problem:

Genesis states that Eve was created from the rib of
Adam (Gn 2:21-23).  The New Testament teaches that
man was first formed and then woman, male before fe-
male (1 Co 11:8,9; 1 Tm 2:13,14).  In contrast to this
biblical teaching, the theory of evolution demands that
male and female would have had to evolve sometime
immediately after the formation of the first life.  They

would  then have had to continue to evolve together in
order that reproduction might be possible.  Therefore, if
evolution was true, male and female would have been in
existence before God labelled them total man and total
woman.  Theistic evolutionists have man and woman in
existence before God calls them such in Genesis 1 and
2.  But Genesis says that the existence of woman came
after man.  Woman did not exist before man was man
in Genesis 1:2.

This is not an insignificant problem for theistic
evolutionists.  They have never been able to explain the
reproduction phenomenon, let alone harmonize it with
the Genesis account of creation.  The formation of
woman from the rib of man is considered a myth in the
eyes of any true evolutionist.

I. The male–female problem:

In relation to the above point, Genesis 1:27 teaches
that God created the sexes, male and female.  After see-
ing Eve, Adam said, “This is now bone of my bones and
flesh of my flesh ...” (Gn 2:23).  Zimmerman wrote, “The
whole emphasis on sex at this point would again be pure
nonsense if theistic evolution were involved, because
sex would have originated many, many millions of years
previous to this.”3:114  Jesus stated that God made male
and female from the beginning (Mt 19:4; Mk 10:6).
This was the beginning of man, and thus, as long as man
has existed on the face of the earth, male and female
have existed together.  There is no harmony between
this biblical concept and theistic evolution.  “If man had
been an animal physically before he acquired his spiri-
tual nature, he would already have been male and fe-
male, and the statements of Genesis 1:27 and Matthew
19:4 would be inaccurate and misleading.”4:103

Paul said that God “made from one blood every
nation of men to dwell on all the face of the earth ...”
(At 17:26).  Genesis 3:20 states that the first woman
was named Eve because she was the mother of all liv-
ing.  But theistic evolutionists would have us believe
that there was first an “ape-woman” who was the mother
of all living.  They would have us believe that different
races of people evolved from different races of prehu-
man beings who had a common ancestor.  How could
Eve be the mother of all mankind when actually, accord-
ing to evolutionists, different people evolved from dif-
ferent prehuman beings?

Theistic evolutionists either have to contend that
both Adam and Eve—the originators of the present hu-
man race—were initial mutations from their prehuman
family or that all the descendants of Adam and Eve’s
prehuman species immediately died off after God “in-
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jected” His spiritual nature into them and called them
human.  Theistic evolutionists must answer the question
as to what happened to the prehuman brothers, sisters,
mother and father of Adam and Eve.  What happened to
these mothers, fathers, brothers and sisters after Adam
and Eve became “human”?  Did God cause them to
evolve back into apes?  But if evolution is true, then
they also had to evolve into greater complexity.  They
also would have had to evolve into a greater race, and
thus, be labeled “human” by God.  A maze of questions
could be asked here for which no theistic evolutionist
can even begin to answer.

J. The intellect problem:

After the creation of Adam, God said to Adam and
Eve, “Be fruitful and multiply; fill the earth and subdue
it; have dominion over the fish of the sea, over the birds
of the air, and over every living thing that moves on
the earth” (Gn 1:28).  Genesis teaches that man was
created with a mind and the ability to “subdue” and “have
dominion.”  He could decide, reason and think.  He could
listen to what God spoke.  He could talk and communi-
cate (Gn 3:1-7).  Paul says that man had the ability to
perceive the greatness of God since the beginning (Rm
1:20).  Because of Adam’s intellect, God commanded
him to have dominion over all other living things.  This
view of Adam’s intelligence is far different from that
which theistic evolutionists would have us believe.  Since
God gave Adam dominion over all animals of the world,
then Adam was greater than all animals of the world.
This dominance assumes that he is great, and thus, not
as animals over which God placed him.

K. The dominion problem:

Genesis teaches that God gave man the right to have
dominion over all animals (Gn 1:28).  In this, God surely
considered man different than animals.  If evolution was
true, at what point in the evolutionary development of
man did God state man should have dominion over his
supposedly animal ancestors?  At what point in man’s
evolution did God finally place Adam and Eve as head
over their prehuman mother and father?

This would certainly have been a juvenile rebel-
lion.  It would have certainly been difficult for Adam
and Eve’s prehuman mother and father.  Did Adam and
Eve’s mother and father stay apes while they evolved on
to a higher form of life?

Man was to have dominion over animals, not be-
cause he had evolved to a higher state in the supposed
development of evolution, but because he was in the

image of God.  He was created to have dominion over
all things.  He did not evolve into dominion over all
things.  He was different from animals, much different.
God’s authority was part of his nature.  For this reason,
man has had dominion over animals since the begin-
ning.  We must understand, therefore, that his position
of dominance was not a position into which he evolved,
but a position for which he was created by God.

L. The long-life problem:

In the presence of Adam in the garden of Eden was
the tree of life.  Adam had the choice of putting forth his
hand and eating of this tree.  If he did, he could have
lived forever (Gn 3:22-24).  If Adam had not sinned,
Genesis 3:22-24 teaches that he could have kept on liv-
ing by partaking of the tree of life.  However, because of
his sin, God drove him from the garden, and thus, from
the tree of life.  How are we going to reconcile this teach-
ing with the theory of evolution?  Theistic evolutionists
will never be able to harmonize this fact with the theory
of organic evolution.

M. The sin-and-fall problem:

The Bible teaches that as a result of Adam’s sin,
physical death passed to all men because all men were
driven from the tree of life when Adam was cast out of
the garden of Eden (1 Co 15:20-22).  Sin entered into
the world through the sin of Adam and physical death as
a consequence of his sin (Gn 2:17; Rm 5:12,19).  How-
ever, the idea of sin is entirely foreign to the theory of
evolution.  At what point in man’s supposed evolu-
tion did God finally decide that the evolved man could
sin?  At what point did God finally decide that man would
be held accountable for his sins?

Consider also the sin and fall teaching of the Bible
in the supposed evolutionary development of man.  If
ape-man had evolved to the level where God called him
man, and thus held him accountable for his actions, then
in the sin of Adam, his fall would have been a reversal
of his development.  Instead of reaching a higher stage
of development, he would have been cursed by God who
brought him to the level he was at the time he ate of the
forbidden fruit.

What theistic evolutionists do not realize is that
they are questioning the whole scheme of redemption
that was in the mind of God before the beginning of
man (Rv 13:8).  They are affirming that ape-man would
evolve to a level where he would be worthy of the sacri-
ficial death of the incarnate Son of God.  Evolutionists
on the other hand discard the notion of the sacrificial
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atonement.  To them such is only the foolishness of reli-
gionists who dreamed up the story centuries ago.  Is this
the camp in which one would seek to be placed by ac-
cepting the theory of evolution as God’s means of bring-
ing man to his present state of being?

N. The harmony problem:

There can be no harmony between the Bible ac-
count of creation and the philosophy of evolution, even
though theistic evolutionists try their hardest to make
logical compromises.  Thomas Huxley, an evolutionist,
rightly said, “It is clear that the doctrine of evolution is
directly antagonistic to that of creation ....  Evolution, if
consistently accepted, makes it impossible to believe
the Bible [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”5:8  Huxley was right.
Unfortunately, theistic evolutionists do not understand
the theory of evolution or the Bible well enough to per-
ceive this conflict between these two fields of study that
can never be reconciled.  Zimmerman, a creationist,

stated, “Any one who is acquainted with the theory of
evolution knows that it is impossible to reconcile with
any theory of evolution a historic Adam and Eve ....”3:119

True belief in the theory of evolution leaves no room
for Bible teachings concerning beginnings.  True belief
in the Bible leaves no room for evolution.  Simpson, an
evolutionist, wrote, “The attempt to build an evolution-
ary theory mingling mysticism and science has only
tended to vitiate the science.  I strongly suspect that it
has been equally damaging on the religious side [em-
phasis mine, R.E.D.].”6:232  If evolutionists as Huxley
and Simpson can see this, why cannot some supposed
Bible believers see it?  “Putting God in does not make
evolution any more sound scientifically and, if anything,
it makes evolution less scientific.”7:111  Lewis Oldam said
of theistic evolutionists that they “are neither good Chris-
tians nor good evolutionists, for they must continually
reject parts of both systems.”8:109  If we would be “good
Christians” we must reject evolutionary philosophy.

One of the most exciting studies of the scientific
world is the study of geology.  It is especially exciting
when considered from the viewpoint of the global flood
of Noah’s generation that is recorded in Genesis 6-8.
Many scientists contend that the Genesis flood of Gen-
esis 6-8 is an adequate answer for the geological phe-
nomena that we observe today.

Geology is the study of the physical formations of
the present world.  It is a study of rocks, strata, seas,
mountains and volcanoes.  Many scientists today affirm
that the present geological formations of the world give
evidence that a great flood occurred in the past history
of the world.

Paleontology is the study of the remains of ancient
organisms that lived in the past.  These organisms are
buried in geological formations, and thus, one cannot
study in the field of paleontology without studying in
the field of geology.  When the evidences of both geol-
ogy and paleontology are considered in reference to the
flood of Noah’s day, there is overwhelming evidence
for the flood.

Uniformitarianism is the belief that all geologi-
cal processes that occur today have occurred in the same
manner in the past.  Many scientists believe that the
present geological and paleontological records prove that
this is not true.

Catastrophism is the belief that at periods in the
past there were sudden geological catastrophes that
caused most of what we see today in the physical world.
These geological catastrophes molded the face of the
present world in which we live.  What we observe to-
day, therefore, are evidences that prove that a real glo-
bal flood as presented in the Bible actually occurred.

Almost every scientist today affirms that geologi-
cal catastrophes occurred in the past.  How else can we
explain fossils that exist through several layers of earth
sedimentation?  How can we explain fossil graveyards
where fossils were smashed together and buried?  What
is the answer for the existence of so many fossils, since
fossils are formed as the result of cataclysmal condi-
tions?  How can we explain sedimentation (strata)?  For
those who reject uniformitarianism, the answer to these
questions can be found in global catastrophes that oc-
curred in the history of the world.  For the Christian,
these are evidences that prove the flood of Noah’s day.

Until the last thirty or so years in the scientific
world, uniformitarianism was an accepted world view
upon which to base scientific studies.  For this reason,
scientists rejected the concept of a global flood as it is
revealed in the Bible.  Heinze wrote concerning the stud-
ies of the scientific world in the first half of the twenti-
eth century, “The existence of the flood is denied by

Chapter 4

THE GENESIS FLOOD
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evolutionists, not so much for lack of evidence, as be-
cause of the necessity of keeping to strict uniformitari-
anism in order to provide more time for evolution.”1:106,107

Uniformitarianism was an assumption and an inadequate
explanation for what we now see in the geological record.
Whitcomb and Morris wrote, “We have seen that the
principle of uniformity is utterly inadequate to explain
the geological phenomena, even in its most important
aspect—that of the fossil deposits on which the entire
structure of evolutionary historical geology is built!”2:169

It is not the facts that cause so much confusion in
historical geology.  It is the various interpretations of
the facts.  There are only two explanations for the present
geological structure of the earth that we observe today.
One is a strict belief in uniformitarianism and the other
is creation and catastrophism.  If one is a strict unifor-
mitarian he can leave no room for creation and catastro-
phism.  However, the scientific world has admitted that
in the past history of the world there have been catastro-
phes that have changed the face of the world.  These
catastrophes are usually assigned to some volcanic ex-
plosion or impact by an asteroid.  We would not assume,
however, that scientists are going to run to the Bible and
accept the Genesis flood as an explanation for the present
evidences of catastrophes.  Though they admit that catas-
trophes of the past happened and that such are the only
answer for the present state of the earth’s surface, unbe-
lieving scientists will not read their Bibles.

Believing scientists affirm that the flood of Noah’s
day is an adequate answer for the present structure of
the earth in relation to organic remains.  They also af-
firm that the evidence of geology and paleontology af-
firms that catastrophic events occurred in the past.  This
evidence firmly denies that the present formations of
the earth came about by uniformity of geological events
in the past.  This evidence also gives overwhelming evi-
dence for the flood of Noah’s day.

It is a matter of how one views the evidence.  If he
is an unbeliever, then he will not accept present geologi-
cal formations and paleontological evidences as proof
that a global flood occurred in the history of the earth.
He will continue to seek for some asteroid or global ice
age that twisted the earth’s surface into its present struc-
ture.  On the other hand, if one would objectively view
the present phenomena of the geological and paleonto-
logical structures of the world and past organic life from
the perspective of a global flood, then an adequate an-
swer for such evidences make sense.  The existence of a
global flood is a better answer for the present physical
state of the world than the inventions of unbelieving sci-
entists who continue to seek for answers in other areas
than the Bible.

A. The biblical record of the flood:

The Genesis flood has been attacked from every
angle in every century since men have given up a knowl-
edge of the Bible.  In the days of the apostle Peter there
were such scoffers.  Peter wrote, “Knowing this first:
that scoffers will come in the last days, walking accord-
ing to their own lusts, and saying, ‘Where is the promise
of His coming?  For since the fathers fell asleep, all
things continue as they were from the beginning of
creation” (2 Pt 3:3,4).  These scoffers in Peter’s time
were wrong.  They are still wrong today.  Men soon for-
get when they seek for answers in places other than God.

We would add some theologians to this group of
scoffers.  There are those who say that the flood of Noah’s
day was not a universal flood but a local washout that
was limited to the Mesopotamian region.  Still others
have contended that the ark of Noah could not possibly
have contained two of every kind of animal in all the
world today.  Those who affirm these attacks against the
Bible simply dismiss the flood account as a myth of the
Jews who had an active imagination.

An objective study of the biblical account of the
flood reveals that the flood was universal.  The fact that
it was global and the fact that it produced great geologi-
cal forces give an adequate explanation for most present
day geological phenomena.  I say most because we must
not discount the fact that the world went through an
immediate process of forming in the beginning after the
initial creation (Gn 1:1-3).  The combination of the ini-
tial forming after creation and the restructuring by the
global Genesis flood are adequate answers for the present
structure of the earth.

1.  The flood was universal.  Many in recent years
have affirmed that the Genesis flood was local, encom-
passing only the Tigris-Euphrates valley.  However, nei-
ther the geological record or the biblical record affirm
this position.  Evidence from both fields of study con-
firm the fact that there was a global flood that changed
the face of the earth.

a.  Genesis teaches that there was a global
flood.  There is a definite emphasis in the Bible on a
universal and all encompassing flood of all the earth.
When we allow the Bible to speak for itself, one cannot
escape the fact that emphasis is on a global flood.  A
survey of the words and phrases that are used in the
Genesis account definitely leaves one with the impres-
sion that the flood was universal.  In reference to the
flood, Moses recorded phrases as, “... all flesh ... the
earth is filled ... upon the earth to destroy all flesh ...
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everything that is in the earth shall die ... every living
thing that I have made will I destroy from off the face of
the ground ... the waters of the flood were upon the earth
... all the high mountains under the whole heaven were
covered ... all flesh died ... all that was on dry land died
... every living thing was destroyed ...” (See Gn 6:17,18;
7:4,10,18-23).  One cannot read the Genesis narrative
of the flood and say that the Bible pictures the flood to
be only a local event.

b.  The entire Bible teaches that there was a
global flood.  There is the concept of a universal flood
that is pictured by other biblical writers.  Through Isaiah,
God restated that He would no more allow waters to go
over the earth as in Noah’s day (Is 54:9).  Peter wrote
concerning the flood that by the word of God “the world
that then existed perished, being flooded with water”
(2 Pt 3:6; see 1 Pt 3:20; 2 Pt 2:5).  The Greek word used
in this passage, kataklustheis, literally means to “over-
throw with water.”  It is the word from which we derive
our English word “catastrophe.”  The world that then
was, was overthrown by a catastrophe of water.

This point  presents a great problem for those who
contend that the flood was only a myth.  Besides Isaiah
and Peter, Ezekiel believed that Noah was real and that
he was not a fictitious character (Ez 14:14,20).  Jesus
believed and preached the fact of Noah and the Genesis
flood (Mt 24:37-39).  Luke and Matthew recorded Jesus’
teachings concerning the flood (Lk 17:26,27).  The He-
brew writer affirmed the flood (Hb 11:7).  All these wit-
nesses affirmed that there was a global flood that de-
stroyed the face of the world.

If we deny the Genesis flood, we have to say that
Jesus and other inspired writers of the Bible were not
reliable witnesses.  We would have to believe that they
were in error when they referred to Noah and the flood
as a true historical man and a true historical happening.
One cannot make Genesis a myth without making the
entire Bible a myth.  One cannot deny the flood without
denying the inspiration of the Bible.

c.  The Bible states that except for Noah’s
family, all flesh died.  Peter says that only eight people
were saved in the ark (1 Pt 3:20).  This is what Moses
had said in Genesis 7:23.  God did not spare the rest of
the world (2 Pt 2:5).  The Genesis record clearly states
that all flesh died which was outside the ark (Gn 7:19-
22; 8:21,22; 9:8-17).  Jesus taught that all who were out-
side the ark, died (Lk 17:26-30; Mt 24:39).  If the flood
was a local event, then statements concerning the de-
struction of the totality of humanity would not have been
made.

d.  The Bible teaches that the rainbow cov-
enant was made in reference to all humanity.  If the

flood was only local, then the rainbow and the covenant
it signified, lose their universal application.  The Bible
states that the rainbow covenant was between God, Noah
and all living generations after Noah (Gn 9:8-12).  It
was a covenant between God and man that God would
never again destroy all flesh from off the face of all the
earth with a flood (Gn 9:11,15-17).  However, if one con-
tends for the local flood theory, he is saying that this cov-
enant does not exist today between God and all mankind.

e.  The Bible teaches that Noah had to build
an ark because the flood would be global.  If the Gen-
esis flood was only a local ordeal, why did God even
command Noah to build an ark at all?  Whitcomb and
Morris stated, “Nevertheless, we agree that the sheer
massiveness of the Ark staggers the imagination.  In fact,
this is the very point of our argument: for Noah to have
built a vessel of such magnitude simply for the purpose
of escaping a local flood is inconceivable.”2:11  They
added, “The whole procedure of constructing such a
vessel, involving over 100 years of planning and toil-
ing, simply to escape a local flood can hardly be de-
scribed as anything but utterly foolish and unneces-
sary.”4:47  It seems that if the flood was only local, Noah
and his family could have just fled the area just as Lot
and his family fled Sodom and Gomorrah.

If the flood of Genesis was universal, how could
the Bible have stated it more clearly than it does?  “So
frequent is the use of universal terms and so tremendous
are the points of comparison (‘high mountains’ and
‘whole heaven’), that it is impossible to imagine what
more could have been said than actually was said to ex-
press the concept of a universal flood.”2:57  The extent
that the flood was to be and the necessity for building
such a large boat do not make sense if the flood was
only a local event.

2.  The flood is supported by evidence of univer-
sal forces.  We must never underestimate the great forces
that were unleashed during the deluge of Genesis.  Gen-
esis 7:11 states that “all the fountains of the great deep
were broken up, and the windows of heaven were
opened.”  As a result, the waters were going and return-
ing from off the face of the earth.  The flood was no
tranquil rain shower.  Tremendous hydraulic forces were
at play and the face of the earth succumbed to the pres-
sures that were unleashed.

The hydraulic power of water is immense.  When
unleashed in the magnitude as described by the Genesis
flood, we can assume that the Divine Plastic Surgeon
refaced the surface of the earth with waters.  Peter said
that the world which then existed perished (2 Pt 3:6).  It
perished in the sense that the appearance of the face of
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the earth before the flood was entirely different than the
face of the earth after the flood.  The face of the entire
earth was changed by the flood waters.  The following
is a brief picture of what possibly happened and what
the Bible implies concerning this great event.

a.  Global rains:  When God unleashed the glo-
bal canopy of clouds in the sky (the firmament above
the earth - Gn 1:6,7), there was a tremendous global rain
that lasted for forty days and forty nights.  Nothing like
it has ever happened since and nothing like it will hap-
pen again.  The amount of water released by this rain
would have been enormous.  The amount of water that
was contained in the global canopy that encompassed
the earth was tremendous.  When this canopy of water
was condensed to fall to the earth over a period of forty
days, the waters began to wash to and fro on the earth.

b.  Global artesian activity:  The opening of
the fountains of the deep clearly indicates volcanic, seis-
mic and earthquake activity.  Great stores of inner-earth
water poured forth.  Volcanic activity was triggered.  The
earth groaned with upheavals.  The earth broke asunder
to form great gorges and canyons.  Mountains were
pushed up by great geological tensions.

c.  Global erosion:  Erosion cut, gouged and
refaced the ancient world.  Tremendous quantities of rock
and dirt and clay were transported, retransplanted, and
then deposited (Gn 8:3; 2 Pt 3:6).  Tremendous runoff
of water left rock and boulders exposed.  Valleys were
cut; great quantities of eroded soil rushed to lower lev-
els.  Table mountains were left standing as a testimony
to the tremendous erosion that took place before the so-
lidification of the soil.

d.  Global enlargement of seas:  Ocean basins
were enlarged and God established the boundaries
thereof (Is 40:12).  As the vast amounts of water rushed
to the newly formed oceans, great valleys were formed
as waters tore through newly settled sand and soils.  Two
thirds of the surface of the earth is now covered with
water.  The great oceans of the world now contain the
water that was contained in the watery canopy that en-
compassed the earth before the flood.

e.  Global fossilization:  All living things, plants,
animals and man, were drowned, buried and many fos-
silized throughout the world.  Others were compressed
to form coal beds.  The vegetation of the “garden of
Eden” environment of the entire world before the flood
was destroyed.  The vast vegetation and organic life of
the entire world were encased by tons of earth which
stored it for modern times as coal and oil deposits.  The
flood was a catastrophe wherein both a physical world
and biological world perished.

The combined forces of the above catastrophes
changed the geographical structure of the ancient world.
We see evidence of this change today in vast amounts of
sedimentation, canyons, fossil graveyards, oceans and
mountains.  We thus live in a different world today than
the world that existed before the flood.  Whitcomb de-
scribed the flood action as follows,

The vast “waters above the firmament” poured forth
through what are graphically represented in the Scripture
as the “floodgates of heaven,” swelling the rivers and wa-
terways and initiating the erosion and transportation of
vast inland sediments.  At the same time, waters and prob-
ably magmas were bursting up through the fractured foun-
tains of the great subterranean deep.  In the seas, these
“fountains” not only belched forth their waters and volca-
nic materials, but the corresponding earth displacements
must have been continually generating powerful tsunamis.

This tremendous complex of forces, diastrophic and
hydrodynamic, must beyond any question have profoundly
altered the antediluvian topography and geology of the
earth’s crust.2:265

3.  There was a global greenhouse before the flood.
In studying the biblical account of the flood one is im-
mediately struck by the fact that the flood harmonizes
with scientific findings concerning the climate of the
ancient world.  Though the Bible does not explain many
aspects of the flood and the pre-flood conditions, we
can assume a fairly consistent picture from what is stated
in the Bible with reference to scientific evidence con-
cerning what the ancient world must have been.

The conditions before the flood were quite differ-
ent from those we experience today.  According to Pe-
ter, it was a world that perished (2 Pt 3:6).  It is believed
by many scholars that the climate was much milder than
the climatic conditions today.  Life existed in very tropi-
cal conditions throughout the world.  These mild condi-
tions were attributed to what is called the greenhouse
effect.

The greenhouse effect is a condition that occurs
when the sun’s rays enters into a closed area through a
transparent enclosure.  The ultraviolet light is allowed
to escape, but the heat of the light is captured.  This is
the reason why the inside of a closed car or jar heats up
when allowed to remain in the sun for a period of time.

The greenhouse effect occurred before the flood.
Before the flood, the earth was covered by a canopy of
water.  Genesis 1:6,7 indicates that God created such a
canopy in the beginning.  This canopy is found in the
statement, “the waters which were above the firmament”
(See Jb 38:9).  Also before the flood, Genesis 2:6 indi-
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cates that there was no rainfall.  A mist came up from
the ground to water the plants.  This may partly explain
why many did not believe Noah when he preached about
a great flood that was to come.  This would also explain
the appearing of the rainbow after the flood since rain
existed for the first time (Gn 9:14).

The water vapor canopy above the earth would have
caused a greenhouse effect upon the surface of the en-
tire earth.  The water canopy would capture the heat of
the sun, and thus, produce a warm blanket that would
encompass the world.  The pre-flood atmosphere would
have been much warmer throughout the entire world.

The canopy of clouds above the earth before the
flood would also have acted as a shield from ultraviolet
rays.  Coppedge explained,

It is hypothesized that this [canopy] would have
screened out the ultraviolet rays, some of which now man-
age to filter through the ozone shield and which may be
involved in the aging process.  This would explain the
long life-span of people who lived before the flood, ac-
cording to the Bible.  Immediately after the flood, the life
span dropped by degrees, but rather rapidly, to present
levels.5:193

Whitcomb and Morris added, “The declining life-
span after the Flood seems to fit in perfectly with our
concept of the dissipation of the earth’s protective blan-
ket during the Flood.”2:399  “After the Flood, the canopy
was precipitated, its protective effects largely removed,
and then began a long decline in general health and lon-
gevity, only partly offset in recent decades by advances
in medicine and public health engineering.”2:404

The greenhouse effect of the canopy would have
produced a very mild climate.  This mild climate would
have been worldwide.  This means that no arctic poles
would have existed.  This is exactly what the archaeo-
logical and geological records prove.  Michael W.
Ovenden, an evolutionist, affirmed that in the past some
climatic atmosphere existed that caused a warmer atmo-
sphere on the earth.   He wrote, “In past geological ages
lush vegetation grew in Greenland, and it has been sug-
gested that this fact was a result of excessive volcanic
activity that belched carbon dioxide into the atmosphere,
thus increasing the surface temperature by increasing
the efficiency of the atmosphere greenhouse.”6:27,28  V.
L. Westbeg also stated, “As already noted in redwood
[tree] studies, the finding of fern and palm leaf imprints
in coal even at the poles, indicates a warm climate pre-
vailed over the world before the Flood.”7:5

The evidence is strong in support of this warm cli-
mate before the flood.  This evidence supports the belief

that it was a worldwide warmth.  W. J. Miller, in refer-
ring to ancient times, wrote, “The general distribution
and character of the rocks and their fossil content point
to more uniform climatic conditions than those of to-
day.”3:116

Life thrived before the flood.  Animals grew big-
ger.  Genesis 6:4 states that man was bigger.  Paleonto-
logical evidence supports the fact that giants once ex-
isted.  However, the flood changed all this.  The protec-
tive canopy was condensed to produce the forty days of
rain.  The ocean basins were enlarged to contain the ex-
cess waters.  We now live in a different world than that
which existed before the flood.  The words of Peter are
certainly true.  “For this they willfully forget: that by
the word of God the heavens were of old, and the earth
standing out of water and in the water, by which the
world that then existed perished, being flooded with
water” (2 Pt 3:5,6).  Peter affirms that a world which we
have never known once existed.  However, that world
perished by the flood of water, which water still exists
today in the oceans of the world.

4.  Historical dating of the flood places it only a
few thousand years ago.  The pre-flood greenhouse con-
ditions would greatly affect present-day dating methods.
This is one factor that unbelieving scientists do not cal-
culate in the formulas of their dating methods.  Specifi-
cally, the pre-flood conditions would greatly affect the
well known Carbon-14 method of dating.  The pre-flood
atmosphere probably had a higher content of carbon di-
oxide.  Because of this higher content of nonradioactive
carbon dioxide, warmth would be greatly contained
within the atmosphere of the earth.  Living organism
would have been greatly affected by the amount of Car-
bon-14 in the air of the world.

Before the flood, therefore, there was probably less
radioactive Carbon-14 in the atmosphere because of the
protective canopy that covered the earth.  Living organ-
ism would subsequently have ingested less C-14.  Mor-
ris wrote,

A plant or animal that might have lived at a time when
the biosphere contained the same amount of Carbon-14
but eight times the amount of nonradioactive carbon char-
acteristic of contemporary conditions would at its death
have a radiocarbon age of 17,190 “years” in comparison
with contemporary materials.3:87,88

In other words, the percentage of radiocarbon (C-
14) in the carbon dioxide in the atmosphere before the
flood was less than today.  It was less because of the
protective canopy.  As a result of this smaller amount of
radiocarbon, less Carbon-14 was ingested into living or-
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ganisms.  Therefore, any date of pre-flood fossils that is
determined by the presence of Carbon-14 would be mea-
sured to be a much older organism than any specimen
tested after the flood.  Those organisms tested before
the flood would be measured to be thousands of years
older than organism immediately after the flood.  This
would account for the fact that Carbon-14 dating be-
yond 6,000 to 8,000 years ago (the possible date of the
flood) would produce dates of many thousands of years
if the specimens tested actually lived before the flood.
(There will be a greater discussion on the Carbon-14
method of dating later.)

5.  The age of civilization indicates a recent date
for the flood.  If one denies the Genesis flood he is faced
with a population problem.  At the time of the flood, a
conservative estimate of the world’s population has been
stated to be around one billion people.  Therefore, about
one billion people would have died in the flood.  The
earth was then repopulated by Noah’s family.

The final analysis of all historical records of statis-
tical population growth that we can possibly examine
today suggests that the history of man goes back to about
3,000 B.C.  Some population experts suggest that the
statistics show that man’s history would go back as far
as 5,000 to 6,000 B.C.  Though there are differences of
opinion here, we are talking about differences of thou-
sands of years, not hundreds of thousands or millions of
years.  If man has been on the earth for hundreds of thou-
sands of years, we wonder why he has recorded history
only since about 5,000 to 6,000 B.C.  Could it be that
the statistics of world population growth are the final
nail in the coffin of evolutionary philosophy?  Thomas
stated,

If man, as intelligent as he is today, has been here for
100,000 or 200,000 years, why do all the evidences of
civilization and what we call a genuinely “historical” pe-
riod arise suddenly, and as late as 5000 or 6000 B.C.?
What has this intelligent man been doing all these thou-
sands of years, if he has been here?9:60

Though some experts in world population growth,
as indicated above, go back to 5,000 or 6,000 years B.C.
as the date for the beginning of civilization, the most
commonly accepted date of the flood is around 3,000 to
4,000 B.C., give or take a few hundred years.  It is impos-
sible to set an accurate date.  We would and cannot be
dogmatic concerning the date.  However, the statistical
growth of the world’s population seems to support the
fact that the beginning of the present population of the
world is measured in a few thousand years ago.  It is not
important how accurate these dates are.  What is im-

portant is the fact that population growth proves the
recent beginning of the world’s population.  This
proof destroys the theory that man has been multiply-
ing on the earth for hundreds of thousands of years.

By using conservative figures of present popula-
tion growth, including diseases and wars, many who have
thoroughly studied this subject come up with a date of a
little more than 3,300 B.C. as the birth date of the present
world’s population.2:397,398  In the following statement,
Morris affirmed that the beginning of this present civili-
zation began only about 4,300 years ago.

Thus, we conclude that all that is actually known about
present or past populations can be explained very reason-
ably and logically on the basis of a beginning only about
4300 years ago, making ample allowance for the effects
of wars and natural catastrophes.  However, the assump-
tion of the evolutionists that man first appeared a mil-
lion or more years ago becomes completely absurd
when examined in the light of population statistics [em-
phasis mine, R.E.D.].10:77

Population figures place time when Noah and his
family stepped from the ark and began again the
repopulation of the world at a time of only a few thou-
sand years ago.  And thus, the biblical account of the
flood is confirmed to have taken place just as the Bible
said it did.

6.  The ark was large enough to contain all ani-
mals that existed at the time of the flood.  Many have
attacked the biblical record of the flood on the grounds
that the ark just could not have been large enough to
contain all species of animals that existed at the time of
the flood and the necessary food to feed them.  How-
ever, there are several things to consider that answer this
argument.

a.  All varieties of life that exist today were
not present during the flood.  There are hundreds of
varieties of dogs and cats and pigeons that exist in the
world today. However, all these varieties came from their
specific “kind.”  From all the kinds that Noah took on
the ark came all the varieties that exist today.  For
example, we really cannot say that Noah took aboard
the ark all the known varieties of dogs or cats that exist
today.  He took two of every “kind,” not species or vari-
eties.  We must keep in mind that the term “kind” is not
a parallel term with what scientists define today as spe-
cies.  At the same time, all the varieties of life today
came from that which was taken aboard the ark.  From
the family of Noah came all the variety that we see in
the population of humanity throughout the world.  There-
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fore, within the genes of the life that was taken aboard
the ark came all the variety of life that we see today.

b.  The size of the ark was sufficient to con-
tain all life that was present on the earth at the time
of the flood.  The ark measured 30 x 50 x 300 cubits
which is 43.75 x 72.92 x 437.5 feet (1,390,00 cubic feet).
This would be 13.33 x 22.22 x 133.35 meters or about
39,500 cubic meters.  The volume of this size would be
equal to the cubic meters of 522 standard American stock
cars of a railroad train.

Some have figured that there were no more than
35,000 individual vertebrates to go on the ark.2:69  A jus-
tifiable assumption is that the average size of the ani-
mals was about the size of a sheep, at least this is the
average size of an animal today.  We would assume that
the young animals of the larger species, as elephants,
would have been taken instead of the fullgrown animals.
Therefore, these 35,000 vertebrates would probably have
filled about 75 boxcars of the 522 boxcar capacity of the
ark.11:88  This would have left plenty room for food.  We
must also consider the fact that some of the animals could
have hibernated during their stay in the ark, and thus,
needed little food.  Therefore, the ark was large enough
to do the purpose for which it was intended.  It was in-
tended to save a remnant of life on earth for the rest of
the history of the world.  And thus, we observe today
that it accomplished its purpose.

B. Secular historical records of the flood:

If the Genesis flood never occurred, we would not
expect to find historical legends or records of its occur-
rence throughout the histories of men.  But if it did oc-
cur, we would expect that such a spectacular event would
not have been forgotten by Noah’s descendants.  We
would expect to find allusions to its occurrence in the
histories of civilizations that were dispersed throughout
the world after the flood.  When studying the ancient
civilizations of the world, this is exactly what is found.

Almost all ancient civilizations of the world have
had some version of a flood story in their history.
This is one of those very interesting phenomenon of the
studies of ancient civilizations.  Nelson wrote, “The ex-
istence among all races of stories or traditions of a great
flood which destroyed all mankind had long been known
and regarded by those familiar with them as a remark-
able confirmation of the truth of the Deluge account in
Genesis.”12:165

One of the most remarkable accounts of the flood
given in corrupted secular history is the Gilgamesh Epic.
The Gilgamesh Epic is a product of the Semitic Babylo-
nians.  It dates back to around 1,700 to 2,000 B.C. which

would make the legend parallel with the life of Abra-
ham.

This account, which was found in the library of
Ashurbanipal of Assyria, tells of the adventures of
Utnapishtim.  He was commanded by the god Ea to build
a boat for the purpose of saving himself and “the seed of
all living things.”  This boat was to have been 120 x 120
x 120 cubits.  It had nine decks.  When Utnaphishtim
had finished the boat, he, his family, relatives, and the
animals entered in.  The door was closed and it rained
for six days.  When the rain ceased, a dove was sent out
first, then a swallow, and finally, a raven.  After the or-
deal, Utnapishtim offered a sacrifice.

This secular account of the flood is closer to the
actual events of Genesis than any of the other unbiblical
flood stories.  Though handed down by oral tradition
and eventually recorded on stone from 1,700 to 2,000
B.C., it is remarkably close in the general scope of the
narrative to the biblical account of the flood.  The fact
that stories as this existed among ancient civilizations is
confirmation of the fact that something as the flood did
happen.  Though oral tradition of historical events are
corrupted as they are handed down from one generation
to another, the fact is that the traditions have a begin-
ning.  Stories as this concerning the flood had their ori-
gin in the actual event of the flood.

Our concern here is not to discuss the ancient tra-
ditions of the flood but to call attention to the fact of
their existence.  What would be said if there were no
accounts of the Genesis flood save only the biblical
record?  Those who doubt the existence of the Genesis
flood might think they have a stronger point of denial,
even though the Bible is a trustworthy historical docu-
ment.  However, these accounts do exist in ancient civi-
lizations.  The skeptic must, therefore, deal with their
existence.  If we had only one record of such a flood,
then we might question the authenticity of that one
record.  However, we have several records of the Gen-
esis flood, and thus, we affirm that it was a historical
event.

Those who doubt the truth of the Bible must an-
swer the phenomenon of the existence of deluge leg-
ends.  They are, however, dealing with some overwhelm-
ing evidence.  Brigs Dengman stated, “Traditions regard-
ing a disastrous flood which occurred long ago are
handed down by many peoples.  Isolated tribes in all
parts of the world have been found to have such tra-
ditions [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”13:285  “Look in what
continent we please,” said Daniel G. Brinton, “we shall
find the myth of a Creation or a primeval construction,
of a Deluge or a destruction, and of an expected Resto-
ration.”14:13  We would assume that these oral traditions
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would be corrupted, and thus, different from the actual
happening.  Nevertheless, their existence is evidence that
something as the flood did actually occur.

C. Paleontological record of the flood:

When studying the subject of the Genesis flood,
paleontology is one of the most exciting studies that
proves that a global flood refaced the earth.  The Gen-
esis flood is an adequate explanation for paleontologi-
cal phenomena that exists throughout the world today.  In
fact, much of the paleontological record can be explained
only in terms of a catastrophe as the Genesis flood.  There
is no other explanation or answer.  The following points
are facts that demand a global catastrophic event.  They
therefore stand in support of the Genesis flood as the only
adequate answer for their existence.

1.  The existence of fossils:  The existence of fos-
sils themselves is evidence of ancient catastrophes, or a
single worldwide catastrophe.  Plant and animal remains
can be preserved only if they are quickly buried.  If not,
then scavengers and weather will quickly do away with
anything out of which a fossil could be made.  But in the
earth’s crust there are millions of fossil remains.  Mil-
lions of fossils have been buried completely intact.  Many
have been buried, and subsequently preserved in solidi-
fied rock and ice before decay could set in.  The very
existence of these fossils is evidence against any doc-
trine of uniformitarianism.  At the same time they are
evidences of catastrophes that happened in the past.  One
would have to affirm, therefore, that the very existence
of fossils is proof of a worldwide flood that destroyed
all life, except those on the ark and the fish of the sea.

2.  The evidence of polystrate fossils:  Polystrate
fossils are fossils that extend through several layers of
sedimentation.  N. A. Rupke was right when he said,
“Only a wholly uncommon process of sedimentation can
account for conditions like these.”15:154  We affirm that
that uncommon process was the sudden flood of Noah’s
generation when the waters went to and fro on the sur-
face of the earth.  This does not account for the exist-
ence of all fossils, but it does answer the question that is
presented by the existence of those fossils that extend
through several layers of strata.

How can a slow process of sedimentation over mil-
lions of years explain polystrate fossils?  The only ad-
equate explanation would be a catastrophe that buried
these living things before they could decay.  Trees that
have been fossilized through several layers of rock had
to have been buried in a very short time.  Rupke stated,
“Personally, I am of the opinion that the polystrate fos-

sils constitute a crucial phenomenon both to the actual-
ity and the mechanism of cataclysmal deposition.”15:157

I believe that such is evidence of the Genesis flood that
occurred in a matter of forty days.

3.  The evidence of fossil graveyards:  All over the
world there are graveyards of fossils.  These are places
where fossils have been smashed together, buried and
fossilized.  The only answer for the existence of such
graveyards is that some global catastrophe in the past
history of the world buried animals alive in mass graves.

The Green River Basin (Eocene) of Colorado and
Wyoming [in America] is considered part of an old lake
bed.  Masses of fish fossils are found in this formation, far
more than can be accounted for by present day processes.
On the basis of the excellent preservation and large num-
bers, a quick burial is the most logical explanation.16:418

Immanual Velkovsky stated concerning prehistoric
animals that were frozen in the “muck” of northern
Alaska near Fairbanks, “These animals perished in rather
recent times ... millions upon millions of animals were
torn limb from limb and mingled with uprooted trees.”17:13

“Their numbers are appalling.  They lie frozen in tangled
masses, interspersed with uprooted trees.  They seem to
have been torn apart and dismembered and then con-
solidated under catastrophic conditions.”17:261  These
graveyards can be explained only in the light of catas-
trophism.  The Genesis flood is here an adequate an-
swer for the fossil graveyards.  In fact, in view of the
tremendous number of these fossil graveyards, we must
conclude that the flood is the only answer to such pale-
ontological phenomena.

4.  The evidence of sudden death:  Fossil grave-
yards exist because of the nature by which the animals
and plants in such died.  Many prehistoric animals died
violently, not peacefully.  Mammoths, bison, sheep,
horses and many other animals thrived in prehistoric
times in the northern regions of the world of Siberia and
Alaska.  All evidence indicates that these regions were
once lush with vegetation.  The climate was much
warmer than it is today.  However, something cata-
strophic happened that changed this environment and
the life of the animals and plants that thrived within it.
Something changed the scenic environment of these great
animals to what is observed today as a vast wasteland.
Henry Howarth, who is not a believer in the Genesis
flood, admitted, “A very great cataclysm overwhelmed
a large part of the earth’s surface.  A vast flood buried
great numbers of animals under beds of loam and gravel
and there was a sudden change in the climate in regions
like Siberia and Alaska.”11:23
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Filby added,  “Examination shows that some died
of sudden shock with eyes and blood vessels violently
distended.  Experts estimate that they were suddenly
struck with extreme cold of the order of -150 [degrees
F.] which froze these huge beasts before decomposition
could set in.”11:24  This incredible event is emphasized
even further by Velikovsky.

In 1797 the body of a mammoth, with flesh, skin,
and hair, was found in Northeastern Siberia, and since
then bodies of other mammoths have been unearthed
from the frozen ground in various parts of the region.
The flesh had the appearance of freshly frozen beef; it
was edible and wolves and sled dogs feed on it without
harm ....  In the stomachs and between the teeth of the
mammoths were found plants and grass that do not grow
now in Northern Siberia.17:16

In a special report on the fossil graveyards through-
out the world, the Saturday Evening Post reported the
following awesome picture of the sudden death that took
place when these animals and their environment were
terminated,

Here is a really shocking—to our previous way of
thinking—picture.  Vast herds of enormous, well fed beasts
not specifically designed for extreme cold, placidly feed-
ing in sunny pastures, delicately plucking flowering but-
tercups at the temperature in which we would probably
not even have needed a coat.  Suddenly they were all killed
without any visible sign of violence and before they could
so much as swallow the last mouthful of food, and then
were quick-frozen so rapidly that every cell of their bod-
ies is perfectly preserved.18:82,83

Records of the fossil graveyards are found through-
out the world.  There are cases of birds, lizards, fish and
hundreds of other types of animals that were suddenly
killed and quickly buried without any decay.  The re-
nowned evolutionary paleontologist L. B. Leakey cor-
rectly stated the evolutionist’s thinking when he said,
“These are things to make a paleontologist rub his eyes
in wonder ....”19:147  They are things that make the pale-
ontologist who believes in evolution “rub his eyes in
wonder.”  However, those who believe in the Bible know
what caused these paleontological wonders.  The answer
is in the flood of Noah’s generation.

Any strict uniformitarianist can give no answer for
such paleontological phenomena.  On the other hand,
the Genesis flood is an adequate answer.  The flood was
the mechanism by which the fossil graveyards were
made.  We were not there when it all happened.  How-
ever, when the flood came, millions of animals were

suddenly buried.  Many were suddenly frozen in the
overpowering waters when the icy northern and south-
ern poles were formed by the dissipation of the global
canopy.  What mechanism God used to cause this sud-
den freezing we do not know.  We can only conclude
that a miraculous act of a God who created it all in the
first place set it into action.  He simply touched the but-
ton to bring forth forty days and nights of torrential ca-
tastrophe upon the face of the earth.  The fact is that
“the entombment of such numbers of such great crea-
tures literally demands some form of catastrophic ac-
tion.”2:280

5.  The evidence of deposited fossils:  The paleon-
tological record is usually composed of more simple or-
ganisms in the lower strata and the more complex in the
upper strata, though there are many exceptions to this
rule.  Nevertheless, the geological record normally shows
an apparent progression from the simple forms of life to
the more complex forms of life at the higher levels of
strata.  This has been one of the primary points which
evolutionists have used to promote their theory.

However, the above is also what one would expect
if such organisms were buried by a flood.  “The fact
that, in general, the fossils are found segregated into as-
semblages of similar sizes and shapes is exactly what
would be expected as a result of diluvial processes, since
turbulent water is a highly effective ‘sorting’ agent.”3:133

Morris wrote,

It would be reasonable to expect, therefore, that the
hydraulic activity of a worldwide Flood would tend to
deposit organisms of similar sizes and shapes together and
that the depth of burial would be in order of increasing
complexity from the bottom up.  Furthermore, this is di-
rectly parallel to the elevation of the normal habitat of
organisms.3:134

“And still further, the mobility of animals is rather closely
related to their complexity, so that high animals would
escape burial for longer periods.”3:134  This evidence that
is commonly used in support of evolution, can just as
well be used in support of the Genesis flood.  In fact, the
evidence makes more sense when used to proved the
flood.

D. The geological record of the flood:

There are many phenomena in the geological struc-
ture of the world that can best be explained in terms of
catastrophism.  The following are just a few.

1.  The evidence of sedimentation and stratified
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fossils:  Almost all the sedimentation found in the world
has been laid down by water.  This would certainly be
evidence of flood waters that occurred sometime in the
past.  We do not intend to attribute all sedimentation and
strata to the Genesis flood.  Such is not the case.  Differ-
ent strata were no doubt caused by God’s working dur-
ing the initial creation of the world (Gn 1:1,2) and by
the work of God during the six days of creation when
He formed and separated the waters from the land (Gn
1:6-13; Ps 104:6-9).  After all, mountains did exist be-
fore the flood, for Genesis states that the flood waters
went above the mountains.  Though much of the sedi-
mentation of the present world was caused by the above
work of God in creation, we attribute most of the geo-
logical appearance of the earth today to the Genesis flood.

2.  The evidence of canyons:  Uniformitarians claim
that canyons were cut over millions of years of time by
rivers.  But the existence of canyons, as the Grand Can-
yon in America, can be better explained by Bible geol-
ogy.  The biology textbook, Biology: A Search for Or-
der in Complexity, explained,

A better explanation according to creationists is that it
[the Grand Canyon] was formed rapidly as water cut
through not yet consolidated material that had been de-
posited by the flood of Noah’s time.  This explanation is
superior because it conforms to the principles of hydro-
dynamics.  These principles state that water can not me-
ander at the same time it is cutting a deeper channel.  The
channel of the Colorado River is both deep and meander-
ing.16:412

Morris and Whitcomb add,

It seems much more likely that the sediments all were
deposited more or less rapidly and continuously, followed
by a single great regional uplift.  Subsequent rapid can-
yon downcutting then ensued while the sediments were
still relatively soft and the rivers were carrying much larger
discharges.2:153

3.  The evidence of oil and coal:  Geologists have
been divided over how coal beds were formed.  Some
contend that vegetation grew in one place over millions
of years and then was covered by strata.  Others have
contended that the vegetation was deposited by flood
waters.  The evidence seems to support the latter view.

Coal seams are almost always found in stratified
deposits; thus giving evidence of flood waters.  Polystrate
fossils, extending through many feet of coal, also de-
mand the conclusion that such fossils were laid by flood
waters.

Recent studies have shown that it does not take great
lengths of time to form coal as demanded by uniformi-
tarian geologists.  It has been scientifically demonstrated
that coal can be formed in a very short time.  Of course,
evolutionists need millions of years for their theory so
they cannot accept the fact that coal could be formed in
a few thousand years.

Geologists have never found an adequate explana-
tion for oil deposits.  Such deposits are found in practi-
cally all geological ages according to their accounting
of time.  However, if coal and oil deposits are found in
different strata layers, then this is exactly what one would
expect if a global flood destroyed the lush vegetation of
the pre-flood world.  The coal and oil deposits all over
the world must have been formed by a universal phe-
nomena that buried organic life at different places and
at different depths throughout the world.

4.  The volcanic evidence:  With the breaking up
of the fountains of the great deep during the Genesis
flood, volcanic activity undoubtedly occurred.  Such
would explain the fact that almost all geologic strata
contain volcanic deposits.

Volcanic activity would account for much of the
geologic formations we see today.  We must never
underestimate the changes of the earth which were made
in the past by volcanoes.  For example, in 1943, the vol-
cano Paricutin in Mexico erupted and continued erupt-
ing until 1952.  As a result, a mountain of over 1,500
feet was formed.  Also, the island called Surtesy off the
coast of Iceland resulted from volcanic activity under
the water in 1963.  As a result, a new island was formed.
The amazing thing about this island is that it was formed
in only a few months.  After only a few more months it
had the appearance of great antiquity, sandy beaches,
life and all.  This would seemingly defy any attempted
explanation by uniformitarians who state that similar
formations throughout the world supposedly took mil-
lions of years to form.

The Genesis flood of Noah’s time is an adequate
explanation for present day paleontological and geologi-
cal phenomena.  Actually, no man can reject the flood
story upon the pretense of avoiding any absurdity sup-
posed by a universal flood, without accepting and be-
lieving a greater absurdity than that which he tried to
escape.  The Genesis flood is the most logical answer to
the present geological structure of the world.  The con-
cept of a great hydraulic cataclysm that was accompa-
nied by tremendous volcanic and tectonic activities on a
worldwide scope, provide a better answer to the ques-
tions presented by the geological phenomena of the
present world.  The philosophy of evolutionary devel-
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opment over millions and billions of years just will not
answer the questions.

The biblical record supports the Genesis flood.  The
secular historical record supports the Genesis flood.  The
paleontological record supports the Genesis flood.  The
geological record supports the Genesis flood.  Taken
together, there is a great amount of evidence that proves
the universal flood of Noah’s day.

On the other hand, if one rejects the testimony of
the Bible, then he is left with no other answer for the

present formation of the world.  He must search for as-
teroids or some other phenomena that might have
changed the face of the earth.  If any evidence is discov-
ered that contradicts a geological evolution of this world,
then such evidence is either ignored or twisted in order
to come up with some preposterous explanation.  But
for believers in the Bible, the most logical answer for all
present geological phenomena is that the Creator resur-
faced the earth by a global flood.

The word “evolution” comes from the Latin word
“evolution” which means “to evolve,” “to roll forward”
or “to change.”  The philosophy of evolution is one of
the most powerful philosophies of our time.  It has af-
fected almost every science of man.  It is a critical phi-
losophy because it attacks the central world view of
Christianity.  Bible believers have justly defended them-
selves against this false philosophy, for it attacks Chris-
tian values, and thus, Christian behavior.  The central
philosophy of evolutionary thinking attacks at the very
heart of the biblical world view concerning man’s ac-
countability to a Higher Power.  After all, if we are sim-
ply matter in motion and the product of a supposedly
primeval cell life, then who needs God.  If we are the
product of biological and intellectual evolution from that
which is neither intellectual or emotion, with the hope
of greater development in the millions of years to come,
then man is the center of the universe.  He has the right
to determine his own values, morals and laws in the great
struggle for survival among his fellow evolved beings.
In such a scenario of development, there is no need for
the concept that one will give account to a God who is
beyond the development of this evolving being.

Because Christians have defended themselves
against the attacks of evolutionary philosophy, some have
been led to believe that Christians are unscientific.  Such
is simply not true.  G. C. Brewer once wrote, “When any
man speaks against the theory of organic evolution in
our day he is, by all evolutionists, and by many other
people who are under the influence of evolutionary pro-
paganda, thought to be against science and scientists.”1:3

Christians are not against science or scientists when
we bring into question doubtful theories that are claimed
to be scientific fact but are actually the philosophies of
men who have either given up the Bible, God or both.

When theories of men attack time established truth, then
we will arise to the occasion.  We will not stand by when
a self-contradicting theory is assumed to be true and sci-
entific.

The position of the Christian is scientific.  It is sci-
entific in the sense that God created man with an in-
quisitive mind.  He created man in an environment that
stimulates investigation.  The Christian’s belief, there-
fore, is that the closer one investigates the environment
in which we live, the more one understands that this
environment could not have been the result of chance.
There had to be a Creator and Designer that brought all
things into existence, including man himself.  Therefore,
Christians are not against science.  They are against those
philosophies of science that rule out the Creator from
that which He created.

A. Defining the attack of evolutionary philosophy:

The prominent evolutionist George G. Simpson
defined evolution as follows, “Evolution, in very simple
terms, means that life progressed from one-celled or-
ganisms to its highest state, the human being, by means
of a series of biological changes taking place over mil-
lions of years.”2:967  Some have defined evolution by say-
ing that “a long yesterday ago, in terms of geologic time,
a fishlike animal crawled out of the water and learned to
reproduce itself upon the land, starting a new cycle of
life on the earth.”3:n.p.

Those who teach the philosophy of evolution con-
tend that the present forms of life that now exist had
their origin in a spontaneous generation of life millions
of years ago in the seas.  From this small start, all present
forms of life have developed.  Therefore, evolution is
understood to be an organic process, a process that is

Chapter 5

THE ATTACK OF EVOLUTION
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reaching higher order.  Julian Huxley, an ardent evolu-
tionist of many years ago, made this point in the follow-
ing statement.

Evolution in the extended sense can be defined as a direc-
tional and essentially irreversible process occurring in time
which in its course gives rise to an increase of variety and
an increasing high level of organization in its products.
Our present knowledge indeed forces us to view that the
whole of reality is evolution - a single process of transfor-
mation.4:278

Huxley’s statement that the theory of evolution is
the “whole of reality” manifests the great influence this
philosophy has on the minds of some men.  This total
acceptance of evolutionary philosophy should not be
taken lightly.  It is a world view of life that has capti-
vated the thinking of millions throughout the world.  It
affects almost all sciences, and thus, affects the premises
upon which conclusions are made in scientific investi-
gations.  However, regardless of the firm belief that some
display concerning the philosophy, a closer look reveals
that the assumed position of the evolutionists is not as
strong as evolutionists would have us believe.  Not only
is the philosophy of evolution weak in its assumptions,
it is weak in scientific proof.

B. The hypothesis of evolution:

We often refer to evolution as a theory.  However,
in the strictest sense of the word, evolution would not
be classified as a theory.  Science defines a theory as a
proposition supported, at least partially, by observed
facts.  Organic evolution would more readily be in the
category of a hypothesis.  A hypothesis is something that
is not proved.  It is something that is assumed for the
purpose of argument and investigation.

If we give credit to evolution for being a theory,
we must take the advice of the well-known evolutionist,
George G. Simpson.  He wrote, “Sometimes theories go
beyond that which is testable, by means now available,
at least.  Such aspects of theories are, for that reason,
not scientific fact, and the disagreement is in the field of
philosophy and not science.”5:n.p.  G. A. Kerkut, an evo-
lutionist, stated concerning the theory of evolution, “The
evidence that supports it is not sufficiently strong to
allow us to consider it as anything more than a work-
ing hypothesis [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”6:157  There-
fore, we would consider evolution a hypothesis.  As a
hypothesis it is a philosophy which has been accepted
by many scientists.  Unfortunately, this hypothesis di-
rects the study of too many scientists who base their

conclusions on the assumption that evolution is a fact.
In dealing with origins, evolutionists are outside

the field of the scientific method.  Any concepts about
origins must be in the area of philosophy and religion.
Therefore, any ideas concerning origins in the scien-
tific field can never be more than a hypothesis.  No
one was there in the beginning to record the facts.  There-
fore, science can only form a hypothesis about the ori-
gin of life from that which exists today in the biological
and geological world.  William S. Beck, an evolutionist,
recognized this when he wrote concerning origins,

First of all, it is generally agreed that the events we are
talking about took place between one and two billion years
ago!  Among other things, this means (1) that we do not
know for certain what the earth was like at that time, (2)
that we are constructing hypotheses that cannot be di-
rectly verified, and  (3) there is a great difference be-
tween stating what might have happened and what did
happen [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].7:260

C. Lack of supporting facts for the hypothesis of
evolution:

Many evolutionists believe that those who do not
accept evolution as a fact are unscientific or even anti-
scientific.  Richard Goldschmidt, an evolutionist, stated,
“Evolution of the animal and plant world is considered
by all those entitled to judgment to be a fact for which
no further proof is needed [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”8:84

Since the Christian does not accept the philosophy of
evolution, then he cannot be considered among those
who are “entitled to judgment.”

Evolutionists have been so confident in their belief
concerning evolution that they have manifested arro-
gance concerning the supposed factuality of evolution.
Some of the statements that are made in scientific text-
books are very interesting concerning the evolutionists’
views of the theory.  In fact, statements concerning evo-
lution are quite unscientific.  One textbook states that
“... modern biologists, almost without exception are con-
vinced of the fact of evolution.”9:268  But this is simply
not true.  The fact is that not all biologists are evolution-
ists.  There are numerous scientists throughout the world
today who believe in the Bible.  They firmly believe
that God created all things, and thus, do not give alle-
giance to the philosophy of evolution.

Consider also the fact that evolution is not a proven
fact.  The student of science should never be led to be-
lieve that evolution is a proven fact by reading the over-
confident statements of those who have given up the
Bible and an omnipotent God.  Bold statements that as-
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sert that organic evolution has been proven true do not
make it true.  We must always remember the words of
Jeremiah 28:15 that are directed to those who would lead
people astray by presenting lies.  “... the Lord has not
sent you, but you make this people trust in a lie.”

D. The fact of biological change:

One must recognize that change has and does oc-
cur in organic life.  From the original two people cre-
ated have come forth all present and diverse races of
people upon the face of the earth.  This is change.  But
this is change within limits.  This limited change is en-
tirely different from the change demanded by those who
promote organic evolution.

Humans produce humans and fish produce fish.  To
say that humans evolved from fish during eons of time
is quite preposterous.  Scientifically speaking, such a
theory is beyond proof.  We must believe in change, but
the amount of change observed in nature is far from what
the evolutionist needs to confirm his theory.

The Christian does affirm that change has taken
place in the biological world.  This change in life has
occurred within the lifetime of the scientists because of
crossbreeding.  It is a change that has been observed,
and thus, falls within the realm of the scientific method
of study.  It would certainly be unscientific, therefore, to
affirm that change does not take place in the animal king-
dom.  However, evolutionists take the fact of change in
the present biological world one step further.  They as-
sume from the change that we can observe in present
life that such change is evidence of the process of the
change that has taken place in the evolutionary develop-
ment of all life.  The evolutionist thus leaps from the
natural change that takes place within species to assume
that there was enough change in the past to take life from
one species to the development of another.  As we study
through the facts, however, this assumption of evolu-
tionists will be verified as an unscientific leap of faith
that is based on wishful thinking.

E. Difficulties with evolutionistic conclusions:

The facts of science have not produced the conclu-
sion that organic evolution has taken place.  Only the
preconceived conclusions of some scientists have forced
the facts.  Organic evolution is built upon the founda-
tion of confused assumptions that are stacked together
to support the preconceived hopes of those seeking an
answer to origins that does not involve God.  Therefore,
as a result of the strong preconceived conclusion that
evolution is true, the facts that are produced by the sci-

entific world of discovery have been twisted in order to
conform to the philosophy of evolution.

When Charles Darwin had completed the first five
chapters of Origin of Species, he began chapter six by
saying, “Long before the reader has arrived at this part
of my work, a crowd of difficulties will have occurred
to him.  Some of them are so serious that to this day I
can hardly reflect on them without being in some degree
staggered.”10:158  We can appreciate Darwin’s honesty on
this point.  At least he understood the implications of
the theory he was setting forth before the scientific world.
There are many today, however, who would not even
consider such a thought in relation to the theory of evo-
lution.  They assume that the conclusion of evolution-
ary philosophy has no impact upon the world view of
man.  This thinking is most damaging within the reli-
gious world.  When supposed believers, who have little
knowledge of either science or Bible, accept the
evolutionistic conclusions of evolutionists who clothe
themselves with supposedly objective scientific studies,
then the Bible is subjugated to the attack of a Godless
philosophy.  It is in this attack that the Bible is compro-
mised for the sake of being “scientific.”  Such thinking
is unnecessary.  It is unnecessary because the creationist
has the evidence of both geological and paleontological
evidences that support the historical facts of the world
that are reported in the Bible.  Believers have nothing to
fear from unbelieving scientists.

F. A brief history of evolutionary thought:

The theory of evolution did not originate with
Charles Darwin.  The basic concepts of evolution ex-
isted in the minds of many of the ancient unbelieving
philosophers in their efforts to determine how man came
into existence.  Henry Osborn wrote that “from the pe-
riod of the earliest stages of Greek thought man has been
eager to discover some natural cause of evolution, and
to abandon the idea of supernatural intervention in the
order of Nature.”11:ix,x

Some of the basic concepts of the ancients have
been brought to modern times through the influence of
their writings.  In some areas, these philosophies have
been presented in the more sophisticated terminology
of modern thinking.  Nevertheless, they are the same
philosophies as those in the past who sought an answer
for existence outside the influence of a creating God.

It is interesting to note also that the first theories of
evolutionary thinking existed not in the minds of biolo-
gists but in the questioning minds of philosophers.  With-
out a knowledge of God, many of these philosophers
sought for answers to the existence of the biological

The Bible And Science



372 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

world through reasoning that often leaned toward mytho-
logical fantasies.  The following is a list of selected rep-
resentatives of those who had key roles in the history of
evolutionary thought:

1.  Thales (640 - 546 B.C.):  Thales was a Greek
philosopher who believed that water was the ultimate
reality.  “He believed that all life originated in and arose
out of water.”12:10  We still have this belief today.  Evolu-
tionists still believe that all life originated in the oceans.

2.  Empedocles (493 - 435 B.C.):  Osborn said that
Empedocles “may justly be called the father of the
evolutionary idea.”13:52  Empedocles “believed that plants
and animals were not produced simultaneously.  Plants,
he thought, originated first, and animal life came into
existence only much later.  He also suggested a sort of
‘survival of the fittest’ theory.”14:22  Empedocles also
believed in a type of fantasy “that parts of bodies were
formed independently – heads without necks, arms with-
out shoulders, eyes without their sockets – and were
brought together into random arrangements by a force
which he called love.”15:39

3.  Aristotle (384 - 322 B.C.):  Aristotle, a Greek
naturalist and philosopher, classified many known zoo-
logical facts of his day.  He “believed that there had been
a gradual transition from the imperfect to the perfect.
He also believed that man stood at the highest point of
one long continuous ascent.”14:22  “In contrast to the
mechanistic belief of Empedocles, Aristotle believed that
an intelligent Designer was responsible for planning the
world.”15:40  T. W. Patrick stated, “Aristotle not only
taught the doctrines of evolution, but he had, what Dar-
win lacked, a theory of its causes.”15:41  Aristotle theo-
rized that the “intelligent designer” directed the process
of evolution.

4.  Augustine (354 - 430) A.D.):  Augustine was
the bishop of Hippo in North Africa.  His apologetic
works have been incorporated into the teachings of the
Roman Catholic Church for several centuries.  August-
ine might be referred to as the first theistic evolutionist.
He leaned very much toward a “naturalistic interpreta-
tion of the Genesis account of creation.”13:105,106  He “fa-
vored an allegorical interpretation of the book of Gen-
esis in the Bible and openly promoted an evolutionary
concept as opposed to special creation.”16:93  Augustine
believed in God but believed that creation was the result
of a natural process and not a special creative act of God.

5.  Immanuel Kant (1724 - 1804):  Kant appears
in the pages of history as a man who attempted to sal-
vage the religion and science of his day by formulating
a logical harmony between the two.  The religion he
upheld was being attacked by the skeptics of the eigh-

teenth century Age of Enlightenment in Europe.  Natu-
ralistic scientists were battling for the minds of men.
However, the science during these times leaned more
toward a system of philosophy based upon assumptions
rather than a system of fact-finding inquiries.  Kant de-
termined to bring into harmony the great forces of reli-
gion and science in an effort to make compromises in
both fields.

In compromise, Kant desired that religion and sci-
ence exist in harmony with one another and not in oppo-
sition.  It was said of Kant that he affirmed his “final
purpose to have been the reconciliation of the conflict-
ing claims of science and man’s faith in God, freedom,
and immortality, by removing the pretense knowledge,
where real knowledge was impossible.”17:26  Kant, in his
struggle to compromise these two great fields, created a
naturalistic understanding of the origin of things.  He
thus “believed that the higher organisms had developed
from simpler forms.”14:23  Kant was a theistic evolution-
ist.  Unfortunately, during his era there was not enough
scientific evidence to teach against the philosophy of
evolution.  If Kant had lived today, he would probably
have given up the concept of evolution.

6.  Jean-Baptiste Lamarck (1744 - 1829):  Lamarck
was a French zoologist.  He was an evolutionist who
made wild speculations and is known best for his theory
of the inheritance of acquired characteristics.  He wrote,

Citizens, go from the simplest to the most complex
and you will have the true thread that connects all the pro-
ductions of nature; you will have an accurate idea of her
progression; you will be convinced that the simplest liv-
ing things have given rise to all others.12:11

Lamarck “believed in evolutionary change, but
thought such changes were brought on as an animal
strove to adapt to its environment, and then passed on
by inheritance.”12:11  In illustrating his theory, Lamarck
used the long neck of the giraffe.  He theorized that for a
long period of time there was a drought in Africa, and as
a result, the vegetation of the land began to perish.  The
giraffe was forced to stretch his neck higher to reach the
foliage at the top of trees.  This caused his neck to be
elongated as time went on.  This acquired characteristic
(the long neck) was then passed on to succeeding gen-
erations who also had to stretch their necks for food in
order to survive.  As a result, we have long-necked gi-
raffes today.

Science today has long rejected Lamarck’s theory.
Many years after Lamarck, August Weisman (1834 -
1914), a German zoologist and evolutionist, disproved
this theory by cutting off the tails of twenty consecutive
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generations of mice.  The twenty-first generation had
just as long a tail as the first generation.  One biology
textbook remarks concerning Lamarck’s theory, “The
Lamarckism account of the development of change is
simple, clear, and attractive, but unfortunately wrong.
Lamarck and many others have repeatedly sought con-
firmation of the theory, but today no evidence exists to
support it.”17:596

We must note here in relation to Lamarck’s theory
that somatic characteristics (a strong arm, strong leg,
etc.), to which Lamarck had reference, are developed by
environmental influences.  These characteristics are not
inherited.  The long neck of the giraffe, however, would
not be classified as a somatic characteristic.  Germinal
characteristics are determined by genes and chromo-
somes.  These characteristics, of which Lamarck had no
knowledge, are genetically inherited.  These characteris-
tics are not influenced by the environment to produce
the evolutionary change demanded by evolutionists.

Concerning Lamarck’s theory, Davidheiser presents
another problem.  “Neither Lamarck’s theory nor
Darwin’s explains how the animals which were not gi-
raffes survived with their short necks, nor how the fe-
males survived with their necks about a foot shorter than
the males, nor how the young giraffes with their much
shorter necks managed to survive to adulthood.”15:50

7.  Thomas Robert Malthus (1766 - 1834):
Malthus believed that life was in a struggle to survive.
He “believed that poverty and illness are unavoidable
since population increases faster than the means of sub-
sistence; that only famine, disease and war keep the
world’s population in check.”12:40  Malthus believed that
in any increase of population only the stronger would
survive.  Darwin was greatly influenced by Malthus’
Essay on Population which appeared in 1798.  In Octo-
ber, 1838 Darwin wrote,

I happened to read for my amusement Malthus on
Population and, being well prepared to appreciate the
struggle for existence which everywhere goes on from
long-continued observations of the animals and plants, it
at once struck me that under these circumstances favor-
able variations would tend to be preserved, and unfavor-
able ones to be destroyed.  The result of this would be the
formation of new species.18:51

Malthus’ evolutionary beliefs, therefore, were
adopted and adapted by Darwin.  They were then handed
to the world through the publication of the Origin of
Species which had a profound impact on the scientific
and philosophical world.  The underlying teaching the
world received with these theories was that war, famine

and disease are positive elements toward the evolution-
ary development of mankind.  The stage was now being
set for “Hitler mentalities” who justify their atrocities
against humanity.

8.  Charles Lyell (1794 - 1875):  Charles Lyell was
an Englishmen who was best known for his book en-
titled Principles of Geology which was published in
1830.

It was this work of Lyell’s which popularized and made
acceptable to the men of science the view that all the agen-
cies which produced logical changes in the past were the
same which we observe today, such as local floods, earth-
quakes, landslides, and the like.  In particular, Lyell’s uni-
formitarianism denied the deluge of the time of Noah.15:60

Though Lyell’s belief in uniformitarianism had a
great impact on the scientific world, especially in the
studies of geology and paleontology, uniformitarianism
has been discarded by many scientists today.

9.  Charles Robert Darwin (1809 - 1892):  No man
has had a greater impact on society with the theory of
evolution than Charles Darwin.  His theories deserve
special attention in any study of the theory of evolution.

Darwin was born on February 12, 1809 in
Shrewsbury, England.  In the history of evolutionary
thought, Darwin is probably the most famous and influ-
ential individual that has affected the thinking of the
scientific world.  His two major publications on the sub-
ject brought to the surface evolutionary beliefs which
had been harbored in the minds of men for many ages.
When the Origin of Species hit the market, it was as if
the scientific world was waiting for some supposed sci-
entific evidence for the theory of evolution.

From 1831 to 1836 Darwin researched his work
while taking a trip around the world in the ship Beagle.
By collecting and studying various forms of nature, and
as the result of the influences of Lyell’s Principles of
Geology, Darwin formed his evolutionary beliefs.  In
1844 Darwin wrote, “I always feel as if my books came
half out of Lyell’s brain, and that I never acknowledged
this sufficiently ... for I have always thought that the
great merit of the Principles was that it altered the whole
tune of one’s mind ....”19:115

Darwin’s acceptance of Lyell’s theories was a turn-
ing point in his life.  He published Lyell’s theories in his
first book, The Origin of Species by Means of Natural
Selection, on November 24, 1859.

The publication of Origin of Species was a turning
point in the thinking of the scientific world.  Edward
Dodson described the age after the publication of the
book as “characterized by extreme enthusiasm, together
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with an uncritical acceptance of whatever data was
claimed to support Darwinism.  Negative evidence was
given little weight, while absurd extremes of interpreta-
tions, in order to make observed facts fit Darwinian
theory, were quite common.”20:43  Davis wrote that “by
1880 the majority of German biologists had accepted
the Darwinian view of the origin of life on earth.”21:95

In 1871 Darwin published a follow-up work to
Origin of Species which was entitled The Descent of
Man.  In these two major books he unveiled five major
concepts that he considered to be sufficient evidence for
his theory.  These major concepts were the following:

a.  Variation:  Darwin believed that every plant
or animal of the same species varied.  He believed that
some animals or plants had characteristics which would
be profitable for their survival and that these character-
istics could be inherited.

b.  Overproduction:  Darwin also affirmed that
more life is born into the world than can possibly sur-
vive.  This is where Darwin’s theory had deep roots in
Malthus’ beliefs concerning overpopulation.  The con-
clusion to his theory led to a third assumption.

c.  Struggle for survival:  As a result of overpop-
ulation, there is a struggle in all life for survival.  Mem-
bers of the same species must struggle in order to sur-
vive.  Erasmus Darwin, Charles’ grandfather, also an evo-
lutionist, believed the philosophy, “Eat or be eaten.”  In
plain terms this is a good definition for Darwin’s theo-
ries of struggle in society.

d.  Natural selection or survival of the fittest:
Darwin believed that those individuals would survive
who had characteristics that would give them a better
chance of survival over their fellow life forms.  He as-
sumed that the stronger are preserved and the weaker
are eliminated.  “Darwin assumed that these varieties
which had somehow acquired a favorable characteristic
would be selected to survive over other members of the
same species.”14:237

As a result of the survival of the fittest that carried
on continuously in the animal world, Darwin believed
that new species were constantly being developed.  The
survival of the better qualities of a specific species would
eventually lead to another species.  From such inherit-
ance of variations arise new species or new forms of
life.

e.  Inheritance of acquired or favorable
characteristics:  As already suggested in the previous
point, Darwin believed that the favorable characteris-
tics of a specific species provided the material for the
betterment of that species.

Charles Darwin proposed ... that animals and plants
were being improved in the sense that those best suited to
the environment were surviving and reproducing their kind
at the expense of those which were not so well suited to
the environment.  Thus, as time went on, creatures be-
came better and better adapted to the environment.15:189

Darwin made many assumptions which have since
been disproved by modern science.  James Reid made
the following statement concerning Darwin’s general
view of natural progress,

Even now some of Darwin’s principles seem to be at
variance with scientific fact.  For example, consider the
case for “natural selection,” a major point of the “theory.”
Darwin assumed that progress is always up the scale –
that things always improve.  This runs counter to many
scientific findings in the material world where things al-
ways tend to seek the lowest level, a state of minimum
energy.22:195

In conjunction with the preceding problem, con-
sider also the fact that any organism in its intermediate
stages of development would be weak in its initial stages
of development.  Davidheiser made this protest against
evolutionists when he said, “An important difficulty in
the theory of natural selection is the fact that many use-
ful characteristics would be liabilities instead of assets
while still in an uncompleted state of develop-
ment.”15:192,193  In other words, the “intermediate stages
in the evolution of a structure must have adaptive value,
for otherwise the structure would never develop”15:193

Another criticism of Darwin’s theory is that “sur-
vival of the fittest tells nothing about the arrival of the
fittest and thus is no explanation at all of the origin of
different life forms.”23:15

Natural selection has the ability to choose those
characteristics which are within the capability of an ani-
mal or plant, as determined by the genes, but this theory
does not have the capability of bringing new characteris-
tics into existence.  It is this later requirement which the
theory of evolution must have if it is to be proved true.
The survival of the fittest can be demonstrated, but the
arrival of the fittest is the problem.24:152

There are many other criticisms of Darwin’s theory
which will be discussed in following studies.  The as-
sumptions that Darwin proposed stunned the religious
world of his day.  Those who upheld the Genesis ac-
count of creation were scientifically unprepared to meet
Darwin’s assumptions.  During the immediate years that
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followed the publication of Darwin’s works, there was
bitter turmoil and debate between those in the fields of
religion and science concerning the theory of evolution.
Those of the scientific world who were ready to give up
a knowledge of God now had a supposedly scientific
mechanism upon which they could base their answers
to the questions concerning the existence of life.

10.  Thomas H. Huxley (1825 - 1895):  Huxley
was the public defender of Darwin’s evolutionary theo-
ries.  Huxley was an ardent atheistic evolutionist and
was not timid in letting it be known.  At one time he
declared his beliefs by saying “that there is no evidence
of the existence of such a being as the God of the theo-
logians is true enough.”26:162

On June 30, 1860, Huxley debated Bishop
Wilberforce on the subject of evolution.  Because
Wilberforce was not scientifically prepared to meet the
forceful rhetoric of Huxley, evolutionary theories gained
a foothold in the minds of men as a result of this debate.
It was because of Huxley’s militant stand in the field of
evolution that the theory’s acceptance during the latter
part of the nineteenth century was greatly enhanced.  This
hold on the scientific mind continues with just as great a
force even to this day.

11.  Herbert Spencer (1820 - 1903):  Spencer prob-
ably did more to advance evolutionary beliefs in mod-
ern times than any other person.  He was a great orator
and one who was well respected in the scientific field.
His public presentations on evolution did much in es-
tablishing such beliefs in the minds of scientists through-
out the twentieth century.

12.  Hugo DeVries (1848 - 1935):  DeVries is best
know for his mutation theory.  He believed that when a
mutation occurred in a species that this mutation was
passed on to the offspring.  As a result of this, new char-
acteristics and abilities were formed in the species.  Even-
tually, new species evolved.

Evolution reigned supreme in the scientific world
during the last part of the nineteenth century and the
first half of the twentieth century.  During these years,
the theological world was unprepared to meet this mate-
rialism on a scientific basis.  One of the main reasons
religious thinkers could not effectively wage war against
the theory of evolution during these years was that it,
evolution, was a philosophy presented as a scientific fact.

However, there was insufficient scientific evidence on
both sides of the argument.  Therefore, the particular
skirmishes in different areas were usually won by those
who could deliver the most powerful rhetoric, not the
most convincing facts.

We would say that evolutionary thought has pre-
vailed in the scientific world.  It has prevailed to the
extent that it has become the world view by which most
scientists form their conclusions on any studies of the
past.  Chester Lehman correctly wrote,

... probably the point of absorbing attention is its
[evolution’s] growing influence, its storm-like advance
upon all of our thinking to the extent of its claiming the
right to being the foundation principle of the world view
of things ....  In short, evolution contends for the supreme
place in our thinking.  It would place itself upon the throne
as the true world view of things—the all-comprehensive
thought that unifies the universe.26:1,2

The battles over evolutionary thought thus rage on
today.  However, the philosophy of evolution has now
gained the acceptance of most scientists.  Those Bible-
believing scientists who stand for the Scriptures are a
minority in a field of skeptics, agnostics and atheists.  In
fact, “defending the Bible has become so unpopular that
antievolutionary writing needs to be heavily documented.
On the other hand, evolutionists may glibly make all
sorts of extravagant and fantastic statements without fear
of contradiction or ridicule.”15:156,157

Concerning scientific evidence, however, the pic-
ture has rapidly changed in the last few decades.  Evolu-
tion, though accepted by those who reject any other con-
cept of origins, can be placed under thorough scientific
attack by creationists.  Evolution has been dethroned by
many new facts that bring it under severe censure.  Nu-
merous scientists have produced books that greatly at-
tack evolutionary thinking.  The Christian’s  objections
to evolution today are not only in the theological or philo-
sophical world.  They are in the scientific world.  The
theory of evolution is now scientifically proved to be
untrue.  As the facts come in, the creationist’s position
becomes progressively stronger in the field of science.
No Christian, therefore, should ever be intimidated by
any evolutionists to compromise his belief in creation.
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Since evolution is believed by so many we are
sometimes led to believe that the evidences for evolu-
tion are solid and beyond question.  It is claimed by many
that the theory stands upon unquestionable evidence.
However, when these evidences are closely examined it
is surprising to find that they fall far short of what is
needed to prove the theory of organic evolution.  A
greater problem for evolutionists is the fact that the evi-
dences that are said to prove evolution can easily be
understood to support creationism.  Therefore, it depends
on whether one is coming from a creationist’s viewpoint,
or a viewpoint that denies the ability of God to create
the existing world.

Evolutionists maintain a systematic philosophy by
which they interpret the world.  All facts that are pre-
sented by the scientific field of study, therefore, must be
interpreted through this systematic philosophy.  This
systematic philosophy by which scientific facts are in-
terpreted fall in order in the following list:

EVIDENCES FOR EVOLUTION
Classification
Similarity

Embryology
Vestigial Organs

Geographical Distribution
Paleontology

Mutations and Breeding

In this chapter we want to reexamine these evi-
dences in the light of scientific evidence which shows
that such evidences are not supportive of evolution.  I
believe that the evidence that is derived from the study
of the above sciences supports the claim that God is the
author of all physical phenomena that we observe in the
world.  Therefore, as we study through the material of
this chapter, I challenge you to maintain an objective
mind in determining the author of the world as it now
exists.

A. Reconsideration of classification:
Evolutionists contend that because it is possible to

arrange all living things into phyla, species, genera, etc.,
we can assume that these living organisms evolved from
common ancestors.  It is said that structures of animals
are homologous and can be classified “because they are
derived, in evolution, from the same structure in a com-

mon ancestor.”1:364  Therefore, it is claimed to be appar-
ent that animals evolved within different classes which
originated from a common ancestor because we can clas-
sify them into groups.

There are some problems with this so-called proof.
Wilbert H. Rusch wrote,

Frankly, that we can group living and fossil forms of
life into some 30 animal phyla and some 25 plant divi-
sions would be the last thing one should expect from an
evolutionary development.  A random evolutionary de-
velopment should call for an enormous hodgepodge, rather
than such a relatively small number of recognizable enti-
ties compared with the total species number.2:44

If evolution has occurred and all living things are
descended from common ancestors, we must be surprised
that classification is even possible at all.  If this system
of development has occurred, we would have an “enor-
mous hodgepodge” rather than such an orderly arrange-
ment of present living things.

This supposed evidence for evolution could just as
easily be interpreted in favor of the creationist.  That
life can be classified in such arrangements as men-
tioned earlier is also evidence of the design that was
intended by the Creator.  Could not a Creator have
created all things to fit into its zoological niche?  Would
it not be reasonable to believe that God created the origi-
nal “kinds” from which all existing animals have come?
Rusch concluded, “Since this is subjective evidence (ani-
mals and plants don’t carry classification labels), an ar-
gument could continue ad infinitum on this subject with
no progress being made.”3:45  Classification, therefore,
is just as good an evidence, if not better, for creationism
than evolutionism.  It is not a conclusive evidence that
evolution has occurred.  It is simply an evidence that
there is commonality in the life that now exists.  And we
must always keep in mind that the commonality in life
is proof of a common Creator of all things.

B. Reconsideration of similarity:

Similarity, or comparative anatomy, is also used as
an evidence for evolution.  It is assumed that because
the anatomical structures (physical structures) of many
animals are so closely related, they must have evolved
from a common ancestor.  Much study has been done in

Chapter 6

RECONSIDERING THE EVIDENCES
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the area of the similarities of human and animal life.
This is particularly true in studies concerning the simi-
larities of blood.  Evolutionists contend that because there
is a certain similarity between the structures of bones,
or blood, or nerves of one animal to that of another, that
this is evidence that the two having similar characteris-
tics have evolved from a common ancestor.  However,
this conclusion does not necessarily follow.

There are some problems with the theory that com-
mon physiological characteristics assume a common
ancestor.  In the area of biochemistry, evolutionists con-
tend that the similarity of body chemicals in various
forms of life is evidence that such forms evolved from a
common ancestor.  However, we see some problems with
this assumption.  For example, such similarities would
say that man and rats, man and dogs, and man and goats
are related and should have a common ancestor because
of the similarities in their biological makeup.  “Man and
dogs have rabies, man and birds have malaria, man and
rats have plagues, and man and goats have Malta fever.
Body chemistry is involved in any disease, and disease
similarities defy evolutionary theory.”5:1537  Klotz pointed
out,

This argument that similarity is evidence of descent
from a common ancestor really represents a shift in logic.
It is true, of course, that individuals descend from a com-
mon ancestor tend to resemble one another, but it is not
true that individuals who resemble one another are neces-
sarily closely related and inherit those similarities from a
common ancestor.  Thus all members of that family have
long canine teeth, but this does not mean that any animal
with long canine teeth is a member of the cat family.5:25

There are still other problems with the “similarity
theory.”  “If all organisms have a common ancestor, as
the evolutionist claims, then there should be a continu-
ous integration between all the various kinds of animals
and plants.  Instead there are great gaps between the dif-
ferent kinds, both in the present world and in the fossil
world.”4:522

The fact is that there is similarity in the many exis-
tent forms of life.  How one interprets the facts concern-
ing similarity depends on his world view.  If he is an
evolutionist, then certainly he must interpret every sci-
entific fact from the viewpoint of evolution.  On the other
hand, if one is a creationist, then he would interpret the
facts from the viewpoint of a God who brought all things
into existence.  When studying the subject of similarity,
one can easily interpret similarity from a biblical view-
point.  Heinze said, “If the similarity shows us anything,
it is that the two originated in the mind of the same Cre-

ator.”6:17,18  J. Howard Trull stated, “... comparative
anatomy only shows evidence of a common Creator in-
stead of a common ancestor.”7:9,10

Similarities in plants and animals are evidence of a
common Creator.  It would certainly have been a lack of
wisdom on the part of God if He had not created simi-
larities in animals and man.  If He had created animals
entirely different from man, and then created an en-
vironment for animals, man would have been unable
to live in the environment of animals.  A common
environment demanded similarity in the physiology
of all life.

“If evolution were true, anatomical similarity would
be expected but there is nothing about such similarity
that is incompatible with creation.”8:195  Therefore, the
similarity between different forms of life is not close
enough to prove evolution, but just close enough to add
evidence of a common Designer.  Similarity does not
form an evidence for evolution.  Neither does it form an
evidence against creation.

C. Reconsidering embryology:

As an evidence for evolution, the study of embry-
ology has passed through many stages of development
and revision.  Past evolutionists have claimed that “the
embryos of higher animals repeat many of the stages
passed through by embryos of lower animals.”9:685  This
is known as recapitulation and was first formulated by
a man named Karl von Baer.  However, in 1866 Ernst
Haeckel revised the theory by coming out with his Bio-
genetic Law.  Haeckel said that the embryo passes
through the evolutionary adult stages in its development.
Scientists today disagree with this concept and would
agree with Julian Huxley who stated, “The individual
does not run through the adult stages of its evolutionary
ancestors.”10:17  Evolutionists today state that “Haeckel’s
version is wrong ... present knowledge of the hereditary
mechanisms tends to support the views of von Baer.”9:685

Huxley defined what many evolutionists believe
today concerning the embryonic development.  He stated,
“What it [the embryo] often does is to pass through an-
cestral development stages.  The gill clefts of the human
embryo correspond to those of the fish embryo, in which
they persist (with some slight transformation), to become
the gill slits of the adult fish.”11:342  Darwin considered
the embryonic development and the similarity of em-
bryos of different animals to be “one of the most impor-
tant subjects in the whole round of history.”12:408  Many
evolutionists feel the same today.

To many modern biologists, the law of recapitu-
lation has fallen by the wayside even though it is still
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nurtured in some biology textbooks.  H. H. Waddington
stated, “The type of analogical thinking which leads to
theories that development is based on the recapitulation
of ancestral stages or the like no longer seems at all
convincing or even very interesting to biologists [em-
phasis mine, R.E.D.].”13:242

At one time some scientists thought that a study of the
embryonic development of a species would yield clues of
its ancestry and development from organisms of a differ-
ent sort.  Many textbooks still teach this, though the ex-
perts have largely given up this belief.  A great many ex-
ceptions have been found and also instances where events
in embryonic development occur in reverse order.4:136

Davidheiser concluded, “This view of embryonic devel-
opment with its presumptuous designation of ‘the fun-
damental biogenetic law’ is no longer held in high es-
teem by the men of science, even in a modified form
....”13:136

D. Reconsidering vestigial organs:

Vestigial organs are claimed to be organs or struc-
tures in the body that have supposedly lost their useful-
ness through the evolutionary process.  Huxley stated,

“To sum up, rudimentary organs are meaningless, and
indeed present insuperable difficulties, on the view of spe-
cial creation, but their existence is immediately intelli-
gible if animals, and plants have evolved through quite
other stages to assume their present condition.  The really
significant fact about rudimentary [vestigial] organs which
are fully developed, but which are not of use to their pos-
sessors, constitute evidence for evolution of the same kind
as that provided by truly rudimentary organs: they are ru-
dimentary in function.”14:50

At one time, the number of vestigial (rudimentary
organs) in the human body was considered to be over
180.  Today, that number has dwindled to about a half a
dozen.  Evolutionists are quickly losing this evidence as
the functions for these organs are discovered in the body.
Organs which were first thought to be useless in bodily
functions have been found to be quite necessary.  The
appendix was always listed among the vestiges.  But
today, scientists are finding that it plays a major role in
the daily function of body processes.

Actually, the whole idea of vestigial organs would
be a sign of devolution.

It is becoming more and more evident that the “evi-

dence” of vestigial organs is of little use.  Even if it could
be proved that certain organs were vestigial, at best this
would only show that these organs have degenerated.  And
degenerate structures would tend to indicate a devolving
rather than an evolving process, which is not exactly what
evolutionists need to prove their theory.15:33

If evolutionists contend that the vestigial organs
are the remains of organs in the body that have lost their
usefulness in the process of evolutionary development,
then they must determine the original use and purpose
of the organs.  If the appendix is no longer useful, then
what was its original use?  In other words, before one
can claim uselessness in reference to vestigial organs,
he must first know the usefulness of the organs.

E. Reconsidering geographical distribution:

Evolutionists state that all forms of life had a place
of origin.  It is believed that similar forms of life slowly
spread many ages ago to separate geographical regions
of the world.  As a result of the geographical separation
of the different forms of life, they evolved in different
directions, and thus developed different characteristics.
When two groups of a certain species are isolated from
one another, it is assumed that each will adapt to its spe-
cific environment.  Thus, it is claimed that this develop-
ment of differing characteristics is evidence that evolu-
tion has occurred in the past.

It is not easy to find an answer for the geographical
distribution of some animals.  Why are kangaroos in Aus-
tralia and not in South America?  Why are there elephants
in Africa and India but not in North America?  Why is
there a difference between the African elephant and the
Indian elephant?  These are interesting questions to an-
swer.  Nevertheless, simply because one may not have a
scientific explanation for such phenomena does not mean
that such is sufficient proof for evolution.

Isolation and adaptation to a certain environment
in some cases produces change.  However, the small
changes that are noticed today are far from the major
changes demanded by evolutionists.  Change for adap-
tation occurs.  But change sufficient to cause the evolu-
tion from one animal into an entirely different form of
life is only an assumption on the part of evolutionists.
There is no such evidence to even give a hint that such
change has occurred.  All we have to go on to determine
what happened in the past is what we see and examine
today.  And what we see and examine today is not that
geographical distribution has aided the evolution of dif-
ferent forms of life.

Concerning the manner by which animals arrived
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at a South Seas island or migrated to the Arctic, we do
not know.  Davidheiser pointed out,

Since the scientific experts have problems in trying to
explain the distribution of animals on the earth, it is hardly
to be expected that Bible-believers should be expected to
give all the answers. But since the evolutionists put ani-
mal distribution on a natural basis, it is required that
they produce the answers to all the questions involved
or keep looking for them [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].16:281,282

Until someone comes up with an answer for the
geographical distribution of the present animal life, we
should not close the door on this investigation.  One
should certainly remain objective when considering this
matter.  From a biblical viewpoint, one could say that
this is the way God created the earth.  However, we must
keep in mind that the flood of Noah’s day changed the
surface of the earth.  When considering animal distribu-
tion throughout the world, one must consider the fact
that animal life started again from the ark.  How the
distribution occurred, we do not know.  If there is such a
thing as continental drift that took place after the flood—
that the present continents of the world have drifted
apart—then this may answer the phenomenon of animal
distribution.

F. Reconsidering the fossil evidence:

Evolutionists affirm that this is the primary evi-
dence for evolution.  They believe that fossils comprise
the basic “documents” to prove the theory that organic
evolution has taken place.  To many evolutionists, fos-
sils provide all that is needed to substantiate evolution,
and thus, the case is closed.

It is affirmed that the smaller, or more primitive
organisms of life are found in the lower geological lay-
ers of sediment.  The older and more advanced fossils
are found in the upper layers.  It is assumed, therefore,
that there was a gradual development from the simpler
organisms to the more complex.  However, the geologi-
cal record is loaded with exceptions to this evolutionary
principle.

The assumption that there is a gradual progression
in the fossil record from the more simple forms of life to
the more complex, has many problems that are usually
not reported to the general public.  By assuming this
principle as evidence of evolution, it is theoretically be-
lieved that there exists transitional forms of life (“miss-
ing links”) between the definitely formed groups of life
that exist today.  But this is just not so.  Clark stated,
“No matter how far back we go in the fossil record of

previous animal life upon earth, we find no trace of any
animal forms which are intermediate between various
major groups or phyla.”17:189  Concerning birds, W. E.
Swinton, an evolutionist, admitted, “There is no fossil
evidence of the stages through which the remarkable
change from reptile to bird was achieved.”18:1

Evolutionists are not only in search of the “miss-
ing link” to prove their theory, they are in search of the
whole chain.  Transitional forms of life are nonexistent.
The fossil record as an evidence for evolution falls far
short of what evolutionists are needing to prove the hy-
pothesis that the paleontological record indicates evolu-
tion because smaller forms of life are buried in lower
strata.  (We will discuss this subject in greater detail in a
following chapter.)

The fact is that the fossil record does not support
the progressive evolutionary development of life.
Coppedge wrote, “Few people realize how far from con-
vincing the evolutionary story from the fossils really
is.”22:43  Gish added, “Therefore, whether or not the earth
is ten thousand, ten million, or ten billion years old, the
fossil record does not support the general theory of evo-
lution.”19:43  I would agree with Rusch who wrote, “Ac-
tually I would think that if the type of origin of new
forms suggested by the known fossil record were to be
named, it would of necessity be called origin of cre-
ation.”2:59

G. Reconsidering mutations and breeding:

Mutation is considered the mechanism for neo-
Darwinian evolution.  Combined with natural selection,
it is believed that the advantageous mutations are se-
lected to better develop a specific form of life.  Many
evolutionists believe, therefore, that all change that has
taken place in the process of evolution is based on mu-
tation.

Because mutation and natural selection are consid-
ered to be the means by which evolution occurs, we will
cover these two areas in greater detail in a following
chapter.  It is necessary here, however, to make a few
statements to briefly show that mutations are completely
insufficient to bring about the evolution demanded by
evolutionists.

Breeding of different animals in order to produce a
required characteristic is said to be the proof that evolu-
tion can happen over a period of millions of years of
mutation and natural selection.  However, there are in-
numerable problems associated with this assumed means
that are usually dismissed or ignored by evolutionists.

1.  The problem of breeding:  Breeding does cause
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change in species.  This is a simple law of life develop-
ment.  Favorable characteristics can be retained in a spe-
cies.  However, what may be a favorable mutation to
man—a fatter cow, a bigger apple or an orange without
seeds—may actually be harmful in the so-called
“struggle for survival.”  Fatter cows would not be able
to flee from predators, and thus in the process of strug-
gling for its survival, they would be eaten by other ani-
mals.  Bigger apples would be easily seen and eaten.
Oranges without seeds would not reproduce.  Though
these mutations would be advantageous to man, they
would hinder the survival of each specific form of life
in the supposed struggle for survival in nature.  In fact,
they are favorable mutations for man because man is the
one who is eating the animals and oranges.  He breeds
and consumes the fatter cow, the bigger apple and the
seedless orange.

In the process of breeding, change can be geneti-
cally bred into animals and plants.  However, Gish was
right when he stated, “What artificial selection and breed-
ing actually accomplished is to rapidly establish the limit
beyond which no further change is possible.”19:23  It must
also be remembered that breeding is artificial.  It is a
process that is largely coordinated by man.  The great
changes that are observed today in the area of mutation
and breeding have been intellectually arranged by the
work of men.  The incorporation of “favorable” charac-
teristics, therefore, was not by blind chance.

2.  The problem of mutation:  The greater the num-
ber of mutations in a specific species the more harmful
the mutations are to the species.  Andre do Cayeux stated,
“We know that the great majority of mutations are
bad.”20:200  It is a fact that “mutations will almost always
be deleterious, almost always, in fact, they will kill the
organism or the cell ....”21:106,107

Now, the relation of harmful to neutral or even possi-
bly slightly beneficial mutations, is about 1000 to 1.  So if
a species evolved by mutations, the genetic load of dras-
tic or harmful mutations would be so high in a few hun-
dred generations as to result in almost all offspring hav-
ing some defect.3:169

So why do evolutionists place so much emphasis
on mutations?  Coppedge answered, “... the reason mu-
tations are retained as a source of evolutionary hope is
that there is nothing better.”22:89  Since mutations within
animals is the only evidence of change within the ani-
mal kingdom, then it is assumed that this is the mecha-
nism for evolution.

Objective evolutionists, however, understand the
negative side of the mutation argument.  In recognizing

the fact that mutations are generally deleterious to a spe-
cies’ survival, an evolutionist surprisingly made the fol-
lowing statement in the Encyclopedia Britannica, “Natu-
ral selection has used mutations for building up well in-
tegrated organisms.  New mutations are likely to up-
set this balance and are therefore mostly harmful or
lethal [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”23  How can we claim
that something so vital to evolutionary development hap-
pened in the past but is not happening in the present?
The writer of the above article on “mutations” is asking
us to believe that nature has now completely reversed
itself concerning mutations.  Mutations supposedly de-
veloped all animal life to its present form, but now, mu-
tations are lethal to animal lives in that they develop
characteristics that are not advantageous for survival.

Most “evidences” for evolution are considered such
on the assumption that evolution is true.  The supposed
evidence from geographical distribution, for example,
is considered an evidence for evolution because evolu-
tion is assumed to be a fact.  But a common Creator can
be affirmed on the basis of the same evidence.  For a
thing to be considered an evidence it must conclude in
that to which it gives evidence.  It must be an evidence
within itself.  The conclusion cannot be assumed and
then the specific evidence proclaimed as an evidence of
the conclusion.

A supposed evidence is not proved to be an evi-
dence because of other evidences.  For geographical dis-
tribution to be an evidence for evolution, it must stand
alone in its proof that evolution is supposedly true.  As-
suming that evolution is true does not prove that it, evo-
lution, is an answer for geographical distribution.  From
the conclusion that evolution is the answer to the present
phenomenon of geographical distribution, evolutionists
want to make geographical distribution an evidence for
evolution.  We cannot accept this circular reasoning.
Nevertheless, supposedly wise men of the world resort
to such reasoning in order to defend the philosophy of
evolution.  We would not expect anything different from
those who have forsaken any other answer for the exist-
ence of life on earth.  When one considers creationism a
myth of ancient religionists who were driven to discover
some answer for the present world, then certainly he is
not going to base his scientific investigations on a myth.
We are thus left with a laboratory full of scientists who
believe that they have no other option for the existence
of life than the supposed process of evolutionary devel-
opment.  Therefore, every proclamation and dictate that
comes forth from the laboratory is tainted with evolu-
tionary theories.
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Because evolution is accepted as the only answer
to origins by many scientists, little attention is given to
the problems that surround the supposed evidences for
the theory.  Students, however, must not be deceived by
this silence of discussion concerning contradictory evi-
dence within the field of evolutionary research.  The more
science unveils the evidence of the natural world in which
we live, the harder it is for evolutionists to maintain con-
sistency with their theory.  Though evolutionistic scien-
tists keep silent on the difficulties of interpreting the
evidence from the viewpoint of an evolutionary hypoth-
esis, we must not be led to believe that there are no seri-
ous problems within the scientific world concerning the
very theory of evolution.  Too much information is com-
ing out of the laboratory that contradicts the hypothesis
of evolution.  We would say that evolution is under seri-
ous attack from those within the camp of evolutionistic
scientists.  Those scientists who refuse to consider any
other option for origins will thus keep silent on the mat-
ter.  The fact is that no matter how much evidence may
be discovered that contradicts evolutionary thinking,
unbelievers who are evolutionists will maintain the
theory of evolution against all evidence.

In this study we focus on some real problems for
the evolutionist.  Specifically, these problems include
dating ancient remains of organic matter and rocks with
reference to the geological time scale.  The better we
understand the present (and past) methods of dating the
better we can understand that methods of dating are just
not as conclusive as some evolutionists would have us
believe.

We will also understand that there are many as-
sumptions that are necessary in order to construct a
method of dating.  These assumptions  greatly influence
the results of dating methods, and thus, we must be very
careful concerning some of the fantastic dates that evo-
lutionists would have us believe concerning the age of
the world and the time life has been on the earth.  The
same caution must be expressed concerning the geologi-
cal time scale.  Both dating methods and the geological
time scale have been manufactured upon the assump-
tion that evolution is a foregone conclusion.  The as-
sumption of evolutionary development, therefore, has
tainted the conclusions that come forth from these meth-
ods of dating and how we view the construction of the
earth’s surface.  R. H. Brown warned,

In approaching any body of scientific literature it is
well to keep in mind the unavoidable tendency of an in-
vestigator to harmonize the information available to him
with his general world view.  The human mind is designed
to integrate and summarize its observations into general-
ized principles and viewpoints.  This characteristic is nec-
essary for the development of understanding and capabil-
ity.  As a consequence of their cultural and educational
background, most of the radiocarbon specialists have a
world view that is based on uniformitarian and progres-
sive evolutionary development of life.28:80

One of the first things that must be understood con-
cerning the matter of dating is that there is no such thing
as an absolute and conclusive date of an ancient thing.
This is true simply because there is no conclusive method
of dating that is not without assumptions and errors.

This problem of dating is manifested in “scientific”
pronouncements concerning the age of the earth.  Evo-
lutionists are about as divided on the age of things as
they could possibly be.  Holmes stated that “the earth is
3,350,000,000 years old.”1:127  Simpson and Beck were
more indefinite in their guess when they affirmed that
the solar system was from three to ten billion years
old.2:750  Some contend that the earth is five billion years
old.  Others have stated that it is six billion years old.
There are even some who have estimated the solar sys-
tem to be older than sixteen billion years.3:42

When we come to the problem of dating organic
remains, the confusion is just as great.  Louis S. B.
Leakey discovered the remains of a human being he
called Zinjanthropus.  He claimed that his “ape-man”
was 1,750,000 years old.4:564  A few years later his son,
Richard Leakey, discovered another ancient man which
he claimed was 2,800,000 years old according to present
methods of dating.5:819-829  Since the discoveries of these
remains, there have been a host of discoveries.  With the
discovery of each bone or skull, evolutionists revise their
dates and claims to the point of great confusion within
the camp of evolutionists concerning the dates of exist-
ence of these discovered bones.  We must remember that
evolution needs great time spans for the theory of evo-
lution.  Therefore, phenomenal dates are proposed for
us to believe, which dates are often very confusing.

In order to untangle this maze of dating theories,
we must briefly examine some of the methods of dating

Chapter 7

DATING ANCIENT THINGS
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that have been used to determine ancient dates.  With
each method there are problems.  In fact, as will be seen,
there is no truly accurate method of dating ancient things.
Melvin A. Cook rightly stated, “There really are no reli-
able time clocks despite an almost overwhelming con-
trary opinion.”6:xi  Gish added, “It should be realized that
there is no direct method for determining the age of any
rock ....  Radiochronologists must resort to indirect meth-
ods which involve certain basic assumptions.”7:42

Scientists who are evolutionists are too often slow
to accept dates which are contrary to the great amounts
of time needed by their theory.  Evolutionists need time
for their theory.  They need not thousands of years but
millions for organic evolution and billions of years for
geological evolution.  Obviously, they will assume that
the earth is billions of years old in order to get the amount
of time they need for evolutionary development.  There-
fore, this assumption of great age does affect their ob-
jectivity in using present-day methods of dating.  If one
assumes that it takes millions of years to develop a cer-
tain organism, then certainly he will assume that his
method of dating a discovered organism must register
millions of years.

The following dating methods have been used to
date past things.  Each one must be closely examined in
order to understand the necessary assumptions that go
with each particular method of dating.  There is no
method of dating that does not have assumptions.  If one
believes that the earth is billions of years old, then he
will calibrate his method of dating accordingly.

A. The historical method of dating:

The historical method of dating refers to one using
ancient documents and evidences of ancient men in or-
der to measure a time when man began his existence on
earth.  This assumes that man has always been intelli-
gent, and thus, has left evidences of his work through
writing, art or architecture.  The greatest and most accu-
rate source for this method of dating is the Bible.

Though not specifically a scientific method of dat-
ing as those that we will study in this section, Ussher’s
chronology of the Old Testament must be considered
here as one of the first efforts to assume a beginning of
all things by a study of the chronologies that are listed
in the Bible.  Since the efforts of Ussher, this method of
dating has been relied on by many Bible students in or-
der to establish some time of beginning of the world
through a study of the characters and events of the Bible.
Though this method of dating does not lie within the
field of scientific methods of dating, the method does
fall into the field of historical dating, and thus, must be

considered in reference to how long men have been on
the earth.

Bishop Ussher (1581 - 1656) was an Anglican
bishop who determined the age of the earth by referring
to the chronologies of the Old and New Testaments.  In
his two volumes of Annals Veteris et Novi Testamenti
(1650 - 1654), he established that the earth was created
in 4004 B. C.  By adding the ages of Old Testament
patriarchs, Ussher attempted to establish a genealogical
line back to Adam, and thus, back to the creation.

In using the genealogies of Matthew 1, Luke 3,
Genesis 5 and Genesis 11, it must be recognized that
some of the descendants are missing in these listings.
For instance, Cainan is placed between Shelah and
Arphaxad in Luke 3:36.  However, he is left out of the
Genesis 11 chronology.  If the genealogies of Genesis 5
and 11 were meant to establish a given number of years
in order to establish historical events, it is strange that
Moses never added the ages of these men.  Therefore, it
can be concluded that the purpose of the Genesis chro-
nologies was not to establish absolute dates of events or
earth history.

The Bible does not fix a date of creation as some
contend.  And thus, it would be futile to try to establish
the date of creation from the biblical record.  This is true
though the Bible is today our most accurate historical
reference of dating.  Bible dating back to about 1000 B.
C. is fairly accurate.  The further beyond that date one
goes the harder it is to fix a date for a given event of
history.  However, we must understand that the Bible
does not assume that man has been on the earth for mil-
lions of years.  The history of man on this earth that is
assumed through a study of the Bible is in thousands of
years, not millions of years.  Though we do not derive a
definite date for the beginning of man from the Bible,
we can certainly assume that the Bible does not justify
the fantastic dates of antiquity that are proposed by evo-
lutionary scientists.

B. The meteorite method of dating:

The meteorite method of determining dates is based
on a comparison of the isotopic composition of lead in
the earth’s crust with the isotopic composition of lead in
meteorites.8:109  It is assumed that when the earth and
meteorites were formed, they both had the same compo-
sition of lead.8  “It is assumed that when the earth was
formed, it contained lead with an isotopic composition
the same as that found in iron meteorites and that the
relation of lead to uranium has been changed only by
radioactive decay in the surface of the earth since the
surface was formed.”8:109  By comparing the composi-
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tion of the lead of the earth with that found in meteor-
ites, scientists have formulated different dates for the
existence of the earth.  Dates for the age of the earth
have varied anywhere from two billion years to six bil-
lion years.

The problem with this method is that there is no
way to determine that the earth and meteorites had
the same isotopic composition of lead in the begin-
ning.  Scientists can only assume that it was the same.
It cannot be determined if the rate of decay has been
the same between the earth and meteorites.  There is
no way of knowing what changes may or may not have
taken place in the earth or meteorites since the begin-
ning.

It is easy to understand, therefore, that we must not
assume that the earth is to be measured in billions of
years in age in order to come up with dates of billions of
years.  One cannot assume that the present rate of isoto-
pic decay has carried on for billions of years.  The fact
that isotopic decay occurs in the present does not neces-
sarily mean that the present rate of decay must be mea-
sured with uniformitarian thinking to have started bil-
lions of years ago.  The creationist simply affirms that
God created the original matter with a certain composi-
tion of isotopic content, and from that original level of
isotopic content, decay began.  What the evolutionist
does is to assume that the present rate of decay must
extend the beginning back to billions of years.  How-
ever, he must be reminded that he does not know the
original level of isotopic content at the beginning of the
process of decay.

C. The salt method of dating:

Different attempts have been made to measure the
earth’s age by determining various solutions found in
the oceans.  One that has almost been completely aban-
doned is the measurement of sodium chloride (salt) in
oceanic waters.

It was believed that the oceans contained fresh
water in the beginning of the oceans.  Through the sup-
posed millions and billions of years of earth history, salt
was washed into the seas by rivers.  Assuming this to be
an unchanging and constant process, the presently ob-
served rate of salt flowing into the oceans was used to
calculate the number of years this process has been go-
ing on.  Some believed that this method of dating placed
the earth’s age around fifty billion years.  But Whitcomb
and Morris stated, “Modern marine biologists and ocean-
ographers are, on the other hand, convinced that the sa-
linity of oceans has always been about as it is now.”9:386

This method also assumed that the waters of the oceans

were originally fresh.  But since no scientist was there
in the beginning of the oceans, this assumption can never
be made.  Therefore, scientists have almost completely
abandoned this method of dating.

D. The nitrate method of dating:

This method of determining the age of oceans is
carried out by calculating the nitrate content of the ocean
in relation to the amount of nitrate added annually by
rivers.7:196  John G. Read, a scientist who was formerly
an atheistic evolutionist, calculated that the oceans are
approximately 6,000 years old by using this method.10:146

In view of this and other methods of dating that measure
the ages of oceans in thousands of years instead of mil-
lions, Coppedge stated, “In view of such evidence, it
would seem reasonable to keep an open mind toward
the possibility that, after all, earth’s past may be mea-
sured in thousands rather than billions of years.”7:197

However, no evolutionists can accept such small dates
for the age of the earth.  Any measurement method that
produces such dates is immediately brought under ques-
tion by evolutionists.

E. The fluorine method of dating:

This has been one of the primary methods of dat-
ing fossils.  When a fossil is buried in soil containing
fluorine, by a process of “ionic interchange,” the bone
absorbs the fluorine of the soil.  The age of the fossil
can be determined by measuring the amount of fluorine
contained in the fossil in relation to the absorption rate
of fluorine into a fossil.

The accuracy of this method depends on many
things.  First, one must first determine the fluorine con-
tent of the soil.  If the soil has a high level of fluorine,
the fossils may be saturated too rapidly.  Also, there can
be no comparison of fossils in different areas where the
fluorine content of the soil is different.  About the only
use this method has is in determining the difference of
ages between various fossil which have been found at
the same location.11:62,63

F. The helium method of dating:

This method of dating is a measurement of the
amount of helium trapped in certain rocks, especially
meteorites.  This method is related to the radioactive
dating methods which will be considered later.  Klotz
rightly analyzed this method by stating, “... it is gener-
ally believed that this method is unreliable in determin-
ing the age of rocks because helium, being a gas, is likely
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to escape.  As a result, different figures are gotten from
the constituent minerals found in a single rock,”8:99

This method of dating also has the problem as all
dating methods that rely on some process of decay or
dissipation.  The scientist can never know the original
amount of the decayed or dissipated substance that was
in the specimen in the beginning.  And because he can
never know this amount, his present calculations will
always be at the mercy of his preconceptions.  If he pre-
conceives that the earth is to be measured in billions of
years, then he will preconceive that the specimen con-
tained enough of the decayed or dissipated element in
the beginning that it has decayed to measure the speci-
men in billions of years of age according to his pres-
ently observed scale of decay or dissipation.  If he pre-
conceives that the specimen is to be measured in mil-
lions of years, then he must preconceive that in the be-
ginning of its existence the tested specimen contained a
certain level of that which is in the process of decay or
dissipation.  Of course, no scientist can ever know the
original level of that which is presently in the process of
decay or dissipation.  Therefore, scientists would do well
to be very cautious about their overconfident conclu-
sions concerning the use of any dating method that is
based on the principle of decay and dissipation.

G. The uranium-lead method of dating:

This method of dating is based on the change, or
dissipation of uranium into an isotope of lead and he-
lium over a long period of time.  This rate of decompo-
sition is claimed to be that, “7,600,000,000 grams of
uranium yield about 1 gram of lead a year.”8:100  There-
fore, “... the age of a mineral can be determined from
the ratio between the remaining uranium and the lead
produced by the disintegration of what was originally
uranium.”2:750  Simpson and Beck gave the following
formula:

Though this method appears accurate on the sur-
face, it is based on several assumptions.  Both Simpson
and Beck pointed out that this method required “good,
fresh crystals of radioactive minerals that were formed
at the same time as the rock containing them.”2:750  To be
advantageous to the theory of evolution, these radioac-
tive minerals must be associated with rocks that have
fossils.  Simpson and Beck stated, “Relatively few ura-
nium minerals have both these qualifications.”2:750  The

following are some of the assumptions that must be made
in reference to this method of dating.

1.  The “no-lead” assumption:  It must be assumed
that the first rocks of the earth contained no lead but
were composed only of uranium and thorium.  Richard
Acworth pointed out that “the methods involving the
disintegration of uranium into lead give very discordant
results, and it is impossible to be certain whether all the
lead present came from disintegration of uranium.”27:25

For the creationist, there is no problem here.  God could
have created rocks with both uranium and lead.  We must
also keep in mind that there have been those specimens
which have produced dates older than anyone could pos-
sibly believe, even by evolutionists.

2.  The “closed system” assumption:  It is assumed
that the specimens tested have been “closed systems”
without any influence from outside sources.  Morris ar-
gued, “It is almost certain that such minerals could not
have functioned as ‘closed systems’ during several bil-
lion years of geologic time.  It is easily possible for some
of the uranium to have been removed or for external
radiogenic lead to have been added at many times dur-
ing such fantastic ages.”12:69,70

3.  The “steady-rate-of-decay” assumption:  It
must be assumed that the decay rate has been constant
through the supposed billions of years.  Morris stated
that “the decay rate may have slowed down with the
passage of time, especially as the incidence of cosmic
and other radiations in the environment gradually de-
creased.”12:70

It is impossible to determine the original length of
a candle by observing its present rate of burning.  One
could approximate an original length by an evaluation
of the remains of the candle.  But has the candle burned
at the same constant rate at all times in the past?  There
is no sure answer to this question.  In reference to the
dating methods that are based on decay and dissipation,
this is a question concerning the radioactive time clock
which cannot be answered.

H. The potassium-argon method of dating:

A promising method for dating that has developed
in recent years is the potassium-argon method.  Basi-
cally, this method ...

... depends on the fact that naturally occurring potassium
contains an isotope of potassium-40 (K40), that decays at
a known rate to the inert gas argon-40 (Ar40), which be-
comes trapped in the crystals of potassic minerals.  Esti-
mates of the argon content of a sample of one of these

Grams of
Lead

Grams of
Uranium

X      7,600,000,000  =  AG E2:750
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minerals, obtained from a deposit containing fossil bones,
will indirectly measure the age of the bones.13:50

Though this method is used to date materials back
to 600 million years, there are some problems inherent
in the method.  In using the potassium-argon method
and the uranium method, there is always the problem of
contamination of the specimen.  Acworth warned that
“argon is a common gas in the earth’s atmosphere, and
it is impossible to tell what proportion of argon in a given
rock specimen came from the disintegration of potas-
sium, and what proportion from the atmosphere.”27:25,26

This appears to be the great problem associated with
this method.  Curtis, an evolutionist, stated in reference
to the potassium-argon method, “Every sample, how-
ever, that comes into our laboratory is contaminated in
an unfortunate way.”14:590

There is the problem of determining the age of the
fossil by the soil in which it is found.  The potassium-
argon method is used to date the sediment, and the fossil
is then indirectly dated by the sediment in which it is
found.  This indirect method of dating is highly suspect.

How can one accurately date a fossil by dating the
sediment in which it lies?  Can an animal that fell dead
on soil that is supposed to be a billion years old, and
then, was covered by a sand storm, a flood, a volcano,
an earthquake or a land slide, be accurately dated by
dating the soil in which it lies?  Any date that is deter-
mined for a fossil by the dating of the soil in which the
fossil was discovered, must always be suspect.  After
all, evolutionists measure the age of the earth in billions
of years and life on the earth in millions of years.  In
other words, the soil or strata is to be measured in bil-
lions of years while organic life buried in the soil or
strata is to be measured in millions of years.  How can
we use that which is billions of years old as a measuring
scale for that which is millions of years old?

Add to the above the complication that in many
places around the world there are areas where there is
supposedly older sediment on top of younger sediment.
Such formations are called thrusts.  According to present
dating methods, these sediments are in reverse order.
Hundreds of square kilometers of older soil have been
found on top of what is dated to be younger strata.  These
formations present a very serious problem for evolution-
ists who contend that the earth is billions of years old.
The existence of thrusts devastates the concept of a geo-
logical time scale.  Such formations also pose a serious
problem for dating fossils by use of the potassium-ar-
gon method.

In reference to the uranium-lead and potassium-
argon methods, Simpson and Beck stated, “At present,
however, the accuracy of the methods and the number

of dates obtained from them are not sufficient to war-
rant our reliance on year dates alone in such a study.”2:751

I.  The carbon-14 method of dating:

The Carbon-14 (C-14) method of dating was dis-
covered in 1948 by William F. Libby at the Institute for
Nuclear Studies.  This was a major discovery in the field
of dating and a discovery that has probably affected the
dating of ancient artifacts more than any other method
of dating.  Day described this method of dating as fol-
lows,

Nitrogen atoms in the upper atmosphere are bombarded
by neutrons produced by cosmic radiation resulting in the
production of a known proportion of radioactive carbon
(C-14) that becomes incorporated in atmospheric carbon
dioxide.  In turn, this carbon dioxide is absorbed by veg-
etation and passes into animal tissues when the plants are
eaten.  When the animal dies no further isotope is absorbed
and beta ray emission gradually reduces the radioactivity
of the remains to about a half after a period of 5,730 years,
call the “half-life” of the isotope.13:48,49

Some have established the half-life of the initial C-
14 to be 5,568 years.15:95  However, there are some
differences of opinion concerning the half-life years.
Nevertheless, the differences are small and do not affect
the subject all that much.  Half-life means that half of
the remaining amount of C-14 of a given specimen will
“disappear” as the result of radioactive decay every 5,568
years.

One of the first problems faced by this method of
dating is the overconfident faith that some scientists have
placed in it.  Such overconfidence often results in stretch-
ing its accuracy in measuring specimens.  Some evolu-
tionists have claimed that it provides a chronology of
life as far back as 70,000 years.  Others have stated that
it is accurate back to 50,000 years.  As the C-14 method
becomes more refined, such speculations of great dates
have simply been wishful thinking of evolutionists.

In comparing the dates of many specimens dated
by the C-14 method with the dates of Egyptian chronol-
ogy, Libby stated that “the two sets of dates agree back
to 4,000 years ago.”16:278  He went on to say that “the
uncertainty in the historical ages of the individual
samples and the scatter beyond 4,000 years ago are
large.”16:278  Donald E. Chittick stated that “it seems quite
risky to push radiocarbon dates back past 5,000 years
ago ....”17:50  Recent studies of the C-14 method place
dates under 30,000 years.16:95  We would question this
number for the reasons which follow.
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Actually, C-14 dating has shocked some evolution-
ists.  According to C-14 dating, many things are just not
as old as were originally thought.  Heinze stated,

The dates which have been established by radiocarbon
dating have been published in Science [magazine] up
through 1959, and in the Radiocarbon annual thereafter.
In looking through these dates, one is at first struck by the
fact that the overwhelming majority of samples dated are
quite recent, with a rather small percentage having over
ten thousand years.18:43

Brown added, “Radiocarbon dating of spruce trees bur-
ied by glacial advance in Wisconsin [in America] has
forced geologists to reduce the presumed solar years to
11,400 radiocarbon years.”15:85  Thus, C-14 dating has
lessened the number of years life has been on the earth.

There are certain problems which must be dealt with
in using C-14 dating.  As in all methods of dating, there
are assumptions.  When considering the C-14 method, it
is important that one be aware of the assumptions that
scientists maintain in carrying out tests on any speci-
men.

1.  The problem of C-14 consistency:  The biggest
problem in the C-14 method of dating is that there is
evidence that the amount of C-14 in the atmosphere
has not been the same in the past as it is today.  In the
Geochronicle, Libby reported, “Perhaps the most im-
portant single assumption of the radiocarbon dating
method is that the rate of C-14 production by cosmic
rays in the upper atmosphere has been constant.”19:1

There is no absolute proof that the amount of C-14 in
the atmosphere has been constant over the supposed mil-
lions of years the evolutionist claims life has existed on
the earth.  This would lead us to assume also that the
amount of C-14 in the atmosphere has not been the same.
If it has not been the same, then any establishment of a
scale by which to judge the amount of C-14 in the atmo-
sphere in the past by the amount in the present, is faulty.
It is thus an assumption on the part of those who use the
C-14 method of dating that the amount of C-14 in the
atmosphere today is the same as was in the atmosphere
thousands of years ago.  The fact is that the amount of
C-14 has not been consistent in the atmosphere.  Acworth
wrote,

... even today, carbon 14 (radiocarbon) is not in equi-
librium in the atmosphere.  Libby, the author of the radio-
carbon method, himself found the rate of formation of ra-
diocarbon to be 18.9 counts per gram per minute, and the
rate of decay to be only 15.3 counts.  In others words, he

found the rate of decay to be only 0.81 to the rate of pro-
duction.  Subsequent calculations, by Hess, Suess and
Lingenfelter, give this value as 0.72.  In fact, therefore, so
far from being equilibrium radiocarbon is constantly be-
ing built up in the atmosphere now.27:26,27

So what effect do these calculations have on the
application of radiocarbon dating in reference to the age
of the earth?  Acworth stated in reference to the findings
of Libby, Hess, Swess and Lingenfelter,

But because they could not conceive of such a short
age of the earth as these figures would suggest [figures of
the preceding quote], or admit that no fossil was older
than 10,000 years, or less, the scientists have preferred to
work on a presumed equilibrium model, attributing the
discrepancy to experimental error.27:27

2.  The problem of assuming uniformitarianism:
It must be understood that most of the early work
with the C-14 method was based upon a uniformi-
tarian world view, that is, all things have continued
since the beginning as we observe them occurring
today.  Early calculations were formed with the idea
that the earth was billions of years old and that life has
been on the earth for millions of years.  Any such idea as
a universal world flood in Noah’s day was not consid-
ered.  It is still not considered today by evolutionists.  If
there was a canopy of cloud surrounding the earth be-
fore the flood of Noah’s day, then the bombardment of
the atmosphere by ultraviolet light would have been less
before the flood than today.  Therefore, there would have
been less C-14 in the atmosphere before the time of the
flood.  Specimens that died before the flood, therefore,
would naturally date much older if they were judged
according to the present amount of C-14 in the atmo-
sphere.

3.  The problem of the industrial revolution:  We
must also consider the fact of the great rapidity by
which carbon has been added to the atmosphere
through the industrial revolution that began around
1850.  The use of fossil fuels as coal, oil, and gas  has
added carbon to the atmosphere and has thus compli-
cated the C-14 method of dating.  Therefore, we cannot
assume that the amount of C-14 in the atmosphere today
is the same as was in the atmosphere thousands of years
ago.  Remember, the less C-14 in the atmosphere at the
time of an animal’s existence would mean that less would
have been absorbed into the tissue of the animal.  As a
result, the present-day testing of that particular animal
would produce a much older date than which is actually
true.
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4.  The problem of contamination:  In using the
C-14 method there is also the problem of contamina-
tion.  There is always the chance that water seepage or
other unknown factors would add to or take away C-14
from the fossil.

5.  The problem of inconsistent cosmic ray bom-
bardment:  There is also the problem that the cosmic
ray bombardment of the upper atmosphere has not
been constant in the past.  This was stated before and
is a great assumption on the part of some evolutionists.
James R. Arnold, a coworker of Libby, stated, “So far
there is no proof, independent of the method, that cos-
mic ray intensity has remained constant, and, however
reasonable it may be, we must rank this as pure assump-
tion.”20:35  If such is an assumption, then we must con-
clude that the dating methods that are based upon the
measurement of cosmic rays must always be in ques-
tion.

Those who have used the C-14 method of dating
do not figure in the factor of a global canopy that cov-
ered the earth before the flood of Noah’s day.  Since this
canopy would have shielded the earth’s atmosphere from
the bombardment of C-12, then those plants and ani-
mals that died before the flood would have ingested less
C-14 into their tissues.  If measured by the calibration of
the C-14 today that is based on the uniformitarian as-
sumption that C-14 has always been the same in the at-
mosphere, then specimens that died before the flood
would appear thousands of years older than those ani-
mals that died immediately after the flood.  Because of
this factor, believers must understand that the use of the
C-14 method of dating today will date specimens that
died before the flood to be thousands of years older than
plants and animals that died after the flood.

J. The geological time scale:

The geological time scale is one of the greatest
problems faced by evolutionists.  “No one will deny,”
said Klotz, “that the whole scheme of arrangement in
the geological time scale is highly speculative, has many
gaps, and presents a great many problems for the evolu-
tionists.”8:211  Actually, the “time scale” that is listed on
the following page, originated about 150 years ago by
Charles Lyell (1797 - 1875).  Few changes have been
made concerning the names of ages since then.  Some
changes have been made concerning dates.  However,
paleontologists still go by the general layout of the scale
as it was established by Lyell and others.

Lyell and others based the time of the geological
time scale on the hypothesis of uniformitarianism.  How-
ever, uniformitarianism is an assumption, and can never

be more than that.  That layers of strata have gradually
been laid down over millions of years in an even and
undisturbed manner is only an assumption.  Most geolo-
gists today have given up uniformitarianism because of
the vast amount of evidence that has been discovered
that supports catastrophism.  Though scientists disagree
concerning what catastrophes caused great changes in
the earth’s geological makeup, there is at least the ad-
mission that such catastrophes happened at some time
in the past.  I would agree with the geologist, James W.
Valentine who wrote,

The doctrine of uniformitarianism has been vigorously
disputed in recent years.  A number of writers, although
approaching the subject from different directions, have
agreed that this doctrine is composed partly of meaning-
less and erroneous components and so we have suggested
that it be discarded as a formal assumption of geologic
science.29:29

The geological time scale gives us some idea of
how evolutionists view the geological and paleontologi-
cal history of the world.  The dates of the time scale
vary from one geologist to another, but in general, the
time scale gives us a picture of the evolutionist’s view
of earth history.  Keep in mind that the time scale is a
construction of history that was made by men who as-
sumed that evolution is true.  Simply because evolution-
ists have constructed an idea as this does not mean that
it is true.  In the course of the remainder of this study, I
will present reasons why I believe that evolutionary ge-
ologists have made a mistake concerning the geological
time.

The geological time scale is a good case of fabri-
cating the facts when considering of the assumptions
and problems that scientists have come up with in re-
cent years.  The following are some of the significant
problems that render the geological time scale highly
questionable as a means by which to arrange the exist-
ence of animal and plant life in the past.

1.  The “fossil” problem:  The fossil problem is
more than just a bone of contention.  It is a compound
fracture in the geological time scale.  Consider the means
by which the geological time scale was manufactured.
“Over 150 years ago William Smith, in England, deter-
mined that each stratum is characterized by certain in-
dex fossils; thus, it is possible to identify similar strata
in different parts of the world.”21:693  In other words, evo-
lution from the simpler forms of life to the more com-
plex was first assumed.  From this assumption, there-
fore, the method by which to construct the time scale
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GEOLOGICAL TIME SCALE

ERA EPOCH   YEARS EVOLUTIONISTS’ CONCEPT
(Millions)       OF DEVELOPMENT

CENOZOIC Quaternary First men, modern plants & mammals
Holocene
Pleistocene

Tertiary
Pliocene 12 Development of early man.
  Miocene 25
  Oligocene 35 Development of highest plants &

mammals.  Wide spread forest.
  Eocene 60
  Paleocene

MESOZOIC Cretaceous 135 Dinosaurs become extinct, expan-
sion of angiosperms.

Jurassic 180 First mammals & birds, angiosperms
rose from gymnosperms.

Triassic 230 First dinosaurs, some birds &
mammals.

PALEOZOIC Permian 280 Development of primitive reptiles.
Pennsylvania 330 First reptiles, forest of fern-like
(carboniferous) like plants.
Mississippian 345 First amphibians, fish became

(carboniferous)widespread, first coal
deposits.

Devonian 400 First insects, boneless fish, domi-
nance of algae plants.

Silurian 425 First land animals & plants, primitive
fish.

Ordovician 500 Earliest fish, first vertebrates and
some land plants.

Cambrian 600 First vertebrates, appearance of
most phyla, abundance of marine
invertebrates.

PROTEROZOIC
(Pre-Cambrian) 1,500 Some water dwelling plants, algae.

ARCHEOZOIC 2,000 No recognizable fossil evidence.
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was produced.  The strata with simpler organisms was
assumed to be older than formations with more com-
plex organisms.  Therefore, the geological time scale
originated on the assumption that evolution was a fact.

The time scale is based on the concept of circular
reasoning.  Remains have been dated by strata and strata
dated by remains.

DATE ROCKS BY FOSSILS

DATE FOSSILS BY ROCKS

The age of different strata is determined by dating
the fossils found in them.  On the other hand, the fossils
are dated by the strata in which they are found.  In the
Encyclopedia Britannica (1956 ed.), R. H. Rastall clearly
pointed out this fallacy of establishing dates.

It cannot be denied that from a strictly philosophical
standpoint, geologists are here arguing in a circle.  The
succession of organisms has been determined by a study
of their remains embedded in the rocks and the relative
ages of the rocks are determined by the remains of the
organisms that they contain.22:168

2.  The “misplaced-fossil” problem:  Associated
with the above problem in dating strata is the fact that
there are fossils which are located in the wrong strata.  It
is the wrong strata that would support a consistent theory
of evolutionary development of life throughout the strata
proposed by the geological time scale.  For example,
pollen grains of the pine family have been found at the
bottom of the Grand Canyon in America in Pre-Cam-
brian strata.23:417  But according to the evolutionists’
theory, such complex forms of vegetation did not de-
velop until millions of years later.  This is only one ex-
ample of many that do not conform to the supposedly
systematic arrangement of fossils in the time scale.

3.  The “missing-link” problem:  Evolutionists
contend that life has gradually developed through the
ages of time to the present forms of life.  It is reasonable
to assume, therefore, that if such was true, the fossil
record would be loaded with transitional forms of
life in the strata of the geological time scale.  How-
ever, evolutionary development is not shown by the fos-
sil record.  There are no transitional fossils.  The entire
storeroom of fossils that are in the hands of every scien-
tist throughout the world have no examples of transi-
tional fossils.  Where are these fossils if the theory of
evolution is true.

The fossil record is vacant of the evolutionary

intermediate links.  Charles Darwin pondered, “But as
by this theory innumerable transitional forms must have
existed, why do we not find them embedded in count-
less numbers in the crust of the earth? [emphasis mine,
R.E.D.]”24:159  Missing intermediate links of evolution-
ary development in geological formations haunted Dar-
win to no end.  It still haunts evolutionists today.  This is
a most serious problem with the theory of evolution.
Where are these transitional fossils?

Fossils do not support the geological time scale as
evolutionists would have us believe.  Julian Huxley ad-
mitted concerning fossils, “Unfortunately, for perhaps
three-quarters of geological time, the rocks are almost
bare of them [fossils]: any that there were have mostly
been baked or squashed out of recognition, while most
animals could not get fossilized at all, as they were still
soft-bodied.”25:26

The problem with the missing link is that the link
is missing.  Morrison concluded, “It seems, however,
that the search for the ‘missing link’ is likely to prove
futile.”30:70  Many evolutionists admit, therefore, that
“although fossils provide much evidence to support our
evolutionary theories, there are still unknown ‘missing
links’.”31:142  In reference to the problems of the fossil
record in support of the geological time scale, Winches-
ter concluded,

The record is by no means complete—there are great gaps
covering millions of years in which absolutely no records
have been found.  It is somewhat as if we are permitted to
view isolated individual frames of a gigantic motion pic-
ture of the caravan of life through the ages.32:849

4.  The “order” problem:  Another problem with
the geological time scale is that there is no location on
earth where all strata of the scale are found together.
Actually, it is pieced together like a complex puzzle from
different strata located thousands of miles apart.  If all
the pieces of strata of the time scale were placed one
upon the other in succession, according to what evolu-
tionists would like, the total thickness would be over
one hundred and twenty kilometers.

The fact that there is no complete successive order
of all geological strata anywhere on earth greatly com-
plicates the problems for evolutionists.  One biology text-
book stated, “Since there is no one area where the whole
series is represented, pieces from different areas are ar-
ranged together on the assumption that the less com-
plex should be the oldest.  Evolutionists decide what
order the rocks should be put in by the order in which
they believe the organisms have evolved.”23:415

5.  The “wrong-order” problem:  The problems
for evolutionists and the geological time scale are fur-
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ther complicated by the fact that much strata exist out-
of-order.  That is, it is out-of-order according to the evo-
lutionists’ geological arrangement.  There are many
places in the world where strata that is considered older
is found on top of younger strata.  Examples of this “out-
of-order” arrangement are found throughout the world.
There is the Heart Mountain Thrust of Wyoming in
America.  There are examples in the Swiss Alps, the
Scottish Highlands and northern India.  Such formations
present a tremendous problem for uniformitarian evolu-
tionists who believe that the strata of the world was laid
down in a uniform manner throughout millions of years
of earth history.

Evolutionists have claimed that the age of strata is
determined by the so-called index fossils found in the
strata.  The more primitive and supposedly older fossils
determine older strata.  The more recent fossils deter-
mine younger strata.  But according to this scale of mea-
surement, there is the persistent problem of the older
strata on top of the younger strata.

The common explanation for such “geological
phenomenon” is said to be a process of “thrust.”  Such
thrust supposedly took place over millions of years.
During these great ages of time, it is claimed that the
older strata was forced by great pressures to slide over
the younger.  However, there is no evidence in these ar-
eas of such thrusting or lithification.  Whitcomb and
Morris stated, “It seems almost fantastic to conceive of
such huge areas and masses of rocks really behaving in
such a fashion ....”9:180  Indeed, it does seem incredible
that thousands of square kilometers of rock could be
“thrust’ over thousands of square kilometers of other
rock.  Nevertheless, this is what evolutionists are asking
all scientists to believe.  Whitcomb and Morris con-
cluded,

Nothing we know of present earth movements of rock
compressive and shearing strengths, of the plastic flow of
rock materials, or of other modern physical processes –
gives any observational basis for believing that such things
are happening now or ever could have happened, except
under extremely unusual conditions.9:181

6.  The “tree-trunk” problem:  In Essen, Germany,
as well as many other places in the world, there exist
what is called polystrate fossils.  These are fossils that
extend through more than one layer of stratum.  In En-
gland, a tree was found that was over thirty meters long.
It was laying at a forty degree angle and extended
through stratum that was supposed to have been laid
down over millions of years.  If this stratum was sup-
posedly laid down over millions of years according to

the theory of evolution, then the upper sections of the
tree would have decayed before it could have been com-
pletely buried.

The phenomenon of polystrate fossils cannot be
explained by evolutionists.  The uniformitarianist is left
without any possible explanation.  Such evidence greatly
disproves the uniformitarian geological time scale.  How-
ever, the flood of Noah’s day would explain such phe-
nomenon.  Polystrate fossils are the evidence of some
catastrophe that happened in the past in the history of
the world.  Polystrate fossils as the tree trunk extending
through several layers of coal prove that coal beds did
not take millions of years to form.

7.  The “footprint” problem:  On June 1, 1968,
William Meister found near Delta, Utah in America, fos-
silized human footprints, in which were embedded tri-
lobite fossils.  One might consider this discovery a mi-
nor detail in relation to the history of organic life.  How-
ever, the significance of the discovery is in the fact that
evolutionists contend that “fossil remains of these or-
ganisms [trilobites] are abundant in the rocks of the Cam-
brian Period, dating back approximately 550 million
years.  They were the dominant animal forms during
the early part of the Paleozoic Era, but ... became ex-
tinct ... some 200 million years ago [emphasis mine,
R.E.D.].”2:679  Evolutionists have contended that the tri-
lobites became extinct two million years ago.  But in
Utah is evidence of human footprints in stratum that is
assigned a date of over 200 million years.

There is also the discovery of a unique fossiliza-
tion in the Paluxy River bed near Glen Rose, Texas in
America.  In this river bed were discovered human foot-
prints in Cretaceous strata.  In the same river bed, how-
ever, well-preserved dinosaur tracks were also discov-
ered.  The Cretaceous period supposedly dates back as
far as 135 million years.  According to evolutionists,
man was not supposed to have evolved until the late Ter-
tiary period.  Dinosaurs supposedly become extinct dur-
ing the Cretaceous period.  The fact remains, however,
that the discovery of the fossilized footprints of Glen
Rose, Texas affirms that man and dinosaurs lived con-
temporary with one another at one time on the earth.

The fact that man and dinosaurs existed together is
a concept that is entirely foreign to evolutionary think-
ing.  Nevertheless, the discoveries that have been made
that prove that at one time man and dinosaurs lived to-
gether on the earth is an astounding evidence against
the philosophy of evolution. Albert C. Ingalls made the
following interesting statement in relation to this fact.

If man, or even his aged ancestor, or even that ape
ancestor’s early mammalian ancestor, existed as far back
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as in the Carboniferous Period [Pennsylvanian and Mis-
sissippian periods] in any shape, then the whole science
of geology is so completely wrong that all the geologists
will resign their jobs and take up truck driving.  Hence for
the present at least, science rejects the attractive explana-
tion that man made these mysterious prints in the mud of
the Carboniferous Period with his feet.24:14

8.  The “sudden-appearance” problem:  There is
a sudden appearance of all major phyla in the Cambrian
period with no evidence of development from smaller
forms to life to that life which is present in the period.
This sudden appearance of life in the Cambrian era has
been a great problem for evolutionists in two ways.  First,
there is the fact of the sudden appearance of life on the
geological time scale itself.  Secondly, there is the lack
of explanation on the part of any evolutionary geolo-
gist.  The evolutionists Simpson and Beck stated, “...
fossils become varied and abundant only with the be-
ginning of the Cambrian ....”2:760  They go on to admit,
“The sudden contrast between the Pre-Cambrian rocks,
in which animal fossils are so rare or dubious, and the
Cambrian, in which they are abundant, poses a serious
question:  Why?  A good scientist must be prepared to
say, ‘I don’t know,’ and that is at the present the correct
answer.”2:760

All major forms of invertebrate life have been found
in Cambrian rocks.  Gish wrote, “Not a single, indisput-
able, multicellular fossil has ever been found in Precam-
brian rocks!”7:45  “From all appearances, then, based on
the known facts of the historical record, there occurred
a sudden great outburst of life at a high level of com-
plexity.  The fossil record gives no evidence that these
Cambrian animals were derived from preceding ances-
tral forms.”7:46,47

This seems to be characteristic with all forms of
life, that is, there is a sudden appearance of any specific
form of life, plant or animal, without any evidence of
evolutionary development.  Since the fossil record is
vacant of any supposed transitional fossils, the geologi-
cal time scale cannot be based upon the discovery of a
gradual succession of transitional fossils from the less
complex to the more complex.  R. B. Goldschmidt wrote,
“When new phylum, class, or order appears, there fol-
lows a quick, explosive, in terms of geological time, di-
versification so that practically all orders of families
known appear suddenly and without any apparent
transitions.”25:119

The astonishing appearance of life has puzzled evo-
lutionists for years.  The evolutionist Richard M. Pearl

stated, “The meager evidence of Pre-Cambrian life is
astonishing, in view of the teeming life that is recorded
in the rocks of Cambrian and later ages.”33:46  In refer-
ence to the plant kingdom, Klotz reminded evolution-
ists of these problems when he stated,

One of the big problems of plant evolution, and espe-
cially of the evolution of flowering plants, is the fact that
the latter appear so suddenly in the geological record.  As
we pointed out earlier, they appear in great variety and
abundance in the late Cretaceous period.  Darwin called
their origin an “abominable mystery,” and most evolution-
ists today still agree.”8:433

Darwin had said,

“To the question why we do not find rich fossiliferous
deposits belonging to these assumed earliest periods prior
to the Cambrian system, I can give no satisfactory an-
swer.”24:309

If life slowly developed over great periods of time,
as affirmed by evolutionists with the geological time
scale, we are left without any explanation for the evi-
dence that shows that life suddenly appeared without
gradual development.  Some evolutionists inadequately
try to explain this problem by saying that millions of
years took place between the fully developed forms of
life, and thus, we have discovered only the fully devel-
oped forms.  But is it too much to demand of evolution-
ists that they produce at least one fossil that is suppos-
edly a transitional fossil?

Add to the above problem the difficulty of evolu-
tionists who must explain the sudden disappearance of
life.  “It is also interesting to note that the scientific record
is a bit strained to explain why the dinosaurs suddenly
(relatively speaking) died out.  They had spent about
140,000,000 years adapting for survival and then in a
few short centuries disappeared.”26:184  The geological
record is actually a picture of death.  It is a picture of
extinction and not development.  The fossil record is
loaded with remains of the extinction of well-developed
and complex forms of life, and thus, the geological time
scale is completely out of time in reference to the exist-
ence of life on earth.  “It is clear that the long ages of the
geologic time scale are a matter of faith rather than evi-
dence.”8:195  And since they are such, Christians must
not be confused by the wishful thinking of evolution-
ists.

The Bible And Science



392 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

We must understand the position of the evolution-
ists.  He has no other answer for the origin of life.  When
one gives up a knowledge of God, then he must assume
that life came into being by some spontaneous act of
nature.  To the evolutionists, there can never be any other
answer.  Therefore, as we study through the material of
this chapter, we must keep in mind that no matter how
great the evidence may be stacked against evolution, the
evolutionists must still maintain their theory.  They must
maintain it simply because they see no other answer for
the existence of life.

Many evolutionists would have us believe that or-
ganic evolution is a proven, harmonious fact, free of any
major or even minor difficulties and contradictions.  In
this chapter some basic facts are considered that thor-
oughly disprove the theory of evolution.  These are not
minor problems.  They are major stumbling stones over
which the theory of evolution has fallen.  They are facts
that make it impossible for the theory of evolution to be
a scientific theory.  In fact, the evidences that are set
forth here move evolutionary thinking out of the field of
science and into the field of philosophy where it should
always be.

A. The problem of thermodynamics:

Evolutionists contend that life is reaching greater
organization, greater perfection.  Life is evolving up,
not down.  Things are developing to a more perfect or
complex state of being.  Huxley affirmed,

By evolution we do not mean any mysterious force.
We mean a process.  It is one-way process in time, not
irreversible in the sense of being irrevocably determined
from within, but that it appears not to be actually revers-
ible, as various chemical reactions are.  In its course, evo-
lution produces a large amount of novelty and diversity
and also generates higher levels of organization.49:44

However, when we examine the laws of thermody-
namics, nature presents us with an entirely different pic-
ture.  The general nature of all things is not a develop-
ment toward a higher state of being.  The fact is that
things are degenerating toward a lower state of exist-
ence.

1.  The first law of thermodynamics:  In defining
the first law of thermodynamics, there are some Bible

statements that manifest the principle of the law.  The
Bible says at the conclusion of the creation account in
Genesis 1, “Thus the heavens and the earth ... were fin-
ished.  God ended His work ...” (Gn 2:1-3).  The Psalm-
ist wrote, “For He spoke, and it was done; He command-
ed, and it stood fast” (Ps 33:9).  Moses recorded, “For
in six days the Lord made the heavens and the earth, the
sea, and all that is in them, and rested the seventh day”
(Ex 20:11).  In reference to the creation, the Hebrew
writer also reminded us, “... the works were finished
from the foundation of the world” (Hb 4:3).  “For he
who has entered His rest has himself also ceased from
his works as God did from His” (Hb 4:10).

Creation has been completed.  God is making no
more worlds to be inhabited; He is making no more crea-
tures to live in new worlds.  The Bible plainly teaches
that creation ceased at the completion of God’s creative
acts that are recorded in Genesis 1.

The first law of thermodynamics states that there
is no creation of new matter.  It is scientifically true that
matter can be changed into energy.  In this transfer, no
energy is lost.  However, the availability or usability of
energy does decrease.  “Energy can change its form but
not its quantity—this is a statement of the first law of
thermodynamics, which until quite recently could be
accepted without qualification.”1:14

2.  The second law of thermodynamics:  As with
the first law of thermodynamics, the Bible also reveals
the principle of the second law of thermodynamics.  The
Psalmist wrote, “Of old You laid the foundation of the
earth, and the heavens are the work of Your hands.  They
will perish, but you will endure; yes, all of them will
grow old like a garment; like a cloak You will change
them, and they will be changed” (Ps 102:25,26; see Is
51:6).  The Bible teaches that things are not reaching
greater order and complexity, but that deterioration has
set in.  The universe is running down.  For example, if
one lights a match, the match burns and releases energy.
The energy goes into what is called “entropy.”  The en-
ergy that is released cannot be recaptured and reused.
Neither can the match be lit again.  The second law of
thermodynamics states this fact about the energy of the
entire universe.  The universe is burning out like a lit
match.

“The concept of entropy is used to measure the lack
of availability of the energy in a system.”2:44  Entropy is
the measure of disorder of a system or the measure of

Chapter 8
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the unavailability of energy. In other words, as decay
and disintegration take place, entropy increases.  There-
fore, the law of entropy and the second law of thermo-
dynamics cannot be separated.  Simpson and Beck ex-
plained,

The second law tells us that as energy is transferred
from one substance to another or transformed from one
form to another, less and less of the total energy is utilized
in further transfers and transformations.  Although the to-
tal amount cannot change, the amount that can perform
work of any sort, chemical, mechanical, or other, becomes
steadily smaller.  The usable energy in a sequence of trans-
fers tends to run down, and the whole process will come
to a stop unless there is a continuing input of energy
from somewhere.50:640

When the principle of the second law is applied to
the universe, the conclusion is that things are running
down.  Kessel stated, “Science clearly shows that the
universe could not have existed from all eternity.  The
law of entropy states that there is continuous flow of
heat from warmer to colder bodies ....  Therefore the
universe is headed for a time when the temperature will
be universally uniform and there will be no more useful
energy.51:50,51  The application of these two laws to the
physical world leads to no other conclusion than disin-
tegration.  Morris concluded,

It should be very plain that evolution and the Two Laws
[of thermodynamics] squarely contradict each other.  Ac-
cording to evolution, the present processes which science
studies must basically be processes of innovation and in-
tegration.  According to the Two Laws, these processes
rather are basically processes of conservation and disin-
tegration.2:46

The laws of thermodynamics, therefore, affirm the posi-
tion of the creationist.  Morris correctly stated,

In summary, all present processes are basically pro-
cesses of conservation and disintegration, not processes
of creation and integration, such as would be necessary to
produce the present cosmos.  Thus the basic structure of
modern scientific law confirms, as well as science is able
to prove anything, the special creation of the cosmos at
some finite time in the past, by creative processes which
are not now in operation, just as the Bible says.52:19

The first and second laws of thermodynamics
present a major contradiction between the principle of
evolutionary development and the laws of natural disin-

tegration.  Evolutionists state that the first life that de-
veloped upon the earth was single celled and spontane-
ous in origin from the sea.  If this was true, the second
law of thermodynamics would eliminate that “first life”
before it had a chance to reproduce.  Instead of sponta-
neously originating it would have spontaneously degen-
erated.

Evolutionists contend that things are becoming
more orderly.  Nature affirms that things are reaching
greater disorder.  Harold F. Blum wrote, “All real pro-
cesses go with an increase of entropy.  The entropy also
measures the randomness or lack of orderliness of the
system, the greater the randomness the greater the en-
tropy ....”3:15  “The theory of a rising level of organiza-
tion in evolution,” said Clark, “is so directly contrary to
the presuppositions of all scientific thinking that it can-
not be left to future discoverers to affect a reconciliation
by ‘filling in details’.”4:163  Such is true concerning the
theory of evolution and the laws of thermodynamics.
Things are heading downhill, not up hill.  The universe
is burning out, not lighting up.

B. The variation and mutation problem:

Within the “nucleus of every cell from the simplest
to the most complex, are spiral strands formed like
twisted ladders made of deoxyribonucleic acid, which
is abbreviated to DNA.”5:58  The DNA in the chromo-
some of a cell duplicates the chromosome as well as
determines all hereditary characteristics.  It is the DNA
component of the cell that determines the characteris-
tics of the offspring of every generation.  Rutherford
Platt wrote, “All the while that DNA sits in the nucleus
giving orders that will spur growth, digestion, heartbeat,
thinking and feeling, it is following its built-in plan which
it has carried down the corridors of time.  It makes no
alterations in that plan unless they are imposed by radia-
tions or accidents from outside the cell.”6:148  (More on
DNA later.)

Occasionally, an accidental change will occur in
the chemical makeup of a gene, and as a result a muta-
tion will occur.  When Darwin formulated his theory of
natural selection, he did not know about the existence
of genes and mutations in this manner.  Modern research
has produced a vast amount of knowledge on this sub-
ject, most of it being contrary to the “natural selection
theory” of Darwin.  Darwin did notice mutations.  Sub-
sequently, he made mutations a part of his theory, as-
suming that mutations are passed on to succeeding
generations.

Variations do occur in the “kinds” of animals cre-
ated by God.  When an abnormal change does occur in
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an animal outside the normal range of variation, it is
called a mutation.  Many of these mutations are also
hereditable.  It is thought that mutations are “sudden,
discontinuous, but hereditable changes in the DNA code.
This might be simply a single change in the base se-
quence or it could be more extensive.”7:125  Keep in mind
that the DNA structure is highly resistant to change and
that any change is completely abnormal.

Evolutionists contend that mutation is the means
by which evolution has occurred.  They claim that mu-
tations are passed on to the offspring, and the future gen-
erations of a species.  In this way, new characteristics
are added to the species.  It is believed that unfavorable
characteristics fade away, but the advantageous or fa-
vorable characteristics are retained to eventually form
new species.  It is affirmed that the great variety ob-
served in life today is a result of a series of reproduc-
tions and developments of mutations.  Beck stated, “Ran-
dom mutation produces the variations that Darwin was
talking about and mutation is, as far as we know, the
only source of genetic variability and hence of evolu-
tion”52:92  Huxley wrote,

Mutation is the result of occasional inaccuracies in the
various parts of the hereditary constitution, down to the
ultimate units we call genes – failures to maintain some
detail of their complicated physical and chemical struc-
ture; and these inaccuracies are then faithfully reproduced
by the self-copy process, so that the original mutation be-
comes a strain of mutant genes ... advantages or favorable
variations will be gradually bred into the stock, the disad-
vantages or unfavorable ones gradually bred out.13:33,34

Mutation does occur, but it does not produce the
evidence the evolutionist needs to sustain his theory.
Clark wrote, “Yet, although many thousands of muta-
tions have now been studied, not a single clear instance
has been found in which a mutation has made an animal
more complicated, brought any new structure into exist-
ence or even affected any new adaptation of a radical
nature.”4:131  Almost all mutations are recessive in repro-
duction, that is, they do harm and not benefit to the sur-
vival of the species.

When a mutant is crossed with a non-mutant,
the mutation usually disappears from the species.  But
such “disappearance” is not what the evolutionist needs.
“Mutation of genes, as we know them, chromosome
changes, hybridization, natural selection and genetic drift
all are at work but they do not provide the mechanism
needed for the general theory of evolution ....  As far as
genetics is concerned it does not provide the needed
mechanism for evolution.”7:137

The major problem with the evolutionist’s muta-
tion theory is that almost all mutations are detrimen-
tal.  For example, in 1791 a mutant sheep having short
legs appeared in the flock of a New England farmer.  As
a result of this one mutant, a new breed of sheep, called
the Ancon sheep, was developed.  However, the short
legs of the Ancon sheep would certainly be a detriment
to the survival of this species.  The short legs would not
be a favorable characteristic because in the struggle for
survival the sheep could not easily flee from predators.

Another example of this type of mutation would
be the California Navel Orange.  This orange was the
result of a mutation.  It is an orange that produces few
seeds and sometimes no seeds.  This characteristic may
be advantageous to man, but for the survival of the or-
ange it is obviously lethal.  An orange without seeds
could not reproduce more oranges.

“Mutation rates have been studied in a wide vari-
ety of experimental plants and animals, and in man.
There is one general result that clearly emerges:  Almost
all mutations are harmful.”8:19,20  Dobzhansky, an evolu-
tionist, clearly recognized this fact.  He wrote that, “... a
majority of mutations, both those arising in laboratories
and those stored in natural populations, produce dete-
riorations of viability, hereditary diseases, and monstrosi-
ties.  Such changes, it would seem, can hardly serve
as evolutionary building blocks [emphasis mine,
R.E.D.].”9:16

We must also recognize that mutations do not
produce the variety that is needed to change species
or develop new species.  Hampton L. Carson empha-
sized this when he wrote, “One of the great dilemmas
that modern evolutionary theory has had to face is the
fact that most of the mutations found repeatedly ... do
not constitute the kind of differences which distinguish
species.”10:18  This is a problem with the basic philoso-
phy of the mutation-natural selection theory.  Since mu-
tations manifest deterioration, then we must assume that
mutations are not adding to the complexity of a species.
They are hindrances to the development of life to be
able to survive.

C. The natural selection problem:

Darwin believed that the mechanism of evolution
could be carried out through a series of nature’s selec-
tion of favorable mutations.  His mechanism of evolu-
tion seemed plausible on the surface.  He believed the
following:

a. More offspring are produced by the parent than can
survive.
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b. As a result of this overproduction there exists within
each species a struggle for survival.

c. The struggle for survival leads to natural selection of
the more fit.

d. The favorable characteristics of the fittest are inher-
ited by the offspring.11:187

The above theory first appears to be a scientific
answer for the present variety that is observed in the
animal and plant life that now exists.  Therefore, many
scientists have maintained this basic view of the devel-
opment of life.  Darwin’s theory of natural selection has
been reworded and reworked by many modern scien-
tists.  However, there are some serious problems with
Darwin’s system of evolution.  And thus, the system has
been brought under serious question by many modern
evolutionists.

Evolutionists link mutation with natural selection
to provide an explanation for the present day species.
“A basic problem facing evolutionists is finding some
means or mechanism, that might produce the changes of
plant and animal forms, or kinds, required by the doc-
trine of evolution.”12:441  For the evolutionists, the muta-
tion-natural selection theory is the answer to this prob-
lem.  It is believed that mutation furnishes the raw mate-
rials and natural selection produces the variety in spe-
cies.  Huxley contended “that reproduction plus muta-
tion produces natural selection; and ... that natural se-
lection plus time produces the various degrees of bio-
logical improvement that we find in nature.”13:33

Huxley and others claimed that natural selection
“guided” the species to higher variety or complexity.  To
some, natural selection has become the “god” of evolu-
tion, directing life to create greater and more complex
species.  Huxley wrote, “Most basically, natural selec-
tion converts accident into apparent design, randomness
into organized matter.  Mutation merely provides the raw
materials of evolution; it is a random affair, and takes
place in all directions.”13:36  However, Reid stated,

Even now some of Darwin’s principles seem to be at
variance with scientific fact.  For example, consider the
case for “natural selection,” a major point of the “theory.”
Darwin assumed that progress is always up the scale—
that things improve.  This runs counter to many scientific
findings in the material world where things always tend to
seek the lowest level, a state of minimum energy.14:159

The mutation-natural selection theory is under great
attack in the scientific world today.  Many evolutionists
have given it up, recognizing that it is nothing more than
a futile effort that has no support from the real world of

life reproduction.  Others are hanging on to it because
there is no other answer to provide the variety of life in
the secular world view of evolutionists.

It is claimed by some evolutionists that “natural
selection results in the survival of those forms that are
best integrated with the various factors of the environ-
ment in which they live.”15:719  However, we must clearly
understand the real world of natural selection.  In some
cases, nature does allow the survival of those who are
more fit to survive.  The characteristics of those who
survive may then be passed on to the offspring.  For
centuries Ranchers and farmers have selected the better
characteristics of stock.  They have bred their stock in
order to produce better animals.  As a result, various
animals have been produced that have the ability to adapt
themselves to different environmental conditions.  This
should not surprise us.  God built into the cells of every
living thing the ability to survive.  Breeding only brings
out in the nature or character of the animal that which
already existed in the DNA.  Nevertheless, Walter Lang
reminded us not to place too much emphasis in the con-
cept of mutation.

It is known that mutations are in reality harmful to the
life cell.  There are built-in variations which are not harm-
ful, and these are deliberately confused with mutations by
the evolutionists.  This is not scientific, for this built-in
variation capability was designed and created by God in
the beginning, and this capability is passed on from gen-
eration to generation through heredity.  Because of this
built-in variation we find a great deal of adaptation to the
environment, but there is no evidence whatever that this
adaptation was produced by the environment.16:1

These variations in nature are readily admitted by
the creationist.  However, nature’s definition of natural
selection and the evolutionist’s definition of natural se-
lection are drastically different.  The following are just
a few of the problems associated with the concept of
mutation and natural selection, if such is viewed as a
mechanism for evolution.

1.  There is no answer for the origin of favorable
characteristics.  Evolutionists who maintain that muta-
tion and natural selection are the mechanism for evolu-
tion cannot tell us the origin of the favorable character-
istics that become permanent in any specific life form.
For example, we place two fish in an aquarium and cool
the water to 20 degrees centigrade.  Fish A dies because
he cannot survive in water below 25 degrees.  Fish B
survives because of his ability to survive in 20 degree
water.  But where did fish B acquire this ability?  Did
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not fish B already have this ability before the crucial
test?  If he did not have the ability, then he would have
died in the water, and thus, his favorable characteristic
would not have been passed on to other generations.

“According to Neo-Darwinism natural selection is
an essential factor in the evolution of species.  But natu-
ral selection, if there were such a principle in nature,
could only select and never create new characteristics.
It could never have originated more complex forms of
new species.”17:38  The conclusion is that the process of
natural selection creates no new abilities or characteris-
tics.

Mutations do not create something new.  Muta-
tions only change an already existing structure.  From
this, nature’s natural selection must make choices.  Fish
B already had the ability to survive.  He could possibly
pass this ability on to his offspring.  Nevertheless, we
must remember that mutation and natural selection did
not originally produce the ability of fish B.  Camp rightly
concluded, “The survival of the fittest does nothing to
explain the arrival of the fittest.”18:197

2.  Natural selection cannot explain the useful-
ness of so-called half-developed structures.  Michael
W. Ovenden, an evolutionist, admitted, “It is true that
there are some difficulties in the straightforward appli-
cation of ‘natural selection’—for example, how can it
explain the development by stages of an organ that seems
to confer no survival advantages in its primitive stages,
but only when fully developed.”19:101  No evolutionist
can answer this problem for evolution.

Intermediate stages in the evolutionary process
must have adaptive value or else they could never
develop.  What good would a half-developed eardrum
have in the survival of a species?  What benefit would
be derived from a half-developed eye?  Partially devel-
oped wings would be a hindrance to the survival of birds
and therefore would be eliminated by the process of natu-
ral selection itself.  We must understand that this is a
serious problem for evolutionists.

If natural selection was choosing the favorable char-
acteristics that came about by mutation, then we would
assume that the fossil record would contain thousands
of examples of transitional fossils of these half-devel-
oped bird wings or ears or whatever.  But there is not
one example.  It is interesting that evolutionists never
point this out in the fossil record.  Paleontologists seem
to overlook this most damaging fact concerning the pro-
cess of evolutionary development.  If evolution really
took place through a series of mutations and natural se-
lection, where are the transitional fossils?  Is the absence
of transitional fossils such an embarrassment to the evo-
lutionists that they simply ignore the fact?

3.  The more intensive the natural selection the
fewer the varieties.  Klotz explained that “the rule played
by selection is a self-contradictory one.  The more in-
tensive the selection, the fewer the varieties, and the
fewer the species.  The less intensive the selection, the
more varieties and more species develop.”20:243  Klotz
gave Julian Huxley’s example that in lakes where preda-
tors are common there are less species of fish than in
lakes where predators are few.21:323  He concluded, “This
is only what we would expect, for intensive selection
should eliminate all but the most favored individuals.
Yet this role is one which slows down evolution and
defeats the process which it is supposed to guide.”21:323

4.  There is too much chance involved in natural
selection.  The evolutionists’ concept of natural selec-
tion is based upon chance.  Ovenden wrote, “It is essen-
tial to the theory of evolution that the changes that oc-
cur, and upon which natural selection operates, come
about by chance—that is to say, the environment has no
direct control over which changes occur in individuals,
but only in the selection of advantageous variations.”19:101

In another way Huxley explained that evolutionists must
rely on the chance of changes to produce development
within the animal and plant kingdoms.  He wrote,

To sum up, natural selection converts randomness into
direction, and blind chance into apparent purpose.  It op-
erates with the aid of time to produce improvements in
the machinery of living, and in the process generates re-
sults of a more than astronomical improbability, which
could have been achieved in no other way.13:47,48

Chance must become the god of evolutionary de-
velopment for all evolutionists.  Since the evolutionist
has handed all supposed development of life over to the
processes of natural selection, then God is ruled out.  If
the chance of natural selection can produce the goods,
then who needs God.  However, the theistic evolutionist
wants to retain God in the equation.  The unbelieving
evolutionist who has forsaken a knowledge of God, views
the theistic evolutionist as a scientific hypocrite.  He
feels that the theistic evolutionist wants to cling to a God
who has no business in the field of nature.  God had
nothing to do with evolutionary development simply
because He was not needed.  If He was directly involved,
then the very philosophy of evolution is under attack.  If
there was a God who could control and direct evolution,
then why could not this God just create fully developed
organisms in the first place?  The appearance of fully
developed forms of life is what the fossil record reveals,
but unbelieving evolutionists are not going to credit this
fact to God.  Since the unbelieving evolutionist has given
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up a knowledge of God, his only god can be the god of
chance.  Therefore, he concludes that by chance favor-
able mutations were passed on to develop a particular
species.

The chance of favorable mutations being bred into
a species by random selection is almost beyond compre-
hension.  Even Huxley confessed that “no one would
bet on anything so improbable happening; and yet it has
happened.”13:42  Of course, it has to have happened if
one believes in evolution, for there is no other an-
swer.  In the minds of unbelieving evolutionists, there is
no other alternative to believe.  After showing the num-
ber of times a horse would have to be bred in order to
incorporate within the stock one favorable mutation,
Huxley concluded, “Of course, this could not really hap-
pen, but it is a useful way of visualizing the fantastic
odds against getting a number of favorable mutations in
one strain through pure chance alone.”13:41,42

Evolutionists are dealing with some fantastic odds.
In fact, they are really working with impossibilities that
they like to call probabilities.  They are trying to piece
together a theory that calls for too much chance.  “The
living world as we know it today could never have arisen
by chance.  This simple statement is so obviously true
that further elaboration of the subject is unnecessary.
But from the Neo-Darwinian point of view chance takes
the place of God in the origin and development of the
universe and time is the instrument of progress.”17:34

In recent years the science of probability theory
has dealt a devastating blow to the god of chance that is
the mechanism for development in the philosophy of
evolution.  Evolutionists depend upon chance.  Given
enough time, anything can happen according to their
reasoning.  Evolutionists affirm, “However improbable
we regard this event, or any of the steps which it in-
volves, given enough time it will almost certainly hap-
pen at least once ....”22:48  On the other hand, many scien-
tists today are saying that high improbability equals
impossibility.  Pierre du Nouy stated, “If the probabil-
ity of an event is infinitely slight, it is equivalent to the
practical impossibility of its happening within certain
time limits.”23:38  When examining the vast complexi-
ties of life, one is awestruck by intricacies.  How could
such intricacies have evolved by chance?  “Chance can-
not create complex, orderly, operational systems.  Nei-
ther can it account for beauty.  To attribute to blind chance
the perfume of a rose or the playfulness of a lamb is to
ignore all logic.”24:123

With its theory of natural selection, evolution is a
philosophy based upon chance.  And the chance that it
all happened is improbable and impossible.  Coppedge
wrote, “Without a Designer, however, the materialist is

left with only one source, namely chance, to do it all.”24:156

It takes more faith to believe in chance than to believe in
God’s creative hand.  One must never view evolution as
a purely scientific hypothesis that is based upon facts.
It is a system of faith.  The faith that is demanded to
believe that evolution has actually taken place is a faith
greater than believing that God created all things.

Concerning the natural selection theory, as an evo-
lutionist, Ovenden confessed, “A hundred years after
Darwin’s book, there is still argument as to whether the
hypothesis of natural selection is fully adequate to ex-
plain the wide diversity of life on Earth.”19:100,101  Huxley
also concluded, “A little calculation demonstrates how
incredibly improbable the results of natural selection can
be when enough time is available.”13:41   And incredible
it is.  Given the impossibility of the life that now exists
having come about by chance, one would have to con-
clude that it takes a great deal of faith to be an evolu-
tionist.

D. The problem of origins:

Science cannot produce any empirical answers con-
cerning the existence of life.  On the other hand, neither
can the one who believes in the Bible’s account of ori-
gins produce scientific evidence concerning the origin
of life.  The believer does, however, have the witness of
the testimony of those who actually experienced the
workings of the One who could produce life.  That
testimony is in the Bible.

Evolutionists have struggled for years to explain
the origin of life.  In discussing the evolutionary theo-
ries of Theilhard de Chardin, Bernard Delfgaauw stated,
“... the development of life out of lifeless matter contin-
ues to be a hypothesis, because we cannot, of course, at
a subsequent moment in the earth’s history catch such a
development in the very act, so to speak; nor has it ever,
as yet, been made to happen in the laboratory.”25:69

Evolutionists have no answer that will tell us how
life began.  Paul Amos Moody, an evolutionist, wrote
concerning the problem of the origin of life,

The answer is that we do not know and probably never
will.  The origin of life occurred more than three billion
years ago and was not the type of happening to leave a
clear indication of its course of events in the fossil record.
Why, then, do we discuss the question at all?  The best we
can do is to point out what might have happened.26:117

Evolutionists affirm that we can “assume” that cer-
tain steps were taken by “nature” to produce and ex-
pand life and that we can make “reasonable guesses” as

The Bible And Science



398 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

to how life developed.  It is candidly stated by evolu-
tionists, “Although man may never be able to prove
that life first arose in a specific way, it is now possible,
with the information available, to formulate a working
hypothesis concerning the conditions and circumstances
under which life might have arisen [emphasis mine,
R.E.D.].”15:731  However “though evolutionists are bold
in stating how life developed, they simply have to state
they do not know how it originated.”27:663  No evolution-
ist was there in the beginning to see it all happen.  And
since no one was there, everyone’s belief on how life
began is a matter of faith.

The origin of life is a matter of faith both for those
who believe the Bible account of origins and for the
evolutionists.  Neither was on the scene when life be-
gan.  The only explanation for evolutionists is sponta-
neous generation.  Though this theory of origins was
disproved by Pasteur, Tyndall and others in the nine-
teenth century, some evolutionists today try to resurrect
it.  Huxley, wrote, “The fact that spontaneous genera-
tion does not occur now is no evidence that it did not do
so at some earlier stage in the development of this planet,
when conditions in the cosmic test tube were extremely
different.”13:21  Of course this is a leap of faith.  It is a
matter of faith simply because one is still examining the
present in order to study the past.

E. The problem of DNA:

DNA (deoxyribonucleic acid) is the coded ladder-
like tape found in the chromosomes of every living cell
that determines every characteristic of life.  This micro-
scopic “computer system” determines all hereditary traits
passed on to the offspring.  It controls the color of eyes,
the color of hair, fingerprints, and every physical detail
of the individual organism.  It is the mechanism that al-
lows life to reproduce “after their kind” (Gn 1:24).
Coppedge wrote, “In terms of an analogy, [human DNA
is like] a very large encyclopedia of forty-six volumes,
20,000 pages is provided with the whole encyclope-
dia.”24:125

“It is believed that all species of plants and ani-
mals use DNA molecules to pass hereditary traits from
one generation to the next.”12:105  How the DNA is redu-
plicated (called “replication”) and transferred to the off-
spring cell is not a simple process.  The “copying pro-
cess” takes place in a ribosome which is composed
mostly of protein.  The DNA in the chromosome copies
itself on a messenger strand of RNA.  In the ribosome,
transfer RNA (tRNA) takes the message from the mes-
senger RNA to manufacture a protein strand.  As a re-
sult, thousands of protein strands are manufactured from

the same messenger RNA in a
matter of seconds.

In carefully studying this
process, scientists have learned
that “ribosomes are made up of
mostly RNA and protein.”12:113

It is assumed that DNA trans-
fers its message accurately to
the messenger RNA strands,
which are made from the origi-
nal DNA pattern or template.
Thus, “the gene in the nucleus
of a DNA molecule controls the
synthesis of the complementary
RNA.”12:113  This messenger
RNA becomes the mold, or template, to synthesize the
protein.  The other type of RNA (Transfer RNA) attracts
the amino acids and assembles them according to the
mold of the messenger RNA.  A new polypeptide chain
is thus formed.  The polypeptide molecules are linked
together to form larger protein molecules.  In this way,
the protein is formed.

Much research has been done in the last few de-
cades in the area of molecular biology and genetic engi-
neering.  As a result, our understanding of the DNA pro-
cess of reproduction has been greatly advanced.  Evolu-
tionists have claimed that this common process in all
living things is evidence of a “common ancestor” in evo-
lutionary development.  It is reasoned that we all started
the same way and the way we all started must be mani-
fested in the chemical makeup of the cell.  However,
here is where evolutionists run into problems with DNA.

1.  DNA is evidence of a common Creator.  The
more we study life the more we understand that it is
basically composed of the same chemicals.  Such is good
evidence of a common Creator of all things.  The DNA
structure of all living cells is surprisingly close in all
life.  However, being close to snakes, bugs and pigs is
not necessarily what evolutionists want.  John J. Grebe
wrote concerning this similarity, “It would shock the old
fashioned thinking of evolutionists on observation about
a million times more coarse than now, to know their near-
est DNA relatives.”28:320  Using the DNA structure to
prove that we all evolved from various common ances-
tors proves too much.  It proves too much because the
fact is that the DNA of all life is surprisingly close.

2.  The complexity of the DNA structure and pro-
cess of replication argues against the chance of spon-
taneous evolution.  The reproduction of the DNA is a
fantastically complicated process.  How could the com-
plexities of DNA have evolved by chance?  The DNA

DNA Replication
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contains the code for every feature of the body.  Every
intricate detail is locked into this marvelous organic com-
puter.  The reproduction of itself in the growth of a liv-
ing organism is simply beyond our understanding.  In
discussing the complexity of genes, Wallace stated, “Is
there any simpler solution to the problem of reproduc-
tion?  I do not think there is.”29:19  The more complicated
life is—and we are discovering every day that it is very
complicated—the less chance there is that it could have
originated by chance, by spontaneous generation.  It is
certainly a leap of faith to believe that the complexities
of the DNA structure evolved by chance out of matter.
Who would have the greater faith, the creationist who
believes that God created the DNA structure, or the evo-
lutionist who believes that nature created the DNA struc-
ture?

3.  DNA’s resistance to change argues against
evolution.  “Scientists know that DNA molecules are
quite immutable and resist the conversion of one kind to
another, in spite of observed mutations from radiation
and variations according to Mendel’s laws.”30:314  “Nu-
merous studies ... indicate that the DNA mechanism is
highly specific and integrated.  As with an expensive
Swiss watch, any tinkering with DNA leads to nonsense
codes and an inferior organism.”112:118  Though the sci-
ence of genetic engineering has the potential of produc-
ing variety in life, one must always determine if that
which is genetically engineered has favorable charac-
teristics that would aid in the evolutionist’s concept of
the struggle for survival.  As with mutations, if the ge-
netically altered life does not come forth from the labo-
ratory with characteristics that would aid in the struggle
for survival, then we cannot assume that genetically en-
gineered life proves that evolution has occurred.

Through the science of genetic engineering, some
fantastic things are coming out of laboratories through-
out the world.  However, one must keep in mind that
nothing new is being manufactured.  Although the ge-
netic code of the DNA can produce a wide variety of
variation, no new features are produced that were not
originally “on record” in the original DNA.  Any alter-
ations brought about by genetic engineering are made
possible because the information for the genetically en-
gineered life was already in existence in the DNA tool
shop.

Recent DNA engineering does not change the pro-
cess and resistance of DNA to change.  In genetic engi-
neering, that which already exists is restructured or
rematched with already existent DNA structures.  No
new life form is “created” which was not already in the
original DNA structures.  We must also keep in mind
that genetic engineering is a process worked by intelli-

gence (man), not chance.  Would the evolutionist be so
bold as to claim that through time, nature has accom-
plished the ability to genetically engineer itself?  If evo-
lution is true, then this is certainly what is happening.
Since the evolved scientist is genetically engineering
evolved life, then life has evolved to the point of ma-
nipulating itself.  Matter in motion has thus evolved to
the point of being the creator of new forms of life.  Some-
where in the genealogy of development the evoluntionist
has led us to believe that matter in motion has now cre-
ated a creator of new life.  How much longer, therefore,
will it take this creator to evolve into a Creator?  When
that happens, will we not be back to where we are at this
time, back to the affirmation that there is a Creator of all
life.

This is not to say that the God of the Bible is the
end result of some endless evolutionary development of
matter into what is mind, and then, into Mind.  It is sim-
ply a challenge to evolutionists to rethink their present
position.  If the process of evolution has brought matter
to the present state of mind that has the ability of ratio-
nal thought, then we wonder where the evolutionist
thinks the process will end.  In fact, if evolution is true,
there should be no end to evolution.  Are we on a Star
Trek journey here to worlds unknown in our own world?

F. The backbone problem:

Evolutionists contend that life developed from
simple organisms to the more complex organisms.  The
invertebrate (life forms without backbones) came first
in this line of descent, and then came the vertebrates
(life forms with backbones).  If this process of develop-
ment actually happened, we would expect to find in the
fossil record transitional fossils between the invertebrates
and vertebrates.  But as previously stated concerning tran-
sitional fossils, no such fossils exist.

If the evolution from invertebrates to vertebrates is
true, then the fossil record must prove it true.  We must
find evidence in the fossil record that proves that verte-
brates come from invertebrates.  However, the fossil
record is vacant of the transitional forms which should
link invertebrates to vertebrates.  The fossil record as
the prime source of evidence for evolution, does not pro-
duce any evidence that vertebrates transitioned from in-
vertebrates.

Evolutionists recognize this critical problem.  For
example, throughout the first volume of the Illustrated
Encyclopedia of the Animal Kingdom, the authors boldly
assumed that evolution is a fact.  In fact, in reading the
volume, one is lead to believe that the first volume is
actually an effort to prove evolution instead of being an
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informative guide to the animal kingdom.  However, at
the close of the volume, under the section entitled “‘Miss-
ing Links’ between Vertebrates and Invertebrates,” the
authors lose their confidence.  It is stated, “All in all,
although no good fossil evidence exists, we can con-
clude that the first vertebrates must have passed through
an amphioxus-like state [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”31:141

They concluded, “Although fossils provide much evi-
dence to support our evolutionary theories, there are still
unknown ‘missing links’.”31:142  We believe that this is a
good example of how most evolutionists deal with the
“missing link” problem.  They simply ignore it.

The major problem that faces every evolutionist is
the fact that there are no “missing links” available in the
fossil record.  Missing links never existed in the first
place.  Nevertheless, evolutionists realize that they must
fill in the gaps between the major forms of life with tran-
sitional forms.  The International Wildlife Encyclopedia
stated,

During the second half of the 19th century the scien-
tific world was excited by the new Darwinian theory of
evolution, it was realized that there was a deep gulf be-
tween the vertebrates and the invertebrates.  So a search
began for either a theory to explain or a missing link to
bridge the gulf.32:10

The above search is still going on today, though
many evolutionists think they have filled in the gulf with
transitional forms.  The fact is that they have filled in
the gaps with complete life forms they have claimed to
be transitional forms of life.  However, there are those
evolutionists who believe that the gaps will never be
filled.  Homer W. Smith once said, “As our present in-
formation stands, however, the gap remains unbridged
and the best place to start the evolution of the verte-
brates is in the imagination.”33:26  Gish concluded, “The
idea that the vertebrates are derived from the inverte-
brates is purely an assumption that cannot be documented
from the fossil record.”34:138

G. The problem of survival:

Another problem for the theory of evolution is the lack
of change within life forms.  Evolutionists assume that
change constantly takes place in species.  In fact, with-
out change there is no evolution, for evolution is a phi-
losophy of change.  Evolutionists affirm that all species
must change.  They must develop into greater organiza-
tion if they are to evolve into higher forms of life.

This is where the problem arises.  What about
those many species of animals that have shown no

change in anatomy over the alleged millions of years
of their existence?  Why have these species not devel-
oped into greater organization?

There are several examples of living organisms that
illustrate the fact that different animals have remained
unchanged throughout supposedly millions of years.
Evolutionists express surprise over this evident fact.  One
evolutionist wrote,

One of the most interesting things about apus [an ani-
mal similar in structure to a trilobite] is that it has sur-
vived virtually unchanged since the Triassic period
about 180,000,000 years ago.  Indeed some scientists
consider that the species we know today is actually the
very same species that was living all that time ago.  This
is a very long time for an actual species to survive un-
changed [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].32:75

Clark added,

One of the most striking and important facts which
has been established through a study of the fossil animals
is that from the earliest times, from the very first begin-
ning of the fossil record, the broader aspects of the ani-
mal life upon the earth have remained unchanged [em-
phasis mind, R.E.D.].53:53

There are also those forms of life that were first
thought to be extinct, but have been discovered as living
animals in these modern times.  For example, the tuat-
ara is a type of reptile.  This animal was supposed to
have become extinct over 135 million years ago.  But
living tuatara have been found in New Zealand.  It is not
strange that tuatara have survived through millions of
years.  What is surprising is the fact that they have sur-
vived all these years unchanged.

There is also the example of the coelacanth.  Be-
fore 1939 this fish was known only through the fossil
record.  It was thought to be an extinct species of primi-
tive times.  However, specimens of this fish have been
dredged up off the coast of Madagascar and South Af-
rica.  Catherine Jarman, an evolutionist, recognized, “...
the amazing discovery in 1939 of a coelacanth fish off
East London, South Africa, gave evidence that for more
than 70 million years coelacanths have survived com-
paratively unchanged [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”33:96  If
this fish has survived unchanged for supposedly 70 mil-
lion years, how can we believe that all present life is
developing through evolution to higher forms of life?

There are other examples that could be pointed out
which illustrate this lack of change in life over suppos-
edly millions of years.  The problem here is most evi-
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dent.  If evolution is true, we would expect change in
the structure of all animals as natural selection made its
choices of mutations in the most fit of every species.
Changing conditions would demand changing forms of
life.  In fact, no ancient animal life should resemble
its modern evolutionary descendant, for evolution-
ary change should constantly be changing the appear-
ance of all living things.  But men have discovered ex-
amples of animals that have not changed in their sup-
posed millions of years of existence.  They have not
evolved to higher forms of life.  Their structures are the
same.  This is one of those difficult points for evolution-
ists to answer.  In fact, it is a point that cannot be an-
swered by the theory of evolution.

H. The “ape-man—man-age” problem:

Paleoanthropology is the study of bones and fos-
sils of ancient man.  There has probably been no area in
the theory of evolution where the facts have been twisted
more than in the search for ancient fossils of man.  In
this field, the imaginations of evolutionary
paleoanthropologists have run wild.  Too many unsus-
pecting persons, therefore, have been carried away by
such overenthusiastic optimism.  In a competition for
grants from financing foundations or notoriety among
colleagues, evolutionary paleontologists have made some
fantastic pronouncements concerning their discoveries.
It is unfortunate that the public has had to endure the
struggle for fame among those who search for the latest
bone or skeleton that will bring front page headlines in
newspapers.  But such is the case.  To add to the prob-
lem, the innocent public often swallows every deduc-
tion that unbelieving evolutionists affirm concerning the
remains they dig out of the ground.  It is as if thinking
people have given their brains over to those who have a
free reign in a field of study from whom they have cast
everyone but themselves.

The problems surrounding the so-called ape-man
theory of the evolutionists are anything but few and far
between.  Any student who has studied the evolution-
ists’ search for the missing link is immediately struck by
the great amount of assumption and imagination involved
in this search.  There is really not all that much evidence
involved.  Evolutionists have filled in the gaps with
imagination and a desire to support their theory.

The following are some of the basic discoveries
evolutionists have used in their ape-man theory.  With
every discovery there are questions to be asked.  If a
paleoanthropologist affirms that these discoveries sup-
port their theory of evolution, then everyone has a right
to question the discoveries.

1.  The problem of remains:  One of the major
points to remember when examining the painted pictures
in textbooks of supposed ape-men is that much of the
picture, or pictures, has been filled in by the imagi-
nation of the artist who is usually an evolutionist.
When a living organism dies, everything except teeth
and hard bones decay within a relatively brief period of
time.  Therefore, we have no idea what kind of hair a
person had, if he had hair at all.  The shape of the nose
and ears cannot be determined.  The structures or strength
of muscles cannot be known.  Neither can the color of
skin or shape of lips be known.  All such things are left
to the imagination of the artist.  If the artist is an evolu-
tionist, he is going to make ancient man look like what
he thinks an ancient man should look like.  He will make
his discovery look like some prehuman animal that looks
like a man with the combined physical characteristics of
an ape and man.

2.  The “few-fossil” problem:  When we discuss
various ape-men, as in the last point, it is surprising to
find that relatively few fossils exist.  One is also aston-
ished to see the fragmentary nature of those that have
been found.  Some ape-men have been reconstructed out
of only a skull cap, or a tooth, or femur.  We are not
dealing with a vast collection of bones.  There is actu-
ally not that much evidence from which we can make
sound judgments.

3.  The “cemetery” problem:  Man has always had
the habit of burying his dead.  And when we date a spe-
cific specimen we may be dating it by the strata in which
it was buried, not by the strata on which it died.  Also,
when we try to date remains there is the problem of sedi-
mentation.  Fossils that are supposed to be several hun-
dred thousand of years old are dated by the sedimenta-
tion in which they are found.  But if they have been bur-
ied under several layers of strata, how can we accurately
date them?

All the assumptions and problems connected with
the various methods of dating used in determining the
age of fossils also apply here.  In other words, paleon-
tologists are dating the age of the fossil by the strata in
which it is buried, which strata is often dated by the fos-
sils of the strata.  Therefore, any dating of a fossil by
the strata in which it lies is immediately suspect.  When
reading the newspaper accounts of the antiquity of any
discovered fossil, the reader must always seek to know
how the fossil was dated.  If it was dated by the strata
in which the fossil was found, then the caution flag
should be thrown up and the date considered to be ques-
tionable because it was founded upon preconceived as-
sumptions.

We must never forget that dating is a subjective
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science.  Preconceptions are always in the system.  For
example, when the Potassium-argon method of dating
was used to date the strata in which Leakey’s Nutcracker
Man was found, it was claimed to supposedly be
1,750,000 years old.  However, when the specimen was
dated by the Carbon 14 method it proved to be only
10,000 years old.34  Therefore, when any date is assigned
to a discovered fossil, one must always understand that
the date that is given is based upon the assumption that
the earth is billions of years old and that life has been on
the earth for millions of years.

4.  The “scattered-bones” problem:  Most of the
fossils which are reconstructed by the paleontologists
are scattered over a large area.  Hardly ever is a com-
plete, supposedly ancient, skeleton found intact.  If one
is found, it is usually a fossil that dates to recent times.
However, in some recent discoveries complete skeletons
have been found.  These discoveries in Ethiopia and
South Africa have been added to the list of supposedly
ancient men who are said to have lived tens of thou-
sands of years ago.  However, one should always ask the
paleanthropologists how they came to the conclusion of
the age of their discoveries.

5.  The “giant” problem:  Some fossil evidence
manifests the existence of giants who once lived on the
earth.  Several fossilized footprints have been found that
give evidence of this fact.  There is no problem with this
evidence in relation to what the Bible says concerning
the existence of men of great stature (See the Hebrew
text or KJV of Gn 6:4; Nm 13:33; Dt 2:10,11,20,21;
3:11,13; Ja 12:4).

The existence of giants in times of old would be a
problem for the evolutionist.  Would this not be evidence
of evolution in reverse?  The existence of the fossilized
footprints of giants shows that “we have not had evolu-
tion in man but we have had degeneration or deteriora-
tion.”20:389

6.  The “brain” problem:  Not too many years ago,
evolutionists placed much emphasis on the size of the
brain as a measure of intelligence.  It was believed that
smaller brain size was evidence of antiquity as well as a
measure of low intelligence.  However, this argument
has been abandoned in recent decades and rightly so.
Bozo Skerlj explained, “Brain size does not seem to be
a proper measure since we know in modern man that
variability goes from 800 to 2,000 c.c. and covers all the
range from Java to modern man.”35:19  The brain size of
the average male adult today is 1,200 to 1,500 c.c.  Ne-
anderthal man had an average brain size of about 100
c.c. larger than modern man.  Cro-Magnon man had a
brain which averaged from 1,550 to 1,750 c.c.  This is
about an average of 250 c.c. to 350 c.c. larger than mod-

ern man.  Therefore, the intelligence or antiquity of any
fossil cannot be determined by brain size.  If such did,
then this would be proof that we have devolved instead
of evolved.

7.  The problem of ambiguous evidence:  The
greatest problem associated with the ape-man theory has
been the definite ambiguity of the discoveries.  The evo-
lutionist Dobzhansky rightly stated, “A minor but rather
annoying difficulty for a biologist is the habit human
paleontologists have of flattering their egos by naming
each find a new species, if not a new genus.”36:171  Such
over-enthusiasm can be seen in the circumstances that
surrounded the following discoveries of what are con-
sidered some of the remains of ancient men.

a.  The Piltdown Man:  The Piltdown Man
(Eoanthropus dawsoni) was a hoax.  It was supposed to
have been an ape-man fossil.  It was discovered in 1912
near Sussex, England by Charles Dawson.  It was af-
firmed by many that this was the “missing link.”  Much
of the scientific world believed this for almost forty years
following the discovery.  However, when modern tech-
niques for examining fossils entered the picture, the Pilt-
down Man had to exit.  In 1953 the Piltdown Man was
announced a hoax.

Actually, Piltdown Man was made up of a human
skull and an orangutan’s jaw and teeth.  The teeth had
been filed to make them look worn.  When it was first
discovered, it was hailed to be 200,000 to 1,000,000 years
old.  The brain capacity was said to be around 1,070 c.c.
However, modern techniques for dating and examining
fossils have proved the Piltdown Man a hoax.  An inter-
esting statement was made in the June 3, 1996 issue of
Time Magazine.

Ever since Pildown Man – once hailed as the “missing
link” between man and primate – was debunked as a hoax
in the early 1950s, a mystery has remained: Who was the
joker who placed human skull fragments with an ape’s
jaw – stained to look old—in the gravel pit in southern
England where they were discovered in 1912?  Last week
British paleontologist Brian Gardiner announced that he
and ... Andrew Currant had identified the culprit: Martin
A.C. Hinton, a now deceased curator of zoology at the
museum.

It seems that Hinton wanted to “dupe a colleague,
Arthur Smith Woodward, with whom he had had a fall-
ing-out,” according to Gardiner.  Gardiner stated, “It just
shows that if you want to believe something, you do”
(Time).  Truly, the Piltdown Man will always stand in
the field of science as a reminder to those who are al-
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ways overzealous to accept any new find without close
investigation.

b.  The Nebraska Man:  In 1922 Harold Cook
discovered a single tooth and sent it to Henry Fairfield
Osborn who acclaimed it to be “the first anthropoid ape
of America ....”37:463  Others claimed that it was of a spe-
cies closer to man than ape.  Since it was found in the
state of Nebraska, it became known as the Nebraska Man.
(Osborn named it Hesperopithecus Haroldcookii.)

As the enthusiasm grew over the discovery of Ne-
braska Man, it was affirmed to be one of the most primi-
tive members of the human family.  The excitement grew
and eager paleontologists began to excavate the area
where the tooth was discovered.  Unfortunately for the
overzealous evolutionists, it was found that the tooth
belonged to an extinct pig, and the story of the Nebraska
Man soon died away.

c.  The Java Man:  Java Man (Pithecanthropus
erectus) was discovered in a river bed near Trinil, Java.
This discovery was made by Eugene Dubois in 1891 and
1892.  Actually, all that Dubois found was a skullcap, three
molar teeth and a left thighbone.  These remains were
scattered over an area of about twenty meters in radius.

In the same stratum of the Java Man, Dubois also
found the remains of a fully developed modern man
(Wadjak Man).  Because he was such a biased evolu-
tionist, Dubois took the remains of the Wadjak Man home
with him and locked them in his closet.  They were re-
vealed to no one for over twenty years.  Dubois knew
that his Wadjak bones were evidence against his Java
Man discovery.  “Skulls of the Wadjak type were very
much like Australian man of recent times.  Therefore,
such evidence could not be used to support evolution of
man ... and thus the evidence was contrary to what Dr.
Dubois was trying to prove ....”12:437

For many years after Dubois’ discovery, contro-
versy concerning the identity of the finds prevailed.
Concerning the finds, M. Doule and H. M. Vallois stated,
“Taken as a whole, these structures are very similar to
those of chimpanzees and gibbons.”38:118  “Before his
death and after he had convinced most evolutionists as
to the manlike affinity of Pithecanthropus, Dubois him-
self changed his mind and declared that his Java Man
was nothing more than a large gibbon.”39:87  It was also
later found that the teeth were not even a part of the
original skull.

d.  The Peking Man:  Peking Man (Sinanthro-
pus pekinensis—later referred to as Homo erectus) was
discovered near Beijing (Peking), China around 1922.
The first finds consisted of several teeth and a lower
jaw.  Later, a number of skulls were found.  The remains
were similar to Java man.  It was also alleged that Pe-

king Man built fires and made artifacts.
When the Japanese invaded China before World

War II, an effort was made to export the bones of Peking
Man out of the country.  The shipment was intercepted
and no one today knows where the fossils went.  Such
adds to the controversy as to what Peking Man really
was.  It is interesting to note what Robert E. Kofahl and
Kelly L. Segraves said about Peking Man.

Several informed sources have claimed that Peking
Man was largely a fraud on a par with the Piltdown fossil
found in England in 1912 and formally exposed as a fake
in 1953.  It is interesting and perhaps significant that a
principal sponsor of the Peking research, Teilhard de
Chardin, was also implicated in the Piltdown discovery.
In any event, with the evidence gone and the witnesses
dead, Peking Man becomes a somewhat mythical stage in
the supposed evolution of man.40:128

e.  The Neanderthal Man:  The first skeletons
of the Neanderthal Man were discovered in 1856 in a
cave near Neanderthal, Germany.  Since this initial dis-
covery, there have been many discoveries made that have
been classified as Neanderthal Man.

Neanderthal Man was first pictured in textbooks
as a squatty, apelike creature.  However, this has all
changed since evolutionists have changed their minds
concerning the antiquity of Mr. Neanderthal.  In fact, he
is no longer considered an ape-man at all.  Jacob W.
Bruber stated, “Their true place in the evolution of man
has never been established.”41:436  Coppedge wrote, “The
last of the Neanderthal men were probably contempora-
neous with early Homo sapiens.  Some anthropologists
do not rule out the possibility that intermixing oc-
curred.”24:29  Many, if not most, evolutionists today con-
sider Neanderthal Man too close to modern man to al-
low much distinction.  In fact, “if Neanderthal boys and
girls were dressed as modern high school students and
mingled with students at school they probably would
not attract any attention.”12:407  Ever since the realization
that Neanderthal Man looked more like modern man,
evolutionists have been shaving the faces and straight-
ening the backs of every Neanderthal representation in
every museum and biology textbook throughout the
world.  Heinze rightly stated,

Neanderthal man proves only that man has an awful
tendency to force the evidence to conform to his theory.
One wonders how many of the other fossil evidences for
evolution would bow out if we knew more about them, or
if what we knew already was not interpreted with an evo-
lutionary presupposition.5:51

The Bible And Science



404 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

The textbook, Biology, A Search for Order in Complex-
ity rightly warned, “One should be wary of restorations
of the past based on the fertile imaginations of paleon-
tologists.”12:406

f.  The Cro-Magnon Man:  This man has been
hailed by evolutionists to be the first homo sapien.  The
males were over six feet tall and the females averaged
five and a half feet tall.  The brain size averaged be-
tween 1,550 c.c. to 1,750 c.c., which is on the average
about 200 to 400 c.c. larger than modern man.  M. F.
Ashley Montagu wrote, “Cro-Magnon man is a modern
man in every sense of the word, but where he came from
or how he came about we have not the slightest idea.”42:73

g.  Zinjanthropus:  In 1959 L. S. B. Leakey
claimed to have discovered another ape-man in Olduvai
Gorge in Tanzania, East Africa.43:564-589  He called his
discovery Zinjanthropus.  His conclusion was based
solely upon the crest of a skull.  This find was later called
Austrolopithicus.44:337

h.  Skull 1470:  In the June 1973 issue of the
National Geographic Magazine, Richard E. Leakey, son
of L. S. B. Leakey, shocked the confused world of ape-
men theories by announcing that he had discovered a
man which dated back almost three million years.45:819-

829  Richard affirmed that his Skull 1470 “simply fits no
previous models of human beginnings.”45:819

Leakey believed that the skull’s large brain case
“leaves in ruins the notion that all early fossils can be
arranged in an orderly sequence of evolutionary
change.”45:819  “It appears,” he states, “that there were
several different kinds of early man, some of whom de-
veloped larger brains earlier than had been sup-
posed.”45:819

Leakey’s find was extremely fragmentary.  When
Leakey had his Skull 1470 “filled in” with the artist’s
conception of how he may have looked, it looked al-
most exactly like any other modern genus of Africa.45:822-

835  This certainly leaves all concerned in confusion as to
how man actually evolved.  If man looked like a modern
man three million years ago and like an ape-man one
million years ago, then he must have devolved from the
“modern” look to the “ape-man” look, then, re-evolved
to the “modern” look.

i.  333 Woman (Lucy):  In Ethiopia, Donald C.
Johanson claimed that he discovered an ape-man family
dating back over three million years.46:791  He and his
fellow-laborers affirmed that all evolutionary lineages
must be revised because of his discovery.  It was stated
concerning the discovery, “All previous theories of the
origin of the lineage which leads to modern man must
now be totally revised.”47:127  We would add that they
will have to be revised until the next overenthusiastic

paleoanthropologist makes another “marvelous” discov-
ery.

Johanson claimed that his ape-man walked upright.
He stated concerning his find of a female fossil, “Granted,
she bears similarities to Australopithecus specimens from
South Africa, but primitive aspects of her teeth, jaw,
pelvis, and other parts suggest that Lucy may be more
closely related to the older hominid forms.”46:805  How-
ever, Johanson also stated that his specimen bore remark-
able resemblance to modern man.  He wrote, “Reaching
across the millenniums, hard bones from 333, arranged
as a composite pair bear uncanny resemblance to our
own—in size, shape, and function [emphasis mine,
R.E.D.].”46:808

The preceding list of discoveries could carry on.
Paleoanthropologists have unearthed ancient remains of
man throughout the world.  The name of such discoveries
is seeming endless.  Australopicthecus anamensus, austra-
lopithecus africanus, australopithecus garhi and
australopithecus robustus are only a few in the list of a
supposed genealogy of our ancestors that are claimed to
date back to four million years or more.47

Paleontologists in general ignore one key event of
earth history that would answer the phenomenon of an-
cient man who is buried throughout the world in differ-
ent strata.  Before the flood of Noah’s day, a conserva-
tive estimate of the world’s population would place the
population of the world around one billion people.  No
one actually knows what the population would have been,
but we could assume that it was not a small population.
Consider also the fact that the greenhouse effect of the
protective canopy of the world reduced the level of C-
14 in the atmosphere.  As a result, the ingestion of C-14
into living organisms before the flood would have been
far less.  Therefore, a life form that died in the flood or
before the flood would, according to the present scale
of dissipation of C-14, date thousands of years older than
a life form that would have died a year after the flood.

Now consider the above fact in reference to the
millions of people who died in the judgment of the flood.
We would certainly expect that discoveries of these
people be made throughout the world.  The fact is that
they are made throughout the world and buried in dif-
ferent strata.  The earth was populated with masses of
people before the flood.  When the flood came, and as
the waters went to and fro upon the face of the earth, the
bodies of the dead were buried everywhere in different
strata.  As these remains are unearthed today, they offer
a great opportunity for overzealous evolutionists to for-
mulate their theories.  However, all the excitement over
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discoveries to prove the theory of an unbelieving group
of paleontologists reminds us of a statement that is made
in the Bible.

And with all unrighteous deception among those who per-
ish, because they did not receive the love of the truth, that
they might be saved.  And for this reason God will send
them strong delusion, that they should believe the lie, that
they all may be condemned who did not believe the truth
but had pleasure in unrighteousness (2 Th 2:10-12).

Many there are today who have willingly believed the
lie that they have themselves manufactured in order to
escape accountability before God.

Evolutionists scoff at the Genesis affirmation that
God made woman from the rib of a man.  But that is not
half the miracle that evolutionists try to perform in re-
constructing an ancient man from a single tooth, femur
or piece of skull.  They scoff at the concept of a global

flood.  But they are asking us to believe the fantastic
theories that they have manufactured from their discov-
eries of ancient man.  If this is not enough, they attempt
to manufacture a race of people from a single discovery
of a human skeleton.  We are reminded about what
Dobzhansky said concerning paleontologists, that they
are eager to label every new find with the name of a new
genus.  Such eagerness to discover a new race of men
leaves the public outside the family of
anthropaleontologists to wonder concerning what is go-
ing on in this field of study.

No serious student should let himself be carried
away by the enthusiastic search of evolutionists for his
ancestors.  Such enthusiasm has destroyed much objec-
tivity in the field of paleontology, and specifically,
paleoanthropology.  It will destroy the objectivity of
every person who eagerly accepts every pronouncement
of evolutionary paleontologists.

One of the true tests of any social philosophy of
life is the fruit it produces in society.  Our individual
philosophies of life (world views) are always our sub-
conscious controllers of behavior.  They direct us.  They
control our direction of life and the general behavior of
our individual actions.  One’s world view, therefore, is
extremely important in reference to his behavior with
his fellow inhabitants of this world.  This is where the
philosophy of evolution does its harm.

Good philosophies can be separated from bad
philosophies by examining their logical end and their
final consequences that are acted out in real life.  It is
easy for the Christian to make a distinction between good
and evil philosophies.  He can consult the time-tested
standard of the Bible.  However, for the non-Christian,
the task lies within the realm of human reason.  Human
reason is all the unbeliever has to determine right from
wrong.  Therefore, he is left in a very dangerous situa-
tion because human reasoning is fallible (See Jr 10:23).

If mankind is left to the resources of human rea-
soning to establish moral behavior, then we are in trouble.
Human reason changes as the situations of life change.
Social behavior constantly changes in the unbelieving
world.  Because of this change, values change, and thus,
morals change.  If this change has no standard by which
to be directed, then chaos results.

When the philosophy of evolutionary thinking be-
comes a part of the individual’s process of human rea-
son and behavior, some unfortunate consequences will
and have prevailed within societies throughout the world.
It is necessary, therefore, to thoroughly understand the
implications of evolutionary philosophy in order to un-
derstand the dangerous implications of the philosophy
upon any particular society.

The consequences of a philosophy often determine
whether or not the philosophy is true or false.  If the
philosophy works toward the betterment of society, then
we can conclude that the philosophy or world view is
right.  If it undermines the foundation upon which soci-
ety must be constructed, then we can judge the world
view erroneous.  It is erroneous because any world view
that leads to the annihilation of a society must be con-
sidered wrong.  In the case of evolutionary thinking, I
believe that the consequences of the evolutionary pro-
cess of behavior renders the philosophy false.  Because
of the consequences, I would challenge those who be-
lieve evolutionary philosophy to reconsider the  conse-
quences of their belief.  One’s serious consideration of
the result of a world view that is based on the philoso-
phy of evolution should shock one into realizing that
something is dreadfully wrong.  In fact, if the world view
of evolution is true, then we wonder why man would

Chapter 9

INADEQUACY OF EVOLUTIONARY PHILOSOPHY
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now exist.  The “struggle for survival” would not be the
problem.  The fact that there would now exist anyone
who would have survived such a destructive world view
would certainly be  amazing if the philosophy of evolu-
tion has been the foundation upon which societies have
been constructed.  This may seem to be a light issue to
evolutionists.  However, seriously consider the follow-
ing points.  If evolution is true, then mankind would have
become extinct long ago.

A. The consequences of evolutionary thinking:

The following points will manifest some of the
major consequences that result from evolutionary think-
ing.  An evolutionary world view works to the detriment
of society.  In some cases it has led to the destruction of
a particular society.

1.  The evolutionary world view destroys objectiv-
ity by prejudicing scientific thinking.  Many times it is
proclaimed that scientists who believe in evolution are
objective in their studies.  However, we would disagree
with this conclusion.  Davidheiser correctly stated,

... scientists have the weaknesses of other human be-
ings, and for some reason they become more emotional
about the matter of evolution than about anything else that
comes under the heading of science.  In writing about evo-
lution, scientists make extravagant statements such as
chemists and physicists would never do in their fields.  A
number of them feel it desirable or necessary to make dis-
paraging statements about the Bible.  Biologists in the
classroom have threatened to give low grades or to fail
students who did not profess to accept the theory of evo-
lution.1:161

When one believes that something is an established
fact, that “established” fact becomes a part of his world
view.  His world view then constructs his values and
his values determine his behavior.  Evolutionary
philosophy is a world view, and therefore, affects one’s
values and behavior.

A philosophy as evolution has tremendous univer-
sal implications.  When a philosophy as this is believed,
objectivity for other answers is usually out of the ques-
tion.  This is true because other answers must harmo-
nize with this world view or else be rejected.  An ex-
ample of this would be manifested in the statement of
the evolutionist Teilhard de Chardin who said that evo-
lution is a “general condition to which all theories, all
hypothesis, all systems must bow, and which they
must satisfy hence forward if they are to be think-

able and true.  Evolution is a light illuminating all
facts, a curve that all lines must follow [emphasis mine,
R.E.D.].”2:10

Evolutionists are sometimes the most unobjective
scientists in the area of origins.  Calvin S. Hall, an evo-
lutionist, manifested this when he wrote, “You may ques-
tion, of course, whether or not intelligence is the same
as human intelligence, but if you do put the question
you are really not an evolutionist, and therefore your
views deserve little serious consideration [emphasis
mine, R.E.D.].”3:19  Certainly, this is not scientific ob-
jectivity.  Evolutionists who are claiming to be objec-
tive to the view of creationism, need to rethink their
thinking.

W. R. Thompson was right when he stated, “The
success of Darwinism was accomplished by a decline in
scientific integrity.”4:34  Without objectivity, however,
science is severely crippled.  Scientists must have an
open mind.  But evolutionary thinking has rendered the
scientific world a handicapped world of investigation.
Morris wrote concerning the influence of evolution, “It
[evolution] has probably contributed more to the preva-
lent secularistic and materialistic philosophy of the world
today than any other one influence.”5:29

In the present world of scientific investigation, the
majority of scientists maintain an evolutionary world
view.  In fact, this is one of their arguments for the sup-
posed fact of evolution.  If the majority of scientists are
evolutionists, they claim, then the philosophy must be
true.  How could so many scientists be deceived?  How-
ever, “majority rule” has never been an objective basis
upon which truth is established.  When it comes to de-
termining truth, the majority seems to always follow what
the majority decides what should be truth.  And thus, the
majority leads itself away into all sorts of perdition.

Nevertheless, the majority of scientists today in all
fields of scientific study do believe in the philosophy of
evolution.  Because of this they exercise a tremendous
intimidation factor in reference to the host of believing
scientists throughout the world.  Those scientists who
believe in creation and the flood of Noah’s day are con-
sidered by their evolutionistic colleagues to be scien-
tists with minds that have been prejudiced with the left-
over relics of religious fables and myths.  The belief
that there is a God out there who does have the power to
create is simply ignored as a myth of the ancients who
had nothing else to do than sit around and dream up an
assortment of gods who would rain down judgment upon
any who did not live according to their standards.  Evo-
lutionary scientists, therefore, are supposed to be objec-
tive when they do not even consider the fact that there
might be a God out there who is simply waiting for a
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final day of reckoning.  They have misinterpreted His
waiting to be evidence that He is not there.  We are re-
minded of what the Bible says concerning such people.

Knowing this first: that scoffers will come in the last days,
walking according to their own lusts, and saying, “Where
is the promise of His coming?  For since the fathers fell
asleep, all things continue as they were from the begin-
ning of creation.”  For this they willfully forget: that by
the word of God the heavens were of old, and the earth
standing out of water and in the water, by which the world
that then existed perished, being flooded with water.  But
the heavens and the earth which are now preserved by
the same word, are reserved for fire until the day of judg-
ment and perdition of ungodly men (2 Pt 3:3-7).

2.  The evolutionary world view devalues life and
promotes social decay.  A leaflet that was published by
the Bible-Science Association correctly stated, “The
theory of evolution is basically responsible for the moral,
spiritual and educational decay of our times and the spirit
of anarchy so prevalent today.  It does away with God,
and makes a man another animal, subject only to
animal instinct for survival or reproduction [empha-
sis mine, R.E.D.].”6:n.p.

Man will live on a higher plane of integrity if he
realizes that he is subject to a God to whom he must
give account for his behavior.  Take God out of the so-
ciological picture and we subtract any feeling of account-
ability on the part of man.  The social group that accepts
a Godless moral will move toward social chaos.  This is
what the philosophy of evolution does to society.  We
must remember that if evolution is true, there is no such
thing as an absolute moral code.  Evolution needs no
God.  But without a consciousness of God in society
there can be no final standard of morality for society.  If
there is no final moral standard, then evolved man has
the right to determine, at any one time in the process of
evolutionary development, his own moral standards.  If
one group of evolved humanoids determines that they
are the fittest, and thus must survive over any other hu-
manoids, then one group has the right to destroy the other.
Such scenarios remind us of historical incidents as Nazi
Germany and Rwanda and a host of other world geno-
cides where one society of people decided to eliminate
another society of people.

3.  The evolutionary world view promotes the phi-
losophy of struggle.  After Darwin had fully brought to
the public mind the theory of the struggle for survival,
sociologists began to recognize the great impact such a
philosophy would have on a given society.  Darwin’s
theory reemphasized the ancient barbarian thinking, “kill

or be killed.”  Clark wrote, “Evolution, in short, gave a
doer of evil a respite from his conscience.  The most
unscrupulous behavior towards a competitor could now
be rationalized: evil could be called good.”7:106

When the philosophy of the struggle for existence
is inserted into a society, “kill or be killed” becomes a
social value.  Raubiczak concluded,

... evolution has been made the basis of a complete phi-
losophy.  It provided philosophers with a metaphysical
and ethical system, thus deeply influencing their ideas
about the nature of man and his behavior.  In fact, the
philosophy based on Darwinism has exercised an ex-
tremely strong influence, far beyond the realms of sci-
ence and philosophy, upon the whole development of
European thought.  The ruthless life and death struggle
for survival has been translated into a new morality,
as ruthless completion in a Capitalist society, as ruth-
less warfare in the communist world and as ruthless
nationalism everywhere [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].8:23

4.  The evolutionary world view justifies war.
While Sir Archibald Geikie was traveling through Aus-
tria in 1868 and 1869 he observed a definite grasp of the
German mind in those times of evolutionary principles.
He later remarked, “... what especially struck me was
the universal sway which the writings of Darwin now
exercises over the German mind.”9:109  In the following
decades after Geikie’s visit, evolutionary thinking also
laid roots in other societies.

Mussolini’s attitude was completely dominated by
evolution.  In public utterances, he repeatedly used the
Darwin catchwords while he mocked at perpetual peace,
lest it should hinder the evolutionary process.  For him,
the reluctance of England to engage in war only proved
the evolutionary decadence of the British Empire.9:115

Adolf Hitler inherited the evolutionary philosophy
of German education.  Sir Arthur Keith, an evolutionist,
rightly stated, “Hitler is an uncompromising evolution-
ist, and we must seek for an evolutionary explanation if
we are to understand his actions.”10:100  The Mein Kampf
of Hitler was saturated with evolutionary thinking.  His
speeches were oratories of struggle, survival and war.
In a speech in Nuremberg in 1933 he stated,

Thus there results the subjection of a number of people
under the will, often of only a few persons, a subjection
based simply upon the right of the stronger, a right which,
as we see it in Nature, can be regarded as the sole con-
ceivable right, because it is founded on reason.11
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Hitler also stated, “He who could live must fight.
He who does not wish to fight in this world where per-
manent struggle is the law of life, has not the right to
exist.”11  Hitler’s attempted extermination of the Jews,
and his war, will always be an epitome of the philoso-
phy of “evolution in action.”

In his book Evolution in Action, Huxley stated,
“Pain and suffering are part of the wastage involved in
the workings of the selective process.  We must not ex-
pect to find human values at work in nature’s day-to-
day operations.”12:72  It is shocking to hear some evolu-
tionists make statements to justify war in the evolution-
ary process.  For example, read the following statement
of Carl Wallace Miller who is a theistic evolutionist.

Thus war, with its obvious violation of the sanctity of
human life, may be an inescapable necessity for correct-
ing evils present in the body politic, and may eventuate in
the ultimate good of society.  It may on occasion be viewed
as the better of two alternatives, as a drastic but essential
operation for the removal of intolerable obstacles from
the pathway of human progress.13:92,93

5.  The evolutionary world view promotes athe-
ism.  There is no room for a concept of God in the phi-
losophy of the true evolutionist.  Huxley stated,

Darwinism removed the whole idea of God as the cre-
ator of organisms from the sphere of rational discussion.
Darwin pointed out that no supernatural designer was
needed; since natural selection could account for any
known form of life, there was no room for a supernatural
agency in its evolution [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].14:41

“To postulate a divine interference” in the evolutionary
changes of matter and energy in the earth’s past history
was to Huxley “both unnecessary and illogical.”12:20  “We
must now be prepared,” wrote Huxley, “to abandon the
God hypothesis and its corollaries like divine revelation
of changing truths, and to change over from a super-
natural to a naturalistic view of human destiny.”15:101  It
was rightly stated in the third annual report of the Ameri-
can Association for the Advancement of Atheism, “Evo-
lution is atheism.”16:4

Darwin was first a theist.  But after his theory be-
gan to take his mind to its logical conclusion, he began
to strike God out of the picture.  He wrote, “Thus disbe-
lief crept over me at a very slow rate, but was at last
complete.  The rate was so slow that I felt no distress,
and have never since doubted even for a single second
that my conclusion was correct.  I can indeed hardly see
how anyone ought to wish Christianity to be true ....”17:87

Such should be a warning to every theistic evolutionist.
To Darwin, evolution became a “substitute god.”  Huxley
confessed true evolutionary philosophy as follows,

The God hypothesis is no longer of any pragmatic value
for the interpretation or comprehension of nature, and in-
deed often stands in the way of better and truer interpreta-
tion.  Operationally, God is beginning to resemble not a
ruler but the last fading smile of a Cheshire Cat.18:37,38

6.  The evolutionary world view destroys belief in
the Bible.  Many years ago the atheist and evolutionist
Charles Smith stated, “Evolution bankrupts the Bible.
It discredits the Word of God.  The Law Scheme and the
Scheme of Redemption do not go together.  If descended
from apes, we don’t need a Saviour.”19:112  He went on to
say, “If you accept evolution, you must give up the Bible
and God [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].”19:112  How right he
was.

In the same vein, another atheistic evolutionist,
Woolsey Teller, stated that “if evolution is accepted,
Adam and Eve go out!  That story, that Bible fable, is
interesting mythology but it doesn’t present the true pic-
ture of the origin of man.”20:54  A modern-day biology
textbook reads, “Darwin and his successors have dis-
credited the old idea of the special creation of living
things just as we find them in the world today.”27:731  The
German zoologist Ernst Haeckel said, “Evolution ex-
cludes the supernatural process, every prearranged and
conscious act of a personal character.  Nothing will make
the full meaning of the history of descent [evolution]
clearer than calling it the non-miraculous theory.”22:132

Every theistic evolutionist should listen closely to
the words of these evolutionists.  Consistent evolution-
ary thought leaves no room for the Bible.  Sooner or
later, every theistic evolutionist must face the prob-
lem of either wholeheartedly accepting the theory of
evolution or wholeheartedly accepting the Bible.
There can be no compromise between these two fields
of thought.  Diligent respect and desire to accept and
believe one or the other will lead to the rejection of the
other.

Morris wrote, “Acceptance of evolution is logically
followed by the rejection of a high theory of Biblical
inspiration, then by rejection of the doctrine of the fall
and the curse, and finally by the rejection of the substi-
tutionary atonement.”24:23  If evolution is in, revelation
has to be out.

Evolution provides man with a way to escape his re-
sponsibility to God.  If everything in existence today has
developed without God, then there is no judge before
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whom we must all appear.  In the interpretation of many,
man is responsible only to himself, and that which helps
evolution helps society.25:84

The evolutionary world view, therefore, would
obliterate sin.  After all, if we are only evolved animals,
how can one animal sin against another?  If there is no
sin, then there will be no accountability for sin.  Theis-
tic evolutionists, therefore, limit the power of God
and turn man loose to develop his own moral codes.
Followed to the end, the evolutionary world view does
more than limit God, it eliminates God and His inter-
vention into this world.

Without an eternal standard of morality, society
deteriorates.  Man has proven that he is unable to estab-
lish any real standard of moral living.  He must have
something higher than himself by which to establish
moral standards.  If we subtract the Bible from the pic-
ture of social conduct, we have subtracted the only higher
moral standard that exists for right living.  Evolutionary
philosophy is an attempt to subtract the Bible from soci-
ety.

Davidheiser wrote, “The history of the last century
has shown over and over that as the evolutionary theory
is accepted by a society, Christian faith deteriorates.”1:39

The result of the deterioration of faith results in the deg-
radation of society.  Jackson correctly stated, “As is sown,
so will be reaped.  And man has sown to an evolutionary
wind.  Accordingly, he is reaping a devastating whirl-
wind, and he will continue to reap such until he aban-
dons his false philosophy.”47:46  Acworth was right when
he said,

Modern psychologists tend to treat men’s drives to lust,
aggression, cruelty, cowardice and the rest as “nature,”
and the supposition that they are simply parts of man’s
animal nature; and in this they are quite right, if the theory
of evolution is true.48:11

B. Why people believe in an evolutionary world
view:

If the theory of evolution is so barren of facts and
filled with assumptions, then why are there so many evo-
lutionists?  Why do people believe in a theory that is
really a hypothesis.  It is a philosophy of life that has so
many unhappy sociological consequences?  There are
several reasons why people believe in the theory of evo-
lution.  The following points will at least give some an-
swers to why people believe in the philosophy of evolu-
tion.

1.  Men are gullible.  When scientists boldly pro-
claim that evolution is a proven fact, out of a respect for
scientists, many students gullibly accept such statements
at face value.  “Unfortunately, the story of evolution has
received so much publicity from scientists, encyclope-
dias, textbooks, and other usually reliable sources that
the average person today has accepted it as truth with-
out questioning the source or nature of the informa-
tion.”26:79,80  This is true, not only of those who are rela-
tively untrained in the scientific fields, but also of those
who are scientists in other fields than those centered
specifically around the study of evolution.

Specialized scientists do not have the time to be
specialists in fields of study other than their own.  They
must simply accept at face value the results of other sci-
entists.  This naive acceptance of another’s conclusions
has led many learned scientists to accept the evolution-
ary conclusions of biologists, paleontologists and oth-
ers who work directly on an evolutionary presupposi-
tion.  “This explains ... why many brilliant people have
been led to accept some form of evolution.  Not having
access to all the supposed evidence themselves, they have
been swept along with the overwhelming chorus of as-
sertions by others who had more faith than facts.”27:184

This also explains why many university students
are deceived into accepting evolution as a “scientific”
fact.  To many people, anyone with a “PhD” degree is
supposed to know almost everything.  At least, to the
thinking of unsuspecting students, one with such educa-
tion should be almost inerrant in proclamation.  There
are those who believe that anything a scientist says must
be true.  Little wrote, “When a scientist speaks on any
subject he is likely to be believed.  He may be speaking
outside his field, but the same respect that should right-
fully be given to his statements from within his field are
almost unconsciously transferred to everything he
says.”28:64  Such veneration of scientists many times leads
to the acceptance of assumptions to be fact.  We must
recognize that scientists are also human.  Many years
ago Bettex rightly stated, “Much as we should revere
and admire true knowledge and ability, a childish ven-
eration for the professor and his dogmas is to be depre-
cated as injurious in its effects.”29

2.  Men are pressured to please.  Many students
are pressured into accepting the philosophy of evolu-
tion because of a desire to conform to what everyone
else supposedly believes.  If one perceives that every-
one is evolutionary in thinking, then there are those who
simply go along with the crowd.  Such naive thinking is
not only incorrect, but also dangerous.  It destroys one’s
objectivity and free thinking.  Coppedge correctly stated,
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One can easily become committed to what appears to
be a fashionable philosophy, the “in” thing among his
peers.  The deciding factor is the pressure to conform,
right or wrong.  It always takes courage and intentional
honesty to seek truth in the face of compulsion to be con-
sidered “in” because of being “like”.30:171

“Although one should not be a nonconformist just for
the sake of being a nonconformist, yet the pressure to
accept evolution is so strong that there are many who
accept it because they are afraid of what others may
think.”21:107  Unfortunately, those in the industrial soci-
eties of the world today have given themselves over to
humanistic thinking that is based on the world view of
evolution.  University students and those who seek to
conform to the intimidation of any proclamation that
comes from evolutionists, are led to relinquish to evolu-
tionary thought as the answer for the beginning of life.
Creationism is certainly not discussed among those in
science laboratories of our universities.  There are no
Bibles on the desks of university science professors.  The
fact that they are not there is evidence that the scientific
world as a whole has long given up on God as an answer
for the beginning of all things.

3.  Men desire to be considered intelligent.  Many
evolutionists teach that if one is going to be considered
intelligent he must accept the theory of evolution.  Cre-
ationism is mocked and is considered a myth by those
who think they are scientific in their investigations con-
cerning the beginning of life.   Williams wrote, “There
are some who insist that one’s views with reference to
the ‘days’ of creation should not be made a test of spiri-
tuality, but they do not seem to object to its being a test
of mentality.”32:37,38  If you want to be considered smart,
atheistic evolutionists will not allow you to believe in
Genesis.

A statement in the book Evolution illustrates how
biased some evolutionists are on this point.  In referring
to the two books of Darwin (Origin of Species and The
Descent of Man) the writer stated concerning Darwin,
“When he finished, the fact of evolution could be de-
nied only by an abandonment of reason [emphasis
mine, R.E.D.].”33:10  When a student is faced with this
type of pressure he many times succumbs.  Morris rightly
said,

Furthermore, the writer is convinced, from having dis-
cussed the subject with hundreds of people, that the main
reason most educated people believe in evolution is sim-
ply because they have been told that most educated
people believe in evolution!  Very rarely is such a person
able to do more than repeat a few stock “evidences for

evolution,” and almost never has he given any really seri-
ous consideration to the question of their real implica-
tions [emphasis mine, R.E.D.].24:26

Not all scientists, however, accept the theory of
evolution.  This needs to be clearly understood.  Many
reject it because it is vacant of proof.  Objective scien-
tists around the world see evolutionary philosophy as a
baseless and unproved theory.  We must never be de-
ceived into thinking that all “intelligent” people are evo-
lutionists.  The fact is that the more science uncovers
the marvels of nature, the harder it is to believe that life
came into being and developed through evolutionary
processes.

4.  Men search for a Godless answer to life.  Many
scientists are evolutionists because they have no other
answer to explain the existence of man.  They have given
up the Bible as an answer.  In giving up the Bible they
have given up God.  If there is no God and Bible, then
there is no one to whom we must feel responsible other
than ourselves.  This is called humanism.  Humanism
is man making himself the central figure around which
moral law is made.  The foundation upon which this
philosophy of life is based, is the supposed belief that
man is simply the product of matter in motion.  He is the
end result of chance development through millions of
years of evolution.

There are only two explanations for the existence
of that which now exists.  Either it is evolution or cre-
ation.  Evolutionists consider creationism to be mythol-
ogy.  Therefore, they are left with the only other alterna-
tive which is evolution.  No matter how inconsistent the
theory becomes, they have to believe it, for to them this
is the only answer to origins.  Gish said, “The reason
that most scientists accept the theory of evolution is
that most scientists are unbelievers, and unbelieving,
materialistic men are forced to accept a materialis-
tic, naturalistic explanation for the origin of all liv-
ing things.”35:10

Atheistic evolutionists not only want to believe in
evolution, they have to believe in evolution.  “It is be-
lieved not because it provides either a logical or scien-
tific explanation of life, of the world, or of the universe
about us, but because this is what its proponents want to
believe.”36:3  “If we regard history as reliable we are com-
pelled to say that evolution originated in pagan minds,
and was given expression in modern times by men who
wanted to eliminate the idea of God, and who knew little
or nothing concerning the Scriptures.”22:99  Many evolu-
tionists are evolutionists not because they have scien-
tifically been led to believe in evolution, but because
they have so willed to believe in evolution.  In fact, it
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would be safe to say that most people who believe in
evolution are not scientists who came to the conclusion
that evolution was true because of scientific investiga-
tion.  They are evolutionists simply because scientists
teach such to be true.  They have simply swallowed with-
out questioning the proclamations of unbelieving scien-
tists because the philosophy of evolution supports a way
of life that is contrary to godly living.

5.  Men are prejudiced.  As suggested in the above
points, many scientists are evolutionists because they
are simply prejudiced against any concepts that suggest
that there is a God who created all things.  Creation to
them is out of the picture and not even to be considered.
Men as Darwin, Huxley and Spencer accepted evolu-
tion because they did not want to believe in creation.
Sir Arthur Keith, an evolutionist, admitted, “Evolution
is unproved and unprovable.  We believe it because the
only alternative is special creation, and that is unthink-
able.”37:10

This prejudice against creationism and God was
pointed out by W. R. Thompson in his introduction to
the Origin of Species.  Mr. Thompson was chosen to
write the introductory remarks to the Origin of Species
that was printed in the Everyman’s Library Series.  Care-
fully read his remarks concerning the attitudes of many
evolutionists.

As we know, there is a great divergence of opinion
among biologists, not only about the causes of evolution,
but even about the actual process.  This divergence exists
because the evidence is unsatisfactory and does not per-
mit any certain conclusion.  It is therefore right and proper
to draw the attention of the nonscientific public to the dis-
agreements about evolution.  But some recent remarks
of evolutionists show that they think this unreason-
able.  This situation, where men rally to the defense of
a doctrine they are unable to define scientifically, much
less demonstrate with scientific rigor, attempting to
maintain its credit with the public by the suppression
of criticism and the elimination of difficulties, is ab-
normal and undesirable in science [emphasis mine,
R.E.D.].38

Over-enthusiasm to suppress criticism of the theory
of evolution is an open manifestation of the prejudices
of some scientists.  We cannot help but think that this
prejudice has led to the rejection of facts which disprove
evolution.  “When a man is convinced of the truth of an
idea and is looking for evidence to prove it correct, his
judgment tends to become biased, and he tends to inter-
pret everything in a way which will prove his point.”25:12

In reference to the Piltdown ape-man hoax and similar

“scientific hoaxes”, Gish added, “The success of this
monumental hoax served to demonstrate that scientists,
just like everyone else, are very prone to find what they
are looking for whether it is there or not.”35:92  We must
never forget that scientists are human.  To be human
means that one operates on certain presuppositions and
prejudices.  Being a scientist does not free one from
these emotions and attitudes of life.

6.  Men are guilty of presuppo-sitionism.  Evolu-
tionists presuppose that evolution is an already proven
fact.  It is affirmed, therefore, that we must investigate
more of this world in order to make our evolutionary
theories of origin harmonize.  But the truth is that evolu-
tionists just suppose that evolution is true.  And from
this they lead many to believe that their presupposition
is fact.  Of course, supposing that something is true does
not make it true.  In fact, it is quite unscientific to pre-
suppose something to be true without verifying it through
the scientific method of investigation.  Since evolution
cannot be verified through the scientific method, it will
always be a presupposition.  It will always be a hypoth-
esis from which scientists work because no one can ever
prove that evolution has taken place.

In being carried away with evolutionistic enthusi-
asm, many scientists have confused their philosophies
with the facts.  They have then presented their philoso-
phies to the public as if they were proven fact.  Little
wrote,

... some scientists are given to making statements that
go beyond the facts.  These statements are, in fact, philo-
sophic interpretations of data which do not carry the same
weight of authority as the data themselves.  Unfortunately,
the facts and the interpretations are seldom distinguished
in the minds of listeners.28:63

Evolutionists just suppose that evolution is true and
go from there.  They expect us to accept their proclama-
tions without question.  They do not try to prove the
theory anymore.  They just take it for granted that it is
true and expect the rest of the public to do the same.
They expect the public to swallow their presupposition
that evolution is true without ever doubting their wish-
ful thinking.  This attitude was illustrated by the follow-
ing statement in a biology textbook,

It [evolution] is the most inclusive of the great unify-
ing principles of biology.  It is so much a part of the foun-
dation of biology that science can hardly be understood
without it.  It has been referred to in this way: “The theory
of evolution is to biology as the atomic theory is to chem-
istry and physics.”39:589
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Many college students who believe in creation read
and hear such statements as the above and take it for
granted that those who wrote the textbooks or made the
speeches know what they are talking about.  It is unfor-
tunate that such teachings many times go unchecked and
unchallenged.  They should be repudiated, especially in
books which are supposed to be a scientific documenta-
tion of facts in biology.  These are statements for phi-
losophy books, not biology books.

When someone does raise his hand to question such
statements, he is often met with fervent ridicule.  He is
considered a nonconformist to what is supposedly a sci-
entific fact.  A statement in the Saturday Evening Post
concerning evolutionists and those who criticize their
theory read, “Criticism [of evolution] is sometimes re-
garded, and perhaps intended, as a deep personal in-
sult.”40:42  Maybe evolutionists feel insulted because they
know they cannot prove their theory.  They are possibly
defensive because they realize the tremendous inconsis-
tencies in the evidence they have affirmed proves their
evolutionary world view.  They know that such criti-
cisms are an attack against their scientific character, not
their unprovable theory.  If they expect us to believe an
unprovable philosophy, then our attacks are just that.
We attack their religion which is evolutionism.  They
must not be confused with our attack.  It is not against
science.  It is against the presumptions of scientists.

C. Evolutionary philosophy and the future of sci-
ence:

Coder and Howe wrote,

Vigorous investigation, carried on for more than one
hundred years, in paleontology, taxonomy, homology, em-
bryology, and genetics has failed to come up with any fi-
nal proof for evolution.  Scientific research has been un-
able to determine how life began, and it likewise has little
or no proofs of so-called “missing links”.41:119

This basically states where evolution is today.  It is
still a theory that lacks proof.  In recent years the theory
has been attacked by scientists, not just theologians.
Osborn wrote, “In recent months the teaching of evolu-
tion has come under attack in a number of states [of
America] ... not by theologians but by scientists.”42:46

One of the most recent landmark decisions that was made
in America took place in the state of Kansas in 1999.
The State Board of Education banned the exclusive
teaching of evolution in the public schools of the state.
They made the decision that creationism must be given
an opportunity to be taught in government schools.  This

decision was not made by theologians.  It was made by
educators and scientists who realized that evolution was
not a foregone conclusion.  It was not a proven fact, and
thus should not be taught in schools as a fact.

Evolutionists are being made to realize that the
theory of evolution is actually a philosophy.  Morris
wrote, “One evidence that evolutionary uniformitarian-
ism is a religion rather than a science is the fact that
its advocates almost invariably react emotionally when-
ever a fellow scientist questions it.”43:122  Such explains
the reactions of evolutionists to anyone who would criti-
cize their religion.

The growing evidence against evolution will eventu-
ally force American evolutionists to face the fact that the
position is untenable.  Some will then open mindedly ex-
plore the idea of creation, while others will doubtless per-
sist in materialism at any cost, and will turn to forms of
Lamarckism or follow Oparin in the communist belief that
matter intrinsically will develop of its own accord.27:180

The most recent development today in evolution-
ary thinking is the turn away from uniformitarian evolu-
tion to catastrophic evolution.  Evolutionists are begin-
ning to realize and recognize the force of the evidence
of geological catastrophes.  They have recognized that
uniformitarianism cannot give adequate answers to the
development of life.  The absence of transitional forms
in the fossil record has led many evolutionists to ques-
tion the long held theory that life developed gradually
over millions of years.  Morris wrote,

An intriguing development in recent evolutionary
thought has been the growing repudiation of neo-Darwin-
ian orthodoxy (that is, the idea of slow and gradual evolu-
tion, accomplished by the mechanism of small random
genetic mutations preserved by natural selection) in favor
of the idea of rapid evolution caused by rapid environ-
mental changes.  Instead of arguing solely against evolu-
tionary uniformitarianism, the creationist is now having
to argue also against catastrophic evolutionism.44:i

It is almost ironic that the arguments creationists
have been using for years to combat uniformitarian evo-
lution are now being used by many evolutionists to also
refute uniformitarian evolution.  They are using the same
vigor to promote the arguments for catastrophism as they
did to reject catastrophism only a few years ago.  Morris
added,

It is interesting that these current criticisms of Dar-
winism are essentially the same that creationists have been
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making for years and which evolutionists have, until re-
cently, denied.  When the racist connotations of neo-Dar-
winism, for example, were pointed out by creationists,
evolutionists became indignant, but now their own col-
leagues are making the same charge.44:iv

The evolutionary world view, however, is deeply
entrenched in the mind of secular societies of the world.
But this does not mean that our efforts are futile in con-
fronting this Godless philosophy.  It is hard to change
the imagination of men’s minds when they have a desire
to give up a knowledge of God (See Rm 1:18-32).  How-
ever, minds can be changed.  The force of the evidence
against the philosophy of evolution is getting stronger
every time a scientist comes to an objective conclusion
in the laboratory.  Man can be convinced that evolution
is a useless theory and a hindrance to progress.  Louis
Dounoure, a well-known French biologist, said, “Evolu-
tionism is a fairy tale for grown-ups.  This theory has
helped nothing in the progress of science.  It is use-
less.”45:53

Today, evolution still stands primarily for an attitude
of mind—and it is a dangerous and ugly one at that.  It
encourages pride and excitement which eventually lead
to disillusionment and loss of peace of mind.  It focuses
attention on wild schemes for improvement which never
materialize and makes men lose a sense of their limita-
tions.7:187

In recent years a new philosophy has been born out
of the natural selection theories of evolutionists.  This
new philosophy is called sociobiology.  Those who have
invented this highly controversial philosophy have
claimed that all human behavior is genetically based.  In
other words, our behavior is what it is because it is es-
tablished in the DNA of our genes.  Our behavior is thus
programmed by nature, not learned.  It is predetermin-
ed, not developed from personal experiences.  If we hate,
it is because our genes are so structured.  If we kill, it is
because our DNA is so composed.  It is not “the devil
made me do it” anymore.  It is “my genes made me do
it.”  Sociobiologist Richard Dawkins said concerning
our genes, that they ...

... swarm in huge colonies, safe inside gigantic lumbering
robots [the body], sealed off from the outside world, ma-
nipulating it by remote control.  They are in you and me;
they created us body and mind; and their preservation is
the ultimate rationale for our existence ... we are their sur-
vival machines.46:36

This sounds scary when one considers the philo-
sophical implications of such thought.  This thinking
would take away any responsibility for individual crime.
If one’s genes made him behave in a particular manner,
then actually, one is not responsible for wicked behav-
ior.  Sociobiologists would take away from humanity
any concept of accountability.  If one group of society
deemed another group of society either inferior or unfit
to exist, then the supposedly superior group could elimi-
nate the other group.

Sociobiology is simply another attack of evolution-
ary philosophy.  Sociobiologists are saying that our be-
havior has evolved along with our bodies.  Behavior,
therefore, is the product of evolutionary development.
Behavior and body are thus under the control of the DNA
that is supposedly the result of evolutionary develop-
ment.  Trivers, one of the principal promoters of socio-
biology in America, stated,

Once I learned what natural selection was it was clear
that for one hundred years since Darwin, almost no work
had been done in applying Darwin’s reasoning to social
behavior.  It was an incredible opportunity to be able to
move into this enormous vacuum.46:39

What Trivers has accomplished is that he has taken
the evolutionary world view to its logical sociological
end.  In other words, if evolution is true, and we are the
product of matter in motion, then there is no such thing
as wrong doing.  Every kind of evil that is in the world
would be justified because the minds of men are simply
the product of an unguided, and thus immoral, chance
development of matter in motion.

The fruits of evolution are plentiful.  However, they
are all fruits of social decay.  Sociobiology is only a
recent extension of evolutionary principles.  It is simply
the study of the conclusions of the evolutionary world
view.  War, crime, theft, murder and hate are all parts of
the evolutionary struggle for survival.  Nothing is wrong.
Nothing is against any moral law, for there is no moral
law according to the philosophy of evolution.  Do your
own thing.  Live your own life.  Do all you can in life for
pleasure.  All life is a struggle, a struggle to survive over
one’s fellow man.  This is the real end of evolutionary
thinking.

On the other hand, I contend that the Bible is the
central foundation for the betterment of society.  Gen-
esis 1 is true.  There is a God before whom all humanity
will give account, and thus, man will be held account-
able for his sin.  All of us will stand in judgment to give
account of our wrong doing.  This realization promotes
right living.  This world view motivates us to be kind to
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our brother.  The Bible promotes love, brotherhood,
humanitarianism and justice.  We dare not dilute its va-
lidity in society and the application of its principles with
a godless philosophy that affirms that we are simply the
product of matter in motion in a universe ruled by chance.
Every man must remember that there is a God.
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Book 27

The Bible And Faith

Chapter 1

HISTORY OF THE BIBLE

God has always intended that the record of His transcendence into the affairs of man should
bring faith to those who never personally experienced such in their lives.  We have never experi-
enced the dividing of a sea or the resurrection of the dead.  However, the fact that we have never
experienced such intervention of the supernatural into the natural world in which we live does not
mean that we are less fortunate than those who had first hand experience of God manifestation.
Through the Holy Spirit God has intended to leave us with an indestructible account of His work
throughout history.  This account, the Bible, is thus the foundation upon which faith is built.  God
intended it to be this way.  And thus, there is enough evidence in the Bible for faith for those who
are hungering and thirsting after truth.

Jesus said, “Heaven and earth will pass away, but
My words will not pass away” (Mt 24:35).  It is thrilling
to examine how God has providentially guarded His word
in order to provide for men of all ages His word in writ-
ten form.  The very fact that the Bible has survived
schemes to destroy it, gives witness to the fact that it has
been held in great esteem by men throughout all history.
Regardless of all attacks against it, the Bible lives on in
the hearts of those who have been changed by its pre-
cepts and promises.

No other book has been preserved throughout his-
tory as the Bible.  The manner by which the Bible has
been providentially preserved indicates that there is
something different about this book than all other an-
cient books.  Thousands of manuscripts and versions of
the Bible have been preserved throughout history.  If the
Bible were just another book, we would at least wonder
why men have given so much attention to preserving it.
Our conclusion to the great care by which the Bible has
been preserved lies in the fact that men have considered
the Bible to be more than just another book.  Those who
have sought to preserve the Bible have given their testi-
mony that it is the inspired word of God.

A. The literary tools for the preservation of the Bible:

It was always God’s intention to use man’s ability
to preserve His word for His people.  Since He did not

intend to speak directly to man continually through the
inspired spoken words of men, God chose that through-
out the history of man, inspired men would write His
word on writing materials in languages that could be
understood by all people.

1.  God used man’s writing materials in order to
preserve His word.  In order to preserve His directions
and commands for man, God resorted to man’s inven-
tion of writing and writing materials. These materials
were stone, clay, potsherd, wood, leather, papyrus and
vellum.  Ancient writers used these materials in various
ways and at various times.  The ancient scribes seemed
to always follow the principle of using those materials
that were close at hand, the best available, and the most
durable.

a.  Stone writing materials:  Stone was the
most permanent writing material that was invented by
man.  When something was “written in stone”, its exist-
ence was guaranteed for centuries.  Some of the oldest
historical inscriptions of man we have today were writ-
ten on stone.  The code of Hammurabi (a king of ancient
Babylon) is an inscription on stone that dates back to
about 2,000 B.C., the time when Abraham was in Baby-
lon.  Stone inscriptions in Egypt extend beyond 3,000
B.C.  The first written laws of God that were given to
His people were inscriptions by the finger of God on
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tables of stone.  The occasion for the
inscription was the time immediately
after Israel’s departure from Egyptian
captivity when Israel was at the foot of
Mount Sinai.  From the day of the cre-
ation of Adam and Eve to the exodus
of Israel from Egypt, God had commu-
nicated His will directly to man through
the inspiration of prophets (Hb 1:1).
However, at Mount Sinai God deter-
mined to inscribe the principles of His
law for Israel on tables of stone (See
Ex 31:18; 34:1,28).

b.  Writing materials of
clay:  Man’s demand for a writing ma-
terial that could easily be produced eventually led to the
use of clay.  Small tablets of clay could be produced on
which instructions and commands could quickly and
easily be written.  The use of clay as a writing material
was very prominent in the Assyrian and Babylonian
empires.  The Assyrian Royal Library at Nineveh, that
dates back to about 650 B.C., consisted of thousands of
clay tablets.

The use of clay for writing
dates back as far as 3,100 B.C.  The
clay that was used for writing was
first worked and made pliable.  Af-
ter a smooth surface was made, a
rigid sharp instrument was used to
mark the various figures of writing
on the surface of the soft clay.  After
the inscription was made, the clay
was usually baked or allowed to dry
in the sun, thus securing the inscrip-
tion for centuries to come.

c.  Potsherd writing materials:  Potsherds
were broken pieces of pottery.  This source of writing
material was generally used by the poor, or during a time
of crisis when material was quickly needed.  A good
example of potsherd writing material is the Lachish cor-
respondence during the invasion of Palestine by Baby-
lonian forces in 588/587 B.C.  Because potsherd was
usually a small broken piece of pottery, the inscriptions

that were made were very
brief.  Nevertheless, in the
field of biblical archaeol-
ogy, discoveries of in-
scriptions on potsherds
have been very important
in tracing the history of
civilization throughout the
land of Palestine.

d.  Wood writing materials:  Wood was not
generally used as a writing material because of its lack
of durability and the great difficulty by which to make a
smooth surface for writing.  Therefore, it was often
shunned as a material for preserving sacred laws and
codes.  There are few examples of wood writing materi-
als.  Numbers 17:2 is an example of wood being used
for writing in Bible times.  Some also suggest that Isaiah
30:22 and Habakkuk 2:2 are instances where wood was
used for writing.

e.  Leather writing materials:  The use of
leather as a writing material signaled the beginning of a
new era for the preservation of the word of God.  Leather
was a more advanced material, though its use as a writ-
ing material is dated early.  The use of leather dates back
to the 4th Dynasty of Egypt.  The historical records of
Thutmose III were written on leather.  It is believed that
leather as a writing material dates back to as far as 3,000
B.C.

The Jews primarily used leather for the transmis-
sion of the Old Testament.  Though the Ten Command-
ments were first written on tables of stone, it is likely
that Moses inscribed the first five books of the Old Tes-
tament on sheets of leather.  Since stone would have
been too cumbersome, and papyrus paper had not yet
been invented, the books of Genesis through Deuter-
onomy were undoubtedly written on sheets of leather.

f.  Papyrus writing materials:  The invention
of papyrus paper was the most significant invention of
man that affected ancient writings.  Papyrus paper was
made from the papyrus plant that commonly grew along
the banks of the Nile River in Egypt.  The stem of the
plant was sliced, woven, pressed
and allowed to dry in the sun.  There
is evidence that papyrus was used
as a writing material as early as the
5th Dynasty of Egypt from 2,500 to
2,350 B.C.  During the first century
A.D., this was the most popular
writing material that was used
throughout the Roman Empire.  It
is likely that the original autographs
(the original writings) of the New Testament writers were
written on papyrus paper.  This is true because papyrus
paper was available and any other material as leather
would have been difficult to obtain.

Throughout the centuries that followed the initial
inscriptions of the word of God,  many copies of the Old
and New Testaments were written on papyrus.  Papyrus
paper was less expensive than leather, and thus, numer-
ous copies could be made of the text of the Bible for
extensive distribution throughout the ancient world.

Code of Hammurabi
Courtesy, Louvre, Paris

Clay tablet of Babylonian
account of creation

Potsherd of Lachish Letter
during Babylonian invasion
of Judah around 588 B.C.

Scroll
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Fortunately, thousands of discoveries have been made
of portions of the early copies of various texts of the
Bible that were written on papyrus paper.  These dis-
coveries are now used in the work of biblical investiga-
tion in order to produce final texts of the Scriptures from
which translations are made.

g.  Vellum writing materials:  This writing
material would be classified as the elite writing material
of the ancient world.  Vellum was a fine quality of leather
that was prepared on both sides for writing.  Second in
use to papyrus paper, this material was used by the early
Christians for making copies of the New Testament
books.   It was used by the secular world for more than a
thousand years after its initial discovery.  Because it was
used extensively by the early Christians, we have today
many copies of the books of the Bible that were written
on vellum.

2.  God used man’s languages in order to pre-
serve His word.  God uses the languages of men to com-
municate to men.  It is thus through the language of men
that God has chosen to communicate His will in written
form.  He has used three languages through which to
communicate His inspired word to men throughout his-
tory.

a.  Hebrew:  From the many nations of the
world, and because of His promise to Abraham, God
chose Israel as the nation through whom He would bring
His Son into the world (Gl 4:4).  Ancient Hebrew was
the language of the nation of Israel at the time God de-
termined to have His laws written in order to direct the
nation.  Ancient Hebrew was “the Jews’ language”.  It
was thus the language into which the Old Testament
Scriptures were first written (2 Kg 18:26,28; Ne 13:24).

Ancient Hebrew was a language that was closely
related to such languages as Syriac, Aramaic, Akkadian
and Arabic.  The ancient Hebrew alphabet had twenty-
two consonants.  However, since the alphabet contained
no vowels, the words of the language were written in
consonants only.  For example, the Hebrew word for
God was originally written YHWH (transliterated into
English).  The Masoretic scribes, whose work it was to
make copies of the Old Testament between A.D. 500
and A.D. 1000, later added vowels to the original words
in order that the ancient pronunciation of the words not
be lost. YHWH was then spelled YaHWeH.

b.  Aramaic:  From the ninth century B.C. un-
til the first century A.D., Aramaic became a commonly
spoken language in the aristocratic class after the Baby-
lonian captivity.  By the time of Hezekiah around 700
B.C., Aramaic was a language that was spoken by the
Jewish leaders, but not by the common people (See 2

Kg 18:26).  Aramaic was the language of the nations
that surrounded Israel, and thus the language environ-
ment into which Israel went into captivity.

When the Jews were in Babylonian captivity, they
learned Aramaic, which was the language of their cap-
tors.  After their seventy years of Babylonian captivity,
therefore, Israel brought back to Palestine a generation
of young people who fluently spoke the Aramaic lan-
guage.  It is thus believed that Aramaic became the lan-
guage of Palestine after the Babylonian captivity.  By
the time of Jesus, it is probable that Aramaic became the
common language of Palestine, and thus the language
Jesus used during His ministry here on earth.

Some portions of the Old Testament have Aramaic
influence.  Portions that are believed to have been origi-
nally written in Aramaic are Jeremiah 10:11; Daniel 2:4
- 7:28; Ezra 4:8 - 6:18; 7:12-26.  There are also a few
words and phrases of Aramaic in the New Testament.
These include: talitha cumi (“little girl, get up” - Mk
5:41), ephphatha (“be opened” - Mk 7:34), eli, eli lama
sabachthani (“My God, My God, why have you forsaken
me?” - Mt 27:46), and abba (“father” - Mk 14:36, Rm
8:15, Gl 4:6).

c.  Greek:  Because of the great influence of
the Greek Empire two centuries before Jesus walked on
this earth, the Greek language became the common trade
language of the ancient world.  The Greek language that
was spoken by the common people is referred to as koine
Greek.  Koine means “common”.  The New Testament
manuscripts were originally written in koine Greek in
order that they be universally read throughout the world.

There is no evidence that the original manuscripts
of the New Testament were written in any other lan-
guage than Greek, except for minor portions of Aramaic
as listed above.  Therefore, when we discuss New Tes-
tament manuscripts as the Codex Sinaiticus, Codex
Vaticanus or Codex Alexandrinus, we are talking about
manuscripts that were written in koine Greek.  When
Bible students refer to a Greek word in the text of the
New Testament, reference is being made to a koine Greek
word.

B. The canon of the Bible:

The word “canon” comes from the Greek word
kanon which originally meant a “measuring rule”.  From
the fourth century, the word has been used by Bible stu-
dents to refer to the collection of individual Old and New
Testament books and letters into what is now called the
Bible.  Therefore, in reference to the Bible, the word
canon is used to refer to a standard by which books are
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ruled inspired, and thus, considered authoritative to be
brought together as the word of God.  Canonical books
are those books that were accepted as inspired by the
early Jews and Christians.  Jews or Christians, there-
fore, accepted those books that were in the canon of Old
Testament Scriptures as the inspired word of God.

C. Biblical studies of higher and lower criticism:

When Bible students study the canon of the Bible,
they work in areas of what is commonly called higher
and lower criticism.  These are not negative studies of
the Bible as the words may suggest.  On the contrary,
these are simply fields of study wherein Bible students
closely examine manuscript evidence for the preserva-
tion of the text of the Bible.  They are studies that closely
examine ancient texts in the original languages in which
biblical texts were first written.

Higher criticism is essentially an examination of
the biblical text with the purpose of determining the au-
thorship, age, date, literary styles, and composition of
the examined Bible document.  Those who work in the
field of lower criticism work to investigate the Hebrew
text of the Old Testament and the Greek text of the New
Testament.  The student who works at the level of lower
criticism in his or her Bible studies investigates all pos-
sible textual evidence of both the Old and New Testa-
ments.  Every student of the Bible at one time in his or
her studies plays the part of the lower and higher critic.
These studies are the depth to which some students of
the Bible seek to go in order to determine the communi-
cation of God to man through the writing materials, lan-
guage skills, and determination of man to preserve cop-
ies of the Scriptures for believers of all history.

D. Bible studies of textual criticism:

The most common term that is used to refer to lower
criticism is textual criticism.  As introduced in the pre-
vious point, this field of study investigates the history of
the accepted canon of Scriptures.  The textual critic es-
tablishes for us today a history of the transmission of
the biblical text.  He seeks to give us a text of the Scrip-
tures in as accurate a form as possible.  It is the respon-
sibility of the textual critic to accumulate from all manu-
script sources, information by which he can produce a
single text from which a translation can be made.  He
must consider all Hebrew manuscripts in reference to
the Old Testament, and Greek manuscripts in reference
to the New Testament.  All versions that have been made
from the original languages, as well as all quotations
from the text of the Bible are considered by the textual

critic in order to write a single text from which transla-
tions are made.

E. Tests for biblical canonicity:

Before any book of the present Bible became a part
of the canon of Scriptures, it had to pass various tests by
the people of God who originally accepted a particular
book as Scripture.  Therefore, all sixty-six books of the
present Bible canon that we now have were considered
inspired by those to whom they were first written.  How-
ever, when higher and lower critics today examine the
present books of the Bible, they ask and answer many
questions in order to determine the canonicity of each
book of the Bible.

TEST OF CANONICITY
1. Did the Jews to whom the Old Testament Scriptures

were first written accept as inspired the specific Old
Testament book under consideration?

2. Is the book endorsed, that is, considered inspired by
other inspired writers of the Bible?

3. Did the first century Christians accept as inspired the
specific New Testament document under consider-
ation?

4. Was the specific New Testament book under consid-
eration written in the first century?

5. Were the Old Testament books recognized to be in-
spired by Jesus and the New Testament writers?

6. Does the specific Old Testament book under consid-
eration fit into the Divine chain of prophets who rec-
ognized one another’s writings?

7. Does the book under consideration harmoniously fit
into the theme of God’s scheme of redemption that is
maintained throughout the Bible?

8. Does the specific book speak with inspirational au-
thority, that is, does it claim to be inspired from God?

9. Does the document under examination contradict the
teachings of other documents that are accepted as in-
spired?

10. Does the document under examination have a “sense
of inspiration”, that is, does it have the literary nature
of an inspired book?

11. Was the writer of the book accepted as an inspired
man of God?

12. Is the book historically accurate?
13. Does the writer of the document write with inspira-

tional integrity?

These are only a few of the broad areas that are
surveyed in studying the canonicity of ancient documents
in their relationship to those books that we call God’s
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word.  Every student of the Bible should consider these
subjects when doing his own in-depth studies of the
Scriptures.  Because every book of the present Bible
passes the preceding close scrutiny, we can truly be con-
fident that the sixty-six books of the Bible are truly in
the Bible because God wanted them to be accepted as
His word to man.

F. The accuracy of the text of the Bible:

One of the major unjust criticisms against the text
of the Bible is that it contains many “errors” as the re-
sult of being copied over the centuries.  This criticism
often comes from those who know little or nothing about
the Bible, or the means by which God wanted the Scrip-
tures to be preserved throughout the centuries.  God
wanted to use uninspired human hands to make copies
of inspired Scripture in order to allow dedicated men to
have the responsibility of transmitting biblical text from
one generation to another.

1.  The art of biblical text transmission:  A variant
reading is where manuscript evidence may produce a
variation of words or wording in a specific phrase.  For
example, Mark 4:24 reads in some manuscripts, “Take
heed what you hear.  With what standard you measure,
it will be measured to you ....”  In other manuscripts the
Greek text reads, “Take heed what you hear, for with
what standard you measure ....”  The difference of read-
ing between the words “with” and “for with” constitute
a variant reading.  Almost all variant readings are of this
nature, that is, they are minor and do not affect any doc-
trinal principles of the Bible.

Some variant readings are more complicated than
the example of Mark 4:24.  We find a more complex
reading when comparing 2 Kings 8:26 with 2 Chronicles
22:2.  There is a variant reading concerning the age of
Ahaziah when he came to the throne.  2 Kings 8:26 reads
that he was twenty-two years old and 2 Chronicles 22:2
reads that he was forty-two years old.  This is one of
those variant readings that can easily be explained in
reference to the Hebrew text.  The Jews used letters to
express numbers.  Since the Hebrew letters for “forty”
were so similar to those for “twenty”, it is evident that
some copyist transcribed the wrong letter.  The account
in 2 Kings is beyond doubt the correct age.  If Ahaziah
were forty-two when he came to the throne, as is stated
in 2 Chronicles, he would have been born two years be-
fore the birth of his father who died at the age of forty (2
Kgs 8:17,24).

Many variant readings are the result of an uninten-
tional slip of a copyist’s hand.  Some were the result of

copyists trying to make parallel accounts agree where
there was a supposed contradiction.  Some manuscripts
had explanatory notes placed in the margins by those
who were students of the Bible.  These notes were later
inadvertently inserted into the text by a scribe who
thought they were part of the text that had been left out
by a previous scribe.  Whatever the source of each vari-
ant, all variant readings can be classified as human er-
ror.  And this is the point.  God was willing to use the
fallibility of man in order to preserve His word through-
out history.  This may seem like a risky business when
considering the word of God.  However, when one fully
understands the process of copying and distributing the
Scriptures throughout history, the problem is not as great
as it first appears.  In fact, the more one understands the
means by which God used fallible men to preserve the
Scriptures, the greater one’s faith becomes in the fact
that we have the word of God today in the form that God
wanted us to have it.

One of the first things to understand about variant
readings is that they have only a minor effect on the
reading of the text.  No variant reading affects any doc-
trinal matters in the entire Bible.  Most are variations of
prepositions, names, places, characters and the listing
of weights and dates.  The fact is that there are few vari-
ant readings.  Though critics of Christianity have com-
pletely blown out of proportion the supposed problem
of variant readings, they have unjustly proclaimed to a
relatively biblically illiterate audience an unfair attack
against the Bible.

2.  Accuracy of biblical text transmission:  The
preceding helps us to better understand the will of God
in allowing men to copy and transmit the Scriptures in
order that they be preserved for all men of all history.
Though God inspired the writers of the original auto-
graphs, why did He not inspire those scribes who dedi-
cated themselves to copy the Scriptures?  The answer to
this question lies in the fact that God does not do for
man what man can do for himself.  One must, therefore,
begin to understand God’s method of preservation of
the Scriptures by understanding why God used man in
the first place to preserve the text of the Bible.

In order to understand why God used uninspired
men to preserve the text of the Bible, we must not forget
the tremendous accuracy by which the Bible has been
transmitted through the centuries by godly men who have
had a reverential attitude toward the Scriptures.  The
“miracle” of the preservation of the text of the Bible is
truly inspiring.

An example of the accuracy of the biblical text was
proved by the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1947.
In particular, the Isaiah Scroll was one of the most inter-
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esting documents of this discovery.  The oldest text of
Isaiah prior to the Dead Sea discovery was the Masoretic
text that dated around A.D. 850.  The Isaiah Scroll of
the Dead Sea discovery dated around 150 B.C.  There-
fore, there is a nine hundred year difference between the
origins of these two texts.  However, when the Isaiah
text of the Dead Sea discovery was compared with the
Masoretic text, there were only a few minor differences
between the two.  Such is a magnificent testimony to the
accuracy by which the Bible was copied.  It is for this
reason, therefore, that God knew that men had the abil-
ity to preserve His word in an acceptable manner.

Another example was the discovery of a portion of
the Psalms at the Jewish stronghold of Masada, a for-
tress constructed by Herod in the southern Dead Sea area.
The portion of the Psalms that was discovered dated
twenty or thirty years prior to A.D. 73, the date Masada
fell to the Romans.  When this portion of Psalms was
compared with the Masoretic text, it was almost exactly
identical with the Masoretic text of Psalms.  There are
several centuries between the portion of Psalms that was
discovered at Masada and the Masoretic text of Psalms.

The discovery of manuscripts that were produced
only a few years from the writing of the original auto-
graphs proves that we have God’s word today in an ac-
curate form.  We have God’s word exactly as He wanted
us to have it.

G. Textual evidence of the Old Testament:

Assuming that Moses wrote the Pentateuch (Gn -
Dt) around 1,400 B.C., the first five books of the Old
Testament, therefore, have been preserved for over 3,400
years.  However, to say that our manuscript evidence for
Genesis through Deuteronomy is 3,400 years old is not
the truth.  The fact is that we have manuscripts of the
Old Testament as the Dead Sea Scrolls that date to the
first century and before the time of Christ.  This moves
the date of manuscript evidence for the Old Testament
back to about 2,000 years.

The number of ancient versions (translations) and
manuscripts that we have in our possession today for
textual comparison and research is overwhelming.  There
exists today many ancient versions, manuscripts and
quotations of ancient writers of both the Old Testament
and New Testament.  The following is some of the tex-
tual evidence for the Old Testament:

1.  The Targums:  When the Jews returned from
Babylonian captivity in 539 B.C., many could speak only
Aramaic, the language of their former captors.  Since
this was the case, there was the need that portions of the

Old Testament be translated or paraphrased into Ara-
maic (See Ez 4:8 - 6:18).  The need also arose that com-
mentaries be made of the Hebrew text of the Old Testa-
ment.  This was undoubtedly the beginning of the writ-
ing of the Targums.  The Targums were first transmitted
orally, and then possibly committed to writing from the
first to the eleventh century A.D.

The Targums are valuable because of their quota-
tions of the Old Testament, as well as their translation,
or paraphrase of many Old Testament verses.  Their an-
cient origin and character are a valuable source in deter-
mining the exact Old Testament text.  From their quota-
tions of the text, we can compare the readings of Old
Testament manuscripts.  From their commentary of vari-
ous Old Testament passages, we can understand how
the ancient Jews interpreted many texts of ancient He-
brew.

2.  The Talmuds:  This is a collection of sayings by
various Hebrew scribes.  They were first transmitted
orally, but committed to writing around A.D. 200.  The
Talmuds are known by different names according to their
origin, such as, The Palestinian Talmud, which origi-
nated in Palestine, and The Babylonian Talmud, which
was discovered in Babylonia.  The important thing to
remember concerning the Talmuds is that they quote from
every Old Testament book, making the claim that they
originated from God.  They give us much evidence for
the Old Testament text that we use today in translating
the Old Testament into other languages.

3.  The Dead Sea Scrolls:  In the hills of the north-
west end of the Dead Sea around early March of 1947,
two Bedouin shepherds came upon one of the most sig-
nificant and exciting discoveries of all history.  They
discovered what later became known as the Dead Sea
Scrolls.  Found in caves above the Qumran community
of the Dead Sea, these scrolls and fragments numbered
in the thousands.  The fragments represent more than
four hundred books.  Every book of the Old Testament
is represented, except for the book of Esther.

The amazing thing concerning these fragments and
scrolls is their ancient date.  They date from about 175

The Isaiah Scroll of the Dead Sea Scrolls
that were discovered in 1947.
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B.C. to around A.D. 68.  Since our latest manuscripts of
the Old Testament text prior to the discovery of the Dead
Sea Scrolls dated around A.D. 800 or 900, the signifi-
cance of this discovery was of great value for textual
studies of the Bible.  As stated before, when the scrolls
of the Dead Sea caves were compared with the Masoretic
texts of the ninth and tenth centuries, only minor differ-
ences were evident.

4.  The Septuagint:  The word Septuagint is a Greek
word meaning “seventy.”  The Septuagint is one of the
most valuable aids we have in the field of textual criti-
cism.  It was the first complete translation of the Old
Testament into another language.  This translation of
the Hebrew into Greek was first begun around 280 B.C.,
with the translation of the Pentateuch by about seventy
men in Alexandria, Egypt.  The rest of the Old Testa-
ment continued to be translated for about the next one
hundred years.  The Septuagint is commonly referred to
with the Roman numerals LXX, indicating the seventy
men who translated it.

There are some very interesting facts surrounding
the Septuagint that make this version of the Old Testa-
ment Scriptures a very valuable asset in the field of tex-
tual criticism.  First of all, this was the version that many
Jews used during the time of Jesus and was a great fac-
tor in preparing man for the coming of the Redeemer.
Second, Jesus and the apostles quoted from the Septu-
agint.  Quotations of the Old Testament that are found in
the New Testament are actually quotations from the
Greek Septuagint.

The oldest fragments we have of the Septuagint
today were found on an Egyptian mummy.  The frag-
ments date to around 150 B.C.  This is evidence that
portions of the Old Testament date to within a few hun-
dred years of the close of the Old Testament canon by
the writing of Malachi around 400 B.C.

5.  The Hexapla:  The Hexapla contained a trans-
lation of the Old Testament by Origen, plus five other
translations arranged in six columns.  The arrangement
consisted of the current Hebrew text, a transliteration of
the Hebrew text, translations by Aquila (A.D. 128),
Symmachus (A.D. 200), and Theodotion (A.D. 180).  It
also contained the Septuagint.  The work was done in
Caesarea and was completed around A.D. 240.  Because
of its great length, the Hexapla was never copied as a
whole.  Origen’s copy was placed in the library of
Caesarea.  Jerome saw and studied it in the fourth cen-
tury A.D.  The fifth column, which was Origen’s revi-
sion of the Septuagint, was copied many times, but only
portions of it exist today.

6.  The Nash Papyrus:  The Nash Papyrus consists
of four fragments of the Ten Commandments and Deu-

teronomy 6:4-9.  It is dated from the second century B.C.
to the first century A.D.  It was the oldest portion of the
Old Testament known prior to the discovery of the Dead
Sea Scrolls.

7.  The Latin Vulgate:  The Vulgate was translated
from Hebrew into Latin by Jerome around A.D. 382.  It
was completed in A.D. 405.  The Vulgate was translated
with close consideration being made to the Septuagint
and Origen’s Hexapla.  Today there is an ancient copy
of the Vulgate in the Vatican library in Rome, Italy.

8.  The codices:  The word “codex” originally meant
a “canon of law.”  However, this term is commonly ap-
plied to ancient manuscripts of the Bible that contain in
book form either all or large portions of the Old and
New Testament texts.  The following are some of the
important codices of the Old and New Testaments with
their respective dates, places of discovery, and contents.
These Old Testament texts contain translations of the
Old Testament into the Greek language.

a.  Cairo Codex:  This codex was discovered
at Tiberias on the western shore of the Sea of Galilee.  It
dates around A.D. 895.  It contains the Former and Lat-
ter prophets (or, Major and Minor prophets).

b.  Codex Leningrad:  The date of this docu-
ment is A.D. 1008.  It contains the Latter Prophets.  This
is the largest and only complete manuscript of the entire
Old Testament.

c.  Codex Vaticanus:  This manuscript is named
after the Vatican library in Rome where it is now lo-
cated.  Vaticanus is dated around the middle of the fourth
century A.D.  It contains almost all of the Old and New
Testaments.

d.  Codex Alexandrinus:  Alexandrinus is
dated in the middle of the fifth century A.D.  It contains
the complete Bible except for ten leaves in the Old Tes-
tament, twenty-five leaves of the gospel of Matthew, two
of John and three of 2 Corinthians.

e.  Codex Sinaiticus:  The Sinaiticus was dis-
covered by Constantine Tischendorf in a monastery at
the foot of the traditional site of Mount Sinai.  It is dated
around A.D. 340.  It contains fragments of the Old Tes-
tament and almost all of the New Testament.

f.  Codex Ephraemi:  This codex is dated
around A.D. 450 and contains sixty-four leaves of the
Old Testament.  2 Thessalonians, 2 John and other por-
tions are missing from the New Testament.

Hundreds of other manuscripts and versions could
be listed that would emphasize the fact that textual evi-
dence is strong in support of the Old Testament.  There
exists also ancient Aramaic, Syrian, Coptic and Gothic
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versions of the Old Testament that are considered in the
study of textual criticism.  When we discuss textual evi-
dence for the Old Testament, we are not discussing the
evidence of a few decayed copies of the text.  We are
considering an enormous accumulation of material that
has been preserved throughout the centuries for our in-
vestigation today.  This tremendous amount of textual
evidence, therefore, gives us confidence in God’s plan
to allow men to do the work of preserving the text of the
Scriptures.

H. Textual evidence for the New Testament:

The evidence for the text of the New Testament is
even greater than that for the Old Testament.  The tex-
tual evidence for the New Testament falls into three ar-
eas of evidence: (1) ancient manuscripts, (2) ancient
versions, and (3) “church father” quotations.  The manu-
scripts, versions and quotations of the New Testament
number in the tens of thousands.  Three of the greatest
sources for the examination of the textual critic have
already been listed, that is, the Sinaiticus, Alexandrinus
and Vaticanus texts.  An examination of ancient manu-
scripts as these, plus the versions and quotations of the
New Testament, will erase any doubt as to the accuracy
of our present New Testament text.

We must keep in mind that the New Testament
books were not all written at the same time or collected
together into one book at the time of their writing.  When
the books were first written, they were copied individu-
ally over a period of several years and finally brought
together as the twenty-seven books of the New Testa-
ment.  We must keep in mind that each book was con-
sidered inspired at the time of writing.  Because the books
were considered inspired at the time of writing, they were
thus preserved and copied as inspired Scripture.

The New Testament letters were not determined to
be inspired by a council of men.  They were inspired by
God at the time of their writing and accepted as inspired
by the first recipients (See 1 Co 14:37; see 2 Tm 3:16,17).
Inspiration of the Bible was never something that was
determined by councils of men.  It was the gift of God to
selected men who delivered the written word of God to
men (2 Pt 1:20,21).

In reference to textual evidence of the New Testa-
ment, textual students have a wide range of manuscripts,
versions and quotations of the early New Testament texts.
The following is a brief survey of the New Testament
evidence that supports the text of the New Testament
that we have today:

1.  Ancient New Testament manuscripts:  A manu-

script is a copy of an ancient document in its original
language.  There are over 5,200 such Greek manuscripts
of the New Testament, in either fragments, portions or
complete documents, that have been discovered.  This
figure grows as new documents are discovered in the
field of biblical archaeology.  No other ancient docu-
ment of man can compare with the textual evidence that
exists for the New Testament text.  The 5,200 plus manu-
script evidences are divided into following categories:

a.  Papyri:  These are portions of the New Tes-
tament Scriptures that were written on papyrus paper.
Almost all of these portions of Scripture originated in
Egypt.  Papyri manuscripts that date from the second to
the eighth centuries represent all twenty-seven books of
the New Testament.  There are over eighty papyri docu-
ments that exist for studies in New Testament textual
criticism.

b.  Uncials:  These are also called majuscules.
This is writing in all capitals with no spacing between
letters, words or paragraphs.  Many of the 267 uncials
of the New Testament are only fragments.  Most date
from the fourth to the eleventh centuries.

c.  Minuscules:  Minuscules are also called
cursives.  This is writing in lower case Greek letters.
There are 2,764 minuscules that date from the ninth to
the seventeenth centuries.

d.  Lectionaries:  Lectionaries are written
forms or orders of worship that contain various quota-
tions of the Scriptures.  There are 2,143 lectionaries that
date from the third to the seventeenth centuries.

e.  Ostraca:  Ostraca are broken pieces of pot-
tery which have portions or quotations of scriptures writ-
ten on them.  Over thirty ostraca exist as evidence of the
New Testament text.

Many of the above textual evidences of the New
Testament text take us back to within only a few years
of the original autographs.  For example, the John
Rylands Papyrus, which is a fragment of the gospel of
John, dates from A.D. 125 to 140.  The Chester Beatty
Papyrus, which contains portions of Paul’s epistles, dates
around A.D. 200.  The P. Bodmer II, which contains most
of the gospel records, dates around A.D. 200.  Portions
of the New Testament text are contained in the early
third century Bodmer VII, VIII, the Barcelona (A.D. 200)
and the Oxford (A.D. 200).

2.  Ancient New Testament versions:  A version is
a translation from the language of the original autograph
into another language.  There are more than 10,000 an-
cient versions of the New Testament available for tex-
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tual examination.  These versions date from the second
to the seventh century A.D.  These versions are com-
monly grouped as Syriac versions (second to the sev-
enth century), Coptic versions (third to the sixth cen-
tury), Gothic versions (fourth century), Armenian ver-
sions (fourth to the fifth century), Ethiopic versions (sixth
century), Georgian versions (fifth century) and Nubian
versions (sixth century).  The following is a list of some
of these groups in reference to their origin and use:

a.  Old Latin versions:  Latin was the official
language of Rome.  The New Testament was probably
translated into Latin in the later part of the second cen-
tury.  Many separate translations were eventually made
in the third and fourth centuries.  In A.D. 382 a man by
the name of Damascus commissioned Jerome to trans-
late the Latin Vulgate.  This translation later became the
official translation of the Roman Catholic Church.

b.  Old Syriac versions:  Portions of the New
Testament were probably first translated into the Syriac
language, which is closely related to Aramaic, around
the middle of the second century.  Tatian is given credit
for translating portions of the gospel records, called the

Diatessaron, around A.D. 160.  The Peshitto (meaning
“correct” or “simple”) was first translated in the third
century.  The Peshitto translation is still used today by
many people of the Middle East.

c.  Gothic versions:  The Gothic version was
first translated by Ulfilas around the fourth century.  This
is the first version representing the Byzantine text.

d.  Coptic versions:  As Christianity spread
into Egypt, the necessity arose that the Scriptures should
be translated into the language of the Egyptians.  The
New Testament was probably translated into the Sahidic
dialect in the third century.  It was translated into other
dialects in later years as demands arose.

Many other versions of the New Testament exist
today that were translations of ancient times.  Textual
evidence that has been drawn from the thousands of an-
cient versions that we have for examination today give
valuable proof to the accuracy of our New Testament
text.

3.  Ancient “church father” quotations:  The
“church fathers” are those church leaders who lived dur-
ing the second and third centuries A.D.  Bible students
refer to these men as “church fathers” simply because
they were key figures in writing important documents
in reference to the defense of Christianity and the propa-
gation of the gospel.

The church fathers wrote letters of encouragement
to persecuted and discouraged churches, as well as de-
fenses of Christianity to Roman rulers.  Contained in
their writings are over 36,000 quotations of the New
Testament.

a.  Clement of Rome (A.D. 30-100):  Some
believe that this may be the Clement to which Paul re-
ferred in Philippians 4:3. Clement wrote a letter to the
church in Corinth around A.D. 97.  His letter contains
about 150 quotations of the Old Testament and refer-
ences to many of the New Testament books.  Clement
quoted from and showed familiarity with Romans, 1
Corinthians, Ephesians, 1 Timothy, Titus, Hebrews and
1 John.  One of the important factors of Clement and the
other church father quotations of the New Testament is
that the early Christians accepted as inspired the twenty-
seven documents of our present New Testament.  At the
time of Clement, the church did not accept as inspired
any other New Testament books.

b.  Justin (A.D. 100-165):  Justin was born into
an unbelieving family in the city of Samaria.  He was
later converted to Christianity, and then became a teacher
for Jesus in Rome.  He is one of the most well known
second century defenders of Christianity.  Because he

OLDER NEW TESTAMENT
MANUSCRIPTS

John Rylands Papyrus:
1. Date:  A.D. 125-140 (The oldest New

Testament manuscript known)
2. Content:  Fragment of the gospel of John

(Jn 18:31-33,37)

Chester Beatty Papyrus:
1. Date:  Around A.D. 200
2. Content:  Paul’s epistles except Philemon,

1,2 Timothy, 2 Thessalonians, Titus and
portions of Revelation.  It also contains
portions of the Old Testament.

P. Bodmer II:
1. Date:  Around A.D. 200
2. Content:  The gospel records and the first

fourteen chapters of John.  Chapters 15
through 21 are fragments.

P. Bodmer VII, VIII:
1. Early third century
2. Content:  Fragments of Luke and John

Barcelona:
1. Date:  Around A.D. 200
2. Content:  Portions of the gospel records

Oxford and Barcelona:
1. Date:  Around A.D. 200
2. Content:  Portions of the gospel records
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died as a martyr, he is now known as Justin Martyr.  In
his writings, Justin refers to the New Testament numer-
ous times and defends many New Testament teachings.
In reference to Sunday, he wrote in his Apology, “And
on the day called Sunday, all who live in cities or in the
country gather together to one place, and the memoirs
of the apostles or the writings of the prophets are read,
as long as time permits.”  Justin quoted about forty-three
times from Matthew and nineteen times from Luke.
Numerous other quotes were taken from John and Mark.

c.  Irenaeus (125-192?):  Irenaeus was an el-
der of Lyons and wrote extensively in defense of Chris-
tianity.  Most of his writings have been lost, but one of
his greatest works still survives.  This is his work en-
titled, Against Heresies which was written around A.D.
185.  In his writings he quoted from the New Testament
over 1,800 times, referring to the four gospel records,
Acts, Paul’s thirteen epistles, 1 Peter, 1 John and Rev-
elation.  He considered all books of the New Testament
to be inspired and authoritative, and thus gives us one of
the earliest testimonies of the acceptance of the New
Testament as the inspired Scriptures from God.

An important thing to remember concerning the
writings of the early Apostolic Fathers is that they refer
to all twenty-seven books of the New Testament to be of
Divine origin.  This enforces the fact that the New Tes-
tament canon was concluded with the writing of Rev-
elation which the early Christians considered to be the
last of the twenty-seven documents of the New Testa-
ment.  No other first century writing was considered in-
spired by the early Christians.

I. The Old Testament apocrypha and pseudepi-
grapha:

The word apocrypha means “hidden” or “con-
cealed.”  In the context of biblical studies, the word is
used to refer to a certain collection of books whose ori-
gin is dated from 200 B.C. to A.D. 100.  The term pseude-
pigrapha means “false” or “spurious.”  This word is used
to refer to a collection of Jewish literature that origi-
nated between about 200 B.C. and A.D. 200.

1.  The apocrypha:  The Old Testament apocrypha
is composed of fourteen books.  They are: 1 & 2 Esdras,
Tobit, Judith, Additions to Esther, Wisdom of Solomon,
Ecclesiasticus, Baruch, Song of the Three Young Men,
Susanna, Bel and the Dragon, Prayer of Manasseh and1
& 2 Maccabees.  Some students have divided Baruch
into two sections, thus making the Letter of Jeremiah.

With this division the apocrypha would constitute fif-
teen books.

Many centuries after the establishment of the
church in the first century, the Catholic Church accepted
the apocryphal books as part of the Old Testament canon.
At the Council of Trent in 1546, the Catholic Church
rejected 1 & 2 Esdras and the Prayer of Manasseh as
part of the Old Testament canon.  Including the division
of Baruch, this left the Catholic Church with twelve apoc-
ryphal books which they considered to be inspired, and
thus are officially sanctioned books of the Catholic
Church.

The Old Testament apocryphal books were a col-
lection of Jewish literature and histories that were writ-
ten during the troubled period of the Israelite nation be-
tween 200 B.C. and A.D. 100.  However, they were not
accepted by the Jews as inspired Scripture.  Neither were
they accepted as inspired by Jesus and the New Testa-
ment writers.  They were accepted by the Jews only as
messages of encouragement that inspired the Jewish
nation throughout a unique time of struggle in their his-
tory.

2.  The pseudepigrapha:  The Old Testament
pseudepigrapha is composed of about eighteen books
that were also written for the purpose of giving hope to
Israel in times of trouble.  These books are generally
divided into four major divisions.  These divisions are
Apocalyptic, Legendary, Poetical and Didactic.

The pseudepigrapha books were excluded from the
apocrypha and the Old Testament canon.  They have
never been considered inspired by any religious group.
False authorships were assigned to the books by their
real authors in order to produce a greater impact of en-
couragement upon the readers.  One advantage of these
books is that they shed light on Jewish culture during
the time of the New Testament.

During the time of the first century, these books
were widely known among the Jews.  The New Testa-
ment writers were undoubtedly familiar with their con-
tent and purpose.  However, the inspired writers of the
New Testament did not quote from these books, neither
did they consider them to be inspired.

J. The controversy over the Old Testament apoc-
ryphal books:

There has been much controversy over the addi-
tion of the apocrypha to the Old Testament canon.  Many
have claimed inspiration for these books, though they
have doubtful character and many erroneous historical
statements in their text.  The pseudepigrapha has always
had little support for being added to the canon among
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religious leaders and biblical students.  However, the
apocryphal books of the Old Testament have been added
to the Bibles of some religious groups.  Nevertheless,
there are some serious reasons why these books should
never be considered a part of the Old Testament canon
of Scriptures.

1.  The apocryphal books definitely lack the dig-
nity of inspiration.  Cluttered with contradictions, his-
torical inaccuracies, absurdities and mythology, these
books do not in any way compare with the classic com-
position characteristics and dignity of the thirty-nine Old
Testament books.  There are contradictions between the
books themselves, as well as many historical facts in the
Old Testament and secular history.

2.  The apocryphal books do not claim inspira-
tion, nor do they claim to be the work of prophets.  The
prophetic characteristics that typify the Old Testament
prophets are lacking in these books.  They are lacking
because the original writers of the apocryphal books did
not believe that they were actually writing inspired Scrip-
ture.

3.  When the apocryphal books were first written,
they were not considered part of the Old Testament
canon.  When the thirty-nine Old Testament books were
written they automatically became part of the Old Tes-
tament canon.  The Jews considered them inspired be-
cause their writers were known to be inspired men of
God.  This cannot be said of the apocryphal books.  They
were added hundreds of years after the close of the Old
Testament canon.  The exact date these books were first
considered by some to be inspired is not known.  The
Catholic Church added them as canonical at the Council
of Trent in 1546.  Some ancient copies of the Septuagint
contain the apocrypha.  It is doubtful, however, that these
books were immediately added to the Septuagint when
they were first written.  The evidence seems to support
the fact that the apocryphal books were added to the
canon many years after their completion.  In Against
Apion, the ancient Jewish historian, Josephus, wrote at
the beginning of the second century A.D.,

We have not an innumerable multitude of books among
us, disagreeing from and contradicting one another (as
the Greeks have), but only twenty-two books [the 39
books of our Old Testament], which contain the records
of all the past times, which are justly believed to be di-
vine; ... and how firmly we have given credit to these
books of our own nation is evident by what we do; for
during so many ages as have already passed, no one has
been so bold as either to add anything to them, to take
anything from them, or make any change in them.

4.  Jesus and the New Testament writers did not
recognize the apocryphal books.  In conjunction with
the force of the above arguments, Jesus and the New
Testament writers never referred to the apocrypha, ei-
ther by quotation or by inference.  This is the most dev-
astating argument against their inspiration.  If these books
had been added to the Old Testament canon by the time
of Jesus, we would assume that Jesus and His apostles
would have raised their voice in protest against these
books.  But no such objection is made.  Since there was
no objection to them, and at the same time no quotation
from their texts, it is logical to conclude that they were
not part of the Old Testament at the time of Jesus’ min-
istry.  It was not until the Council of Trent in 1546 that
the Catholic Church accepted these books as part of the
Bible.  But according to all evidences that confirm a
book to be considered inspired, and thus be a part of the
Bible, the apocryphal books fail to meet the standards
of inspiration.

K. The New Testament apocrypha and pseudepi-
grapha:

There are from eleven to fifteen books that are con-
sidered New Testament apocryphal books.  These books
originated around the second century A.D. and later.
They contain superficial accounts of the early life of
Jesus, false activities of the apostles, and other accounts
of legendary nature.  These writings should not be con-
fused with the Apostolic Fathers who wrote from about
A.D. 80 to A.D. 200.  The Apostolic Fathers wrote let-
ters in defense of Christianity and letters to strengthen
churches.  They never claimed inspiration.  The New
Testament apocryphal books are fanciful stories about
Jesus and the apostles.  They were not accepted as in-
spired when they were first written, and for that reason,
neither should they be accepted as inspired today.

There are also pseudepigrapha books that were
written in the early centuries of the New Testament
church.  There are about twenty of these books.  They
claim to be records of the gospel, or epistles, or
apocalypses.  These books have very early dates.  By
the ninth century, approximately 280 of these books were
listed by Photius.  These books claim to have been writ-
ten by New Testament characters.  However, none of
these books were accepted as inspired by the early
church.

Our present Bible contains sixty-six books that have
been accepted for centuries to be the inspired written
word of God.  We must conclude from the analysis of
the many ancient Bible documents that are in existence
today that the evidence firmly supports the accuracy of
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the sixty-six books of our present-day Bible.  Only a
misunderstanding of the facts can produce doubt in the
accuracy by which the Bible has been preserved through-
out history.  Only the desire to solicit ancient support
for religious error would force one to add to the collec-
tion of God’s authoritative word any documents that are
not inspired.  We must confidently conclude, therefore,
that the present sixty-six books of the Bible are the only
Scripture that God has communicated to man.  They have

been given to us by God through faithful people who
made accurate copies of the word of God.  We can thus
conclude that we have the Bible today in the exact man-
ner God intended for us to have it.  For this reason, we
dare not add to or subtract from this word (Rv 22:18,19).
God expects us to accept the word of God in the form
that we now have it in order to grow in spiritual prepara-
tion for heaven.

Archaeology is the general study of things that re-
main from ancient civilizations.  It is a wide field of
study that includes the digging up and dusting off any
relic of the past.  Biblical archaeology is a special field
of study that relates to the discovery of artifacts that re-
fer to the existence and history of people and events in
the Bible.  The study of biblical archaeology produces
some very exciting evidences that verify the historical
accuracy of the Bible.  No archaeological discovery has
ever contradicted the historical statements that are made
in the Bible.

Bible archaeology is also directed to discoveries in
the development of the languages of the biblical text.
Countless discoveries have been made that shed light
on the meaning of Greek and Hebrew words.  Such stud-
ies greatly aid Bible students, not only in understanding
the text of the Bible, but also in understanding the cul-
ture of the people of Bible times.  Here are some of the
more exciting discoveries that have been made through-
out the years:

A. The Moabite Stone:

On August 19, 1868, a German missionary in Pal-
estine by the name of F. A. Klein was introduced to a
very large black stone about one meter high.  It was about
a third meter wide and about twenty-nine centimeters
thick.  At the time, Mr. Klein had no idea concerning the
real significance of this stone and its precious inscrip-
tion.

Mr. Klein returned to Germany to collect money in
order to purchase the stone from the Arabs.  However,
during the time he was in Germany, a French scholar by
the name of Clermont-Ganneau, who was working in
Jerusalem, heard of the German missionary’s discovery.
He thus set out at once for Dibon, Moab where the stone
had been discovered.

Surrounded by the hostile Arabs, Clermont-
Ganneau made a “squeeze” (that is, an impression) of
the inscription on the stone.  He then returned to Jerusa-
lem.  Because of the great attention the stone was re-
ceiving, the Arabs thought that it was some superstitious
idol.  They thus heated the stone and poured cooled water
over it in order to break it into pieces.   They parted the
pieces among themselves and scattered in many direc-
tions.

When Clermont-Ganneau returned to offer the Ar-
abs about two thousand dollars (about five times the price
Klein had offered them), the stone had already disap-
peared.  After many months of searching, only about
two-thirds of the stone inscription was recovered.  How-
ever, thanks to the work of Clermont-Ganneau in mak-
ing the impression of the inscription, archaeologists still
had the complete inscription that was on the original
stone.

After a careful translation of the inscription, it was
discovered that this stone memorial was made during
the reign of Mesha, king of Moab (about 850 B.C.).  It
was made as a tribute to Chemosh, the Moabite god.
This Mesha is the same Mesha of 2 Kings 3:4,5.  The
inscription tells how Chemosh, the Moabite god, became
angry with Moab, and thus brought the nation under the
subjection of the Israelites.  Mesha tells how the cities
and lands of Moab were returned to him during his reign.
It also reveals how Mesha rebelled against Ahab, king
of Israel.

The following is a portion of the inscription:

I [am] Mesha, son of Chemosh-melech, king of Moab,
the Dibonite.  My father reigned over Moab 30 years and
I reigned after my father.  I have made this monument for
Chemosh at Qorhah, a monument of salvation, for he saved
me from all invaders, and let me see my desire upon all
my enemies.  Omri was king of Israel, and he oppressed

Chapter 2
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Moab many days, for
Chemosh was angry with his
land.  His son [Ahab] fol-
lowed him and he also said:
I will oppress Moab.  In my
days [Chemosh] said: I will
see [my desire] on him and
his house, and Israel surely
shall perish forever.  Omri
took the land of Medeba
[Numbers 21:30], and [Is-
rael] dwelt in it during his
days and half the days of his
son, altogether 40 years.  But
Chemosh [gave] it back in
my days.  I built Baal-Meon [Joshua 13:17] and made
therein the ditches; I built Kirjathaim [Numbers 32:37].
The men of Gad dwelt in the land of Ataroth [Numbers
32:3] from of old, and the king of Israel built there [the
city of] Ataroth; but I made war against the city and took
it ....  And I took from thence the Arels of Yahweh and
bore them before Chemosh.

Throughout the inscription Mesha speaks of many
cities he built.  He also records how he built many ca-
nals and aqueducts to supply his people with water.
Mesha also used the Hebrew word Yahweh, a reference
to the Old Testament Hebrew word for God.  The in-
scription tells how Chemosh, the Moabite god, became
angry with the people of Moab and allowed Omri, King
of Israel, to conquer them and force them to pay tribute.
It tells of the Moabites winning back their independence
after the death of Ahab, king of Israel.  Every detail of
the Moabite stone corresponds to historical statements
in the Bible.  This has been one of the most significant
archaeological discoveries concerning the historical ac-
curacy of the biblical text.

B. The Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser III:

In 1846 a young lawyer by the name of Henry
Layard of Constantinople made a discovery that opened
our knowledge to early Assyrian history.  While doing
his amateur excavation at Nimrod, located in the upper
Mesopotamian region, he came across a memorial monu-
ment or obelisk made by Shalmaneser III, king of As-
syria.  The obelisk was a four-sided black limestone pil-
lar that stood about two meters high.  It had five rows of
roughly written bas reliefs (writing in clay that after-
ward hardens) inscribed on its sides.  There were expla-
nations in cuneiform writing at the top and bottom of
the inscriptions.

This obelisk was a commemora-
tion of the victorious acts of Shal-
maneser III.  The inscriptions on the
face of this monument are significant
in that they mention Jehu, king of Is-
rael.  In fact, there is an inscribed pic-
ture of Jehu on the monument.  This
inscription pictures Jehu bowing be-
fore Shalmaneser III.  This is the only
picture we have of an Israelite king.
Jehu reigned in Israel from 841 to 814
B.C.  Shalmaneser III reigned in As-
syria from 859 to 824 B.C.  The monument verifies that
these two kings were contemporary, just as the Bible
says.

Three times on the monument it is mentioned that
Shalmaneser came up against the coalition of kings of
Damascus and Palestine, all of whom he defeated.  Dam-
ascus, whose king was Hazael (2 Kg 8:7ff), and Israel,
whose king was Ahab, had an agreement to fight together
against invading forces.  This information is given on
the monument.  In the eighteenth year of Shalmaneser’s
reign, it is said that he went up against only one king,
the king of Damascus.  Ahab, the king of Israel, had
been killed at the battle of Karkar in 853 B.C.  After the
death of Ahab, Israel evidently terminated their league
with Hazael, king of Damascus.

The obelisk mentions that “Ahab, the king of Is-
rael” had the strongest armies of the military group that
fought against Shalmaneser at Karkar.
This is confirmation of Ahab’s ninth
century B.C. rule.  When Jehu became
king of Israel he decided to pay tribute
rather than fight Shalmaneser.  The in-
scription reads, “Tribute of Jehu son
of Omri; silver, gold, bowls of gold,
chalices of gold, pitchers of gold, lead,
a royal scepter, staves I received from
him.”

Shalmaneser uses the expression “son of Omri” in
reference to Jehu as the successor of Omri, not the lit-
eral son of Omri.  Ahaziah and Joram reigned after Ahab
and before Jehu.  Omri reigned before Ahab.

After the attacks of Assyria on Damascus, Hazael
began his vengeful campaign against Israel.  2 Kings
10:32 states, “In those days the Lord began to cut off
parts of Israel; and Hazael conquered them in all the
territory of Israel.”  This was the beginning of the end
of Israel because the nation had forsaken trust in God
and had placed herself at the mercy of a foreign king.
She did this because she accepted the gods of the na-
tions around her.

Moabite Stone
Courtesy, Oriental Institute

Black Obelisk
of Shalmaneser III

Courtesy, Oriental Institute
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C. The Egyptian inscriptions of Shishak:

On monuments in Egypt, Shishak is given credit
for the establishment of the 22nd Dynasty of Egyptian
Pharaohs.  At the end of the 21st Dynasty, which was
marked by the death of Pasebkhanu II, Shishak ascended
to the throne of Egypt.  His reign extended from 945 to
924 B.C.

In 1 Kings 11 it is recorded that when Solomon
became displeased with Jeroboam he forced him to flee
to the land of Egypt.  This event took place during the
reign of Shishak.  Therefore, Jeroboam was in Egypt
during the reign of Shishak who was the Pharaoh of
Egypt.

When Solomon died, Jeroboam returned to Pales-
tine to rule over the northern ten tribes of Israel.  This
was the fulfillment of the prophecy made by Ahijah (1
Kg 11:31ff).  At the same time, Rehoboam reigned over
the southern tribes of Israel.  Rehoboam was on the
throne of Judah for about five years when Shishak be-
gan his plunder of Palestine.  In 1 Kings 14:25 we read,
“Now it happened, in the fifth year of King Rehoboam,
that Shishak king of Egypt came up against Jerusa-
lem.  And he took away the treasures of the house of the
Lord and the treasures of the king’s house.  He took away
everything.  He also took away all the gold shields that
Solomon had made.”

Jerusalem was saved from being totally destroyed
by Shishak.  However, all the riches of the city were
taken and the Jews of Judah became the servants of the
king of Egypt (2 Ch 12:8).  One cannot help but think

that Jeroboam told Shishak about all of Jerusalem’s
riches while he was in Egypt.  He possibly even encour-
aged Shishak to subdue Rehoboam.  Regardless of what
Jeroboam told Shishak, Shishak took advantage of the
opportunity to subdue Jeroboam’s competitor in the south
because he knew that Jeroboam would not interfere with
his campaign against Judah.

On the walls of the temple of Amon, at Karnak in
Egypt, Shishak left inscriptions describing his campaigns
into Israelite territory.  The inscriptions picture Shishak
presenting 156 manacled  prisoners from Palestine who
were given in tribute to the Egyptian god Amon.  It is
believed that each of these prisoners represents a city in
Palestine that was taken by Shishak.  Special mention is
made of the city of Megiddo that was located about
twenty kilometers southeast of Mount Carmel in Pales-
tine.  When Megiddo was excavated some years ago, a
broken stela (an inscribed stone slab) was found that
bore tales of Shishak.  It also showed that Shishak might
have set up a monument of remembrance in Palestine.
On the south wall of the temple of Amon in Egypt,
Shishak also left a list of conquered cities, not only of
Judah, but also the northern kingdom of Israel.

D. The annals of Sargon II:

In Isaiah 20:1 Isaiah dated one of his oracles in the
year when Sargon sent his commander-in-chief to sub-
due the city of Ashdod.  “In the year that Tartan came
to Ashdod, when Sargon the king of Assyria sent him,
and he fought against Ashdod and took it.”  In this pas-
sage Sargon was named as the king of Assyria.  Critics
once said that the Bible at this point was inaccurate.   The
criticism was based on the fact that the name Sargon
was not at the time found in secular history among As-
syrian kings.  The Bible was the only historical docu-
ment that mentioned this king.  However, little was
known about the Assyrian Empire when these criticisms
were made.

A French consular by the name of Paul-Emil Botta
discovered the ruins of the palace of Sargon II in
Khorsadad of the old Assyrian Empire.  Khorsadad was
located on the north end of the Tigris River.  Botta’s
expeditions later led to the discovery of many valuable
documents that told of Sargon’s wars throughout his
reign.  A total of 22,000 tablets were eventually discov-
ered at Khorsadad and the surrounding regions.  Studies
of these tablets have resulted in a tremendous amount of
information that directly relates to the history of the
Bible, and thus, our knowledge of the events of Bible
times.

In 725 B.C. Shalmaneser V went to war against the
Shishak’s campaign against Israel
as carved on the walls of the temple

of Karnak, Egypt

The Bible And Faith



434 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

city of Samaria, the capital of Israel.  He fought against
the city for a period of approximately three years.  At the
close of the siege, Shalmaneser mysteriously disappeared
from the picture and Sargon II finished the task of de-
stroying Samaria.  In 2 Kings 17:3 Shalmaneser is given
credit for starting the siege against Israel.  In verse 6, how-
ever, it is simply stated that the “king of Assyria” finished
the siege of Samaria.  In his personal records which he
made back in Assyria, Sargon claimed the final victory.

There is no contradiction here between the Bible
and secular history.  The annals of Sargon II simply fill
in where the Bible is silent.  Shalmaneser began the war
against Israel and its capital, and Sargon II, who later
became king of Assyria, finished the task.  After he had
captured the city, Sargon’s records say that he led 27,290
prisoners away into captivity.  He records in his records
of the events, “I besieged and captured Samaria, carry-
ing off 27,290 of the people who dwelt therein.  Fifty
chariots I gathered from among them ....”

After he conquered many cities in Israel, Sargon
recorded that he took prisoners from Samaria and placed
them in exile in Gozan (or, Guzana).  Excavations have
confirmed that Jews lived in these areas of exile.  This is
exactly what the Bible says in 2 Kings 17:6.  “In the
ninth year of Hoshea, the king of Assyria [Sargon] took
Samaria and carried Israel away to Assyria, and placed
them in Halah and by the Habor, the River of Gozan,
and in the cities of the Medes” (See also 2 Kg 17:24).

In Isaiah 20:1 we read that Sargon sent Tartan to
fight against Ashdod.  As far as the Bible account, we do
not know the reasons for this attack.  However, in the
annals of Sargon this can be further explained.  The an-
nals read,

Azuri, king of Ashdod, planned in his heart not to pay
tribute.  In my anger I marched against Ashdod with my
usual bodyguard.  I conquered Ashdod, and Gath.  I took
their treasures and their people.  I settled in them people
from the lands of the east.  I took tribute from Philistia,
Judah, Edom and Moab.

The dates of cities, peoples and countries found in
the annals of Sargon correspond with the historical men-
tion of the same in the Bible.  The countries of Egypt,
Elam, Moab, Edom, and the Medes, Philistines, and the
Syrian people are all mentioned in the documents of
Sargon.  Sargon II was one of the greatest kings of As-
syria who influenced events in the Bible.  The annals of
Sargon that were discovered at Khorsadad, combined
with other Assyrian documents that have been discov-
ered, are valuable in that they tell us of the historical
environment in which the Israelites lived.

E. Hezekiah’s Tunnel:

Hezekiah, Sennacherib and Esarhaddon are three
kings who develop a very exciting chapter of ancient
history.  After the death of Sargon II, Sennacherib, his
son, came to the throne of Assyria.  He reigned from
705 to 681 B.C.  Taking advantage of the royal turnover
in Assyria, Hezekiah, king of Judah, “rebelled against
the king of Assyria and did not serve him” (2 Kg 18:7).

After his rebellion, Hezekiah received word that
Sennacherib was going to regain his oppression of
Jerusalem (2 Ch 32:2).  Upon hearing this news,
Hezekiah took immediate measures to fortify the city of
Jerusalem against a probable Assyrian attack.  In 2
Chronicles 32:3,4 we read of some of the steps that
Hezekiah took in order to make the city more secure
against invading forces,

He [Hezekiah] took counsel with his leaders and com-
manders to stop the water from the springs which were
outside the city; and they helped him.  Thus many people
gathered together who stopped all the springs and the brook
that ran through the land, saying, “Why should the kings
of Assyria come and find much water?”

Hezekiah cut a tunnel from the pool of Gihon, which
was outside the walls of the city, to the pool of Siloam,
that was inside the city walls.  A statement that was made
at the close of his reign tells specifically what he did.
“This same Hezekiah also stopped the water outlet of
Upper Gihon, and brought the water by tunnel to the
west side of the City of David” (2 Ch 32:30).

Hezekiah then concealed the pool of Gihon in or-
der that the Assyrians not have water near the city dur-
ing any siege of Jerusalem.  The last report we have of
this tunnel in the Bible is at the close of Hezekiah’s reign.

Now the rest of the acts of Hezekiah—all his might, and
how he made a pool and a tunnel and brought water into
the city—are they not written in the book of the chronicles
of the kings of Judah? (2 Kg 20:20).

As time went by, this tunnel became unnoticed and
eventually lost.  The last mention that was made of it
was in the apocryphal book of Ecclesiasticus which was
written around 200 B.C. (Ecc. 48:17).  The tunnel was
evidently unknown during the time of Josephus (A.D.
37-115) because he makes no mention of it in his writ-
ings and description of Jerusalem.  It was not until the
nineteenth century that the tunnel was discovered.

The discovery of the tunnel was made by Edward
Robinson, an American scholar, and Eli Smith, a mis-
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sionary in Syria.  In the first part of the nineteenth cen-
tury they walked through the entire length of the tunnel
and found that it was a total of 1,750 feet in length (ap-
proximately 533 meters).  Other characteristics of the
tunnel were its zig-zag course and average height of about
two meters.

The most significant discovery concerning the tun-
nel was stumbled upon by a young boy.  While playing
near the pool of Siloam, he slipped and fell.  From where
he lay he noticed some crudely scratched markings on
the side of the wall.  The boy told his teacher, Conrad
Schick, what he had discovered.  When Schick investi-
gated the inscription he found that the markings cov-
ered an area about three-fourths of a meter long and about
half a meter high.  After further investigation, it was
found that the inscription was written in classical He-
brew.

For the biblical scholarship of the world, this in-
scription represents some of the oldest writings of an-
cient Hebrew.  The writing was contemporary with the
days of Hezekiah, around 700 B.C.  The inscription reads,

The tunnel is completed.  This is the story of the tunnel.
While the stonecutters were lifting up the pick, each to-
ward his neighbor (from opposite ends), and while they
were yet 3 cubits apart, there was heard a voice of one
calling to another; and after that pick struck against pick;
and waters flowed from the spring to the pool, 1,200 cu-
bits, and 100 cubits was the height of the rock above.

Another important discovery gained by the inscrip-
tion was the length of a cubit in relation to modern-day
measurements.  The length of the tunnel as given in the
inscription was 1,200 cubits.  By measuring the tunnel
and comparing inches with cubits it was found that one
cubit is equal to about 18 inches.  This would be
approximately 30.5 metric centimeters.

F. Sennacherib’s Prism:

The history of the clash between Hezekiah and
Sennacherib is significant in reference to Old Testament
history.  After Hezekiah’s revolt against Assyria, Sen-
nacherib began his plunder of Judah.  In 2 Kings 18:13
it is stated, “And in the fourteenth year of King Hezekiah,
Sennacherib king of Assyria came up against all the for-
tified cities of Judah and took them” (See 2 Ch 32:1; Is
36:1).  One of the cities that fell to Sennacherib was the
city of Lachish.

In the middle of the nineteenth century, A. H. Layard
discovered at Nineveh, the capital of Assyria, thirteen
stone slabs in bas relief (inscribed writing) depicting an

attack on a well-fortified city.  It was believed, and later
confirmed, that this was the city of Lachish.  These bas
reliefs found in Sennacherib’s palace show the spoils of
the city of Lachish which were presented to Sennacherib
who is pictured to be on his throne in Assyria.

In view of Sennacherib’s plunder of Palestine and
attack against Jerusalem, Hezekiah made some strategic
decisions.  Hoping to buy more time from Sennacherib,
Hezekiah ...

... sent to the king of Assyria at Lachish, saying, ‘I have
done wrong. Turn away from me. Whatever you impose
on me I will pay.’  And the king of Assyria assessed
Hezekiah king of Judah three hundred talents of silver
and thirty talents of gold (2 Kg 18:14).

In view of what Hezekiah planned to do, we must inter-
pret this decision on his part to pay tribute as an effort to
stall any plans Sennacherib had against Jerusalem.
Hezekiah’s plans may have worked for a brief period of
time.  Though Sennacherib received tribute from
Hezekiah, he still persisted in his efforts to plunder
Jerusalem, the would-be high point of his Judean cam-
paign.

This is where we have a turn of events for the
unfortunate Sennacherib who had dreams of capturing
the city of Jerusalem.  Here is where the importance of
the prism of Sennacherib comes into the picture.  This
prism (also known as the Taylor Prism) is a six-sided
monument that was made by Sennacherib in 691 B.C.  It
contains the last records of Sennacherib concerning his
campaigns in Judah.  On the monument, Sennacherib
tells of his battle against Judah as follows,

As to Hezekiah, the Jew, he did not submit to my yoke, I
laid siege to 46 of his strong cities,
walled forts and to the countless small
villages in their vicinity, and conquered
[them] by means of well-stamped
[earth] ramps, and battering-rams
brought [thus] near [to the walls] [com-
bined with] the attack by foot soldiers,
[using] mines, breeches as well as
sapper work.  I drove out [of them]
200,150 people, young and old, male
and female, horses, mules, donkeys,
camels, big and small cattle beyond
counting, considered [them booty].
Himself I made a prisoner in Jerusa-
lem, his royal residence, like a bird in a
cage.

Sennacherib’s Prism
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Sennacherib nowhere claims final victory of Jerusa-
lem.  This is not revealed on his prism simply because
his defeat was a humiliating experience for the armies
of Assyria.  Where Sennacherib stops in his description
of the events that took place around Jerusalem, the Bible
continues.  In 2 Kings 19:35 we read, “And it came to
pass on a certain night that the angel of the Lord went
out and killed in the camp of the Assyrians one hundred
and eighty-five thousand. And when people arose early
in the morning, there were the corpses—all dead.”
When Sennacherib surrounded Jerusalem, Hezekiah
went to God in prayer (2 Kg 19:14-19).  God faithfully
answered that prayer by destroying the army of Sennach-
erib.

After his dreadful defeat, Sennacherib “departed
[from Jerusalem] and went away, returned home, and
remained at Nineveh” (2 Kg 19:36).  The Bible does not
say how long Sennacherib dwelt in Nineveh before his
assassination.  His fate is recorded in 2 Kings 19:37.

Now it came to pass as he was worshiping in the temple
of Nisroch his god, that his sons Adrammelech and
Sharezer struck him down with the sword. And they es-
caped into the land of Ararat.  Then Esarhaddon his son
reigned in his place.

There has also been discovered in the Annals of
Esarhaddon the following words which correspond per-
fectly with the biblical account of these events.
Esarhaddon stated,

... they rebelled.  In order to exercise royal authority they
killed Sennacherib.  I became a raging lion, my mind was
a fury ....  these usurpers ... fled to an unknown land.  I
reached the quay on the Tigris, sent my troops across the
broad river as if it were a canal.  In Addar [December ... I
reached Nineveh well pleased].  I ascended my father’s
throne with joy.  The south wind was blowing ... whose
breezes are propitious for royal authority ... I am
Esarhaddon, King of the world, King of Assyria ... son of
Sennacherib.

F. Jehoiachin’s food rations:

In 597 B.C., Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon,
came up against and besieged the city of Jerusalem.  He
laid siege to the city and conquered it.  An ancient Baby-
lonian account recorded this event.

In the seventh year, the month of Kislev, the king of Addad
mustered his troops, marched to Hatti-land, and encamped
against [that is, besieged] the city of Judah and on the

second day of the month of Adar he seized the city and
captured the king.  He appointed there a king of his own
choice [lit. heart], received its heavy tribute and sent [them]
to Babylon.

When Jerusalem fell, many Jews were taken into
captivity, including their king, Jehoiachin (2 Ch 36:9,10).
During the period Jehoiachin was in captivity, Nebuchad-
nezzar died and his son, Evil-merodach, rose to the throne
of Babylon.  The Bible records that Jehoiachin immedi-
ately found favor with the new king of Babylon.  “Evil-
Merodach king of Babylon ... released Jehoiachin king
of Judah from prison.  He spoke kindly to him, and gave
him a more prominent seat than those of the kings who
were with him in Babylon” (2 Kg 25:27,28).  The last
verse of 2 Kings 25 reads, “And as for his [Jehoiachin’s]
provisions, there was a regular ration given him by the
king, a portion for each day, all the days of his life” (vs
30).

Jeremiah lived contemporary with these events.  He
prophesied from 627 to 575 B.C.  He also recorded that
the king of Babylon gave rations to the captured king of
Judah.

So Jehoiachin changed from his prison garments, and he
ate bread regularly before the king all the days of his life.
And as for his provisions, there was a regular ration given
him by the king of Babylon, a portion for each day until
the day of his death, all the days of his life (Jr 52:32,33).

In 1899, the German Oriental Society equipped a
large expedition under the direction of Professor Robert
Koldeway, an architect, to excavate the mound of Babel
in the area of the Euphrates River.  After a period of
eighteen years they discovered what is called the Ishtar
Gate.  Many other articles were found such as 300 clay
tablets.  These tablets were boxed and sent to a museum
in Berlin, Germany.  There they stayed until 1935.

In 1933, a man by the name of E. F. Weidner ac-
cepted the task of translating these tablets.  The job was
strenuous and sometimes very disappointing.  However,
after much hard work, Weidner suddenly came upon a
familiar biblical name, Ja-V-Kinu, or Jehoiachin.  He
became even more sure that this was the Jehoiachin in
the Bible when he found other tablets referring to this
Jehoiachin as “king of the [land of] Judah.”  The tablets
identified him as “Yaukin, king of the land of Yahud”.
What is even more exciting for Bible students is that
Weidner discovered in the tablets one that specifically
contained the actual food allowances of the king of Baby-
lon which he had ordered to be given to Jehoiachin.  Once
again, the Bible was proved to be historically accurate.

The Bible And Faith



437Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

This is what we would expect since it is the word of
God.

G. The Cyrus Cylinder:

Isaiah prophesied during the years from 739 to 695
B.C.  During this time he made a prophecy concerning a
man by the name of Cyrus.  “Thus says the Lord to His
anointed, to Cyrus, whose right hand I have held – to
subdue nations before him and loose the armor of kings,
to open before him the double doors, so that the gates
will not be shut” (Is 45:1).  This prophecy was made
approximately two hundred years before its fulfillment.

In Daniel 5:25-28 the termination of Belshazzar’s
reign was foretold.  Daniel’s inspired interpretation of
the handwriting on the wall of the Babylonian palace
said that Belshazzar’s kingdom was coming to an end.
The very evening of the vision of the handwriting and
interpretation, Belshazzar was slain and Darius the Mede
began to reign over the kingdom (Dn 5:30,31).  This
Darius the Mede, who was placed over the city of Baby-
lon by Cyrus, was probably the ruler of the Medo-Per-
sian Empire at the time these events occurred.

In the latter part of the nineteenth century, Hormuyd
Rossam discovered a barrel-like clay cylinder that de-
scribed the policies of Cyrus and how he overtook Baby-
lon.  This significant discovery has since been referred
to as the Cyrus Cylinder.

The following portion of the inscription of the
Cyrus Cylinder discusses the fall of the city of Babylon.

Marduk ... looked through
all the country searching
for a religious ruler ....  He
pronounced the name
Cyrus, King of Anshan,
declared him to be the ruler
of all the world ....  He
made him set out on the
road to Babylon, going at his side like a real friend.  His
widespread troops – their number, like that of the water of
a river could not be established – strolled along, their weap-
ons packed away.  Without any battle, he [that is, Marduk]
made him [Cyrus] enter his [Marduk’s] town, Babylon,
sparing Babylon any calamity.  He delivered into his hands
Nabunaid, the king who did not worship him.

Cyrus evidently took the city of Babylon without
any battle.  This is what both the biblical account and
the Cyrus Cylinder account reveal.  The date of this con-
quest was around 539 B.C.  This was approximately two
hundred years after the prophecy of Isaiah.  The inscrip-

tion also contains the following statement, “I am Cyrus,
king of all, the great king, the mighty king, king of Baby-
lon, king of Sumer and Akkad, king of the four corners
of the earth ....”  These words of Cyrus are recorded also
in the second book of Chronicles, as well as Ezra 1:2.  2
Chronicles 36:23 states,

Thus says Cyrus king of Persia: All the kingdoms of the
earth the Lord God of heaven has given me.  And He has
commanded me to build Him a house at Jerusalem which
is in Judah.  Who is there among you of all His people?
May the Lord his God be with him, and let him go up!

Cyrus was a humanitarian.  He cared for people
and wanted all people to be at ease in their own land.
His policy of letting captured peoples return to their na-
tive lands is clearly depicted on his monumental cylin-
der.  His policy was the exact opposite of that of the
Assyrian and Babylonian kings.  He allowed people to
return to their lands as the Bible states and the cylinder
historically confirms.

There are scores of archaeological artifacts that
confirm the history of the Bible, as well as the languages
and customs of Bible times.  There are the Mari Tablets
that were written primarily from the eighteenth century
B.C. by northwestern Semites.  These tablets explain
many Israelite traditions.  There are the Nuzi Texts.
These texts release an enormous amount of information
concerning the social and legal customs during the times
of the patriarchs.  The giving of a slave girl to a husband
by the wife if the wife cannot bear children, is found in
these texts.  These texts also further explain the birth-
right laws.  Such laws were kept by Esau and Jacob.
The Execration Texts belong to the late twentieth and
nineteenth centuries B.C.  They contain valuable infor-
mation about the political and ethnic history of Pales-
tine in the early patriarchal period.

The Amarna Tablets explain numerous activities
of the old Babylonian Empire.  The Canaanite Alphabet
Tablets from Ugarit give us a vast amount of secular
history contemporary with the times of Moses.  There
are also small artifacts as coins, potsherds, or stone docu-
ments that list names as Pontius Pilate, Sergius Paulus,
Herod the Great, Herod Antipas, Agrippa I and II, Bernice
and countless other characters of the Bible.  Biblical ar-
chaeological discoveries have piled up so much in the
last few decades that books on Bible archaeology must
continually be revised in order to keep our knowledge
current about great discoveries.

The historical accuracy of the Bible does not prove
the inspiration of the Bible.  However, if the Bible is
inspired it must be historically accurate.  Other books of

Cyrus Cylinder
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history can be historically accurate.  If their record of
history contradicts archaeology, then their credibility
falls.  If the Bible could be found to be in contradiction
with history revealed through archaeology, then its in-

spiration would be brought under question.  But the Bible
is in harmony with history because it is the inspired word
of God.

The inspiration of the Bible is often criticized in
these modern times when it is a common thing to deny
the character of the Scriptures.  Revelation that God gave
to the prophets and apostles is sneered at as myths that
are believed only by Christians.  Human authorship of
the Bible is claimed, and as a result, man is left in dark-
ness having only his fallible reason as a guide in life.
The philosophies of men have made their play and seized
the unsuspecting minds of the unlearned.  Infidels in the
name of “theology” have crippled the minds of their
bewildered sheep.  From the offices of many intellectu-
als have come statements that there is no set standard of
moral conduct.  Some say that there is no truth that is
unchanging and absolute.  Others say there is no final
authority for human behavior.  Such beliefs were mani-
fested in the minds of men as Karl Barth when he said,

If God has not been ashamed to speak through the
Scriptures with its fallible human words, with its his-
torical and scientific blunders, its theological contra-
dictions, with its uncertainty of its transmission and above
all with its Jewish character, but rather accepted it in all
its fallibility to make it serve Him, we ought not to be
ashamed of it when with all its fallibility it wants anew to
be to us a witness; it would be self-willed and disobedi-
ence to wish to seek in the Bible for infallible elements
[emphasis mine, R.E.D.].1:232

Pinnock rightly answered, “The theology which delights
in the absence of final truth is strictly nonsense.”2:5  Any
attempt to construct a religion without a final authority
is an empty effort to follow after man’s own inventions.
If religion is to be worth believing it at least must have a
standard that is unchanging and eternal.  Any other type
of religion is only the invention of men who seek to be
religious after their own desires.

The irony of man who seeks to be his own god is
that he needs God.  Man needs a final authority.  He
needs a standard to rule his life that comes from some-
where outside himself.  The standard that calls the shots
in man’s life cannot be of human origin.  Certainly, this
need necessitates a standard of Divine origin.  David

Otis Fuller stated,

The Bible makes high claims to Divine inspiration,
inerrancy and authority; and if it is true that the Sovereign
God of the universe has condescended to reveal Himself
supernaturally in His Book, even as He has revealed Him-
self naturally in the material universe, then man – even in
a world ruined by sin – has a firm foundation on which to
build for time and eternity.3:1

Since man needs revelation from the God of the
universe in order to conduct his life, it is here affirmed
that the Bible is that revelation.  Since it is necessary
that man live by a standard of moral authority that is
beyond the ability of man to invent, it is also here af-
firmed that the Bible is that moral authority.  Therefore,
we must understand the nature of the inspiration of the
Bible in order to understand the importance of its appli-
cation to our lives.

A. Defining the work of God in revelation:

The word revelation means “an uncovering.”4:292

God has revealed or “uncovered” His being and His truth
in two ways: (1) by natural (general) revelation and
(2) by special revelation.  Edward J. Young wrote that
“the purpose of the Lord in granting revelation is to im-
part knowledge.”5:41  God has imparted knowledge to
man through natural means and special means.  He has
imparted knowledge through the creation of the physi-
cal world.  He has imparted knowledge directly through
the inspiration of godly men who have spoken and writ-
ten His revelation.  Therefore, there is natural revela-
tion and special revelation.

1.  Natural revelation:  Natural revelation is God
revealing Himself to man through the natural world in
which we live.  The Bible affirms natural revelation by
stating that God’s existence and presence can be deducted
from the orderliness of beauty in nature.  “The heavens
declare the glory of God” (Ps 19:1,2).  “For since the
creation of the world His invisible attributes are clearly

Chapter 3

INSPIRATION AND REVELATION
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seen, being understood by the things that are made,
even His eternal power and Godhead ...” (Rm 1:20).
To the unbelievers of Lystra, Paul said that God has not
left Himself “without witness, in that He did good, gave
us rain from heaven and fruitful seasons ...” (At 14:17).
Though the natural world in which we live leads us to
deduct that there is a creating Being above this world
who brought all things into existence, this revelation of
this Higher Power is still lacking.  The natural world
does not reveal the character of this creative Being.
Therefore, natural revelation necessitates special rev-
elation in that there is a limit to nature’s description of
God.  Nature cannot reveal the true character of God.

2.  Special revelation:  Special revelation is God
revealing Himself directly to man by either appearance
or word of inspiration.  Nature declares the necessity of
a creative Being to have originated all that now exists.
However, natural revelation cannot explain the charac-
ter of that Being.  There is, therefore, the necessity of
that Being revealing Himself to those who are created
and sustained by His power.  Gerstner rightly asked,

Will He [God] let us know that He exists only to hide
from us any knowledge of how He exists and what are His
eternal purposes?  Would He wet our appetite only to starve
us?  We have not so learned God. “Seek and ye shall find,”
seems to be written large over the universe.  Will God set
us aseeking so that we may not find?  Would He play such
a cruel game?6:62

God revealing Himself to man either through physi-
cal manifestation or in word is the fullest sense of rev-
elation.  “A divine revelation is God’s unveiling the truth
regarding himself in some manner and degree to the in-
telligence and heart of man.  Man can know God only as
he thus reveals or unveils himself to man.”7:70  Special
revelation is God revealing truth that man by no other
way or means could have known.  In other words, man
could never have discovered the nature and character of
the God of heaven without God’s revelation of Himself
to man.  It is beyond the intellect of man to discover that
which is beyond the limitations of his five senses.  Since
God is beyond the five senses of man, He must tran-
scend man’s limitations in order to reveal to man the
nature of His character.  God had to reveal to man’s
senses His eternal plan by which He plans to bring obe-
dient believers into an eternal realm of dwelling.  Spe-
cial revelation is “special” simply because God had to
work in revealing Himself to man in a way that man
could perceive.  And since men can perceive only through
their senses, God had to work in the physical environ-
ment in which man lives in order to make both Himself

known and the plan by which He seeks to bring man
into eternity.

B. The Bible’s claim to be the revelation of God:

The Bible claims to be revelation from God.  Paul
affirmed that he received not the gospel from man but it
came to him “through revelation of Jesus Christ” (Gl
1:11,12, see Rv 1:1).  Paul contended that the mystery
of the gospel “has now been revealed by the Spirit to
His holy apostles and prophets” (Ep 3:5; see 3:3).  He
also wrote, “Now to Him who is able to establish you
according to my gospel and the preaching of Jesus Christ,
according to the revelation of the mystery which was
kept secret since the world began but now has been
made manifest, and by the prophetic Scripture has been
made known to all nations, according to the command-
ment of the everlasting God ...” (Rm 16:25,26; see 1
Co 2:10).

The Bible claims to contain revelation from God.
Those facts and truths which man could never have
known apart from a special revelation of God are in the
Bible.  They were inspired to be accurately recorded there
for man of all ages.

The fact that the Bible claims to be revelation from
God does not prove that it is inspired.  However, if the
Bible is the inspired word of God, then we would ex-
pect that it would make such a claim.  Therefore, when
considering the inspiration of the Bible, we must inves-
tigate the claim of the Bible that it is the word of God.
Any investigator who would criticize the Bible without
first considering its contents cannot claim to be an ob-
jective investigator of any document, let alone the Bible.
Critics must know the material they criticize.

C. God’s method of revelation:

The Bible presents God as revealing Himself in
various ways.  “God, who at various times and in dif-
ferent ways spoke in time past to the fathers by the
prophets, has in these last days spoken to us by His Son
...” (Hb 1:1,2).  Revelation came in a diversity of ways
and means in times past.  Such means of revelation in-
cluded at least the following:

1. God revealed Himself to man through dreams and vi-
sions (Gn 20:3; Nm 12:6; Is 29:10,11; Ez 1:3,4; 11:24;
Lm 2:14; Dn 2:19; Am 1:1).

2. God gave revelation to Moses “mouth to mouth” (Nm
12:8).

3. God at times put the very words He wanted spoken into
the mouth of the prophet (Dt 18:18; Jr 1:9; Ez 3:4).
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4. God’s greatest revelation of Himself was in the person
of His Son Jesus Christ (Jn 14:9; Cl 2:9).

5. God has on numerous occasions revealed His will
through angels (Gn 16:10-12; 18:13,14; 22:11ff;
32:1,2; At 7:38).

6. On unique occasions, God also revealed Himself
through various media such as “a still small voice” (1
Kg 19:12), the mouth of an donkey (Nm 22:28), and a
bright cloud (Mt 17:5).

D. The difference between inspiration and revelation:

There is a difference between the action of inspira-
tion and revelation that many Bible students fail to make.
Understanding this difference helps us to understand the
means by which God has made Himself known to man.
It also helps us to understand how God worked so as to
bring the Bible to us today with the message of redemp-
tion for all men.  When we understand how God worked
through inspiration and revelation, we better understand
the nature of the content of the Bible.

Revelation is the revealing of truth by God to a
specific person.  Inspiration is God’s guidance of that
writer or speaker in a way that the truth made known to
the writer or speaker might be infallibly written or spo-
ken.  “Revelation is the body of truth which God desired
men to possess; inspiration is the way in which he gave
this body of truth to men.”8:6  Inspiration guaranteed the
handling aright of revealed truths.

All of the Bible is the result of inspiration.  How-
ever, not all of the Bible is revelation of new truth from
God.  If we can understand this point, we can under-
stand the nature of the text of the Bible.  For example,
Luke evidently knew of the letter to Claudius Lysias in
Acts 23:26-30.  God did not reveal this letter to Luke
but inspired him to inerrantly record it.  If Luke only
knew of the letter, but did not have it in hand, then by
revelation God would have made known to him the con-
tents of the letter.  Another example would be Paul’s
quotation of pagan poets in Acts 17:28 and Titus 1:12.
Paul already knew what these poets had said.  However,
God inspired him by the Holy Spirit, first to record these
sayings, and second, to record them accurately.  God
did not reveal them to Paul as new truth.  It would be
revelation in the sense that God revealed to Paul that He
wanted the quotation recorded.  Their quotation in the
Bible is not evidence of revealed truth that was spoken
by the poets.  The fact that they are there is not evidence
of a revealed truth other than the fact that God revealed
to Paul that He wanted the quotations in the Bible.

Many of the prophets had facts or prophecies re-
vealed to them that they did not understand (1 Pt 1:10,11).

Daniel saw visions of things to come.  However, he did
not understand those revealed visions until the interpre-
tation of them was also made known (Dn 2:19; 7:13-16;
8:15ff).  The visions and interpretations were given by
revelation; the inerrant recording of those visions and
interpretations was by inspiration.

All prophecy is revelation from God.  Man cannot
know the future unless God reveals it to him.  However,
the speaking and recording of revealed prophecy in an
inerrant manner was accomplished by the inspired guid-
ance of the Holy Spirit.

There is a difference between inspiration and rev-
elation.  We must not confuse the two.  Therefore, “it is
well to keep in mind the fundamental distinction that,
whereas revelation is essentially the communication of
knowledge or information, inspiration is designed to
secure infallibility in teaching.”5:41  We must remember
that all the Bible is inspired by God, but not all the Bible
is revelation from God.

E. Definition of inspiration:

When the term inspiration is used in reference to
the Bible, many do not fully understand its meaning.
On top of this, there are religious modernists who have
claimed that the text of the Bible is contradictory or con-
tains information that is not accurate. Therefore errone-
ous views have been advocated concerning the work of
God in inspiration.  The following are some of the views
of men concerning inspiration that have been promoted
by those who have failed to understand the work of God
through inspiration.

1.  Partial inspiration:  Partial inspiration is the
affirmation that only portions of the Bible are inspired
by God.  One view of those who promote partial inspi-
ration is the contention that the moral and doctrinal teach-
ings of the Bible are inspired of God, but the scientific
or historical sections are the result of human invention.
Therefore, these sections cannot be trusted as accurate.

The problem with this concept of inspiration is that
we would need an inspired interpreter to determine what
is inspired and what is not inspired.  But did God hide
His truth in a maze of human thought, leaving the deter-
mination to what is truth to the fallible reasoning and
judgment of man?  If only part of the Bible is inspired,
then logically, the Bible is of no use to man since man
cannot determine what is inspired and what is not in-
spired (See Jr 10:23).  It is for these reasons that we
must discard this concept of inspiration.

2.  Natural (universal) inspiration:  The teaching
of natural inspiration is an effort to make the Bible the
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product of human invention.  This “theory reduces itself
to the simple position that the writers of the Bible were
inspired only as writers today are inspired.”7:70  It is
claimed that the Bible writers had a good idea or good
feeling, and then, wrote some good literature.  The Bible
writers aspired no higher in writing God’s word than
such great writers as Shakespeare, Dante or Longfellow.
It is affirmed that in a moment of ecstasy the Bible writ-
ers only ascended above the normality of human thought
to write the Scriptures.

The teaching of natural inspiration places the writ-
ing of the Bible within the reach and power of man.  It
lowers the Bible to human authorship.  However, the
problem with the “natural inspiration” theory is that it
cannot explain the divine character of the Bible.  It can-
not explain the unity by which the Bible is linked to-
gether from Genesis to Revelation with a central theme
that was developed over centuries.  If the Bible was sim-
ply the product of human invention we would wonder
how could simple human beings come up with some-
thing such as the Bible over a period of 1,500 years?
The Bible is above man simply because man alone could
never have produced it.

3.  Mechanical (dictation) inspiration:  Those who
have affirmed the concept of mechanical inspiration,
which sometimes is referred to as dictation inspiration,
have swung to the opposite position of those who pro-
mote natural inspiration.  Those who teach mechanical
inspiration believe that every word of the Bible was dic-
tated by God to the human author.  The Bible writers
acted in the capacity of stenographers in transcribing
the exact words that were dictated by God.

This theory is only partially true.  In some instances,
God did give the very words to the Bible author that
were to be recorded exactly as they were given (See Jr
1:9; 5:14; 36:1-3; Ez 3:4; Is 51:16; 59:21).  However,
this theory does not explain the human personalities
manifested in the various books of the Bible.  It is obvi-
ous to the careful student that Paul’s writings in the origi-
nal language are different from the writings of Luke.
The style is different and the structure of composition is
different.  Luke also wrote in a different manner than
John.  Each writer thus maintained his individual liter-
ary characteristics when he wrote inspired Scripture.  We
must recognize this fact in studying any theory of inspi-
ration.

4.  Thought inspiration:  The belief of those who
promote this theory of inspiration is that the Holy Spirit
gave the Bible writers the thought, or idea, and then let
them express that thought in their own manner without
any divine guidance concerning the correct recording of
the text.  The Bible writers were allowed to choose from

their own word vocabulary.  They were allowed to ex-
press the divine thoughts in their own words without
any interference by the Holy Spirit.

This theory sounds good on the surface because of
the personal writing traits that are evident in the books
that are written by the different authors.   However, the
theory is only half true.  It falls short of what would be
required for a truly Holy Spirit inspired Bible.

First of all, it is impossible to engage in thought
without the use of words.  Thought and words cannot be
separated.  For God to inspire a thought, and at the same
time, allow that thought to be liberally communicated
with words chosen solely by the will of a scribe, would
certainly lead to a loose system of inspiration.  Woods
stated, “To accept the inspiration of the thoughts and
not the words of the Bible writers runs counter not only
to the Scriptural claims, but is intrinsically meaningless
(What is an inspired thought expressed in uninspired
language?).”2:8

Secondly, the interpretation of Scripture often de-
pends upon the exact tense or definition of a single word.
For example, in John 8:58 Jesus said, “Before Abraham
was born, I am” (See Lk 20:37).  Jesus was trying to
impress upon the minds of the Jews that He existed be-
fore Abraham.  The correct tense of the Greek word that
is translated “I am” is vital to the concept Jesus was
teaching.  Another example would be the meaning that
the inspired writer sought to convey in Genesis 22:18
and Galatians 3:16.  The force of Paul’s argument in
Galatians 3:16 depends upon the fact that the word “seed”
is singular and not plural.  Reference is to the Seed, who
is Christ, not to the descendants of Abraham.  Other ex-
amples would be the word “all” in Hebrews 2:8 and the
words “once more” in Hebrews 12:26,27 that are very
critical to the meaning of what is being taught.  How
could the intricate concepts of the Godhead have been
transmitted if the Holy Spirit did not have some control
over the words being used by the writer (See Jn 10:30)?
It is hard to imagine how John could have written the
first chapter of John concerning the incarnation of God
without careful guidance by the Holy Spirit.

There are also those situations where the writer did
not understand the revealed truth (See 1 Pt 1:10,11).  This
is especially true concerning the details of prophecies
(See Dn 12:8,9; Ps 22:16-18; Is 53).  How could any
prophecy have been made without the careful guidance
of the Holy Spirit?

When there is any discussion concerning God in
the Bible, we must assume that the Spirit directed the
mind and hand of the writers in order to explain who
God is.  It is impossible to fully explain the being of
God by use of the words of man.  Our dictionary of words
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is made from the definitions of our relationships and
experiences in this world.  God is above this world.
Therefore, if there was no direction by God in the writ-
ing of words that were to explain His being, then we
would assume that man would be confined to the defini-
tions of his own dictionary.  Even with the guidance of
the Spirit in inspiration, there was difficulty for the Spirit
to use our dictionary in order to define that which is
above the definitions of our words.  How could men
ever hope to understand God if they are condemned to
use their own intellects and dictionaries in order to de-
fine God?

It was imperative, therefore, that the Holy Spirit
exercised  control over the selection of words in His
work of inspiration.  At the same time, He allowed the
author the liberty of writing style.

If the very words of Scripture were not chosen of
God, then the whole area of the critical study of words
is rendered useless.  Why study the exact form of a word
in the original language of Scripture if that word is the
result of mere human choice?  At best, all the reader
could hope to gain from a given passage would be the
general thought that God wished to convey.9:22

It must be concluded that thought inspiration alone
is entirely inadequate.  “It follows that any theory which
does not guarantee absolute accuracy of the substance
(the thoughts) and the form (the words) cannot be ac-
cepted as the correct one.”8:14  Any theory of inspiration
which does not guarantee total inerrancy of the original
autographs, and at the same time, allow room for the
personal characteristics and qualities of the Bible writ-
ers must also be rejected.  For this reason the Bible stu-
dent must affirm the verbal plenary inspiration of the
Bible.

F. Definition of the verbal plenary inspiration of
the Bible:

By verbal we mean that every word that is in the
Bible is there because God so willed it by the direc-
tion of the Holy Spirit.  God did not leave man un-
guided for the work of revealing divine truth.  Nor did
He dictate every word that is used in every scripture.
The Holy Spirit guided every writer in a manner that
insured inerrancy but allowed individuality.

The word plenary comes from the Latin word
plenus which means “full.”  “Plenary inspiration means
that all parts of the Bible are equally and fully inspired
and is opposed to other views such as ‘partial’ inspira-
tion and ‘inspiration by degrees’.”9:22  Therefore, the
Bible is verbally (all the words) and plenarily (all the
parts) inspired of God.

Before defining the word inspiration, one must
understand that verbal plenary inspiration refers only
to the original autographs of the sacred writings.  The
prophets and apostles wrote and recorded without error
in their original documents.  However, we must recog-
nize that minute variations have entered into the text as
the result of scribes copying the original autographs.  The
Bible writers were inspired but not the scribes who cop-
ied their work.  (More on this later.)

This does not mean, as some contend, that we do
not have God’s word in an accurate form today.  On the
contrary, manuscript evidence is convincing of the fact
that we have God’s word today in an accurate form.  We
have the word of God today in the form that God in-
tended it to be preserved.  Our text of the Bible today
can be trusted and considered reliable because of the
integrity by which it was transmitted throughout history.
The attack against the integrity of the Bible by those
who say that the Bible has come to us in an erroneous
manner is unjustified because it is an attack that is based
on a misunderstanding of how God allowed man to have
the responsibility of preserving His word.  God allowed
scribes the right to use their abilities to preserve the Bible
without intervening in the art of transmission.  Because
He allowed men to copy and preserve the Scriptures, we
must assume, therefore, that we have the Scriptures to-
day in the form that He wanted us to have them.  Since
the Bible is the word of God, then we must conclude
that He has allowed man to preserve it according to His
will.  Therefore, how we have the word of God today is
according to the will of God.

G. The biblical definition of inspiration:

We can be assured that every word of the original
autographs was accurate and correct in conveying di-
vine truth.  The first avenue to follow in defining how
God inspired the Bible to be written is to consult the
Bible text itself.  No one has a right to deny the inspira-
tion of the Bible without first considering its text.  It is
true also that no one can affirm the inspiration of the
Bible without a knowledge of what the Bible says.  Ev-
ery Christian, therefore, must know the Bible.  Here are
some scriptures we must consider in defining the work
of inspiration.

1.  2 Timothy 3:16:  In 2 Timothy 3:16 Paul wrote,
“All Scripture is given by inspiration of God ....”  The
English word “inspiration” is used only here and Job
32:8 in the King James Version of the English Bible.  In
this text, the five English words “given by inspiration of
God” are actually translated from the single Greek word
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theopneustos.  This word is used only here in the New
Testament.  The noun form does not appear in the New
Testament.  In this scripture it is in the objectival form.
Translating theopneustos by the phrase “given by inspi-
ration of God” actually does not do justice to the real
meaning of the word.  Theopneustos literally means “God
breathed” or “breathed out by God.”10:133  Paul is affirm-
ing, therefore, that every scripture is God-breathed.  In
other words, all Scripture originated from God.

In conjunction with the literal meaning of
theopneustos and the wording of the Greek sentence,
Benjamin Warfield stated,

On the whole, the preferable construction would seem
to be, “Every Scripture, seeing that it is God-breathed, is
as well profitable.”  In that case, what the apostle asserts
is that the Sacred Scriptures in their every several passage
- for it is just “passage of Scripture” which “Scripture” in
this distributive use of it signifies – is the product of the
creative breath of God, and, because of this its Divine
origination, is of supreme value for all holy purposes.10:134

The New International Version gives a very favor-
able and literal translation by rendering the passage, “All
Scripture is God-breathed ....”  This is a good transla-
tion of the passage and one that conveys more accurately
the work of God in giving His word to man.

The word “Scripture” in 2 Timothy 3:16 refers pri-
marily to the Old Testament Scriptures.  However, as
the New Testament epistles were written they were also
classified as “Scripture.”  Peter refers to Paul’s epistles
as authoritative and “Scripture” (2 Pt 3:15,16).  Paul and
Peter taught that “all scripture” was God-breathed.  The
inspired writers thus affirmed plenary inspiration of the
Scriptures.  They affirmed the authority of the Scrip-
tures.

2.  2 Peter 1:20,21:  Peter wrote, “... knowing this
first, that no prophecy of Scripture is of any private in-
terpretation, for prophecy never came by the will of man,
but holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the
Holy Spirit.”  Peter affirmed that we received the “word
of prophecy”, not as the result of human invention, but
as a result of men being “moved by the Holy Spirit.”
Young explained, “It is not, he says, a private interpreta-
tion, and by this phrase he means that the Scripture did
not come into being as the result of individuals investigat-
ing into matters and then writing down their findings.
The Scriptures are not the product of human investiga-
tion and reason.”5:24

The Greek word pheromenoi, which is here trans-
lated “moved,” literally means “borne along.”  The in-

spired writers, therefore, were “borne along” by the Holy
Spirit in recording God’s word.  The Bible clearly af-
firms this operation of the Holy Spirit in such passages
as Acts 1:16. “The Holy Spirit spoke before by the mouth
of David ....”  “The Spirit of the Lord spoke by me, and
His word was on my tongue” (2 Sm 23:2).  “... How
then does David in the Spirit call Him Lord” (Mt 22:43;
see Mk 12:36).  Many times in the Bible credit is given
directly to the Holy Spirit and the human author is by-
passed as in Hebrew 3:7.  “Therefore, as the Holy Spirit
says ...” (See Hb 9:8; 10:15).  Such passages clearly
indicate that it was the Holy Spirit working in and with
the human writers in the process of inspiration.  The
writers did not act on their own.  They were “borne
along” by the Spirit.

3.  1 Corinthians 2:4,7,10,13:  One of the most
explanatory passages concerning the work of the Holy
Spirit in inspiration is in the following passage of Paul.

And my speech and my preaching were not with persua-
sive words of human wisdom, but in demonstration of the
Spirit and of power ... we speak the wisdom of God in a
mystery, the hidden wisdom which God ordained before
the ages for our glory ....  But God has revealed them to
us through His Spirit.  For the Spirit searches all things,
yes, the deep things of God.   These things we also speak,
not in words which man’s wisdom teaches but which the
Holy Spirit teaches, comparing spiritual things with spiri-
tual.

If any passage of scripture in the Bible teaches ver-
bal inspiration it is certainly this scripture.  Paul says
that the mystery of God was revealed.  It was spoken not
by wisdom of man but by the wisdom of God.  It was
expressed not in man’s choice of words but by the words
guided by the Holy Spirit.  Weymouth’s translation of
verse 13 is a good translation of what Paul was trying to
convey.  “This we also utter, not in language which man’s
wisdom teaches, but in that which the Spirit teaches,
adopting spiritual words to spiritual truths.”

The concept of “thought inspiration” is completely
contradicted by what Paul says in 1 Corinthians 2:13.
“If the inspiration which the biblical writers exercised
was limited to the thoughts which they conveyed, but
did not include the words, the selection of words to ex-
press the thoughts would necessitate the use of “man’s
wisdom’.”8:21  In 1 Corinthians 2 the Holy Spirit is argu-
ing against the use of human wisdom in revelation and
inspiration.  It is not human wisdom that God used, but
His own wisdom.  In order to communicate divine truths,
God used man’s words in order to communicate to man.
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H. The Spirit’s work in inspiration:

We would be presumptuous to affirm exactly how
the Holy Spirit worked on the minds of the inspired writ-
ers so as to guide them in their inscription of God’s word.
The Spirit’s work in this realm of activity is certainly
beyond the comprehension of man.  However, we can
affirm from what the Spirit says through the Scriptures
that He did act upon the minds of the inspired writers in
a manner that guaranteed the accuracy of their writing.

There are many factors one must understand in or-
der to gain some understanding of the work of the Spirit
in inspiration.  We have already discussed the fact that
human authors were “borne along” by the Spirit.  They
were guarded from error.   What they were “borne along”
to write was breathed out by God.  Here I would like to
suggest some added factors involved in the process of
biblical inspiration that are important to understand.

1.  The biblical writer was spiritually prepared to
inscribe the word of God.  God spiritually prepared the
Bible writers before allowing them to write spiritual
truths.  This is one way God guarded the inspired writ-
ings.  In reference to Jesus, the Hebrew writer stated,
“But a body You have prepared for Me” (Hb 10:5).  As
God prepared a human body for the revelation of Jesus,
so in a similar spiritual sense He prepared the hearts and
minds of those who would transcribe His word.  No un-
righteous individual was considered to be a candidate to
be an inspired writer.  God used good characters and
good hearts.  And when He had further prepared His
writers, the Holy Spirit used them to write sacred writ-
ings.

After the writers had been spiritually prepared, they
were vessels fit for the Master’s use.  The spiritual prepa-
ration of the biblical writer assured the spiritual charac-
ter of the writer which would shine through in every
book or letter he wrote.  The Holy Spirit could influence
the writers and at the same time be assured of the spiri-
tual nature of the writings.

2.  Inspiration was a joint effort between God and
man.  Inspiration was a joint effort between the Holy
Spirit and the human writers.  Warfield defined this by
stating that ...

... the Bible is the Word of God in such a sense that its
words, though written by men and bearing indelibly im-
pressed upon them the marks of their human origin, were
written, nevertheless, under such an influence of the Holy
Ghost as to be also the words of God, the adequate ex-
pression of His mind and will.  It [the church] has always
recognized that his conception of co-authorship implies

that the Spirit’s superintendence extends to the choice of
the words by human authors (verbal inspiration), and pre-
serves its product from everything inconsistent with a di-
vine authorship - thus securing, among other things, that
entire truthfulness which is everywhere presupposed in
and asserted for Scripture by the Biblical writers (iner-
rancy).10:173

Warfield further explained that the Holy Spirit
worked with the human authors in a manner that would
guarantee complete inerrancy.  At the same time, how-
ever, the authors were left to their own writing styles.

The Spirit is not to be conceived as standing outside
of the human powers employed for the effect in view, ready
to supplement any inadequacies they may show and to
supply any defects they may manifest, but as working
confluently in, with and by them, controlling them, ener-
gizing them, so that, as His instruments, they rise above
themselves and under His inspiration do His work and
reach His aim.10:95

The Holy Spirit worked with the human authors in
the choice of what materials should be used.  For ex-
ample, many events in the life of Jesus could have been
recorded (Jn 20:30,31).  However, the Holy Spirit se-
lected only those events that would satisfy those hun-
gering and thirsting after truth.  At the conclusion of
John’s gospel record, John wrote, “And there are also
many other things that Jesus did, which if they were
written one by one, I suppose that even the world itself
could not contain the books that would be written” (Jn
21:25).  John had earlier stated that Jesus did many things
that were not recorded by him (Jn 20:30,31).  By inspi-
ration, Luke also selected only those materials that would
expedite the purpose of giving an accurate account of
Jesus’ life (See Lk 1:1-4).  However, the Holy Spirit did
the real choosing of events.  He worked with and in the
writers to make sure that the correct events of Jesus’ life
were chosen and recorded.  Hamilton added, “The Holy
Spirit supervised the men who were writing, while they
were writing, in such a way that, while they were left in
full possession of their own style and vocabulary, they
were nevertheless prevented from writing what was not
true, and led to select just the facts God wanted His
people to have.”11:291

3.  Sometimes inspiration was by dictation.  At
times God dictated the very words that were to be spo-
ken or written.  God told Moses, “... I will put my words
in his mouth” (Dt 18:18).  In order to capture the exact
words of His message in the mouth of the prophet, God
dictated to the mind of the prophet exactly what He
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wanted said (See Ex 17:14; 20:1; 24:4; 34:27; 35:1; Nm
23:5,12,16; 2 Sm 23:2; Is 51:16; 59:21; Jr 36:2; Ez 2:7;
3:4,10).

From the above scriptures we get the distinct
impression that sometimes inspiration was an actual dic-
tation process.  The prophets spoke the very words of
God; they wrote the very words of God.  Therefore, we
must assume that what they wrote is the very word of
God.  Not all the Bible was given by dictation.  How-
ever, we do understand that at times God gave to man
the exact words He wanted spoken or written.

4.  Inspiration guaranteed inerrancy but retain a
human flavor.  Just because the Holy Spirit used hu-
man vessels to convey the truths of God does not mean
that that automatically infers fallibility.  When God chose
to use men to convey His word to man, He allowed His
inspired writers to leave the trace of their humanity in
what they wrote.  The Holy Spirit allowed the writing
styles of the human authors to be manifested in their
writings.  It was God’s plan to inspire men to produce
the Bible by the use of men who lived in the same cir-
cumstances as those to whom the words of Scripture
were written.  This fact is evident both in what God ac-
tually did and in the product of His inspiration, the Bible.

Jesus promised the apostles that the Holy Spirit
would come upon them with power to guide them into
all the truth (Jn 14:26; 16:12,13).  He told them not to
fear when they stood before rulers and judges, because
He promised, “For it will be given to you in that hour
what you should speak” (Mt 10:19).  This is inspiration.
Paul wrote, “I think I also have the Spirit of God” (1 Co
7:40).  “If anyone thinks himself to be a prophet or spiri-
tual, let him acknowledge that the things which I write
to you are the commandments of the Lord” (1 Co 14:37).
He was talking about inspiration.  All the apostles and
prophets had the same Spirit.  By the Holy Spirit’s influ-
ence, the word of God was inerrantly spoken and writ-
ten by the apostles and prophets.

Paul also wrote, “...by which, when you read, you
may understand my knowledge in the mystery of Christ,
which in other ages was not made known to the sons of
men, as it has now been revealed by the Spirit to His
holy apostles and prophets” (Ep 3:4,5).  This is revela-
tion recorded by inspiration.  Paul affirmed, “For this
reason we also thank God without ceasing, because when
you received the word of God which you heard from us,
you welcomed it not as the word of men, but as it is in
truth, the word of God ...” (1 Th 2:13).

This is revelation written not by the wisdom of man
but by the inspiration of God (1 Co 2:13).  The Holy
Spirit connected divine truths with human words and by
doing so revealed the mind of God to man.  This is ver-

bal inspiration.  However, God did not destroy the hu-
man element in the process.  He allowed the styles and
spiritual characters of the writers to show through in what
they wrote.

The Scriptures claim to be the inspired word of God.
The Bible is God’s breathed-out word to human authors
who were allowed to retain their own personalities and
composition traits in writing.  Every thought and word
of the Bible, however, is God’s as a result of the inspira-
tion of His Spirit.  Therefore, the original autographs of
the Bible were inerrant, infallible and inspired.  Con-
cerning our beliefs that the Bible is the inspired word of
God, Pinnock correctly stated,

The Bible in its entirety is God’s written Word to man,
free of error in its original autographs, wholly reliable in
history and doctrine.  Its divine inspiration has rendered
the Book “infallible” (incapable of teaching deception)
and “inerrant” (not liable to prove false or mistaken).  Its
inspiration is “plenary” (extending to all parts alike), “ver-
bal” (including the actual language form), and “confluent”
(product of two agents, human and divine).  Inspiration
involves infallibility as an essential property, and infalli-
bility in turn implies inerrancy.  This threefold designa-
tion of Scriptures is implicit in the basic thesis of Biblical
authority.12:1

Every Bible believer must confess to the statement
of Pinnock.  If the Bible is the word of God, then it is all
the above.  Nothing can be subtracted from the above
statement without attacking the belief that the Bible is
the inspired word of God.  If there are errors in the Bible,
then Young was right in the following statement,

If the autographa of Scripture are marred by flecks of
mistake, God simply has not told us the truth concerning
His Word.  To assume that He could breathe forth a Word
that contained mistakes is to say, in effect, that God Him-
self can make mistakes.  We must maintain that the origi-
nal Scripture is infallible for the simple reason that it came
to us directly from God Himself.13:87

When all is considered, the Christian believes that
he or she has the word of God today in written form as
God would have it.  The Christian’s faith is in the mes-
sage of the gospel of the Bible.  And for this reason, no
variant reading of the text, nor any translation of the
Bible, deters from this message.  Therefore, we must
keep in mind that our faith is founded upon the truth of
the gospel, which truth is discovered many times through-
out the entire text of the Bible.  God has preserved this
message for all the world throughout history.
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There are two areas from which we draw informa-
tion to prove the divine origin of the Bible.  These areas
come from (1) internal evidences and (2) external evi-
dences in reference to the Bible.  Internal evidences are
derived from the text of the Bible.  External evidences
pertain to those evidences outside the Bible text which
confirm it to be a book above human origin.

Internal evidences are found within the Bible text
itself.  However, some contend that the Bible cannot be
used as a witness to confirm its own inspiration.  But
this contention is unjust simply because one must allow
that which is questioned to give an answer for its own
defense.  One does not have a right to deny the authenti-
city of a document without first considering the docu-
ment itself.  We would not deny Shakespeare’s author-
ship of the Shakespearean plays without first consider-
ing the text of the plays.  Therefore, the Bible should at
least be treated as any other book.  In the skeptic’s re-
fusal to accept any possible direction from God, even
this right is often rejected by the prejudiced minds of
those who have little or no knowledge of the Bible.
Pinnock rightly stated, “While insisting on their right to
treat the Bible ‘like any other book’ (vs., a book pro-
duced by man alone), some critics proceed to treat it
like no other book, by bathing it in the acid solution of
their skepticism and historical pessimism.”1:22,23

External evidences deal with evidences surround-
ing the Bible.  We have already studied archaeology.
Biblical archaeology is an external evidence.  The ful-
fillment of prophecy, the historical accuracy of the Bible
and even the indestructibility of the Bible must also be
considered as external evidences.  These are evidences
that affirm that the Bible could not have been the inven-
tion of religious men who simply recorded their reli-
gious thoughts as a result of their own private feelings.

A. The biblical claim to divine origin:

One cannot ignore the fact that the Bible does make
bold claims of inspiration.  Great writers as Homer,
Origen and Plato made no such claims.  If the Bible is
just another book, its overpowering claims of inspira-
tion would certainly be considered foolish by any reader.
However, when we read the Bible, its claims of inspira-
tion sound anything but foolish.

Stephen, for example, claimed that the Jews re-
ceived the actual “oracles of God” (At 7:38).  Paul said

that the Jews “were entrusted with the oracles of God”
(Rm 3:2).  The New Testament claims to be the oracles
of God (Hb 5:12;  1 Pt 4:11).  The prophets had the word
of God put in their mouths (Ex 4:12; Jr 1:7-9; Nm 12:8;
see Ex 24:4; Ex 35:1; Is 1:10,20).

Many times when a New Testament writer quoted
an Old Testament writer, the Old Testament writer was
bypassed and full credit was given to God working
through the Holy Spirit (See At 4:24,25; Gl 3:8; Hb 3:7).
Often the very words of God are claimed to be recorded
in the Bible (Ex 20:1; Dn 10:9ff).  Sometimes a book
begins by claiming that it is “the word of Jehovah” (See
Is 1:1,2; Jr 1:1 Hs 1:1; Jn 1:1; Mc 1:1; Ze 1:1; Ml 1:1).
In fact, such phrases as “the word of God,” “God said,”
“the word of the Lord came,” “the Lord spoke,” “the
Lord commanded,” and similar phrases are mentioned
over three thousand times in the Bible.

The Bible claims to be “scripture” (Rm 9:17; Gl
3:9; 2 Tm 3:16).  Bible writers wrote “in the Spirit” (Mt
22:43; At 1:16; Hb 3:7).  John’s warning in Revelation
22:18,19 to not add to this “book” would certainly be a
strange claim if the Bible was not the word of God.
Joshua recorded by inspiration the words of covenants
(Ja 24:26).  Moses recorded, “These are the command-
ments and the judgments which the Lord commanded
the children of Israel by the hand of Moses ...” (Nm
36:13).  The Bible clearly claims to be the actual book
from God to man.  If the Bible is the actual communica-
tion of God to man, then we would expect that it make
such claims.

Jesus’ promises manifest inspiration of the New
Testament.  He told His disciples not to fear when they
stood before kings and rulers for it would be given them
what to say (Mt 10:17; Mk 13:11; Lk 21:12-15).  Such
was a direct promise of inspiration.  He promised that
all truth would be revealed (Jn 14:16,26; 16:12,13).  The
apostles and prophets received and preached the mys-
tery, the gospel, which was the revelation of Jesus to
man for the redemption of man (Ep 3:3-5; 1 Co 2:9-13).
The New Testament writers spoke and wrote by inspira-
tion the “commandment of the Lord” (1 Co 16:37; see 1
Th 2:13; 2 Tm 3:16; 2 Pt 3:2,16).  These things Jesus
promised.  And these things were accomplished in the
lives of the early disciples.

The Bible definitely claims inspiration.  Gerstner
correctly concluded, “The Bible might conceivably claim
to be revelation without being it, but it certainly could

Chapter 4
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not be it without claiming it.  While the claim may not
be an argument in its favor, the absence of a claim would
surely be an argument against it.”2:69,70  If the Bible was
not inspired, we would rightly affirm that its claim to
inspiration was presumptuous.  If the Bible was inspired,
and it did not claim to be inspired, we would think it
strange that it did not make such a claim.  The fact that it
is inspired, and thus claims inspiration, meets every
qualification for being the word of God.

B. New Testament confirmation of the Old Testa-
ment:

It is a rare occasion today to hear someone deny
the inspiration of the New Testament without denying
the inspiration of the Old Testament.  The two testa-
ments are so closely linked that they cannot be sepa-
rated.  To deny the inspiration of one necessitates a de-
nial of the other.  The Old Testament pointed to that
which is explained in the New Testament.  The New
Testament, therefore, can be understood only by accept-
ing the prophetic word of the Old Testament.

The four records of the gospel (Matthew, Mark,
Luke and John) have approximately four hundred quo-
tations of the Old Testament.  There are 278 different
Old Testament verses quoted in the New Testament,
making up 352 New Testament verses.  The letter to the
Hebrews quotes eighty-eight times from sixteen differ-
ent Old Testament books.  “The writers of the New Tes-
tament were inspired, and when they quoted from the Old
Testament they gave force of inspiration to the books from
which they quoted, or at least they gave the force of inspi-
ration to the quotations which they made.”3:95  This union
of inspiration between the Old and New Testaments is
made by the New Testament writer’s confirmation of the
Old Testament writers.  The following are some examples
of this unified bond between the two testaments.

1.  The testimony of Jesus:  Jesus recognized the
Old Testament to be the word of God.  His claim to the
inspiration and authority of the Old Testament can be
seen in such statements as: “It is written” (Mt 4:4,6,7;
Lk 20:17), and “Did you never read in the Scripture”
(Mt 21:42; see Mk 12:10,11).  In John 10:34 Jesus said,
“Is it not written in your law” (See Ps 82:6).  In verse
36 He refers to this law by saying, “... the Scripture can-
not be broken” (See Jn 5:39).  In Luke 20:42 Jesus said,
“Now David himself said in the Book of Psalms ....”
Jesus then quoted Psalm 110:1.  But in Mark 12:36 Jesus
quoted the same Psalm and said, “David himself said in
the Holy Spirit.”  He thus affirmed the inspiration of
David and the Psalms.

Jesus also affirmed the inspiration and authority of
Moses (See Mt 8:4; Mk 7:8-11; Jn 5:45-47), Elijah’s
miracles in providing for the woman of Zarephath (Lk
4:25,26), the healing of Naaman (Lk 4:27), Jonah being
swallowed by a big fish (Mt 12:39-41), the prophetic
teaching of Daniel (Mt 24:15), the destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrah (Lk 17:28-32), the Genesis flood (Lk
17:26,27), the death of Abel (Mt 23:35) and many other
Old Testament events.  If one denies these Old Testa-
ment events, then one is calling Jesus a liar.  At least,
one is saying that Jesus was deceived into believing that
such Old Testament events were actually true.  There-
fore, to deny any portion of the Old Testament would
bring into question the claim that Jesus is the Son of
God.

2.  The testimony of Paul:  Paul quoted from
twenty-five of the thirty-nine Old Testament books in
his letters to churches.  With reference primarily to the
Old Testament, in 2 Timothy 3:16 Paul wrote, “All Scrip-
ture is given by inspiration of God ....”  Paul affirmed
that the Holy Spirit spoke through Isaiah (At 28:25).  He
also recognized the inspiration and authority of Moses
and the prophets by quoting from them and referring to
their inspired laws (At 26:22,23; 1 Tm 5:18; see Dt 25:4).
Paul used the facts concerning creation in Genesis to
reaffirm our origins (Rm 5:14; 1 Co 11:8,12; 2 Co 11:3;
1 Tm 2:18).  Therefore, if Genesis is not a correct ac-
count of origins, then Paul was deceived.

If Paul was wrong in his understanding that “All
Scripture is given by inspiration of God,” then we must
conclude that he also was not an inspired writer of God.
And if this is true, then how can we trust him concern-
ing other teachings in the New Testament?  This becomes
critical when we consider the fact that Paul wrote over
two-thirds of the New Testament.

3.  The testimony of Peter:  Peter wrote, “... for
prophecy never came by the will of man, but holy men
of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2
Pt 1:21).  Peter also classified Paul’s writings as “Scrip-
ture” (2 Pt 3:15,16).

God spoke during the Old Testament dispensation
to the fathers and prophets in different ways (Hb 1:1).
But He has given His revelation to us today through
Jesus, the apostles and prophets (Hb 1:2; Ep 3:3-5).  To
deny the inspiration of the written records of the proph-
ets and apostles is to deny Jesus as the Son of God, for
Jesus promised that the Holy Spirit would guide the
apostles into all truth (Jn 14:26;16:13).  It would also be
a denial of the inspiration of the Old Testament.  Those
who contend that the Bible contradicts itself are really
saying that it is not inspired.  Any affirmation that says
that the Bible contradicts itself is a statement that af-
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firms that God has not communicated to man through
the Bible.

C. The unity of the Bible:

The unity of the Bible is one of the strongest argu-
ments substantiating its inspiration.  The following in-
ternal evidences of unity illustrate what is meant by unity
and how that unity sustains the claim that the Bible is
the actual product of the work of God in the lives of
godly men.

1.  Unity of writers:  The Bible is a compilation of
sixty-six books and letters written over a period of about
1,500 years by approximately forty different authors.
These men wrote at different times in history and in dif-
ferent geographical locations.  However, their works are
in complete harmony without contradiction.

The proof of inspiration that we receive from the
fact that the writers lived at different times and in differ-
ent places is manifested in the fact that these writers
confirm the inspiration of one another.  Peter recognized
Paul as an inspired writer (2 Pt 3:15,16).  1 & 2 Chronicles
and 1 & 2 Kings confirm one another in historical events.
Joshua 1 verified Deuteronomy 34.  Judges 1:1 verified
Joshua 24:27-33.  Jeremiah 52:31-34 verified 2 Kings
25:25,27-30.  Ezra 1 verified 2 Chronicles 36:22,23.
Daniel referred to Jeremiah (Dn 9:2) and Ezekiel referred
to Daniel (Ez 28:3).  This unity testifies to the fact that
the Bible had to have had a divine, guiding hand over the
many years it was written.  How could so many writers
have been so harmonious in writing?

It is not the nature of uninspired religious leaders
to produce harmonious religious beliefs.  The world is
filled with various religions.  These religions make the
claim that they are the result of divine origin.  However,
the fact that they disagree among themselves is evidence
against their divine origin.  It is man’s nature to develop
religion after his own desires if he refuses the direction
of God.  Therefore, the fact that the Bible promotes a
unified belief among those who submitted to God is evi-
dence that God was truly working in their lives.  This is
especially true in reference to the production of the Bible.
Its unity of message and messengers over so many cen-
turies can be answered only by the fact that it is the ac-
tual product of God.

2.  Organic unity:  Homer Hailey once wrote, “Or-
ganic unity implies three things: first, that all parts are
necessary to a complete whole; secondly, that all are
necessary to complement each other; and thirdly, that
all are pervaded by one life-principle” [Emphasis
mine, R.E.D.].4:17

a.  All parts complete the whole.  All parts
and books of the Bible are essential to complete the en-
tire biblical theme.  All add to the completeness of God’s
revelation to man.  Such books as Ruth, Esther, Song of
Solomon, Philemon and Revelation deal with unique
areas of God’s total revelation.  Esther relates to us the
condition of Israel while in Babylonian captivity.  Ruth
presents the practice of the Jewish levirate law and fills
in a vital link in the genealogy of Jesus (Mt 1:5; Lk 3:32).
Each section of the Bible presents truth which is neces-
sary and essential to the understanding of the whole.
No portion of Scripture can be minimized since each is
a pearl of truth that is attached to an eternal theme of
God to bring man into eternal dwelling.

b.  All parts complete one another.  All books
and letters are necessary to complete or complement one
another.  For example, Matthew, Mark, Luke and John
emphasize different aspects of Jesus’ life in order to re-
late the gospel to either Jew or Gentile.  Also, each em-
phasizes a specific view of Jesus’ mission and ministry.
Mark stresses the works of Jesus.  John wrote to pro-
duce faith (Jn 20:30,31).  Matthew directed his record
of the gospel primarily to a Jewish audience.  Taken to-
gether, the gospel records give us a complete view of
the genealogy, humanity, divinity, life, death, resurrec-
tion and ascension of Jesus.

c.  All parts complete the one life principle.
All books of the Bible center on one life principle.  That
theme has reference to man having faith in the one true
God who is working His plan of bringing man into eter-
nity.  In view of the work of God, Solomon concluded,
“Let us hear the conclusion of the whole matter: Fear
God and keep His commandments, for this is the whole
duty of man” (Ec 12:13).  Every book of the Bible is a
plea of God for man to recognize the principle that man
must obediently trust in God who is working toward an
eternal purpose.

This point is emphasized by the concept of the
Messiah who came in fulfillment to the seedline prom-
ises of God.  God had made the statement in Genesis
3:15 that One would come who would crush the head of
Satan.  This statement began the work of God through
the seedline of woman to bring the Redeemer into the
world.  God eventually specified that through Abraham
the Seed would come into the world to bless all human-
ity (Gn 12:1-3).  Therefore, through Abraham, Isaac,
Jacob, Judah, David and the remainder of Abrahamic
seedline, the Messiah would eventually come into the
world.  The New Testament makes at least three hun-
dred references to the Old Testament in order to prove
that Jesus of Nazareth was the fulfillment of the seed-
line promise, and thus the Messiah of Israel.  The fulfill-
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ment of the seedline promises in Jesus as the Messiah,
therefore, is the most profound evidence that can be given
concerning the unity of the theme of the Bible.

When the fullness of time came, God brought forth
the fulfillment of the seedline promises.  Paul explained
the fulfillment of the eternal purpose of God in Eph-
esians 1:7-10.

In Him we have redemption through His blood, the
forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of His grace
which He made to abound toward us in all wisdom and
prudence, having made known to us the mystery of His
will, according to His good pleasure which He purposed
in Himself, that in the dispensation of the fullness of the
times He might gather together in one all things in Christ,
both which are in heaven and which are on earth —in
Him (See also Ep 3:3:8-13).

3.  Unity of teaching:  The central theme of the
Bible is God’s plan for redeeming man.  From Genesis
to Revelation this theme is in the foreground of the Bible
writers.  All of God’s revelation and workings are cen-
tered around this theme.  The amazing thing about this
aspect of unity is that there are no contradictions among
the Bible writers on this theme or any other teaching,
though they wrote hundreds of years and hundreds of
kilometers apart from one another.  Hamilton wrote, “If
contradictions could be clearly proved, the matter would
have been settled centuries ago, and there would no
longer be room for dispute.”5:160

There are no contradictions in the Bible writers’
work to reveal a consistent message from God to man.
If contradictions existed, critics would have kept them
before the eyes of God’s people during every century
since the recording of the specific contradiction.  But
they have not.  Such proves that the supposed historical
and theological contradictions proclaimed by some just
do not exist in the Bible.  James Orr correctly wrote,

But the impartial mind cannot ignore the fact that in
the writings which constitute our Bible there is a unity
and progression, a guiding purpose, culminating in Jesus
Christ and His redemption, a fullness and power of reli-
gious truth, which place them in a category, and compel
the acknowledgement of a unique origin answering to their
unique character.6:12,13

If forty men came together into one room and be-
gan to play musical instruments with a beautiful sound
of melodious music that harmonized in every note, we
would perceive that someone had organized  the men
before they came together and was conducting their ac-

tivity.  If forty men over a 1,500 year period of time
wrote literature and their writings came together with
one harmonious theme and with absolutely no contra-
dictions or anyone out of tune with the general theme,
we would also perceive that someone had organized and
guided their writing.  There is no possible way to ex-
plain the unity of the theme of the Bible over so many
years without concluding that there was a divine hand
guiding the writing of the authors.  This one evidence
clearly affirms that the Bible was not the product of man,
but the product of God.  In fact, one cannot rationally
answer the evidence of the unity of the theme of the
Bible without concluding that there was a divine guid-
ing hand that wrote the Bible.  It would be humanly im-
possible to produce a literary product as the Bible with-
out the guidance of Someone higher than man.  It is for
this reason that we must conclude that the Bible is the
product of the one true and living God of heaven.

D. The eternal nature of the Bible:

In Matthew 24:35, Jesus said, “Heaven and earth
will pass away, but My words will by no means pass
away.”  Peter also wrote, “But the Word of the Lord en-
dures forever” (1 Pt 1:25).  There is a principle of dura-
bility here that surrounds God’s word that we must rec-
ognize.  It is this durability of the Bible that gives evi-
dence to the fact that God has providentially preserved
His word in this world in order to be an evidence of His
eternal presence with man.

The complete canon of the Bible (the collection of
all Bible books) has been in the hands of man for almost
two thousand years.  The Pentateuch (Genesis through
Deuteronomy) has been available for man to read for
almost 3,500 years.  Why, or how, have all these books
stayed around for so long?

It is interesting to note that there were other books
written by the Jews that were contemporary with the
books of Joshua, Numbers and Chronicles (See Nm
21:14; Ja 10:13; 1 Ch 22:29).  However, these books
have not survived to this day.  They have not survived
because the Jews did not consider them to be inspired
books from God.  The Bible books were confirmed in-
spired by the mighty works of God and were therefore
carefully guarded by the Jews.  Such is evidence that
they were truly confirmed and considered inspired thou-
sands of years ago.

Jehoiakim’s attempt to destroy the word of God by
cutting it into pieces with a penknife and throwing it
into a fire illustrates how wicked men have tried to de-
stroy the Bible through the centuries (Jr 36:22,23).  Dur-
ing the Dark Ages many attempts were made to keep the
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Bible out of the hands of the common man.  “Bible
burnings” became a common practice by the Roman
Catholic Church of those centuries.  Those who were
caught translating or distributing the Scriptures were
often subjected to torture and death.  Nevertheless, the
Bible has survived unharmed and unconquered.

The French skeptic Voltaire once said, “Within fifty
years the Bible will no longer be discussed among edu-
cated people.”  Voltaire made that statement over two
hundred years ago.  It seems that he was wrong.  The
Bible continues to be discussed among millions of men
every day of the year.  On the other hand, Voltaire’s name
is essentially forgotten and his writings are no longer
discussed.  When the American lecturer Robert Ingersol
in the early 1900’s lectured in American universities and
made skeptical statements against Christianity and the
Bible, he made the statement in one of his speeches in
reference to the Bible, “In fifteen years I will have this
book in the morgue.”  Today, Ingersol is in the morgue
and the Bible lives on.  The living oracles of God con-
tinue to be the center of attraction to millions through-
out the world today who have come to appreciate the
fact that they are God’s gift to man.  Some unknown
writer once wrote the following poem in reference to
the wondrous durability of the Bible throughout the cen-
turies:

Last eve I passed beside a blacksmith’s door,
And heard the anvil ring the vesper chime;

Then looking, I saw upon the floor,
Old hammers, worn with beating years of time.

“How many anvils have you had,” said I,
“To wear and batter all these hammers so?”

“Just one,” said he, and then with twinkling eye;
“The anvil wears the hammers out, ye know.”

And so, thought I, the anvil of God’s word,
For ages skeptic blows have beat upon;

Yet though the noise of falling blows was heard,
The anvil is unharmed ... the hammers gone.

E. S. Bates stated it correctly when he wrote, “No
individual, no Caesar or Napoleon, has had such a part
in the world’s history as this book ....  If only shards and
broken pieces of our civilization should remain, among
them would still be found the Bible, whole and unin-
jured.  The book that outlived the Roman Empire will
outlive any destruction that impends.”7:74

E. The harmony of the Bible with history:

The Bible is completely harmonious with history.
Archaeology has confirmed the historical accuracy of
the Bible time after time.  The field of archaeology does
not contradict history as presented by the Bible.  Coder
and Howe wrote, “The Scriptures name a great many
nations, kings, cities, villages, linking them with spe-
cific dates and events during thousands of years, with-
out ever making a single error.”8:15

The Bible contains thousands of statements in ref-
erence to historical events.  If the Bible was not inspired,
then we would assume that there would be numerous
inaccuracies or contradictions with historical discover-
ies in the field of archaeology.  But there are no inaccu-
racies.  There are no contradictions.  Therefore, we can
only conclude that God is the author of the Bible.  No
man could have produced such a record of historical
accuracy.

We must contend for fairness on this point.  Any
other document is considered accurate until proven in-
accurate.  Those who are prejudiced against the Bible
often consider it inaccurate until proven accurate.  But
such is actually a manifestation of prejudice against the
Bible.  Those who deny the historical accuracy of the
Bible must prove such.  However, supposed discrepan-
cies and contradictions in the Bible have not been found.
In looking at past history we can assume that such dis-
crepancies and contradictions will never be found in the
future.

F. The influence of the Bible on societies of the
world:

The Bible is also proved to be above human au-
thorship because of its influence on societies in every
century of the world.  William Lyon Phelps wrote, “West-
ern civilization is founded upon the Bible; our ideas,
our wisdom, our philosophy, our literature, our art, our
ideals come more from the Bible than from all other
books put together.  It is a revelation of divinity and of
humanity.”9:n.p  Could a book of mere human origin have
had such an effect on society?

Does man have the capacity to author principles
that would be universal and adaptable for all men in all
ages?  Man’s futile efforts to do so since the conclusion
of the New Testament canon and in ancient times be-
fore, is proof that this task is beyond his reach.  The
Bible has to be of divine origin because of man’s inabil-
ity to produce a moral behavior of living as is set forth
in the Holy Scriptures.

Various leading men of all ages have recognized
the tremendous affect the Bible has had on the lives of
men and its value in forming correct thinking and liv-
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ing.  Jean Jacques Rousseau, a French writer and skep-
tic, admitted, “I must confess to you that the majesty of
the Scriptures astonishes me ... if it had been the inven-
tion of man, the invention would have been greater than
the greatest heroes.”  General U. S. Grant, a past presi-
dent of the United States, said, “Hold fast to the Bible as
the sheet anchor of your liberties, write its precepts in
your heart and practice them in your lives.  To the influ-
ence of this Book we are indebted for all the progress
made in true civilization, and to it we must look as our
guide in the future.”10:4  Past American President John
Quincy Adams said, “I have made it a practice for sev-
eral years to read the Bible through in the course of ev-
ery year.  I usually devote to this reading the first hour
after I rise in the morning.”11  Abraham Lincoln, another
president of the United States, wrote in 1864, “Take all
this book upon reason that you can, and the balance on
faith, and you will live and die a happier and better
man.”12  President Woodrow Wilson said in a speech in
1911, with reference to the Bible, “A man has found
himself when has found his relation to the rest of the
universe, and here is the Book in which those relations
are set forth.”13  “If we abide by the principles taught in
the Bible,” warned Daniel Webster, “our country will
go on prospering, but if we and our posterity neglect its
instruction and authority, no man can tell how sudden a
catastrophe may overwhelm us and bury us and our glory
in profound obscurity.”14:36

G. The power of prophecy:

Prophecy is the major evidence in supporting the
inspiration of the Bible.  If the Bible was a book from
God, we would expect it to contain valid prophecy.  We
would expect it to give us a record of prophets and the
fulfillment of their prophecies.  And such it does.

One qualification of a prophet is given in Deuter-
onomy 18:22.

When a prophet speaks in the name of the Lord, if the
thing does not happen or come to pass, that is the thing
which the Lord has not spoken; the prophet has spoken it
presumptuously; you shall not be afraid of him (See Jr
28:9).

Israel could test their prophets according to the
prophet’s prophecy.  If the prophecies of a certain prophet
were fulfilled, then the prophet was a prophet of God.  If
his prophecies failed to come about, then he was a false
prophet.  It was as simple as that.  God challenged the
false prophets of Isaiah’s day to prophesy, knowing that
their prophecies would fail to come to pass.  In this the

people could know that these prophets were false and
what they were telling the people was false (Is 41:22,23;
45:21).  Such is a test of prophets for all time.

The true prophets of God were proven true in all
prophecies.  When they spoke concerning future events,
the things about which they spoke came to pass.  The
Bible contains literally hundreds of prophecies which
were fulfilled.  Such prophecies as Isaiah 13 and 14 con-
cerning the fall of the great city of Babylon, have been
unquestionably fulfilled.  The nations and cities of Tyre
(Ez 26), Egypt (Is 19; Ez 29,30), Edom (Ob), Nineveh
(Na) and others were prophesied destroyed and subse-
quently were destroyed.  (More on this in a following
chapter.)

There are hundreds of prophecies in the Old Testa-
ment concerning the coming of Jesus.  In fact, there are
at least three hundred prophecies concerning Jesus, His
kingdom reign and the church.  All these prophecies were
fulfilled.  Peter W. Stoner was a mathematician.  He
mathematically figured that the chance of one man ful-
filling just the one prophecy of Micah 5:2 that the Mes-
siah would be born in Bethlehem of Judah would be 1
chance in 2.8 X 105.15:101  Stoner figured that the chance
of all the prophecies concerning Jesus being fulfilled at
just the right time in history by one man would be 1
chance in 1.7 X 10245.15:113  These are fantastically large
numbers.  In fact, they are so large that we would have
to conclude that the chance of one man in history fulfill-
ing all Old Testament prophecies concerning the Mes-
siah would simply be impossible if that person was not
actually the Messiah of God.

We can understand, therefore, why Jesus said to
His disciples,

O foolish ones, and slow of heart to believe in all that the
prophets have spoken!  Ought not the Christ to have suf-
fered these things and to enter into His glory?’  And be-
ginning at Moses and all the Prophets, He expounded to
them in all the Scriptures the things concerning Himself
(Lk 24:25-27).

The disciples had a hard time understanding prophecies
that related to Jesus.  Most men today have the same
difficulty.  There are many today who are slow of heart
to believe in the prophetic accuracy of the Bible.

H. The recognition of the Bible’s uniqueness:

Another argument for the divine origin of the Scrip-
tures which is many times overlooked is their accep-
tance as inspired by the early church.  Those who wit-
nessed the divine power invested in Paul, Peter and the
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rest of God’s working force in manifesting miracles did
not question their word as being from God.  When by
the hand of Paul, God struck Bar-jesus blind, the Bible
says that the observing Sergius Paulus believed (At
13:12).  When the prophets of Israel were proved to have
been sent from God by the power of miracles and proph-
ecy invested in them by God, the people accepted what-
ever they spoke or wrote as being from God.  Few
doubted or denied their credibility or their inspired writ-
ings.  The New Testament church in the first century of
its existence fully accepted the writings of the apostles
and prophets, whose miraculous works they personally
witnessed.  For some reason other than the religious
character of the apostles, the people accepted them as
men from God.  They were accepted because of the mi-
raculous witness that God gave to them.  “And through
the hands of the apostles many signs and wonders were
done among the people” (At 5:12; see Mk 16:17-20; Hb
2:3,4).  The first witnesses believed the first witness to
the inspiration of the apostles.  Therefore, the people
accepted the message that came from both their lips and
pens.  The testimony of the thousands who believed the
miraculous witness of God to the apostles is a testimony
to the inspiration of the written word of the apostles.

When the effect of the confirming miraculous wit-
ness of God wore off society in the years to come after
the first century, skeptics began to question the authen-
ticity of the writings of the New Testament authors.  The
apostolic fathers of the second century wrote in confir-
mation of the inspiration of the New Testament writers.
They accepted the New Testament documents without
any question concerning their inspired authenticity.
However, modern “religious” skeptics have brought to
the front in the theological world questions concerning
the accuracy of the Scriptures.  Warfield wrote,

It is exceedingly clear, then, that modern criticism has
not proved that the contemporary church resisted the as-
sumption of the New Testament writers or withstood their
claim of inspiration: directly the contrary.  Every particle
of evidence in the case exhibits the apostolic church not
as disallowing, but as distinctly recognizing the absolute
authority of the New Testament writings.  In the brief com-
pass of the extant fragments of the Christian literature of
the first two decades of the second century we have Mat-
thew and Ephesians distinctly quoted as Scripture, the Acts
and Pauline Epistles specifically named as part of the Holy
Bible, and the New Testament consisting of evangelical
records and apostolic writings clearly made part of one
sacred collection of books with the Old Testament.  Let us
bear in mind that the belief of the early church in the in-

spiration of the Old Testament is beyond dispute, and we
will see that the meaning of all this is simply this: The
apostolic church certainly accepted the New Testament
books as inspired by God.  Such are the results of critical
inquiry into the opinions on this subject of the church
writers standing next to the Apostles.17:428,429

The Bible is the word of God.  It is God speaking
to man (2 Pt 1:21; 2 Tm 3:16,17; Hb 1:1,2); God speak-
ing through men (Dt 18:18; Jr 1:9); and God speaking
through men to men (Ez 2:7; 3:4,10,11,17).  It is God
speaking through the Holy Spirit to men (2 Sm 23:2; Ez
11:5; At 1:16; Mt 22:43; Lk 1:67), and God speaking
through the Holy Spirit through men to men (Lk 1:70;
Rm 1:2; 16:26; At 28:25).  If it is not inspired, then we
are doomed creatures without a trustworthy standard to
guide us through the despair of life.  However, for those
who believe, great comfort is found in the Scriptures.  It
is truly as the Psalmist wrote, “Your word is a lamp to
my feet and a light to my path” (Ps 119:105).  There-
fore, if we choose not to accept the Bible as the revealed
word of God, then we place ourselves in a world that
cannot create for itself any standard of living and be-
havior that will prevent social chaos.  We place ourselves
at the mercy of any moral dictator who would arise and
convince us that we should destroy our fellow man.  We
place ourselves in a cavity of darkness from which there
is no escape.  Pinnock correctly concluded,

Standing outside the umbrella of Scripture is not a
privilege of Christian freedom; it is the fool’s paradise of
rationalism.  For it does not place one in the clearer light
of direct revelation, but in the inky murky blackness of no
revelation at all.  This darkness in the end reduces the
whole universe to an inhuman machine without personal
origins, and condemns human life to tragic futility.18.32

We thus believe.  Our belief is not based on wish-
ful thinking.  It is based on the testimony of those who
experienced the open manifestation of God.  The wit-
nesses of God’s miraculous work recorded their experi-
ences, and thus we stand on their testimony that is re-
corded in the Bible.  For this reason the Bible is our
source of faith.  We stand on the fact that it is a true
testimony of the facts.  It is again as John wrote:

Jesus did many other signs in the presence of His dis-
ciples that are not written in this book.  But these are
written so that you might believe that Jesus is the Christ,
the Son of God, and that believing you might have life
through His name (Jn 20:30,31).

The Bible And Faith



453Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

In Isaiah 41:22 God established the true test of any
and all who would claim divine inspiration.  “Let them
bring forth and show us what will happen; let them show
the former things, what they were, that we may consider
them; and know the latter end of them; or declare to us
things to come.”  In Isaiah 46:9,10 God applied this same
test to Himself.  “Remember the former things of old,
for I am God, and there is no other ....  declaring the end
from the beginning, and from ancient times things that
are not yet done ....”

Two major arguments that forcefully prove that the
Bible is inspired and that Christianity is true are the
resurrection of Christ and the fulfillment of prophecy.
In this chapter we consider the powerful evidence of the
fulfillment of prophecy.  The description of events and
activities of nations and peoples years in advance of their
actual happening is the true proof of divine inspiration.

A. The conflict between prophets and pretenders:

“Prophecy is a phenomenon peculiar to Israel,”
wrote James Orr.1:88  False religions abound with predic-
tions of the future.  However, the countless unfulfilled
predictions of their history clearly manifests that these
religions are really false religions.  Ramm stated, “Proph-
ecy is not part of the very fiber of non-Christian reli-
gions, and is believed because the system is already be-
lieved.”2:84   Orr was correct when he wrote,

But in Israel alone we have the spectacle of a suc-
cession of men, speaking with full consciousness in the
name of a holy and righteous God, maintaining a lofty
and continuous testimony to His will and purpose, and,
amidst the greatest revolutions in outward affairs, un-
erringly interpreting His providence in its bearing on
the ends of His Kingdom – testimony and prediction
finding their fulfillment in the advent, work, and spiri-
tual Kingdom of the New Testament Redeemer.1:88

B. The true prophet of God:

The Greek word for prophet means “to announce”
or “to forth-tell.”  The prophet was a forth-teller of God’s
word, that is, he preached the word of God.  However,
his forth-telling often involved foretelling.  “He had
insight as well as foresight; he was an inspired, infal-
lible, authoritative teacher of God’s will.”3:18  He was

both preacher and foreteller of future events.
In the Old Testament the prophet was God’s

authoritative spokesman on earth.  His work often in-
volved certain declarations of future events and peoples.
The work of prophecy was primarily preaching.  Never-
theless, this preaching often included the foretelling of
future events.

There is a difference between the predictions of
self-made prophets and the true prophecies of ancient
prophets of God.  “In prediction there are circumstances
in existence upon which we may base a premise and
from that premise draw a conclusion.”4:61  Most prophe-
cies of the Bible involve circumstances and events far
removed from the prophet.  There were no clues or hints
on which the prophet could base his prophecy.  Essen-
tially, a prophecy of future events was a miracle.

On the other hand, a prediction is based on present
clues of which the individual is aware.  These clues in-
dicate that something will happen.  The religious world
never seems to lack those who would seek to deceive
others by their predictions of the future.  The one who
seeks to predict usually pronounces general statements
concerning the future.  However, the true prophet of God
gave specifics.  When a generic pronouncement of the
predictionist comes true, we would certainly be naive to
compare this “fulfillment” with the fulfillments of true
prophets of God as they are recorded in the Bible.  Ev-
eryone can anticipate, and thus, predict the future.  There
are those who are more talented at this than others.
However, the guesswork of a predictionist would not be
something upon which we would base our faith.

As in the case of miracles, there were specific pur-
poses for which God manifested Himself through
miracles.  There are thus specific purposes for which
God allowed the prophets to voice events of the future.
Understanding the purpose of prophecy, therefore, helps
us understand the fallacy of modern-day prognostica-
tors who would presume to be prophets of God.

C. The purpose of prophecy:

The pronouncement and fulfillment of prophecy is
a key theme of major texts of the Bible.  Because of this
we can assume that God considers prophecy a strong
proof for the divine inspiration of the Bible.  There is
purpose behind God’s pronouncements of future things.
Here are some of those purposes that stood and stand

Chapter 5

THE POWER OF PROPHECY
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behind God’s use of prophecy in the past to prove His
presence in the lives of those who made pronouncements
concerning the future.

1.  Prophecy proved God’s presence.  In Isaiah 42:9
God reminded Israel that the things which He had re-
vealed concerning the future had come to pass.  In the
same breath He said that He would tell them of things
yet to come.  “Behold, the former things have come to
pass, and new things I declare; before they spring forth
I tell you of them.”  Because no person on his own could
do such, Israel concluded that a prophet was true by the
fulfillment of his prophecies.

Only a supernatural power would be able to de-
clare future events.  The Bible claims and proves by its
own declaration of future things that only God could be
its author (Is 44:6-8).  God is willing to rest His case on
the fulfillment of His prophecy (Is 48:3-5).  At the same
time, He has set forth the work of prophecy as the true
test of those who would claim to speak for Him.  In other
words, God allows the predictionists to make their claims
concerning future things.  However, when the claims of
the false prophets do not come to pass, God asks us to
discard them from being His supposed messengers.  They
are false prophets, and thus, to be rejected.

All prophecy came by revelation of God through
the Holy Spirit (2 Pt 1:20; Lk 1:70).  Prophecy and ful-
fillment are so interwoven throughout the entire Bible
that one would certainly be inconsistent to accept part
of the Bible as inspired and at the same time reject other
portions as uninspired.  One cannot accept the sections
of the Bible that contain the prophecies and at the same
time reject the sections that contain the fulfillments.
Hulen Jackson wrote, “If you believe the New Testa-
ment to be the word of God, inspired of Him, then you
believe the prophets of Old Testament days did divinely
foretell the future with a wisdom they did not learn by
study but which came directly from God.”5:307  Proph-
ecy is a proof of the divine presence in the Bible and
the Bible is proof of divine presence today.

2.  Prophecy proved God’s messengers.  Prior to
the birth of Israel as a national government, God deter-
mined to raise up prophets to declare His word to Israel
(Dt 18:9-22).  This He did throughout the history of Is-
rael (Jr 25:4; 26:5; 2 Ch 36:15,16; Ez 2:3).  However,
there had to be proof that one was truly a prophet of
God.  Not every soothsayer and sage was to be consid-
ered inspired.  Therefore, God declared to His people
two major tests by which Israel could determine whether
a man was or was not a true prophet.  The following two
conditions of prophecy served as prophetic tests.

a.  The harmony test:  The true prophet would
prophesy according to the word of God.  What was pro-
claimed had to be according to God’s already revealed
word to man.  Moses wrote,

If there arises among you a prophet or a dreamer of
dreams, and he gives you a sign or a wonder, and the sign
or the wonder comes to pass, of which he spoke to you,
saying, “Let us go after other gods” —which you have
not known—“and let us serve them,” you shall not listen
to the words of that prophet or that dreamer of dreams,
for the Lord your God is testing you to know whether you
love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all
your soul. (See Dt 13:1-5; compare 18:19-22).

Moses reminded Israel that true prophets would speak
the word of God.  False prophets would speak contrary
to the word of God (See Dt 18:19,20).  Orr wrote, “In
other words, that it [the word of prophecy] cohered with,
and did not subvert or contradict, the scheme of revela-
tion so far as it had already gone.”1:95  If any man claimed
to be a prophet of God and uttered things contrary to
what God had already spoken, he was a false prophet.

It is this test of inspiration that makes it easy to
identify false prophets.  In other words,  this test of a
prophet did not rest upon the accuracy of the prophecy,
but upon the preaching of the prophet.  Those who heard
the presumptuous prophecy did not have to wait until
the supposed prophecy came true.  They could know
immediately if the prophet was true by the message of
the supposed prophet.  If the prophet was not speaking
according to the already revealed word of God, then cer-
tainly the supposed prophet was not a true prophet.  This
test of a prophet should be applied to all self-proclaimed
prophets today.  If those who propose to be prophets
today are not teaching the truth, then they are not proph-
ets of God.  If they have not been immersed into cov-
enant relationship with God, then certainly they are not
representatives of God (Rm 6:3-6).  God would not use
anyone who is not a member of the church to be a mes-
senger for the church.  Therefore, those who are not
immersed believers, and yet claim to be prophets, are
deceivers who have set themselves against God.  They
fall into the category of those about whom Paul wrote in
2 Thessalonians 2:9-12.

The coming of the lawless one is according to the work-
ing of Satan, with all power, signs and lying wonders,
and with all unrighteous deception among those who per-
ish, because they did not receive the love of the truth, that
they might be saved.  And for this reason God will send
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them strong delusion, that they should believe the lie, that
they all may be condemned who did not believe the truth
but had pleasure in unrighteousness.

b.  The fulfillment test:  The prophecy of the
true prophet would come to pass.  This is certainly the
ultimate test of a true prophet.  It is this test that has
caused many so-called prophets to be discovered to be
false.  Jeremiah wrote, “As for the prophet who proph-
esies of peace, when the word of the prophet comes to
pass, the prophet will be known as one whom the Lord
has truly sent” (Jr 28:9).  This was certainly the case
with Samuel.  God proved that he was a prophet.  1 Sam-
uel 3:19,20 states, “So Samuel grew, and the Lord was
with him and let none of his words fall to the ground.
And all Israel from Dan to Beersheba knew that Samuel
had been established as a prophet of the Lord.”

However, if the prophecy of a prophet did not come
to pass, Israel knew the prophet to be a false prophet.
Moses warned, “And if you say in your heart, ‘How shall
we know the word which the Lord has not spoken?’ –
when a prophet speaks in the name of the Lord, if the
thing does not happen or come to pass, that is the thing
which the Lord has not spoken; the prophet has spoken
it presumptuously; you shall not be afraid of him” (Dt
18:21,22).  Therefore, God affirms that the fulfillment
of prophecy is evidence of His inspiration; it is evidence
that cannot be refuted (Is 34:16; 41:22ff; 42:9; 43:9).

3.  Prophecy proved God’s word.  Prophecy is the
final test of inspiration.  If the prophecies of the Bible
had not been fulfilled we would certainly know that the
Bible is not the word of God.  Isaiah wrote,  “Remember
the former things of old, for I am God, and there is no
other; I am God, and there is none like Me, declaring
the end from the beginning, and from ancient times
things that are not yet done, saying, ‘My counsel shall
stand, and I will do all My pleasure ...’” (Is 46:9,10; see
48:3).  A Bible full of fulfilled prophecy is as strong
an evidence of its inspiration as a Bible full of unful-
filled and blundered prophecy would be for its not
being inspired.  If we subtract divine revelation of proph-
ecy from the Bible we have no other explanation for
fulfilled prophecy.  Divine revelation is the only real
explanation for the prophetic nature of the Bible.

4.  Prophecy prepared for and proved Christian-
ity.  The major purpose of prophecy was the preparation
of Israel for the coming Messiah and the proof that Chris-
tianity is of divine origin.  Jesus said to His disciples
prior to His ascension, “These are the words which I
spoke to you while I was still with you, that all things
must be fulfilled which were written in the Law of

Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms concerning
Me” (Lk 24:44).  In other words, these things had to be
fulfilled in order for Jesus to be affirmed to be the Son
of God and Messiah of Israel.  The Old Testament is
loaded with prophecies concerning Jesus.  The New
Testament refers to Old Testament prophecies hundreds
of times.  In the book of Matthew alone there are forty-
four references to Old Testament prophets.  The fulfill-
ment of all these prophecies is God’s proof that Jesus
was the Messiah for whom Israel hoped.

The prophets prophesied concerning many things
concerning Jesus and the church.  They prophesied con-
cerning the spiritual nature of Christianity (1 Pt 1:9-12).
The prophets prophesied of Christ, His word and many
characteristics of the kingdom reign of Jesus (At 26:22,23;
Jn 5:37-39; Lk 24:25-27; 1 Pt 1:10-12).  Since all these
prophecies were fulfilled, God expects us to conclude that
Jesus was the Christ and Son of God, and that believing
we may have life in His name (See Jn 20:30,31).

The Old Testament was proved inspired when Jesus
fulfilled its prophecies concerning the Messiah.  Jesus
was proved to be sent from God when His prophecies of
events were fulfilled shortly after He died.  The fall of
Jerusalem and His coming again are the two major proph-
ecies of Jesus.  One was fulfilled in A.D. 70.  The other
is yet to be fulfilled.  Jerusalem was destroyed.  Its fall
was proof that Jesus was a true prophet, since the fall
fulfilled His prophecies of Matthew 24, Mark 13 and
Luke 21.  The fact that Jesus personally fulfilled proph-
ecy and His own prophecies were fulfilled, must move
us to accept Him as one who has a message that is greater
than what man can produce.  We must be moved, there-
fore, to accept what Jesus said because He was proved
to be sent from God.

Just as the prophecies of the Old Testament and their
fulfillment by Christ are proof of the inspiration of the
Old Testament, in like manner, the fulfillment of the proph-
ecy of Christ of the fall of Jerusalem is God’s final appeal
and argument of the acceptance of the inspiration of the
New Testament.6:48

God used prophecy as a means of verification.  All
those who would claim to be prophets must bring forth
prophecies as those in the Bible.  The true prophet of
God must be verified by the fulfillment of his prophe-
cies.  If the prophecies of the presumed prophet do not
come to pass, then the prognosticator is identified, and
thus verified as a false prophet.  God knew that false
prophets would arise among the people of God.  He thus
warned Israel against such deceivers by identifying their
false prophecies.
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D. The nature of true prophecy that proves God’s
presence:

When one examines the nature of valid prophecy,
he must admit that Bible prophecy is different from the
predictions of fake religions and their soothsayers.
Prophecy is not prediction.  It is the identification of
future events that could not have been known by any
man.  Therefore, Bible prophecy does not rest upon the
skill of men to predict the future by clues that are ob-
served in the present.  Only God can know the future,
and thus, true prophecy is the evidence of God working
in the lives of those he has chosen to make pronounce-
ments concerning the future.  A better understanding of
true prophecy, therefore, gives evidence to the inspira-
tion of the Bible.  In other words, if the prophecies of
the Bible are true, then there is no doubt concerning the
inspiration of the Bible.  There can be no doubt con-
cerning the existence of God.  Prophecy is simply be-
yond the capability of man, and thus, man alone could
never have produced the prophecies that are within the
pages of the Bible.

1.  Prophecy must be detailed in declaration.
Arthur Pierson wrote, “The particulars of the prophecy
should be so many and minute that there shall be no
possibility of accounting by shrewd guesswork for the
accuracy of the fulfillment.”7:75,76  “The prophecy must
be more than a good guess or a conjecture.  It must pos-
sess sufficient precision so as to be capable of verifica-
tion by means of the fulfillment.”2:82  True prophecy is
detailed enough to erase any claim that the fulfillment
was more than coincidental.  Many Bible prophecies at
the time they were spoken, named persons yet unborn,
specified actions of nations yet unfounded, and minutely
pictured yet unfought wars.  The specific details of these
prophecies left no doubt in the minds of the inquirers
that the prophecies were more than of guesswork.

2.  Prophecy must have sufficient time and space
between pronouncement and fulfillment.  The fulfill-
ment of prophecy must be removed far enough in time
and space from the initial pronouncement that the prophet
has no influence on the fulfillment.  Many Bible proph-
ecies qualify under this point by having hundreds and
even thousands of years between pronouncement and
fulfillment.  Daniel gave a detailed account of the inter-
biblical period.  Isaiah, Jeremiah and many other proph-
ets described the destruction of many nations, the de-
struction of which took place several years after the death
of the specific prophet who made the prophecy.

There were prophecies that were made  by the bib-
lical prophets that were fulfilled within the lifetime and

geographical location of the prophet (See 1 Sm 3:19,20).
These “short-term” prophecies proved the prophet to be
a true prophet of God.  However, those who witnessed
the fulfillment of the prophet’s prophecy could also know
forestland if the prophet had anything to do with mak-
ing his prophecy come true.  If the immediate prophe-
cies and their fulfillments were strong enough to prove
that God was working in the life of the prophet, then the
people could trust the long term pronouncements of the
prophet.

In reference to God’s work with the Old Testament
prophets, God always proved a prophet to be such within
the lifetime of the prophet.  In other words, God did not
prove Isaiah, Jeremiah or any of the other Old Testa-
ment prophets to be His messengers centuries after the
prophet’s death.  Isaiah was not proved to be a prophet
of God centuries later when his prophecies were ful-
filled.  He was given prophecies that were fulfilled within
his lifetime that proved that he was a prophet of God.
Therefore, the Old Testament prophets were not deter-
mined to be prophets because people read their recorded
prophecies many centuries after their death.  They were
confirmed to be prophets at the time they lived.  The
immediate witnesses of the Old Testament prophets ac-
cepted them as prophets because God gave witness in
their lifetimes that they were His messengers (1 Sm
3:19,20).

3.  Prophecy must be understandable.  Prophecies
must be sufficiently clear in order for the observer to be
able to link pronouncement with the fulfillment.  If a
prophecy could not be understood so as to allow the
observer to depict its fulfillment, then the prophecy
would have no use in reference to the purpose of proph-
ecy.  This is not to say that there are prophecies made in
the Bible that were not obscure to the immediate hear-
ers.  There were prophecies that even the prophets did
not understand.  However, the fulfillment of the prophe-
cies clarified the prophecy.  In other words, when the
prophecy was eventually fulfilled, there was no ques-
tion concerning the fulfillment.

This point has reference to prophecies concerning
the coming of Jesus and the establishment of His king-
dom reign and church.  Peter wrote concerning the work
of the Old Testament prophets in foretelling the coming
of the mystery of God.

Of this salvation the prophets have inquired and searched
carefully, who prophesied of the grace that would come
to you, searching what, or what manner of time, the Spirit
of Christ who was in them was indicating when He testi-
fied beforehand the sufferings of Christ and the glories
that would follow.  To them it was revealed that, not to
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themselves, but to us they were ministering the things
which now have been reported to you through those who
have preached the gospel to you by the Holy Spirit sent
from heaven – things which angels desire to look into” (1
Pt 1:10-12).

The Old Testament prophets spoke of things concerning
the gospel that they did not understand.  They searched
their own writings.  They wondered about things God
had revealed to them concerning the future.  However,
when these things were revealed in the first century, those
who witnessed their fulfillment knew that God had ful-
filled countless prophecies that had been made centu-
ries before concerning the coming of the Messiah and
the gospel message.  Since these prophecies have been
fulfilled, it is the responsibility of every believer to search
the prophecies and discover their fulfillment in Christ
(See Lk 24:44).

4.  Prophecy must have no historical hints.  As
stated before, true prophecy is not based on a calcula-
tion of existing economical, sociological or national
conditions of the situation in which the prophet lived.
“There should have been nothing in previous history
which makes it possible to forecast a like event in the
future.”7:75  In the Bible there are many prophecies that
are in direct contradiction to what the contemporary situ-
ation would indicate concerning the future.  Many cities
and nations had prophecies of doom pronounced upon
them when they were in the zenith of their power.  Many
people, therefore, did not believe the prophet until after
his prophecy came true.

This one point separates the true prophecy of the
Bible from the prophecy of those who would presume
to be prophets by the prediction of the future with refer-
ence to present clues.  It takes no divine help to predict
the future with reference to indications in the present.
With true prophecy, there are no hints.  There are no
indications that something will happen as a result of
present signs that are occurring in the present.

5.  Prophecies must not contradict one another.
There is not one prophecy in the Bible that was spoken
so as to contradict other prophecies.  If Bible prophe-
cies were of human origin, there would be countless
contradictions.  Such is substantiated by the contradic-
tory prophecies of modern-day prophets.  By inspira-
tion, however, no prophet of God in the Old Testament
prophesied the doom of a city when another true prophet
prophesied its salvation.

Those who would be self-proclaimed prophets to-
day should be challenged on this point.  They should be
challenged to compare their prophecies with others who
have claimed to be prophets.

E. Prophecy concerning nations:

The nature of true prophecy is manifested in the
actual prophecies that were made in the Old Testament.
Any who would presume to be a prophet of God, there-
fore, must compare his prophecies with those of God’s
confirmed Old Testament prophets.  The same applies
to those who would listen to the proclamations of so-
called modern-day prophets.  The nature of true proph-
ecy as described in the Bible must be the rule by which
any so-called prophecy shall be judged.

In Isaiah 34 God called on the nations surrounding
Israel to hear their destinies.  “Come near, you nations,
to hear; and heed, you people! Let the earth hear, and
all that is in it, the world and all things that come forth
from it” (vs 1; see 41:1; 43:9).  Such is a plea of God for
all time to all who would consider the certainty of His
word in prophecy.

Numerous prophecies in the Old Testament give a
detailed description of the rise and fall of nations, peoples
and cities.  Such pictorial accounts stand as a bulwark
for the divine guidance of the Old Testament prophets
and a standard by which all prophecy must be measured.
For man alone, prophecy is impossible.  For an omni-
scient God, however, it is expected.  Consider the fol-
lowing magnificent prophecies in relation to their his-
torical fulfillment.

1.  Egypt in prophecy:  Ancient Egypt was one of
the wealthiest nations of the ancient world.  Its scien-
tific knowledge was far advanced above its contempo-
rary nations prior to the fifth century B.C.  In the days of
Ezekiel (593-561 B.C.), Egypt had astronomers and
mathematicians who studied principles which we study
today.  They had beautiful paints, wonderful temples,
unmatched architecture and spun textiles that were un-
surpassed by any in the ancient world.

However, in the height of Egypt’s glory the proph-
ets of God pronounced a dim future for her.  Ezekiel
prophesied that Egypt would be diminished.  She would
no longer rule over the nations (Ez 29:12-15).  There
would be no more a prince (or, pharaoh) from the land
(Ez 30:12,13).  Egypt was an economically strong na-
tion when Ezekiel and Isaiah prophesied.  However, their
proclamations concerning Egypt’s future depicted the
downfall of her economic strength and glory (Ez 30:12;
Is 19:5-8; 20; Jr 46:13-26).

Other prophecies could be pointed out concerning
Egypt but these are sufficient to show that history was
going to deal unfavorably with one of the great nations
of the ancient world.  In fulfillment of these prophecies
it is amazing to see that Egypt’s power was diminished.
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After the Babylonian captivity of Israel and the prophe-
cies of Ezekiel and Isaiah, Egypt was not ruled by its
own prince throughout the centuries.  It was ruled by the
Persians, Greeks, Romans, Arabs, Turks, French and
English.  It is no longer the economic capital of the world,
but one of the major poverty stricken nations of the Third
World.

2.  Babylonia in prophecy:  In the days of Isaiah
(739-690 B.C.) Babylonia was only an infant nation.  By
the time of Jeremiah’s prophecies (627-575 B.C.), how-
ever, it was a great empire of the world.  The splendor of
the Babylonian Empire was magnified by the splendor
of the capital, Babylon.

Babylon was the “New York City” of the ancient
world.  Portions of its walls stood almost seventy-five
meters high and about twenty meters thick, stretching
from thirty to forty kilometers around the city.  Babylon
had stone-paved streets.  Many of its houses had run-
ning water.  It had beautiful architecture as evidenced
by the existing Ishtar Gate.  The hanging gardens of
Babylon was one of the seven wonders of the ancient
world.  This was truly a magnificent city.

Nevertheless, when Babylon was an infant city and
Babylonia an insignificant nation among world powers,
Isaiah stood up and proclaimed that the Medes would
come against her (Is 13:17).  Babylon would be over-
thrown (Is 13:19).  As a city, Isaiah proclaimed that she
would never be inhabited again (Is 13:20).  The Arabian
would pitch his tent where houses once stood (Is 13:21).
She would be cut to the ground (Is 14:12; see 14:4-27).
When Babylonia became a world empire, Jeremiah cried,
“You shall be desolate forever” (Jr 51:26).  She would
be the place where no man dwells (Jr 51:43; see 25:12-
14; 50; 51).  This was certainly a dim future for a king-
dom that enjoyed such power and glory.

It takes only one visit to the ancient site of Baby-
lon to convince the critic that these prophecies have been
fulfilled to the last minute detail.  Babylon is a heap of
ruins.  It is the dwelling place of desertion and the
epitome of God’s great foreknowledge.  Most of the ter-
ritory of ancient Babylonia is present-day Iraq.  The ter-
ritory still suffers from the prophecies of doom which
God pronounced upon it.  However, the kingdom of
Babylonia and its capital have for centuries been ban-
ished to nonexistence.

3.  The Babylonian, Medo-Persian, Greek and
Roman kingdoms in prophecy:  Daniel 2 is one of the
most remarkable prophecies in the Bible concerning the
nations of the ancient world.  Nebuchadnezzar, king of
Babylonia, had a dream concerning a great figure that
had a head of gold (vs 32), breast and arms of silver (vs
32), belly and thighs of brass (vs 32), and legs of iron

with feet part iron and part clay (vs 33).
Daniel interpreted this dream to refer to four great

world kingdoms (vss 37ff).  Babylonia was the first king-
dom, with Nebuchadnezzar as its head of gold (vs 38).
After this kingdom another would arise, the Medo-Per-
sian kingdom (Dn 5:31).  Still another kingdom would
follow, the Greek kingdom of Alexander the Great.  Fi-
nally, a fourth world kingdom would arise, the Roman
Empire.  It would be in the days of this fourth kingdom,
the Roman kingdom, that God would establish a heav-
enly kingdom reign in the lives of men (Dn 2:44).

The prophecy of Daniel 2, plus the many other de-
tailed prophecies of the book of Daniel, have been so
accurately fulfilled that many critics have believed that
the book was actually written in the days of the Roman
Empire prior to the coming of Christ.  Thus, the book of
Daniel would be a history book instead of a book of
prophecy.  However, honest inquiry will not allow this
belief to be correct.  Daniel lived in the days of the Baby-
lonian kingdom (Dn 1:1-6), not in the days of the Ro-
man kingdom.  Any attempt to place him and his book
of prophecy in the days of the Roman kings is only a
modernistic effort to ignore the detailed nature of his
prophecies.

4.  Tyre in prophecy:  In Ezekiel 26, Ezekiel proph-
esied that the city of Tyre would be made bare like a
rock (vs 4).  She would be the place of spreading of
fisherman nets (vss 5,14).  Nebuchadnezzar, king of
Babylon, would destroy her (vs 4).  Her stones and tim-
bers would be cast into the sea (vs 12).  She would be a
city laid desolate by her enemies.

In 586 B.C. Nebuchadnezzar laid siege to the city
of Tyre and labored in war against it for thirteen years.
He finally succeeded in taking it in 573 B.C.  Nebuchad-
nezzar destroyed the main city of Tyre located on the
mainland but was unable to overcome the fortified sec-
tion of the city located on an island almost a kilometer
from the shore.

It was not until 241 years later that Ezekiel’s proph-
ecies were completely fulfilled.  In 332 B.C., Alexander
the Great laid siege to the fortified island. To capture
the small citadel, he had to build a causeway from the
mainland to the island.  He took the stones and remains
of the original city and cast them into the sea in order to
build this causeway.  Today, fishermen dry their nets on
the ruins of old Tyre.

5.  Nineveh in prophecy:  Another metropolitan
city of the ancient world was the city of Nineveh which
was founded by Nimrod (Gn 10:11,12).  Nineveh was
located on the banks of the Tigris River and was the
capital of the warlike Assyrian Empire.  Excavations in
the nineteenth century revealed that Nineveh was no
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small city but had a population estimated to be as much
as 600,000.  Many archaeologists believe that the walls
of the city were about fifty kilometers in length and com-
posed a parallelogram around the city proper.8:416  The
city had many great palaces, specifically the palace of
Sargon.  One of the greatest libraries of the ancient world
was discovered in the ruins of Nineveh.

In the time of Nineveh’s greatness, Zephaniah
proclaimed that God would desolate the city and make
it dry like the wilderness (Zp 2:13).  Nahum prophesied
that Nineveh would be laid waste (Nh 3:7).

These prophecies were fulfilled in every detail. In
612 B.C. Nineveh fell to the Babylonians.  After this,
she became a heap of ruins.  One writer wrote concern-
ing the destruction of this great city, “Destruction was
so complete that its location was soon forgotten by nearly
everyone.”8:417

6.  Cyrus in prophecy:  The prophet Isaiah proph-
esied from 739 B.C. to about 691 B.C.  In Isaiah 44:28
he made a prophecy that puzzled Jews for more than
two hundred years. “Who says of Cyrus, He is My shep-
herd, and he shall perform all My pleasure, even saying
to Jerusalem, ‘You shall be built,’ and to the temple, ‘Your
foundation shall be laid’.”

This prophecy was uttered before the destruction
of Jerusalem by Babylon, while the temple was still
standing.  The Jews just could not believe that their sa-
cred city would be destroyed.  Any prophecy concern-
ing its reconstruction must have surely been discounted
by many skeptical Jews during Isaiah’s day.

It was not until after the destruction of Jerusalem
and the temple by Nebuchadnezzar in 586 B.C. that this
prophecy started to make sense.   Nebuchadnezzar car-
ried the Jews off to Babylon for a seventy year captivity
after the 586 destruction.  It was in captivity that the
Jews remained.  They surely wondered what would be-
come of the beloved city.

In 550 B.C., a man by the name of Cyrus came to
the Persian throne.  One can only imagine the excite-
ment that was stirred in the hearts of every Jew who
believed in Isaiah’s prophecy.  After the Persians had
conquered Babylon, Cyrus made a decree that the Jews
could return to their land and rebuild the temple and the
city of Jerusalem (2 Ch 36:22ff; Ez 1:1ff).  Isaiah’s proph-
ecy was fulfilled.

7.  The Jews in prophecy:  When Fredrick the Great
asked for one word that would prove the truth of the
Bible, the answer that was given was, “Jews.”9:112  The
prophecies concerning the Jews are too many in number
for all of them to be mentioned.  Deuteronomy 28 states
that if the Jews obeyed not the commandments of God
(vs 15), they would be scattered among the nations (vss

64,65; see Lv 26:33; Ez 22:15; 24:9).   They would en-
dure hardships even to the point of eating their own sons
and daughters (vs 53).  They would be taken with ships
to Egypt (vs 68).  However, in the land of their enemies,
God said that they would not be utterly rejected and ab-
horred (Lv 26:44).  Countless other prophecies depicted
the unhappy consequences of Israel’s disobedience.

These prophecies have been fulfilled through the
centuries in every detail.  Beginning with the Assyrian
and Babylonian captivities and extending to the slaugh-
ter, captivity and destruction of the Jews and Jerusalem
in A.D. 70, God brought all prophecies to pass concern-
ing the history of the Jews.  Morbid details of the de-
struction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70 are related to us by
historians like Josephus.  Children were eaten because
of unbelievable famine.  Thousands died of starvation.
Over a million Jews died in the A.D. 70 destruction.  Jews
were sold into Egypt until buyers no longer wanted them.
Millions of Jews have been dispersed throughout the
world today, and yet, as a race of people, they have kept
their identity.  However, the destruction of Jerusalem in
fulfillment of the prophecy of Jesus in Matthew 24, was
God’s last call to Israel to accept Jesus as the Messiah.
The fulfillment of Jesus’ Jerusalem prophecy was God’s
last evidence that Jesus was truly the Messiah of Israel.

F. Jesus in prophecy:

Jesus was a real character of history.  Since the Old
Testament was written before His lifetime, it is amazing
that so many prophecies were fulfilled in this one man
in the short thirty-three years of His life.  Nothing short
of the fact that Jesus was truly the Son of God can give
us a satisfactory answer to this phenomenal fulfillment
of prophecy in His life.

It is admitted that one or two or three of the hun-
dreds of prophecies concerning the Messiah could be
accidentally fulfilled by any one man of history.  How-
ever, it would certainly be unbelievable to suppose that
all of them, to the smallest detail, could be fulfilled by
one man by accident.  However, Jesus fulfilled them all.
The probability of one man fulfilling all these prophe-
cies by chance is beyond possibility.

A few of the key prophecies which were fulfilled
in Christ are listed below.  Such prophecies and their
fulfillments profoundly testify to the fact that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God.  Jesus told the Jews to search
the Scriptures, for they testified of Him (Jn 5:39).  John
wrote that Jesus is the “spirit of prophecy” (Rv 19:10).
Such He surely is.  Every prophecy that was made in the
Old Testament concerning the Messiah was fulfilled by
Jesus (Lk 24:44).  No single individual could have ful-
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filled so many prophecies by accident.  We must con-
clude, therefore, that He was the Messiah, and if the
Messiah, the prophesied Son of God.

One cannot honestly study prophecy and fulfillment
without being convinced that the Bible is the inspired
word of God and that Jesus is the Son of God.  Hun-
dreds of prophecies were made in the Old Testament to
confirm God’s messengers and His word.  These proph-
ecies have been fulfilled in every uttered detail.  False
prophets, both ancient and modern, have tried proph-
ecy.  All have failed.  If one claims inspiration, God says
let him try prophecy.  If his prophecies fail to come to
pass, he is a fake.  One of the greatest possible prophe-
cies of modern times could have been the prophecy of
the fall of communism and the Russian Empire.  How-
ever, no so-called modern-day prophet even considered
it.  Why did no one prophecy the fall of the Berlin Wall?
Because no modern-day prophet even mentioned this
great historical event is evidence that there are no true
prophets today.

Prophecy, therefore, is the central test to the infal-
libility of the Scriptures, for in the Bible we have re-
corded both the prophecy and the fulfillment of the
prophecy.  This characteristic of the Bible proves be-
yond doubt that it is not from man, but from a Power
that is higher than the ability of man to produce.  That
“Power” is the God of heaven who has communicated
to us through the Bible.  Charnock concluded,

That power which discovers things future, which
all the foresight of man cannot ken, and conjecture, is
above nature.  And to foretell them so certainly as if
they did already exist, or had existed long ago, must be
the result of a mind infinitely intelligent; because it is
the highest way of knowing, and a higher cannot be imag-
ined; and he that knows things future in such a manner
must needs know things present and past.10:58

CHRIST IN PROPHECY
1. He would be (and was) a descendant of Abraham (Gn

12:1-3; 22:18; see Gl 3:16).
2. He would be (and was) a descendant of Isaac (Gn

21:12; see Hb 11:18).
3. He would be (and was) born of the tribe of Judah (Gn

49:10; 1 Ch 5:2; Mc 5:2; see Mt 2:3-6; Hb 7:17; Lk
3:23-38).

4. He would be (and was) of the line of David (Is 9:7;
11:1; 2 Sm 4:12ff; Jr 23:5; see Mt 1:1ff; Rv 22:16).

5. He would be (and was) born of a virgin (Is 7:14; see
Mt 1:23; Lk 1:26-35).

6. He would be (and was) born in Bethlehem (Mc 5:2;
see Mt 2:1,8; Jn 7:42).

7. He would be (and was) born in the days of the Roman

kings (Dn 2:44; 7:13,14)
8. He would have (and had) a forerunner (Ml 3:1; 4:5; Is

40:3; see Mt 3:1-3; 11:14,15; Lk 1:17; Jn 1:22-28).
9. There would be (and was) a slaughter of babies in an

effort to kill Him (Jr 31:15; see Mt 2:16-18).
10. He would be (and was) a sojourner in Egypt (Hs 11:1;

see Mt 2:15).
11. He would (and did) live in Galilee (Is 9:1,2; see Mt

4:15).
12. He would (and did ) live in Nazareth (Mt 2:23).
13. He would be (and was) poor (Is 53:2; see Lk 9:58).
14. His mission would (and did) include the Gentiles (Is

42:1-4; see Mt 12:18-21).
15. He would (and did) teach by parables (Ps 78:2; Is

6:9,10; see Mt 13:34,35).
16. His ministry would be (and was) one of healing (Is

53:4; see Mt 8:17).
17. He would (and did) work miracles (Is 35:5,6; see Lk

7:18-23).
18. He would be (and was) rejected by many (Is 53:1; Ps

69:4; 118:22; Is 6:10; see Mt 21:42; Jn 12:38-40;
15:25).

19. He would (and did) make a triumphal entry into Jerusa-
lem (Zc 9:9; Ps 118:26; Is 62:11; see Mt 21:5; Jn 12:13-
15).

20. He would be (and was) a smitten shepherd (Zc 13:7;
see Mt 26:31; Mk 14:27).

21. He would be (and was) betrayed by a disciple (Ps 41:9;
see Mk 14:66-72).

22. He would be (and was) betrayed for thirty pieces of
silver (Zc 11:12,13; see Mt 27:3-10).

23. A potter’s field would be (and was) purchased with
the thirty pieces of silver (Zc 11:13; see Mt 27:5-7).

24. His followers would (and did) flee at His betrayal (Zc
13:7; see Mt 26:55,56; Mk 14:50,51).

25. He would (and did) choose silence at His trial (Is 53:7;
see Mk 15:3-5).

26. He would be (and was) whipped, slapped and spat upon
(Is 50:6; see Mt 26:67 - 27:31).

27. He would (and did) die with malefactors (Is 53:9,12;
see Lk 22:37).

28. His side would be (and was) pierced (Ps 22:16; Zc
12:10; 13:6; see Jn 19:34-37; Rv 1:7).

29. He would be (and was) given vinegar and gall to drink
on the cross (Ps 69:20,21; see Mt 27:34).

30. He would be (and was) mocked (Ps 22:7,8; 35:15-21;
see Mt 27:39-44).

31. His grave would be (and was) with the rich (Is 53:9;
see Mt 27:57-59).

32. None of His bones would be (and were not) broken
(Ps 34:20; see Jn 19:33-36; 19:36).

33. Lots would be (and were) cast for His garments (Ps
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22:18; see Mt 27:35; Jn 19:23,24).
34. He would rise (and did) from the dead (Ps 16:10; see

Jn 2:19-22; At 2:32; 1 Co 15:1-3).

35. He would (and did) ascend to heaven (Ps 68:18; Dn
7:13,14; see Lk 24:51; At 1:9).

One of the most controversial areas of the Bible is
the subject of miracles.  This proof, or evidence of Chris-
tianity, is usually  denied by most scientists; it is even
denied by many religious people.  It is quite interesting
that many who profess religion and base their faith upon
the existence of God, actually deny the historical fact of
miracles.  Since the scientist studies in the field of natu-
ral law, he presupposes that the ordinary occurrence of
natural laws rules out the happening of miracles.  He
says that miracles could not have happened in a world
that is governed by natural laws.  However, much of this
objection is only metaphysical wanderings that are based
on theory and not facts.  Technically speaking, anything
as miracles that happened in the past is outside the sci-
entific method of study.  Since the scientist can work
only in the present, he cannot deny that which is outside
the present.

On the other hand, if there are those who claim
that miracles occur today as they did in the first century,
then the scientist can step in and deny such in reference
to the scientific method of study.  And this we would
challenge the scientist to do in reference to the so-called
miracle workers of the man-made religions that prevail
today.

Much of the controversy over miracles is the result
of a misunderstanding of what a miracle is.  Many have
gone to the extreme today by labeling every unexplain-
able phenomenon a miracle.  On the other hand, many
have called valid miracles only natural happenings.  What
are miracles as defined by their occurrence in God’s
Word?  Did miracles actually occur?  Do we have
miracles today?  These are questions that must be an-
swered.

Much of the confusion over miracles has been gen-
erated by religionists today who are claiming to work
miracles.  Psychosomatic “healings” in the religious
world are used to define the miracles of the Bible.  As a
result, the miracles of the Bible have been relegated to a
process of mind over matter.  The scientist can explain
the psychosomatic occurrence today of what the reli-
gionist claims to be a “miracle.”  He sees the power of
mind over matter, and thus, defines the miracles of the

Bible to be no more than what fake miracle workers are
doing today.  He, as well as the supposedly miracle work-
ing religionist, views the miracles of the Bible, there-
fore, through their own psychosomatic experiences of
today.  As a result, instead of the modern-day miracle
worker upholding the Bible as the word of God, he is
actually developing a world of skepticism concerning
the very source from which he receives his faith.  In-
stead of upholding the Bible as a valid record of miracles
that occurred centuries ago by the power of God, he is
causing those who are directed by the scientific method
of investigation to question the very foundation upon
which he supposedly stands.  Therefore, amidst this con-
fusion, it is necessary that we examine again this con-
troversial subject in view of the verifying fact that
miracles as recorded in the Bible actually occurred.

A. The definition of biblical miracles:

In order to define the miracles of the Bible our defi-
nition must agree with the recorded presentation of
miracles that is listed in the Bible.  To define miracles
by sources outside the limits of the written word of God
would be a great injustice.  The Bible must be our first
and primary source for defining miracles simply because
it claims to be a valid record of miracles.

We must use the Bible as our only dictionary in
our efforts to define miracles simply because men are so
easily deceived.  They are easily deceived into labelling
every unexplainable phenomenon that they experience
to be a miracle.  We must never underestimate the will-
ingness of emotionally hysterical religionists to conjure
up supposedly miraculous events.  When one is driven
by the excitement of a certain ecstatic moment, we would
question whether his objectivity will allow him to dis-
cern between reality and emotion.  When discussing the
subject of miracles, it is imperative to first go to the Bible
in order to formulate a true definition of what a miracle
is.  From this definition, we can then examine our own
experiences.  This approach to the study of miracles
keeps us from straying from the direction of the word of
God to the direction of our own feelings and emotions.

Chapter 6

THE MIRACLE

The Bible And Faith



462 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

In this way, therefore, we can prove all things and hold
fast to that which is true (See 2 Co 13:5).

In the Bible, miracles are usually referred to as
“wonders,” “signs” or “powers” (At 2:22; 2 Th 2:9; Hb
2:4).  We also find the word “works” used in reference
to miracles (Jn 5:20; 6:28,29; 7:3,4; 10:37,38).  Each of
these terms defines a unique area of what a miracle is.
At times, the Greek terms are simply translated “miracle”
in some English translations.  When the word “miracle”
is used, it would be wise to consult a Greek text to deter-
mine the original Greek word from which the transla-
tion is made.  The following points are a brief survey of
the Greek words that are used in the New Testament to
indicate the supernatural presence of God.

1.  Wonder (Greek, “teras”):  The term “wonder”
emphasizes the reaction of the people to the miracle.
The reaction of people to the miracles of Jesus is also
manifested in passages where teras is not used.  Ex-
amples of these uses would be: “... and her parents were
astonished” (Lk 8:56), “and they were all astonished
beyond measure” (Mk 7:37), “and they were greatly
amazed in themselves beyond measure” (Mk 6:51; see
2:12; 4:41; Mt 9:26; Lk 13:17).  None of these passages
use the word teras.  But what is emphasized is the fact
that people manifested great wonder at the miracles of
Jesus.  If a miracle did not cause wonder in the minds of
the beholders, then the very purpose for which miracles
were allowed to occur is invalid.  Since the miracles
were given for the purpose of confirming the messen-
gers and message of God, then they had to be so obvious
that they would cause the beholders to be amazed at their
occurrence.

The Greek term teras is never used by itself in ref-
erence to miracles.  It is always used with the terms
“signs,” “powers,” or “mighty works.”  Some examples
of its use would be, “signs and wonders” (At 2:43; 4:30;
5:12; 2 Co 12:12; 2 Th 2:9; Hb 2:4), “miracles and won-
ders” (At 2:22; 6:8; 15:12), “wonders and mighty deeds”
or “works” (2 Co 12:12).

It must be remembered that Jesus never worked a
miracle for the specific purpose of striking wonder and
amazement in the minds of the beholders.  Miracles were
not worked for the mere purpose of satisfying idle curi-
osity.  God did not work through men in miracle as a
circus (See Mt 12:39).

It must also be noted that the word teras does not
reflect the definition of a miracle.  This word simply
conveys the amazement of the people, not what produced
the amazement.  Therefore, this word is used in the Bible
to explain the reaction of the people, not the occurrence
of the event.  A miracle as a teras moves us to examine

the purpose of the miracles, which purpose helps us to
define what a real miracle is.  In other words, if a miracle
does not cause teras in the minds of the audience, then
the very purpose for miracles is denied because the hap-
pening is questionable.  However, the occurrence of the
miracles that are defined in the Bible were not question-
able occurrences.

2.  Sign (Greek, “semeion”):  Richard C. Trench
said that a sign is a “token and indication of the near
presence and working of God.”1:4  Signs are “tokens of
God’s presence and of the sanction thus afforded to the
teacher or to what is taught.”2:10  “As a sign a miracle is
an astonishing wonder which points as a sign of some-
thing else—as to the trustworthiness of the performer
and speaker of divine truth.”3:15

A sign points more to the teleology of the phenom-
enon.  It is a manifestation of proof verifying the one
who performed it.  Paul worked the “signs of an apostle”
(2 Co 12:12).  This meant that he manifested the proof
of his apostleship.  He could work certain miracles that
would prove that he was a Christ-sent apostle.  The Jews
asked Jesus, “What sign do You show us, since You do
these things?” (Jn 2:18).  They desired proof of His son-
ship (See Jn 3:2).  They wanted some signal of the su-
pernatural that verified Him as a prophet.  We would
assume, therefore, that anyone who claimed to be sent
from God with a special message would be proved to be
from God by the miraculous work of God.

A miracle as a sign signified something more than
the outward manifestation of the miracle itself.  The
healing of the man born blind had more significance than
a mere act of compassion.  We must wonder why Jesus
healed a crippled man beside the pool of Bethesda (Jn
5:1ff), and yet, did not heal the crippled man at the gate
of the temple (At 3:1ff).  Surely, Jesus knew of the
crippled man at the temple, for the man laid there daily
for many years.  It was Peter who healed the crippled
man after the ascension of Jesus.  The fact is that Jesus
did not heal everyone.  Our question is, “Why?”  The
answer must lie in the fact that miracles had a greater
purpose than simply compassion on humanity.  (More
on this later.)

The teleological significance of miracles was to
prove that Jesus was the Son of God.  From the miracles
of Jesus, Nicodemus concluded, “Rabbi, we know that
You are a teacher come from God; for no one can do
these signs that You do unless God is with him” (Jn
3:2; see 9:16).  Nicodemus’ conclusion was correct.  And
thus, the definition of miracles as signs signals that God
is behind the person who worked the miracles.  The gos-
pel message of the apostles was confirmed by signs (Mk
16:20; At 14:3; Hb 2:4).  However, that which was con-
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firmed was and is more important than that which con-
firmed it.  The gospel of salvation is more important
than miracles.  Miracles were a secondary factor which
proved the authenticity of the ones who preached the
gospel.  Therefore, any religion that is based on the sen-
sationalism of so-called miracles has simply missed the
point of Bible miracles.  Men and women must come
together to hear the word of God that has already been
confirmed by miracles to be the word of God.

3.  Powers (Greek, “dunamis”):  The Greek word
dunamis is generally translated “powers,” “mighty
works” or “mighty deeds” in our English Bibles.  When
these words are used in reference to a miracle, reference
is to the quality or authority of the messenger.  The
miracles of Jesus that are recorded in the book of John
display His power over the quality of substances (2:1-
11), distance (4:46-54), time (5:1-9), quantity (6:1-14),
nature (6:16-21), misfortune (9:1-12), and death (11:1-
46).  Jesus was “a Man attested by God to you by miracles
[dunamis], wonders, and signs which God did through
Him in your midst ...” (At 2:22).  “Now God worked un-
usual miracles [dunamis] by the hands of Paul” (At 19:11).
The term “powers” is definitive of the divine power mani-
fested in that which was wrought, as well as, the divine
nature in the one who performed the deed.  The miracle
was the manifestation of the divine power in the performer.
It was a proof that he was from God.

4.  Works (Greek, “ergon”):  The Greek word
ergon is used many times in the book of John.  It is used
to signify the miracles of Jesus (Jn 5:36; 7:21;
10:24,32,38; 14:11,12; 15:24).  This term seems to con-
vey the thought that miracles, as wonderful acts to man,
were manifestations of the natural environment in
which Jesus lived before His incarnation.  The work
of Jesus was to convince men that He was the Son of
God.  The miraculous works He did bore witness to His
sonship.   Jesus said, “... for the works which the Father
has given Me to finish – the very works that I do – bear
witness of Me, that the Father has sent Me” (Jn 5:36).
In other words, if Jesus was from the realm of the super-
natural, then we would expect Him to command that
realm.  It would only be natural for Him to command
that from which He came.  Therefore, we believe that
Jesus came from the Father because He worked the works
of the realm of the Father.  This was John’s conclusion
in John 20:30,31.

And truly Jesus did many other signs in the presence of
His disciples, which are not written in this book; but these
are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ,
the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in
His name.

B. The exclusive use of miracles by the messengers
of God:

In any discussion of the subject of miracles one
must bring into the discussion Satan and his works.  We
must remember that Satan, through men, could deceive
with lying wonders and signs.  Jesus said, “For false
christs and false prophets will arise and show great signs
and wonders, so as to deceive, if possible, even the elect”
(Mt 24:24).  In 2 Thessalonians Paul described the man
of sin as one whose coming was according to the “work-
ing of Satan, with all power, signs, and lying wonders”
(2 Th 2:9).

We must keep in mind that the elect would not be
deceived if the signs and wonders that the preceding
deceivers worked were actually miraculous.  We would
not be deceived if we believed that which was real.
Therefore, the fact that the Bible warns against those
who would work wonders which they would claim to be
miracles, is evidence that their works are only decep-
tions.  They are deceptions by which Satan seeks to lead
people away from God.

Satan could “perform” deceiving wonders.  How-
ever, he could never work real miracles.  Miracles are
not performed.  They are the response of God to the will
of those in whom He invested authority to call upon the
Supernatural.  If Satan could work true miracles through
the hands of those he has deceived, then the miracles of
Jesus and the apostles would be nullified.

If the devil also possesses supernatural power and is able
to perform miracles, then we would have no way of con-
firming God’s Word.  We would not know whether God
was doing it or the devil.  ... this is a real problem to those
who believe in the reality of supernatural demonic power.
God confirmed His Word by doing things that no one else
could do.4:19

Miracles were proofs of the messenger of God.
They were evidences that he was of God (See Dt 13:1-
4; Ex 7:10-17; 8:7; Mt 12:24-27; Jn 3:2; Rv 13:15; 16:14;
19:20).  The miracles of God were not lying wonders.
They were not wonders that were meant to deceive men.
With the miracles God sent also the message.  The
miracles were true, therefore, because the message was
true.  The truth of the message was evidence that the
bearer of the message was from God.  It was proof only
if it harmonized with previously revealed truth.  Paul
gave Christians an adequate test by which we could test
the message of any messenger.  “But even if we, or an
angel from heaven, preach any other gospel to you than
what we have preached to you, let him be accursed” (Gl

The Bible And Faith



464 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

1:8).  In other words, if someone comes with a differ-
ent gospel, then certainly what he works which he
claims to be miracles is not of God.  Since Satan has
manifested deceiving wonders, each Christian must also
put to test with God’s Word all teachings of men (Jr
23:25-32; Mt 7:21-23; 2 Co 11:13-15; 2 Th 2:7-11).  We
must never suppose that God would allow Satan to do
anything that would confuse the purpose for which He
allowed miracles to be worked by His messengers.

The great wonders wrought by the prophets, Jesus
and the apostles were far superior to any deceiving works
of Satan.  Jesus said, “... believe the works, that you
may know and believe that the Father is in Me, and I in
Him” (Jn 10:38).  Because no one could do miraculous
works as He did, Jesus said that these works were sub-
stantial proof of His sonship.  If they were not, or if
Satan could also work equal and valid miracles, then
why did God use miracles as a proof of His messengers
before men?  The fact that Jesus did do something that
was beyond the capacity of His contemporaries is evi-
dence that there was something unique about Him.

Nicodemus rightly concluded that Jesus was from
God because of the signs that He did (Jn 3:2).  However,
if God allowed others to do the same signs, then the
audience would have been confused.  Jesus was proved
to be the Messenger from God with a new message (At
2:22).  He was proved to be such by miracles.  However,
if God had allowed Satan to do the same, then who are
we to believe?  The fact is that God has not and never
will allow Satan to confuse the purpose for which
miracles were allowed to be worked.

In review of what has previously been stated, con-
sider the concept of confirmation.  Jesus said that the
disciples would go forth and preach.  Their message
would be confirmed by the signs that followed (Mk
16:20).  God would confirm His presence with the dis-
ciples by miraculous signs (Hb 2:3,4).  The fact of con-
firmation negates equal miraculous manifestation on the
part of Satan through his messengers.  In other words, if
Satan was allowed to work miracles through men as
Simon the sorcerer (At 8) and Bar-Jesus (At 13), then
there would be no confirmation power in the miracles
of Philip, Paul or any other New Testament messenger
of the gospel.

I have discovered that advocates who propose that
Satan worked or works miracles have no answer to this
argument.  At least, they back away from the miracles of
God’s messengers by affirming that Satan’s miracles
were less “powerful” or minor in comparison to the
miracles of God’s messengers in the first century.  How-
ever, this dodges the issue.  A miracle is a miracle.  There
may be special miracles as Paul worked in Ephesus (At

19:11), but the supernatural power that is manifested by
a miracle cannot be said to be in degrees.  There is no
such teaching in the entire Bible.  Satan did not work
“lesser degrees” of miracles than the messengers of God.

In the context of this discussion we must also re-
mind ourselves that the doctrine of miracles of satanic
forces is a subpoint of theological dualism.  Dualism is
the belief that two equal supernatural forces have ex-
isted throughout eternity.  God and Satan are believed to
have indigenous supernatural power.  They are equal in
power, and thus manifest themselves in the world in a
confrontation between good and evil.  The dualist af-
firms that Satan can function independent of the power
of God, and thus can at will force his will upon man.
Therefore, Satan is assumed to have the power to exer-
cise his miraculous power as he so chooses in a world
wherein he functions outside God’s control.

The doctrine of dualism denies the indigenous
eternality of God.  However, only God can be eternal.
Only God possesses control of all that is supernatural.
In other words, there is nothing eternal apart from God.
There is no supernatural apart from that which origi-
nates from God.

In Colossians 1:16 Paul wrote of the creative work
of the Son of God.  “For by Him [Christ] all things were
created that are in heaven and that are on earth, visible
and invisible, whether thrones or dominions or princi-
palities or powers.  All things were created through Him
and for Him.”  Paul affirmed that all that is seen and
unseen has been brought into existence by the creative
work of God through the Son (Jn 1:1-3).  Therefore,
nothing existed contemporary with God until God
brought into existence out of nothing all things that now
exist (Hb 11:3).  Satan falls into the category of that
which was created.  He was not created evil, but as other
disobedient angels, free-morally gave up his proper habi-
tation, and thus was cast down (2 Pt 2:4).

Since Satan was created, then he would have no
control over the supernatural except through consign-
ment by God.  In other words, he can do nothing super-
naturally in the world of the natural unless God allows
him.  This was his situation in his temptation and trials
of Job, and we would conclude that nothing has changed
since.  We would have to affirm, therefore, that Satan
has no supernatural power that is eternally indigenous
of himself.  He did not originate his own supernatural
power because he was created.  He is only the result of
the supernatural power of God.  He thus has no author-
ity to originate supernatural power of himself.

If God only is eternally indigenous, then all that
Satan is or can do must originate from God.  God allows
him to carry on with his deceptions only insofar as such
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is in harmony with God’s eternal plan to provide an en-
vironment for the molding of free-moral characters.  We
must never forget that God has a leash on Satan.  There-
fore, it can never be that the devil subjectively made me
commit sin.  Each man will be held accountable for his
own sin because God will not allow Satan to subdue
free-moral individuals at will.

C. The miracles of the Bible:

In defining the miracles of the Bible one must de-
termine the characteristics that were manifested in their
occurrence.  Many times the term miracle is used today
to apply to any unexplainable event.  When a car rolls
over ten times, is crushed into a small pile of rubble and
all passengers escape without a scratch, we are guilty of
crying out that a miracle has occurred.  The occupants
of this car would certainly have been very lucky in es-
caping with their lives, but it would be an injustice to
categorize this and similar events with the miracles of
the Bible.

We are also guilty of labeling every unexplainable
natural phenomenon a miracle.  Hamilton rightly stated,

... many of the things which men are in the habit of
calling miracles are not properly so called.  Some people
call a miracle any marvellous event which ordinary men
cannot explain by the laws of nature to them, but which
could be explained in accordance with those laws if they
knew more about them....  A true miracle cannot be ex-
plained by natural laws, known or unknown.5:102,103

A miracle has basic characteristics that must be
understood.  There are three areas of definition which
help us in understanding the true nature of miracles as
they are defined in the Bible.  These areas of definition
rule out the possibility of miracles today because such

occurrences are not happening today after the manner
by which they are defined in the Bible.

1.  A miracle is a sensed happening.  A miracle is
a happening that is recognized as such through the senses.
Those who experienced miracles in the Bible recognized
the alteration of the ordinary occurrences of natural law.
In Acts 3 Peter healed a lame beggar on the porch of the
temple.  Peter and John were brought before the
Sanhedrin to answer for what they had done.  When the
Sanhedrin saw “the man who had been healed standing
with them, they could say nothing against it” (At 4:14).
They said, “What shall we do to these men?  For, in-
deed, that a notable miracle has been done through
them is evident to all who dwell in Jerusalem, and we
cannot deny it” (At 4:16).

The miracle of Acts 3 was not performed in secret,
but before all, even unbelievers.  In Paul’s defense be-
fore Agrippa concerning the works of Jesus, he said, “For
the king ... knows these things; for I am convinced that
none of these things escapes his attention, since this
thing was not done in a corner” (At 26:26).  True
miracles were never the result of the trickery of men.
Many of those who rejected Jesus had seen and believed
His works, though hardness of heart kept them from
belief in the message of Jesus.

George Fisher correctly stated, “It should be added,
to complete the idea of a miracle, that it is something
manifest—something that can be known and appre-
hended by men.”2:9,10  With this understanding it would
be a mistake to link the definition of providence with
the definition of the miracles found in the Bible.  It must
be affirmed that God works behind the scenes today to
accomplish His purpose and to answer the prayers of
the saints.  This indeed may be supernatural, as such,
but not in the definition of those miracles worked by
Jesus, His apostles and early Christians in the first cen-
tury.  Miracles were empirically sensed by men.  Provi-
dence is “sensed” by faith.  Both are the supernatural
work of Deity.  But in the eyes of the beholders, there is
a difference.  We perceive miracles through sight.  We
perceive providence through faith.

Providence is God working behind the curtain of
natural law, whereas, a miracle is the direct manifesta-
tion of God’s working power visible to man.  We may
have faith that God works all things together for good
(Rm 8:28), but we cannot affirm this on the basis of
empirical experience.  Providence is God working in a
manner known through faith, whereas, a miracle is God
working in a manner known through the senses.  In a
miracle God suspends natural laws; in providence He
works through or uses natural laws.  Thus, “we may de-
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fine a miracle biblically as an observable phenomenon
affected by the direct operation of God’s power, and ar-
resting deviation from the ordinary sequences of nature,
a deviation calculated to elicit faith-begetting awe, a di-
vine inbreaking which authenticates a revelational
agent.”6:356

2.  A miracle is a supernatural showing of Deity.
The presence of the supernatural must be clearly evi-
dent in a miracle.  In accordance with the preceding point,
it must also be stated that the happening of a miracle
leaves no doubt in the minds of the beholders concern-
ing who or what is working.  Elijah prayed for a mani-
festation of God on Mount Carmel.  God answered that
prayer with a miracle which firmly evidenced His pres-
ence (1 Kg 18:17-46).  When Lazarus came forth from
the tomb at the command of Jesus, the people knew the
presence of the supernatural (Jn 11:43-45).  There was
no question in the mind of Nicodemus as to whose power
was manifested in the miracles of Jesus (Jn 3:2).  These
miracles strongly evidenced the presence of the super-
natural.

3.  A miracle is an unordinary occurrence.  A
miracle is an event different from the ordinary occur-
rence of natural law.  In determining the actual meaning
of a miracle one must fully understand its relation to
natural law.  One common misunderstanding is that a
miracle is a “contradiction” of natural law.  Hume, in
his Essay on Miracles, contended, as others, that a
miracle was a contradiction of natural law.  This is not a
correct understanding of miracles.  A miracle is not a
contradiction of natural law, but a laying aside of natu-
ral law in order to reveal the high laws of the supernatu-
ral.

Law has reference to the ordinary occurrence of
things.  Natural law is the ordinary occurrence of the
principles that govern the material universe.  It would
not be logical to affirm that natural law existed before
nature.  God created all things.  Natural laws were cre-
ated in order to govern the things created.  God did not
leave His creation to operate on its own as the deist con-
tends.  He transcends His natural laws by upholding all
things by the word of His power. He makes known His
presence by manifesting His “higher laws.”  The He-
brew writer affirmed that He holds together “all things
by the word of His power” (Hb 1:3).  Jesus said, “My
Father has been working until now, and I have been
working” (Jn 5:17).  Natural laws were created, and are
thus sustained by God in order to control His creation.

Would it not be reasonable to believe that one rea-
son why God instituted natural laws in the first place
was for the purpose of revealing Himself to man by the
use of higher laws, commonly called miracles?  If the

higher laws of God were commonly in force in the his-
tory of the world there could be no way for God to re-
veal Himself through miracles, for the higher laws are
the miracles.  Therefore, there would be no such thing
as miracle in a world that was openly controlled by the
supernatural.

It was necessary for God to create the lower natu-
ral laws that He might be able to reveal Himself through
miracles.  It was necessary for the creation of a world of
natural laws in order that man have an environment in
which he could exercise free-moral agency.  For man to
be a true free-moral agent he had to live in an environ-
ment that would produce true moral characters.  Such
an environment could not exist without the second laws.
It will only be when man puts on the immortal, the in-
corruptible, that he will live in an environment of the
first laws.  In fact, we will be immortal and incorrupt-
ible because we will dwell in an environment that will
not allow death and decay.

We must not identify a miracle to be a contradic-
tion of natural law.  It is a setting aside of the second
laws to allow the higher first laws to appear.  Trench
stated,

An extraordinary divine causality, and not that ordi-
nary which we acknowledge everywhere and in everything,
belongs then, to the essence of the miracle.  The unresting
activity of God, which at other times hides and conceals
itself behind the veil of what we term natural laws, does in
the miracle unveil itself; it steps out from its concealment,
and the hand which works is laid bare.1:10,11

A miracle is the “temporary suspension” of the natu-
ral to reveal the supernatural.  “A miracle, where there
is an interposition of the divine will, is not anti-natural,
but supernatural.”2:13  “But while the miracle is not thus
nature, so neither is it against nature.  Beyond nature,
beyond and above the nature which we know, they are,
but not contrary to it.  The miracle is not unnatural”2:12

It must be understood that “miracles exceed the laws of
our nature, but it does not here follow that they exceed
the laws of all nature.”2:13  It is as Hamilton said, “A
miracle, as we will use the term, is a departure from the
ordinary method of God’s activity.”5:102

The higher laws are miracles to man.  These are
the laws of the heavenly environment of Deity.  This
present world is inflicted with pain and sickness.  When
Jesus unveiled the powers above natural law, He was
giving man a small taste of heaven.  We must look for-
ward to the day when the second laws are cleared away
with the destruction of this material world.  It will be
then that God will allow us to live in an environment
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that is controlled by the first laws.  That environment
will be a new heavens and new earth (2 Pt 3:13).

We must always be careful about allowing men to
define miracles.  Men make definitions according to their
own experiences.  This is behind the definition that is
given in Webster’s Dictionary.  A miracle is defined as
“an event or effect that apparently contradicts known
scientific laws and is hence thought to be due to super-
natural causes, especially to an act of God.”7:1147  This
definition is illustrated by what Alfred Walton attempted
several years ago in his book, This I Can Believe.  Walton,
who would represent many today, claimed that the
miracles of the Bible “have reasonably clear explana-
tions” according to the laws which we know today, but
were unknown during the periods in which the miracles
were performed.8:151-154  Albert Wells also attempted to
explain miracles by what we might call the “unknown-
natural-law” theory.  He wrote, “Study of the healing
miracles of Jesus will disclose that his works of healing
were wrought through the application of as-yet-unknown
laws and methods of healing, laws and methods which
have been in part independently discovered by modern
science.”9:80

Walton and Wells represent those who contend that
the supernatural events of the Bible were called miracles
by those who experienced them because they did not
know the natural laws that were used to work such won-
ders.  They say that we know these laws today and can
thus explain the miracles.  They try to give a naturalistic
explanation of the Bible miracles in their books.  Such
naturalistic theology has invaded the religious world with
amazing speed.  Concerning this naturalism, R. Hooykass
stated, “Deification of nature is still alive, and the fact
that this deity has no special cult does not prove any-
thing to the contrary.  There was no special cult of Na-
ture in Antiquity, and no temples were erected to it, yet
it was adored under the names of other gods.”10:19

Such “deification” of nature is witnessed today in
the fanaticism of some environmentalists.  Environmen-
talism has become a religion to many who profess no
allegiance to the supernatural of the Bible.  In the ab-
sence of a true miracle-based belief, the religiosity of
those who have lost contact with God is fulfilled in man’s
allegiance to nature.

Men must be environmentally sensitive and pro-
tective.  However, the environment in the eyes of the
religious environmentalist is often more important than
the moral decadency of humanity.  To the unbelieving
environmentalist, his or her reverence for the environ-
ment is the new religion that appeals to the natural senses
of man.  Men’s minds have condescended to the natural
things of the world to the exclusion of the Creator of all

things.  When men give up God, they start worshiping
the creation instead of the Creator (Rm 1:18-28)

The problem with the reasoning of the naturalist is
that we have the recorded facts about miracles, and yet,
miracles still cannot be explained by any natural laws
known today.  The healing of a blind man by placing
spittle and clay on his eyes cannot be explained by natu-
ral laws (Jn 9:6,7).  What medical power is there in spittle
and clay?  “A miracle is a work out of the usual sequence
of secondary causes and effects, which cannot be ac-
counted for by ordinary action of these causes.”11:123  The
miracles of the Bible cannot be explained by the ordi-
nary causes and effects of known natural laws which we
experience today.  Fisher wrote, “In the case of a miracle,
the effect is different because the causes are not the same.
The variation in the effect is what must take place, sup-
porting such an alteration of the antecedents.  If a new
cause comes in, it is irrational to look for the same ef-
fect as before.”2:11

Any effort to explain miracles by occurrences of
unknown natural laws is an attack against the supernatu-
ral character of the Bible.  It is a direct slap in the face of
the divinity of Christ.  Many years before they arrived
on the scene, F. Bettex answered those today who would
deny miracles.

The very essence of a miracle is its intangibility by
proofs and reasoning, its incomprehensibility and its in-
capability of being proved.  He who tries to understand
and to explain a miracle, to comprehend or to fix such a
flash of illimitable, Divine power, shows that he does not
know what a miracle is, and in his attempt to explain it
only succeeds in making a fool of himself, both from the
scientific and the Christian point of view.  A miracle sci-
entifically proved and explained would be a logical con-
tradiction.12:143

A scientifically defined miracle would be no miracle
at all.  Science deals with an investigation of the physi-
cal world.  Therefore, if there is a scientifically defined
reason for the occurrence of any miracle, then the miracle
was only the occurrence of natural law.  There was thus
no supernatural at work.  This is the attack of the natu-
ralist who affirms that all Bible events that were affirmed
to be miracles in Bible times were only the happening
of undefined natural laws of the time.

Our definition of a miracle does not say that God
cannot use natural laws to bring about His purpose.  Some
of the plagues of Egypt were not unknown occurrences
in the land of Egypt.  Their intensity and their happen-
ing at the voice of Moses, however, was a miracle (See
Ex 7-11).  The dividing of the Red Sea by a strong east
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wind to free Israel from the Egyptians was an example
of God using natural law (Ex 14).  It was a miracle and
manifested the presence of the supernatural in that it
happened at the precise time commanded by Moses
and with the force necessary to do the job.  Of course,
the water turning to blood and darkness were not known
in Egypt.  Evidently, God used no natural laws in these
miracles.  However, the point is that God has used natu-
ral laws to manifest Himself.  The natural laws, how-
ever, were used in an unusual and unnatural way in or-
der to manifest the presence of the One who has control
over natural law.

A miracle, then, is not a contradiction of natural
laws but a setting aside of those laws to allow the eter-
nal power of God to be released in this world.  The case
may also be that God used a natural law in an intense or
unnatural way in order to bring about a marvelous won-
der.  The miracles in the Bible cannot be explained by
the ordinary occurrence of natural laws known or un-
known.  James Boswell concluded that “a miracle is (1)
an extraordinary event, inexplicable in terms of ordi-
nary natural forces; (2) an event which causes the ob-
servers to postulate a superhuman personal cause; (3)
an event which constitutes evidence (a “sign”) of impli-
cations much wider than the event itself.”13:544

D. Science and miracles:

It would go without question to state that most sci-
entists deny miracles.  This is not the result of scientific
proof against miracles.  On the contrary, it is the result
of assumptions on the part of scientists who work in the
present and in the realm of natural law.  It is not within
the scientific method of research to verify through em-
pirical investigation that which occurred in the past.
Neither is it within the definition of the scientific method
to investigate that which is outside the realm of natural
law.  Ramm listed two grounds on which many scien-
tists deny miracles.  First, they often deny miracles “on
the basis that the supernatural is contradictory to natural
law,” and second, on the basis that “miracles do not fit
into the universe the scientist works in.”14:47  We would
consider these the two principal areas of opposition
against miracles by the scientific world.  However, con-
sider the following objection we would have against
scientists who rule out the supernatural, and thus deny
the past occurrence of miracles.

1.  Miracles do not conflict with the uniformity of
nature.  Miracles are rejected because it is believed that
they are contrary to the uniformity of nature.  But is this
a valid objection?  Can scientists reject miracles because

they claim that the supernatural is contradictory to the
uniform laws of nature?  This objection deals princi-
pally with the uniformity of nature.  But consider first
of all that we must determine what is meant by the uni-
formity of nature.  Peter Eckler once defined the unifor-
mity of nature, and in doing so, preserved the thinking
of many scientists.  “The universe continues in unbro-
ken uniformity regardless of man’s puny pretensions ....
No natural law ever deviated an iota from its original
path, no grain of matter has yet changed its form with-
out obeying forces that governed it at its birth.”15:136

Obviously, there is no room for miracles in such an un-
derstanding of nature.  However, upon close examina-
tion there seems to be a great assumption here that sci-
entists must recognize.

If some scientists reject miracles on the basis of
the uniformity of nature, then they have produced a re-
jection that is based on a metaphysical assumption.  The
assumption that all things in the past and future have
and will continue as they are in the present is an unprov-
able philosophy.  It is a philosophy simply because we
live in the present, not in the past or future.  Our past is
limited to our lifetime.  Our future is limited by our
present existence.  Whatever is outside this window of
existence must be placed in the realm of religion or phi-
losophy.

Philosophy has a great habit of not taking into con-
sideration all the facts.  It sometimes constructs its meta-
physics before the investigation and verification of the
evidence.  This seems to be the situation concerning the
objection of some scientists toward miracles.  But an
unprovable objection used against that which is believed
improbable is a gross error of logic.  It is an objection
often stimulated by prejudice and not factual evidence.
No scientist can prove that nature has always been uni-
form.  Therefore, it follows that logically no scientist
can use the uniformity of nature in the present as an
argument against miracles in the past.

Occurrence
of a

miracle
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2.  Miracles are not a part of the scientific method.
Miracles are rejected because they do not fit into the
scientist’s world.  Some scientists oppose miracles on
the basis that miracles do not fit into their world of the
scientific method.  The scientist works in the present.
He is engulfed in present natural laws.  Anything con-
trary to this environment is hard for him to accept.
Manford G. Gutzke, who was once an unbelieving sci-
entist, but later turned to belief, admitted that when he
was a skeptic, “My mind had been so conditioned to
believe in natural law I found it difficult to believe in
miracles.”16:48   Such is the problem with the scientist who
cannot take his thinking off natural law for a moment in
order to consider the possibility that there is a Being
who is above natural law.

The above is a fairly accurate picture of most sci-
entists.  Their world is a world of natural laws.  Those
laws are orderly because God made them that way.  Any
hint of deviation from this order is rejected by the scien-
tist.  He can see the order of nature.  The scientific
method is built on this premise.  However, the scientist
often cannot see the Orderer.

Can one deny miracles on the grounds that they are
not customary to our present experiences?  This ques-
tion raises the question, Does one have to experience
something before he can believe in it?  Certainly not!
One does not have to experience an earthquake in order
to realize that they occur.  One does not have to experi-
ence the power of an atomic bomb in order to under-
stand that atomic power exists.  I have not had the privi-
lege of seeing an angel as did Mary, the mother of Jesus
(Mk 1:26-28).  But this does not give me the right to
deny that an angel appeared to her.  My lack of experi-
ence does not justify denying the experience of others.
“To know” does not necessarily mean “to experience.”
We must remember that knowledge comes both by ex-
perience and by testimony, or logic that is based on that
testimony.  Ramm correctly stated,

Now, if a man asserts that he will believe nothing that
is not customary, he has put out the eyes of science.  Cer-
tainly no valid objection can be made against miracles on
the ground that miracles are so different from what we
usually experience, and, at the same time, not urge the
same objection against the novelties of science.14:161

We might assume that miracles were more readily
accepted during the days of Jesus and the apostles.  The
scribes and Pharisees asked Jesus, “Teacher, we want to
see a sign from you” (Mt 12:38).  “And others, testing
Him, sought from Him a sign from heaven” (Lk 11:16).
They would have been readily accepted, but they could

just as well be rejected (See At 4:14-16).

Granted that miracles were easier to believe then than
now, still nobody went around ancient Palestine every day
restoring sight, cleansing lepers, raising the dead, as Jesus
Christ did.  Even though those people more readily be-
lieved miracles, the miracles of Christ could not but have
had a remarkable effect upon their mentality.14:145

During one’s inquiry into miracles there is one thing
he must keep in mind.  Man lives within his own time.
He cannot live in the past or in the future.  Happenings
that were experienced by people two thousand years ago
cannot be personally experienced today.  Upon this ba-
sis of non-experience many scientists try to reject
miracles.

God on the contrary looks at nature from its start to its
finish and charts its events to suit Himself.  In one portion
of Nature’s allotted time He produces events which man
in his little allotted time cannot believe because he can
neither see before him nor after him.  He believes only
what he in his time sees and experiences and only what
will occur in accordance with what he in his day knows to
be natural law.17:116

We must keep in mind, therefore, that one cannot
object to miracles because the occurrence of miracles
does not lie within the realm of the scientific method.
Sears concluded,

... science does not deal with the unique.  Miracles are
unique.  Science has not disproved miracles, because they
are outside the sphere of science.  Many scientists have
denied miracles and have completely repudiated the Bible
because of the miracles recorded in it, but science has not
and cannot disprove the possibility of miracles any more
than science can disprove the existence of any supernatu-
ral phenomenon.  Science is limited to the material world,
to observable fact.14:93

Any time a scientist makes an attack against
miracles he has stepped outside the field of science and
into the field of philosophy.  In other words, when a
scientist rejects the historicity of miracles he is simply
stating his philosophical beliefs.  He has a right to such
beliefs.  The Christian has also not personally experi-
enced the miracles that are defined in the Bible.  How-
ever, his faith is in the testimony of those who did.  Be-
cause of the testimony of those who gave their lives for
what they believed, the Christian affirms that what they
experienced was true.
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E. The consequences of denying miracles:

If one admits the existence of God he must admit
the reality of miracles.  This is only logical.  If one ad-
mits to the existence of the supernatural then he has at
the same time left room for miracles.  After all, what
worth is there in God if He cannot work above the natu-
ral laws of this world.

The denial of miracles, therefore, is actually a de-
nial of the supernatural.  It is a denial of God.  If God is
a God that cannot reveal Himself to man, what kind of a
supernatural being is He?  Does He have any power?  Is
He a weak and omnipotent being?  If we take away the
manifestation of His presence have we not taken Him
away?  Several years ago Bettex correctly wrote,

He who allows his belief in miracles to be reasoned
away, or even shaken, by professedly scientific arguments,
is, to say the least of it, sadly lacking in perspicacity, and
would do well to test his conception of an Almighty God,
and find out what he really does believe.  God is miracle,
and he who does not believe in miracles does not believe
in God, even though he believes that he believes in him;
that is to say, he is mentally too weak to grasp both.12:144

Too often there are those who want a Baal god and
not an Elijah God.  They want a crippled god who is
deaf and dumb and has no power to blast forth fire to
disprove the vanities of unbelievers.  But the Bible knows
no such impotent god.  If we deny miracles, we might as
well deny God.  What possible good would there be in a
powerless God?  What good was Baal to the Baal proph-
ets?

The consequences of denying miracles are great
and many.  If we deny miracles we must deny the au-
thenticity of the Bible.  “The New Testament without
the miracles,” wrote John Machen, “would be far easier
to believe.  But the trouble is, would it be worth believ-
ing?”18:103  If we deny the miracles of the Bible we deny
the sudden growth of the early church.  Such a phenom-
enal growth would not have been possible without the
working hand of God.  If we deny miracles we deny the
inexplicable change in the lives of the apostles and the
sudden reality of Christianity.  E. V. Zollers said that “it
is useless to talk of throwing miracles overboard and
still holding on to Christianity.  As a system it is founded
on miracles.  If its miracles are genuine, its claim is fully
substantiated; if false, its claim is utterly discredited and
its foundations are swept away.”19:1-5

F. The historical fact of miracles:

To substantiate further the fact of miracles one must
also consider how and under what circumstances they
occurred.

1.  Miracles occurred before unbelievers.  Miracles
occurred many times before the eyes of those who did
not believe.  They were not “done in a corner” and hid-
den from the unbeliever (At 26:26).  God’s power was
no obscure or hidden thing when He poured down fire
on Mount Carmel in answer to Elijah’s prayer (1 Kg
18:30-40).  The raising of Lazarus by Jesus caused many
to believe, but there were also many unbelievers who
witnessed the event (Jn 11:45,46).  The miracles of the
apostles were “manifested to all that dwell in Jerusa-
lem” and the unbelievers could not deny them (At 4:16).
The validity of no miracle of Jesus depended on its con-
cealment from the unbeliever’s eye.

There are those who would now make the objec-
tion that the witness of unbelievers is evidence that the
miraculous events were questionable.  In other words, if
unbelievers actually experienced true miracles, then why
did not all who experienced miracles become believers?

I would answer the preceding objection by saying
that one must never underestimate the amount of preju-
dice that was against Jesus and the other disciples.  The
religious leaders of Jesus’ day devised and carried out a
plot kill Jesus.  These were religious leaders.  They
schemed murder, and then, had to relinquish to the rule
of Roman law.  They thus moved the multitudes to cry
out for the crucifixion of Jesus.  The extremity of their
prejudice against Jesus blinded them to the fact of the
miracles that Jesus and the disciples worked.  In fact,
they confessed that miracles actually occurred, but they
just would not accept those who worked the miracles
(See At 4:14-16).  The power of unbelief that is based
on prejudice is stronger than the empirical evidence of a
miraculous event.

2.  Miracles were recorded without any denials
either by unbelievers or believers.  In the gospel records
there is not one denial of the miracles worked by Jesus.
Many could and would have denied the fact of miracles
if they were only acts of magic and fraud.  But the ab-
sence of denial leads us to believe in their authenticity.
Judas Iscariot walked with Jesus for over three years.
He could have denied the miracles before the Pharisees,
but he did not.  The other disciples also experienced the
miracles of Jesus.  During their ministries they under-
went severe persecution.  Would it not be reasonable to
believe that in the heat of persecution at least one of the
apostles would have denied the authenticity of the mi-
raculous works of Jesus?  On the contrary, we hear them
stating in times of persecution, “Whether it is right in
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the sight of God to listen to you more than to God, you
judge.  For we cannot but speak the things which we
have seen and heard” (At 4:19,20).

Those who believed in the miracles wrote the in-
spired records of the gospel event.  If the miracles were
deceptions, it would be reasonable to believe that these
writers would have contradicted themselves when they
recorded the facts surrounding the miraculous events?
The fact that there is no contradiction in the recorded
accounts is evidence that both miracle and inspiration
are true.

The very existence of Christianity is based upon
miracle.  In other words, Christianity would not exist if
it had not first been proved by miracle (See Mk 16:17-
20; Hb 2:3,4).  We would assume, therefore, that there
would be countless contemporary records of secular his-
tory that would record denials of these miracles by the
enemies of Christianity.  Those records do not exist.  We
have contemporary records that misinterpret and mis-
understand Christianity.  In this confusion there is the
denial of the supernatural.  However, no unbeliever who
was familiar with the facts ever denied the validity of
the miraculous.

3.  Miracles had the testimony of reliable wit-
nesses.  The apostles had everything in this world to
lose because of their testimony that Jesus was the Christ.
Why would they give their lives for one who had de-
ceived the world?  Could they also have been deceived?
They had been with Jesus for over three years.  Would
they have suffered so great a persecution for One they
had known to have worked only tricks and not real
miracles?  The point is that the lives of the apostles that
were affected by Jesus cannot be answered without the
historicity of Jesus’ miracles.  There is no logical reason
why they would be so transformed and bold if they had
not actually experienced the work of God in the life of
Jesus and in their own lives.  If they did not actually
experience the work of God, then the New Testament is
a record of lunacy.  It is a record of several lunatics who
schemed together in order to preach a message that would
bring upon them persecution and death.  We would of
necessity have to affirm, therefore, that their courage
stemmed from the “brotherhood pack” to not forsake
the message upon which all of them agreed to preach.
However, when one reads the New Testament, is this
the impression he or she receives when reading passages
that exhort honesty and integrity?

In this context, consider the early death of James at
the hand of Herod in Acts 12.  Why would God allow
such to happen to a Christ-sent apostle in the early es-
tablishment of the church.  The answer lies in the pur-
pose for which the documents of Luke and Acts were

written (See Book 4).  God allowed James to be killed
in order to strengthen for us the testimony of the
apostles He preserved.  We have no inspired records of
the martyrs of any of the other Christ-sent apostles.  How
would we know that they were willing to go to death for
what they believed if we did not have at least a record of
one who did?  If there was no record of at least one
martyred apostle, then we might conclude that they all
went off into obscurity.  But the fact that James was
willing to die for his faith reaffirms the strength of the
testimony of the living apostles.  Because they had actu-
ally experienced the miraculous work of God in their
lives they were willing to die for their faith.  Therefore,
we appreciate the Holy Spirit providing for us a testi-
mony through the death of James, that James and the
apostles truly believed that God had miraculously re-
vealed that Jesus was the Christ and Son of God (Mt
16:13-19).

4.  Miracles have the testimony of those who were
cured.  In substantiating the fact of miracles we also
have the testimony of those who were cured.  Jesus
brought sight to a man who had been born blind (Jn 9).
This man was brought before the Pharisees and ques-
tioned concerning his healing.  Though he was pressured
and threatened by the Pharisees, neither he nor his par-
ents would deny that he had been healed (Jn 9:25).  In
other words, he could not have denied that which actu-
ally happened.

Thousands of people were healed in the first cen-
tury.  Would it not be reasonable to believe that if false
miracles were used in these “healings” that at least one
of those who was healed would confess that he was not
really healed?  The fact there are no denials or confes-
sions of fraud is proof that the healings were real.

G. The purpose of miracles:

God does nothing without a purpose.  He does not
unleash His great and powerful hand to entertain man.
J. W. McGarvey once wrote, “A miracle wrought by a
man is an exercise of divine power entrusted to the man
for some divine purpose.”20:354  There is purpose behind
the miracles of the Bible.  Therefore, when the purpose
was fulfilled the miracles ceased.

1.  Miracles were a stamp of God’s approval.  Many
of the miracles found in the Old Testament made known
that God was the only true and living God and that His
messengers were sent from Him, not Satan.  Elisha, the
successor of Elijah, was proven to be the messenger of
God by the miracles he worked (2 Kg 2).  Moses had the
witness of God with him when he showed God’s power
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over the tricks of the magicians of Egypt (Ex 7:8-13).
When these miracles had fulfilled their purpose there
was no need that they continue.  God did not have to
continually prove to Pharaoh after the Israelites were
released, that He was the only God.

2.  Miracles proved the sonship of Jesus.  Miracles
authenticated Jesus as the Son of God.  John wrote, “And
truly Jesus did many other signs in the presence of His
disciples, which are not written in this book; but these
are written that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ,
the Son of God ...” (Jn 20:30,31).  Jesus’ miracles pro-
duced faith in the minds of the beholders.  “This begin-
ning of signs Jesus did in Cana of Galilee, and mani-
fested His glory; and His disciples believed in Him” (Jn
2:11).  Nicodemus proclaimed, “Rabbi, we know that
You are a teacher come from God; for no one can do
these signs that You do unless God is with him” (Jn
3:2; see 4:48).

“But I have a greater witness than John’s,” Jesus
stated, “for the works which the Father has given Me to
finish – the very works that I do – bear witness of Me,
that the Father has sent Me” (Jn 5:36; see 6:14;
10:27,37,38; 11:15; 14:11).  When John sent his disciples
to Jesus to ask Him, “Are you the Coming One, or do we
look for another?” Jesus responded, “Go tell John the
things which you hear and see.  The blind receive their
sight and the lame walk; the lepers are cleansed and the
deaf hear; the dead are raised up and the poor have the
gospel preached to them” (Mt 11:2-6; see Lk 7:20-22).

The works of Jesus proved that He was the Son of
God and that He had the authority to forgive sins (Mt
9:6; see Mk 2:9-12; Lk 5:26).  Peter stood up on the day
of Pentecost and preached, “Men of Israel, hear these
words; Jesus of Nazareth, a Man attested by God to you
by miracles, wonders, and signs which God did through
Him in your midst, as you yourselves also know” (At
2:22).

If there was to be such a thing as a “Son of God,” it
is reasonable to believe that this “Son of God” should
have command of the environment of Deity.  The work-
ing of miracles to prove His authenticity would be nec-
essary in order that gullible men not follow after every
so-called, self-made messiah that ventured upon the stage
of history.  And certainly, history has proven God right
in making miracles the proof of His messengers.  Has
anyone, anywhere in the history of the world, worked
such works as God’s messengers in the Bible?

3.  Miracles proved that the early Christians were
of God.  Miracles that were worked by the hands of the
first century messengers of Christ testified to their com-
mission from God with the gospel of truth.  Mark recorded,

And these signs will follow those who believe; In My

name they will cast out demons; they will speak with new
tongues; they will take up serpents; and if they drink any-
thing deadly, it will by no means hurt them; they will lay
hands on the sick, and they will recover ...  And they went
out and preached everywhere, the Lord working with them
and confirming the word through the accompanying
signs.  Amen” (Mk 16:17,18,20).

The Hebrew writer also wrote, “How shall we es-
cape if we neglect so great a salvation, which at the first
began to be spoken by the Lord, and was confirmed to
us by those who heard Him, God also bearing witness
both with signs and wonders, with various miracles,
and gifts of the Holy Spirit ...” (Hb 2:3,4).  The witness
of miracles was necessary in the first century to authen-
ticate the messengers and the message.

In our courts today we produce witnesses to verify
a fact or evidence.  The reliability and character of the
witnesses plays a vital role as to the truthfulness of the
witnesses’ testimony.  Witnesses are questioned exten-
sively and put to the test by the lawyers.  After their
reliability is substantiated, and their testimony is placed
on record, they are no longer needed.  The jury does not
take the witnesses to the jury chambers in order to make
their decision.  They take the record of the trial which
contains the testimony of each witness.

So it is with God’s Word.  Who can find a flaw in
the record of the miracles the inspired writers have re-
corded for us today?  Are not Paul, Peter and John reli-
able witnesses?  Who can find fault or flaw in the life of
Jesus of Nazareth?  Miracles proved the trustworthiness
of the witnessed.  The Word of God has been confirmed
by miracles.  The facts have been established.  That which
confirmed is no longer needed.  We have the record of
testimony with which to make our decision concerning
the claim that Jesus is the Son of God.

Miracles must be defined in relation to their occur-
rence in the Bible.  Any other source used in their defi-
nition would produce both an unjust and false defini-
tion.  Miracles were not happenings of unknown natural
laws, nor were they in contradiction to natural laws.  They
were the manifestations of the working hand of God by
the setting aside of natural laws.  This manner in which
God worked in past times lies outside the scientific
method of investigation.  Therefore, scientists cannot
on a scientific basis deny the past occurrence of miracles.

Miracles of the Bible were facts but not repeatable
facts to be examined today by the scientific method.  This
does not say that God could not make Himself known
today in the same manner as He did at various times in
the past.  It does say that He has chosen not to do so.  We
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have recorded in the pages of the Bible those evidences
that are necessary to satisfy those who are hungering
and thirsting after truth.  God now wants us to focus on

His word, not miracles that He could work today.  Be-
cause we have the written word, which the early dis-
ciples did not have, we must focus on this word.

The miracle of miracles of Christianity is the
resurrection of Jesus.  Upon this event rests the exist-
ence of the church.  Christianity stands or falls upon the
fact of the resurrection.  We must say that this is the
grand miracle of all the miracles of Jesus.

Though others were resurrected by the hand of
God’s messengers, Jesus was resurrected never to suffer
physical death again.  He was raised with an immortal
body.  His same body was raised but it was changed.
John says that we will be like Him when He comes again
(1 Jn 3:2).

The following are preliminary studies which lead
us to examine theories that have been proposed to ex-
plain away the resurrection.  The resurrection is in proph-
ecy and preaching.  It is the cause of Christian belief.
Though efforts have been made to explain it away, there
still remains no denial theory that touches this great
miracle.

A. Prophecy of the resurrection:

The gospel records contain many prophecies of the
resurrection that were made during the ministry of Jesus.
These prophetic statements are commentaries on the few
Old Testament prophecies that prepared Jewish think-
ing for this great event.  A reading of Jesus’ statements
concerning His resurrection clearly manifests that He
knew exactly what He was doing, what His purpose was,
and where He was headed.

JESUS’ PROPHECY OF HIS
DEATH AND RESURRECTION

1. Jesus declared that He would be crucified (Lk 18:31-
34).

2. Jesus declared that He would arise from the dead (Mt
12:40; 16:21; 17:9,23; 20:19; 26:32; Mk 8:31; 9:10;
Lk 9:22; 18:31-34; Jn 2:19-21).

3. Jesus declared that He would rise the third day (Mt
12:40; 16:21; 17:23; 20:19; 27:63; Jn 2:19).

There are those who have claimed that Jesus’ work
upon the earth was interrupted when the Jews seized

and crucified Him.  But a clear understanding of the
gospel records certainly reveals that Jesus knew what
He was doing.  He knew the divine plan (At 2:23) and
often uttered preparatory statements to His disciples to
condition them for the final event of His death and res-
urrection (See Mt 16:21).  Thus, Jesus took Himself to
the cross.  He said, “Therefore My Father loves Me,
because I lay down My life that I may take it again.  No
one takes it from Me, but I lay it down of Myself.  I have
power to lay it down, and I have power to take it again.
This command I have received from My Father” (Jn
10:17,18).  In view of this statement of Jesus, we must
never assume that His death was accidental.  On the con-
trary, it was in His plan in order to accomplish the scheme
of redemption.

Jesus also stated that His resurrection was taught
in the Old Testament (Lk 24:44-46).  The first reference
to the resurrection is Genesis 3:15 (See Ps 49:14; 86:13;
16:8-11; At 2:24-32).  God stated that the seed of woman
would bruise the head of Satan.  Jesus did just that when
He overcame death to reign in heaven (Hb 2:14,15; Ep
1:20-23).  He bound Satan (Mt 12:29; see Jn 12:31; Cl
2:15).  He made it possible for one to overcome Satan
by obedience to the gospel (Mk 16:15,16; At 2:37,38).

B. The preaching of the resurrection:

After the resurrection, ascension and coming of the
Holy Spirit in Acts 2, the disciples openly and boldly
affirmed that Jesus had been raised.  The resurrection
was the principal theme of the apostles’ preaching.  John
Shaw wrote,

So far from being a mere accessary or appendage to
the apostolic message, a detached event added on to the
life and teaching of Jesus to assure the disciples of His
survival of death and the truth of His claim, in it [the res-
urrection] lay germanely and as in a kernel the whole gos-
pel they had to preach; so that the preaching of Christ is
for the apostles the preaching of His resurrection, and their
primary function is to be witnesses of the fact.1:4

Chapter 7

THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS
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The New Testament is saturated with teaching con-
cerning the resurrection of Jesus.  This emphasis on the
resurrection, therefore, emphasizes the fact that without the
resurrection of Jesus, there would be no church, for the
church rests on the fact that Jesus was raised from the dead
(See At 2:23,24; 3:14,15; 4:10; 5:30; Rm 1:4; 6:4-10;
8:11,34; 10:9; 1 Co 15:1-8,12-19; 2 Co 4:14; 5:15; 13:4; Gl
1:1; Ep 1:20; Ph 2:9; 3:10; Cl 2:12; 1 Th 1:10; 1 Tm 3:16).

C. The centrality of the resurrection to Christian
belief:

The importance of the resurrection in relation to
Christianity cannot be overemphasized.  If one rejects
the resurrection, he must reject the Bible and miracles.
He must reject the church.  C. Guignebert stated,

The whole of the soteriology [study of God’s redemp-
tive plan] and the essential teaching of Christianity rest
on the belief of the Resurrection, and on the first page of
any account of Christian dogma might be written as a motto
Paul’s declaration: “and if Christ be not risen, then is our
preaching vain, and your faith is also vain.”2:277

Even some of those who have a modernistic ap-
proach to Christianity have admitted that the resurrec-
tion is “decisive for the whole view of Christianity.”3:297

Anyone who has any idea of what the Bible says about
Christianity will admit the same.

The New Testament emphatically stresses the
importance of the resurrection.  Jesus was declared to
be the Son of God by the resurrection (Rm 1:4).  Jesus
was raised for our justification (Rm 4:25).  We are saved
by His resurrection (Rm 5:10).  We know the power of
God by the resurrection (Ep 1:18-20).  Christians have a
living hope of eternal life made possible by the resur-
rection (1 Pt 1:3,21).  Without the resurrection the work
of Jesus was for nothing (1 Co 15:17).  Without the res-
urrection the preaching of Christ is vain and our faith is
vain, “we are of all men most miserable” (1 Co 15:12-
19, KJV).

John S. Whale said, “Belief in the resurrection is
not our appendage to the Christian faith, it is the Chris-
tian faith.”4:312  We must remember that the “miracle of
the resurrection is a major cog in the plan of redemption
whereas the other miracles of our Lord and His disciples
are secondary and ancillary to the plan of redemp-
tion.”5:185  “It seems, therefore, that the credibility of the
whole apostolic testimony must stand or fall according
to the view we take of the resurrection.”6:85  If the resur-
rection did not occur, then the apostles have no testi-
mony.  Our faith is vain.

D. Answers to the unbelievers’ attacks against the
resurrection:

All denial theories with which the believer is con-
fronted today concerning the resurrection have actually
had their roots in modernistic attacks of long ago.  What
usually occurs today is that one of these archaic theories
is shuffled from the storeroom of past modernism, pol-
ished up, and handed to innocent minds dressed in the
garb of modern theological terminology.  It is still the
same old obsolete and answered theory.  There are few
skeptics today with original ideas concerning attacks
against the Bible, and specifically, against the resurrec-
tion of Jesus.  Nevertheless, the modernist’s attempt to
explain away the resurrection has aided in substantiat-
ing the evidence for the resurrection.  A thorough study
of these false theories enables one to be thoroughly con-
vinced that there is no reasonable attack against the res-
urrection.  The theories that have been used to deny the
event have only sharpened and tempered the evidence
for it.  Study carefully the following theories that have
been presented in the past to explain away the resurrec-
tion.

1.  The Simon Theory:  Some have gone so far in
their attempt to deny the resurrection that they have af-
firmed that Simon of Cyrene, who was compelled to bear
the cross of Jesus (Lk 23:26), was actually crucified by
mistake instead of Jesus.  The ancient Nag Hammadi
texts of Egypt, or Gnostic Texts, promoted this belief.  It
was believed that when Simon was thus crucified, Jesus
fled Palestine to die years later in obscurity.

No explanation need be made concerning this
theory if one has any knowledge of the historical records
of the crucifixion.  There were too many witnesses to
allow such a mishap.  It was a public crucifixion.  It was
a public burial.  And then, did Jesus just disappear from
sight after Simon was supposedly crucified in His place?
Surely, just one disciple would have confessed that it
was all just a lie if the early Christians were trying to
deceive the world by such a falsehood.  Also consider
the preaching of the resurrection by the disciples on the
day of Pentecost.  The body of Jesus could have been
produced to nullify their claims that Jesus was raised
from the dead.

2.  The Wrong Tomb Theory:  There are those who
have contended that when the women went to the tomb
of Jesus early on the first day of the week that they actu-
ally went in the dark to the wrong tomb.  When Jesus
was buried, their eyes were clouded by tears from weep-
ing and they supposedly did not know exactly where the
right tomb was located three days later.  When they ar-
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rived at what they thought was the correct tomb, and
being expectant about the resurrection, they simply be-
came over enthusiastic.  They ran to tell the other dis-
ciples that Jesus was not there but had been raised.  And
from that time, the disciples began preaching the resur-
rection.

There are a few facts that defuse this hypothesis.
The gospel records state that the women were at the ac-
tual tomb when Jesus was buried (Mt 27:61; Lk 23:55).
Mark records that the two Marys “beheld where he was
laid” (Mk 15:47).  Were these women at the tomb so
little time when Jesus was buried that they could not
have recognized the exact same tomb when they re-
turned?  This was a tomb of a wealthy man who had it
specifically cut out of rock for his own burial.  Was it
really that similar to the other tombs?  Were there really
all that many tombs in the area?

What about Peter and John who ran to check out
the report of the women?  Did they also go to the wrong
tomb?  When Peter and John arrived at the tomb they
found the grave clothes lying in the tomb (Jn 20:6,7).
Peter and John had found the right tomb.  There was no
mistake.  The tomb was empty.  The presence of the
grave clothes is a fatal blow to the wrong tomb theory
because the grave clothes marked the correct tomb.

If the disciples were so enthusiastic to preach the
resurrection, then why did they wait seven weeks to first
preach the resurrection on Pentecost (See At 2)?  Also,
when the enemies of Jesus heard the disciples preach-
ing the resurrection, they could have easily disproved
their claim by producing the body of Jesus.  Or, could
the enemies of Jesus also not find the right tomb?  It is
ridiculous to think that the disciples would have braved
such an adventure on the flimsy testimony of some over
excited women.  When the first persecutions became
intense, it would be reasonable to assume that at least
one disciple would have broken down and confessed the
real facts or would have gone back to Jerusalem to search
the tomb to see if it was really empty.

There is also the problem of Joseph of Arimathea.
After all, it was his tomb.  Surely he could have found
the right tomb.  And what about the Sanhedrin?  They
certainly knew where they placed the guards and could
have stopped the “resurrection rumor” once and for all.

3.  The Swoon Theory:  Frank Morison, a lawyer
who once doubted the resurrection but changed his mind
when he examined the evidence, stated, “Driven by the
immense strength and cogency of the case for the empty
tomb, the German rationalist Venturini put forward the
suggestion that Christ did not actually die upon the cross,
but fainted, and that in the cool temperature of the grave
He recovered and subsequently appeared to the dis-

ciples.”7:96  Jesus, therefore, never really died on the
cross.  The guards only thought He was dead.  He really
only swooned and later revived.

There are several problems with this theory.  The
gospel records definitely affirm that Jesus did actually
die on the cross (Mt 27:50; Mk 15:37; Lk 24:46; Jn
19:30).  The Roman soldiers at the scene made sure of it
by piercing a spear into the side of Jesus (Jn 19:34).

Could Jesus have been scourged, hanged on the
cross, pierced with a spear, deprived of food and water
for three days and still have walked for miles to Galilee
to encourage His disciples?  Would the Roman soldiers
who were entrusted with the crucifixion have made such
a foolish mistake of not making sure He was dead?  How
could Jesus have slipped by the guards at the tomb with-
out them knowing it?  Why did Jesus leave His grave
clothes in the tomb?  What happened to Jesus after the
supposed resuscitation?  How could He have disappeared
from history?  Where did He go?  Ramm rightly stated,
“The swoon-theory is an outright evasion of the record
through willful intention and without a shred of histori-
cal validation.”5:86

4.  The Hallucination Theory:  Those who espouse
the hallucination theory claim that Jesus never really
arose from the dead in the first place.  The disciples were
only hallucinating because they were excited about the
resurrection.  Machen explained the position of the crit-
ics by saying,

It was because they were so much impressed with Him
that they came to have those hallucinations.  Thus the hal-
lucinations, say the advocates of the vision hypothesis,
were merely the temporary form which was necessary in
that day and among men of that kind of education in order
that the influence of Jesus could continue to make itself
felt.8:205,206

The greatest problem with this theory is that the
disciples did not expect the resurrection.  Jesus had
told them that He would rise from the dead.  However,
after the crucifixion their general attitude could be char-
acterized by Peter’s statement, “I go a fishing” (Jn 21:3).
All their hopes of any great things were buried in a
Jerusalem tomb.  The disillusionment of the disciples
could be seen in the words of the two disciples on the
road to Emmaus after the crucifixion.  “But we were
hoping that it was He [Jesus] who was going to redeem
Israel” (Lk 24:21).  All the disciples had such a hope.
However, their hopes were dashed when Jesus was cru-
cified.  Therefore, none of them hoped for the resurrec-
tion.

The disciples did not understand Jesus’ statements
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concerning the resurrection (See Mk 9:10; Lk 18:34).
In fact, when Jesus was crucified, their hopes were com-
pletely crushed (Lk 24:21).  “If they could not envision
a crucifixion, the prelude to this rising again, surely it is
incredible that they could have foreseen and believed in
a resurrection.”9:39

The appearances of Jesus, which we will discuss
later, disprove this theory.  Jesus appeared at one time
before five hundred people (1 Co 15:6).  Did all these
witnesses hallucinate at the same time?  Hallucinations
usually go on for an extended period of time.  They ei-
ther increase in frequency until a crisis is reached or
decrease and die away.  But for a multitude of people to
have such hallucinations of Jesus, and then have the
hallucinations die away after seven weeks, would be
contrary to reason.

If the hallucinations took place immediately after
the resurrection, why did not the disciples investigate
the tomb?  When they preached the resurrection, why
did not the enemies of Jesus investigate the tomb?  Why
would the disciples face death over a hallucination?

The fact still remains that the tomb after three days
was empty.  The New Testament documents thoroughly
emphasize that Jesus was bodily raised (Lk 24:1-8; Mt
28:6; Jn 20:6-28; At 2:29-32; 10:40,41; 1 Co 15:4).
Thomas, who doubted the resurrection, did not put his
hand into a hallucination, neither did he touch the nail
prints of a hallucination (Jn 20:24-29).  If Jesus had not
been bodily resurrected, then His body would have still
been in the tomb when all the commotion was going on
after the resurrection.  Morison stated, “The vacant tomb
itself must have been the final and unanswerable objec-
tive witness.”7:116  The testimony of the disciples would
not have stood for one day if the body of Jesus was still
in the tomb.

We must also consider the testimony of the guards
of the tomb (Mt 27:62-66; 28:1-4).  Did they also hallu-
cinate?  Evidently the enemies of Jesus did not think so
for they bribed the guards to keep them quiet concern-
ing the events that took place at the tomb on the third
day (Mt 28:11-15).  If nothing had happened at the tomb,
there would have been no reason for the guards to be
bribed.

5.  The Spirit Theory:  There are some who affirm
a miracle to explain away the miracle of the resurrec-
tion.  They deny the bodily resurrection of Jesus by say-
ing that God raised only His spirit.  It is stated, “Jesus
was put to death in the flesh and was resurrected an in-
visible spirit creature: therefore the world will see him
no more.”10:43,122  And, “Jesus therefore communicated
with his disciples—we do not know how, so we call it
‘telepathy’—and caused their minds to project an appa-

rition of his body as they had known it.”11:195

As stated before, this theory purposes a miracle to
get rid of a miracle.  Tenney argued, “If it were possible
for God to implant the reality of Christ’s continuing ex-
istence and personal presence directly in the conscious-
ness of the disciples without physical intervention, the
resurrection would be no less real and no less a
miracle.”12:191

There is little difference between those who say
that Jesus appeared in a spiritual vision to His disciples
and the idea that God worked on their minds to make
them think they saw Jesus in a vision.  The same prob-
lems are involved here.  We again ask, Did Thomas put
his hand into a vision or spirit?  Did the disciples eat
with the spirit of Jesus, or a vision (At 10:40,41)?  Why
did the visions suddenly cease?  The main problem with
this theory is the body of Jesus.  If He appeared only in
spirit, or through visions, what became of His body?   The
evidence against the apostles’ preaching on Pentecost
lay only a few hundred meters from them if Jesus’ body
was still in the tomb.  Those who believe that Jesus was
raised as a spirit must ignore what He said in Luke 24:39
concerning His resurrection, “Behold My hand and My
feet, that it is I Myself.  Handle Me and see, for a spirit
does not have flesh and bones as you see I have.”

6.  The Stolen Body Theory:  By asserting the sto-
len body theory the critics have finally turned their at-
tention to dealing with the body of Jesus.  Something
happened to the body of Jesus.  If it remained in the
tomb, the apostles’ claims could surely have been dis-
proved.  Some critics say that the disciples organized
the prophecies concerning the resurrection and then
fooled all involved by stealing the body.  After their
schemes had been accomplished they began to boldly
preach that Jesus had risen from the dead.  There are
also those who claim that Joseph of Arimathea secretly
removed the body to another tomb.

One of the first problems with the stolen body
theory is the true character of Jesus and His disciples.
The stealing away of the body of Jesus and intentional
preaching of a lie is completely contradictory to all teach-
ings of Jesus and the apostles concerning honesty and
integrity.  How could the disciples preach a doctrine of
moral integrity and honesty and at the same time preach
a lie that Jesus had been raised from the dead?

The apostles never really believed that Jesus was
going to be raised in the first place.  Upon what basis,
therefore, would they have devised such a scheme?  Did
Jesus teach them a doctrine of fraud?

There is also the problem of the Roman guards and
Caesar’s official seal on the tomb.  How did the dis-
ciples get by the guards in order to steal the body?  Would
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they have risked their lives in breaking the law by break-
ing a Roman seal?  Most of the disciples fled during the
crucifixion.  How did they muster enough courage to
accomplish such an ordeal?  The very fact that the guards
and enemies of Jesus tried to cover-up the event that
Jesus had been raised is evidence that He was raised,
not stolen (Mt 28:1-15).  If Joseph of Arimathea removed
the body, certainly the guards would have known such
and reported it to the Jews.  If the Roman authorities
had removed the body, they would have claimed such
when the disciples began preaching.

There is also the problem that the disciples did not
expect the resurrection, nor did they understand Jesus
when He talked of it.  “The initial shock of Jesus’ rejec-
tion by priests and people, the disappointment occasioned
by the collapse of plans for a kingdom, and the uncer-
tainty of their personal prospects left the disciples com-
pletely bewildered and despondent.”12:134,135  When the
first reports of the resurrection came to their ears they
were critical, skeptical and doubtful (Lk 24:11,23,24,41;
Jn 20:25).  Tenney wrote, “They were unwilling to ac-
cept the testimony concerning the empty tomb them-
selves.  Only when the material evidence was supple-
mented by direct contact with the living Lord did they
acknowledge the fact that He had truly risen.”12:121  “The
unfeigned surprise and concern of the disciples are good
proof that they neither anticipated a removal nor were
party to it.”12:114

All the evidence shows that they were entirely without
motive, that they did not look for a resurrection, that they
had no opportunity to accomplish such an undertaking,
and that they were, individually and collectively, woefully
lacking in spirit for an adventure of such daring and
peril.9:46,47

The stolen body theory also has the problem of the
grave clothes.  The very orderliness of the grave clothes
is evidence against any stolen body theory (Jn 20:6,7).
Roper argued, “The very orderliness of the tomb, testi-
fied to by John proclaims the absurdity of the charge
that the body of Jesus was stolen by His disciples.”9:37

Why would the thieves take the time to straighten the
tomb and leave everything in order?  Such an operation
would surely not leave time for tidiness.

Finally, there is the problem of persecution.  When
the persecution of the church was severe, it is reason-
able to believe that if the disciples had actually stolen
the body, the knowledge of that fact would have eventu-
ally leaked out.  When the disciples faced death, we
would assume that someone would have broken down
and confessed the facts, that it was all a lie.  But they did
not.  Why?

We cannot ignore the fact of the resurrection.  The
resurrection of Jesus is the center of Christianity.  For
one to claim to be a child of God, and at the same time
deny the resurrection, as so many “theologians” do, has
to be one of the greatest spiritual and theological con-
tradictions of all time.  If God is the type of God we
claim and want Him to be, then why do we want to strip
Him of His power?  Why do some want to destroy the
validity of the great Teacher who gave divine direction
in Palestine?

The resurrection was the center of the apostle’s
preaching.  It permeated their entire lives.  It should mean
the same to us today.  Truly, “if Christ is not raised,”
our faith is vain; we are yet in our sins.  On the other
hand, since Jesus was raised we can thank God that His
Son “was declared to be the Son of God with power ...
by the resurrection from the dead ...” (Rm 1:4).

We live in a world where there is every possible
attack against the foundation upon which the church is
built.  We would expect nothing less from Satan.  God
has allowed an environment to exist in which Christians
can live in order to sharpen their intellect and emotions.
They are thus in an environment that prepares them for
faith building, and thus heaven to come.  In this envi-
ronment, therefore, we would expect that there would
be those who would deny the very foundation upon which
faith is based.

There are those who contend that “the gospels are
not biographies of Jesus written for historical purposes
by the original disciples of Jesus ....”1:2  It is contended
that the gospel records are the result of tradition.  The
early Jews only recorded the traditions of a fictitious
character called Jesus Christ to satisfy their desires for a
Messiah and Savior in a world of Roman oppression.  In
his book, Jesus and the Word, Rudolf Bultman stated, “I
do indeed think that we can now know almost nothing
concerning the life and personality of Jesus, since the

Chapter 8

THE HISTORICAL JESUS
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early Christian sources show no interest in either, are
moreover fragmentary and often legendary; and other
sources about Jesus do not exist.”2:8  This lack of confi-
dence in the historicity of Jesus has led many to ques-
tion the very existence of Jesus.  Others are more bold
than Bultman in that they say that Jesus was just a fig-
ment of the imagination of zealous Jews looking for a
messiah.  He never really existed in the first place.

In order to answer this attack against the very
foundation of Christianity, Christians must know why
they believe in Jesus.

Jesus took His disciples through stages of belief.
In the middle of His ministry and at the a time when He
turned His face toward Jerusalem, He asked them, “Who
do men say that I, the Son of Man am?” (Mt 16:13).
The disciples responded by reporting to Jesus the talk
that was circulating throughout Palestine.  “Some say
John the Baptist, some Elijah, and others Jeremiah or
one of the prophets” (Mt 16:14).  Nothing has changed
today.  Some say that Jesus was a good teacher of the
Jews.  Some say that He was a well known Rabbi.  Oth-
ers say He was a religious leader who came at the right
time in order to lead a movement of people away from
civil oppression.  Even others have affirmed that He was
a militant who instigated radical terrorism against the
Romans.  In the discussion of Matthew 16 Jesus turned
to His disciples and asked, “But who do you say that I
am?” (Mt 16:15).  Every Christian must answer this
question.  Every Christian must answer this question
because it is upon the foundation of who Jesus is that
we claim to be sons of God.  In order to present a foun-
dation upon which to answer this question, consider the
thoughts of this chapter.

A. Secular records of Jesus’ existence:

Since Jesus affected the lives of thousands of people
in the first century, then we would assume that there
would be historical records of His existence and minis-
try.  However, we must remember that Jesus lived in a
social environment that was often hostile to the early
existence of the church.  We would assume, therefore,
that there would be few records of Jesus’ life and minis-
try apart from the New Testament documents and early
church fathers who wrote in defense of Christianity.

We must also understand that Christianity was born
into a political environment which had little interest in
religion.  There would thus be no government documents
concerning the establishment and growth of Christian-
ity in a world that was more concerned with the political
battles and strifes of the Roman Empire.  We are not
surprised, therefore, to discover that government docu-

ments concerning Christianity do not exist.
On the other hand, there are several statements con-

cerning the affect of Christ and Christianity upon the
world.  One of the most important statements concern-
ing Jesus was made by Josephus in his Antiquities (XVIII,
iii,3).  Josephus lived from around A.D. 35 to A.D. 125.
He was a Jewish historian who wrote concerning the
activities of the Jews.  Though the following statement
is believed by some to have been added to his writings
by some Christian scribe, the statement does have its
support for being original with Josephus.  He recorded,

Now there was about this time Jesus, a wise man, if it
be lawful to call him a man, for he was a doer of wonder-
ful works, a teacher of such men as receive the truth with
pleasure.  He drew over to him both many of the Jews,
and many of the Gentiles,  He was [the] Christ.  And when
Pilate, at the suggestion of the principal men among us,
had condemned him to the cross, those that loved him at
the first did not forsake him; for he appeared to them alive
again the third day; as the divine prophets had foretold
these and ten thousand other wonderful things concerning
him.  And the tribe of Christians so named from him are
not extinct at this day.

Another testimony concerning Jesus was made by
Cornelius Tacitus, a Roman historian who was born
around A.D. 52-54.  In his Annuals (XV, 44) he wrote
concerning events that transpired during the reign of
Nero.  In his historical account of events concerning the
existence of Christ and Christianity, he, as a historian,
knew little of Christianity.  He wrote,

But not all the relief that could come from man, not all
the bounties that the prince could bestow, nor all the atone-
ments which could be presented to the gods, availed to
relieve Nero from the infamy of being believed to have
ordered the conflagration.  Hence, to suppress the rumor,
he falsely charged with the guilt, and punishment with the
most exquisite tortures, the persons commonly called
Christians, who were hated for their enormities.  Christus
[Christ], the founder of that name, was put to death as a
criminal by Pontius Pilate, procurator of Judea, in the reign
of Tiberius: but the pernicious superstition, repressed for
a time, broke out again, not only through Judea, where the
mischief originated, but through the city of Rome also
....20:423

There is also the statement that was made by Lucian
who wrote during the second century.  Though Lucian
wrote in a very derogatory manner concerning Christ
and Christianity in his work, The Passing of Peregrinus
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(12,13), the fact that he wrote of Christ and Christianity
is evidence that both existed.

... the man who was crucified in Palestine because he
introduced this new cult into the world ....  Furthermore,
their first lawgiver persuaded them that they are all broth-
ers one of another after they have transgressed once for
all by denying the Greek gods and by worshipping that
crucified sophist himself and living under his laws.

Pliny the younger corresponded with Trajan.  In
his letters he spoke of Christians who lived in the area
of Asia.

They affirmed, however, the whole of their guilt, or
their error, was, that they were in the habit of meeting on
a certain fixed day before it was light, when they sang in
alternate verses a hymn to Christ, as to a god, and bound
themselves by a solemn oath, not to any wicked deeds,
but never to commit any fraud, theft, or adultery, never to
falsify their word, nor to deny a trust when they should be
called on to deliver it up ....

There are numerous other witnesses of the histori-
cal existence of Jesus.  Julius Africanus, a Christian
chronographer, wrote concerning the attacks of Thallus
against Christianity.  Thallus who wrote around A.D. 52
and attempted to explain the darkness that fell over the
earth at the time of Jesus’ crucifixion (Mk 15:33).  Mara
Bar-Serapion wrote while in prison, a letter to his son,
exhorting him concerning the foolishness of persecut-
ing wise men.  He gave the example of the Jews who
executed their “king,” Mara Bar-Serapion’s reference
to Jesus.  In his writings, The Lives of the Caesars, Nero
(XVI), Suetonius stated, “Punishment [by Nero] was
inflicted on the Christians, a class of men given to a new
and mischievous superstition.”  Around A.D. 120,
Hadrian wrote of the life of Caesar Claudius.  He wrote
of the Jews’ expulsion from Rome which Luke had men-
tioned in Acts about sixty years earlier (At 18:1,2).  Even
the Jewish Talmud mentions the existence of Jesus.  If
Jesus had never existed as a historical character, then it
would certainly be interesting that all these historical
writings would be in error to state that He was a histori-
cal character.  The truth is that they are not in error.
Though the testimony concerning the existence of Jesus
is sometimes given in a derogatory manner by the en-
emies of Christianity, the fact remains that Jesus existed
as the founder of Christianity.

B. Testimony of the historicity of Jesus:

Jesus was a real person, just as Abraham Lincoln,
Socrates and Plato.  We know that historical figures ex-
isted in the past because of the testimony of others.  We
do not have to personally experience someone or some-
thing to believe that they or it existed.  We can know of
the existence of historical figures because we trust the
testimony of others who actually talked with or saw the
actual person or experienced a particular event.  Our
knowledge of and belief in human history prior to our
own existence is dependent upon the testimony of oth-
ers and the legacy that was left by those who affected
history.  We believe that Jesus was a historical character
because we believe the testimony of those who actually
talked with Him.  We believe that He existed because of
the tremendous legacy that He left with humanity.

The historian Will Durant once stated in reference
to Jesus, “That a few simple men should in one genera-
tion have invented so powerful and appealing a person-
ality, so lofty an ethic and so inspiring a vision of broth-
erhood would be a miracle far more incredible than any
recorded in the gospels.”3:557  We must confess that the
man Jesus and Christianity that have permeated all his-
tory and touched the hearts of millions could not have
been the invention of a few fishermen and traders of
ancient Palestine.  The character and impact of Jesus
was and is far too great for Him to have been the inven-
tion of men.

There is also the matter of the documents.  One
must destroy the integrity of the New Testament docu-
ments in order to do away with Jesus.  But this is not an
easy task.  The documents are historically accurate.  They
do not contradict history.  The names of governments,
kings, tetrarchs and priests are accurately named.  The
documents are consistent with one another.  They came
into existence too soon after the life of Jesus to be the
product of recorded legend.

In reference to documents, we must also add to this
list all the uninspired materials that were written con-
cerning Jesus.  The writings of the church fathers and
apologists of the second century were all based on the
existence of Christ and Christianity.  If Jesus was not a
real historical figure, then we have to explain the exist-
ence of these documents.  If Jesus was only the inven-
tion of men who sought to create a mythical figure they
would use to instigate a religious movement, we would
have to explain why this supposed mythical figure had
such great impact on society so as to generate such a
great amount of religious literature.  The point is that
the existence of the New Testament documents, as well
as the uninspired writings that were written in reference
to Christianity, cannot be explained simply on the basis
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that Jesus was the invention of religious zealots of the
first century.  The character of Jesus was too great.  His
impact was too far reaching to consider Him the simple
invention of imaginative men who were seeking for a
personality to deliver them from Roman oppression.

Jesus was a real person and He was actually raised
from the dead.  This is the only conclusion we can draw
from the information that we have at hand.  The fact that
Jesus and His resurrection were true historical events
are the only reasonable answers to the questions pre-
sented by the facts we have.  How can we explain the
gospel records without a real Jesus?  How can we
explain the existence of Christianity without a real
resurrection of Jesus?

The historical narratives and the effect of the
resurrection cannot be overlooked in any study of his-
tory.  The actual bodily resurrection of Jesus can be the
only adequate answer for the existence of the historical
evidences surrounding Christianity.  Paul affirmed that
Jesus was proved to be the Son of God by His resurrec-
tion from the dead.  He wrote that God declared Him
“to be the Son of God with Power according to the Spirit
of holiness, by the resurrection from the dead” (Rm 1:4).
Therefore, Jesus could not be what He claimed to be
without the fact of His bodily resurrection from the dead.
Clark H. Pinnock once wrote, “The resurrection is the
only hypothesis which will make peace with all the
facts.”4:99  In order to have a resurrection, there must
have been a real Jesus who died and was buried.  There-
fore, in order to affirm the historicity of Jesus and His
resurrection, we base our faith upon evidence.

1.  The evidence of documental integrity:  As pre-
viously stated, the critic must destroy the historical ac-
curacy and integrity of the gospel records, the book of
Acts and the New Testament as a whole in his effort to
discredit the resurrection and historicity of Jesus.  How-
ever, there is no historical record – if we look at the
New Testament just as any other historical record – that
surpasses the New Testament in accuracy and integrity.
It is yet to be proven inaccurate in accounting historical
facts.  Bruce stated,

The evidence for our New Testament writings is ever
so much greater than the evidence for many writings of
classical authors, the authenticity of which no one dreams
of questioning.  And if the New Testament were a collec-
tion of secular writings, their authenticity would gener-
ally be regarded as beyond all doubt.5:15

There are other historical records than simply the
New Testament document that confirm Jesus and Chris-
tianity.  Critics must face the voice of the numerous ac-

counts of the resurrection found in the writings of the
Apostolic Fathers and other ancient historical records.
It is admitted that these are secondary witnesses to the
resurrection and life of Jesus, that is, their testimony is
partially based upon the New Testament.  However, such
witnesses offer proof that the belief in Jesus and His
resurrection was proclaimed to thousands of people in
the first two centuries A.D.  This was not, therefore, the
belief of a small obscure sect of Christians.

2.  The evidence of the appearances:  We must not
discount the evidence of those who saw Jesus after His
resurrection.  The concept of a resurrected individual is
surely something that would be considered unusual in a
religion.  Christians affirm that their religion is based on
the fact of the resurrection of Jesus.  In order to be proved,
a resurrection demands appearances.  The following is a
list of recorded appearances of Jesus after His resurrec-
tion.

THE APPEARANCES
AFTER THE RESURRECTION

1. He appeared to the women who came to the tomb early
on the first day of the week (Mt 28:1-10).

2. He appeared to Mary Magdalene (Jn 20:11-18; Mk
16:9-11).

3. He appeared to Peter (Lk 24:34; 1 Co 15:5).
4. He appeared to two disciples on the road to Emmaus

(Lk 24:13-35; Mk 16:12,13).
5. He appeared to ten apostles when Thomas was absent

(Jn 20:19-25).
6. He appeared to the apostles when Thomas was present

(Jn 20:26-29).
7. He appeared to the disciples in Galilee while they were

fishing (Jn 21:1-23).
8. He appeared to five hundred disciples at one time (1

Co 15:6).
9. He appeared to James (1 Co 15:7).
10. He appeared to the apostles on the Mount of Olives

prior to His ascension to heaven (Lk 24:50-52; At 1:3-
10).

11. Finally, He appeared to Saul of Tarsus on the road to
Damascus (At 9:1-9; 1 Co 15:8).

Concerning the appearances, R. C. Foster wrote,
“The appearances of Jesus occurred over such an ex-
tended period and in so many different places and to so
many people that the positive evidence is overwhelm-
ing.”6:259  Jesus appeared to one person at a time.  He
appeared to multitudes.  His appearances are positive
evidence of His resurrection.

We must not forget that the appearances were neces-
sary.  If Jesus had not appeared, the disciples would have
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always been in doubt as to what really happened to the
body of Jesus.  They checked the tomb thoroughly (Lk
24:24; Jn 20:6,7).  Jesus was not there.  The appear-
ances answered their questions.  Jesus had been raised.

Some have said that the resurrection was a legend,
or myth developed over a period of years.  But such can-
not be the case.  The resurrection was not something
that developed over a period of many years.  The dis-
ciples were convinced by the appearances overnight.
Anderson correctly stated, “It seems meaningless, there-
fore, to speak of legends when we are dealing, not with
stories handed down from generation to generation, but
accounts given by the eyewitnesses themselves or at-
tributed to them while they were still present to confirm
or deny them.”7:91

When Paul stated that Jesus had appeared to over
five hundred people at one time he knew that some were
still alive who could deny his claim (1 Co 15:6).  If the
resurrection was a legend, he knew they could call it a
legend, and thus falsify this testimony.  Why would we
need witnesses of a legend?  A legend is a legend be-
cause it is accepted as such by all who know of it.  “The
utter simplicity of the predictions and of the records of
the fulfillment, immediately sets them apart from any
efforts of invention by a forger.  No one writing a fairy
tale could ever have been satisfied with such eager and
matter-of-fact details.”6:258,259

Legends develop as men add pieces of information
to the initial concepts of the legend.  Therefore, as time
passes, the legend becomes more complex as following
generations add their bits of information to the original
legend.  However, with Christianity this is different.  If
the resurrection story is legend, then the oldest docu-
ments reporting it would be the most incomplete.  But
such is not the case.  The oldest and more ancient docu-
ments are the most complete in reference to the facts.
The documents of Matthew, Mark, Luke and John are
the documents that go into great detail concerning the
resurrection of Jesus.

3.  The evidence of the cover-up:  The denial of
the priests and their bribing of the guards is also evi-
dence of the resurrection (Mt 28:11-15).  If this was the
only account that related to us the events around the tomb
on the third day we would certainly suspect that this
was a “cover up” of what actually took place.  Would
we not grow suspicious if we were told by one of the
guards that the disciples stole the body of Jesus?

The very fact that the Roman officials did not try
to avenge the many broken laws of the trial, and espe-
cially the breaking of the Roman seal on the tomb, is
evidence that someone was trying to “hush up” the inci-
dent.  Obviously, the events of the third day would be

embarrassing to the Roman government, and specifically,
the guards.  They just could not keep a dead body in a
tomb, even with a large stone before the door, a Roman
seal on it, and guards themselves protecting the entrance.
No wonder there are no Roman records concerning the
crucifixion.  The Jews, no doubt, took every precaution
to keep the events of the resurrection silent.  But such
only adds to our evidence in support of the actual event.
Fairbrain stated, “The silence of the Jews is as signifi-
cant as the speech of the Christian.”7:17

4.  The evidence of transformed lives:  How are
we going to explain the sudden change in the lives of
Peter, Saul and the rest of the disciples without Jesus
and His resurrection?  “Something came into the lives
of these very simple and ordinary people,” writes
Morison, “which transformed them out of all simili-
tude.”8:104  W. H. Thomas wrote,

The mere removal of the body from the grave could
never have transformed their spirits and characters.  Three
days are not enough for a legend to spring up which should
so affect them.  Time is needed for a process of legendary
growth.  There is nothing more striking in the history of
primitive Christianity than this marvelous change wrought
in the disciples by a belief in the resurrection of their
Master.  It is a psychological fact that demands a full ex-
planation.9:2567

The appearances were convincing.  The evidence
was unshakable.  The disciples believed.  They were
willing to go to the grave for their belief.  This sudden
and extreme transformation in their lives cannot be ex-
plained without the existence of a real Jesus and His
resurrection from the dead.

The motives which influenced them, in declaring this
truth could have been of no ordinary character, since their
attestation involved the sacrifice of every worldly inter-
est.  And not only this, but they were assured by the Sav-
ior that, for this very cause, they would be put to death.
He told Peter that this cause would one day cost him his
life.10:324

Retaining one’s belief under persecution does not
prove that one is believing the right thing.  However,
persecution does prove the intensity by which one be-
lieves.  The disciples’ persecution for their beliefs was
the true test of their belief and change in their lives.
Joseph Beet accurately explained,

If Christ rose, we can understand how Paul’s contact
with Christians while dragging them before courts of law
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could help his conversion.  For, we can easily conceive
that, as he listened to their straightforward statements of
fact, and possibly to their account of the teaching of Christ,
he would find it more and more difficult to resist the accu-
mulating evidence that the Crucified One was indeed the
hoped-for Deliverer.11:122

One law of psychology is that the human mind of a
sane person does not transform itself overnight.  If a
man is dedicated to a certain philosophy of life today, he
will undoubtedly have the same convictions tomorrow.
But how are we going to explain the sudden change in
the lives of so many after the resurrection?  The dis-
ciples could not have dreamed up the resurrection and
began to boldly proclaim it so soon after the crucifixion
without some supernatural intervention.  “After Calvary,”
wrote Hobbs, “they were a frightened, discouraged, and
disorganized band of frustrated men.  At Pentecost, and
beyond, they were a courageous group with a message
and a master.”7:24  What happened between Calvary and
Pentecost?  “Whence cometh such phenomenon?  Length
of time to produce such a change out of their educa-
tional background simply was not available.  But the
fact of that change in a very short moment of time stands
historically immutable.”8:12  The answer is that they had
been with Jesus, and had experienced His death and res-
urrection.

5.  The evidence of growth:  How shall we account
for the rapid growth of the church after the crucifixion
without a real Jesus and a real resurrection?  The rapid
growth of Christianity in itself is a key evidence that
supports its supernatural origin.  But if we subtract Jesus
as a historical character and the resurrection as a histori-
cal fact, we are left without any adequate explanation
for such a phenomenal growth of religious belief.  Beet
stated that Christianity “gained in a few weeks thou-
sands of adherents in the town in which Christ died,
spread in a few years throughout the Roman Empire,
and ultimately changed the face of the world.”11:85

Machen added,

But it [Christianity] spread like wildfire.  In a few de-
cades at the most it was firmly planted in the chief cities
of the civilized world and in Rome itself.  After a lapse of
less than three centuries it conquered the Roman Empire.
Incalculable has been its influence upon the whole history
of the world.12:202

For such growth, there must be an explanation.
Only the existence of a real Jesus and His bodily resur-
rection can be that explanation.  Supernatural presence
is the only thing sufficient enough to explain the change

in the disciples’ lives and the spread of the church.
Anderson stated, “The triumphant faith and witness of
the first generation of Christians ... is inexplicable ex-
cept on the basis of their conviction that the one whom
they had come to accept as the promised Messiah, ...
had in fact triumphed over death and the grave.”7:85

Tenney wrote, “... the rise and growth of the church can-
not be adequately explained apart from the resurrec-
tion.”13:140  It “is the faith in the resurrection of Christ
which explains the existence of the Christian
church.”14:141  “In other words, the survival and spread
of Christianity cannot with any likelihood be explained
except on the supposition that Christ rose from the
dead.”11:125  Without the resurrection, “Christianity as a
religion would never have begun to exist.”14:n.p.  “The
truth,” wrote Machen, “is that the origin of the Church
in Jerusalem is explicable if Jesus really rose from the
dead, and it is not explicable if He did not rise.”12:214

Mead concluded,

The energetic belief in Christ’s resurrection is satis-
factorily explained only by the hypothesis that the resur-
rection was a fact.  This hypothesis explains everything—
the sudden transformation of the disciples into renewed
cheerfulness and courage; the unanimity of historical
records and the traditional belief; the admitted absence of
the body of Jesus from the grave.  In short, all that we
know about the circumstance is intelligible on the suppo-
sition of the fact of the resurrection, while every other
supposition involves the most arbitrary and improbable
conjectures.16:196,197

We must conclude that God left more than enough
evidence to support the historicity of Jesus and His
resurrection from the dead.  “Indeed taking all the evi-
dence together,” said Brocke F. Westcott, “it is not too
much to say that there is no single historic incident bet-
ter or more variously supported than the resurrection of
Christ.”17:137  Jesus was real.  His resurrection was real.
The evidence is sufficient; it is convincing enough for
the unbiased observer.  We have the records; they are
accurate.  We have the testimony of the witnesses; their
credibility is unquestionable.  We have the history of
those who believed; their multiplication of converts is
inexplicable without Jesus and the resurrection.  Tho-
mas Arnold concluded,

The evidence for our Lord’s life and death and resurrec-
tion may be, and often has been, shown to be satisfactory;
this is good according to the common rules for distinguish-
ing good evidence from bad.  Thousands and tens of thou-
sands of persons have gone through it piece by piece, as
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carefully as every judge summing up on a most important
case.  ... I know of no one fact in the history of mankind
which is proved by better and fuller evidence of every
sort, to the understanding of a fair inquirer, than the great
sign which God hath given us that Christ died and rose
again from the dead.18:324

Religions that have been the invention of man can
stand on the foundation of the intensity of the adherents
self-deception of any particular religion.  There are a
host of these religions throughout the world.  Therefore,
one can be religious without a resurrection of the founder
of the religion.  However, when one considers the na-
ture and claims of Christ and Christianity, the resurrec-
tion is paramount to the existence of the faith.  Jesus
was proved to be the Son of God by His resurrection
from the dead.  Christians believe that Jesus is the Son
of God, and thus there can be no Christianity without
the fact of the resurrection of Jesus from the dead.  Any
group of religionists who claim to have fellowship in
the Christian community, and yet, do not believe in the
resurrection of Jesus from the dead, have no connection
with either Jesus or the church.  The resurrection of Jesus
from the dead in order to prove that He was the Son of
God is so central to Christianity that no one can claim
any part of Christ without belief in the resurrection.

Jesus was proved by the resurrection to be more
than just a good moral teacher of the first century.  If the
resurrection proves anything, it proves that He was be-
yond that—beyond just human.  And because of that
proof every man must choose his stand.  Either one
shakes loose from the shackles of skepticism and bows
in humble obedience to the Son of God, or he refuses to
recognize the evidence, and thus continues in unbelief.
The evidence is too strong to be passed off as either
insufficient or unreliable.  No one can simply ignore
Jesus.  One must make a decision concerning the facts.
He can ignore the facts.  He can be prejudiced against
Christians.  However, the facts are so strong for belief
in Jesus, he must make a decision concerning Jesus.  The
decision one makes will affect not only his life in the
world, but also his eternity.  C. S. Lewis correctly con-
cluded,

A man who was merely a man and said the sort of
things Jesus said would not be a great moral teacher.  He
would either be a lunatic—on a level with the man who
says he is a poached egg—or else he would be the Devil
of Hell.  You must make your choice.  Either this man
was, and is, the Son of God: or else a madman or some-
thing worse.  You can shut Him up for a fool, you can spit
on Him and kill Him as a demon; or you can fall at His

feet and call Him Lord and God.  But let us not come with
any patronizing nonsense about Him being a great human
teacher.  He has not left that open to us.  He did not intend
to.19:56
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Book 28

Luke’s Historical Defense Of Christianity

The New Testament is the inspired word of God.  The books of Luke, John and Acts were written
from the viewpoint of being an apologetic of Christianity.  Specifically, Acts was written from the
view that the growth of the early church as a result of convicted lives is an apologetic evidence that
Christianity originated from God.  The transformed and committed lives of the early disciples can
be answered only by the fact that they actually experienced the supernatural intervention of God in
their lives.  The rapid growth of the church throughout the early world can be explained only if the
early members of the church experienced the miraculous work of God.  The major part of the
document of Acts was written as a defense for the apostle Paul who was on trial for his life before
Caesar.  It is interesting, therefore, to see how Luke writes this defense in order to substantiate
Paul’s innocence because he actually experienced the work of God in his life.

The beliefs and behavior of the apostle Paul were
the occasion for God to prove before the world the va-
lidity of the Christian religion.  As we investigate the
document that is referred to as Acts, an obvious defense
is made for Christian belief.  There has been much specu-
lation concerning the purpose for which Luke wrote.
However, one thing is clear.  The document closes with
Paul in Rome to appear for his life before a government
that had little knowledge of Christianity nor concern for
religious matters.  Nero was Caesar at the time the docu-
ment closes, and thus, tension against Jews was mount-
ing in these final days of the Jewish State that would be
finally destroyed in A.D. 70.  Specific persecution was
soon to be launched against Christians as Nero mentally
digressed in his obsession against all Christians.

It is my belief that Acts was written to be an apolo-
getic, a defense of Christianity.  However, we are not
sure who Theophilus was to whom the epistle was di-
rectly addressed.  He was the “Most Excellent”
Theophilus, a title that was given to someone of official
status.  Allow me the assumption, therefore, to affirm
that the document was addressed to the Most Excellent
Theophilus for a defense on behalf of Paul.  With this
assumption I set forth the following outline of arguments
that Luke covers in the document of Acts.

We must not assume that Paul is in Rome by acci-
dent or even by his own choice.  Before his appearances
began before the Roman courts in Palestine and Rome,
God assured Paul that He must stand before all Rome
and testify to the validity of Christianity.  On his last trip
to Jerusalem the Lord came to him in a vision and said,

“Be of good cheer, Paul; for as you have testified for
Me in Jerusalem, so you must also bear witness at Rome”
(At 23:11).  Paul had this vision in mind when he appeal-
ed to Caesar in Felix’s court (At 25:11,12).  We assume,
therefore, that it was God who wanted Christianity to
stand trial before Rome’s highest court.  The plan was
not of Paul.

On his way to Rome, God sent an angel to Paul
during his stormy journey.  The angel said, “Do not be
afraid, Paul, you must be brought before Caesar ...”
(At 27:24).  It was God’s plan, therefore, to use Paul as
the occasion to have Christianity tried before the high-
est court of the world.  We must not overlook the point
that Paul’s life was under the direction of the Holy Spirit
(See At 16:6,7).  Though misfortune came his way on
several occasions, God was using the wickedness of men
to accomplish His purposes.  God led Paul throughout
the central part of the Roman Empire.  He did this in
order to produce historical cases that would later be used
in court to prove that Christianity is the true religion
revealed from God.  Therefore, Paul was in Rome in
Acts 28 because God led him there.  We must assume,
therefore, that God led him there for a special purpose.

Realizing the significance and opportunity of Chris-
tianity appearing on trial before the world, Luke clearly
and meticulously covered all the necessary evidence for
his beloved friend Paul who was on trial.  In particular,
the Holy Spirit moved Luke’s hand to write a defense
for Christianity that would be available for all time.  With
this purpose assumed, the document of Acts is primarily
understood as a defense of Christianity on behalf of Paul.

Luke’s Historical Defense Of Christianity
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I understand that Luke was not making a point by
point outline of his defense.  He was writing as a histo-
rian.  He desired first to give Theophilus a chronologi-
cal history of the origin and growth of the Christian
movement (See Lk 1:1-4; At 1:1-3).  In the treaties of
both Luke and Acts, however, Luke gave an answer for
every argument the Roman Court would make against
the Christian faith.  We sift through the document of
Acts, therefore, outlining some of those key arguments
that Luke used in defense of Paul and Christianity be-
fore the Roman Court and World Court of history since
then.

We must keep in mind that Paul and his faith are
being presented before an unbelieving court in Rome
that had little, or no knowledge of Christianity.  If we
place ourselves in the seats of the judge or judges that
would hear this case, we can understand why Luke took
special care to write the defense documents.  Luke sought
to give a detailed history of the movement of Christianity.
In this historical account, however, he sought to present
answers to all the accusations or arguments that have
been made against Jesus and Christianity.

When Paul arrived in Rome, the Jews with whom
he met stated, “But we desire to hear from you what you
think; for concerning this sect, we know that it is spo-
ken against everywhere”  (At 28:22).  One can only
imagine the twisted tales that were gossiped in the streets
of Rome concerning Jesus and Christians.  We would
also wonder what was going on in the minds of the Ro-
man Court judges.  Roman judges would have little con-
cern for religion.  Since Christianity was a religion spo-
ken against in many places by religious people, we could
justly assume that they would have an assortment of
questions for the first Christian who would stand before
them.

We would also assume that the rumors that had
come to the ears of Roman judges would most certainly
be distorted.  There were possibly distorted accounts
circulated that confused Theophilus (See Lk 1:1).  Luke’s
objective, therefore, was to  present a clear case of facts

that proved the Christian movement and Christian be-
lief.  The documents of Luke and Acts, therefore, mani-
fested the nature of one clarifying misunderstandings
concerning Christianity.

Some of the more obvious questions the Court
might ask are covered in detail throughout the remain-
der of this book.  These are questions the Holy Spirit
knew the Roman Court might ask during Paul’s trial.
However, these were also questions that the World Court,
since the beginning of the church, have also asked.  It is
for this reason, that the document of Acts is one of the
greatest defenses of Christianity.

We will use the word “Christianity” in the follow-
ing material to refer to the belief or faith of the Way (the
church).  This is the truth that was revealed to man by
God.  The word “church” is the community of believers
who have been separated from the world by their belief
and obedience to the lordship of Jesus by immersion for
remission of sins.  As a generic term, therefore, the word
Christianity refers to the belief and behavior of the
church.

We will also assume that Theophilus has only the
inspired documents of Luke and Acts.  Therefore, the
material for arguments must come only from these two
documents.  In the following material I will restrict the
arguments to the material of Acts.  I will do this simply
because we would prove the truth of the Christian faith
by the nature of the church that responded to the Son-
ship of Jesus.  Several arguments in Acts are unique.
Therefore, we will concentrate on organizing these ar-
guments in order to highlight Luke’s defenses.  Once
we do this, then we will view the book of Acts from a
different point of interpretation.  Luke was not concerned
with writing a simple history of the early church.  His
purpose goes beyond being a historian.  He writes as an
apologist to defend Christianity as the only true faith.
The following are the major defenses that I believe Luke
made in Acts in order to defend Christianity on behalf
of Paul.

We would assume that the world would launch
countless accusations against the church in its early be-
ginnings.  False accusations were made against Jesus.
We would not consider it strange, therefore, to assume
that false accusations would be made against His body.

One of Satan’s clever attacks against the work of God
has always been to raise up those who would blaspheme
both the name of God and the work of God.  When the
church was established and began its early spread across

Chapter 1

THE PROOF OF ANSWERED ACCUSATIONS

THE TRIAL BEGINS
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the Roman Empire, we would assume that Satan would
work so as to distort and twist reports concerning the
nature of Christianity.  We could certainly assume that
these reports had reached Rome long before Paul’s ar-
rival.  Therefore, in his preparation for Paul’s defense,
Luke wrote his defense so as to answer false accusa-
tions that had been made against Christianity.  The con-
tents of this chapter give a brief summary of these de-
fenses that Luke makes in order to answer the accusa-
tions that were made against the church in its early
growth throughout the Roman Empire.

A. Christianity is not a sect of Judaism.

Luke assumes that the Roman court would ques-
tion,

We have heard that Christianity originated from Juda-
ism.  Therefore, why should we not believe that Chris-
tianity is just another sect of Judaism as the Pharisees,
Sadducees, and especially, the militant Zealots who seek
to rebel against Rome?

The Jews in Rome were far removed from the
events of Christianity in Palestine.  Therefore, when Paul
arrived in Rome, they were interested in what he had to
say.  They said, “But we desire to hear from you what
you think; for concerning this sect, we know that it is
spoken against everywhere” (At 28:22).  On the other
hand, the Jews in Palestine who knew Paul, accused him
of being a ringleader of the “Christian sect.”  Tertullus
falsely accused Paul before Felix, “For we have found
this man a plague, a creator of dissension among all the
Jews throughout the world, and a ringleader of the sect
of the Nazarenes” (At 24:5).  It seems that the farther
one was from Rome the more distorted the information
became.  One can only imagine the misconceptions that
were in the minds of the Roman Court before whom
Paul would have his case presented.  Everything they
had heard about Christians was certainly a distortion of
what was actually true.

It was Luke’s task, therefore, to present to the Ro-
man Court adequate information that would clarify Paul’s
Christian beliefs, as well as, the belief and behavior of
all Christians.  It was a common misconception among
Roman rulers that Christianity was only a sect of Juda-
ism.  To such uninformed rulers this would be a natural
misconception.  They knew little or nothing about Jesus
or Christianity.  Throughout Luke’s defense, therefore,
a clear statement is made that Christianity was not a sub-
versive or heretical split from the Jewish religion.  Tho-
ugh Jesus and Christianity arose out of the Jewish na-

tion, it was a prophesied movement that was based upon
a prophesied Messiah.  The church, therefore, was not
the invention of men, but the fulfillment of Old Testa-
ment prophecy.

1.  The Old Testament Scriptures prophesied of
the Messiah.  Jewish Scripture (the Old Testament)
prophesied that the light of the gospel should go to all
nations.  This would include the Gentiles.  In quoting
Isaiah 42:6 (see Is 49:6), Paul stated, “I have set you to
be a light to the Gentiles ...” (At 13:46,47).  The early
Jewish Christian evangelists, as Paul, turned to the Gen-
tiles, not only because of prophecy, but also because of
Jewish opposition to the gospel event.  Paul quoted Old
Testament prophecy to the Jews in Rome concerning
Israel’s rejection of the gospel.  “Go to this people and
say: ‘Hearing you will hear, and shall not understand;
and seeing you will see, and not perceive; for the heart
of this people has grown dull’.” (At 28:25-27; see Is
42:1,6; 49:6).  Since prophets prophesied that Christian-
ity would bring hope to all nations, it cannot be said that
Christianity was a sect of Judaism.

The concept of a sect assumes that there was dis-
sension among those of the group from which the sect
has divided.  However, Christianity cannot be a sect sim-
ply because it was in the plan of God to build the church
upon the messiahship and sonship of Jesus (Mt 16:13-
19).

Luke argues that Christianity was a prophesied
movement that would originate from the Jewish nation
because the Messiah would come from Israel.  How-
ever, it was a movement to all nations of the world.  Paul’s
calling and life only manifested what God had always
intended.  And what God intended to happen was that
the apostles be witnesses of Jesus “in Jerusalem, and in
all Judea and Samaria, and to the end of the world”
(At 1:8; see Mt 28:19,20; Mk 16:15).

2.  The Jews opposed the church.  The early dis-
ciples were regularly opposed by the Jews.  Luke records
that, “they opposed the things spoken by Paul” (At
13:45).  Paul said that since “you reject it [the gospel],
and judge yourselves unworthy of everlasting life, be-
hold, we turn to the Gentiles” (At 13:46).  In fact, the
Jews “raised up persecution against Paul and Barna-
bas, and expelled them from their region” (At 13:50).
In Corinth also, the Jews “opposed him and blasphemed”
(At 18:6).  Again Paul said, “From now on I will go to
the Gentiles” (At 18:6).  The synagogue of Jews in Ephe-
sus was no different.  Luke recorded that “some were
hardened and did not believe, but spoke evil of the Way
before the multitude ...” (At 19:9).

Christianity was not a part of Judaism as the sect
of Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes or Zealots.  The vast
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majority of national Israel, or Judaism, totally rejected
Jesus as their Messiah.  They crucified Jesus (At 2:36;
3:14,15).  In fact, the religious rulers of Jerusalem com-
manded the apostles “not to speak at all nor teach in the
name of Jesus” (At 4:17).  Luke thus argues, How could
Christianity be a sect of a religion that so vehemently
fought against it?  Christianity, therefore, was not just
another sect of Judaism.  Christians, including Paul, be-
lieved what they did because of the fulfillment of proph-
ecy and the miraculous events surrounding one called
Jesus.

B. Christianity is not an insurrectionist movement
against Rome.

Luke assumes that the Roman court would question,

There are many Jews who are creating insurrectionist
movements in Palestine.  Christians are said to be caus-
ing havoc throughout the Empire.  Therefore, are not
Christians just another group of insurrectionists?

Luke knew the emotions of the Romans against
insurrectionist Jews.  Rome had put down numerous
Jewish rebellions in the years preceding the coming of
Jesus.  There were the two cases of Theudas and Judas.
Theudas led a group of four hundred men in rebellion
(At 5:34-36).  The Romans killed him and all his fol-
lowers.  There was also Judas who rose up during the
Roman census in Galilee (At 5:37).  He and his follow-
ers were also dispersed.  Then there was “the Egyptian”
who led a group of four thousand insurrectionists out
into the wilderness (At 21:38).

Jewish defiance of Roman law permeated the Em-
pire, especially the region of Palestine where the Jews
despised Roman occupation.  Luke assumes, therefore,
that Paul’s Roman Court would be viewing him as just
another Jewish zealot as Theudas, Judas, or “the Egyp-
tian” who sought rebellion against Roman law.  Through-
out the book of Acts, therefore, he is careful to show
that Christianity was not a sect of Judaism.  He proves
this point with several defenses that manifest that Chris-
tians were good citizens of the Roman Empire.

In Acts 3:13 Luke reminded the world that even
the Roman appointed governor in Palestine, Pilate,
sought to release Jesus during the trials of Jesus.  Luke
recorded, “The God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the
God of our fathers, glorified His Servant Jesus, whom
you delivered up and denied in the presence of Pilate,
when he was determined to let Him go.”    Jesus did not
die on the cross because He had committed a crime
against the Roman Empire.  He died because of a politi-

cal move of Pilate who bowed to the pressure of a riot-
ous mob of Jews in Jerusalem.  Therefore, Luke wants
to remind us that Jesus and those who followed Him
were good citizens.  They were good citizens, and thus,
not insurrectionists against the Roman government or
any other government of the world.

1.  Paul was an obedient citizen.  Luke defends
Paul as an obedient Roman citizen.  He contends that
Paul did not break any Roman law.  The accusations
against him which eventually landed him in Rome was
the result of antagonistic Jews who falsely accused him.
On behalf of Paul, Claudius Lysias, Rome’s commander
in Jerusalem, wrote to Felix, Rome’s appointed gover-
nor in Caesarea, “I found out that he [Paul] was accused
concerning questions of their [Jews’] law, but had noth-
ing charged against him worthy of death or chains”
(At 23:29).  Before Festus, Paul maintained, “Neither
against ... Caesar have I offended in anything at all”
(At 25:8).  Festus thus said to King Agrippa concerning
Paul, “... I found that he had committed nothing worthy
of death ...” (At 25:25).  Felix even confided in King
Agrippa concerning Paul, “When the [Jewish] accusers
stood up, they brought no accusation against him of
such things as I supposed” (At 25:28).  After Agrippa
had heard Paul’s defense, even he said, “This man is
doing nothing worthy of death or chains” (At 26:31).
Felix had assumed that Paul had broken Roman law.  But
such was not the case.  In Rome Paul affirmed to the
Jews that the Romans had found no fault in him.  When
the Roman Court in Palestine examined him, Paul said,
“They wanted to let me go, because there was no cause
for putting me to death” (At 28:18).

Luke’s argument is that Rome’s highest courts in
Palestine could find no valid case where Paul had bro-
ken Roman law.  Luke argues that Paul is now in Rome
in Acts 28 without having any valid accusation made
against him for violating Roman law.  Paul’s custody by
Rome, therefore, is not based on violation of Roman law,
but is the result of antagonistic Jews who falsely ac-
cused him.

2.  Paul was obedient to Jewish customs.  Though
Paul taught that the Old Testament law was fulfilled in
Christ, He did not teach against Jewish customs and tra-
ditions.  He did not so teach as long as those customs
and traditions were not made a religious matter to be
bound upon either Jews or Gentiles.

Paul affirmed to the Jews in Rome, “Men and breth-
ren, though I have done nothing against our people or
the customs of our fathers, yet I was delivered as a pris-
oner from Jerusalem into the hands of the Romans” (At
28:17).  Luke quoted the scribes’ statement concerning
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Paul while he was before the Sanhedrin in Palestine.
“We find no evil in this man; but if a spirit or an angel
has spoken to him, let us not fight against God” (At
23:9).  Paul had always maintained, “Neither against
the law of the Jews nor against the temple, nor against
Caesar have I offended in anything at all” (At 25:8).

Even the Roman rulers in Palestine recognized that
the accusations against Paul had originated from the
Jews’ opinion that Paul was teaching against Jewish
customs and their law.  When Festus laid Paul’s case
before Agrippa, he informed Agrippa that the Jews had
questions against Paul “about their own religion and
about one, Jesus, who had died, whom Paul affirmed to
be alive” (At 25:19).  It took false witnesses by the Jews
to bring accusation against Stephen concerning his break-
ing of Jewish law.  The Jews accused, “This man
[Stephen] does not cease to speak blasphemous words
against this holy place and the law” (At 6:13).  In the
same way the Jews falsely accused Paul.  But Paul said
to Felix, “And they neither found me in the temple dis-
puting with anyone nor inciting the crowd, either in the
synagogues or in the city.  Nor can they prove the things
of which they now accuse me” (At 24:12,13).  Paul stood
innocent concerning the accusation that he taught Jews
to forsake their customs.  He and the early church only
taught that such customs could not be bound as religious
law (See At 15:24,28).

Luke’s defense is to explain Paul’s behavior in
ministering to the Gentiles.  He presents the words of
Paul who gives the real reason why the Jews are so
against him.  Paul had preached to the “Gentiles that
they should repent, turn to God, and do works befitting
repentance.  For these reasons the Jews seized me in the
temple and tried to kill me” (At 26:20,21).  The root of
the problem, therefore, was the Jews’ disgust against Paul
for his ministry to the Gentiles.  For this reason they
opposed him everywhere he went.  They have opposed
Christianity throughout the world.  When men are preju-
diced against a religious belief, their opposition is mani-
fested not by resorting to the Scriptures, but by lodging
false accusations against those they oppose.  It is not an
uncommon thing for God’s evangelists to be accused of
violating customs of a particular country in which they
are working.  The religious leaders of such countries
often bring false accusations against those they oppose.
It is not their purpose to use their Bibles, but to use false
accusations against those they oppose.

C. Christianity is not a political movement.

Luke assumes that the Roman court would ques-
tion,

We hear that some say Jesus is the ‘King of the Jews.’
Jews are seeking independence from Roman occupation
of Palestine.  Is not this Christianity, therefore, another
political movement with Jesus as king to free Palestine of
Roman control?

Luke assumes that it had surely been rumored in
Rome that one called Jesus among the Jews had claimed
to be “a political king of the Jews.”  One could imagine
Rome’s apprehension about such an earthly king lead-
ing another group of insurrectionists in Palestine.  Even
Claudius Lysias, who was Rome’s commander in Pales-
tine, was paranoid about insurrectionist political groups.
He had presumed that Paul was an Egyptian who had
led four thousand Jews into the wilderness (At 21:38).
However, Paul was not the leader of such a group.

The King of Christianity, Luke defended, had as-
cended to the right hand of God in heaven (At 2:25).
This was according to God’s promise to Israel in the
Old Testament (Ps 16:8-11).  This promise was fulfilled
in Jesus who never intended to rule on earth.  Heaven
would be and was His throne (At 2:30-35; Hb 8:1).

Luke’s defense is that the “kingdom of heaven,” as
opposed to the nationalistic desires of the Jews, was not
of this world (Lk 17:20,21; Jn 8:36-38).  When Paul
preached concerning the “kingdom of heaven,” there-
fore, he was not talking about an earthly uprising against
Roman authority (See 28:23,31).  The  kingdom reign
of Jesus was within the hearts of men who had submit-
ted to the lordship of Jesus (2:36).

Since the kingdom was not of this world, but in the
hearts of man, Rome should not be concerned about
Christians leading a Jewish movement to liberate the
Jewish nation from Roman domain.  Any insurrectionist
movements that might occur in Palestine would origi-
nate from nationalistic Jewish extremists.  Such move-
ments would not come from Christians who promoted
submission to civil law in order that they live in peace
(See Rm 13:1-6).

We could certainly make some most reasonable
postulations here.  It was God who worked in the life of
Paul so as to get Christianity on trial before the Roman
Court (At 23:11).  It was God who also knew the com-
ing destruction of national Israel in A.D. 70 by Roman
armies.  Before this final devastation of Rome upon
Jerusalem and the Jewish insurrections, God wanted
Rome to know where Christians stood.  They had no
part with liberationist Jewish zealots who sought to mili-
tarily take up arms against Rome.  This was not the na-
ture of Christianity.

In the decade or so before A.D. 70, Palestine was
rife with Jewish insurrectionist movements.  God, there-
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fore, wanted the case of Christianity made known be-
fore Rome in order that Rome’s devastation of national
Israel not spill over against Christianity.  Paul’s trial takes
place around A.D. 61 or 62.  We could assume, there-
fore, that Luke has the task of separating Christian-
ity from Judaism in the minds of the Roman Court.
When the day of doom finally came on Israel at the end
of the decade, at least Christianity would not at that time
suffer the rage of the Roman army which would put down
Jewish rebellion once and for all.  Christians would es-
cape the destruction of the Jewish State by turning from
Jerusalem and Judaism.

D. Christianity is not a fable, legend or myth.

Luke assumes that the Roman Court will question,

The Roman Empire encompasses hundreds of religions.  Is
not this Jesus and Christianity just another fable, myth or
legend which men have developed throughout the decades?

Luke now assumes that his Roman Court will pass
Christianity off as just another mythical religion which
was started among Roman subjects somewhere in the
Empire.  He counters the possibility of such thinking by
presenting those facts about Christianity that prove its
origin and existence to be contrary to the natural origin
and development of fables, myths and legends.

In order to better understand Luke’s arguments, we
must understand the definition of fables, myths and leg-
ends.  Though the definitions of these words may over-
lap, it is quite interesting to give the definitions of such,
and then compare Luke’s arguments in both the docu-
ments of Luke and Acts concerning his explanation of
the origin and development of Christianity.

We must keep in mind that there are those who
would affirm that Christianity is simply some fable, myth
or legend.  Luke defends Christianity against such accu-
sations simply by proving that the origin and develop-
ment of Christianity did not occur as the origin and de-
velopment of mythical or legendary religious beliefs of
men.  Luke’s conclusion will be that since Christian-
ity cannot be explained by the ordinary means by
which mythical or legendary religions originate and
develop, then it must be the result of supernatural
revelation in the lives of men.

Since the Roman Court lives in an empire of nu-
merous religious people, Luke is assuming that the judges
will be asking some of the following questions:

1.  “Is Christianity a fable?”  A fable, according to
Webster’s Dictionary, is “a story or legend invented and

developed by imagination or superstition ....”  The
World Book Encyclopedia states that a fable is “a spe-
cial kind of story.  It is short, usually has animal charac-
ters, and teaches a lesson.”

From the above definitions we would conclude the
following possible thinking on the part of the Rome Court
before whom Luke seeks to defend Christianity.  In ref-
erence to Christianity, therefore, Rome’s Court would
possibly be thinking that ...

a. “... Christianity, as fables, was an invented religion.”
b. “... Christianity, as fables, was developed over years

by the religious imaginations of men.”
c. “... Christianity, as fables, has no supernatural foun-

dation, and thus, is a superstition.”
d. “... Christianity, as fables, is simply a collection of

stories about lessons for humanity.”

2.  “Is Christianity a legend?”  Webster defines a
legend to be “a story of some wonderful event, handed
down for generations among a people and popularly
believed to have a historical basis, although not veri-
fiable ....”  The World Book Encyclopedia defines a leg-
end as “any improbable or fanciful story handed down
from the past.  Legends often contain an element of
fact, but sometimes they are totally untrue.  Legendary
tales often are interwoven with the history of a people
or nation.”

Luke also covers the main arguments of those who
would accuse Christianity of being a developed legend.
He assumes that the Court will be thinking that ...

a. “... Christianity, as legends, was handed down from
generation to generation.”

b. “... Christianity, as legends, was unique among a par-
ticular group or culture of people.”

c. “... Christianity, as legends, was believed to have a
historical foundation because of the popular belief of
the general public which accepted the legends.”

d. “... Christianity, as legends, cannot be historically
verified.”

e. “... Christianity, as legends, is interwoven with the
history of the Jewish people.”

3.  “Is Christianity a myth?”  The belief that Chris-
tianity is a myth may be the most common accusation
against its validity.  Luke assumes the Roman Court
might be thinking that Christianity is just another myth.
The Court would thus believe that Paul’s defense should
not receive any particular attention.  At least Paul should
not be considered a special case above any other reli-
gious fanatic of the Empire.
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Webster’s Dictionary defines a myth as a “tradi-
tional story of unknown authorship, ostensibly with
a historical basis, but serving usually to explain some
phenomenon of nature, the origin of man, or the cus-
toms, institutions, religious rites, etc. of a people:
myths usually involve the exploits of gods and heroes.”
The World Book Encyclopedia gives more detail which
leads us to understand why the accusation that Chris-
tianity is a myth would be one of the stronger arguments
against it.  The World Book Encyclopedia states that
“people have always tried to understand why certain
things happen.”  People have always wanted “to know
how the earth was created and how and where man first
appeared.”  To answer such inquiries, myths were con-
structed to explain “natural events in terms of stories
about gods, goddesses, and heroes.”  In early times, ev-
ery society developed its own myths, which played an
important part in the society’s religious life.”  “The
people of a society may tell folk tales and legends for
amusement, without believing them.  But they usually
consider their myths sacred and completely true.”  There-
fore, “we study myths to learn how a people developed
a particular social system with its many customs and
ways of life.  By examining myths, we can better under-
stand the feelings and values that bind members of soci-
ety into one group.”  “We can also study myths to try to
understand why people behave as they do.”

Luke assumes that some in the Roman Court would
be classifying Christianity as just another myth of the
many cultures of the Roman Empire.  Some of Paul’s
judges might be thinking that ...

a. “... Christianity, as myths, was a collection of tradi-
tional sayings of religious folklore.”

b. “... Christianity, as myths, was originated by an un-
known person or persons.”

c. “... Christianity, as myths, was assumed to have a his-
torical foundation.”

d. “... Christianity, as myths, was developed in order to
substantiate and explain the behavior of the disciples
of Jesus.”

e. “... Christianity, as myths, was a religion that devel-
oped to explain the origin and behavior of the gods or
heroes of its believers.”

Throughout the arguments that Luke presents in
the documents of Luke and Acts there are many defenses
that answer the preceding questions the Court, or any
skeptic might have in mind concerning Paul and Chris-
tianity.  Luke answers the assumptions of the Court that
Christianity cannot be a man-made religion that is based
upon either fable, legend or myth.  Luke’s arguments

prove beyond doubt that Christianity did not originate
or develop as the result of men who were seeking to be
religious or to continue the religion of their fathers.

Through the Holy Spirit, Luke knew that not only
the Roman Court, but the whole world, wants a defini-
tion or explanation of Christianity.  Paul was personally
on trial.  But more important, we must remember that
Christianity was on trial before all history.  Therefore,
as we survey Luke’s defense in both Luke and Acts we
follow his answer to the above accusations that the world
might offer to explain away the Christian religion.

Luke clearly answers all such accusations against
Christ and Christianity.  When the arguments are an-
swered, one must make a decision concerning this Jesus.
Either this Jesus was who He said He was or He was the
greatest deceiver that ever lived.  If He were who He
said He was, then we have no choice.  We must hear
what He says because our eternal destiny depends upon
obedience to His message.  In the document of Acts Luke
presents a historical accounting of what people did when
they believed that this Jesus was actually the Son of God.
In the remaining arguments, Luke will answer every ac-
cusation by those who would classify Christianity to be
either a fable, legend or myth.

E. Christianity is not an accumulation of religious
beliefs.

Luke assumes that the Roman court will question,

Fables, myths and legends develop over decades of his-
tory.  Is not this Jesus an imagined hero of the Christian
religion which has been constructed by progressive de-
velopment throughout history?

Fables, myths and legends are usually the accumu-
lation of religious beliefs over many years.  These be-
liefs are brought together in the minds of men through-
out the religious history of a particular group of people.
Those from any given tribe, clan or nation of the world
develop their fictitious religious beliefs throughout the
decades of their history.  Therefore, at any one time in
history any particular group will have a religious belief
that was assembled from fables, myths or legends of their
past.

The development, or better, “birth” of Christianity
was different than fables, myths or legends.  In compari-
son to the evolutionary development of man-made reli-
gions, Christianity was instantaneous in origin.  Luke’s
arguments on this point are the following:

1.  Christianity was born in three years.  Luke had
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written an earlier defense to Theophilus “of all that Jesus
began both to do and teach” (At 1:1).  That earlier de-
fense was the document of Luke.  Jesus’ ministry began
when He returned from the wilderness where He had
fasted forty days and was tempted by the devil (Lk
4:14,15).  He was about thirty years old at the time (Lk
3:23).  This was the beginning of His ministry which He
continued until His ascension (At 1:2).  At the most, His
ministry was three and a half years.  It was in this
short term of three and a half years that Christianity
was “born.”

Jesus’ disciples were disappointed over the cruci-
fixion, though their “hope” was reborn with His resur-
rection (See 1 Pt 1:3).  They were disappointed because
they had hoped, as all Jews, that there was going to be
some kind of a national restoration of Israel to her former
glory (At 1:6).  The two men on the road to Emmaus
expressed the thoughts of the Israelites when they un-
knowingly said to the resurrected Jesus, “We were hop-
ing that it was He [Jesus] who was going to redeem Is-
rael” (Lk 24:21).  The disciples saw in Jesus the ful-
fillment of the nationalistic hope that Israel would be
restored to her former glory.

In the few hours Jesus spent with the disciples im-
mediately before His resurrection, they asked Him,
“Lord, will You at this time restore the kingdom to Is-
rael?” (At 1:6).  This most interesting statement leads
us to believe that the apostles were hoping for a physi-
cal restoration of the nation of Israel during Jesus’ min-
istry.  This statement seems to indicate that they main-
tained this belief even to the time of His ascension.
However, things were going to be much different than
their expectations.  If they maintained this hope, they
were again going to be very disappointed.

Regardless of the nationalistic hopes of the apostles
during the earthly ministry of Jesus, Jesus knew that they
would eventually come to a complete understanding of
the kingdom.  National Israel would not be restored as it
was in the days of David and Solomon.  Nevertheless,
Jesus was patient with their false expectations.  He sim-
ply told them to “... tarry in the city of Jerusalem until
you are endued with power from on high” (Lk 24:49; At
1:8).  Jesus knew that with one “experience” from “on
high” they would have their minds changed.

While waiting in Jerusalem, something marvelous
did happen to the twelve apostles.  The Holy Spirit came
upon all of the apostles in a moment while they were
assembled in a small upper room in Jerusalem (At 1:1-
4).  Their hopes for a physical restoration of Israel were
immediately transformed into the preaching of a spiri-
tual kingdom within the hearts of men.  Because of this
kingdom reign of Jesus they asked people to submit to

the lordship of Jesus who was reigning on David’s throne
in heaven, not on earth (At 2:29-36).

Luke’s argument, therefore, is based upon this spon-
taneous change of belief in the minds of the disciples.  It
was not a change of belief that would be characteristic
of people who believed in myths, fables and legends.
The change in the lives of the disciples was instanta-
neous.  Jesus had ministered in teaching for only three
to three and a half years.  The fundamentals of the entire
body of belief of the early Christians was preached in
this brief period of time.  How can we explain this im-
mediate and spontaneous birth of Christianity without
the presence of something that was truly miraculous and
from above?

2.  Christianity was immediately accepted by thou-
sands of people.  On the very day that Luke states the
Holy Spirit came upon the apostles, he also gave testi-
mony that over three thousand people accepted the teach-
ings of Jesus and the apostles (At 1:41).  The accep-
tance of the teaching of Jesus and the apostles was phe-
nomenal.  After the initial explosion of belief by those
in Jerusalem, “many of those who heard the word be-
lieved, and the number of men came to be about five
thousand” (At 4:4).

Luke’s evidence is overwhelming.  Christianity
grew like wild fire blown by the wind.  “And believers
were increasingly added to the Lord, multitudes of both
men and women” (At 5:14).  Those who first experi-
enced this phenomenal growth “wondered what the out-
come would be” of the tremendous things they were
experiencing (At 5:24).

Regardless of the opposition of the religious lead-
ers in Palestine, “the number of the disciples multiplied
in Jerusalem, and a great many of the priests were obe-
dient to the faith” (At 6:7).  When persecution arose,
“those who were scattered went everywhere preaching
the word” (At 8:4).  Therefore, the number of disciples
multiplied (At 9:31).  Many believed (At 9:42).  The
disciples traveled to the far ends of the Roman Empire
preaching and teaching.  Thousands upon thousands
heard and believed this new faith (See 8:12; 11:19; 12:24;
13:49; 14:27; 15:35; 19:20).

Luke’s argument for the case of Christianity is over-
whelming on this point.  No fable, myth or legend of
man-made religions originates or develops as the above
case history of Christianity.  One cannot categorize the
history of Christianity with the gradual development
of man-made religious beliefs.  Luke’s case is so firm
that it goes beyond question.  Only those who would be
ignorant of Christianity’s origin and development would
place it among the man-made religions of the world.

Luke’s argument again is a challenge to the Roman
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Court and the World Court.  How can we explain this
wide acceptance of this faith if it were the invention of
man?  The fact that the gospel went into all the world in
such a short a time is evidence that it had Divine ori-
gins.

F. Christianity is not the result of an influential
rabbi.

Luke assumes that the Roman Court will question,

Judaism has many influential rabbis.  Some of them have
claimed to be prophets.  Did not Christianity develop as
the result of the influence of one called Jesus, a suppos-
edly great teacher of Israel?

Luke assumes that the Roman Court will believe
that Christianity developed from the influence of some
great Jewish rabbi or religious fanatic who supposedly
experienced a hallucination in a cave in some desert.
As man-made religions, Luke assumes that the Court
will charge that Christianity originated and developed
from the lifetime influence of a prominent religious
leader of Palestine.

Luke assumes that the Court might believe that ei-
ther Jesus or Paul was the “founding father” of this faith.
In order to answer these charges, Luke includes in his
defense several evidences that adequately answer all
charges that would be based on the above misunder-
standing of the origin of the church.

1.  Christianity developed too rapidly to be a man-
made religion.  Though the origin and development of
man-made religions usually occurs over the lifetime of
a prominent religious leader, Christianity originated and
developed over a period of about three and a half years.
Great religious leaders as Mohammed, Confucius, Bud-
dha and Baha’u’llah had a lifetime to influence their
followers to believe in their teachings.  But this is not
the case with Christianity.  Jesus had only three and a
half years.  This is not long enough for the develop-
ment of such a powerful religious belief as Christian-
ity if such were simply based upon the personality of
an influential person.  How can we explain the rapid
development of Christianity by comparing it with the
historical facts of how man-made religions have devel-
oped throughout the world?  The fact is that we cannot
explain the phenomenal origin and expansion of Chris-
tianity without the miraculous work of Jesus.  As
Nicodemus, thousands of people understood from the
miraculous works of Jesus that He was sent from God.
Nicodemus said, “Rabbi, we know that You are a teacher

come from God; for no one can do these signs that You
do unless God is with him” (Jn 3:2).  Jesus was a most
influential personality.  However, we cannot explain the
impact of His life without the miraculous witness of God
through miracles.  Peter affirmed that Jesus was “at-
tested by God to you by miracles, wonders, and signs
which God did through Him in your midst, as you your-
selves also know” (At 2:22).

As stated in the preceding argument, Christianity
began with the ministry of Jesus.  The disciples came to
believe in those three and a half years that Jesus was
“Lord and Christ” (At 2:36).  They believed, “This Jesus
God has raised up, of which we are all witnesses” (At
2:32; 3:15; 4:10).  The disciples believed that God had
exalted Him to “His right hand to be Prince and Savior,
to give repentance to Israel and forgiveness of sins” (At
5:30-32).  How could the disciples naturally come to
such a conclusion concerning Jesus in the brief associa-
tion they had with Him for three and a half years?  The
only answer to this question lies in the fact that they
actually experienced the supernatural as it was revealed
through the miraculous works of Jesus.

If Christianity were a fable, myth or legend, we
could understand how followers might exalt the hero of
the religion to the status of “Son of God,” “Savior,” or
“Prince.”  But it is not natural for thousands of people to
believe such in such a short time as in the case with
thousands of people who accepted Jesus as the Son of
God and Savior of the world.  Luke’s argument is that
this phenomenon of belief can be answered only on the
basis that Christianity had a supernatural origin.

2.  Christianity exploded in growth from twelve
men.  After the three and a half year ministry of Jesus,
the foundation of Christianity was continued by twelve
men to whom Jesus, “presented Himself alive after His
suffering by many infallible proofs, being seen by them
during forty days and speaking of the things pertaining
to the kingdom of God” (At 1:3).  Jesus stated that these
men would be witnesses of Him in Jerusalem, Judea,
Samaria and to the far corners of the world (At 1:8).
Therefore, these twelve men stood up before the multi-
tudes of Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost in A.D. 30
and proclaimed, “This Jesus God has raised up, of which
we are all witnesses” (At 2:32).  From the moment of
this testimony, the church grew like wild fire through-
out the Roman Empire.

Luke’s defense, therefore, is that Christianity was
not based upon the lifetime influence of just one man.  It
was based upon the three and a half year ministry of
One who greatly impacted the beliefs and behavior of
twelve disciples who gave witness to His resurrection.
After the initial ministry of Jesus, the explosion of growth
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of Christianity was based upon the foundation of the
apostles who witnessed to the resurrection of Jesus.
Upon the authority of their word (At 2:42), the move-
ment spread throughout all the world.  The Holy Spirit
continued to give miraculous witness to the apostles, as
well as thousands of other Christians, through the work-
ing of miracles (At 3:6,7; 4:10,33; 5:12; 8:6,7).

3.  The early Christian leaders refused the wor-
ship of men.  The early leaders of the church refused to
accept the reverence or worship that is usually accepted
by those who originate and develop man-made religions.
For example, a Roman Centurion by the name of Cor-
nelius fell at the feet of Peter and worshiped him (10:25).
However, Peter lifted him up and said, “Stand up; I
myself am also a man” (10:26).  This is not what is com-
mon among those who would start man-made religious
beliefs and movements.  Men seek exaltation by others.
Egocentric men often use religion as an occasion by
which they can gain the admiration of others.  In man-
made religions of the world, this is a common practice
of those who seek to exalt themselves over others.  In
the church, however, those who would be leaders among
the people are those who are the servants of all the people
(Mk 10:35-45; Jn 13:1-17).

When Paul and Barnabas were in Lystra the resi-
dents sought to worship them as gods.  The people of
the city said of the two evangelists, “The gods have come
down to us in the likeness of men” (At 14:11).  How-
ever, Paul and Barnabas flatly refused their worship.  In
fact, the evangelists tore their clothes and ran among the
crowd saying, “Men, why are you doing these things?
We also are men with the same nature as you ...” (At
14:14,15).

The reason why these disciples would not accept
the worship of men was illustrated in Luke’s record of
what happened to King Herod.  Herod had arrayed him-
self in royal apparel and sat before the people with all
his pomp (At 12:21).  He gave a great speech.  The people
cried out, “The voice of a god and not of a man” (At
12:22).  Luke then records, “Then immediately an angel
of the Lord struck him, because he did not give glory to
God.  And he was eaten by worms and died” (At 22:23).

Luke’s defense on behalf of Paul in reference to
this point is the fact that Paul, as well as the other
apostles, refused to accept the worship or exaltation that
is so common of those who originate man-made reli-
gions.  These early leaders did not seek a following.  They
sought to humbly follow God through Jesus Christ.  They
sought to communicate to the world those things they
had seen and heard from One they had personally en-
countered.

G. Christianity is not the simple result of Jesus as
a good teacher.

Luke assumes that the Roman Court will question,

We will accept the existence of Jesus, that He was a good
teacher.  However, why must we accept Jesus as more
than just another one of the Jewish rabbis or prophets of
Israel?

We must understand the nature of this argument
since those looking from outside Christianity into the
person of Jesus confuse the force of the argument.  Man-
made religions often center around and are based upon
the teachings of one man.  Christian Science, Confu-
cianism, Islam and Mormonism are examples of reli-
gions that were initially based upon the proclamations
of one individual.  The followers of these religions have
drawn their fundamental doctrines for their beliefs from
the teachings of the founder of the religious movement.
But the origin of Christianity was different.  Luke wants
the World Court to understand that the nature of the ori-
gin of Christianity was different than man-made reli-
gions.

Jesus initiated the teaching of Christianity, but the
teaching was expanded through the apostles.  It was
through the inspiration of the Holy spirit that all truth
was eventually delivered to the church (Jn 16:13,14; Jd
3).  The foundation, of the church, therefore, was estab-
lished in a different manner that the origin of religions
of men.

1.  Christianity is based on Jesus as the Son of
God.  Upon close examination, Christianity is different
in its foundation than the religions of man.  Christianity
is based more upon what Jesus is, not initially upon
what He taught.  Because the early disciples believed
that He was the Son of God, they believed what He
taught.  No other religious leader has been so bold as to
proclaim himself to be the “Son of God.”  But Jesus did.
And because He did, forces us to investigate His claim.
If He was what He said He was, then we would be forced
to believe what He taught.  If He was the Son of God,
then His teachings would be more important than any
teachings of the world.

To support this claim of Sonship, Luke presents
the testimony of those who claimed to have personally
seen Jesus after His resurrection.  The twelve apostles
were witnesses to this resurrection (At 1:8; 2:32).  On
two different occasions Paul reported before courts of
men that He had seen the resurrected and living Jesus
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(At 22,26).  Stephen affirmed that He saw Jesus stand-
ing by the right hand of God (At 7:55).

Luke’s argument in Acts is based on the person of
Jesus, not on the quality of His teachings.  Other reli-
gions can produce good teachings.  Those teachings can
be consistent and for the betterment of humanity.  How-
ever, with Christianity it is different.  Early Christians
believed in Jesus to be the Son of God, and thus, be-
haved accordingly.  They were moved to obedience by
the fact that Jesus was “Lord and Christ” (At 2:36).
When they heard such proclamations, “they were cut to
the heart” (At 2:37).  This is why they said to those who
wanted to be saved, “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ,
and you will be saved ...” (At 16:31).  For this reason
the early evangelists preached Jesus (At 8:5,35).  Dis-
ciples followed the teachings of Jesus because they be-
lieved that He was the Son of God.

2.  Christianity is based on the inspired teaching
of twelve men.  During His ministry, Jesus did not de-
liver to His disciples the totality of teaching that they
were to follow.  He had promised the twelve that they
would receive the Holy Spirit who would teach them all
things and bring to their remembrance all that He had
taught them (See Lk 24:44-49; Jn 14:26; 16:13,14).
These twelve would be baptized with the Holy Spirit
(At 1:5).  This baptism would enlighten them concern-
ing all truth that they must deliver to the church.

The apostles were subsequently baptized with the
Spirit (At 1:1-4).  They received all truth, and thus, de-
livered to the church of believers the “whole counsel of
God” (At 20:20,27).  The disciples “continued stead-
fastly in the apostles’ doctrine and fellowship” (At 2:42).

Luke’s argument is that these twelve men preached
a unified message to the world.  They did not teach a
mixture of their own opinions.  They proclaimed the
death, burial and resurrection of Jesus (At 2:30-33), bap-
tism in the name of Jesus (At 2:38), and the gift of the
Holy Spirit (At 2:38,39; 11:16,17).  This all happened
in one day, the day of Pentecost.

In the document of Acts the apostles added to the
teachings of Jesus as they were guided by the Holy Spirit
to preach and teach the early disciples.  However, as
opposed to the normal procedures of man-made religions,
we do not see the apostles contradicting or revising any
teaching of Jesus.  They simply carried on the funda-
mental teachings of Jesus with the added truth the Spirit
revealed to them.

Christianity was based upon the person of Jesus,
that He was Deity, the Son of God.  The church of be-
lievers was based upon the continued and harmonious
teaching of over twelve men.  This all took place in the
period of about three and a half years.  Luke’s defense,

therefore, is that such things do not happen among men
whose work is based on their own personalities or teach-
ings.  In the case of Christianity, something greater had
to be working in the lives and teachings of those on whom
the Christian movement was founded.

One must not approach Christianity on the basis of
accepting Jesus as simply a good teacher with profound
personal charisma.  He did not leave us with that option.
He must be accepted as the One He claimed to be.  He
claimed to be God on earth.  This is the only option He
left us.  Luke argues that the behavior of the early
Christians can be explained only in the fact that they
witnessed evidence that proved beyond doubt that
Jesus was Deity.

H. Christianity did not develop in response to a
martyred saint.

Luke assumes that the Roman Court will question,

We have heard that Jesus was executed on a cross in Pal-
estine.  Did not Christianity result from the followers of
Jesus who claimed that He was martyred, and thus, de-
sired to carry on His cause?

Religions which are developed among men often
result from the martyr of a great religious leader.  Just in
case the Roman Court might be thinking such, Luke bril-
liantly reveals the facts of how Jesus went to the death
of the cross.  His death was not an accident.  It was in
the plan of God.

1.  Jesus’ death was foreplanned.  Jesus did not
suffer martyrdom by the hands of a reckless riot in Jerusa-
lem.  He was delivered up “by the determined counsel
and foreknowledge of God ...” (At 2:23).  The crucifix-
ion of Jesus was in God’s plan.  Luke records concern-
ing the actions of those who participated in the execu-
tion that they did what God had foreplanned.  “For truly
against Your holy Servant Jesus, whom You anointed,
both Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and
the people of Israel, were gathered together to do what-
ever Your hand and Your purpose determined before
to be done” (At 4:27,28).  Though God used the unbe-
lieving mob of Jewish leadership in Jerusalem to insti-
gate the sentence and death by Roman consent and or-
der, it was always God’s plan that Jesus die on a cross.
The apostles said that the Jews murdered Jesus (At 5:30).
The actual guilt of Jesus’ death was a murder on their
part, for Jesus was innocent (At 2:23; 3:13,14; 5:30).
However, from God’s point of view, and the belief of
Christians, Jesus’ death was necessary for the forgive-
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ness of the sins of the world (At 5:31; see Lk 24:47).
2.  Christianity is based on a raised Savior.  The

death of Jesus for the sins of the world was a part of
Christian teaching from the church’s very beginning in
Acts 2.  However, this was not the totality of the Chris-
tian belief.  Luke wants his Roman Court to know that
Christianity is based also upon the verifiable fact that
Jesus is still alive.  He “presented Himself alive” for
forty days after His resurrection (At 1:3).  The disciples
are valid witnesses that Jesus lived again after His death
(At 1:8; 2:32; 3:15).  Paul also witnessed this living
Founder of the Christian faith (At 9:1-9; 22:6-10; 26:12-
16).  Jesus is alive and ruling over all things from a heav-
enly throne (Ep 1:20-22).  Any of these witnesses could
be called to Rome to give their testimony of the risen
Jesus.

Though man-made religions may be based upon
the martyrdom of a famous religious leader, Christian-
ity is founded upon the claim that the leader lives.
The faith of Christians is not based solely in the fact of
the death of Jesus.  The faith of Christians is also based
in the fact of His resurrection.  Christianity, therefore, is
not founded upon the martyr of an influential religious
leader.  It is founded upon the Master of heaven and
earth who is now reigning supreme over all things.

I. Christianity was not propagated by unlawful
fanatical followers.

Luke assumes that the Court will question,

We have many religious fanatics in the Empire.  Chris-
tianity is just one group of these fanatics.  Is not the belief
of Christians simply carried on by the fanaticism of those
who initiated and now lead the movement?

In hearing rumors about a religion that had turned
the world upside down (At 17:6), those who would be
uninformed might conclude that Christians were a group
of fanatics as the Jewish Zealots who sought to liberate
Palestine from Roman occupation.  Luke thus prepares
his case for Paul and Christianity by giving the follow-
ing information to dispel all doubt on the part of the
Roman Court that Christians were a group of fanatics
who cared little for the laws of the land.  Luke answers
the accusations that Paul taught against the keeping of
Jewish customs.  Such charges were unfounded and came
only from those who were enemies of what was actually
the case.

Fanatics, whether military or religious, often vio-
late law in order to manifest their contempt for the es-
tablished government authorities.  Luke is redundant in

his defense in order to make it clear that Christians were
law-abiding citizens.  Throughout his defense document
he repeats and emphasizes the obedience of Christians
to rational law.  He specifically clarifies Paul’s encoun-
ters with both civil and religious authorities.

1.  Paul did not teach Jews to violate Jewish cus-
toms.  Paul did teach that the Old Testament law that
God had given to the Jews was ineffective to justify one
before God.  Roman citizens, as well as the entire world,
were not subject to the Old Testament law or Jewish
religious customs.  Luke’s defense for Paul is based on
the fact that Paul did not teach against either Jewish
or Roman customs.

When Paul arrived in Jerusalem after his last mis-
sionary journey, the elders informed him that the believ-
ing Jews in Jerusalem had been informed “that you [Paul]
teach all the Jews who are among the Gentiles to for-
sake Moses, saying that they ought not to circumcise
their children nor to walk according to the customs”
(At 21:21).  It had been rumored that Paul was the man
“who teaches all men everywhere against the people,
the law, and this place [the temple]” (At 21:28).

The charge that Paul taught Jews to forsake Jewish
customs was unfounded.  He did not teach Jews to for-
sake their customs.  He only taught that such customs
were not requirements for salvation.  Neither could  such
customs be bound upon Gentiles as requirements for
salvation.  During the Jerusalem meeting of Acts 15, the
church had written that the Gentiles should not keep
Jewish customs or religious laws as a matter of salva-
tion (At 21:24-28).  This stand by Christians created great
animosity among the Jews against Christianity.  This
animosity, therefore, was not the result of Christian teach-
ing against something, but the result of their stand for
something.

2.  Paul did not teach the Gentiles to violate Ro-
man customs.  It had also been rumored that Paul had
taught that Romans should keep customs that were not
lawful for them to keep.  Accusers in Philippi falsely
acclaimed, “These men, being Jews, exceedingly trouble
our city; and they teach customs which are not lawful
for us, being Romans, to receive or observe” (At
16:20,21).  The accusers did not identify what law Paul
was binding on the Romans which was unlawful.  Nev-
ertheless, the magistrates of the city had Paul and Silas
unjustly beaten as a result of the false accusation (At
16:23).  But the magistrates of the city had beaten and
imprisoned Roman citizens who had not been tried and
condemned (At 16:37).  Such was a serious mistake on
their part, for they could be severely punished themselves
for doing this unjust deed.  When the magistrates finally
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decided to release Paul and Silas, Paul demanded that
they personally come and release them from prison in
order to manifest to all in Philippi that He and Silas were
innocent of the crimes for which they had been charged
(At 16:37-40).

3.  Paul did not break Roman law.  While Paul
and Silas were unjustly held in prison in Philippi during
the preceding incidents, an earthquake shook the prison
and opened the prison doors.  They could have escaped
if they were common criminals or had been justly thrown
in prison for breaking Roman law.  In fact, the prison
guard had assumed that all the prisoners had escaped
when the prison was shaken.  He had drawn his sword
and was about to kill himself (At 16:27).

If Paul were a common criminal, one would as-
sume that he would have taken the situation of the earth-
quake in Philippi as an occasion to escape.  But such
was not the case.  He and Silas had been unjustly im-
prisoned.  They were innocent of all charges.  They had
not broken Roman law, neither had they taught Romans
to do things that were unlawful.

On another occasion a Roman centurion in Jerusa-
lem was about to make the same mistake as the Philip-
pian officials.  Paul was about to be beaten in Jerusalem
because Claudius Lysias assumed that he was an Egyp-
tian insurrectionist.  But Paul stated, “Is it lawful for
you to scourge a man who is a Roman, and
uncondemned?” (At 22:25).  Paul was a Roman citizen.
He had done nothing against the laws of Rome.  After
Claudias Lysias had examined Paul, he wrote to Felix
that Paul had “nothing charged against him worthy of
death or chains” (At 23:29; see 24:12,13; 26:31).

In Corinth, Gallio, the Roman proconsul of Achaia,
became irritated with the Jews who sought to have Paul
accused and tried by Roman rulers when actually their
dispute was over religious matters.  They had brought
Paul before the Roman judgment seat in order to have
him tried and condemned.  But Gallio was aware of their
nonsense and evil intentions.  He said, “If it were a mat-
ter of wrongdoing or wicked crimes, O Jews, there would
be reason why I should bear with you.  But if it is a
question of words and names and your own law, look to
yourselves; for I do not want to be a judge of such mat-
ters” (At 18:14,15).

Gallio knew that Paul was innocent of any crimes
against Rome.  He also knew that the Jews were simply
arguing with Paul about their own law and customs.

Throughout the ministry of Paul, no one was able
to prove that he had violated either Roman law or the
customs of the Jews.  When He arrived in Rome, he
called the leaders of the Jews together and stated, “Men
and brethren, though I have done nothing against our

people or the customs of our fathers, yet I was delivered
as a prisoner from Jerusalem into the hands of the Ro-
mans, who when they had examined me, wanted to let
me go, because there was no cause for putting me to
death” (At 28:17,18).

Luke’s defense for Paul on this matter is firm.  Paul
had not taught Jews to stop practicing their customs.
He had not taught Romans to do that which was unlaw-
ful for them to do.  He had not violated any Roman laws.
In fact, Roman laws were violated by those who beat
and imprisoned him.  Paul was not an unlawful religious
fanatic who sought to disrupt society by promoting those
things that were unlawful.

4.  The apostles promoted obedience to rational
law.  On two different occasions the apostles’ resolve to
be obedient to law was thoroughly tested.  Upon close
examination, however, their determination to not break
law or Jewish custom was actually their refusal to obey
the orders of unjust enemies of righteousness.

a.  The occasion of Peter and John:  The first
occasion involved Peter and John.  It involved the heal-
ing of a crippled man who had begged on the doorsteps
of the temple for many years (At 3:1-10).  The healing
created great excitement in Jerusalem (At 3:9-11).  How-
ever, the priests, captain of the temple, and Sadducees
were “greatly disturbed that they [Peter and John] taught
the people and preached in Jesus the resurrection from
the dead” (At 4:1,2).  They thus laid hands on Peter and
John and put them in custody (At 4:3).  The reason for
the arrest was not that the apostles had broken some law.
The Jewish religious leaders were simply agitated that
the apostles persistently preached the risen Jesus.

During the trial, they “commanded them not to
speak at all nor teach in the name of Jesus” (At 4:18).
But such an edict was the opinion of religious leaders
with closed minds who were dead set on opposing that
which was true.  This was not an official law of the
Jews.  It was not a Roman law.  It was not any law of
the Old Testament.  Therefore, to such ridiculous proc-
lamations, Peter and John rebuked, “Whether it is right
in the sight of God to listen to you more than to God,
you judge.  For we cannot but speak the things which
we have seen and heard” (At 4:19,20).  Peter and John
were not refusing to obey law.  They were refusing the
obnoxious opinionated dictates of those who could not
even deny that the miracle of healing the crippled man
had occurred (At 4:14-16).

b.  The occasion of the apostles:  The second
occasion of the apostles’ defiance of the ridiculous proc-
lamations of the jealous Jewish leadership came when
the apostles were again on trial before the Sanhedrin.
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The high priest questioned, “Did we not strictly com-
mand you not to teach in this name?  And look, you have
filled Jerusalem with your doctrine, and intend to bring
this Man’s blood on us!” (At 5:28).  But again, the occa-
sion was a situation where arrogant self-righteous men
sought to bind religious dictates on men.  So Peter and
the other apostles simply answered, “We ought to obey
God rather than men” (At 5:29).  In other words, they
would obey what God had clearly revealed.  They would
not yield to the wishes of those who had willfully dis-
counted all evidence of the truth of Jesus.  Luke wants
the Roman Court to know that when the Jewish leaders
heard the position of the apostles, they acted in an irra-
tional manner.  Luke records for the Court the reaction
of the Jewish leadership to the determination of the

apostles to continue to speak of Jesus.   He records,
“When they heard this, they [the religious leaders] were
furious and took counsel to kill them” (At 5:33).

Luke’s case on this point is closed.  Christianity
was not based upon the beliefs of fanatics who had no
regard for law and order.  Disturbances were caused,
not by any fault of Christians, but by those whose posi-
tions and pride had been hurt when their followers turned
to Jesus.  The furious irrationality of the enemies of
Christianity should not be turned against either Paul or
Christians.  Social disturbances should be placed
squarely upon the shoulders of those who caused the
problems.  And in cases of disturbances in the life of
Paul, the responsibility for riot and social chaos must be
placed upon the shoulders of the Jews who caused such.

God created man with a religious nature.  Because
of his nature, therefore, man will invent all sorts of reli-
gious beliefs when he gives up a knowledge of God.
When Jesus came into the world, an assortment of reli-
gious beliefs were scattered throughout the world that
had been created after the desires of man.  Jesus came
into a world of Judaism, a religion that the Jews had
created after their own traditions (Mk 7:1-9).  However,
He sent the disciples into a world of idolatrous religions
whose adherents practiced every imaginable fantasy.

In view of the religious environment into which
the gospel would go, God established a firm foundation
upon which Christianity was built.  God miraculously
unveiled the realm of the supernatural in order to con-
firm both the messengers and message (Mk 16:17-20;
Jn 20:30,31).  In order to test the power of the confirma-
tion, Luke has recorded the historical work of the early
disciples as they went forth with the gospel to all the
world.  He has recorded God’s confirming evidence in
order that such evidences be examined in a court of law.
In reference to Paul’s case, Luke has recorded for the
Roman Court the truth of the foundation upon which
Christianity is based.

A. Christianity is the result of man’s response to
the one true God.

Luke assumes that the Roman Court will question,

Men have always been religious, and thus, formed some
type of religion.  Is not this Christianity just another man-

made religion which men have created to please their own
desires and soothe their own consciences?  Do not Chris-
tians believe in a God which they have constructed after
their own image?

Man-made religions are often developed as a re-
sult of the desires of men who often seek to live accord-
ing to their own pleasures.  When this desire is strong
enough, men will gradually create a god after their own
image and a religion that will conform to their own
worldly desires or misconceptions of Deity.  Luke wants
to make it clear to the Roman Court that Christianity
was not a religion that was formed in the minds of men
in order to consciously justify the base desires of those
who seek worldly living.  He wants to make it clear that
Christianity is not the accumulation of man’s misguided
desires to be religious.  Notice the following arguments
that Luke presents to prove this point.

1.  Men responded to the one true God.  The Ro-
man Court knew of the multiplicity of gods that were
created in the minds of the Athenians.  The Athenians
had created a god for every occasion and almost every
thing or activity of man and the material world.  In order
to discuss the function of these idolatrous gods, they
would often assemble at the Areopagus in Athens in or-
der to “hear some new thing.”  Luke recorded, “For all
the Athenians and the foreigners who were there [in Ath-
ens] spent their time in nothing else but either to tell or
to hear some new thing” (At 17:21).  The Roman Court
knew this about the Athenians.

Chapter 2

THE PROOF OF A TRUE FOUNDATION
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When Paul went to Athens, the Athenian philoso-
phers were very curious concerning his teaching which
he had proclaimed in the marketplace of the city.  Luke
again recorded, “And some said, ‘What does this bab-
bler want to say?’  Others said, ‘He seems to be a
proclaimer of foreign gods,’ because he preached to them
Jesus and the resurrection” (17:18).  As a result of this
religious/philosophical encounter, they requested that
Paul meet with them at the Areopagus in order that he
fully present his views.

Paul subsequently met at the Areopagus and made
his argument to the Athenian philosophers clear.  He first
complemented them by saying, “I perceive that in all
things you are very religious” (At 17:22).  The Athe-
nians were religious in the sense that they had not ne-
glected their religious inclinations.  They maintained
religious beliefs, though their beliefs were founded upon
their own imaginations.  In ignorance of God’s revela-
tion, religiously ignorant men will create some con-
cept of a god.  They will seek a higher power, some-
thing that is above their own being.  They will convince
themselves that this god is satisfied with whatever be-
havior they desire to have in their personal lives.  They
will thus form a religion after their own desires.

The Athenians had created many gods in their
minds.  However, they were intelligent enough to figure
out that there must be a God out there somewhere who
was greater than the gods they could conceive and ma-
nipulate in their own minds.  There must be a God some-
where that was greater than their ability to figure out.
Therefore, they made an altar with this inscription, “TO
THE UNKNOWN GOD” (17:23).  Just in case they left
some god out, and thus offended this god, they made
this altar in order to pay homage to the God they knew
was there but could not discover by the means of their
own thinking.

The Athenians were intelligent enough to know that
any god that could be figured out could not be a real god
at all.  If the minds of men can determine the total be-
havior of any god, then the work of this god is confined
to the limits of man’s imagination.  Such a god that is
regulated by what men can conceive is not a real god at
all.  Luke argues, therefore, that the Athenians had de-
termined that man-made gods are confined to the intel-
ligence of men.  Therefore, if there is a true God, that
God must be beyond their imaginations.  He must be a
God whose workings are above the understanding of
man.  This God was unknown to them because He had
not revealed Himself in a special way to them.

When Paul came to Athens preaching the resurrec-
tion of Jesus, the Athenians knew immediately that some-
thing was different about this new religion.  If one did

rise from the dead, as Paul so claimed, then the religion
which he preached was indeed a religion that was based
upon the supernatural revelation of a God beyond this
world and their own imaginations.  It was this God that
Paul proclaimed to the Athenians.  He was the God that
created heaven and earth (At 17:24).  He was the God
that created man with a religious nature “so that they
[men] should seek the Lord, in the hope that they might
grope for Him and find Him, though He is not far from
each one of us” (At 17:27).  Epimenides, a well known
poet of the world, had said, “For we are also His off-
spring” (At 17:28).

The Athenians knew that there was a God who was
beyond their imagination.  They knew that they had a
religious nature that drove them to seek a God that was
greater than their own existence.  They also knew that if
this God was greater than their own existence, then they
could not build a temple in which He could dwell.  They
could not form an idol that would be a representation of
His likeness.

When Paul talked about the resurrection of the dead,
some mocked at such a concept.  However, some of these
philosophers wanted more information and time to think.
They said, “We will hear you again on this matter” (At
17:32).  “However, some men joined him and believed
...” (At 17:34).  These philosophers had found in the
resurrected Jesus the revelation of the “unknown God”
for which they had been seeking.  They found the God
who could not be formed after the imagination of men.

2.  Christianity is the result of a response to Jesus’
sonship.  In Athens Paul had preached Jesus and His
resurrection.  This is Luke’s principal argument to the
Roman Court on behalf of Christianity and Paul.  If this
Jesus was resurrected, then the behavior of Paul and the
early Christians can be explained.  If He was not resur-
rected, then Christianity can be classified with all the
other man-made religions of the Roman Empire because
it would have no greater support than another other reli-
gion of man.  However, it was because Christians be-
lieved in this resurrection that they behaved as they did.

a.  The resurrection of Jesus was witnessed
by several different people.  After His resurrection,
Jesus had showed Himself alive to the disciples for forty
days (At 1:3).  All of these men were credible witnesses
to the fact that Jesus arose from the dead (At 1:8).  Peter
stood before the multitudes of Jerusalem and affirmed
that at least the twelve were valid witnesses to the resur-
rection of this Jesus (At 2:32).  If the Jews did not be-
lieve such, they could have produced the body of Jesus
at that time, for it had been buried in a Roman-sealed
tomb.  But the body could not be produced.  The en-
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emies of Christianity could not produce the body of Jesus
in order to disprove the public claim of the apostles that
Jesus had actually been raised from the dead.  The con-
clusion to Luke’s argument is that Jesus was actually
raised from the dead.

b.  In the beginning of the church, thousands
of people responded to the resurrection of Jesus.
Since Jesus was raised, then He was what He claimed to
be, the Son of God.  Peter proclaimed, “This Jesus God
has raised up” (At 2:32).  He is now Lord and Christ
(At 2:36).  “Now when they heard this, they were cut to
the heart, and said to Peter and the rest of the apostles,
‘Men and brethren, what shall we do?’” (At 2:37).  This
was the response of thousands of people throughout the
Roman Empire.  Could so many people respond to the
concept of the resurrection if it did not actually occur?
Luke argues persuasively that multitudes believed on
Jesus as the resurrected Christ.  The belief of these mul-
titudes is evidence that Jesus was raised from the dead.

Every major speech in the defense of Acts contains
this same message.  In Acts 2 Peter proclaimed that this
Jesus had been raised (At 2:32).  In the temple, the dis-
ciples proclaimed that the Jews “killed the Prince of
life, whom God raised from the dead, of which we are
witnesses” (At 3:14,15).  Before the Jewish Sanhedrin
they proclaimed, “Let it be known to you all, and to all
the people of Israel, that by the name of Jesus Christ of
Nazareth, whom you crucified, whom God raised from
the dead, by Him this man stands here before you whole”
(At 4:10).  Stephen proclaimed to a mob that was about
to stone him, “Look!  I see the heavens opened and the
Son of Man standing at the right hand of God!” (At
7:56).  He is alive!  The early Christians preached this
living Jesus throughout the Roman Empire (At 8:5,12,35;
11:20).  Paul had testified that he saw Him on the road
to Damascus (At 9:1-9; 22:6-10; 26:12-16).  He subse-
quently “preached boldly at Damascus in the name of
Jesus” (At 9:27).  In Antioch of Pisidia Paul and Barna-
bas preached the death and burial of Jesus.  But they
added, “God raised Him from the dead” (At 13:30).
As a result, “The word of the Lord was being spread
throughout all the region” (At 13:49).

Luke’s argument was conclusive.  If Jesus was
raised from the dead, then His claim to Sonship is true.
The disciples claimed that they stood with the resurrected
Jesus.  Therefore, they had to speak what they had seen
and heard (At 4:20).  Thousands of others also responded
to the resurrected Jesus.  In fact, Luke argues we can
explain the rise and growth of Christianity only on
the basis that this Jesus actually arose from the dead.
There is no other valid explanation.

Christianity, therefore, is not a man-made religion

which was conceived in the minds of men who were
seeking to form a religion after their own desires.  It is
not a religion with a god that has been created after the
image of man.  It is a religion with a Son of God that
revealed the one true God to man.  It is a religion that is
based upon the fact that Jesus was truly resurrected from
the dead.  Luke affirms before the skeptics of the world
that his document of Acts is a valid testimony to the
witness of those who said that they talked with the resur-
rected Jesus.

B. Christianity is based upon true miracles.

Luke assumed that the judges would question,

Men have always claimed to work “miracles” in order to
confirm their religions.  Have not Christians also pro-
fessed questionable “miracles” in order to prove their
religion?

Man-made religions are often based upon the claim
of a few spurious or non-public happenings that are
claimed to be miracles of God.  On this point Luke pre-
sents to the Roman Court an overwhelming document
of defense that gives an adequate answer for the origin
and growth of Christianity.  It is not a religion that was
based on the “claimed” miracles of a few believers.  It is
not a religion that is based on the secret performing of
supposed miraculous works of a few early fanatics.  The
nature and demonstration of the Supernatural that sur-
rounds the early beginning of the church is overwhelm-
ing.  The miracles surrounding Jesus and the early work
of the disciples were not done in secret.  Before King
Agrippa Paul affirmed, “For the king, before whom I
also speak freely, knows these things; for I am convinced
that none of these things escapes his attention, since
this thing was not done in a corner” (At 26:26).

Luke rests his case on the fact that the miracles
were true and public.  Neither the miracles of Jesus nor
the miracles of the early evangelists were done in se-
cret.  Therefore, these miracles confirmed the messen-
gers of this belief (Mk 16:17-20; Hb 2:3,4).  Such mi-
raculous works were beyond denial.  Therefore, we must
make a decision concerning this Jesus and the response
He stimulated among so many people.  If we accept Him
for who and what He said He was, He will generate the
same response in our lives.

1.  The miracles of Jesus were witnessed by all
men.  In the very beginning of the church, the disciples
affirmed that the foundation of Christianity was Jesus.
This Jesus was proved to be of God by the miraculous
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works that came from God (Mt 16:13-19; Jn 3:2).  Peter
proclaimed, “Men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of
Nazareth, a Man attested by God to you by miracles,
wonders, and signs which God did through Him in your
midst, as you yourselves also know” (At 2:22).  Those
to whom Peter was speaking in Jerusalem could not deny
that Jesus had worked wonderful deeds among them.
God had “anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Spirit
and with power, who went about doing good and heal-
ing all who were oppressed by the devil, for God was
with Him” (At 10:38).

2.  The miracle of Pentecost was manifested to
the entire city of Jerusalem.  On the day of Pentecost in
A.D. 30, “suddenly there came a sound from heaven, as
of a rushing mighty wind, and it filled the whole house
where they [the apostles] were sitting” (At 2:1-4).  “And
when this sound occurred, the multitude came together,
and were confused, because everyone heard them [the
apostles] speak in his own language” (At 2:6).  The great
sound was heard by many in Jerusalem.  The multitudes
heard the apostles speaking in languages which they had
never before studied (At 2:7,8).  This miraculous begin-
ning, therefore, was not something that was secret.  It
was known to all.

3.  The miraculous healing of the crippled man
in Jerusalem was known by all.  Jesus visited in Jerusa-
lem on possibly three occasions during His ministry.  He
had been to the temple.  However, after His resurrection
and ascension, there was still a crippled man begging
daily at the gate called Beautiful in front of the temple.
Why had Jesus not healed this man?  Surely He had
passed by the cripple on different occasions.  But He did
not heal him.  Why?  The answer may be in the purpose
for which Luke is writing the document of Acts.

Miracles were manifested for specific purposes.  We
do not know the reason the crippled man at the gate
Beautiful was left unhealed by Jesus until Acts 3 when
Peter and John went up to the temple for the “hour of
prayer.”  However, we do know the result of the healing.
The result was that the healing had a tremendous impact
on the people who knew the man.

On the occasion of the healing, Peter said to the
cripple, “In the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, rise
up and walk” (At 3:6).  The man arose, walked and
leaped while praising God.  “And all the people saw
him walking and praising God” (At 3:9).  “They knew
that it was he who sat begging alms at the Beautiful
Gate of the temple; and they were filled with wonder
and amazement at what had happened to him” (At 3:10).
They all ran together in order to find some explanation
for what had happened.  From this miracle, therefore,
Peter had an audience for preaching that Jesus was the

Christ and Son of God.  Peter and John are thus con-
firmed to be valid speakers for Jesus (See Hb 2:3,4).

This miracle was so public and convincing that even
the unbelievers and enemies of Jesus could not deny its
occurrence.  Luke recorded, “And seeing the man who
had been healed standing with them, they [the reli-
gious leaders] could say nothing against it” (At 4:14).
For the Roman Court, Luke even records what the en-
emies of Christianity said about the healing.  They had
said, “For, indeed, that a notable miracle has been done
through them [Peter and John] is evident to all who dwell
in Jerusalem, and we cannot deny it” (At 4:16).  The
miracle was first public.  Second, it was so convincing
that even the enemies of the disciples could not deny
that it had occurred.  True miracles, therefore, must have
public confirmation.  They cannot be denied even by
unbelievers.  This is Luke’s argument.  Paul and all Chris-
tians believed and behaved in the manner they did be-
cause of the public confirmation of both Jesus and the
Christ-sent apostles.

4.  Miraculous works publicly proved to all men
the Divine witness of the apostles.  The apostles had
been promised the authority to command the supernatu-
ral power of God.  Jesus had promised, “But you shall
receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you”
(At 1:8).  As Luke’s defense of Christianity unfolds, the
working of this power in the lives of the apostles is most
evident.  From the very beginning of the church the
apostles were proved to be God’s messengers.  From
that historic day of Pentecost in A.D. 30 “fear came upon
every soul, and many wonders and signs were done
through the apostles” (At 2:43).  “And through the hands
of the apostles many signs and wonders were done among
the people” (At 5:12).  “Yet none of the rest [of the dis-
ciples] dared join them, but the people esteemed them
highly” (At 5:13).  As a result of this great miraculous
testimony of God, “believers were increasingly added
to the Lord, multitudes of both men and women” (At
5:14).  The people “brought the sick out into the streets
and laid them on beds and couches, that at least the
shadow of Peter passing by might fall on some of them”
(At 5:15).  Many from the surrounding cities of Jerusa-
lem brought their sick to the city “and they were all
healed” (At 5:16).

These events did not happen as a result of clever
men who had the gift to deceive through psychosomatic
“healings” those who trusted in them.  People with true
diseases and crippled arms and legs were actually healed.
The masses of those who were healed is forever evi-
dence that something out of the ordinary happened.  The
multitudes of the healed will forever be a testimony to
the fact that something marvelous happened in those
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early days of the beginning of the church.  The early
spontaneous growth and mass conversion of thousands
can be answered only in the fact that they experienced
the real and actual unveiling of the supernatural realm
of God.  There is no other answer.  Masses of people do
not respond in such a short time to clever men as the
people did in the first century to the apostles.

5.  Miracles publicly proved that the evangelists
were  messengers sent from God.  Luke recorded, “And
Stephen, full of faith and power, did great wonders and
signs among the people” (At 6:8).

Philip went to Samaria and preached Jesus.  “And
the multitudes with one accord heeded the things spo-
ken by Philip, hearing and seeing the miracles which he
did.  For unclean spirits, crying with a loud voice, came
out of many who were possessed; and many who were
paralyzed and lame were healed” (At 8:5,6).  The entire
city of Samaria witnessed these miracles.  Even Simon,
a sorcerer, believed when he saw the miracles of Philip
(At 8:13).

In the city of Joppa a certain woman named Dorcas
had died (At 9:36-42).  Peter was summoned and subse-
quently raised her from the dead (At 9:40).  “And it be-
came known throughout all Joppa, and many believed
on the Lord” (At 9:42).

In Lystra there was a crippled man who could not
walk since he was born (At 14:8).  Paul healed this man
before the whole city.  The people unfortunately assumed,
“The gods have come down to us in the likeness of men!”
(At 14:11).  Throughout much of the Roman Empire
“God worked unusual miracles by the hands of Paul”
(At 19:11).  In Ephesus people were so convinced by the
miracles of Paul that they burned their magical books
(At 19:18,19).  “So the word of the Lord grew mightily
and prevailed” (At 19:20).

Even on his way to Rome under Roman custody
Paul miraculously survived a public snake bite (At 28:3-
6).  While stranded on the island of Malta Paul went
into Publius who was a leading citizen of the island.  Paul
“laid his hands on him and healed him” (At 28:8).  “So
when this was done, the rest of those on the island who
had diseases also came and were healed” (At 28:9).

Luke’s defense is conclusive.  Any who experi-
enced these miracles could be called to Rome and
before the Court in order to testify on behalf of Paul
and Christianity.  Luke knew that Rome could call rep-
resentatives from the city of Jerusalem, Samaria, Joppa,
Lystra, Ephesus, Philippi and a host of other cities and
locations.  All would testify to the public miracles that
had occurred in the lives of men.  He thus challenged
the Court to call any member of the Sanhedrin in Jerusa-
lem who could not deny the healing of the crippled man

of the temple.  They could call Dorcas and the citizens
of Joppa.  They could call on the citizens from the vast
distances of the Roman Empire.  Thousands of witnesses
could be called to give their personal testimony on be-
half of Paul.

Those who believed the message of the evange-
lists were only following through with their personal
witness of the miracles.  They could not deny what they
had personally experienced.  They could not disbelieve
what they heard from the evangelists.  Luke asks the
Roman Court not to hold Paul or any Christian respon-
sible for believing and teaching what he or she had actu-
ally experienced in his or her own life.  They could not
but speak those things that they had seen and heard.

Though we do not have the personal experience of
miracles today, our faith is based upon the testimony of
those who personally saw and heard.  The Bible was
written as a record of the testimony of others who actu-
ally experienced the supernatural unveiling of God (Jn
20:30,31).  It is for this reason that Luke wrote this de-
fense to Theophilus on behalf of all Christians (See 1:1-
3; Lk 1:1-4).

C. Christianity is true because Jesus fulfilled
prophecy.

Luke assumes that the Court will question,

Christianity has come from Judaism.  Is it not just an-
other sect that spontaneously developed out of the Jewish
faith?

Luke has argued that Christianity was not a sect of
Judaism (See ch 1,A).  Though the movement of the
church did come out of the Jewish nation, his argument
here is that Jesus, as the Messiah, was the fulfillment of
Old Testament prophecies concerning the Messiah.  Jesus
was the Prophet for which Israel had been waiting.

The Jewish Scriptures foretold the coming of the
Messiah.  Jesus fulfilled these prophecies.  Those who
might question this argument can turn to the more than
three hundred Old Testament prophecies which point to
Jesus.  This was a principal argument of the early dis-
ciples to prove to the Jews and to the world that what
they believed was not from the religious imagination of
the apostles’ minds.

1.  Paul believed in the “hope of Israel.”  It was
the “hope of Israel” that the Messiah would come.
Though the nationalistic Jews of Palestine had a false
concept of the Messiah’s kingship, they were right in
their interpretation of the Old Testament Scriptures that
a prophesied Messiah would come.  Paul affirmed that
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he believed in this hope and that it was on the basis of
this belief that the Jews were against him.  He believed
that the hope was fulfilled in Jesus.  However, the Jews
could not accept Jesus as the fulfillment of this hope.

Israel not only hoped for the Messiah, all Israelites
hoped for the resurrection of the body.  Jesus was the
fulfillment of both.  He was the Messiah.  He was the
Messiah who was resurrected never to die again, and
thus through His resurrection gave hope that all believ-
ers will be raised to never die again (Jn 5:28,29).  There-
fore, Jesus was the fulfillment of God’s Messianic prom-
ises to Israel.

a.  Hope for the Messiah:  Before King Agrippa
Paul affirmed his belief in the Old Testament prophe-
cies.  “Therefore, having obtained help from God, to
this day I stand, witnessing both to small and great, say-
ing no other things than those which the prophets and
Moses said would come – that the Christ would suffer,
that He would be the first to rise from the dead, and
would proclaim light to the Jewish people and to the
Gentiles” (At 26:22,23).  The problem with the Jews
was that they could not accept a crucified carpenter as
their Messiah.  They were looking for deliverance from
foreign occupation and a national restoration of Israel.
Jesus did not fit into this mental picture of what their
hoped for Messiah would be.  And because He did not
fit, they could not accept Him as Messiah.

b.  Hope for the resurrection:  Paul defended
himself upon the basis of believing in the fulfillment of
the hope of the resurrection.  Luke recorded the follow-
ing words of Paul when he was in judgment before King
Agrippa,  “And now I stand and am judged for the hope
of the promise made by God to our fathers.  To this
promise our twelve tribes, earnestly serving God night
and day, hope to attain.  For this hope’s sake, King
Agrippa, I am accused by the Jews” (At 26:6,7).  To
the Jews in Rome Paul affirmed that “for the hope of
Israel I am bound with this chain” (At 28:20).  Before
the Sanhedrin he proclaimed, “... concerning the hope
and resurrection of the dead I am being judged!” (At
23:6).  He explained more of his hope in his defense
before Felix.  “I have hope in God, ... that there will be
a resurrection of the dead, both of the just and the un-
just” (At 24:15).

2.  Paul believed that Jesus of Nazareth was the
fulfillment of the hope of Israel.  Immediately after his
conversion, Paul began preaching that Jesus was both
the Son of God and the Christ (Messiah) (At 9:20,22).
Luke records one of Paul’s synagogue speeches in Acts
13:16-41.  In this speech he stated that the Jews cruci-

fied Jesus (1) because they did not know Him, and (2)
because they did not understand the Old Testament
prophecies concerning the Messiah (At 13:27).  In
other words, because the Jews had a misunderstanding
of the prophecies concerning the Messiah, they could
not associate the life of Jesus, of whom they were igno-
rant, with the fulfillment of the Old Testament prophe-
cies.  If they had known the life of Jesus and the true
nature of the Old Testament prophecies, they would not
have crucified Him (At 3:17).  They would have accepted
him.

It was Paul’s custom to reason from the Old Testa-
ment Scriptures in order to prove to the Jews that this
Jesus was the Messiah.  In Thessalonica Paul “went in
to them [the Jews], and for three Sabbaths reasoned with
them from the Scriptures, explaining and demonstrating
that the Christ had to suffer and rise again from the dead,
and saying, ‘This Jesus whom I preach to you is the
Christ’” (At 7:1-3).  In Corinth Paul “reasoned in the
synagogue every Sabbath, and persuaded both Jews and
Greeks” (At 18:5).  In Ephesus “he went into the syna-
gogue and spoke boldly for three months, reasoning and
persuading concerning the things of the kingdom of
God” (At 19:8).

When Luke concluded Acts he left Paul in Rome
reasoning from the Scriptures that Jesus was the Christ.
A special day had been appointed for a meeting with the
Jews.  During the meeting Paul “explained and solemnly
testified of the kingdom of God, persuading them con-
cerning Jesus from both the Law of Moses and the Proph-
ets, from morning till evening” (At 28:23).

3.  All the disciples reasoned that Jesus was the
Christ.  The early evangelists reasoned from the Old Tes-
tament that Jesus was the fulfillment of Old Testament
prophecies concerning the Messiah.  They reasoned that
Jesus was now King and that His kingdom reign was pres-
ently in existence.  Jesus had affirmed that He had ful-
filled all prophecies concerning Himself as the Messiah
(Lk 24:44).  The disciples affirmed that this was true.

On the day of Pentecost Peter stood up and pro-
claimed that God had promised David that One would
sit upon his throne (At 2:25-28; see Ps 16:8-11).  Jesus
was the One who sat upon David’s throne and is pres-
ently reigning.  “This Jesus God has raised up, of which
we are all witnesses” (At 2:32).  Peter proclaimed, there-
fore, that this Jesus is now exalted to the right hand of
God (At 2:33).  He has now ascended to the right hand
of God and is both Lord and Christ (At 2:34-36).  The
apostles unanimously affirmed, “Him God has exalted
to His right hand to be Prince and Savior ...” (At 5:31).
The promise and prophecy that One would sit upon the
throne of David was fulfilled in Jesus.
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The disciples persuasively argued from the Old
Testament Scriptures that this Jesus was the fulfillment
of prophecy.  Evangelists, as Apollos, “vigorously re-
futed the Jews publicly, showing from the Scriptures
that Jesus is the Christ” (At 18:28).

Though the Roman Court may not have been knowl-
edgeable of Jesus and the kingdom of God as was King
Agrippa, Luke and Paul expected them to at least accept
Agrippa’s testimony.  Luke recorded Paul’s words be-
fore Agrippa, “For the king, before whom I also speak
freely, knows these things; for I am convinced that none
of these things escapes his attention, since this thing was
not done in a corner” (At 26:26).  Paul then asked, “King
Agrippa, do you believe the prophets?  I know that you
do believe” (At 26:27).

Agrippa was familiar with the Jewish Old Testa-
ment prophets.  He had studied them.  He also knew of
the life of Jesus, for Jesus had not worked in secret.
Agrippa’s uncommitted statement to Paul, therefore, was,
“You almost persuade me to become a Christian” (At
26:28).  If it were not for the tremendous pomp and pride
associated with being a king, we are persuaded that
Agrippa would have become a Christian also.  The proof
of Jesus’ messiahship is so convincing that it has this
effect upon even the highest rulers of government.

4.  Jesus was the Prophet for which Israel hoped.
Not only was Israel looking for the Messiah, she was
also looking for the Prophet about whom Moses had
prophesied.  Peter stood before the Jews and quoted
Moses’ prophecy of Deuteronomy 18:15,18,19.  “For
Moses truly said to the fathers, ‘The Lord your God will
raise up for you a Prophet like me from your brethren.
Him you shall hear in all things, whatever He says to
you’” (At 3:22).  Peter stated that all the prophets looked
forward to and foretold “these days” (At 3:24).  This
Prophet was of the seed of Abraham that would teach all
nations “in turning away every one of you from your
iniquities” (At 3:25,26; see Gl 3:16).  This was the
Prophet through whom the world would be saved.  This
was Jesus.

Stephen also proclaimed Jesus as this Prophet for
which Israel hoped.  He also quoted Deuteronomy 18
and applied the prophecy of Moses to Jesus (At 7:37).
This Prophet (Jesus) “was in the congregation in the
wilderness with the Angel who spoke to him on Mount
Sinai, and with our fathers, the one who received the
living oracles to give to us” (At 7:38).  The Jewish fa-
thers rejected Jesus when they came out of Egyptian
captivity.  They wanted to return to Egypt.  In fact,
Stephen stated that they turned back to Egypt in their
hearts (At 7:39,40).  When Jesus came in the flesh they
again rejected Him.  Nevertheless, God proved Jesus to

be the fulfillment of all Old Testament prophecies con-
cerning the Messiah and the Prophet for which Israel
hoped.  Those who walked by faith received Jesus as the
Messiah and the Prophet.  However, those who were
entangled in their own religious traditions rejected Him.

D. Christianity is true because Christian prophe-
cies were fulfilled.

Luke assumes that the Court will ask,

We have heard that some Christians have prophesied fu-
ture events.  How can this be true?

Luke does not place much emphasis on this aspect
of the Christian movement.  Christianity is not a reli-
gion that is based upon the continual pronouncement
and fulfillment of prophecy.  It is a behavioral pattern
of life that is based on the fulfillment of prophecy in
the life of Jesus.  Christians behave as they do because
of their belief in Jesus, not because of the practice of
prophecy.  They believe and behave because prophecy
has already been recorded and fulfilled.  However, when
an early Christian prophet made a prophecy, that proph-
ecy came to pass.  Such prophets thus confirmed the
validity of the Christian faith.

Emphasis is placed upon the fulfillment of proph-
ecy in the defense which Luke made in the document of
Luke.  Jesus fulfilled all prophecies of the Old Testa-
ment which applied to Him (Lk 24:44).  In the defense
of Acts, Luke’s emphasis is on the effect of the Chris-
tians’ belief in Jesus who fulfilled Old Testament proph-
ecies.  Nevertheless, Luke does add a few proofs of
prophecy in the defense of Paul and the church.

1.  Agabus was a true prophet of the church.  Luke
wanted the Court to remember the great famine which
occurred during the days of Claudius Caesar who was
Caesar of Rome from A.D. 41 to 54.  The Court knew
that the famine occurred.  According to the historian
Josephus it occurred from A.D. 44 to A.D. 48.  There-
fore, Luke reminded the Court of the following words
of the Christian prophet, Agabus, who foretold this his-
torical event.  “And in these days prophets came from
Jerusalem to Antioch.  Then one of them, named Agabus,
stood up and showed by the Spirit that there was going
to be a great famine throughout all the world, which
also happened in the days of Claudius Caesar” (At
11:27,28).

This prophecy was not a prediction which was
based upon present historical happenings that would give
hints to its fulfillment.  It was a prophecy of an event
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that affected thousands of people in a large geographi-
cal area.  The Roman Court could not discount this proph-
ecy and fulfillment.  The famine was a historical event
that occurred throughout the area of Palestine.

2.  Paul was a true prophet of the church.  On
their way to Rome and during the end of the storm at
sea, Paul affirmed to the weary sailors who were on a
doomed ship, “And now I urge you to take heart, for
there will be no loss of life among you, but only of the
ship.  For there stood by me this night an angel of the
God to whom I belong and whom I serve” (At 27:22,23).
Paul prophesied that there would be no loss of life dur-
ing the shipwreck that was about to happen (At 27:24).
He also said, “We must run aground on a certain is-
land” (At 27:26).  Such occurred just as Paul had said
(At 27:39-44). How could he have known this?  Luke
challenges, “Did this angel, therefore, appear to Paul?”
In view of the fulfillment of the prophecy, we must say
yes.  And if Paul truly spoke by prophecy, then we must
assume that God worked through him for only God can

know and reveal the future.
Luke does not emphasize the foretelling of the fu-

ture as a major proof of the first century church.  Miracles
were the major confirming work of God for the early
evangelists.  However, when these early evangelists did
speak of the future, their prophecy was fulfilled.  Just in
case the Court might need this added proof, Luke pre-
sented it for their consideration.

The emphasis of prophecy surrounding the early
church was in Jesus’ fulfillment of Messianic prophe-
cies.  Once these prophecies were fulfilled in Jesus, no
more proof was necessary that He was the prophesied
Messiah.  The church is a group of people who have
accepted and believed that all Old Testament prophe-
cies confirm Jesus to be the Messiah and Son of God.  It
is upon this foundation that the church exists.  If Jesus
were neither, then there would be no right for the church
to exist as the unique people of God on earth.  This be-
lief is what separates the church from all false religions.

When we study through the New Testament, one of
the most evident confirmations of Christianity is the
changed lives of those who were affected by the risen
Christ.  In fact, we cannot answer the radical change in
human lives without the fact that people actually experi-
enced something unusual in their lives.  When Luke wrote
this document to Theophilus, he set forth the radically
changed lives of specific individuals as evidence that they
had experienced something unusual in their lives.

Changed lives can occur in any religion.  However,
when studying the case of different people in the New
Testament, it is difficult to explain the nature of the
change in their lives without them having experienced
something very unusual.  This is particularly true of the
life of the apostle Paul.  The radical nature of the change
in his life can be explained only if he actually experi-
enced something on the Damascus road.  In reference to
those to whom He and the other evangelists, who also
experienced the miraculous firsthand, the receptivity of
their preaching was phenomenal.  It was phenomenal
because those to whom they preached accepted them as
true witnesses of the personal experience with the su-
pernatural work of God.

The force of this evidence for Christianity is com-
pounded when we consider the fact that thousands of
changed lives happened at the same time in history.  If

only a few people had radically changed lives, then we
would wonder concerning the authenticity of the testi-
mony of their lives.  In the case of Christianity, how-
ever, there were thousands of people throughout the land
of Palestine and the Roman Empire who radically
changed to a committed life of faith because they be-
lieved in Jesus.  This great change in only one or two
decades cannot be explained without the fact that some-
thing very unusual happened in the first century.  It hap-
pened in a manner that gave evidence to the sonship of
Jesus of Nazareth and the evangelists who were sent forth
by Him.

With the above in mind we must seriously consider
some of the lives that Luke presents as evidence for the
confirmation of the message that Paul and others
preached through the world.

A. Christianity was proclaimed true by the conver-
sion of sorcerers.

Luke assumes that the Court will question,

Christianity is just another sect of sorcery which is typi-
cal of the numerous religious sorcerers throughout the
Roman Empire.  Why should we not consider Christianity
just another sect of sorcerers?

Chapter 3

THE PROOF OF CHANGED LIVES
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Luke not only affirmed the argument that the mi-
raculous works of those who proclaimed the Christian
faith were actually true, he added the testimony of those
who were masters of professional trickery.  These mas-
ter sorcerers had constructed their own followings and
cults.  They showed in their lives the desire to have a
following.  They maintained a following by controlling
people by fear.  These witch doctors, therefore, captured
the imagination of entire villages, towns and cities.  They
maintained control over the citizens of cities by the sup-
posed magical spells which they claimed to be from the
unseen supernatural world.  Luke uses this group of char-
acters in a way that they give one of the greatest testi-
monies to the truth of miracles.

Man-made religions of many ancient people are
often based on the self-acclaimed miraculous wonders
of those who seek position in a particular tribe, clan or
society.  Luke, however, sets out to use these sorcerers
and witch doctors as witnesses for Christianity.  In do-
ing so, he uses their testimony of the true miracles they
saw Christians work as a witness against their own trades
of deception.  Luke’s defense is based on the logic that
even those who were involved in magical trickery in lo-
cal communities give their testimony to the validity of
true miracles.  By their testimony they deny their own
so-called miracles.

Luke wants those who would judge Paul to know
that true manifestations of the supernatural were not
magical tricks.  Those who were masters of magical tricks
give witness to the fact that what these early Christians
were doing was commanding the environment of the
supernatural by the will of God.  The following are three
cases where true miracles were proved to be more than
magical tricks of master sorcerers.  These cases affirm
that the miracles recorded in the New Testament were
true.  They also affirm that the works of the sorcerers
were not miraculous.

1.  The testimony of Simon of Samaria:  Philip,
the evangelist, went to the city of Samaria and “preached
Christ to them” (At 8:5).  Many in Samaria believed his
message because they were “hearing and seeing the
miracles which he did” (At 8:6).  They heard the un-
clean spirits cry out when they were cast out by Philip.
They saw the sick healed (At 8:7).  There was no ques-
tion, therefore, that something miraculous occurred.

In Samaria there was a sorcerer by the name of
Simon.  Luke records that he “practiced sorcery in the
city and astonished the people of Samaria, claiming that
he was someone great, to whom they all gave heed, from
the least to the greatest, saying, ‘This man is the great
power of God’” (At 8:9,10).  “They heeded him because

he had astonished them with his sorceries for a long
time” (At 8:11).  For a long time Simon had amazed the
entire city with his magical tricks.  He had amazed ev-
ery citizen from the youngest to the oldest.  However,
Philip came to the city working true miracles that they
could see and hear.  The citizens of Samaria saw and
heard that there was a difference between what Philip
was doing and what they had seen Simon do.  They rec-
ognized that Philip’s miracles were true manifestations
of the supernatural.

Even Simon gave his testimony to the truthfulness
of the miraculous works of Philip.  Luke recorded, “Then
Simon himself also believed; and when he was bap-
tized he continued with Philip and was amazed, seeing
the miracles and signs which were done” (At 8:13).
This master of sorcery in Samaria recognized and wit-
nessed to the truth of Philip’s miracles.  Simon was
amazed at what Philip did.  If he had performed miracles
himself he would have had no reason to be amazed at
what Philip did.  Therefore, Simon witnessed that the
miracles of Philip were not the magical tricks that he
had done in order to gain a following from the people.
He thus gave his testimony that Philip worked true
miracles.  In giving this testimony, he at the same time
gave a testimony that what he was doing as a sorcerer
was only deceptive works.

2.  The testimony of Bar-jesus in Paphos:  Paul
and Barnabas traveled to the island of Cyprus where they
preached the gospel event in the city of Paphos (At 13:4-
12).  There they encountered a sorcerer by the name of
Bar-jesus.  This man was full of all deceit, fraud and an
enemy of all righteousness, never ceasing to pervert the
right ways of the Lord (At 13:10).  He withstood the
teachings of Paul and Barnabas and worked to turn the
people away from what they were preaching (At 13:8).

As Simon of Samaria, Bar-jesus had also deceived
the people with his magical tricks.  Sergius Paulus was
the Roman proconsul of the area.  He was an intelligent
man (At 13:7).  However, even he, as well as many oth-
ers on the island, gave heed to the magical trickery of
Bar-jesus.  Nevertheless, Sergius Paulus called for and
listened to the preaching of Paul and Barnabas.  He did
so because he wanted to hear the word of God (At 13:7).
But Bar-jesus sought to turn Sergius Paulus away from
the preaching of these two evangelists.

Because Bar-jesus was an enemy of the truth, Paul
called down the power of the supernatural upon him in
order to inflict physical punishment on him for his deeds.
Paul said before all, “And now, indeed, the hand of the
Lord is upon you, and you shall be blind, not seeing the
sun for a time” (At 13:11).  Bar-jesus was subsequently
blinded and went about seeking someone to lead him.
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Luke records that when the proconsul “saw what had
been done,” he believed (At 13:12).  He was astonished
at the teaching of the Lord.

Luke’s argument is twofold with this case.  First,
though Bar-jesus was supposedly to have miraculous
power, he could not miraculously work against Paul.  He
could not undo his blindness which had been brought
down upon him by Paul.  If he had miraculous power,
certainly he could have miraculously opposed the teach-
ing and work of Paul.

Secondly, the Roman proconsul, Sergius Paulus,
gave his testimony to the truth of what occurred.  He
could be summoned to the Roman Court in order to give
testimony for what had actually happened.  Since what
actually took place was true, Paul could not be accused
of being one of the sorcerers of the religions of the Ro-
man Empire.  His work was against those who practiced
sorcery.

3.  The testimony of the Ephesians:  Luke recorded
the marvelous events that took place in the city of Ephe-
sus.  “God worked unusual miracles by the hands of
Paul, so that even handkerchiefs or aprons were brought
from his body to the sick, and the diseases left them and
evil spirits went out of them” (At 19:11,12).  There were
some fake Jewish exorcists in Ephesus who had never
before exorcised an evil spirit from anyone.  The fact
that they had not is seen by their efforts to cast out evil
spirits “by the Jesus whom Paul preaches” (At 19:13).
If they had been able to cast out evil spirits with their
own incantations before Paul came to the city, then why
would they seek to do so by the name of Jesus which
Paul proclaimed?

As a result of the Jewish exorcists’ counterfeit at-
tempt to cast out demons in the name of Jesus, the one
in whom the evil spirits dwelt, leaped on them, stripping
them of their clothes.  The Jewish exorcists then “fled
out of that house naked and wounded” (At 19:16).  “This
became known both to all Jews and Greeks dwelling in
Ephesus; and fear fell on them all, and the name of the
Lord Jesus was magnified” (At 19:17).

Here is Luke’s defense.  “Many who had believed
came confessing and telling their deeds” (At 19:18).
They were confessing and telling about their evil
deeds of deception which they had formerly prac-
ticed.  “Also, many of those who had practiced magic
brought their books together and burned them in the sight
of all” (At 19:19).  They had not been “practicing” true
miracles.  They had been practicing magical tricks so
as to deceive the people into believing that they were
actually working miracles.  But when they saw the
“unusual miracles” worked by the hand of Paul, and
believed his message, they confessed their deception.

These workers of deception gave their testimony that
what they were doing in Ephesus was false and decep-
tive.  Their confession was a witness that what Paul was
doing was true and supernatural.  As a result of Paul’s
work, Luke recorded, “the word of the Lord grew might-
ily and prevailed” (At 19:20).  The word of God pre-
vailed over the false miracles and deceptive lies of man-
made religions.

Luke’s defense of the early Christians on this point
is impeccable.  The change in the city of Ephesus is a
testimony to the truth of the miraculous works of Paul.
Luke challenges by inferring that the city of Ephesus
could be called to Rome in order to testify on behalf of
Paul.  The citizens of Ephesus could be gathered with
the citizens of Paphos and Samaria.

The sociological religious change that took place
in these three cities give testimony to the fact that Chris-
tianity was not just another man-made religion which
was based upon the self-acclaimed magical tricks of
witchdoctors and sorcerers.  On the contrary, those sor-
cerers who practiced their trade witnessed to the fact
that the miracles of the messengers of Christianity were
different than their magical tricks.  They thus affirm the
validity of the disciples’ miracles.  And since the belief
of Christians were proved true by miracles, the Court
must not blame Christians for maintaining their belief
that Jesus was real and that His message must be heard
and believed.

Luke asks all to believe as those who once prac-
ticed or believed in the magical tricks of witches and
witchdoctors.  Christianity is true because it is above
the deceptions of those who seek a following by deceiv-
ing men.  Christianity is based upon the fact of the su-
pernatural.

B. Christianity is true because of the belief of cred-
ible witnesses.

Luke assumes that the Court will question,

Is not Christianity just another religious belief of the poor
and oppressed?

Christianity was believed by the poor and op-
pressed, as Luke assumes the Roman Court might be-
lieve.  However, it was also believed by reliable govern-
ment officials and prominent community leaders
throughout the Roman Empire.  We must not assume
that the cases of conversion that Luke records in Acts
were simply recorded for the purpose of illustrating cases
where people were immersed upon believing in Jesus.
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The cases of conversion had a greater purpose.  That
purpose was to give evidence that the gospel was be-
lieved by all groups of people throughout the Roman
Empire.  Any of these people could be questioned con-
cerning their conversion.  The following are individuals
Luke would challenge the Court to call to Rome and
question.

1.  Call on the priests of Jerusalem.  Luke records
that the Jewish leadership in Jerusalem greatly opposed
Christianity.  However, he also makes it clear that not
all the Jewish leadership was of this persuasion.  He
records, “And the word of God spread ... and a great
many of the priests were obedient to the faith” (At 6:7).
Luke makes this special mention of this special group of
converts for the purpose of letting it be known that not
all the Jewish leadership opposed Christianity.

2.  Call on the Ethiopian eunuch.  The eunuch
from Ethiopia had charge of all the treasury of Ethiopia.
He was an honest man of great integrity.  He had “great
authority under Candace the queen of the Ethiopians”
(At 8:27).  After Philip had preached Jesus to him, he
stated, “What hinders me from being baptized?” (At
8:36).  This government official was obedient to the
gospel.  Can we question his integrity?

3.  Call on Paul himself.  Paul was before the Court
for his own defense.  Nevertheless, he is a testimony
and defense for himself.  After all, he was formerly a
man of great authority among the Jewish military.  He
was a former Pharisee, having studied at the feet of the
great Jewish teacher Gamaliel (At 22:1-5).  He had re-
ceived full authority from the chief priests and elders of
Jerusalem to persecute the church (At 8:3; 22:5).  How-
ever, he believed as a result of his encounter with Jesus
on the Damascus road.  Why did Paul make such a radi-
cal change of life?  Can we explain this radical change
without the Damascus road experience?

4.  Call on Cornelius, a Roman centurion.
Cornelius was a Roman centurion who was stationed in
Caesarea.  He was a devout man “and one who feared
God with all his household, who gave alms generously
to the people, and prayed to God always” (At 10:1,2).
He was a man of great integrity and a good spiritual
leader in the community.  He had “a good reputation
among all the nation of the Jews” (At 10:22).  And yet,
he and all his household were baptized in the name of
the Lord Jesus (At 10:44-48).  He was a Roman govern-
ment official who believed the message that was
preached by Peter.  Since he lived in Caesarea, we would
assume that he had heard of Jesus, and possibly, experi-
enced the teaching of Jesus.  At least in this case, he
experienced the appearance of an angel.  He was an of-

ficial that could be summoned to Rome to give testi-
mony concerning what he saw and heard.

5.  Call on Sergius Paulus of Paphos.  Sergius
Paulus was Rome’s proconsul of Paphos on the island
of Cyprus.  He was an intelligent man (At 13:7).  Though
he was influenced by a sorcerer, he desired to hear what
the evangelists Paul and Barnabas had to say (At 13:7).
After he heard the evangelists, Luke records, “Then the
proconsul believed, when he saw what had been done,
being astonished at the teaching of the Lord” (At
13:12).

6.  Call on the leading women of the city of Thes-
salonica.  In Thessalonica Paul and Silas preached Jesus.
As a result, Luke records, “... a great multitude of the
devout Greeks, and not a few of the leading women,
joined Paul and Silas” (At 17:4).  These women of so-
cial standing were credible witnesses to what Paul and
Silas had to say.  Surely, they would not have been fooled
by the deceptions of two opportunists who were seeking
a following.

7.  Call on Crispus.  Crispus lived in Corinth.  Paul
also went there and preached Jesus as the Christ.  As a
result, Luke records, “Then Crispus, the ruler of the syna-
gogue, believed on the Lord with all his household.  And
many of the Corinthians, hearing, believed and were
baptized” (At 18:8).  This religious man was respected
by the community so as to be placed in a position as the
ruler of the synagogue.  He believed.  He could be called
to Rome to give testimony concerning the message and
works of the apostle Paul.

8.  Call on King Agrippa.  Though there is no
record of Agrippa’s positive response to the gospel, Luke
records his reaction to the questions of Paul during Paul’s
hearing in Palestine.  Paul questioned, “King Agrippa, do
you believe the prophets?  I know that you do believe”
(At 26:27).  Agrippa did believe the prophecies of the
Jewish prophets.  He seriously considered their fulfill-
ment in the one called Jesus.  He responded to Paul, “You
almost persuade me to become a Christian” (At 26:28).

9.  Call on Julius.  Julius was the centurion of the
Roman Augustan Regiment who had the responsibility
of taking Paul to Rome to stand before Caesar.  He was
a valid character witness to Paul.  During the voyage to
Rome, Paul gained the respect of Julius to the point that
Julius began listening to Paul’s counsel.  As the ship
approached the island of Malta after the storm at sea,
Julius followed Paul’s instructions that were based upon
Paul’s claim that an angel had stood before him during
the night (At 27:23).  When they were about to wreck
the ship on the shore of Malta, the soldiers wanted to
kill all the prisoners.  However, Julius, “wanting to save
Paul, kept them from their purpose ...” (At 27:43).  Julius
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was now in Rome.  Luke would ask the Court to call on
him to testify on behalf of Paul.

10.  Call on the father of Publius.  Publius was a
“leading citizen” of the island of Malta (At 28:7).  Paul
healed his father while he was shipwrecked on the is-
land (At 28:8).  The Court could call on Publius, his
father and all the citizens of Malta in order to testify
concerning the miracles which Paul worked.

Luke’s argument is that Christianity was believed
by those who could make a rational decision according
to the thinking of the Roman Court.  Those in high posi-
tions would have nothing to gain for their decision to
follow Jesus.  They would have no ulterior motives.  They
would have no hidden agenda.  If they believed, Luke
argues, then there is something to that which they be-
lieved.  Rome could call these witnesses to the Court in
order to testify.  Those of the world and throughout his-
tory can also call them since their conversion is reported
by Luke for all history.  These are reliable witnesses
who can affirm that this Jesus must be believed.  They
are witnesses to the fact that as rational people they be-
lieved in the message that was preached by evangelists
who personally experienced the unveiling of the super-
natural work of God.  As the people of God we accept
their witness as true, and thus we are justified as the
only people of God in the world.  The church is of God
because the members believe.

C. Christianity is true because men risked their
lives to preach.

Luke assumes that the Court will question,

If the leaders and followers of this Jesus were placed un-
der severe persecution and trials, would they not forsake
this Jesus and His religion?

It is true that many valiant men have given their
lives for great causes.  Too often, men give their lives
for false beliefs that are based on superstitions or tradi-
tions.  We would say, therefore, that Luke’s argument
here is not a final confirmation of the truthfulness of the
Christian religion.  However, if Christianity were true
in the sense that men actually experienced the transcen-
dent God, then we would expect men to give their lives
for it.  We would expect men to be martyred because
they refused to either deny Jesus or quit their God-or-
dained mission.  To the Roman Court, therefore, Luke
presents the life consequences of those who firmly main-
tained that they had personally encountered the super-
natural work of God.

As those on the Roman Court in the time of Paul,
we today have not personally experienced Jesus or the
confirming miracles of the earthly disciples.  We are
“more blessed” because we believe, and yet, have not
seen (Jn 20:29).  However, the early evangelists often
worked from personal experience.  The Roman judges
had not personally seen Jesus.  Neither have we.  How-
ever, Peter, John, Stephen and a host of other disciples,
personally walked with Him.  The existence and person
of Jesus was not a matter of belief to them.  He was a
matter of fact.  Peter proclaimed, “For we cannot but
speak the things which we have seen and heard” (At
4:20).  The apostles were the original witnesses to both
Jesus and His resurrection.  They thus affirmed what
they had personally seen and heard.  Therefore, they were
motivated by fact, whereas, we are motivated by belief
in their personal testimony.

We must understand this point in order to under-
stand the witness of the early disciples.  We examine
their testimony, as the Roman judges.  Did the early dis-
ciples suffer for that which they knew as fact?  Had they
actually experienced something in their personal lives
that made them behave in a different manner than those
who simply die “for their faith”?  The nature of Luke’s
defense is that he records the unique behavior of those
who had actually experienced the fact of Jesus and
His resurrection and the fact of God’s miraculous
work among the disciples.  He gives a historical ac-
count of the behavior of men who actually experienced
that which we accept by faith.  These early disciples,
therefore, had to speak that which they personally expe-
rienced.  And because they had personally experienced
the transcendent God, they were willing to commit their
lives to what they believed, even if it meant death.

1.  They endured great hardships for their beliefs.
The hardships which the early disciples commonly en-
dured is brought out by a statement that Paul and Barna-
bas made to new Christians in Asia Minor.  They stated
what seemed to be a principle of early Christian life.
“We must through many tribulations enter the king-
dom of God” (At 14:22).  We could say that Paul reaped
what he had sown in this matter.  After his conversion
and while he was in Jerusalem, the Lord appeared to
him.  The Lord told him to leave Jerusalem.  But Paul
answered, “Lord, they know that in every synagogue I
imprisoned and beat those who believe on You” (At
22:19).  Paul did the same to the church in his work
before he was converted.  After Stephen was stoned, “a
great persecution arose against the church which was
at Jerusalem ...” (At 8:1).  “As for Saul [Paul], he made
havoc of the church, entering every house, and drag-
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ging off men and women, committing them to prison”
(At 8:3).  He breathed “threats and murder against the
disciples of the Lord” (At 9:1).

Christians throughout the first century world suf-
fered for their faith.  In fact, one of the common teach-
ings of exhortation that was taught among the churches
was what Paul and Barnabas taught the Christians of
their first missionary journey.  “We must through many
tribulations enter the kingdom of God” (At 14:22).  Af-
ter the conversion of Paul, the Jews continued their per-
secution of the church.  They brought great hardship upon
the early disciples throughout the Roman Empire until
God put a stop to the Jewish State through the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem in A.D. 70.

2.  They endured great persecutions for their faith.
Persecution was the furnace of purification through
which the faith of all the early disciples went.

a.  Peter and John were arrested and threat-
ened.  Peter and John did a good work by healing a
crippled man at the temple in Jerusalem (At 3:1-10).
They proclaimed that the healing was done by the power
of God (At 3:11,12).  Nevertheless, the Jewish leader-
ship was greatly distressed that they taught in the name
of Jesus (At 4:1-4).  The apostles were subsequently ar-
rested and placed under custody.  They were commanded
“not to speak at all nor teach in the name of Jesus” (At
4:18).  But such threats meant nothing to Peter, John
and the other apostles.  It was as Peter said.  “We cannot
but speak the things which we have seen and heard” (At
4:20).

b.  The apostles were arrested and beaten.
The Jewish leadership continued to persecute the church
after the initial arrest and threatening of the apostles.
They “laid their hands on the apostles and put them in
the common prison” (At 5:18).  They beat the apostles
and commanded them not to speak in the name of Jesus
(At 5:40).  But the apostles “departed from the presence
of the council, rejoicing that they were counted worthy
to suffer shame for His name” (At 5:41).  And every
day “in the temple, and in every house, they did not cease
teaching and preaching Jesus as the Christ” (At 5:42).

c.  Paul and Barnabas were persecuted.  Af-
ter Jesus had appeared to Paul on the Damascus road,
He showed Paul all the persecutions that he would have
to endure during his ministry of preaching the name of
Jesus.  Jesus said to Ananias in reference to Paul, “For I
will show him how many things he must suffer for My
name’s sake” (At 9:15).  The courage of Paul is seen in
the fact that he knew what he was getting himself into
when he went to the waters of baptism.

As Paul went from city to city preaching the name

of Jesus, he was continually persecuted by the Jews.
When the Jews saw the multitudes that gave attention to
the things he said, “they were filled with envy; and con-
tradicting and blaspheming, they opposed the things
spoken by Paul” (At 13:45).  In Antioch of Pisidia “the
Jews stirred up the devout and prominent women and
the chief men of the city, raised up persecution against
Paul and Barnabas, and expelled them from their re-
gion” (At 13:50).  Paul and Barnabas went to Iconium.
“But the unbelieving Jews stirred up the Gentiles and
poisoned their minds against the brethren” (At 14:2).
Paul and Barnabas fled over to Derbe.  However, the
“Jews from Antioch and Iconium came there; and hav-
ing persuaded the multitudes, they stoned Paul and
dragged him out of the city, supposing him to be dead”
(At 14:19).  Paul and Barnabas went from city to city,
hazarding their lives for the purpose of preaching Jesus.
It was said of them throughout the church that they were
“men who have risked their lives for the name of our
Lord Jesus Christ” (At 15:26).

The Lord had told Paul that in every city persecu-
tions awaited him (At 20:23).  He traveled under the
threat of death.  He said, however, “None of these things
move me; nor do I count my life dear to myself, so that I
may finish my race with joy, and the ministry which I
received from the Lord Jesus, to testify to the gospel of
the grace of God” (At 20:24).  To the Caesarean breth-
ren he stated, “For I am ready not only to be bound, but
also to die at Jerusalem for the name of the Lord Jesus”
(At 21:13).  Such faith surely came from a man who
personally had an encounter with Deity.

3.  They endured plots to harm and murder them.
Numerous plots were made against Paul and the early
Christians.  The Jews tried to murder him on more than
one occasion.  Luke’s argument for tracing the ministry
of Paul after his conversion is to draw the conclusion
that such a life would not have been lived by a man who
did not actually experience the revelation of God in his
life.  The amount of tribulation and persecution through
which Paul went in his ministry can be understood only
if we believe that he personally saw Jesus on the Dam-
ascus road.

a.  Plot of murder in Damascus:  Immediately
after his conversion, Paul preached Jesus as the Christ
in the synagogues.  He preached that He was the Son of
God (At 9:20).  “Now after many days were past, the
Jews plotted to kill him” (At 9:23).

b.  Plot of murder in Jerusalem:  Paul fled
Damascus and went to Jerusalem.  “He spoke boldly in
the name of the Lord Jesus and disputed against the
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Hellenists, but they attempted to kill him” (At 9:29).
c.  Plot of murder in Iconium:  Paul and Barna-

bas preached Jesus in the synagogue of the Jews in
Iconium.  Many of the Jews and Gentiles believed (At
14:1-4).  However, “a violent attempt was made by both
the Gentiles and Jews, with their rulers, to abuse and
stone them” (At 14:5).

d.  Plot of murder in Greece:  When Paul came
to Greece after leaving Macedonia, he stayed three
months with the churches.  “And when the Jews plotted
against him as he was about to sail to Syria, he decided
to return through Macedonia” (At 20:3).

e.  Second plot of murder in Jerusalem:  When
Paul eventually returned to Jerusalem, he was taken into
custody by the Roman guard in order to protect him from
a Jewish mob.  However, “some of the Jews banded to-
gether and bound themselves under an oath, saying that
they would neither eat nor drink till they had killed Paul”
(At 23:12).  The Roman commander, Claudius Lysias,
learned of the plot.  He had Paul taken by night to
Caesarea.

f.  Plot of murder by ambush:  While Paul was
in Roman custody in Caesarea, the Jews again schemed.
They asked Festus if he would have Paul brought again to
Jerusalem for trial.  However, they wanted to “lay in
ambush along the road to kill him” (At 25:3).

No ordinary person would undergo what Paul did
in order to proclaim his beliefs.  Luke is asking that we
examine this man simply because of the great trials he
had to endure in order to proclaim his belief in the gos-
pel.  The conclusion to which Luke wants us to come is
that for one as Paul to undergo such tribulation and trial
during his life, he must have had some experience that
firmly convinced him that Jesus was the Son of God.

4.  They lived in the shadow of death.  The en-
emies of Christianity were successful on more than one
occasion in their attempts to discourage or murder the
disciples.  They murdered both Jesus and some of those
who preached in His name.  Therefore, when one be-
came a Christian he knew that he might be in a situation
where he would have to give his life for his faith (See
Rv 2:10).

a.  Murder of Jesus:  The Jewish religious lead-
ership had, according to their law, murdered Jesus (At
2:23).  They had killed the Prince of life (At 3:14).  They
had murdered Jesus by hanging Him on the cross (At
5:30).  We would expect, therefore, that they would do
no less to those who claimed to be the disciples of Jesus.

b.  Murder of Stephen:  Stephen proclaimed to

the same mob that had murdered Jesus, “Which of the
prophets did your fathers not persecute?  And they killed
those who foretold the coming of the Just One, of whom
you now have become the betrayer and murderers” (At
7:52).  “When they heard these things they were cut to
the heart, and they gnashed at him with their teeth” (At
7:54).  Therefore, they cast Stephen “out of the city and
stoned him” (At 7:58).  Stephen was murdered simply
because the Jews could not defend themselves against
his arguments.

c.  Murder of James:  King Herod also
“stretched out his hand to harass some from the church”
(At 12:1).  He murdered James who was one of the
apostles and brother of John (At 12:2).  He also sought
to murder Peter in the same manner because the murder
of James pleased the Jews (At 12:3).  However, God
sent his angel to release Peter from Herod’s prison (At
12:5-11).  Peter was delivered and Herod’s plan was
spoiled.

d.  Attempted murder of Paul:  When Paul
preached in Derbe the Jews from Antioch and Iconium
came over and stirred up the people against him (At
14:19).  They subsequently stoned Paul and cast him
out of the city.  They evidently thought that he was dead.

On another occasion Paul was in Jerusalem.  He
was in the temple.  When he came out, false accusations
were made against him.  The Jews seized him and tried
to kill him on the spot (At 21:26-28,32; 26:21).

Luke gives to the Roman Court case after case of
persecution, harassment, plots and murders.  If Chris-
tianity was a man-made religion, he argues, would these
people suffer so much for something that was of human
origin?  If this Jesus had not been raised from the dead,
would not just one disciple have broken down under
persecution and confessed that it was all a hoax?  If Paul
had not actually seen Jesus on the Damascus road, would
it be reasonable to believe that he would endure such a
life of persecution for a lie, or hallucination, or some-
thing he had dreamed up in Arabia?  Luke expects the
Court to be reasonable and fair.  His appeal is that the
sufferings of the early disciples cannot be explained if
the disciples did not personally experience Jesus and
the manifestation of God through miracles.

D. Christianity is true because of the self-denial of
believers.

Luke assumes that the Court will question,

As other religions of the Empire, is not Christianity just
another money-making scheme of religionists who seek
to live off the religious desires of men?
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Luke knows that the Roman judges might be think-
ing that Paul and other evangelists went forth on a reli-
gious money-making scheme throughout the Empire.
They might believe that the early evangelists preached
this Christianity for the purpose of enlarging their cof-
fers.  After all, such was a common practice of the day
among other religious groups.  The Corinthians were
known for such hireling practices.  Even in Athens, phi-
losophers proclaimed philosophies for profit.  Through-
out the defense of Acts, therefore, Luke mentions on
more than one occasion the sacrificial-sharing attitude
of these “Third World” preachers who denied themselves
and committed their lives to the preaching of the gospel.

Luke makes it known, however, that the Christian
community did help in sending these evangelists forth.
The church in Antioch sent forth Paul and Barnabas (At
13:1-4).  The church in Thessalonica sent Paul and Silas
to Berea (At 17:10).  But such support was usually not
sufficient, for as Luke records, Paul had to work with
his hands in order to survive (At See 20:33-36).  The
support that was given to the evangelists lasted only for
a short time after leaving their home.  There were no
bank drafts.  There were no wire transfer of funds.  The
evangelists had to live by supporting themselves through-
out their journeys (2 Th 3:8).  The fact that they did is
evidence that they went forth with the message of the
gospel on their hearts.  They were willing to undergo
great poverty in order to preach the gospel to the world
(Ph 4:10-12).

1.  The church had a spirit of sacrificial sharing.
Luke affirmed that the Christian community in general
was not composed of a group of wealthy citizens.  If
fact, even in the beginning of the movement they “sold
their possessions and goods, and divided them among
all, as anyone had need” (At 2:45).  As the community
progressed, things did not get much better.  These early
believers did not covet one anothers’ possessions.  They
did not covet the possessions of the world.  Loving the
things of the world was not in their nature (See 1 Jn
2:15).  Even after the movement had grown, they still
manifested the commonality of possessions.  Luke re-
corded, “Now the multitude of those who believed were
of one heart and one soul; neither did anyone say that
any of the things he possessed was his own, but they had
all things in common” (At 4:32).  “Nor was there any-
one among them who lacked; for all who were possess-
ors of lands or houses sold them, and brought the pro-
ceeds of the things that were sold” (At 4:35).  The pro-
ceeds of the things that were sold were distributed to
anyone who had a need (At 4:35).

Luke’s argument is that the nature of the teaching

and behavior of the community of believers was shar-
ing, not hoarding.  They shared among themselves, and
especially, they took care of their widows (At 6:1-7).
When one of the prophets, Agabus, prophesied a great
famine, “the disciples, each according to his ability,
determined to send relief to the brethren dwelling in
Judea” (At 11:27-30).  Sharing, therefore, was one of
the teachings of the evangelists, including Paul.  Shar-
ing was taught and practiced in the personal lives of the
evangelists.

2.  Peter and John manifested sacrificial shar-
ing.  Peter and John manifested the sharing teaching of
Christianity in their own lives.  They had every opportu-
nity to possess great wealth because the people esteemed
them highly in Jerusalem (At 5:12,13).  However, when
a poor cripple asked them for money, Peter responded,
“Silver and gold I do not have ...” (At 3:6).  If they had
been preaching for money, surely they could not have
said this.  Even when the apostles were offered money,
their principles of teaching were too great to allow them
the privilege of selling their gift to lay hands on dis-
ciples and impart the miraculous gifts.  In Samaria, Simon
offered them money for the authority to lay his hands on
people in order that they receive the miraculous gifts of
the Holy Spirit (At 8:18,19).  But Peter responded, “Your
money perish with you, because you thought that the
gift of God could be purchased with money!” (At 8:20).

3.  Barnabas manifested sacrificial sharing.
Barnabas had accompanied Paul on many journeys.  He
would be a valid witness to the nature of those who went
forth to preach Christianity.  In his life he manifested
the nature of those evangelists who preached this shar-
ing community of God.  He was one who had land, but
sold it in order that the proceeds be distributed to the
needy of the community of believers (4:36,37).

4.  Paul manifested sacrificial sharing.  In his life
before becoming a Christian, Paul had all the power,
possessions and position any person could possibly want.
However, this all changed on a road to Damascus.  After
his conversion, Paul went forth preaching Jesus Christ,
His death and resurrection.  In order to do this, some
churches and individuals did support him (At 13:1-4).
However, on many occasions he had to work with his
own hands in order to survive.  In fact, his working as a
tentmaker was probably the main source of his income.
When he went to the city of Corinth, Paul stayed with
two tentmakers named Aquila and Priscilla.  “Because
he was of the same trade, he stayed with them and
worked; for by occupation they were tentmakers” (At
18:1-3).  While in Ephesus, he worked to support him-
self and those who were with him.  Luke records his
words to the Ephesian elders.  “I have coveted no one’s
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silver or gold or apparel.  Yes, you yourselves know that
these hands have provided for my necessities, and for
those who were with me.  I have shown you in every
way, by laboring like this, that you must support the weak.
And remember the words of the Lord Jesus, that He said,
‘It is more blessed to give than to receive’.” (At 20:33-
35).

Luke thus argues that the integrity of the evange-
lists’ hearts cannot be questioned on this matter.  They
did not preach for money.  Christianity was not a money-
making scheme.  The sincerity of the messengers of
Christianity is upheld on the basis that they did not go
forth for the purpose of making a living.  The opposite is
true.  They often lost their living when they went forth.

5.  The evangelists exposed and disposed religious
money-making schemes.  Luke includes the fact that
evangelists often exposed and disposed the money-mak-
ing schemes of those who took advantage of the reli-
gious nature of men.  The following are two cases that
Luke presents to the Roman Court.

a.  Religious money-making was exposed and
disposed in Philippi.  When Paul and Silas arrived in
Philippi, they encountered “a certain slave girl possessed
with a spirit of divination” (At 16:16).  The religious
practices of the girl “brought her master much profit
by fortune-telling” (At 16:16).  After she had agitated
Paul and Silas for many days, Paul cast an evil spirit out
of her.  “But when her masters saw that their hope of
profit was gone, they seized Paul and Silas and dragged
them into the marketplace to the authorities” (At 16:19).
It was on this occasion that the evangelists were accused
of troubling the city and teaching “customs which are
not lawful for us, being Romans, to receive or observe”
(At 16:20,21).  To the Roman Court, however, Luke
wants the real reason to be known for the trouble in Phil-
ippi.  Those whose money-making scheme of using a
poor slave girl had actually caused the disturbance be-
cause their means of profit was lost.

b.  Religious money-making was exposed and
disposed in Ephesus.  In Ephesus another great com-
motion arose concerning Christianity (At 19:23).  Again,
the problem dealt with religious money-making schemes
of those who would live off the religious nature of people.

The disturbance was started with “a certain man
named Demetrius, a silversmith, who made silver shrines
of Diana” (At 19: 24).  He and others made no small
profit from the sale of these shrines to those who trav-
eled to Ephesus to worship Diana (At 19:24).  However,
a great number of people in Ephesus turned to Jesus (At
19:11-20).  Demetrius thus said to his fellow craftsmen,
“Moreover you see and hear that not only at Ephesus,

but throughout almost all Asia, this Paul has persuaded
and turned away many people, saying that they are not
gods which are made with hands.  So not only is this
trade of ours in danger of falling into disrepute, but
also the temple of the great goddess Diana may be de-
spised and her magnificence destroyed, whom all Asia
and the world worship” (At 19:26,27).  As a result of
Demetrius’ speech, a great protest was created in Ephe-
sus concerning Paul and the gospel he proclaimed.

Luke wants the Roman Court to clearly understand
that some major disturbances were caused in the Roman
Empire because the pocketbooks of those who had used
religion for money-making schemes had been greatly
threatened.  Christianity was not a religion of money-
making.  It could not be used to make money.  Such a
practice was contrary to the sharing nature of the reli-
gion.  When its true nature is practiced in the lives of
men, religious-money making schemes are attacked.  And
when the profit of men is attacked, they attack those
who preach the truth.

The early evangelists went forth because of their
sacrificial commitment to the gospel of Jesus.  Their
Savior had left heaven for earth in order that men might
be saved.  They could do no less in leaving the things of
the world in order to take the gospel to the world.  They
were willing, therefore, to make all necessary sacrifices
in order to preach the gospel to the world.

E. Christianity is true because of bold leadership.

Luke assumes that the Court will question,

Other religious leaders have been bold in their procla-
mations of their faiths.  Christians are no different from
them.  Why should we believe Paul and others simply
because they are bold in their beliefs?

Luke again states that the truth of Christianity is
not necessarily proven true simply because the disciples
were bold in their affirmation of its facts.  Many reli-
gions of the world are boldly affirmed to be true by the
supporters.  However, Luke challenges us with two
things.  First, the early disciples did exert a true bold-
ness in proclaiming their religious belief.  This fact is
reported by Luke throughout the defense.

Secondly, the nature of the early disciples’ bold-
ness is the nature of those who were proclaiming some-
thing they had not simply believed, but something that
they had actually experienced.  Peter and John ex-
pressed this feeling when they answered the Sanhedrin,
“For we cannot but speak the things which we have
seen and heard” (At 4:20).  Their boldness in the face
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of death was certainly noble.  But the nature of their
boldness expresses something that is beyond the simple
boldness of the nobility of men who firmly believe their
faiths.  Luke’s argument, therefore, is that this boldness
cannot be explained without the actual personal ex-
perience of those things that the disciples claimed to
have personally seen and heard.

1.  The boldness of the disciples was unique.  When
the Jewish religious leaders commanded Peter and John
“not to speak at all nor teach in the name of Jesus” (At
4:18), they answered, “For we cannot but speak the
things which we have seen and heard” (At 4:20).  The
nature of this confidence and boldness was typical of all
the disciples.  Peter, John and the other apostles were
bold because they were not simply stating a belief that
Jesus was real and that He had been resurrected.  They
were stating their actual personal contact with Him
for over three years.  In fact, the Jewish counsel “saw
the boldness of Peter and John” (At 4:13).  Such bold-
ness could be manifested only by those who had actu-
ally been with Jesus.  Luke records the impression the
counsel had of Peter and John.  “And they realized that
they had been with Jesus” (At 4:13).  The apostles were
bold because of what they had personally seen and
heard.  (Luke would later use this defense on behalf of
Paul in At 22:15.)

After Peter and John were eventually released from
the Jewish trial of the Sanhedrin, they met with the dis-
ciples and together prayed, “Now, Lord, look on their
threats, and grant to Your servants that with all bold-
ness they may speak Your word” (At 4:29).  God an-
swered their prayer “and they spoke the word of God
with boldness” (At 4:31).

When all of the apostles were on trial before the
Sanhedrin, they could not be silenced from speaking
those things which they had seen and heard.  The coun-
sel had strictly commanded them not to speak in the name
of Jesus.  However, the apostles answered, “We ought
to obey God rather than men” (At 5:29).  They were
beaten by the Jews.  But they rejoiced “that they were
counted worthy to suffer shame for His name” (At 5:41).
They continued teaching daily in the temple in Jerusa-
lem and from house to house (At 5:42; see 20:20).  They
could not be silenced because they had to speak those
things which they had personally seen and heard.

In order to generate this unique boldness in the life
of the apostles, Jesus “presented Himself alive after His
suffering by many infallible proofs, being seen by them
during forty days ...” (At 1:3).  The apostles became
bold witnesses of the resurrection as a result of their
personal encounters with Jesus after He was raised (At

1:8).  “This Jesus God has raised up, of which we are
all witnesses” (At 2:32; see 2:24; 3:15).  The unique
boldness of the disciples is understood only on the
basis that they personally experienced a resurrected
Jesus.  Nothing else adequately explains their behavior.

2.  Paul expressed a unique boldness.  Luke’s de-
fense turns to Paul in the last part of his record of the
church.  On the Damascus road Jesus personally ap-
peared to and spoke with Paul.  These were things
which Paul saw and heard.  He could not deny that he
had this personal encounter with God.  On at least two
different occasions Paul used this experience as a testi-
mony and proof for his own defense (At 22:6-10; 26:12-
18).  We do not know how many other times He men-
tioned this personal experience to disciples or enemies
of Christianity.  Luke realized the significance of the
experience in Paul’s defense for he records the actual
historical happening (At 9:1-6), plus the two times when
Paul brought up the experience before the courts in Pal-
estine.

Paul’s divine commission was to take the name of
Jesus “before Gentiles, kings, and the children of Is-
rael” (At 9:15).  In order to have the boldness that would
be needed to endure the ordeals through which he would
go, the Lord personally appeared to Paul.  Paul’s bold-
ness was unusual.  Luke has taken the Roman Court
through the ministry of Paul.  He has shown them the
persecution and plots of murder.  Through all these tri-
als Paul maintained a boldness that is not usual.

Some men will exercise great boldness on a par-
ticular occasion which demands the strength of the indi-
vidual.  Few men will maintain boldness over a brief
period of time.  Very few men will maintain the type of
boldness we see in Paul over two decades of suffering
and persecution.  Luke challenges, therefore, that the
Court consider that this man Paul must have experienced
in his personal life something that was beyond the nor-
mal beliefs of men.  Paul’s boldness in life was more
than nobility.  It was something that could be explained
only if he had personally encountered the resurrected
Jesus on the Damascus road.

Thus Luke leads the Court through the trail of Paul’s
trials.  After his conversion, Paul immediately “preached
the Christ in the synagogues, that He is the Son of God”
(At 9:20).  He “increased all the more in strength, and
confounded the Jews who dwelt in Damascus” (At 9:22).
He spoke boldly to the Jews about His belief (At 9:27).
From Damascus he went to Jerusalem.  There he “spoke
boldly in the name of the Lord Jesus ...” (At 9:29).  In
Antioch of Pisidia, both Paul and Barnabas “grew bold
...” and spoke the word of God in the face of hostile
Jews who contradicted and blasphemed (At 13:45,46).
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In Iconium “the unbelieving Jews stirred up the Gen-
tiles and poisoned their minds against the brethren” (At
14:2).  However, Paul and Barnabas “stayed there a long
time speaking boldly in the Lord ...” (At 14:3).  In Ephe-
sus Paul “went into the synagogue and spoke boldly for
three months, reasoning and persuading concerning the
things of the kingdom of God” (At 19:8).  While in Ephe-
sus, a furious mob of religionists who worshiped Diana
rushed to the Ephesus theater.  They cried out, “Great is
Diana of the Ephesians” (At 19:28).  Luke records, “And
when Paul wanted to go in to the people, the disciples
would not allow him” (At 19:30).  Even the officials of
the city who knew the uncontrollable nature of the Eph-
esian religious fanatics, pleaded with Paul that he not
enter the theater.  They knew that they would beat Paul
to death.  In this whole ordeal, we see a tremendous bold-
ness on the part of Paul.  He believed so firmly those
things which he had experienced that we was willing to
risk his life on more than one occasion to tell men that
Jesus was Lord.

Luke asks the Roman Court to decide on this point.
If Paul was a madman as Festus proclaimed in the
Caesarean court (At 26:24), then we could explain the
exceptional boldness and courage of Paul.  However, if
Paul was not mad, then no normal person would behave
in such a manner over an extended period of time with-
out having personally experienced the powers of the
supernatural.  We are thus left to judge the sanity of Paul.
But in judging his behavior and speeches, we do not see
the mind or manner of a madman.  The Roman Court
had at hand too many valid character witnesses to so
judge Paul.  Our only conclusion, therefore, is to be-
lieve that this man Paul encountered God.  And if he so
encountered God, then we must make a decision about
what he said.  He is either the idiot of the Appian Way,
or a messenger commissioned by God Himself.  We must
make a decision.  Our decision is that he actually expe-
rienced something on a road outside Damascus that can-
not be explained with words of this world.

Chapter 4

THE PROOF OF GLOBAL EXPANSION

The expansion of Christianity throughout the Ro-
man world was exceptional.  It was not the normal ex-
pansion of religions that are man-made.  Neither to fables,
myths or legends expanded in growth as the church which
swept across the world after A.D. 30.  How can one ex-
plain such growth?

The answer to the question is one of Luke’s most
powerful arguments concerning the divine origin of
Christianity.  In fact, there is no logical answer to the
rapid growth of the church throughout the world than to
affirm that God was behind the movement.  Luke’s de-
fense of Christianity in the book of Acts, therefore, fo-
cuses on the matter of the growth of the church.

A. Christianity is proven true by the nature of its
rapid growth.

Luke assumes that the Court will question,

This Jesus has many followers.  However, other religions
have the same.  Has not this church of disciples sprung
up and grown in numbers just like any other religion of
the Empire?

Throughout Luke’s defense he records the phenom-
enal growth of the Christian movement.  His argument

is that man-made religious movements do not grow with
such rapid expansion.  Man-made religions of which the
Roman Court would be familiar developed in growth
over decades. In contrast, the church exploded out of
Jerusalem with volcanic force after A.D. 30.  It spread
throughout the Roman Empire in a period of about thirty
years.  Luke argues, “How can we explain such phe-
nomenal growth without intervention of the supernatu-
ral work of God?”  And if God was involved in the
growth, then we cannot accuse those who believed for
being misled by the deceptions of men.

Luke begins the record of phenomenal church
growth at the very beginning of the Christian movement.
On Pentecost, “those who gladly received his [Peter’s]
word were baptized; and that day about three thousand
souls were added to them” (At 2:41).  “And the Lord
added to the church daily those who were being saved”
(At 2:47).  The movement expanded.  “Many of those
who heard the word believed; and the number of the
men came to be about five thousand” (At 4:4).  “And
believers were increasingly added to the Lord, multi-
tudes of both men and women” (At 5:14).  They kept
preaching and teaching Jesus everywhere (At 5:42).
“And the word of God spread, and the number of the
disciples multiplied greatly in Jerusalem, and a great
many of the priests were obedient to the faith” (At 6:7).
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The Christians were then scattered everywhere (At
8:4).  In Samaria “multitudes with one accord heeded
the things spoken by Philip” (At 8:6).  “They were mul-
tiplied” (At 9:31).  In Joppa, “many believed on the
Lord” (At 9:42).  After Herod died, “the word of God
grew and multiplied” (At 12:24).  Around Antioch of
Pisidia, “the word of the Lord was being spread through-
out all the region” (At 13:49).  After the first mission-
ary journey of Paul and Barnabas, “they reported all
that God had done with them, and that He had opened
the door of faith to the Gentiles” (At 15:35).

The disciples continued “teaching and preaching
the word of the Lord” (At 15:35).  In Thessalonica “a
great multitude of the devout Greeks, and not a few of
the leading women, joined Paul and Silas” (At 17:4).
In Corinth, “many of the Corinthians, hearing, believed
and were baptized” (At 18:8).  Out of Ephesus “the word
of the Lord grew mightily and prevailed” (At 19:20).

Luke’s argument is clear and his defense is unques-
tionable.  How would the Roman Court answer the phe-
nomenal growth of Christianity by using the measuring
statistics of how ordinary man-made religions have de-
veloped throughout the years?  We cannot explain the
growth of Christianity by applying the methods of
growth that are used to measure man-made religions.
Luke’s challenge, therefore, is that we cannot answer
the argument for the rapid growth of Christianity with-
out the direct intervention of God in the lives of men.

B. Christianity is true because the gospel is for all
cultures.

Luke assumes that the Roman court would ques-
tion,

We have heard that Christians preach their gospel only to
the Jews.  Is this not proof that Christianity is just an-
other sect of the Jews that fulfills the religious needs of a
particular group of the Jews?

A major truth concerning the nature of Christianity
as opposed to religions that are the invention of men is
the fact that the gospel is applicable to all cultures of the
world.  Luke informs the Court that the early disciples
went first to the Jews, and then to all the cultures of the
Gentiles.  After the initial establishment of the church,
the disciples preached to the Jews only (At 11:19).  Jesus,
however, stated that the gospel would be preached to all
nations (Mt 28:19; Mk 16:15; Lk 24:47).  In Luke’s de-
fense, he proves that this was carried out in the lives of
the disciples.  He presents cases of how this mission
was accomplished.  He records evidence of how God

miraculously communicated to the disciples that the
Gentiles should receive the message of the gospel.

A God that would be the one true God of all hu-
manity would reveal Himself so as to establish a reli-
gion that was applicable to all men for all time.  This is
the very nature of true Christianity.  Because it is appli-
cable to all men is proof that it has been truly revealed
from the one true God.

Luke’s central argument is to uphold Jesus and the
church as the means by which the brotherhood of hu-
manity can be accomplished.  The fact that there is one
God who has manifested Himself through one Lord Jesus
Christ establishes a foundation upon which all men can
be religiously one.  The church, therefore, is a brother-
hood into which all cultures of the world can come and
serve the one true God.  Christianity is a brotherhood
that will establish peace between men of all cultures of
the world.  Only the God of heaven could have estab-
lished such a community.  This is Luke’s argument.

1.    The gospel went to the Samaritans.  Luke first
records how the gospel went to the Samaritans whom
the Jews socially rejected.  “Philip went down to the
city of Samaria and preached Christ to them” (At 8:5).
As a result, “multitudes with one accord heeded the
things spoken by Philip” (At 8:6).  “When they believed
Philip as he preached the things concerning the king-
dom of God and the name of Jesus Christ, both men and
women were baptized” (At 8:12).

2.    The gospel went to the Gentiles.  In Acts 10
and 11, Peter and six Jews went to the house of a Gen-
tile named Cornelius.  While they were in the house of
Cornelius, God poured out on this Gentile household,
the gift of the Spirit (At 11:15-17).  When Peter and his
witnesses returned to Jerusalem, the Jewish Christians
in Jerusalem first contended with Peter about his going
into the house of a Gentile.  They protested, “You went
in to uncircumcised men and ate with them” (At 11:3).
However, Peter explained to them the vision that he had
where God told him that He made all things clean (At
10:9-16).  The voice of the vision stated, “What God
has cleansed you must not call common” (At 10:15).
Peter followed the instructions of the vision.  He went
to the house of a Gentile and preached the gospel.  When
the Jewish Christians in Jerusalem heard Peter’s defense,
they said, “Then God has also granted to the Gentiles
repentance to life” (At 11:18).

3.    The gospel went to the Gentile world through
Paul.  Paul was personally called by Jesus on the Dam-
ascus road.  The purpose of the calling was to send Paul
to the Gentiles with the message of the gospel (At 9:15).
Throughout his ministry, therefore, Luke records inci-
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dents where he fulfilled this special ministry.
When the unbelieving Jews rejected the gospel in

Antioch of Pisidia, Paul and Barnabas told them that in
the city they were turning to the Gentiles.  He said to the
Jews, “It was necessary that the word of God should be
spoken to you first; but since you reject it, and judge
yourselves unworthy of everlasting life, behold, we turn
to the Gentiles” (At 13:46).  Luke also records, “Now
when the Gentiles heard this, they were glad and glori-
fied the word of the Lord” (At 13:48).

The same thing as the above happened in Corinth.
When the unbelieving Jews opposed Paul and blas-
phemed, “he shook his garments and said to them, ‘Your
blood be upon your own heads; I am clean.  From now
on I will go to the Gentiles” (At 18:6).  As a result,
many of the Corinthians believed and were baptized (At
18:8).

When the Jews in Rome rejected the gospel, Paul
said to them, “Therefore let it be known to you that the
salvation of God has been sent to the Gentiles, and they
will hear it” (At 28:28).

Luke’s argument on behalf of Paul and Christian-
ity was that the gospel was for all the world.  It was not
for the Jews alone.  In fact, the Old Testament prophets
prophesied that the Jews would harden their hearts
against the gospel (At 13:47; 28:26,27; see Is 6:9,10;
42:1,6; 49:6; Jr 5:21; Ez 12:2).  This hardening of hearts
would spur the gospel on to the Gentiles throughout the
world.

The fundamental truths upon which Christianity is
based are necessary for salvation.  Such truths are appli-
cable to all cultures of the world.  They are truths which
are not culturally linked, that is, they are not truths
which are identified by or characteristic with any one
culture of the world.  Because the fundamental beliefs
of Christianity are such is evidence that Christianity was
revealed by the one true God.  The fundamental beliefs
of Christianity which are revealed in Luke and Acts are
those truths that are necessary for salvation.  They make
up the simplicity of the Christian faith.  They are God’s
directions for godly living and holiness that are appli-
cable to all cultures of the world for all history.  No reli-
gion of man could have such cultural applicability.

C. Christianity is true because the church was
united as one.

Luke assumes that the Court will question, “Divi-
sion among Christians will prove that Christianity is a
man-made religion.  This is true, for all human influence
in religion causes division.  We hear of divisions in this
Christianity.  Therefore, is it not a man-made religion?”

Luke answers the preceding question with one of
the strongest arguments that can be launched against
man-made religions.  If religions are man-made, then
any man that comes along can add to the teaching, and
thus, cause division among the followers.  If the follow-
ers of any particular religion cannot find divine author-
ity for the teachings of the religion, then they will di-
vide over the pronouncements of great teachers of that
religion.

Any religion that is closely linked to any particular
culture is subject to isolation and division, and thus, it
will not freely grow throughout the world.  Its own cul-
tural orientation makes world propagation very difficult.
Man-made religions are often tied to the culture from
which they spring.  Because they are culturally linked, it
is most difficult for such religions to be propagated to
other cultures.

The problem also arises with the culture from which
a particular religion may have arisen.  If the culture
changes – and all cultures do change with time – the
religion is often divided from within because of struggles
between conservatives and liberals within the religion
and culture.  Luke argues that Christianity is above the
culture of man.  And by being above the culture of man,
it is applicable to all cultures of the world.  This is a
most convincing argument to prove that Christianity is
the revelation of the one God of heaven who is the Fa-
ther of all humanity.

Luke seeks to prove that Christianity is a God-re-
vealed religion simply because the foundation principles
of Christianity were based upon the simplicity of one
gospel message and the few fundamental beliefs and
moral standards that Christians must maintain in order
to be saved.  That one gospel message, he affirms, origi-
nated from God and not man.

1.  The disciples preached one gospel.  The cen-
tral message of the disciples was the coming of Jesus
to die for man’s sins, His burial, resurrection to give
hope, and reign over all things at the right hand of God.
Men must obey this gospel by immersion into the death,
burial and resurrection of Jesus (See At 2:38; 8:12,38;
10:47,48; 16:15,33; 18:8; 19:5; 22:16).  Jesus is also
coming again and will judge the world (At 17:30,31).
Because Jesus is coming again to judge all, men must
maintain a moral life of integrity and righteous living
(See At 24:25).

The message of the death, burial and resurrection
of Jesus permeates the preaching of the disciples.  Luke
records several major sermons which include these cen-
tral events of the gospel.  Peter preached the death, burial
and resurrection on Pentecost (At 2:22-32).  He preached
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the same in the temple (At 3:14,15).  Peter and John
preached this good news to the Sanhedrin (At 4:10).  The
apostles preached the same message every day in the
temple and from house to house (At 5:42).  The dis-
ciples’ belief in and preaching of the gospel united them
in their outreach to the world.

2.  The disciples preached Jesus as the Messiah.
Luke establishes the foundation of his defense for Chris-
tians on the fact that they believed Jesus fulfilled all Old
Testament prophecies concerning the Messiah (the
Christ).  The apostles preached “Jesus as the Christ”
(At 5:42).  Paul preached “Jesus is the Christ” (At 9:22;
17:3; 18:5).  Apollos also preached that “Jesus is the
Christ” (At 18:28).  The disciples’ stand on this belief
united them into one body of believers.  They maintained
their unity because they believed that this Jesus fulfilled
all prophecies about the Messiah.

3.  The disciples continue together and expressed
unity on fundamental teachings.  After Jesus had as-
cended, the apostles returned to Jerusalem.  “These all
continued with one accord in prayer and supplication
...” (At 1:14).  On the day of Pentecost “they were all
with one accord in one place” (At 2:1).  Those who
were baptized “continued steadfastly in the apostles’
doctrine and fellowship ...” (At 2:42).  “Now all who
believed were together, and had all things in common”
(At 2:44).  The “multitude of those who believed were
of one heart and one soul ...” (At 4:32).  “And they
were all with one accord in Solomon’s Porch” (At 5:12).
In Samaria, “the multitudes with one accord heeded the
things spoken by Philip” (At 8:6).  Luke’s defense on
this point is clear.  The community of disciples through-
out the Roman Empire was united as a group.  The Chris-
tians came from many different cultures.  However, they
were united by one gospel into one church.

When unconverted and legalistic Jews attempted
to destroy the united fellowship of the disciples by bind-
ing Old Testament laws on the church, the church rose
up as one to rid itself of this divisive influence.  Thus in
Jerusalem “the apostles and elders came together to
consider this matter” (At 15:6).  They made a decision
to send a letter to the Gentile churches in order to in-
form them that those who went out from Jerusalem to
bind circumcision on the Gentiles, had received no such
commandment (At 15:24).  “Then it pleased the apostles
and elders, with the whole church, to send chosen men”
to Antioch to deliver this letter (At 15:22).  One of these
men was Paul who labored in agreement with all the
disciples.

Upon the basis of fundamental doctrines concern-
ing salvation, the disciples were united as one.  They
were united on fundamentals by allowing liberty in mat-

ters of opinion.  The following is a list of those funda-
mental beliefs which Luke presents in the book of Acts
that united the early disciples.  The oneness of the dis-
ciples’ belief on these matters is expressed throughout
the defense of Acts in order to present the fact that the
beliefs of Christians did not originate with man, but with
God.

FUNDAMENTAL TEACHINGS OF ACTS

1. ONE GOD:  At 2:47; 3:8,9,13; 4:24; 5:29,30;
7:2,32,46; 13:16,17;26;  15:8,14,19; 16:14,17,34;
17:24,29; 18:7; 20:32; 22:14; 24:14; 26:20

2. ONE LORD:  At 2:34,36; 3:19; 4:33; 7:59; 8:16; 9:5-
42; 10:36,48; 11:17; 14:23; 15:11,26; 16:31,32; 17:24;
19:5,10,13,17; 20:21,24; 21:13

3. ONE SPIRIT:  At 2:4,17,18; 5:9; 6:10; 8:29,39; 10:19;
11:12,28; 16:7; 21:4

4. ONE FAITH:  At 3:16; 6:7; 13:8; 14:22,27; 15:9;
16:5; 24:24

5. ONE BAPTISM:  At 2:38,41; 8:12,13,16,36; 9:18;
10:47,48; 16:15,33; 18:8; 19:3,5; 22:16

6. ONE BODY, THE CHURCH:  At 5:11; 7:38; 8:1,3;
9:31; 11:22,26; 12:1,5; 13:1; 14:23,27; 15:3,4,22,41;
16:5; 18:22; 20:17,28

7. ONE HOPE:  At 23:6; 24:15; 26:6,7; 28:20

Luke had already written to Theophilus concern-
ing fundamental moral teachings in the document of
Luke.  In Acts he shows the difference between the uni-
fying fundamentals of the church as opposed to the di-
versity of beliefs that are so characteristic of man-made
religions.

Luke unceasingly delivered to the Roman Court the
argument that the one church was unified in its struggle
against Jewish persecution.  The church was unified in its
evangelistic outreach to the world.  It was unified on the
fundamental doctrines concerning salvation.

D. Christianity is true because it can endure false
accusations.

Luke assumes that the Court will question,

Many have accused this Paul of various things.  Many
accusations have been made against Christianity.  With
so many accusations against Christians, should we not
believe that there is something erroneous about this reli-
gion?

One of the phenomenal things concerning the
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growth of the church in the first century is the fact that it
grew regardless of all the false accusations that were
made against Jesus and the church.  When men and
women were faced with the truth of Jesus, they submit-
ted, regardless of false reports they had heard.  The
church thus grew beyond and through the false accusa-
tions of evil men who cared nothing for the truth.

Luke realized that the judges in Rome may have
heard numerous accusations against Christianity.  The
farther away from the actual happening of something,
the more distorted the stories become.  Rome was a long
way from Jerusalem and the areas where Paul labored.
When Paul arrived in Rome, the first Jews with whom
he met stated that Christianity was spoken against ev-
erywhere (At 23:22).  Luke assumed, therefore, that there
were many tales that had been spread throughout the
Empire concerning what the disciples actually believed
or did.  With this in mind, he sought to clear up some of
the misunderstandings concerning troubles and accusa-
tions that had been associated with Christians, and Paul
in particular.

1.  Accusations against Jesus and Christians have
been false.  Luke makes it clear that false witnesses and
accusations were launched against the church by its en-
emies.  “By lawless hands” the Jews had Jesus cruci-
fied (At 2:23).  They had “denied the Holy One and the
Just, and asked for a murderer to be granted” freedom
(At 3:14).

This same fury was unleashed against the disciples
of Jesus.  When the Jews could not withstand the wis-
dom and spirit by which Stephen spoke, “they secretly
induced men to say, ‘We have heard him speak blasphe-
mous words against Moses and God’” (At 6:10,11).
They thus “stirred up the people, the elders, and the
scribes ...” (At 6:12).

Paul and Silas were falsely accused in Philippi.
Those who opposed them accused, “These men, being
Jews, exceedingly trouble our city; and they teach cus-
toms which are not lawful for us, being Romans, to re-
ceive or observe” (At 16:20,21).

In Thessalonica the story was the same.  “The Jews
who were not persuaded, becoming envious, took some
of the evil men from the marketplace, and gathering a
mob, set all the city in an uproar and attacked the house
of Jason, and sought to bring them [Paul and Silas] out
to the people” (At 17:5).

Before Felix Paul was falsely accused by Tertullus
who represented the Jews.  Tertullus accused, “For we
have found this man a plague, a creator of dissension
among all the Jews throughout the world, and a ring-
leader of the sect of the Nazarenes” (At 24:5).

Those who cannot answer the arguments of their
enemies will often resort to false accusations in order to
destroy the character of their opponents.  This evil tac-
tic was used against Jesus, the apostles and the church
as a whole.  Luke points out this most common problem
which is often used by wicked men to destroy that which
is good.

2.  The Jews were the trouble makers.  Luke also
wants the Court to know that it was the Jews who cre-
ated social disturbances concerning Jesus.  They were
the ones who also “laid hands on them [Peter and John],
and put them in custody ...” (At 4:4).  It was the Jews
who “laid their hands on the apostles and put them in
the common prison” (At 5:18).  It was the Synagogue of
the Freedmen who “stirred up the people, the elders,
and the scribes: and they came upon him [Stephen],
seized him, and brought him to the council” (At 6:12).
It was a Jewish mob that “cried out with a loud voice,
stopped their ears, and ran at [Stephen] with one ac-
cord” (At 7:57).  And it was Saul before his conversion
who “made havoc of the church, entering every house,
and dragging off men and women, committing them to
prison” (At 8:3).  He did such with the consent of Jew-
ish religious leaders (At 9:1,2).

Luke also wants the Court to know of the unlawful
behavior of Herod.  He had murdered James (At 12:1).
“And because he saw that it pleased the Jews, he pro-
ceeded further to seize Peter also” (At 12:2).

After his conversion, Paul set out on his God-com-
missioned work to evangelize the world.  However, the
Jews stirred up the multitudes almost everywhere he
went.  In Iconium “the unbelieving Jews stirred up the
Gentiles and poisoned their minds against the brethren”
(At 14:2).  In Thessalonica “the Jews who were not per-
suaded ... set all the city in an uproar and attacked the
house of Jason ...” (At 17:5).  In Berea, the Jews from
Thessalonica came and “stirred up the crowds” (At
17:13).  In the temple at Jerusalem “the Jews from Asia
... stirred up the whole crowd and laid hands on him
[Paul]” (At 21:27).  When Paul defended himself be-
fore this mob, they listened until he told them of his
mission to the Gentiles.  Luke then recorded, “And they
listened to him until this word, and then they raised their
voices and said, ‘Away with such a fellow from the earth,
for he is not fit to live!’  Then, as they cried out and tore
off their clothes and threw dust into the air, the com-
mander ordered him to be brought into the barracks ...”
(At 22:22-24).  Subsequently, some Jews in Jerusalem
banded together with a plot to murder Paul (At 23:12-
22).  In order not to create a public riot, Claudius Lysias,
the Roman commander, had Paul immediately moved to
Caesarea.
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Throughout the defense of Luke, the theme of Jew-
ish trouble making and false accusations is highlighted
by Luke.  He wants the Court to completely understand
that all references to social disorder that might have come
to the ears of the judges was not instigated by Chris-
tians.

3.  Greedy men were the trouble makers.  Luke
adds the problems that were created in Ephesus by greedy
men who used the religious inclinations of those in Asia
Minor to make money for themselves.  A great many
people were converted in the area, and thus, the shrine-
making business declined.  Those who made the shrines
were in trouble of losing their businesses.  As a result,
“there arose a great commotion about the Way” (At
19:23).  Demetrius called a meeting of the craftsmen
who were involved in the shrine-making business and
accused the disciples of creating the problem.  “And when
they [the craftsmen] heard this, they were full of wrath
....  So the whole city was filled with confusion ...” (At
19:28,29).

The movement of Christianity had been strong

throughout the Roman Empire.  It had been strong be-
cause of belief in Jesus, that He was proved to be the
Son of God by His resurrection from the dead (At 2:23-
32; 10:39-41).  This belief among the disciples was so
strong that nothing would contain them.  Peter and John
expressed it correctly.  “For we cannot but speak the
things which we have seen and heard” (At 4:20).  Reli-
gious leaders tried to stop the movement of believers by
threatening them about preaching Jesus (At 4:18).  Kings
tried to discourage the movement by murdering the lead-
ers (At 12:1,2).  They threw the disciples in prisons (At
8:3).  But even the prisons of Palestine could not con-
tain them nor quiet their voices (At 12:5-19).  The very
foundations of Roman prisons were shaken for the sake
of the movement (At 16:23-27).

Luke asks us to make a decision concerning Paul
who was just one of the thousands of disciples who had
gone forth with the message of Jesus on their lips.  This
man Paul cannot be blamed for what he had personally
experienced.  He cannot be blamed for testifying that he
had seen the resurrected Son of God.

Epilogue

Luke’s defense to or for Theophilus on behalf of
Paul through the treaties of Luke and Acts was appar-
ently successful.  Paul had prayed and hoped for release
from his first imprisonment in Rome (Ph 1:25; 2:23,24;
Pl 22).  After his release he evidently journeyed on to
Crete where churches were established (Ti 1:5).  From
Crete he possibly went on to Ephesus (Ep 1:), Miletus
(2 Tm 4:20), Troas (2 Tm 4:13), Dalmatia (2 Tm 4:10),
Nicopolis (Ti 3:12), and Corinth (2 Tm 4:20).  From
Corinth he possibly went on to Spain (Rm 15:24,28).

It is believed that Paul was later arrested again by
Nero in A.D. 67 and taken to Rome.  It was then that he

wrote to Titus and his final letter to Timothy, where he
stated, “For I am already being poured out as a drink
offering, and the time of my departure is at hand.  I have
fought the good fight, I have finished the race, I have
kept the faith.  Finally, there is laid up for me the crown
of righteousness, which the Lord, the righteous Judge,
will give to me on that Day, and not to me only but also
to all who have loved His appearing” (2 Tm 4:6-8).

Historians have affirmed that Paul was probably
beheaded in Rome around A.D. 67,68.  Thus ended God’s
work to prove through him that Christianity is true.
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Book 29

Sectarian Denominationalism
When you study through the following book, please keep in mind that the church, through the

eyes of God, can never be a denomination according to the modern-day practice of denomination-
alism.  Though we may behave denominationally because of our sectarian spirit, the church is
never a denomination.  This book is written to explain how we behave denominationally, not to
affirm that the church is a denomination.  Our understanding of the New Testament church is that
God planned the church to be universal as members are added to the body of Christ throughout the
world.  The church can never be denominated in the eyes of God though we may gather into groups
and separate ourselves from one another.  This is not God’s plan.  This is not what Jesus wants of
His disciples.  He prayed that His disciples accept one another, and thus all disciples of Jesus must
seek to answer this prayer.

These are exciting times.  Great times for reaching
out and touching others with Jesus.  Many today who in
some way hold Jesus Christ dear to their hearts are mov-
ing into a new paradigm.  The baby boomer and buster
generations, who have little concern for the way things
were done in the past, have less loyalty for institutional
and traditional religions.  They seek to determine their
own destiny in a personal relationship with God outside
the confines of a professionally controlled institutional
church.  They want to be on local community levels with
their personal ministries and relationships with one an-
other and those they desire to come into a personal rela-
tionship with Jesus.  We are thus being led out of the
past at warp speed into a new and exciting generation
that has inaugurated a new future in the world of Chris-
tendom.  These are great times for the gospel.

The Protestant community is reinventing itself in
order to address family needs, violence in society, iden-
tity of the sexes, how to value relationships over valued
possessions, needs of teenagers in drug cultures, alcoholic
addictions, recovering divorcees, character development,
and a host of other social crises that have to a great extent
gone unattended by the institutional church.  In a world
where democratic politics is becoming the political sys-
tem of the new world order, the religious world is shifting
from the pastoral leadership of the professionals in the
local institutional church to personal and individual min-
istries wherein leadership is identified by loving service.
Individual members are arising to discover their own gifts
in order to initiate ground level ministries that meet the
needs of the communities in which they live.  Individual
members seek empowerment to facilitate home groups
that cater to personal needs.

Some have affirmed that we are at the dawn of a
new reformation.  I would urge us beyond reformation.
We are at the brink of a restorational paradigm shift, a
shift from the liberal modern world to the conservative
primitive values of Jesus, which values are being brought
into the new forms and symbols of a new religious world
view.  It is an exciting era, a time when old religious
behavioral patterns are tested as a new generation seeks
to encapsulate the message of the gospel in the life-style
of a generation of blue jeans and sweat shirts.

And herein is a tremendous evangelistic opportu-
nity for God’s children.  This new religious paradigm
shift is seeking to discard the old wineskins of tradi-
tional religiosity.  Many of the old institutional religions
have now lost a whole generation to this new religious
reformation.  They have lost baby boomers and busters
because this postmodern thinking did not consider the
organizational order and structure of the institutional/
corporate church an answer to present sociological needs.
One of the primary religious institutional norms of the
past that is being discarded is a Christianity that is dis-
sected into an assortment of denominational groups.  Di-
vision into sacred institutional camps that fought against
one another in order to build favorite parties that were
maintained by a dynamic pastor or traditional heritage
no longer satisfies the needs of this new generation.  In
this postdenominational environment wherein institu-
tional religions have little appeal, a new generational
church movement is emerging that seeks to determine
its own destiny without the shackles of an institutional/
corporate religion that has failed them.

If the church is to reach this generation, then we must
do some real soul-searching of our own.  It is a time to
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recognize our own denominational behavior.  The new
reformation looks with disgust and disdain at the tradi-
tional world of institutional/corporate religion.  If we
are to reach this generation, it is a time for the church to
check its own schismatic behavior in order to reach a
generation that is in a paradigm shift to
nondenominationalism.  It is a time, therefore, to rein-
vestigate what Jesus originally instituted in order to meet
the needs of every generation of the world until He comes
again.

I address this book, therefore, to two audiences.  As
the church, we must check our own behavior.  We must
admit to our denominational/institution/corporate behav-
ior, and seek with humility a confession of our hypo-
critical approach to the religious world.  Regardless of
the undenominational plea the church would make in
any part of the world, the fact remains that others view

the church as just another denomination.  And rightly
so, since we behave as such in the midst of maintaining
an ideal for undenominationality that is just not human.
People group themselves into fellowships, which fellow-
ships always have a tendency to exclude others.  We
cannot deny our humanity.

The second group to which I direct the following
pages is the traditional/institutional world of Christen-
dom.  This is a plea of confession and reconciliation.  I
am not perfect in my conclusions.  But one thing is clear,
in a Satan-filled world we must come to the table of a
God-given unity that will empower our efforts to popu-
late heaven.  Though we are our history, we must look
again at our heritage in order to consider any possibility
for a unified effort for the future.  If both of us are will-
ing to do this, then dialog can begin.  And when we talk,
great things will happen in our efforts to be one in Christ.

Jesus is the True Vine (Jn 15:1).  I am only a con-
nected branch that extends from Him (Jn 15:5).  My con-
nection is individual.  It is personal.  Regardless of what
you think, Jesus is my personal savior because He per-
sonally connected me with Him through my obedience
to the gospel.  If you are also connected to Jesus through
obedience to the gospel, then you too are a fellow branch
with me of the True Vine.  Our common attachment to
Jesus as branches individually connects us to one an-
other.  Our unity with one another is inherent in our com-
mon connection to Jesus.

I am a branch, not because I am connected to you.  I
am not a branch from you, but a branch from Jesus with
you.  Our fellowship with one another, therefore, is based
on our common attachment to Jesus.  Praise God!

Jesus said, “I am the vine.  You are the branches.
He who abides in Me and I in him, the same brings forth
much fruit, for without Me you can do nothing” (Jn 15:5).
I want to stay connected to Jesus because my productiv-
ity and eternal survival depend on it.  “If anyone does
not abide in Me, he is cast out as a branch and is with-
ered.  And they gather them and cast them into the fire
and they are burned” (Jn 15:6).

When we both abide in Jesus, we are productively
in fellowship with one another, and thus headed for
heaven together.  We maintain our gift of fellowship
because our source of spiritual nourishment is from the
True Vine (1 Jn 3:1).  Our fellowship, therefore, is
founded on our common connection and sustenance from
the True Vine, the Lord Jesus Christ.  This makes us His
one body, His church, the elect of God.  I thus maintain
my fellowship with you because of my fellowship with

Jesus.  For this reason, I seek to enjoy and nurture the
gift of our fellowship by enjoying and nurturing my per-
sonal relationship with Jesus.

But we often seek to be free-flying branches from
one another while presuming to remain connected as
branches to Jesus.  We build walls.  We draw lines be-
tween ourselves.  We behave as disfellowshipped
branches extending from the True Vine.  We lead our-
selves to believe that our identity is determined by our
relationship with one another, which relationship is of-
ten based on a list of rules and regulations we may have
established for ourselves in order to determine which
branches are bundled into our particular fellowship.  Our
identity then takes on the appearance of conformity to a
box of rules and regulations, not to our common con-
nection to Jesus through our obedience to the gospel.
We make boxes of branches, therefore, bundled into fel-
lowships that have no connection with one another.  We
become bundled branches who are not in common fel-
lowship with one another because of our unique identi-
ties we have established for ourselves.  We thus lose our
common fellowship because we lose sight of our com-
mon salvation (Jd 3).  We become denominational.

In this scenario of schisms we now view the True
Vine standing with bound bunches of branches seeking
to remain attached to the Vine.  The bunches of branches
have no fellowship with one another.  They have gone
from individual branches to bunches of bound branches
who have lost sight of the unity that is God’s gift to those
who come into a covenant relationship with Him through
obedience to the gospel.

I believe it is a time to cut through the cords of bond-

Prologue
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age that bind us as individual parties who are separated
from one another.  Someone once said that we should
dare to think “outside the box” we create for ourselves.
I have always wondered who made the boxes in the first
place?  Why is it our religious nature to continually make
boxes for ourselves outside which we must struggle to
think?  From the beginning of Christianity two thou-
sand years ago, religious boxes have been continually
made outside which men have had to arise and think in
order to call us back to the simple Way.

Anyone who believes in our effort to be simple Chris-
tians as Jesus intended we be, must be paranoid about
the theological box making business.  It is for this rea-
son that I think we need to take another look at the boxes
we have made for ourselves.  Maybe we should recon-
sider our religious beliefs and behavior in reference to
the unchanging word of God.  We must do this lest we
build for ourselves traditional boxes outside which we
struggle to think and live.

I do believe that if the concept of calling to remem-
brance the ancient paths is a biblical teaching, then we
should be claustrophobic about being in any man-made
box, for freedom did Jesus set us free.  He liberated us
from the bondage of institutional boxes in order to bring
us into a covenant of freedom.

Jesus knew that His disciples would be human in
their relationships with one another.  And being human
meant that they would often be cursed with a worldly
spirit of being individualistic and competitive among
themselves.  Brought together into our behavior with
one another, these two characteristics lend us to natu-
rally separating ourselves into different parties as we
treasure favorite traditions and opinions.  As we cluster
around our favorites, we create theological camps and
make religious boxes for ourselves.  We jump in and
then sling theological grenades and mortars outside in
order to judge and condemn those outside our box.  We
lead ourselves to believe that our camps are preserved
by how much destruction we can cause to the camp of
our enemy.  The intensity of the conflict, unfortunately,
often digresses into ungodly guerilla warfare wherein
suicide bombers seek to see how many innocent victims
they can destroy in the camp of the opposition by sling-
ing slanderous grenades here and there.  In all this con-
flict, the world does not believe in the one Lord because
it often does not see His oneness in us.

Jesus knew who we are.  Because He knew we like
making boxes, He warned that a spirit of sectarianism
would come among some of His disciples as men would
competitively arise to draw disciples after themselves.
Some would even seek to lord over the flock of God as
the world taught them to so behave in the business and

political world in which they lived.  For this reason, Jesus
prayed that His disciples continually struggle to recog-
nize the unity they must enjoy because of their common
obedience to the gospel.  Therefore, regardless of per-
sonality conflicts, exalted opinions and traditions, they
were to strive to maintain the unity of the Spirit in the
bond of peace.  His plea was that boxes never be built
which would separate His disciples from one another.

Today we live in the very religious world about which
Jesus warned.  Christendom is known as a religious world
of denominational division.  And in some areas, the
church is not innocent of the practices of sectarian-de-
nominational thinking and behavior.  As in the first cen-
tury, world religions, politics, and the business world
continually affect our thinking today, and subsequently
mold our religious behavior.  Our world is not unlike the
one that influenced the early disciples.  In our world
today, Christendom is also bombarded with influences
that often dictate behavioral practices which are con-
trary to the spirit of New Testament Christianity.  In fact,
Christendom would be defined by many as a divided
Protestantism of those who believe in Jesus, but at the
same time function separately from one another in unique
groups that are autonomous from one another.  That defi-
nition would be correct, but from a biblical perspective,
certainly erroneous.

In our present religiously divided environment of
confrontation, we must again renew our vigor to restore
simple Christianity.  Because of the religiously divided
nature of our present environment, this is a time to re-
new an intense investigation of the word of God.  We
must do this in order that we submit to the request of
Jesus’ prayer in John 17:20,21, that we behave as the
one body of Christ.  For this reason alone, it is a time to
burn boxes.

The religious world of Christendom is plagued with
organized institutional religions that are patterned after
the business and political world in which adherents live.
Religious synods, international religious organizations,
church dioceses, and religious councils have regimented
adherents into fine-tuned institutional corporations that
have long forgotten the fundamental teaching of free-
dom in Christ.  Institutionally structured religiosity has
thus stifled the spirit to revive the universal body of
Christ in an environment of liberty.  Professionalism has
intimidated the personal use of individual gifts of min-
istry.  Freedom for individual study of the Scriptures
has often been denied by our own desires to be accepted
by our self-imposed religious hierarchies and governing
organizations.  The institutional church has often become
an organizational structure that seems more like an in-
ternational corporation than the spiritual body of Christ.
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Added to the fact that Protestantism is so divided is
the complacency of many who are perfectly content with
the present situation.  Many people are satisfied to re-
main in a divided Christianity and to maintain the status
quo within denominated religious parties.  This is espe-
cially true in those institutional groups where the finan-
cial support of people is dependent on the survival of
the institutionalized church.  It seems that the proclama-
tion of Jeremiah is still true today.  “The prophets proph-
esy falsely, and the priests rule by their own power;
and My people love to have it so.  But what will you do
in the end?” (Jr 5:31).  Apostate people eventually threw
Jeremiah into a pit for taking such a stand against false
religiosity and the lukewarm spirituality of his day.  I
suppose they will do the same today since Jesus said
they would (Mt 5:10-12; Lk 6:22,23).  We like our boxes.
If anyone would suggest that we live in one that is man
constructed, then we start looking for pits into which
our prophets can be cast.

A spirit of sectarianism has given birth to a schis-
matic Christendom that seems determined to turn con-
tinually on itself with competitive religiosity while non-
Christian religions and secular humanism are on the in-
crease.  Churches often bite and devour one another in a
confrontational culture wherein control by men is more
important than submission to the unity pleas of Jesus.
Christendom is thus cursed with a cancerous divisional
disease.  Our disease repels an unbelieving world that
has witnessed our betrayal of Jesus through divisive prac-
tices and sectarian attitudes.  While the non-Christian
world mocks Christendom for its frivolous divisions, an
unchurched generation is being won over by secular hu-
manism.  Packed shopping malls on Sunday morning
are a testimony to our inability to reach our generation
with the gospel of Christ.

We are often our own worst enemy.  As human be-
ings, we are habitual.  We are traditional.   We cherish
our heritages.  When dealing with the normal routines
of life, we crave regularity, commonality and predict-
ability.  Our “Christian” traditional behavior also be-
comes religiously traditional.  As we traverse time, we
pick up unnoticed behavioral practices that become the
norms which identify our particular group of believers
to be a unique group from others who do things in a
different way.  A divided Christendom is evidence of the
fact that we cherish our religious heritages.  And since
we treasure our heritages, we become defensive when ques-
tioned about long-held behavioral patterns of a religion that
we have created after our own desires.

A culture that focuses on control systems in a politi-
cal/business world has in many ways dictated the style
of our leadership.  Instead of leadership by humble ser-

vice, we have adopted and adapted the principle that there
must be lords among us who dictate our beliefs and con-
trol our behavior, just as we do with ourselves in the
western business world.  As in the days of Jeremiah, we
are often content with our “lords,” and thus carry on
with a will that is given over to a professional clergy
with whom we are perfectly comfortable to lead us.  We
have laid our Bibles aside and feel completely content
with the pronouncements from our professional
pulpiteers.

Though the preceding scenario will prevail among
many religious groups for years to come, there are some
changes coming in the future. I see a refreshing wind of
change toward a renewal of the individual priesthood of
the believer.  Personal ministries are being discovered
as individuals seek to serve God according to their own
gifts.  Will this driving change introduced by the
postmodern generation lead us back to a service-oriented
faith?

In the past the church has suffered from the chal-
lenges of a sectarian attitude that brought us into de-
nominating ourselves from one another under the um-
brella of different controlling structures.  We have al-
lowed this to happen by developing our own institutional
identity codes that make us unique from one another.
Traditional interpretations of Scripture have further de-
nominated us as we accepted treasured proof-text pas-
sages and favorite personalities.  We authorized our in-
terpretations and behavioral traditions by the quotation
of some famous name, and subsequently we divided our-
selves as the Corinthians by becoming either “of Paul,”
or “of Cephas,” or “of Apollos.”  The postmodern reli-
gious generation repudiates this scenario.  They have
thus walked away from the hypocrisy of such divisions
in an effort to connect with one another on the founda-
tion of Jesus alone.  Instead of conforming to a regimen-
tation that was dictated by traditions and those who seek to
maintain power and purse, this new generation is seeking
to be dictated by personal relationships with Jesus and oth-
ers.

The good news is also that many are waking up to
the fact that churches that originally sought to be unde-
nominational have become traditional denominations
themselves, and thus sought within themselves to keep
groups of believers away from one another.  In their ef-
forts to teach against the sects, they have admitted that
they developed a sectarian attitude that often resembles
a sect with its own divisive names and traditions.  As a
result of this recognition, there is now a call for unity
that is based on the simplicity of those salvational teach-
ings that God requires of all men.  This is a refreshing
wind of change.
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The word “paradigm” refers to the general example,
pattern or model that is reflected in our behavior from
our world view.  When we talk of a paradigm shift we
mean that the whole pattern of our behavior changes as
a result of understanding things from a different point
of view.  Religious paradigm shifts often take place when
cultures change.  They take place when honest men and
women rediscover the simplicity of old truths.  In refer-
ence to cultural influences, new applications of biblical
truths are enacted in the life of the new generation in a
different manner than the applications of previous gen-
erations.  The truths do not change.  What changes is the
pattern of behavior that is reflected in the change of a
world view.  And such is what is happening in the reli-
gious world today.  For this reason, a religious paradigm
shift is happening before our eyes, the extremes of which
have not been witnessed for centuries.  In this historical
context, we have an opportunity to encourage a religious
restorational paradigm shift from institutional religios-
ity to the unchanging principles of God that the Spirit
revealed and would be applicable to every generation of
the world.

Therefore, in order to initiate and encourage a resto-
rational paradigm shift, we must recognize that we have
been in the past scholars of religious cultural eisegesis.
We have sought to read our religious culture and inter-
pretations into the Scriptures.  In some cases, we have
allowed our heritages to dictate our paradigm.  We in-
terpreted the first century church from the paradigm of
our present religious behavior, methods of function and
opinions.  We have defined (interpreted) the New Testa-
ment church through the glasses of the church today.

Culture does reflect our understanding of ancient
truths.  However, culture must always be subservient to
biblical principle.  This point is very important when
dealing with our religious paradigm.  In fact, in most
cases, our religious heritage almost always leads us to
interpret church according to what we have always done.
Heritage becomes stronger than biblical principle, and
thus often distorts a clear vision of the original road map
we are to follow, the New Testament.

Exegesis is allowing the Scriptures to determine our
beliefs and our religious behavior.  It is allowing the
New Testament to define the New Testament church.
We must extract out of God’s word those principles that
will dictate our cultural behavior, specifically our reli-
gious cultural behavior in our relationships with Jesus
and one another.  In the world of Christendom, we have
often relinquished our will to the present status quo of a
divided religious world.  Since many churches have of-
ten become what we customarily judged to be denomi-
national, they have led themselves to believe that all is

well in Zion.  They have subsequently lost their argu-
ment against division in the religious world because in
most cases they behave as that which they condemn.

The honest believer must recognize that he or she
can fall victim to perpetuating a schismatic religious
behavior by developing a sectarian spirit which keeps
us away from one another.  With such an attitude, people
are encouraged to avoid one another.  Some develop a
presumptuous spirit by claiming that since they “have
all the truth”, they could never fall victim themselves to
a sectarian spirit.  Some sectarian-spirited people are in
self-denial.  They thus set themselves to be watchdogs
over their particular party.  In doing so, they launch at-
tacks against all who would seek to call attention to the
fact that they have isolated themselves from others.  A
sectarian-spirited clergy thus perpetuates a denominated
church that becomes ineffective in calling others to unity
in Christ.

In the denominated world of Christendom, the church
has often maintained a sectarian spirit in her efforts to
reach out to others with a pretense of unity.  By harbor-
ing a sectarian spirit themselves, some Christians have
promoted separation within the church.  Our attitudes,
our beliefs, and our behavior have betrayed the hypoc-
risy of our plea for unity in Christ.  Some have evolved
into sounding like those we have for so long considered
apostates from the simplicity of New Testament Chris-
tianity.  In seeking to be undenominational, we have be-
come that from which we have fled.  In fighting the sects,
some have in many cases become a sect.

We must not be shocked by this admission.  In our
zeal to restore simple New Testament Christianity, we
have fought diligently against those who would divide
the body of Christ with a sectarian spirit that promotes
an “us-and-them” attitude of division over quibbles of
unprofitable issues.  But in our efforts to be the unique
body of Christ, we sometimes develop our own exclu-
sive spirit that moves us to isolate ourselves from those
with whom we should seek dialog.  Some have thus made
the church of God one of those denominations against
whom we have labored so diligently to refute.

Praise God for refreshing times of self-evaluation.
We must take a look at our beliefs and our behavior in
order to determine if we have not become that which we
have so feverishly condemned.  Those who are sincere
students of the word of God will have no fear in doing
this.  If we discover that we have developed beliefs or
behavioral patterns that conflict with the spirit of Jesus,
or teachings that conflict with His word, then the eager
disciple will correct himself or herself in order to con-
form to the will of God.  If we see ourselves as just an-
other denomination, we will seek to become undenomi-
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national when we understand the error of behaving in
such a manner.  This is the signal of a true disciple and a
scholar of the word of God.  If we are fearful of taking
this journey with the word of God into the sanctuary of
our present religious paradigm, then we are doomed.  We
are doomed to creating a god after our own misguided
religiosity and a church that becomes lost in a maze of
religious confusion.

If in my challenge of your present belief and behav-
ior you discover that you may have gone wrong in be-
coming sectarian and denominational, you will possibly
become agitated at what I say.  But by becoming so, you
may prove my case by the nature of your reaction.  Since
there is the spirit of idolatry in all of us—we seek to
create a god who conforms to our desires—it is impera-
tive that we take this journey.  It is salvational to learn
and obey those fundamental truths from which so many
have strayed by manufacturing religions that conform
to the whims of men who are determined to humanisti-
cally please their misguided religiosity.  But we would
not be that way.  If we claim to be the children of God,
then it is only natural to continually review ourselves in
the mirror of God’s word.  It is God who must direct our
steps.  It is by His word that our beliefs and behavior
must be determined.

The world in which we live has in many places be-
come more hostile to Christianity.  It has become more
hostile simply because non-Christian faiths like Islam
are making a diligent effort to propagate themselves
throughout the world.  On the opposite end of the con-
tinuum of religiosity, secular humanism in the Western
world has displaced God from the minds and lives of
men in order to substitute man himself.  As illustrated
by the world before Noah, and the populations of Sodom
and Gomorrah, humanity does not progress from pagan-
ism to great moral integrity.  It digresses in the other
direction.  Secular humanism is rapidly throwing the
world into a global society of antireligion.

In such an environment we cannot afford to fuss
among ourselves.  Our schismatic behavior has often
nullified the effect of the church in a world of non-Chris-
tian religions.  Our sectarian spirit and divided behavior
have embarrassed the body of Christ before a denomi-
national world that often says we are the same as they.
And in many ways, they are right.  Therefore, we must
not be defensive about where we are.  We must not arro-
gantly refuse to consider that we too are subject to ten-
dencies to become as the religious nations around us.
For this reason, we must continually take a serious look
at ourselves in order to consider the possibility that in
some ways we may have lost our undenominational plea
in a world that seeks to conform the church to the na-

tions among which she must dwell.  In our plea to be
Christians only, we may have arrogantly assumed to be
the only Christians.

I seek to challenge the spirit of division that is mani-
fested by any who would profess to be a disciple of
Christ.  The religions of man have made a mess out of
the simplicity of Christianity.  They have done so by the
addition of religious traditions and twisted interpreta-
tions of the Scriptures to the simplicity of the word of
God.  Most have come to the point of rejecting the com-
mandment of God in order to remain faithful to their
heritages.  In the discussions that follow, I will seriously
challenge some of our erroneous beliefs and behavior
that often characterize us as the church of God.  I will
challenge our sectarian spirit, our clergy orientation, and
our isolation from one another that is promoted by a
divisive interpretation of church independence.  I do this
in order to stimulate restorational thinking.  Unless we
continually remind ourselves that we can at any time in
history join the nations around us, we will do such.

I find it interesting in these times that among some
little is spoken or written about sectarianism and denomi-
nationalism.  I believe few people truly understand what
it means to take a nonsectarian or an undenominational
stand in the midst of a religiously divided world.  It may
be that some churches have just thrown in the doctrinal
towel and accepted the erroneous theology that God ac-
cepts denominationalism.  Others may be seeking to
avoid confrontation with their religious neighbors in
order to be an acceptable church in the community.
Whatever the reason for this haunting silence on teach-
ing against sectarian denominationalism, the fact is that
there are those among us who have no understanding or
perception of the fact that we often have a sectarian spirit
ourselves that moves us to continually bite and devour
ourselves.  Even fewer understand the plea for unde-
nominational Christianity simply because they do not
know what it means to be undenominational.

One fact is true.  Many of the religious postmodern
generation have little use for institutional churches that
have been propped up by centuries of ceremonies and
institutional organization.  The decline of the institu-
tional denomination and rise of the community church
movement is evidence that this new generation has made
a clear statement of complaint.  Those institutional
churches that have not listened to this complaint are des-
tined for doom as gray-headed assemblies grow smaller
and sanctuaries echo with absence.

This is thus a time for reevaluation.  It is such a time
because we must again look at ourselves as we look
among the sects of the religious world.  Have we lost
sight of the fact that we seek to restore New Testament
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Christianity in a world that has in so many ways coun-
terfeited the New Testament church?  Have we lost con-
tact with a postmodern generation that no longer listens
to the institutional melodies of century old songs, cer-
emonial assemblies, and hierarchical control from a pro-
fessional clergy?  If so, then this is a time for box burn-
ing.

In writing this book I realize that I will sometimes
be misunderstood.  I am writing from the position of a
house-church existence of church function.  Concepts
as “local church,” “autonomous” and “independent” are
generally not a part of the vocabulary or practice of those
who are involved in networked house churches.  The
behavior of house church networking is inherent fellow-
ship through freedom in Christ.  The betrayal of this
fellowship, as witnessed today in Christendom, was for-
eign to the vocabulary of the early church.  Denomina-
tional structures were developing in the early church,
but the early Christians’ dealing with the problem was
different from how we deal with the problem today.  It
was different because of the difference between the di-
vision in Christendom today and that which was in the
first century church.

The first century church was house-church oriented
in its assemblies and function.  It is for this reason that
we do not see denominational vocabulary used in the
New Testament to explain the existence and function of
the church.  Because of our denominational function to-
day in many churches, we have invented our own words
which carry with them into the Bible definitions that are
often foreign to the New Testament.  And herein we
sometimes fail to communicate.  Our invented words
have a lot of baggage.  For this reason we will struggle

with our baggage in our investigation of this subject.
Such is to be expected with the diversity of beliefs and
behavior that characterize Christendom in these days.

We must be patient with one another as we seek to
understand the paradigm from which we speak.  If we
miss one another in our communication, stop for a mo-
ment and consider the fact that the early church did not
assemble in purpose-built church buildings as it does
today.  The early Christians, therefore, did not define a
“local” church as an assembly that could exist in the
same city without being in full fellowship with other
assemblies of Christians in the same city.  All Christians
in cities were in fellowship with one another regardless
of where they assembled on Sunday morning.  Since I
am writing from a house church paradigm of church func-
tion and assembly, please keep in mind that my focus is
on fellowship among Christians, regardless of where they
assemble.  I am willing to risk any misunderstandings
for the sake of dealing with a New Testament function
of the early Christians among themselves, not as we see
the divided behavior of the diverse religions that are scat-
tered here and there throughout our communities today.
I ask for your patience, therefore, as we work through
some very direct and challenging material concerning a
major challenge that I see in the church in particular,
and Christendom in general.

I say this knowing that our human nature is to seek
fellowship with others in a common group, and often
develop those with whom we fellowship as an exclusive
group.  We are, after all, human.  It is only that we must
recognize our tendency to be exclusive, and thus be as
forbearing with others as possible in our efforts to evan-
gelize the world to the glory of God.

All religious groups are now in a world that is bur-
dened with a history of sectarian attitudes that have given
rise to and perpetuated a mass assortment of institutional
denominations.  Admittedly, some are content to remain
as is in this arrangement in order to retain sacred reli-
gious heritages.  Others are guarding positions and power,
salaries and pensions.  But anyone who is familiar with
the fruit of sectarianism cannot seriously justify the re-
sulting denominationalism that we see in the world to-
day.  The very nature of the fruit is contrary to the broth-
erhood of the universal church.  It is a denial of the one-
ness of the body about which God has spoken to us
through His word.  It is a hindrance to world evangelism

Chapter 1

INITIATING A RESTORATIONAL PARADIGM SHIFT

in a non-Christian world.  It is a hypocritical proclama-
tion of the one body while at the same time practicing
many bodies with many heads.  For this reason, there is
throughout the world a choir of pleas going up to God
that there be a renewed focus on a restoration to the sim-
plicity of the first century church about which we read
in the New Testament.  These pleas are based on a com-
mon desire that we advance into the future more united
than divided.  There is a united cry for a restorational
paradigm shift out of our present denominational
situation in order that we be able to fight together
against the worldwide attacks of Satan that are be-
fore us.
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Taking a stand for a restorational paradigm shift in-
volves great risks for those who would initiate such.  Res-
toration involves great change and people do not like
change.  Nevertheless, in order to get to where we must
be for the glory of God, we must risk the struggles that
come with change.  In the midst of change from the old
to the new we must have standing before us those who
are bold enough to say, “We must obey God rather than
man.”

Change in and of itself does not necessarily assume
that restoration is occurring.  When sincere people come
to a realization that they are not what God would have
them be, then change occurs.  They then determine that
efforts must be made to renew commitment to the word
of God.  Because we perceive that we are not as we
should be, we thus make small changes here and there
in a revival effort to get ourselves back to the prescribed
behavior that God intended should be characteristic of
His children.  And because we make a few minor adjust-
ments, we comfort ourselves in the fact that we have
repented and restored the prescribed divine directives
of God.  However, the changes are often only cosmetic
in the sense that they are simple religious cultural ad-
justments.  They are not the radical paradigm shift that
is often needed to get back on track with God.

The same efforts to change often occur when a new
generation emerges.  We make behavioral changes in
church organization, assembly order, worship styles, or
cultural encounters with one another in order to accom-
modate the new generation.  When the changes are made,
relief from some tension is often enjoyed.  While spar-
ing ourselves from delving into real issues that deal with
the fundamental nature of the church, we feel that we
are now set for another decade or two of “peace” in the
ranks of the redeemed.

Making cultural adjustments is important and nec-
essary.  Making changes in a revival effort to restore our
zeal for the Lord is also necessary.  But what happens
when those who claim Christ and profess to be His church
are so far removed from the original intent of God that
the “church” itself can no longer be identified as the
original church from which it has strayed?  Every gen-
eration of Christians must continually ask themselves
this question.  Since individual assemblies of the church
are always one generation away from apostasy, we must
deal directly and be specific about where we stand in
relation to what God intended we should be as the New
Testament church.

Not for one moment do I believe that the whole glo-
bal church has ever gone into apostasy.  The church has
historically existed since the day the first believer came
out of the waters of baptism on the day of Pentecost.

Simply because recorded history does not mention the
existence of the faithful throughout every century since
then, does not mean that they did not exist.  When times
of Dark Ages occur in world history, the church will
always exist underground as sincere men and women
maintain the faith in the midst of persecution and doc-
trinal apostasy.  Nevertheless, there are churches of cit-
ies who will lose their first love.  Candlesticks will be
removed and placed in other cities.  If you feel that the
candlestick of the church in your city is about to be re-
moved, it is time for a restorational paradigm shift.

Since a paradigm is the very foundation upon which
we function in every aspect of life, it is very difficult to
make paradigm shifts.  After being initiated, they are
even more difficult to maintain since we have a longing
for the good old days back in Egypt.  The initiation of a
religious paradigm shift is painful and its maintenance
in the church promotes great struggle, and often an en-
vironment of chaos, depending on the extent of the shift.
Paradigm shifts are difficult to generate simply because
the group who must carry them out in their behavior
often do not recognize that they must be made in the
first place—the majority is always content with the tra-
ditional.  But when we recognize that a shift must be
initiated in order to get back to that which is necessary,
the traditional culture of the group that must make the
change is so strong that the leading movers and shakers
are often shouted into obscurity and often out of the group
itself.  And so, the group continues as usual, having cast
its “Jeremiahs” into pits and stoned its “Pauls” in order
that the group might remain at ease in Zion.

The challenge of initiating religious paradigm shifts
—this is just a modern religious term for religious res-
toration—is that “chaos” (struggle) is an essential part
of the program.  When changes must be made, there is
always a level of tension that is generated within the
group.  The fellowship that is going through the shift
(restoration) usually does not like or understand the
struggle that is caused by the change.  The chaos, or
struggle, is usually viewed in a negative sense, and thus
those who are engaged in the struggle usually increase
the tension by their efforts to resist the change.

The Holy Spirit warned the early Jewish Christians
that they would experience the turmoil of the paradigm
shift that would transpire in their lives as they moved
Israel from Judaism to Jesus.  Resistance to the shift put
Jesus on the cross.  To His disciples, Jesus said that per-
secution would come from religious people who would
“insult you and persecute you and falsely say all kinds
of evil against you for My sake” (Mt 5:11).  It was reli-
gious people who persecuted Paul from city to city.  It
was religious people who stirred up the Jewish crowd in
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Jerusalem to kill Paul (At 21:27,31).  As a result of this
effort, chaos resulted (At 21:34), the same chaos that
prevailed in Ephesus when religious worshipers of Diana
felt threatened by the religious paradigm shift that was
taking place in the city (At 19:24-41).  Religious para-
digm shifts are difficult and come with great struggle.
Nevertheless, when they are in the direction of truth,
they must be made, regardless of the struggle that comes
with the shift.

In order to resist the restorational paradigm shifts
that occur in religious bodies, some leaders randomly
throw around “dividing-the-church” statements in an
effort to guard and maintain the old and traditional.  Such
statements are usually made in order to intimidate those
who seek to restore what they see as necessary to get us
back on track with God.  Unless the change is in funda-
mental doctrine, such statements are only the frustrated
efforts of those who either cannot deal with change it-
self or feel threatened by the new order that is strug-
gling to be born out of the chaos of change.  “Dividing-
the-church” statements usually come from those who
have long forgotten how to distinguish between funda-
mental law and the opinions and traditions of men.  Be-
cause of their inability to allow freedom in matters of
opinion and tradition, some simply view paradigm shifts
as “dividing the church”.

All societies go through periods of change and sub-
sequently social chaos in times of struggle.  These are
times when the mores of society are being transformed.
They are times of transition, a change from the old to
the new and different; wineskins are being torn asunder
as society spills forth something new.  This is simply a
process of life.  It is not something good or bad within
itself.  It is simply a process of cultural and social change
that continually happens within the social dynamics of
people.  Paul recognized this social phenomenon and
applied it to the Corinthian church situation.  “For there
must also be factions among you so that those who are
approved may be made known among you” (1 Co
11:19).  And for this reason, there must be times when
the church divides from traditions that have been bound
as law.  If no division comes, the church moves straight
into the oblivion of man-made heresies.

If our hearts are sincere and our goal is to restore the
simplicity of God’s will in our lives, then struggle re-
fines our faith.  We thus do not despise the struggle that
comes with restoration.  Out of factions (chaos) come
forth the manifested new.  The old is peeled away in
order to reveal the approved.  Unfortunately, we always
view the time of faction (chaos) as something that is
always wrong.  But Paul knew that at times such must
happen in any group in order for God to prune away that

which hinders the growth of the group.  Group disci-
pline prunes, and thus we must not regret the chaos that
comes with the change that group discipline produces
(Hb 12:5,6).  Because God loves us He will discipline
us into being what we should be as His children.  If we
move into burdening ourselves with many traditional bur-
dens that cannot be born, then He will generate a shak-
ing of His church in order that we rid ourselves of non-
essential baggage that holds the church back.

The same principle of social and religious chaos lies
behind the parable of the tares.  During the social and
religious chaos that prevailed at the end of the Jewish
State in the first century, Jesus said that “the righteous
will shine forth as the sun in the kingdom of their Fa-
ther” (Mt 13:43).  The end of the Jewish State was in
the providence of God.  The end was a time when God
was shaking national Israel in order to manifest those
who were Israel by faith in the kingdom reign of a new
King.  God produced the social and religious chaos dur-
ing this time in order to bring forth that which was new.
This was the encouragement of Hebrews 12:28 which
was written during this period of shaking.  Throughout
the forty-year period of shaking between the establish-
ment of the church on the day of Pentecost in A.D. 30
and the final destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70, the
“approved” were “receiving a kingdom that cannot be
shaken.”  During this time of shaking, the traditions of
Judaism were being shaken out of Israel in order that
the true Israel by faith be revealed by her obedience to
the truth.  God’s shaking at that time was a religious
paradigm shift.

We must not sacrifice the task of restoration for
the sake of avoiding the struggle that accompanies
the very nature of the restoration process.  In the midst
of the shaking that restoration to biblical authority gen-
erates, struggle is inevitable, and thus inherently neces-
sary, regardless of whether it is appreciated.  Struggle in
restoration forces us to wonder about where we stand.
Subsequently, the honest and sincere wander back to
God’s word.  If we are the “approved” of which Paul
spoke, it forces us to reevaluate our teaching and our
hearts.  We are forced to look into the mirror of God’s
word and reevaluate our own hearts and motives.  Out
of this self-evaluation, a new spirit emerges.  A new gen-
eration of believers is established on a course back to
the Bible in order to advance closer to the Father into
the future.

When a group becomes legal in its doctrine and en-
trenched in its traditions and institutionalism, or blindly
subservient to dominant personalities, it is often beyond
repair.  The leaders of such groups see restorational para-
digm shifts only as “division in the church”.  They are
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thus resistant to the struggle in the midst of the shift
because either their own positions, control, financial sup-
port base, or legalistic doctrine is under attack.  The at-
titudes of such leaders make it difficult for them to
change.  The churches for which they are presumed to
be leaders are often against restoration simply because
of their resistance to the traumatic change and struggle
that comes with restorational paradigm shifts.

Are religious groups with centuries of established
and embedded traditions beyond correction?  As a whole,
they probably are.  If their leadership is driven by less
than admirable motives, they are usually destined to
oblivion in a sea of religions that are moved and per-
petuated by a leadership that seeks to maintain domi-
nant roles among innocent followers.  I do not mean to
be fatalistic, but the majority of institutional churches
and their leaders usually do not seek to abandon their
heritage for the sake of restoration.  History books are
not filled with examples of whole movements making
change in order to restore simple New Testament Chris-
tianity.  Restoration is a rare phenomenon in the history
of Christendom.

Because of the subconscious nature of our habitual
behavior, we are naturally resistant to change.  This re-
sistance makes us victims to the bondage of the major-
ity.  In this religious cultural bondage, individual think-
ing is sacrificed for collective harmony.  Individual re-
lationships with God are lost in the maze of conformity
to the dictates of group heritage.  Private conclusions to
Bible studies are concealed in order that one not be
judged by the group to be a revolutionary or simply con-
troversial in attitude.  The result of this natural phenom-
enon of religious resistance is that groups carry them-
selves away into a religion that is created after their own
habitual beliefs and behavior.  Affecting a paradigm shift
to restore primitive Christianity in this environment be-
comes the exception to the rule.  The further away from
the original the present has strayed, the more painful
and unlikely the shift back to the original.

This brings us to the threshold of whether one can
stimulate a restoration or reformation in those religious
institutions that are global and financially networked
through dominant religious structures and church syn-
ods.  If we initiate a restoration, or even a cosmetic ref-
ormation, we must understand where we are going and
how we are going to get there.  Biblically blind para-
digm shifts are useless and confusing when dealing
with God’s business.  In the religious world, if they are
not directed by the word of God, they are only organiza-
tional maneuvers that are orchestrated by the whims of
fallible leaders and not the Spirit of God.

In order to make changes, some have taken the road

of reformation.  But reformation is only an effort to re-
form an existing structure.  It is an effort to rework the
old framework in order to come up with something that
is only redesigned.  Small or large changes are made
here and there in an effort to correct injustices, to make
the religious group more culturally accepted, or reorga-
nized with a new leadership.  The reformist seeks to cut
off offending appendages of tradition, doctrine, behav-
ior, and sometimes dominant leaders.   With surgical
precision, reformation efforts are very carefully carried
out in order not to cause discomfort to the whole.  In an
effort to make the group more healthy, the reformist is
content with surface reforms whereby the reformers and
the reformed are reassured that they have satisfied the
will of God to draw closer to Him.  The reformist seeks
to keep the group from as much pain as possible in order
to make course corrections.  The reformist is generally
not a wave maker.  Neither does he like to dispose of old
wineskins.

And herein was the dilemma of Wesley, Luther,
Calvin, Zwingly and a host of other reformers.  The apos-
tasy of the Christendom in which they lived and worked
was strong.  The “church” of their day was far removed
from the original.  It was so far removed that they could
be only reformers, not true restorationists.  Because of
the tremendous dominance of the Catholic Church over
the minds of the people in the religious and political
world, it was difficult for them to think freely without
the influencing baggage of an apostate church.  The re-
formists, therefore, could thus initiate only reforms in
the midst of great opposition, which opposition sent some
of them to their deaths.  A generation away from their
initial and personal efforts, their followers simply can-
onized their leftover reforms for survival in the midst of
tremendous opposition by the dominant Catholic Church
that continued to launch persecution against them in the
centuries that followed.  Nevertheless, we must take our
hats off to these brave reformists who took a stand against
an apostasy that continues even to this day.  Though they
did not give a restoration heritage to their followers, they
at least took a stand against the established apostate re-
ligion of their day.

In the decades and centuries that followed the refor-
mation of the 1500s and 1600s, reformed churches drew
up creeds and manuals in order to guarantee their sur-
vival and the allegiance of adherents to their particular
denominations.  We are thus left with a legacy of groups
out of the Reformation who are denominated from one
another.  Their past and present inability to affect true
restorational paradigm shifts has only set them on a road
that has circled around to bring them back to the roots of
their birth.  They are now the opposition to restoration
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as was the Catholic Church to the Reformation.  Never-
theless, some in this present environment are again stand-
ing up to write theses on church house doors in order to
affect either reformation or restoration.

The union of the present denominational world is
the new “Catholic Church” which now persecutes those
who seek restoration of simple New Testament Chris-
tianity.  Nothing ever changes for the true restorationist.
There are always those of the status quo apostasy who
desire no pain that comes with religious paradigm shifts.
There are always those who seek to guarantee positions
and power.  Nothing has changed since the dominant
religious leaders of Jesus’ day schemed and carried out
a plot of murder against the Son of God.

In view of the consequences of apostasy, it is im-
perative that we seek a restorational paradigm shift, not
the simple cosmetic efforts of a reformation effort.  Res-
toration is an effort to go back to our original religious
roots, back to the original divine directives that are not
encumbered with the legacy of man-made doctrines, tra-
ditions and misguided heritages.  Restorationists are in-
terested in redefining the accepted paradigm in order to
reinstitute the original for the sake of the future.  In fact,
the restorationist is not willing to make a simple shift in
order to seek the original.  He is willing to readjust his
foundational world view in order to set himself on a re-
turn to what God originally intended His church to be
throughout the centuries until Jesus comes for His bride.
And in view of our present religious environment, this
is a paradigm shift from the existing sectarian
denominational thinking and behavior of Christendom
to a paradigm that is based on the principle of New Tes-
tament relational Christianity.

The intention of the restorationist is noble in refer-
ence to remaining outside the confusion of religious
denominationalism in order to restore the original sim-
plicity of relational Christianity.  Every restorationist
must at some time make a break with the status quo in
order to get on with what God wants done.  Unfortu-
nately, the very nature of his plea lends him to being
kicked out of many synagogues, stoned and left for dead.
Nevertheless, unless we have among us those who con-
tinually challenge us to rethink our positions and poli-
cies in reference to the word of God, we are doomed to
obscurity in a world of man-made religions.

It should always be our desire to search the Scrip-
tures in order to discover and restore fundamental prin-
ciples.  Not to be restorationist in thinking would doom
us to being just another man-made denomination.  It
would condemn us to the futility of man-made organi-
zations and religious unions that are worked out by the
manipulations of fallible men.

However, restorationists often make a common mis-
take when seeking to restore what they conclude is the
original New Testament church.  They use the funda-
mental thinking that established the present tradi-
tional paradigm in order to construct a new direc-
tion that is supposedly “patterned” after the origi-
nal.  In other words, if the church is presently legalistic,
one will often use a legalistic formula in order to restore
the 1st century church in the 21st century.  Or if the church
is presently denominational in thinking, denominational
thinking will be used to initiate restoration.  But what
we end up with is just another legalistic checklist that is
justified with proof texts and a fellowship that is just
another denomination.  It is only natural to do this since
our tools for reconstruction and restoration are usually
formed after the hermeneutics that got us into trouble in
the first place.

It is for the preceding reason that it is difficult for
those who believe that they have a copyright on restora-
tion heritage to make restorational paradigm shifts.  Their
“restorational theology” and obsession with quotations
from their restorational fathers often becomes distorted
in the traditional heritage of their group.  They claim
that the result of their restoration theology is evidence
of the fact that their thinking is correct.  They thus do
not perceive that their system may be flawed with a le-
galistic definition of that which they seek to restore.
Their often arrogant claim to restoration heritage handi-
caps their ability to question the premise upon which
they seek to restore New Testament Christianity.  Those
who are of such movements often carry on throughout
history in their own theological cocoon in a denominated
fellowship of churches wherein they have pacified them-
selves that they are the sole saved because they have
engineered real restoration.  But the denominating of
their fellowship from within is evidence that there are
flaws either in their hermeneutics or the institutional bag-
gage they have picked up from their religious neighbors
on their journey.

We must understand the essential task of what we
are doing in order to be true restorationists.  A paradigm
is the very foundation of our beliefs and behavior.  It is
our beliefs that will take us into the future, because upon
them our behavior is based.  In the task of restoration, we
are dealing with our world view of religious behavior and
how we establish what we feel is fundamental for belief.
The maintenance of our world view depends on subcon-
scious mental structures that give order to our conscious
thinking, and subsequently, order to our lives.  How we
establish the foundation upon which we plan and direct
our course is critical to the success of our journey.  If our
compass is in calibration, we will arrive on course.
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In order to arrive at a correct destination, it is im-
perative that we focus our attention exclusively on Jesus
and His word.  We owe much to our reformation and
restoration fathers.  They have given us a heritage of
reexamining ourselves at any one point of history.  How-
ever, in our quest to look objectively into the word of
God for direction to be simple Christians, we must be

on guard not to be diverted by the tremendous influence
of our heritage.  Our desire, therefore, is not to burden
ourselves with footnotes from those who have gone be-
fore.  It is our task to focus on the One who is before all.
Only when He becomes the sole directive of our purpose
will we arrive at any satisfactory destination.

Denominationalism is generally caused when a sec-
tarian attitude is carried out in the lives of those who
seek to separate themselves religiously from others with
whom they disagree on one or more points of differ-
ence.  Sectarianism is an attitude that is manifested by
the practice of denominating believers from one another
because of either doctrinal creeds, institutional organi-
zations, dominant personalities, or religious traditions.
The sectarian uses one or more points of difference in
order to gather a group of believers under his control,
and then separate that group from other groups in order
to maintain the identity of his specific group.  Whether
for negative or positive reasons, the sect develops its
own identity, and thus becomes a denominated group
commonly known in the religious world as a denomina-
tion.

A sect is first considered such by its original fellow-
ship, who for some reason, has considered the sect not
to be in conformity with either the beliefs or behavioral
norms of the original fellowship.  Christianity was first
identified as a “sect of the Jews” by idolatrous people
who knew little of its origins and teachings and some
Jews who were distant from Judea (At 28:21,22).  How-
ever, when the general populace of the Roman Empire
eventually understood more about the doctrinal orienta-
tion of Christianity, it was not identified as a sect of the
Jews.  It was identified as an indigenous belief that was
based on Christians’ belief that Jesus was the Messiah,
Son of God and Savior of the world.

Those Jews who were steeped in Judaism did not
consider Christianity a sect of the Jews.  They saw it as
an apostasy from Judaism.  When the early Christians
denominated themselves from Judaism, they did not be-
come a denomination after the nature of the denomina-
tions we see today in the Protestant world.  It was di-
vided from Judaism simply because most of the Jews
did not accept Jesus as the Messiah.  Christians thus
stood alone in a world of non-Christian religions be-
cause of their faith in Jesus as the Christ and Son of

God.  This did not make the church a denomination since
denominationalism is generally defined as division
among those who do accept Jesus as the Messiah.  In
fact, what is prevalent today in the denominational world
would be an embarrassment to the early church.

In our present-day situation, a religious group usu-
ally first develops as a sect from its original religion of
birth.  Once the new faith develops identifying charac-
teristics, it is considered a denomination that stands alone
because of its unique beliefs or behavior.  This road to
denominationalism is the one that has been taken by
many present-day traditional denominations throughout
the world.  Many of these groups were initial efforts to
reform the Catholic Church during the Middle Ages.
However, after their initial efforts of reformation, they
denominated themselves both from the Catholic Church
and from one another.  They stand divided among them-
selves today as a testimony to the fact that the principles
that gave birth to their origin were flawed.

Today, we must understand sectarianism in the con-
text of a Christendom that is made up of a host of de-
nominations that have centuries of heritage behind them.
The birth of any denomination may first have its origin
in a desire to get back to God and His authority in our
lives through His word.  But what often happens is that
a sectarian spirit sets in among those who seek restora-
tion.  When this spirit sets in, the restorers denominate
themselves from one another, and thus new denomina-
tions are formed within the restoration movement.  In
order to maintain this separateness, each group estab-
lishes both traditional beliefs and systems of control in
order to guarantee that those who align themselves with
each particular party remain identified and separated
from other parties.

Once denominations are formed, a sectarian spirit
works as the engine to maintain the continuation of the
denomination.  The truly sectarian person thus sees things
from the viewpoint of “us and them.”  He draws lines,
establishes camps, and seeks to establish a vocabulary
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and list of teachings that would identify the uniqueness
of his particular group in the midst of an assortment of
other denominations who have done the same.  The es-
tablishment of some system of control guarantees the
allegiance of the members to the group, and thus they
are led to compete with other established groups.  When
these factors are enacted and maintained by every de-
nomination, a sectarian attitude has thus given birth to
and maintenance of another denomination among
churches.

The New Testament is not without examples of some
disciples who manifested a sectarian spirit.  In their spiri-
tual formative years, some of the Jewish disciples sought
to bring into the church the sectarian spirit that was com-
mon among the Jewish leadership of their day.  From
their initial behavior, some of the early disciples first
viewed the ministry of Jesus as the development of just
another sect of Judaism.

A. Within Judaism a sectarian spirit divided the
Jews.

Though religiously divided into several minor
schools of belief, the three major sects of the Jews were
represented by the Pharisees, Sadducees, and the com-
munity of the Essenes.  The Pharisees and Sadducees
were dominant religious leaders who represented two
distinct groups in the Jewish religious structure that were
on many issues in conflict with one another.  The Ess-
enes were a sect to themselves and less confrontational
than the groups represented by the leadership of the
Pharisees and Sadducees.

The uniqueness of the teachings of each party de-
nominated Judaism.  For example, in reference to the
resurrection, the Sadducees did not believe in the resur-
rection, whereas the Pharisees did (At 23:8).  The Sad-
ducees rejected the authority of the prophetic books, but
the Essenes (the Qumran community) highly regarded
them, establishing a community that worked specifically
to make copies of these Old Testament books.  The Phari-
sees simply regarded them as divinely inspired commen-
taries of the Torah (Pentateuch).  There were other is-
sues of controversy as marriage and divorce, the Sab-
bath and tithing.  Over each belief great controversy of-
ten occurred in the religious community of Israel.  Alle-
giance to a particular group or school of thought was
very important.  If one were zealous in his beliefs, he
would be the disciple of a particular teacher by identify-
ing himself with the teachings of that teacher and the
sect he represented.

The disciples of Jesus thus grew up in a religious
atmosphere where discussion, if not outright debate over

theological issues, was the nature of Jewish religious
training and behavior.  They grew up in an environment
wherein Jews aligned themselves with a particular
teacher and his unique interpretation of the Torah and
the Prophets.  We would assume, therefore, that when
they were discipled to Jesus, they would initially bring
into their ranks a sectarian spirit by which they would
first see themselves as a part of the “Jesus sect,” as op-
posed to the other sects within Judaism.

Because the sect of the Pharisees was very legalistic
in their interpretation of the law, they were considered
the group with the strongest feelings and behavior of
sectarianism.  During the end of His ministry, Jesus
strongly condemned their legalistic behavior.  “Woe to
you scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites!  For you travel
sea and land to make one proselyte.  And when he is
made, you make him twice as much a son of hell as your-
selves” (Mt 23:15).  The Pharisees made Gentile pros-
elytes “twice as much a son of hell” because the Gen-
tiles were first dead in their paganistic beliefs before
they were proselyted to the scribes and Pharisees.  They
were dead again when brought into the religion of the
scribes and Pharisees, which religion was not true Old
Testament faith, but a mixture of Jewish traditions and
Old Testament (Mk 7:1-9; see At 26:5; Gl 1:11-14).  At
the time Jesus spoke this stern message, the Pharisees were
keeping these Gentile proselytes from the truth by their
systematic control of religious intimidation.

The Holy Spirit referred to the Sadducees as the “sect
of the Sadducees” (At 5:17) and the Pharisees as the
“sect of the Pharisees” (At 15:5).  It is not difficult to
understand, therefore, that after the church was estab-
lished, the Jewish religious leaders and unbelieving Gen-
tiles would view Christians as just another sect of Juda-
ism.  In fact, when Paul was on trial in Caesarea,
Tertullus, who represented the Jewish religious estab-
lishment, said of Paul that he was “a ringleader of the
sect of the Nazarenes” (At 24:5).  When Paul ap-
proached Jews in Rome who were distantly removed
from happenings in Jerusalem, they initially said to Paul,
“We desire to hear from you what you think, for as con-
cerning this sect we know that it is spoken against ev-
erywhere” (At 28:22).  Unbelievers were speaking ev-
erywhere about the “sect of the Nazarenes.”  It was the
nature of the religious environment of Israel to encour-
age people initially to view Christianity as just another
divergent sect of Judaism.

The church was initially viewed as just another sect
of Judaism, which accusation betrays the nature of Ju-
daism, that it was very divided within by a sectarian spirit.
This is what we would expect when men come to the
point of rejecting the word of God in order to maintain
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their religious traditions (Mk 7:9).  When religious tra-
ditions and personal dogma become the major player in
determining our foundation for faith, then a sectarian
spirit becomes the guiding rule to determine the camp in
which we seek to dwell.  When we exalt particular inter-
preters of the word above others, then we lend ourselves
to being sectarian, and subsequently, partisan in our re-
lationships with one another.

B. The disciples manifested a sectarian spirit dur-
ing the ministry of Jesus.

Since James and John grew up in the religious es-
tablishment of Judaism, we would not be surprised to
see that these sons of Zebedee would lead among the
disciples with a Jewish sectarian spirit.  After all, they
were the sons of the influential Zebedee, and thus as
children, though they grew up in Galilee far from Jerusa-
lem, were personally known by the inner circle of Jew-
ish religious leaders in Jerusalem (Jn 18:16).  They were
known as the “sons of thunder” because of their zeal to
maintain their beliefs in the midst of hostile religious
debate (Mk 3:17).  They grew up in the atmosphere of
Pharisaical behavior, and thus manifested the sectarian
spirit that prevailed among different sects within Juda-
ism.  When men grow up among the sects, they often bring
such a spirit into the church when converted.

On one occasion during the ministry of Jesus, John
came to Jesus and spoke as the representative of other
disciples who found someone who was working in the
name of Jesus, but not with them.  John said, “Master,
we saw one casting out demons in Your name, and we
forbade him because he does not follow with us” (Lk
9:49).  It was not that the exorcist did not follow Jesus.
John used the pronoun “us”.  The exorcist was not do-
ing his work as a part of what John viewed as Jesus’
party.  He was not in their “sect” and a part of their fel-
lowship.  The problem was that John and others could
not accept the fact that someone was out there working
for Jesus, but not working in direct fellowship with
their specific party.

John, who represented the disciples who were with
Jesus, manifested a sectarian party spirit that would be
contrary to the nature of the church that was yet in the
near future.  Jesus thus responded to John, “Do not for-
bid him, he who is not against you is for you” (Lk 9:50).
When one has a sectarian spirit, individual loyalty to
parties is more important than the righteous work others
are doing in the name of Jesus.  To the sectarian, loyalty
to Jesus is confirmed by loyalty to a specific party.

The sectarian focuses on party loyalty when teach-
ing and working in the name of Jesus.  He seeks to main-

tain his sect by focusing on fellowship with a specific
party of members.  He feels that his loyalty to Jesus is
dependent on his loyalty to his sect.  It is for this reason
that the one who displays a sectarian spirit develops a
systematic theology that is a mixture of doctrines, tradi-
tions, methods and opinions by which he can identify
those who are loyal to his party.  He calls on those who
would seek fellowship with him and his particular sect
to express loyalty to the established doctrines, traditions
and opinions of his sect.  He often requires members to
sign membership cards that bind the consignees to the
rules and regulations of his particular religious club.

Sectarianism can also be manifested in those who
place membership with one group to the exclusion of
others.  He is the one who will disfellowship an entire
church that does not conform to his set of doctrines, tra-
ditions, methods and opinions that separate his group
from others.  He seeks to guard the purity of his church,
which purity to him is based on compliance to a cat-
echism of beliefs and methods.  By demanding compli-
ance, he thus maintains the separation of his group from
others who would seek their loyalty.

Sectarianism is always manifested in the heart of
the one who is obsessed with others “stealing his sheep”
from his coveted group.  As John in the context of Luke
9, he sees others as “not of us,” and thus views others as
opposed to his party (church).  Since the sectarian does
not discern the universality of the body of Christ, his
prayer for unity is actually a plea for union within his
group or fellowship of churches.  He seeks for a union
of all those who will conform to his established code of
conduct, methods and the traditional interpretations of
Scripture that are characteristic with his particular party.

C. The Corinthians manifested a sectarian spirit.

I think there was some sarcasm in Paul’s statement
to the Corinthians for the sectarianism they manifested
in their allegiance to different individuals.  Paul wrote,
“Now I say this, that each one of you says, ‘I am of
Paul,’ and ‘I of Apollos,’ and ‘I of Cephas’ and ‘I of
Christ’” (1 Co 1:12).  Sectarianism exists when differ-
ent groups give allegiance to favorite personalities.  In
the Corinthian case, allegiance to particular preachers
denominated the Corinthian church into different par-
ties.  Loyalty to a particular preacher became the identi-
fication of the party to which one showed loyalty.

We might assume from the above scenario that dif-
ferent house churches were established in Corinth
through the ministry of Paul, Apollos and Cephas (Pe-
ter), all of whom worked in Corinth at one time or an-
other.  I believe Paul is being sarcastic when he throws
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in “I of Christ” in the list of the denominated parties
who were calling themselves after different men.  He
does so in order to shame them concerning their divi-
sive attitudes.  He would be sarcastically asking, “Are
there not any ‘of Christ’ among you?”  The point is that
when one is truly of Christ, he cannot be “of Paul,” “of
Apollos,” or “of Cephas.”

Paul would write the same rebuke today to any com-
munity as he did to the Corinthians.  Different “pastors”
throughout communities today have established their par-
ticular groups, whose members give allegiance to these
men and their churches.  Because the local preacher is
the center of reference to the entire program of the local
church, a sectarian spirit is developed among the mem-
bers in order to retain the commitment of the members

to each particular group.  Allegiance to the preacher be-
comes the manifestation of a sectarian spirit among the
members.  Paul would also give to these churches the
following plea he gave to the Corinthians:  “Now I urge
you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ,
that you all speak the same thing, and that there be no
divisions among you, but that you be perfectly joined
together in the same mind and in the same judgment” (1
Co 1:10).

In order to affect a restoration to be “of Christ” and
to be “perfectly joined together in the same mind and in
the same judgment”, we must make the same plea today.
Individuals must be urged to behave as members of the
one church.  By being the one universal church we will
answer the prayer of Jesus.

It is easy to become sectarian in our own spirit at the
same time we are denouncing others for being sectarian.
It is for this reason that it would be good here to list
some points that identify what it means to have a sectar-
ian attitude, belief and behavior.

Becoming sectarian in our attitudes is something
about which I have found we often become very apa-
thetic in checking our own thinking.  The fact that we
assert ourselves against some group we consider to be a
sect often leads us to think that we cannot become the
same.  Because this often happens, it is necessary to iden-
tify a sectarian spirit in order that we guard ourselves
from developing an exclusive spirit that keeps us away
from one another.

A. Sectarian fellowships exalt church over Christ.

One is sectarian when he promotes allegiance to a
particular body of believers as opposed to Christ and
the universal church.  His emphasis is on proselyting
people to his “local” church and less on converting
people to Jesus.  A sectarian person would promote party
loyalty to a particular local congregation or preacher over
another.  He would assume that two local congregations
within close distance of each other would be in compe-
tition with one another for converts and members.  In
this supposed competition between local churches, the
sectarian individual would exalt the works or assets of
his particular church over that of another.  When this
practice becomes common with a group of churches in

the midst of a denominational world, the sectarian
preacher seeks to emphasize the church instead of the
Christ of the church.  He seeks to build his church camp
rather than bring people to Jesus.

With a belief that church is emphasized over Christ,
the person with a sectarian spirit often accuses others of
“stealing sheep” if they infringed on the membership of
his flock.  Since the stolen sheep would leave his par-
ticular congregation of believers, the sectarian would
pronounce his sheep as “stolen”.  His party loyalty to a
particular congregation would make him feel that his
local flock of sheep has been invaded if one of the mem-
bers of his group is “recruited” to attend another group.
Those who are sectarian after this manner can always
be identified by their use of terms as “sheep stealing,”
“territory of our church,” and “place of membership.”
This terminology betrays one’s party loyalty to a par-
ticular group to the exclusion of others.

B. Sectarian fellowships exalt the local over the uni-
versal.

The phrase “local church” is not specifically used in
the Scriptures, though the concept is inferred when Paul
addressed the “church of God at Corinth” or the church
in someone’s house.  However, it is terminology that
often betrays the sectarian attitude of those who have
lost sight of the universality of the body of Christ.  It is
a term that is often used in order to identify a specific
group of believers in a community who seek to distin-
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guish themselves from other groups in the same com-
munity.  When there are two “local” churches in the same
community who will not work together as one church,
then the two are working denominationally from one an-
other.  How can Christians who happen to meet in two
different assemblies in the same community not work
together as members of the one global church?

The typical presence of many churches within a lo-
cal community illustrates this point.  In the denominated
religious world, there are those of the same groups who
believe that they have been called by God to work in the
same community.  What often occurs in the work is that
the two groups and their preachers feel that they are in
competition with one another.  But has God really called
denominated assemblies and their preachers into com-
petition with one another in the same community?  Or is
it the case that the two groups seek party loyalty, and
thus consider themselves as different “local” churches
in competition with one another?

The New Testament emphasizes the global body of
Christ.  Even when speaking of problems in the church
in a particular area, the inspired writers used pronouns
as “we” and “us” to explain the universality of the church.
When discussing the problems in the church of Corinth,
and in the midst of explaining the function and neces-
sity of all members, Paul answered the Corinthian prob-
lems with how all members in Corinth should behave as
members of the universal church.  “For by one Spirit we
[the global membership] were all immersed into one [glo-
bal] body, whether Jews or Greeks, whether bondser-
vants or free, and we [the universal church] were all
made to drink of the one Spirit” (1 Co 12:13).  He said
that “the [global] body is not one member, but many” (1
Co 12:14).  In this context he explained the necessity of
each member of the universal body, not just the mem-
bers who happened to live in Corinth.

When writing to the Ephesians, Paul spoke of the
church of the Christ.  He spoke of the specific universal
ministries of the apostles, prophets, evangelists and shep-
herd/teachers (Ep 4:11).  However, he was not speaking
exclusively of the gifts in the church of Ephesus.  He
was speaking universally.  These ministries were set in
the universal church “until we all [that’s every member
everywhere] come to the unity of the faith .... Then we
[that’s Corinth, Ephesus, New York, etc.] will no longer
be children, tossed to and fro and carried about with
every wind of teaching ...” (Ep 4:13,14).  In the pronoun
“we”, Paul included the whole church in the whole world.
Simply because a New Testament letter was directed to
members in a particular city, this did not establish a defi-
nition for a local church.  The content of the New Testa-
ment letters themselves denies this conclusion.  The let-

ters were addressed to members in a particular location,
but their application was to members throughout the
world.

Those who are sectarian often lose their true iden-
tity with the body of Christ as a whole by focusing on a
local group of Christians in particular.  In their struggle
to build big local churches and secure a strong financial
base, they often lost sight of building the body of Christ
throughout the world as the body works as an organism
within each community of the world.  In their empirical
religion to “see” how many sheep they can get together
at a particular location on Sunday morning, they have
become “local” minded to the point of separating their
efforts from other members of the body who are seeking
to build the church universally.  Their view of the local
church encourages them to develop a sectarian spirit that
is manifested in their spirit of competitiveness with other
“local” churches.  They thus claim sheep, register them
on a membership roll, corral them together with a work
program, and then make an attendance card in order that
all sheep are accounted for on Sunday morning.

Those churches who are sectarian in spirit are often
introverted in their behavior as a church.  They are
churches who focus on themselves.  In their programs
and behavior they have sworn allegiance to the local
church and preacher, and thus they often have little or
no mission outreach.  They have no mission program
outside the mission of recruiting members who are within
driving or walking distance of their location of meeting.
If they do convert someone outside driving distance to
the local corral, then they know that the term local will
not fit their theology.  That convert will either have to
become another “local” church, or forsaken.  If you are a
local church member, you know the rest of this story.

A local thinking church is often against the estab-
lishment of another group within its “territory”, since
such is viewed as an effort to detract from the numbers
of the existing local churches.  Since the term “local”
assumes “territory,” then it is only natural that a sectar-
ian-spirited local church would not want another group
to set up another territory within their territory.  They
would proclaim such as “dividing the church.”

It is unfortunate that the stronger the feelings are to
focus on the existence of the local church, the less the
local church concentrates on the global mission of Christ.
Such introverted churches cease to be the assembly of
those who send evangelists to preach to other areas (Rm
10:15).  Self-centered Christians often cease to behave
after the character of their Founder whose commission
was to send His disciples into all the world (Mt 28:19,20).
In their sectarian introversion, localized churches often
die as the cluster of members age and die.  The fruit of
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sectarianism in a local church is that the candlestick is
eventually removed as the local religious social club
burns out.

Churches can determine if they have digressed into
being local religious clubs by whether they work to carry
out the global great commission of Jesus (See Mt 28:18-
20; Mk 16:15,16).  If a local church has no mission pro-
gram, then its focus is eschew.  How can a group of
believers say they are the church of Christ if they are not
functioning in carrying out the great commission of
Christ?  We cannot be the church without working to
fulfill the commission of the One after whom we call
ourselves.  To say we are the church of Christ without
carrying out the commission of Christ is to plagiarize
the name of Christ.  The point is that what we do identi-
fies us as to who we are.  If we belong to Christ, then we
will be carrying out the will of Christ to reach the lost.

C. Sectarian fellowships draw territorial bound-
aries.

As discussed in the preceding point, the body of
Christ is a global organism that spreads like leaven into
the hearts of accountable people in every nation, coun-
try, city, suburb, city block, and house of every world
citizen (Mt 13:38).  Church exists wherever there is at
least one baptized believer.  The body functions as indi-
vidual cells work to supply every need of the worldwide
body of members (Ep 4:11-16).  When we view the body
of Christ from this perspective, the sectarian denomina-
tionalism of some local churches is quite evident.  The
more one understands the universality of the body, the
more encouraged one is to remain a part of this body.

However, members of a sectarian local church often
drive across town—if they have automobiles—and pass
by fellow members who are going in the opposite direc-
tion to another assembly.  In their thinking, they will
have some imagined territory for their local church.  This
territory will mentally be drawn as abstract boundaries
around the local place of assembly.  Driving across town
to a preferred assembly is not wrong.  We naturally as-
sociate with those with whom we have work and culture
in common.  However, we must guard ourselves against
excluding others in order to make the drive.

The leadership of an exclusive local church feels that
they as a group have a territory they must guard.  Mem-
bers of a sectarian local church will always question the
motives of the evangelistic outreach of sister congrega-
tions who are evangelizing in what they claim as their
“territory”.  As if the church has less a territory than the
world (see Mt 13:38), the sectarian local church always
feels threatened by the local evangelistic outreach of

other local churches in their area who work on a greater
evangelistic outreach than the area in the vicinity of their
place of assembly.

There are no such attitudes or practices in the New
Testament.  There were no political maneuverings go-
ing on among churches in the first century other than
that practiced by false teachers who denied fundamen-
tal principles of Christianity.  Such church politics were
practiced by the judaizing teachers of Galatia who de-
nied the truth of the gospel by the binding of matters
that God had not bound (See At 15:1; Gl 4:17).  This
threat was discussed and settled through the Galatian
letter and a meeting of the church in Jerusalem (At 15).
However, there are no discussions in the New Testament
concerning where members should assemble or what ter-
ritory a particular group of brethren should claim.  Com-
petition implies that we are in some type of religious
game, competing for prospects and members by staking
claims to a specific territory.  But I see no territorializa-
tion of the membership of the body of Christ in the word
of God.  When the Holy Spirit used the singular form of
the word “church” in the New Testament in reference to
the saints in a particular city, He never assigned any geo-
graphical boundaries that brethren should claim in or-
der to exclude others from that area (See 1 Co 1:2; At
20:17).

Quite the opposite is true.  The New Testament por-
trays a universal body of believers functioning through-
out the first century world.  It was a body of Christ that
was thriving as one body in order to evangelize a lost
world.  The territory was the whole world (Mt 13:38).
Church politics and dissension over territorial claim
jumping was totally absent from any discussions in the
New Testament concerning the evangelistic function of
the church.  Such thinking is just not a part of the New
Testament church.

It is impossible to be territorial as Christians since
the world is our field of work.  To produce areas of
labor that territorially exclude others is contrary to the
spirit of working together which we enjoy in Christ.
Those who would confine workers to geographical ar-
eas of evangelism are guilty of excluding others from
their supposed territory and are generating contentions
over matters that lead to sectarian behavior (See Ti 3:9-
11).  Their spirit of exclusion spirit is manifested in their
desire to exclude others from reaching the hearts of men
regardless of where those hearts live.

In Acts 20:29,30 Paul warned the Ephesian elders
about those with a sectarian spirit who would practice
exclusive attitudes among Christians.  “For I know this,
that after my departure grievous wolves will enter in
among you, not sparing the flock.  Also from your own
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selves will men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw
away the disciples after themselves.”  When one is criti-
cal of others in order to keep sheep in his particular party,
he is sectarian in spirit.  When one is paranoid about
others evangelizing in his party’s supposed territory, he
is exclusive.  When one feels that those who are under
his care belong to him and not Jesus, he is excluding his
group from others.  When one feels competitive by com-
paring his group with other groups, then he is leading
his group to be separate from others.  When one is de-
rogatory and judgmental of other groups and their work
who are near to his supposed area of work, he is devel-
oping an attitude within his party that works to separate
his group from others.

A sectarian draws groups of disciples away from
other groups of disciples.  The strength and size of his
group is a supposed indication of his ability to maintain
a large flock.  Unfortunately, one’s desire to strengthen
his own camp to the exclusion of others is an indication
of a sectarian spirit.

D. Sectarian fellowships claim names for identifi-
cation.

This point is admittedly a very sensitive subject.  It
is sensitive simply because we cherish our unique names
in reference to our particular heritage.  Nevertheless,
since names for churches were never used to separate
the saints in the New Testaments from one another, then
we must be cautious about using such in a denomina-
tional manner today.

To begin this discussion, it is worthy to note that
translators of the Scriptures would have done us a favor
by translating the Greek word ekklesia with the word
“assembly” or “congregation” instead of the word
“church.”  In doing this, we would not only have main-
tained the use of the word today as it was used in the
first century in reference to God’s people, but we would
also have placed less emphasis on glorifying local as-
semblies.  Possibly, we would have been less aggressive
in putting local assemblies of Christians in competition
with one another in local communities.  With such a trans-
lation, the members’ allegiance would have better re-
mained with Jesus, and a worldwide body and not so
much to the local assembly where each member suppos-
edly had his or her “membership placed.”

The problem with using a name for a specific “lo-
cal” congregation of people distracts from the universal
nature of the church of Christ.  When we claim a par-
ticular name, we locally differentiate ourselves from oth-
ers.  We make a “local” church a distinctive part of the
whole.  The fact is that a local assembly of Christians is

not separated from the whole because a group of Chris-
tians assemble in a specific area or building.  The one
body is not composed of several minor bodies.  Chris-
tians are the one universal congregation of Christ re-
gardless of where they assemble.

One is sectarian when he claims a specific name in
order to denominate his assembly from other assemblies.
In order for the members of a sect to be identified as a
specific group, a name is often chosen so that all mem-
bers of the group might give allegiance to that particular
group with its unique name.  This is done in order to
establish the group’s identity in a particular community.
When several churches in the same community do this,
names of churches become very important in order for
different groups to maintain their unique identities.
When a name is used to separate one group of believers
from another, then the name often manifests the spirit of
sectarianism that exists with those who have given alle-
giance to the specific names.

The preceding can also happen even if a descriptive
phrase is taken from the New Testament and used as the
“official” name of a group of Christians.  Descriptive
phrases as “church of God” and “church of Christ” were
never used in the New Testament to separate groups of
Christians from one another.  Since there were no other
churches from which to separate the people of God, the
phrases were used to identify God’s people in the midst
of an idolatrous world.  They were not used as names to
separate groups of disciples from one another.

References to Christians were never given as exclu-
sive names to either identify exclusive assemblies of
Christians or to separate assemblies of saints from one
another.  When Paul referred to the “church of God that
is at Corinth,” he was not using the phrase “church of
God” as a specific name to separate the members in
Corinth from other members in other cities (1 Co 1:2).
The church (ekklesia) of God in Corinth met in many
different house assemblies.  Since the church was meet-
ing in several house assemblies in the city, then Paul’s
use of the singular form of the word “church” indicates
that the phrase “church of God” was never meant to sepa-
rate assemblies of Christians from one another.  A church
is not identified by its assemblies, and thus a name for a
specific assembly of Christians works to divide one group
from another.  Regardless of the multiplicity of assem-
blies that were being conducted in the city of Corinth,
God’s people were still “the church of God.”

When Paul used the phrase “churches of Christ” in
Romans 16:16, he was not differentiating between many
“local” assemblies who were sending their greetings to
a local assembly in Rome.  He was simply saying that
the assemblies of Christ throughout the world sent their
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greetings to the many Christians in Rome who were also
a part of the global assembly of God’s people.  Phrases
as “church of God” or “church of Christ” that are used
in reference to Christians in the New Testament were
not meant to be names of assemblies.  They were meant
to identify the ownership of God’s community, regard-
less of where that community existed.

When Paul wrote to the Christians in Corinth and
Rome, there were no religious denominations in either
city.  Therefore, he could not have been using the phrases
“church of God” or “churches of Christ” in a denomina-
tional sense, or in a way by which he was identifying
the church as a unique body from existing denomina-
tions.  To use these phrases today in such a manner would
manifest a denominational spirit, and subsequently be
using the phrases out of the context in which Paul ini-
tially used them.

E. Sectarian fellowships promote allegiance to
unique dogmas of traditional interpretations.

Churches that are sectarian in reference to traditional
interpretations of Scripture wherein deductive reason-
ing is necessary in order to determine the interpretation,
are usually engaged in constant struggles.  They struggle
to determine correct interpretations that should be ac-
cepted by the fellowship as a whole.  Leaders of such
churches often find it difficult to come to any agreement
on opinions, and thus authorities within the fellowship
are in constant turmoil in trying to establish what is to
be considered authoritative interpretations for the sect
in order to have unity.

The confrontations within such fellowships is inevi-
table because of an erroneous hermeneutic in determin-
ing what God has either bound or loosed.  Interpreters
naturally seek to promote their opinions as law.  When
several individuals do this, then the stage is set for con-
frontation.  Sheep are lined up behind accepted authori-
ties in the fellowship, years of struggle often ensue.  The
fellowship is often splintered into numerous
subfellowships that are identified by the unique teach-
ings of the one they consider the final interpretive au-
thority for their group.  This is why the wide spectrum
of denominational churches originated from the Refor-
mation Movement of the 1500s and 1600s.  This is how
any fellowship of churches will continually divide if the
fellowship promotes a hermeneutic that is given to pro-
moting division.

When the systematic interpretations of a particular
authority are established throughout the years of con-
frontation, the interpretations become the dogma that
define a group as unique.  Those who either disagree

with the accepted dogmas of interpretation, or who do
not conform to such, are either labeled as liberal or
disfellowshipped from the group.  The man-derived in-
terpretations thus become the foundation upon which a
sect is founded.

The sectarian often denominates a church or group
of churches on the basis of identifying those who are
“faithful” to accepted traditional dogmas.  Adherents’
faithfulness is determined by allegiance to a particular
catechism of interpretation of the Scriptures.  The judges
in these fellowships determine as faithful only those con-
gregations who maintain a teaching that conforms to what
they believe is the established traditional standard of
identity of their party.

The problem with this aspect of the sectarian spirit
is that “truth” is usually defined according to the beliefs
of the accepted authorities within the fellowship of the
“faithful” churches.  Opinions or traditional interpreta-
tions of these authorities are the standard by which each
leader is judged either faithful or unfaithful.  The law-
givers and judges thus align churches according to the
members’ allegiance to their standard of dogma.  Unfor-
tunately, in such situations self-appointed watchdogs are
allowed to be dominant figures and are given the au-
thority to make judgments concerning who is faithful
within the fellowship.

Another problem in this scenario of sectarianism is
that the watchdogs usually view the church as local de-
nominated autonomous bodies of believers.  This lends
them to having a narrow view of the universality of the
body of Christ and personal accountability for oneself
before Christ.  They are thus quick to disfellowship “lo-
cal churches” who do not conform to their checklist of
established dogma of interpretation.  In their narrow-
ness, they have failed to understand that the church is
not denominated into congregations that have nothing
to do with one another.  It is universal.  And being uni-
versal, the membership of each individual member is in
heaven.  Individual members, therefore, must be con-
sidered on the basis of what they personally believe,
not on what a particular assembly of believers might be
known for believing.  In the New Testament, withdrawal
of fellowship is from individuals, not entire assemblies
of saints.

Nevertheless, the sectarian often fails to understand
that in local assemblies of the church, individual mem-
bers must give account for their own beliefs and behav-
ior (2 Co 5:10).  Seeking to wipe the slate clean by dis-
fellowshipping an entire assembly manifests the hard-
ened attitude of a sectarian who has little consideration
for the individual’s personal responsibility and covenant
relationship with God.  It manifests a lack of concern
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for innocent victims within the congregation that are dis-
fellowshipped as a whole.

We must always remember that covenant relation-
ships with God are individual.  Our relationship in Christ,
therefore, is individual.  Our covenant relationship with
God does not depend on “membership” with an assem-
bly of covenanted people.  Our assembly is the seren-
dipity of our common covenant we all have with God.
We seek to be with one another, therefore, because we
have a common covenant with God in Christ.  Wherever
there are covenanted people throughout the world, I will
seek to be with them whenever I can.  I will seek to be
with them in order to celebrate our common covenant
through the drinking of the blood of the covenant.  The
celebration is thus not over the assembly, but over our
common covenant relationship which was made possible
by the One who made the sacrificial offering.  If I seek
to cast out of the covenant those Jesus has covenanted,
then I place myself in the position of being a judge in
reference to God’s covenant with man.

F. Sectarian fellowships promote unique traditions.

Sectarianism is manifested by grouping together a
brotherhood of assemblies of believers who give alle-
giance to a particular establishment of human religious
traditions or heritages.  Jesus reflected on this practice
in the context of Mark 7:1-9 (See also Mt 15:1-9).  In
reference to His statements in Mark 7, here are stages of
digression into establishing a unique fellowship that is
based on human religious tradition.  In His rebuke of the
Pharisees, Jesus said they first began their apostasy by
“teaching as doctrines the commandments of men”
(Mk 7:7).  However, as time progressed, they were not
satisfied with simply teaching their man-made doctrines
and cloaking them as commandments from God.  They
continued their digression by setting aside the true com-
mandments of God in order to keep their doctrines.
“For laying aside the commandment of God, you hold
the tradition of men ...” (Mk 7:8).  They went from teach-
ing the traditions to laying aside the word of God.  The
next stage finalized their complete departure from the
will of God.  “All too well you reject the command-
ment of God so that you may keep your own tradition”
(Mk 7:9).  Because they were at this point in their de-
parture from God when Jesus came into the world, they
contended with Him on many issues, which issues in-
volved discussions over their religious traditions, not the
commandments of God.

In the context of Mark 7, it was the issue of washing
hands, pots and pans that caused the controversy.  The
disciples failed to conform to the religious leaders’ tra-

ditions, and thus they were judged “unfaithful” accord-
ing to the standard of the traditions.  The one who is
sectarian in spirit, therefore, establishes his traditions as
the standard by which others are considered either faith-
ful or unfaithful.  He freely argues over violation of tra-
dition which has become the heritage of the group.  When
others do not conform to one’s religious tradition or heri-
tage, the self-appointed judge feels uncomfortable and
often behaves in a cantankerous manner in order to bring
violators of the traditions back into conformity.  Viola-
tors are usually intimidated by the dominant behavior of
the traditionalists, and thus they conform to the wishes
of the traditionalists in order to maintain peace.  This
happens over a period of years concerning many issues,
and subsequently a denomination is born.  There is usu-
ally no pain in a church becoming denominational in its
existence because such takes place over a period of many
years.

G. Sectarian fellowships promote lawgivers and
judges.

The binding of either traditional interpretations or
man-made traditions, as pointed out in the preceding two
points, will always lead to lawgivers and judges within
a fellowship.  Such guardians naturally develop simply
because there are always those who seek to preserve the
fellowship by the preservation of the unique traditions
and heritages that define their uniqueness.  But because
the definitive characteristics are traditions, the defend-
ers are naturally sectarian against others who have a dif-
ferent heritage of traditions.

I am not discussing here teaching in reference to fun-
damental doctrine.  Essential teaching is not a matter of
interpretation.  It takes no hermeneutical skills to read
that which is plainly stated and easy to understand in
reference to what is required for salvation.  God did not
cloak those teachings that are necessary for salvation in
language that could not be clearly understood by the com-
mon person.  The problem comes when a clergy of sup-
posed authorized interpreters establish themselves as the
official voice of the church.  In their efforts to claim for
themselves disciples into their own camps, they assert
that their interpretations in matters of opinion are to be
accepted as the rule for establishing fellowship within
the group or among groups.  Those who do not conform
to their accepted traditional interpretations and man-
made religious traditions are excluded from their fel-
lowship.

Some go so far as to change simple principles of
interpretation in order to propagate some twisted imagi-
nation of the Scriptures.  Fundamental teachings are easy

Sectarian Denominationalism



543Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

to understand with the simple principles by which ordi-
nary men understand literature.  However, when one is
driven by questionable motives or a hidden agenda, his
understanding of simple New Testament principles can
be quite distorted.

Those who seek to defend the uniqueness of their
fellowship and heritage will make pronouncements from
pulpits that there are some who do not conform to his
particular creed or interpretation.  Since he affirms that
he “has the truth” on all matters, he often arrogantly as-
sumes that anyone who would disagree with him on any
particular issue must be incorrect.  He thus seeks to main-
tain a following through slander and name-calling to in-
timidate those with whom he disagrees.  He subsequently
gathers terrified sheep around himself who are afraid to
take a stand for themselves by personal study of the Scrip-
tures.  The timid sheep have handed their thinking over
to him, and subsequently the sectarian spirit of a domi-
nant person has created a new denomination.

This was certainly the behavior of Diotrephes (3 Jn
9,10).  His sectarian spirit was manifested through six
sins:  (1)  He loved to be first.  (2)  He did not receive the
apostle John.  (One would wonder why someone would
not receive a Christ-sent apostle as John, the apostle of
love.)  (3)  He slandered John and the other apostles
with malicious words.  (4)  He refused to receive evan-
gelists who were traveling about preaching the gospel.
(5)  He forbade anyone of “his church” to receive the
traveling evangelists.  (6)  He cast out of the church those
who did receive the evangelists.  In doing this, he lorded
over the believers by intimidation.  Diotrephes knew well
how to intimidate a local fellowship of believers in or-
der to retain his control over them and to keep out oppo-
sition to his behavior.

When one establishes himself as a judge over others
and a lawgiver by binding his opinions and agenda, he
manifests the true spirit of sectarianism.  This person
has thus stolen the sheep of God.  He is the person who
is quick to slander the name of others whom he believes
might steal his sheep or disrupt his kingdom.  It is thus
his church, his flock, and anyone who might come in
among his flock is viewed with suspicion.  He has inad-
vertently assumed the position of Christ as the sole head
of the church and has stolen the lordship of the Chief
Shepherd over the flock.

One of the characteristics that help identify this par-
ticular leader is the manner by which he approaches dif-
ferences of opinion with others.  The Diotrephetic leader
is not satisfied with discussions over the issues them-
selves.  He becomes personal and derogatory in his pro-
nouncements.  He slanders and maliciously debates those
who disagree with his position.  He distorts facts and

attacks personalities in order to gain allegiance to his
side of the issue.  In the heat of debate, he rarely quotes
his opponent correctly, and thus the discussion over an
issue becomes a personality issue because he seeks a
following instead of the truth.  These are the false lead-
ers about whom Paul wrote to both Timothy and Titus.
To Timothy, Paul wrote in order to charge some “before
the Lord that they do not strive about words to no profit,
to the ruin of the hearers” (2 Tm 2:14).  He warned
Timothy to “avoid profane and empty babblings, for
they will increase to more ungodliness” (2 Tm 2:16).
To Titus, he said not even to show up at the discussion
with this type of people.

But avoid foolish controversies and genealogies and con-
tentions and strivings about the law, for they are unprof-
itable and worthless.  Reject a factious man after the first
and second admonition, knowing that such a man is per-
verted and is sinning, being self-condemned (Ti 3:9-11).

If one persists in controversies over matters of opin-
ion, he is to be avoided.  If one persists in debating un-
profitable and worthless matters, he is factious.  He is
perverted and sinning.  Paul says that such a person is
self-condemned because his heart is revealed to be un-
godly.  I wonder how many church splits could have
been avoided if leaders would have followed the pre-
ceding instructions of Paul?  Some have sinned by con-
ducting senseless meetings about such things that Paul
said should be avoided.  Nevertheless, the meetings were
conducted and participants sinned with harsh words
about things that should never have been discussed in a
formal meeting.  Meetings that do not lead to church
edification should never be conducted.

If one claims to know all the truth, he often becomes
sectarian in his relationship with others.  One can know
all the truth concerning essentials for salvation, but one
cannot know all the truth.  This fact should caution us
about becoming arrogant concerning our knowledge of
the Bible.  Our opinions concerning particular interpre-
tations of Scripture may be true, but we must not arro-
gantly assert that all our interpretations are correct, thus
leaving no more need for study of the Scriptures, nor
room for objective study with other Bible students.

When it comes to disagreement over a particular is-
sue, it would be best to follow the actions of Michael
when he had a dispute with the devil about the body of
Moses.  “But Michael the archangel, when contending
with the devil and disputed about the body of Moses,
dared not bring against him a railing accusation, but
said, ‘The Lord rebuke you’” (Jd 9).  Michael dared
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not bring a railing accusation even against the devil.  But
some brethren have no inhibitions about railing against
their own brethren.  Michael would not consign the devil
to hell.  But some brethren are quick to charge as “false
teachers” those with whom they disagree in matters of
opinion.  One who has a true sectarian spirit is arrogant,
self-righteous, and is quick to make eternal judgments
concerning those with whom he disagrees in matters of
opinion.  But we must remember the words of James.
“For judgment will be without mercy to the one who has
shown no mercy” (Js 2:13).  When it comes to disagree-
ments over matters of opinion, the Holy Spirit’s man-
date of Philippians 4:5 should be followed.  “Let your
forbearance be known to all men.”  How have discus-
sions over matters of opinion defined your reputation?

H. Sectarian fellowships universally bind local cul-
ture and tradition.

If a particular group binds on itself cultural or tradi-
tional practices that are not universal, and believes that
such practices must characterize the culture and behav-
ior of the universal church, then the party that binds the
cultural practices or traditions is establishing itself as a
sect that is identified by its unique customs and tradi-
tions.  In such a way, some of the Christian Jews of Judea
sought to bind their culture on the Gentile churches.  They
practiced circumcision, and subsequently sought to cir-
cumcise those Gentiles who came into the church.

Circumcision was a God-ordained religious rite un-
der the Old Testament law.  It was both a cultural prac-
tice and religious rite of the Jews long before the minis-
try of Jesus.  However, when the Old Testament law was
annulled, the divine authority for the practice of circum-
cision ceased.  Nevertheless, its cultural importance has
continued among the Jewish community until this day,
though Jews still assume that it is a commandment of
God.

In the first century, some Jewish Christians sternly
enforced the rite of circumcision on the early church
(At 15:1).  They sought to take this practice into Gentile
churches, and thus bind a matter of culture and opinion
on the Gentile Christians (See Gl 2:1-16).  However,
Paul and others took a strong stand against doing this
since being circumcised indicated that one obligated him-
self to the legalistic doctrine of perfect law-keeping in
an effort to be justified before God (Gl 5:1-4).

To manifest his strong stand against this teaching
that was indicated by one’s circumcision, Paul refused
to allow Titus, a Gentile, to be circumcised when he took
him into the Jewish culture and church of Jerusalem
where circumcision was practiced (Gl 2:1-5).  He re-

fused to allow this matter of opinion and culture to be
bound on Titus, or the church as a whole.  He did this
because some in the church in Judea had moved the cul-
ture and tradition of circumcision into the realm of law,
and thus were binding where God had not bound.

However, when working outside the church in evan-
gelistic outreach, Paul sought to become all things to all
men.  “To the Jews I became as a Jew”, he later wrote to
the Corinthians (1 Co 9:20).  He did so in order that he
“might gain those who are under law” (1 Co 9:20).  He
wrote, “I have become all things to all men, so that I
might by all means save some” (1 Co 9:22).  For this
reason on his second missionary journey he took Timo-
thy “and circumcised him because of the Jews” (At 16:3).
The Jews in the context of this statement were not Jew-
ish brethren.  They were unconverted Jews meeting in
the synagogues to which Paul was planning to go.  In
order to prevent Timothy’s uncircumcision from being
an obstacle in his evangelistic outreach to these Jews,
Paul brought Timothy into conformity with the Jewish
culture of circumcision.  For Paul and Timothy, there
was no religious significance to Timothy’s circumcision.
It was simply a cultural move in order to advance the
preaching of the gospel to the Jews.

But among Judean churches, those Jewish Christians
who had a sectarian spirit often shunned the uncircum-
cised Gentile Christians.  Their sectarianism was mani-
fested by their pulling away from those who did not con-
form to something that was a religious cultural practice,
but not binding by the word of God.  An example of this
happened in Antioch when legalistic Jewish brethren
came up from Jerusalem (Gl 2:11-13).  When they came,
Peter was intimidated to pull away from the Gentile
Christians.  Paul subsequently confronted him publicly
for practicing a divisive spirit among the Gentiles by
separating himself from Gentile brethren (Gl 2:11).

The church today is not without the efforts of some
who have sought to bind cultural practices and tradi-
tions on the universal body of Christ.  We often attach
the baggage of the regional church to the universal
church.  For example, the binding of suits and ties in
assembly in one culture is not the norm for the universal
church.  Church buildings and pews are not universal
applications of the church for the assembly of the saints.
Pews in Japan do not fit in a culture where people sit on
the floor.  Songbooks and Bible school literature would
also fall into religious culture that is not universal.  One
should also be cautious about binding unique assembly
logistics and worship behavior.  Clapping and raising of
hands may be accepted in one culture, but not in an-
other.  The role of women is certainly an area that should
be seriously considered since the role of women is often
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in the area of subjective interpretation.  Borrowing Old
Testament practices that existed under the old covenant
and bringing them into the new covenant can also be an
occasion for controversy.

When the church in a particular area becomes cul-
turally linked, it should be cautious about exporting its
beliefs and behavior to other areas.  If we do not sepa-
rate our traditional practices and cultural cues from the
fundamentals of Christianity, then we risk separating our-
selves from those who do not clone their behavior after
our opinions and unique manner of behavior.  Our mis-
sion to the world is with the message of the simple gos-
pel.  Anything more is the propagation of a denomina-
tional sect.

In their formative years as disciples of Jesus, both
James and John had some difficulty in overcoming their
sectarian spirit.  They both grew up in the influential
environment of Zebedee, their father.  In their boyhood,
they were both known by the inner circle of priests in
Jerusalem.  One can only imagine, therefore, their atti-
tudes that were developed as privileged young men who
had accepted the sectarian spirit of the Jewish hierar-
chy.

In their initial months of following Jesus, James and
John struggled to get over the sectarian attitudes of their
youth.  At one time, they enticed their mother to ap-
proach Jesus for special positions in what they believed
was to be a physical kingdom reign of Jesus on earth

(Mk 10:35-45).  An example of their sectarian spirit was
illustrated when John on another occasion came running
to Jesus, saying, “Teacher, we saw one casting out de-
mons in Your name, and he did not follow us.  And we
forbade him because he did not follow us” (Mk 9:38).
What else would we expect from a sectarian.  John’s
problem was not in the fact that the unknown disciple
was casting out demons.  He struggled with his sectar-
ian spirit in that the unknown disciple was not “with
us.”  And since he was not “with us,” he was to be for-
bidden in casting out demons.  Jesus answered this sec-
tarian spirit by saying, “Do not forbid him, for there is
no one who will do a miracle in My name who can after-
ward speak evil of Me.  For he who is not against us is
on our side” (Mk 9:39,40).  Paul said the same in refer-
ence to some who were preaching Jesus, but doing so
with a sectarian spirit, for they preached from an atti-
tude of selfish ambition (Ph 1:15-17).  Paul’s answer
was, “Only that in every way, whether in pretense or in
truth, Christ is preached” (Ph 1:18).

True sectarians cannot accept the fact that others
would cast out demons or preach Christ if they are not
in one’s own camp or fellowship.  If others are preach-
ing Christ outside their camp, they are envious, and thus
produce strife (Ph 1:15).  What John should have said to
Jesus was, “Jesus, we found someone else who is also
casting out demons.  Praise God!”  As disciples of Jesus
we must be very cautious about developing a party spirit
that is formed around any individual on earth.

In any discussion concerning the spirit of sectarian-
ism, it is necessary to define what it means not to be
sectarian in spirit.  In our struggle for the restoration of
simple New Testament Christianity, as much as possible
we seek not to be sectarian in our own beliefs and be-
havior.  However, as stated previously, a tendency to
become sectarian is often inevitable as we struggle to
maintain the uniqueness of the church in a world of reli-
gious sects.

Though we must caution ourselves about making the
community of God a sect of Christendom, we must take
a strong biblical stance in reference to the unique nature
of the church in the midst of a world that has every sort
of religion that lays claim to Jesus in some way.  Taking
a strong stand for the truth does not mean that one is
sectarian.  However, in doing such others will always

view those who take such a stand as just another sect.
Nevertheless, in our efforts to be Christians only, but
not the only Christians, we must remain vigilant in our
plea to promote unity in a world of diversity.  Doing
such does not make one sectarian.  The following are
positions or attitudes that are not sectarian, but neces-
sary positions for those who would maintain the faith in
a world of religious confusion:

A. One is not sectarian by refusing to allow cultural
distinctions to characterize the nature of the
church.

This point reflects on the previous case of Titus’ re-
maining uncircumcised and Timothy’s circumcision.  The
Judean churches had a right to practice circumcision after

Chapter 4

THE NONSECTARIAN
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a cultural manner, for almost all members of the church
in Judea were Jews.  However, they did not have a right
to bind the cultural practice of circumcision on the Gen-
tiles.  It was for this reason that Paul refused to allow
Titus to be circumcised when he took him to Judea.
Paul’s refusal to allow Titus to be circumcised did not
by example mean that he was teaching that circumci-
sion as a cultural practice was wrong.  His example sim-
ply meant that the legalistic position of the judaizing
teachers on the matter of circumcision and salvation
could not be bound on the church (See At 15:1,2).

One is not sectarian when conforming to local cul-
tural practices that are part of a local community.  The
church is certainly not a culture that refuses to recog-
nize local cultural practices.  Paul became all things to
all men in order to have an opportunity to reach more
people (1 Co 9:22).  But at the same time, he did not
allow local cultural practices to be practiced as doctrine,
and thus bound on the church in all areas where the
church was located.  It would be wrong, therefore, for
the church in one region to bind its customs on the church
in another region.  We can have “Gentile” churches and
“Jewish” churches who are in complete fellowship with
one another.  If “Gentile” churches start shunning “Jew-
ish” churches, then a sectarian attitude is coming into
practice, and denominationalism is being established.

B. One is not sectarian when taking a firm stand for
the truth.

Taking a firm stand for biblical teaching is neces-
sary in order to define who we are.  We are to be taught
in the word of God in order that we not be tossed to and
fro in a world of religious error (Ep 4:14).  We are to
shun those who do not bring us the teaching of Christ (2
Jn 9,10).  We are to preach the word of God (2 Tm 4:2)
and stand fast in the teaching of His word.  It is not
being sectarian, therefore, to take a firm stand for the
truth.  In fact, to fail to do so would lead us away from
our plea to restore undenominational Christianity in the
midst of a religiously denominated world.  We would
also not be able to stand against those who have doctri-
nally denominated themselves from one another.

If we are to be the disciples of Jesus, then we must
be loyal to His word.  Jesus said, “If you continue in
My word, then you are truly My disciples” (Jn 8:31).
One cannot claim to be a disciple of Jesus if he or she
does not continue in the word of Jesus (See 1 Jn 1:7-9).
Therefore, taking a stand to affirm confidently the word
of God is not sectarianism (Ti 3:8).  One’s bold stand to
preach truth in opposition to error does not label him as
one with a divisive spirit.

This point must be understood in the context of what
often historically happens in the general movement of
religious behavior among denominational groups in their
relationships with one another.  Under the umbrella of
“Christendom”, religious groups will in doctrine and fel-
lowship move a great distance from one another.  Dif-
fering religious groups will refuse to talk to one another.
They will feverishly debate one another, attack one an-
other, and be very competitive with one another in grow-
ing their own camps.  This struggle may continue for
three to five decades.  However, the pendulum swings
and there is a great desire to “work together”.  Several
sociological factors ignite this desire.  It often takes place
after a great social struggle within a nation, sometimes a
quest for freedom from dictatorial domination, or a war
with neighboring countries.  Whatever the sociological
trigger, the religious environment is changed from con-
flict to conformity.

The nature of the movement to conformity has many
interesting characteristics.  When religious groups seek
to conform by working together, this does not mean that
they are uniting upon the authority of God’s word.  It
simply means that they agree to put up with one another
in their doctrinal and traditional differences.  As a re-
sult, union is established, not unity.  In union, denomi-
national groups agree to coexist with one another in a
spirit of union.  Great meetings are often conducted.
Dialog is carried out.  However, after the meetings the
adherents of each group go back to their respective
church houses to carry on as denominated groups.  This
is a historical phenomenon in Christendom that has pe-
riodically occurred throughout history.  In the sociologi-
cal history of different nations, this phenomenon will
occur.  The World Council of Churches was the product
of such a swing of the pendulum.

But this swing of the pendulum to union fails to pro-
duce unity that is based on the word of God.  In union,
individual denominations continue to maintain their in-
dividual identities.  No favorite traditions are forsaken.
No twisted scriptures are untangled.  Worshipers con-
tinue to meet with their particular group in order to main-
tain their identity with their chosen sectarian names.  No
restoration to New Testament Christianity is made.  Such
movements in history must not be confused with our
call for a total eradication of sectarian denominational-
ism and the establishment of the church upon the foun-
dation of God’s word.  One is not sectarian in spirit if he
takes a strong stand against union efforts by calling for
unity that is based on the authority of the Scriptures.

We must also recognize that ecumenical movements
eventually move back to that which existed before the
union efforts.  Schisms develop among member groups
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of the union movement and everyone is back to where
they started.  They are back into institutional religious
groups that have little or no contact with one another.

I would challenge us to think of this scenario on the
basis of individuals instead of groups.  There will al-
ways be those debatable issues between us.  We will
disagree, and often view some of the issues as truth over
which fellowship is to be established.  An entire group
may accept a particular debatable issue as a matter of
fellowship.  Nevertheless, we cannot write off an indi-
vidual because of the beliefs and practices of the group
to which he or she belongs, and thus refuse to work with
that individual because the group to which he or she
belongs holds to or has enshrined a debatable issue.  De-
batable issues are debatable because there is no clear
revelation on the issue in the Bible.

The debatable issue may become enshrined, and thus
a denomination is formed around that unique issue.
Nevertheless, we must not assume that every attendee at
the unique assembly agrees with the enshrined issue.  It
is for this reason that our fellowship with one another as
individuals must be considered on an individual basis as
opposed to a congregational basis.  There were some in
the church of Pergamos who held the doctrine of Balaam
and the Nicolaitans (Rv 2:14,15).  However, notice what
Jesus said to the entire church.  “Repent, or else I will
come to you quickly and will fight against them with
the sword of My mouth” (Rv 2:16).  Jesus would deal
individually with those who held to the erroneous doc-
trines.  His fight was against them, not the entire church
in Pergamos.

We might argue that we can never agree on all de-
batable issues.  In the present theological environment
of Christendom this is true, for we all have our favorite
enshrined issues, and thus often determine fellowship
on the basis of what we have enshrined.  Too many de-
batable issues are embedded in tradition and will not be
relinquished for the sake of unity.  However, we are still
reminded of the church of the first century.  There were
certainly debatable issues that were entering the fellow-
ship of Christians, particularly through the medium of
the Jewish culture.  However, I would remind us that the
real struggles in the first century church were not over
the frivolous issues over which we often have too much
scuffle.  The “issues” they considered false doctrine were
such things as the denial of the resurrection, the author-
ity of a Christ-sent apostle, condoning of immoral be-
havior, idols and the legalistic binding of circumcision.
These were not debatable issues.  They were teachings
and behavior that attacked the foundation of Christian-
ity.

False teachers in the first century church were those

who either denied or distorted these fundamental truths.
To compare those struggles over fundamentals with the
issues about which we so divide ourselves today is cer-
tainly a manifestation of our inability to distinguish be-
tween what is a frivolous issue and a fundamental truth.
To use passages of the New Testament that were made
in the context of debate over a denial or distortion of
fundamental truths in the first century context in a con-
text today of such debatable issues as to where one should
use one cup in the Lord’s Supper or a certain dress code
for assembly, would be using the passages out of their
original context.  A false teacher in the context of John’s
use of the term in his epistles was one who denied the
incarnation.  How can one use the same term today in
reference to another who might disagree with him on
whether one should clap hands when singing or stand as
a stone?

Foundational fundamentals kept the early Christians
together.  It will keep Christians together today if we
refuse to allow debatable issues to become issues of fel-
lowship.  It is our task today to discard unnecessary de-
bate over frivolous issues in order to see the greater pic-
ture of unity that is based on essential salvational funda-
mentals.  One of which is the unity of believers.  This
principle must be lived while we work out in a context
of love those issues over which we disagree, and if de-
batable, may never agree.  But at least, we will maintain
the unity of the brotherhood.  We will be going about
seeking first those things about which we agree, before
we get to the debatable issues.  If we maintain a sectar-
ian behavior with one another until debatable issues are
agreed upon, then we will never enjoy our unity, for we
will always have debatable issues among us.

C. One is not sectarian by taking a stand against false
teaching.

False teaching is often the occasion for religious
people to denominate into different sects.  If one refuses
to accept such false teachings, then he is not being de-
nominational.  It is not being sectarian and denomina-
tional to separate oneself from that which is contrary to
the word of God.

Times of apostasy have always faced the church (1
Tm 4:1-3; Ti 1:10,11).  For this reason, every shepherd
of the flock of God must hold “fast the faithful word as
he has been taught, so that he may be able by sound
teaching both to exhort and refute those who contra-
dict” (Ti 1:9).  It is not sectarian, therefore, to take a
stand for the truth so as to cause division between
those who speak the truth and those who speak er-
ror.  One must not apologize for standing against er-
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ror.  “Preach the word!  Be ready in season and out of
season.  Reprove, rebuke, exhort with all longsuffering
and teaching” (2 Tm 4:2).  If one does not take a strong
stand against error, then he is aiding in the development
of an atmosphere wherein error can have an occasion to
produce division among brethren.

This point assumes that there should be some stan-
dard by which we can determine false teaching.  Though
we agree that the Bible is the standard for determining
such, this does not solve the problem.  Bible-believers
have for centuries accused one another of being false
teachers promoting false teaching.  However, I do have
one suggestion.  If we see the Bible condemning some-
thing specifically as a false teaching, then we can so
condemn the same as such.  If we do this, we will be
spared of much of the nonsense debates over issues that
are not mentioned in the Bible as false teaching.

D. One is not sectarian if he refuses to engage in de-
bates over nonessential issues.

As previously mentioned, Paul specifically instructed
both Timothy and Titus not to become involved in con-
tentious meetings over matters of opinion (2 Tm 2:14;
Ti 3:9-11).  “But avoid foolish controversies ... for they
are unprofitable and worthless” (Ti 3:9).  There is noth-
ing difficult about understanding this command.  We are
to avoid foolish controversies that produce division be-
tween brethren.  The controversies are thus foolish be-
cause they produce contention between brethren.

The point must be made in this context that we are
first to avoid the controversy.  If the one who develops
the controversy persists in making a nonessential is-
sue a matter of contention, then he is to be rejected
after the first and second admonition (Ti 3:10).  Paul’s
context of Titus 3 is in dealing with individuals, not whole
groups.  Nowhere in the New Testament is one encour-
aged to reject a whole group because of the factious prac-
tices of one man.  If we did such, then certainly we would
be avoiding one group after another simply because there
are no perfect church groups in which everyone believes
the same thing.  Matters of disagreement over debatable
issues, therefore, must first be dealt with on an individual
basis, not on a group basis.

When one refuses to become entangled in a contro-
versy over a matter of opinion, he is not being sectarian.
Under the command of the Holy Spirit, he is withdraw-
ing from discussions over those things wherein we have
freedom of opinion or method of work that are directed
by biblical principles.  Those who would seek to be con-
tentious in such areas are divisive by the very fact that
they are seeking to argue someone into accepting their

belief or behavior.  But such a one is self-condemned
because of his attitude of trying to bind where God has
not bound (Ti 3:11).  He is seeking to promote a forum
for discussion that is “unprofitable and worthless”.  Such
forums are usually a pretense for one who is seeking to
exercise control over others by giving his permission to
others in the realm of freedom.  Such people are to be
avoided after the first and second admonition.

Paul’s command that we not engage in “foolish con-
troversies” was for a specific reason.  Anytime a discus-
sion or debate is carried out over an issue of opinion or
method of work that is within the area of freedom in
Christian work, decisions are often made in order that
the two parties have peace.  When such decisions are
made, both parties are restricted by their decisions.  In
their restrictions, they have bound themselves.  Paul’s
argument is that one not engage others in discussions
wherein binding decisions are made in areas of opinion.

The problem is also that the “decisions” that are made
and agreed upon in order to maintain peace between
groups become the creeds and catechisms by which two
parties become known.  They thus become the founda-
tion upon which two new denominations are born.

Differences of opinion in the realm of freedom
should never be an occasion for establishing creeds and
catechisms.  In other words, if both parties, or at least
one party, recognize that the point of disagreement falls
in the area of freedom in Christ, no meeting must occur.
Each party simply allows the other the freedom to func-
tion.  But if in ignorance of the fact that the controversy
is in the realm of freedom, the two parties have the meet-
ing in order to “work out” an agreement, the decisions
that are made constitute the foundation upon schism oc-
curs and the formation of a new denomination is begun.

When Christians make binding decisions for peace
in areas where they should have been defending one
another’s freedom, the roots of denominationalism are
planted.  The two parties who have made the binding
decisions are moving in opposite directions because they
have bound themselves with decisions in the realm of
opinion and freedom.  The point is that Christians should
honor one another by guarding the freedom that we all
have in Christ.  Honoring the freedom of others means
allowing others to work in areas of opinion without be-
ing critical or judgmental of their work.  It means that
each party refuses to restrict one another with judgments.
Each party thus remains in fellowship, though they work
or behave in different ways.  In this way, unity is main-
tained without the “foolish controversies” that would
move both parties away from one another.

Paul told Timothy and Titus not to show up for dis-
cussions over issues that are in the area of opinion.  If
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one party presses the issue and contends for the meet-
ing in order to make decisions, or he feels that others
must have his permission for doing what they have
freedom to do, then he is sectarian in spirit and is
seeking to lord over others by pressing his side of the
issue.  Paul said that “such a man is perverted and is
sinning, being self-condemned” (Ti 3:11).  He is self-
condemned because he is the one who is factious.  He is
the one who is causing the faction because in his refusal
to allow freedom, he is seeking to bind on the church his
position concerning the issue.  He is seeking to make his
beliefs a point of fellowship, and thus is self-condemned
in his behavior because he is binding where God has not
bound.

It is not sectarian, therefore, to refuse to allow
someone to bind where God has not bound.  In fact,
the opposite is true.  If we allow someone to bind a deci-
sion on us that is in the area of freedom in Christ, then
we have allowed that person to practice his sectarian
spirit and to lord over others in the area of freedom.  By
binding on a group that which God never intended should
be bound, he separates the bound group from those who
are free in Christ.  This point is in the context of Paul’s
argument to the Galatians.  If they allowed the judaizing
teachers to bind circumcision on them, then they allowed
the judaizers the opportunity to practice their sectarian
spirit (Gl 4:17).

However, if the Galatians refused to allow circum-
cision to be bound, they were not being sectarian.  They
were simply exercising their right to be free in Christ
(Gl 5:1).  But on the other hand, if the judaizing teach-
ers withdrew from them because they exercised their
right not to be circumcised, then it was the judaizing
teachers who were being sectarian and denomina-
tional, not those who refuse to be bound.

Romans 16:17,18 is often twisted and used out of
context to accuse someone of “dividing the church” over
the introduction of something that is actually in the area
of opinion.  In the context of the book of Romans, those
who were adding to the word of God were not adding
what they believed to be a matter of opinion.  Judaizing
teachers were doctrinally and legalistically binding cir-
cumcision and other aspects of the Old Testament law
where God had not bound.  They were bringing brethren
into the bondage of justification through perfect keep-
ing of law, one law being that of circumcision.  By pro-
moting their belief that perfect law-keeping produced
salvation, they were denying the grace of God.  And in
doing such, they were causing division with those who
sought to be justified freely by faith and grace.

As the Magna Carta of the Christian faith, Paul wrote
Galatians as a stern rebuke against those who would

develop a heretical gospel by the enforcement of their
religious practices and opinions on believers (Gl 1:6-9).
Some in the Galatian churches were recruiting believers
(Gl 4:17) in order to convince the recruits to practice
circumcision as a necessary fundamental for salvation
(At 15:1).  In this environment of conflict, if a Gentile
Christian practiced circumcision, it was a signal that he
had succumbed to the legal system of the judaizing teach-
ers.  Being circumcised for such a reason brought him
into the same condemnation (Gl 5:3,4).  A Jewish Chris-
tian could be circumcised as a matter of custom and opin-
ion, but not as an indication that he was conforming to a
legal system of meritorious salvation.  In Paul’s con-
demnation of justification by meritorious law-keeping,
which was manifested through the binding of circumci-
sion, he wrote to the faithful, “Stand fast therefore in the
liberty by which Christ has made us free, and do not be
entangled again with a yoke of bondage” (Gl 5:1).

It was not sectarian for the Gentile Christians to
refuse to be circumcised.  It was and is not sectarian,
therefore, to stand for one’s freedom in Christ in order
not to allow someone to bind on us those things that are
in the area of freedom.  It is not sectarian to refuse to
meet with those who seek compromising decisions, for
Paul commanded that we avoid meetings with those who
seek to argue their case to bind where God has not bound.
He commanded that we refuse to make decisions where
agreement on decisions binds denominational behavior
on the backs of the free.  When it came to the legalistic
circumcision issue of the Galatians, Paul was very spe-
cific in his desires.  “I could wish that those who are
troubling you would cut themselves off from you” (Gl
5:12).  Sometimes division is necessary (See 1 Co 11:19).
In this case, Paul desired that the legalistic judaizing
teachers denominate themselves from the free.

E. One is not sectarian when taking a stand against
the practice of denominating the church of God.

By taking a firm stand against sectarianism, and the
denominationalism that it causes, one is not being sec-
tarian in behavior.  Christians must be intolerant of teach-
ings that compromise the very foundation upon which
their faith is built.  If the foundation of fundamentals
upon which our faith is based is destroyed, then we cease
to exist as the church of Christ.  It is for this reason that
Christians must stand firm against the wiles of the devil
that seek to denominate the church with the doctrine of
demons (See Ep 6:10-18.  More on this later.).

Being nondenominational is not enough.  In other
words, accepting everyone as they are does not solve
the problem of sectarian denominationalism.  Christians
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must call for a return to unity that is based on the au-
thority of God’s word.  Simply assuming that we are
acceptable to God with any belief and behavior we so
choose is not what God desires.  It is not sectarian, there-
fore, to refuse to accept everyone regardless of what they
believe or teach.  If there is no concrete truth to which
all of us can conform, then we are left adrift in a world
of confused religions with every man theologically for
himself.  I am certain that God is not playing religious
games with His creation.  Knowing the truth that sets us
free means that there is a truth we can know that sets us
free.  It means that concrete truth can be known.  And it
assumes that all those who love the truth can know the
truth, and thus be set free together.  If they are not to-
gether, then surely we must question whether they know
that truth which sets them free.  Or at least we must
assume that we have added to that essential truth, and
thus disfellowshipped ourselves from one another and
brought ourselves into bondage.

In the midst of so much false teaching that is preva-
lent throughout the world, we often become defensive
about standing for truth as opposed to tradition.  If we
are accused of being a sect because we denominate our-

selves from those who persist in teaching erroneous doc-
trines or binding religious traditions, then we are not the
cause of the separation.  We have been separated for
taking a stand for truth.  It is not our desire to be sepa-
rated from the larger body of those seeking to be dis-
ciples of Jesus.  However, if we are accused of being
sectarian because we will not participate in the errone-
ous beliefs and behavior of man-made religions, though
they would call themselves after Christ, then we must
remain separate, though not sectarian in spirit.  We must
keep in mind who builds the fence that causes the sepa-
ration.  Men build fences.  God seeks to tear them down
by the truth of His word.

Nevertheless, in the quest to tear down divisive doc-
trines of men, the Christian must not develop a spirit
that drives him away from those with whom he can agree
on fundamentals.  A sectarian spirit is destructive be-
cause it continues to push one into his own religious
world.  He develops an attitude of separateness, and thus
isolates himself from those with whom he must be study-
ing the word of God.  In his isolation, he becomes reli-
giously introverted, and thus a true sect after the defini-
tion of such.

The spirit of sectarianism is the cause of people iso-
lating themselves into different religious groups or sects
commonly referred to as denominationalism.  A sectar-
ian spirit and denominationalism are inseparable since
the attitude leads to the practice.  We naturally progress
from one to the other since attitudes manifest themselves
in practice.  If one chooses to maintain an exclusive at-
titude with others on the basis of disagreement on mat-
ters of opinion and debatable issues, then he will often
separate himself from the one with whom he disagrees.

In view of the historical fact that restoration or ref-
ormation movements seem to always circle around and
become that from which restoration or reformation was
first initiated, it is paramount that we continue to review
our beliefs and behavior in reference to God’s word.  If
we do not, we may wake up one day and realize that we
have divided the church of God after our unique pecu-
liarities.

Being undenominational is probably an idealistic
dream in the midst of ourselves who are often over zeal-
ous about our different heritages, traditions and favorite
interpretations.  At least in a world that has accepted the

fact of a denominated Christendom, the church, though
claiming undenominationality, will always be viewed as
just another denomination.  It is for this reason that Chris-
tians must be individually judged as such, and not col-
lectively according to the group to which they have as-
signed themselves.  It is easy to stereotype the individual
through a sweeping judgment of the collective group.
But when we consider individual Christians in their ac-
countability before God, then we are tempted less to con-
sign individuals to the beliefs of the group.  The Bible
still says that “we must all appear before the judgment
seat of Christ, so that every one may receive the things
done in the body ...” (2 Co 5:10).  We will not be judged
according to the group with which we assembled, but
individually according to our own behavior.

Our problem both individually and collectively is
that we have a natural tendency to religiously isolate
ourselves from one another according to our heritages
and traditions.  Because of this tendency, we must con-
tinually examine ourselves as individual Christians.  If
we discover that we have behaved after a sectarian man-
ner, then it is time for some serious reevaluation of our

Chapter 5

DENOMINATIONALISM
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attitudes, beliefs, behavior and hermeneutic principles
that we have used to justify our isolationist behavior.

When was the last time you heard a lesson on the
practice of sectarianism or denominationalism?  The fact
that discussions on these subjects are infrequent among
some is evidence that our guard is down and that we
may have relinquished ourselves to being just another
denomination.  In the present religious environment, any
church that does not discuss or consider whether it is a
denomination leaves itself open to becoming such.  Dis-
cussing the fact that we could be denominational keeps
us aware of the danger.  Any group that meets under the
banner of a specific name and a specific leader in order
to remain separate from others who are under different
banners, is often sectarian and denominational.

Keep in mind that becoming a denomination is not
painful.  Apostasy is never noticed unless we recognize
in ourselves a sectarian spirit that is moving us into hav-
ing a distant fellowship with others.  Depending on how
far gone any particular group or individual is in isola-
tion from others will determine the amount of pain that
is necessary to get one back to where God intended he
or she be in fellowship with others.  For this reason, the
level of pain in the process of restorational paradigm
shifts is an indication of how denominational a particu-
lar church has become.

Being undenominational is an abstract concept.  And
by being abstract, it is often difficult to grasp in a reli-
gious world that is historically founded on the practice
and acceptance of legalistically defined religious groups.
Though somewhat difficult to understand, the causes of
the effect are not difficult to determine.  Denomination-
alism is an effort of Satan to lead groups into religious
oblivion.  It is Satan’s work to make men feel comfort-
able in religions that they have created after their own
desires and traditions.  It is thus an effect that works
against the prayer of Jesus for unity among us (Jn
17:20,21).  It is imperative, therefore, that we under-
stand the nature of denominationalism and what it takes
to solve this destructive practice that exists among those
who believe in Jesus as the Son of God.

In order to accomplish the task of being undenomi-
national in a divided religious world, it is necessary to
determine if we personally behave contrary to Jesus’
spirit for unity.  The preceding chapter laid the founda-
tion for determining if we have become sectarian in our
spirit.  In the following discussion, we must determine
if our sectarian spirit has brought forth its fruit in our
lives by the separating of ourselves from one another.

A denomination is identified by one or more of the
following points.  Not every group would be practicing
every point.  But only one practiced point is enough to

define a particular group as unique, and thus divided
from others who would behave after a different manner.
As you study through these points, one thing will be
quite revealing in our lives.  Almost all of us are indi-
vidually denominational in some way.  If we do not ex-
clude others because of doctrine, we are exclusive in
relation to heritages, traditions, cultures and a host of
other things that naturally move us into unique groups.

Except for denominational doctrines that deny fun-
damental salvational truths, our challenge is not to form
a collective group of those who agree on matters of opin-
ion or heritages, and thus isolate ourselves as a group
from others who may disagree with us on our particular
point of agreement.  As long as we keep challenging one
another not to carry out in our behavior tendencies to
isolate from others, then we can at least slow the pro-
cess of forming full blown denominational groups that
have nothing to do with one another.  We must continu-
ally remind ourselves not to take ourselves “out of the
world,” as Paul suggested that some would (1 Co 5:10),
but to remain in communicative contact with all men in
order that we have opportunity to preach the truth of the
gospel.

A. Some denominations can be identified by a sec-
tarian-spirited fellowship.

If one’s allegiance to a particular group is the sole
motivation for maintaining the identity of the group
within a community, then loyalty to the group tends to
separate it and its adherents from others who maintain
allegiance to other groups.  When allegiance to a group
or specific leader, rather than Christ alone, is the foun-
dation upon which one is identified as a member of a
particular church, then a denomination is established in
the community.  Allegiance to either individual person-
alities or groups of personalities is the source for the
development of a sectarian spirit, and subsequently a
denomination of those who maintain their allegiance pri-
marily to a unique fellowship.

A denomination emphasizes the social structure of
the group above allegiance to Christ and biblical teach-
ings.  As a social structure, emphasis is usually on a spe-
cific personality of the group rather than Christ as the
only head and foundation upon which the church is built.
It is not wrong to be loyal to one’s familiar brothers and
sisters in Christ.  After all, we must be committed to one
another as a brotherhood of believers (1 Pt 2:17).  How-
ever, if this allegiance is to the exclusion of others who
happen to meet at a different location, then an exclusive
spirit gives birth to a denominated church.  Allegiance
to Christ alone is what brings members of the church
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into fellowship with one another.  It is not our allegiance
to one another that brings us into fellowship with Christ.
As Christians we must be committed to one another.
However, we must be committed to one another because
we are first committed to Christ.

B. Some denominations can be identified when the
members adhere to a unique creed, catechism or
methodology.

A creed usually comes into a fellowship in the writ-
ten form of a church discipline, church manual, confes-
sion of faith or catechism.  Sometimes it is a simple let-
ter that expresses the beliefs of the particular church that
requires members to sign, or at least give allegiance to
the doctrines defined in the letter.  Such documents are
the evidence of a group of people who are seeking to
maintain the uniqueness of their particular group by
maintaining the uniqueness of their beliefs.  The spirit
of exclusion of the group is manifested when the lead-
ers ask members to sign the documents in order to re-
main a member of their group.  If one does not adhere to
the doctrines of the documents, or unique interpretations
of Scripture or methods, then a denomination is formed
around the statement of faith.

Allegiance to a particular group is also manifested
when the members are required to give allegiance to a
particular church program or the vision of a dominant
leader.  The written disciplines, manuals, confessions and
catechisms are often declarations of official interpreta-
tions of the Scriptures or statements of the traditions and
programs to which adherence must be maintained in or-
der for one to be identified with a particular group.  These
documents become the standard by which each particular
group is identified.  Conformity to these documents of
faith and methodology must be maintained by all groups
of a fellowship of churches in order that each group se-
cure their link with the greater brotherhood of those who
have accepted the guidelines of the documents.

A creed or statement of faith may be the pronounce-
ments of a particular individual or the group as a whole.
If allegiance to these pronouncements is necessary in
order to maintain fellowship with a particular individual
or fellowship that makes the pronouncements, then a net-
work of denominations is formed.  The documents be-
come the means by which others are shunned, and thus
considered to be out of fellowship with all those who
have given their allegiance to the statements of the writ-
ten documents and the creeds of faith and methodolo-
gies that are set forth as the standard of fellowship.

There is also the matter of “unwritten creeds.”  These
are the unique beliefs, behavior, and even vocabulary

identification marks that are commonly used by a par-
ticular group or fellowship of groups.  Unwritten creeds
are often more binding or intimidating than written
creeds.  Traditional interpretations, behavioral patterns,
or methods of work may become the established norm
for a particular denomination.  When loyalty to these
accepted interpretations, behavioral patterns, and meth-
ods of work are necessary in order to verify one’s alle-
giance to a particular group, or brotherhood of groups,
then each particular group and its leaders are behaving
denominationally.

What is often characteristic with the membership of
this system of denominationalism is that the average
member is usually unaware of the fact that the unwrit-
ten creeds have separated their group from others.  In
such cases, the membership usually depends on the pas-
tor, preacher or pope for official statements of belief or
behavior for the particular denomination.  Allegiance to
the creed, therefore, is via the official pronouncements
of the accepted authority who is usually the preacher.

In order for each denomination within a fellowship
to guarantee allegiance to the written or unwritten inter-
pretations, heritages and traditions of the brotherhood,
the preachers of each group are usually sent to accepted
schools for preacher training and graduated with diplo-
mas that authorize them to maintain the unique prac-
tices of the unique brotherhood.

What is sometimes the case in such denominational
fellowships is that the graduates from different schools
within the fellowship often label one another either “lib-
eral” or “conservative”, depending on the general theo-
logical position of the educational institution from which
each preacher graduates.  The result of this labeling is a
manifestation of denominationalism from within a fel-
lowship of churches.  It is denominationalism that is pro-
moted and sustained by the professional clergy of the
fellowship of churches.

What often perpetuates this cause of denomination-
alism is a membership that has ceased studying the Bible.
The members have ceased being Bible students either
because they have become legalistic in their doctrinal
beliefs, and thus feel no more need for study, or they
have been intimidated into conformity to the accepted
patterns of their unique group by a dominant leader or
group of leaders.  Whatever the case may be for the prob-
lem, repentance and restoration can occur only when the
general membership as individuals determine to absorb
themselves in the word of God.  Leaders must turn
people’s minds to the Bible for authority, and not them-
selves.  Only when this is done will denominations as
this come out of their separation from one another and
be reunited with the universal church of God.
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You will say that this is idealistic.  It probably is.
Groups usually do not reform as a whole.  They intimi-
date the individual to conform to the accepted standards
of the whole.  However, individuals do reform, and
through individuals groups can be reformed.  Our mis-
direction in the matter is in trying to reform the indi-
vidual by reforming the group.  We forget that the group
is composed of individuals.  It is not our task to view
groups as a whole.  It is our challenge to reform indi-
viduals to exalt the word of God in their personal lives.
In doing this, the group as a whole will be affected, but
usually not reformed as a whole.  This is what Jesus
sought to do with the church of Laodicea.  Jesus stood at
the door of the church and knocked (Rv 3:20).  “If any-
one hears my voice and opens the door, I will come to
him and will sup with him, and he with Me” (Rv 3:20).

Revival is always personal.  Jesus seeks personal
reform and revival in our lives as individuals.  There-
fore, when we talk of restoration, we must think indi-
vidually.  Through the network (fellowship) of revived
and reformed individuals, groups change.  In every de-
nominated group, therefore, there are individuals as there
were in the church of Sardis, to whom Jesus said, “Nev-
ertheless, you have a few names in Sardis who have not
defiled their garments.  And they will walk with Me in
white, for they are worthy” (Rv 3:4).

This brings us back to the problem of written or un-
written creedal denominationalism.  Individual members
must take a serious look at themselves.  I must take a
personal stand to study the word of God.  I must look at
my personal relationship with Jesus.  I must learn to
fear God again over my fear of the brethren.  Any indi-
vidual Christian who fears or is intimidated by the broth-
erhood more than his or her fear of God, is on his or her
way to apostasy.  We, individually, need a restoration of
the fear of God in our hearts in order to generate a resto-
rational paradigm shift.

C. Some denominations can be identified when the
members believe that they have a copyright on
all truth.

In order to prevent some misunderstanding on this
point, I would clarify the fact that one can know all truth
in the Bible that is necessary in order to be saved.  We
would certainly not believe that God would cloud with
ambiguity those things that are necessary to be saved.
Neither would we believe that essential teachings re-
quire the deductive reasoning of our biblical scholars in
order to understand.  Therefore, we must be confident
that we can open the Bible and read those things that are
necessary to believe and obey in order to be saved.  Un-

derstanding these salvational truths clearly is what gives
the Christian a mission to the misguided.

Nevertheless, we live in a world of great religious
confusion, especially in reference to teachings concern-
ing both salvational essentials and truth for Christian
edification.  Many realize that this confusion has led to
a tremendous amount of division within Christendom.
And thus, there is a desire among many to rid them-
selves of confusing doctrines in order to restore the sim-
plicity of those teachings upon which all of us can be
united.

The minimization of doctrine in the postmodern
church is so strong that such is usually absent from con-
versation and fellowship.  Postmodern members will
often flee fellowships that debate doctrinal issues.  Their
primary focus is on relationships with others and per-
sonal involvement.  Doctrine in these fellowships is of-
ten sacrificed for the sake of relationships (fellowship).
The negative about such is that it takes more than rela-
tionships to bond believers.  We may commonly work
together, but there must also be some common belief
that acts as the cement to keep us together in times when
our working relationship is strained over disagreements.
This is what happened in the case of Paul and Barnabas.
Though they strongly disagree on a point of work and
relationships, they carried out their doctrinal mandate
to preach the gospel to the lost (See At 15:36-41).

But there is another side to this point.  It is based on
how we understand the purpose of doctrinal teaching.
If we understand that the purpose of doctrine is to build
the behavioral Christian life, then debates over doctrine
differences are somewhat different.  When Paul in-
structed Timothy, “These things command and teach,”
I believe his focus was on teaching “these things” for
the purpose of helping people to better their lives (1 Tm
4:11).  At least this seems to be the context of the state-
ment, for in the following verse Paul wrote, “But you be
an example to the believers ...” (1 Tm 4:12).  If we de-
bate how we need to change our behavior in order to
comply with “doctrine,” then we are on the right page
with Paul.

Biblical teaching in reference to truth is important.
This is particularly true in reference to salvational teach-
ings.  Though we understand those things that are es-
sential for salvation, we must keep in mind that the spirit
of restoration is generated in the hearts and minds of
those who are continually absorbed in the word of God
in order to learn more “doctrine” in order to bring their
lives into conformity to Jesus.  There can be no restora-
tion among the biblically ignorant for they create be-
havioral religiosity after their own desires.

However, those who believe that they have com-
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pleted the restoration of New Testament Christianity, and
thus have a corner on all “doctrine” truth, often become
arrogant in their assumptions.  Their arrogance reveals
their belief that they have fully restored the church.  They
subsequently lay aside study of the Scriptures and as-
sume that there is no more truth to be discovered.  Be-
lieving that they have arrived at “all understanding” lends
them to being exclusive of those who are not where they
are in knowledge of the Bible.  The footnotes of their
literature comes from within their own brotherhood, or
from the forefathers of their heritage.  Their exclusive-
ness is thus perpetuated as they place more confidence
in the fathers of their heritage than the authority of the
word of God.  They become overconfident in thinking
that their brotherhood is the sole source of all truth in
reference to salvational essentials, as well as all things
they assume a Christian must believe.  They would as-
sociate themselves with those they agree on salvational
fundamentals, but disassociate themselves from those
they disagree on a minor point of belief.  They thus be-
come guardians of “the truth” in believing that all other
groups must now conform to the authority of their pat-
tern of doctrine and behavior.

Their denominationality is betrayed by their assump-
tion that knowledge of truth does not lie outside the realm
of their fellowship or the library of their fathers.  They
separate themselves from others, therefore, because they
have convinced themselves that there is no more truth to
learn outside their fellowship and no one outside their
fellowship can teach any truth.

This point does not assume that definite truth can-
not be known.  We can know the truth, especially those
things that are necessary for salvation.  But knowing the
truth is no guarantee that one cannot be carried away by
every wind of false doctrine.  There is fundamental truth
that distinguishes the true believer from the error of de-
nominational beliefs.  One can know this truth, which
truth will set one free.  But we must guard ourselves
from adding our opinions to the truth, and thus be car-
ried away into religious obscurity.

The problem is that some have simply accepted de-
nominationalism by asserting that God accepts different
“flavors” of Christianity.  Some assume, therefore, that
doctrinal issues are not important.  Some even assert
that we cannot know the truth that brings us together
into one church.  In their unwillingness to confront their
sectarian attitudes that hinder one from coming to a
knowledge of the truth, they have become content with
a divided Christendom they feel is acceptable to God.
But God did not reveal His will in a way that would
promote any form of denominationalism among believ-
ers.

We must not misunderstand this point.  When we
call for all religious groups to leave those things that
separate us from one another, and come to the Bible as
our only authority in order to be undenominational, we
are not being arrogant about the truth.  Seeking to es-
tablish one’s belief and behavior on the word of God
alone is not being denominational.  It is essential in
order to maintain our identity as Christians.  Affirm-
ing that belief and behavior be based on the word of
God is not arrogance, but a restorational call for alle-
giance to the word of God.  Commitment to the truth of
God’s word will invariably exclude those who do not
have a love of the truth (See 2 Th 2:10-12).  It also means
that restoring the New Testament church by relying on
the word of God alone, not the pronouncements of ei-
ther creeds or traditions, will lead to one’s denominat-
ing himself from error.  We must be willing to sacrifice
all creeds and traditions that would hinder us from com-
ing to a knowledge of any truth and restoring the unity
of the faith among those who have committed their lives
to Jesus.

D. Some denominations can be identified when their
members’ adhere to unique teachings that are
either false or contradict Bible teaching.

Determining if a particular religious group is denomi-
national according to a false teaching may involve some
controversy as to the biblical soundness of what the group
has always believed and taught.  The problem comes
when a particular group of people have canonized their
teachings, believing that they are right on all points of
teaching, and thus biblically correct as a church.

Most people realize that one cannot know all that
the Bible teaches.  However, there are fundamental truths
on which the church must stand that cannot be twisted
or denied.  A group is not denominational when stand-
ing on the foundation of truths that are salvational.  (More
on this in chapter 13.)

The difficulty some have in establishing fundamen-
tal teaching is that religious groups are too eager to main-
tain traditional interpretations, religious ceremonies,
heritages, or traditional methods of behavior that are nec-
essary to identify them as a unique group.  But we must
keep in mind that God did not reveal His word to us in a
manner that would cause confusion among believers.
Neither did He make it difficult for those who come to
Him with an honest heart to remain united as the church.
The problem comes when we enforce on ourselves more
than the Scriptures require for biblical soundness or sub-
tract from the Scriptures what is necessary for salva-
tion.

Sectarian Denominationalism



555Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

The denial of fundamental teaching or the enforce-
ment of matters of opinion makes a church denomina-
tional.  Combine this with the force of heritage and any
unique religious group is encased as a separate fellow-
ship.  When a group establishes for itself a unique teach-
ing that has no biblical foundation, its heritage will per-
petuate its denominationality.  When a group  establishes
teaching that is contradictory to the word of God, it be-
comes denominational.  It is for this reason that churches
must continually search the Scriptures in order to test
their own beliefs.  Paul certainly had this in mind when
he wrote, “Examine yourselves as to whether you are in
the faith.  Test your own selves” (2 Co 13:5).

Denominated churches must take a serious look at
this matter.  If the biblical teaching that the Bible must
be our final authority in religious matters is not be-
lieved and practiced, then any religious group is in the
process of apostasy.  It is in a process of moving away
from Jesus and His word, because their heritage as a unique
group will have priority over truth.  Such groups have
placed themselves at the mercy of their preachers or lead-
ers who assert the direction in which the group must go.
Or, they have placed themselves at the mercy of their fore-
fathers and heritage.  I have found that many profess to be
Bible based, but in reality they are cluttered with tradi-
tional baggage that makes them denominational in their
relationship with other groups who are doing the same or
have a different heritage.  If the leaders of these groups
are not bound by the direction of the Bible, then they will
continue to lead the group into doctrinal and religious
oblivion.  Such groups have doomed themselves to be
humanistic religions wherein the authority for the groups
is based on the feelings and thoughts of man as opposed
to the actual authority of God’s word.

In view of what I have just said, I would add that the
unity of believers is based on the fact that Christ is the
catalyst that produces unity.  “For by one Spirit we were
all immersed into one body ...” (1 Co 12:13).  “For as
many of you as were immersed into Christ have put on
Christ” (Gl 3:27).  “Or do you not know that as many of
us as were immersed into Christ Jesus were immersed
into His death?” (Rm 6:3).  It is into Christ that repen-
tant disciples have been immersed.  All who have been
so immersed are united upon the foundation that they
have put on Christ.  Unity among believers, therefore, is
based on their common obedience to the gospel.  Our
unity is based on our common baptism into the death of
Jesus, not in whether we have a common religious heri-
tage or tradition.  Unless we can look past out heritages
and traditions, we will never be able to look directly and
objectively at the New Testament in order to be the one
body into which we were immersed.

After immersion into Christ, doctrinal beliefs play a
strategic role in maintaining the unity that we enjoy in
Christ.  Those who deny that Jesus has come in the flesh,
are not to be fellowshipped (2 Jn 9,10).  Those who live
immoral lives are to be put away from us (1 Co 5:4-10).
The same holds true of any who would deny fundamen-
tal beliefs of the Christian faith (Ep 4:4-6).

One may have been immersed for the correct rea-
sons, but his continued fellowship with those with whom
he was first united in immersion can be severed if he
ceases to believe the fundamental truths that brought him
into Christ and to live a moral life directed by Christ.
This was Paul’s argument to the Corinthians by his use
of the word “if” in reference to the gospel and his rev-
elation of the bodily resurrection in 1 Corinthians 15.
“... by which [gospel] you are saved, if you hold fast to
that word which I preached to you, unless you believed
in vain” (1 Co 15:2).  If the Corinthians ceased believ-
ing the medium through which the gospel event was com-
municated to them (Paul’s word of preaching), they
would cease possessing their salvation (See Hb 10:39; 2
Pt 2:20-22).  Therefore, what one doctrinally believes
after he is united with Christ and His body by immer-
sion is important in order to maintain fellowship with
Christ and His body (See 2 Jn 9,10).

E. Some denominations can be identified by use of
a distinctive name that identifies their heritage
and fellowship.

One interesting characteristic of religion is the sig-
nificance that people place on names.  Names of churches
are so important to some that they fear they will lose
their religious identity if they are not tagged by a certain
name.  Therefore, when discussing this subject in the
context of denominational behavior, dealing with the
names of churches is very controversial.  Nevertheless,
because any name inherently signals uniqueness or in-
dividuality, the subject must be discussed, especially in
reference to how names of churches have a tendency to
divide differently named churches from one another.

When it comes to determining names for particular
religious groups, some people have exercised great
imagination.  Names of churches have usually come from
one of two sources.  First, there are those names that
have no biblical origin.  They have simply expressed the
ingenuity of creative minds and were coined by follow-
ers in order to fancy a particular doctrine, heritage or
method of work.  I once heard of “The Ark Church.”  Of
course, the word “ark” is in the Bible, since Noah and
his family boarded such in order to escape the flood.
But I question whether this would be a good name for a
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church.  But such is the nature of our obsession with
names.  A Sunday afternoon drive around any commu-
nity will reveal that men have been very inventive with
names in order to identify their particular party of be-
lievers.

The second source from which we have derived
names are descriptive phrases that are found in the New
Testament in reference to Christians.  “Church of God,”
“Church of Christ” “Family of God” and “Church of the
Firstborn” are only a few examples.  These phrases are
in the New Testament, but were never originally meant
by the Holy Spirit to be official names of the church that
would denominate believers from one another.  One can
use a “name” which has New Testament origin, but still
use that name denominationally if it is used in a way
that divides one group of believers from another.  We
must always keep in mind that denominationalism did
not prevail in the first century, and thus the references
that were made to Christians were never used with de-
nominational connotations as they are used today.

The use of a New Testament name for a church does
not make a church biblical.  In fact, if a biblical “name”
is used in a denominational manner, then the name itself
is one factor that manifests a sectarian spirit within a
fellowship.  And as long as the particular religious group
persists in maintaining its coined name, the members
will maintain their party loyalty in reference to the name,
and subsequently exclude themselves from other groups
simply because of the name.

Within the use of any particular name is embedded
a spirit of seclusion and exclusion.  Sometimes the names
express the attitude of adherents toward others who are
not of their particular group.  Names as the “Full Gospel
Church,” “First Baptist Church” and “United Church of
Christ” indicate that everyone else is substandard, “half-
full,” “second” or “not united.”  Names as “Lutheran”
and “Wesleyan” promote denominationality over per-
sonalities.  “Presbyterian,” “Congregational” and “Meth-
odist” promote allegiance to particular doctrines or in-
stitutional structure.  Regardless of the name that is used,
therefore, denominationalism occurs between those who
call themselves after the specific name they use to iden-
tify themselves from others.  The problem is that inher-
ent within the unique use of any name, whether biblical
or not, there is a connotation of denominationalism.

Regardless of the name of a particular group, the
specific name itself often becomes an obstacle to unity.
Church names are not adopted for the purpose of deter-
mining a separation between the church and the world
of unbelievers.  They are adopted in order to separate
one religious group from another within the world
of Christendom.  Not only do names separate us from

one another, they often take people’s focus off Jesus and
place it on loyalty to the particular “named” religious
group of which one is a member.  Loyalty is to the par-
ticular party to which a name is given, not primarily
to the Name after which we all must be called.  In
our overemphasis on a particular name, therefore,
we inherently exclude ourselves from one another.

In the first century there was no need for a specific
name of the church to distinguish the church from other
groups who also claimed Jesus.  Those who believed in
Jesus were identified for what and who they were as the
disciples of Jesus.  As a group, they were first disciples
of Christ who were of “the Way.”  They later became
known as Christians (At 11:26; 26:28; 1 Pt 4:16).  There
were no denominating names of the church as a whole
in the first century since there were no fully organized
denominations within the universal church who desired
to separate themselves as a fellowship from the church
as a whole.  Is it possible today to live without a unique
name of the church in order to be undenominational?
Can we be Christians only in order to restore the unity
of the faith in the bond of peace (Cl 3:14)?  Is it possible
to enjoy the unity of the Spirit that is based on agree-
ment on fundamental teaching rather than allegiance to
a particular party and its name?

One might argue that it is necessary to have a name
lest the church lose its identity in a Christendom that is
corrupted with so many denominations that teach erro-
neous doctrines.  There is some validity to this argu-
ment.  We must consider the fact that it would be diffi-
cult to identify the church in a community if the global
church did not have a specific name.  But in selecting a
specific name, we must understand that the early church
did not do this.  There was no one specific name used
by the first century church.  Because no unique name
of the church is found in the New Testament for the as-
sembly of believers, we must confess that we are step-
ping outside the undenominational behavior of the early
church when we adopt a unique name for ourselves.  We
are denominating ourselves from others who do not fall
under our coined name.  Thus to carry a unique name,
and at the same time profess undenominationality, is
somewhat inconsistent.  We are theological ostriches who
are hiding from the reality of being denominational.

In our efforts to initiate a restorational paradigm shift,
the first action to take in order to be undenominational
is to realize that unique names denominate ourselves
from one another.  In order to bring down the house of
sectarianism in the midst of a denominated Christen-
dom, therefore, the divisive names of churches must be
relinquished for the sake of restoring New Testament
Christianity.  Can we not be Christians only and at the
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same time not arrogantly assume that we are the only
Christians?

While confessing to the inconsistency of the use of
names, some may argue that we need a particular name
unto which we can call those who seek to be theoreti-
cally undenominational.  There is some truth in doing
this because the religious confusion that exists today did
not exist in the early church.  But in order to restore
New Testament Christianity we must simply call our-
selves after Christ.  We must be the universal assembly
of those who have given allegiance to Christ.  Chris-
tians, therefore, are the assembly (church) of Christ.
They are the church of Christ simply because all Chris-
tians belong to Christ.  Can all Christians simply be
known for being a church (assembly) of believers who
belong to Christ?

If we are to bring unity among those who agree on
the fundamentals of the faith, at least unbiblical denomi-
national names must go.  Is it too difficult to ask for this
in order to restore New Testament unity among those
who seek to be Christians only?  In all the argument that
we might impose on ourselves concerning the use of a
unique name, we must remember that the Christians of
the first century never labelled themselves with a unique
name.  They had no desire to seclude or exclude them-
selves from one another.  They were first identified as
the disciples of Christ Jesus.  After the church had been
in existence for at least ten years, the disciples were called
“Christians” (At 11:26).  And even later, they were will-
ing to suffer in this name only (1 Pt 4:16).  Are we will-
ing to be Christians only?  I suppose if we were honest
with ourselves, we would admit that the names by which
we choose to identify ourselves are chosen for the pur-
pose of maintaining some heritage or denominating our-
selves from others.

It may be that we are afraid of the confusion that
would possibly prevail if in a utopian dream if every
denominational name were vanquished from Protestant-
ism.  And assuredly, there would certainly be some con-
fusion.  In order to sort out such confusion all of us would
be driven to the word of God in order to determine what
is truth and what is error.  We would be driven to dia-
logue with one another concerning what each believed.
We would not pigeonhole one another according to the
belief baggage that comes with a particular name.  Would
this be so bad?  If our identity as Christian, and our fel-
lowship with others who claimed the same, depended
on quoting a scripture to confirm our beliefs, would that
not encourage searching of the Scriptures daily “to see
whether these things were so” (At 17:11)?  Am I being
too idealistic?

F. Some denominations can be identified by their
emphasis on heritage and tradition over the au-
thority of God’s word.

The progression into digression from God about
which Jesus spoke in Mark 7:1-9 is both clear and fright-
ening.  Since we are traditional beings and seek to go
our own way, we progress from teaching our traditions
to neglecting the word of God, and then to rejecting the
word.  We go from religious tradition to religious com-
mandment, form a sectarian spirit and then go to a full
blown denomination.  After all, denominational groups
did not wake up one day and decide to create a religion
after their own desires.  The process was slow and with-
out pain.  But the end result is the same with every group
who follow the road of traditional religiosity.  Many re-
ligious groups have digressed to the point of rejecting
fundamental biblical truths in order to maintain the
uniqueness of the group in the midst of a host of other
groups who traveled down the same road.

It is human nature to behave after a traditional man-
ner.  Since this is true, then we would assume that our
traditional behavior would also become a part of our
religious behavior.  One of the primary pillars upon
which denominationalism is built is traditionalism.
A danger most people fail to recognize is that when our
traditions become the identity of our heritage, they of-
ten become more important than the word of God.  Paul
spoke of this danger in Colossians 2:22,23.  “All these
concern things that perish with the using, after the com-
mandments and doctrines of men.  These things have
indeed a show of wisdom in self-made religion and self-
abasement and neglect of the body, but not in any value
in restraining the indulgence of the flesh.”

If we are “teaching as doctrine the commandments
of men” (Mt 15:9), then we have created religion.  The
commandments of men are identified as those things we
bind on ourselves in order to maintain a religious iden-
tity.  Institutional structures, styles or ceremonies of wor-
ship, methods of evangelism, church names, and pro-
grams are all occasions for creating the uniqueness of
our group if we bind where God has not bound.  A self-
made religion is constructed after the traditions we im-
pose on ourselves as doctrine in order to be a distinct
religious group.  Paul’s command concerning such man-
made religious traditions was “Do not touch.  Do not
taste.  Do not handle” (Cl 2:21).

In those areas of belief and work that are required of
God’s people, the Bible is often silent on how to accom-
plish work that must be done, for example, caring for
orphans or world evangelistic outreach.  We must be care-
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ful not to bind as commandment methodologies to carry
out God’s work where the Bible is silent.  What God
intends is that we exercise our freedom when He gives
no specifics to carry out that which He commands.  We
have freedom in methods of ministry to do what is nec-
essary to get the job done according to the guiding prin-
ciples of the Bible.  But when a particular traditional
way of doing something becomes the only way it can be
done, then we have established the foundation upon
which we separate ourselves after our unique way of
doing something.

Keep in mind that Jesus did not condemn tradition
in and of itself.  It was only when traditions became the
“commandment of men” that they fall into the category
of being vain worship.  Man-made orders or ceremonies
of worship are in the area of freedom if they do not con-
flict with a biblical principle.  God allows great free-
dom when it comes to expressing our worship and car-
rying out our personal ministries in order to serve Him.
However, when “worship styles” or “ceremonies” and
“methods of work” become the only way things can be
done, and thus bound on the believers, then they have
become the commandments of men.

One’s mind is boggled when thinking of all the man-
made religious traditions that denominate the behavior
of the religious world today.  One would wonder how
we could ever restore the simplicity of being simple
Christians in the midst of so much confusion.  I am op-
timistic.  We can.  However, if we are not willing to
forsake our traditions for the sake of unity, then we will
always be denominated from one another.  And in the
midst of persistent religious division, there will be no
hope of restoration among the vast majority in the world
of Christendom.

In order to establish undenominational Christianity,
we must be willing to take another look at our traditions
and our personal heritages.  If our traditions are taught
in a manner that makes them religious law to which all
adherents of our heritage must conform, then they are
divisive.  And when our traditions are divisive, they must
be sacrificed for the sake of unity and the restoration of
being Christians only.  If we are not willing to do this,
then we will claim to be Christians, but Christians with
the added label of some unique tradition or heritage that
sets us apart from those who do not adhere to our unique
heritage or traditions.

I realize that when we challenge our religious heri-
tage, we make people very uncomfortable.  Our religious
heritages are sacred, for they were usually given to us
by our parents.  If not our parents, then they were given
to us by religious forefathers we deeply respect.  Never-
theless, I would challenge you to look through your heri-

tage directly at Jesus.  If your heritage blurs your vision
of what Jesus envisioned, then is heritage too big a price
to pay for a better vision of Jesus?  I think it is not.
Though I respect my religious heritage, it is not the foun-
dation for my relationship with Jesus.  I will follow Paul
insofar as He follows Christ (1 Co 11:1).  But if Paul has
stepped aside from Christ, I will follow Christ and still
respect the fallibility of Peter in his fall in Antioch.
Heritage can never be the foundation upon which we
establish a relationship with God.  That right is reserved
only for Jesus Christ.

G. Some denominations can be identified by their uni-
versal institutional organization that is imposed on
individual believers.

Christians have a right to organize themselves in
order to accomplish great works.  Outside the freedom
each Christian has in serving the needs of those in his or
her own community, there is no international institutional
structure of the church other than the headship of Christ
under which we individually work in service to one an-
other and our communities.  However, when an interna-
tional organization becomes the means by which indi-
viduals are led to denominate from one another, then the
international organization violates our freedom to serve
where we are under the universal headship of Jesus.

Sometimes churches organize themselves after the
structure of corporations, and thus demand allegiance
to the universal corporate church over direct allegiance
to the headship of Christ.  These institutions demand
that each church or individual associated with the uni-
versal church institution must conform either to the tra-
ditions, doctrines, or traditional function of the institu-
tion.   Man-imposed religious institutions like these of-
ten enforce worship styles, organizational structures, sys-
tems of contribution, structures in appointing preach-
ers, lessons that are preached, and a host of other regu-
lations that are used to bring associated churches into
conformity to the dictates of the institution.  By estab-
lishing their regulations as authoritative in the lives of
the members of the institution, those churches that con-
form to the regulations are denominated as a fellowship
of churches from other churches that do not submit to
the regulations of the institution.

Institutional churches of the denominational world
are usually maintained by either a written code or the
training and graduation (ordination) of the preachers who
work for the associated churches.  Through the official
recognition of the preachers and the churches, the eccle-
siastical institution maintains control over all associated
preachers and churches.  It is not the purpose of such
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institutional organizations to refer individual believers
to the authority of the word of God.  Emphasis is on the
authority of the institution that exerts its direction through
the ordained clergy.  If the members of associated
churches were encouraged to focus primarily on the word
of God as their sole authority, then “apostasy” from the
institution would be imminent.  For this reason, religious
groups that promote an authoritative institutional orga-
nization of their fellowship of churches usually do not
encourage Bible study by local members.

H. Some denominations are identified by their local legis-
lative institutional organization that is imposed on a
particular group.

According to the definition of the word “institution,”
the church could be identified as an institution univer-
sally.  An institution in the broadest definition of the
word simply indicates that there is a universal Head of
the church with a headquarters in heaven and members
who function under the authority of the word of the Head.
However, when a local group of believers seek to au-
tonomously function as an institution, they naturally de-
nominate from other groups who would do the same.
As local institutions, each group would be a denomi-
nated group according to the institutional structure un-
der which each would fall or to which the members of
each group would give allegiance.  For this reason, we
would do well to be cautious when using the word “in-
stitution” in reference to a particular assembly of Chris-
tians.  The church is not an institution locally after the
common use of the word “institution.”

Highly organized autonomous (independent)
churches often fall into the institutional trap.  In an ef-
fort to corporately organize in order to see that every
need is fulfilled and every member involved, such pro-
gram-oriented churches become fine-tuned corporate
organizations.  In being such, they make themselves dis-
tinct from others.  They sometimes become proud of their
organizational structure, and thus view other churches
as disorganized or “less church” because they are not a
fine-turned organization.  Autonomous institutional
church groups are often undeclared denominations who
function separate from other groups.

Many Western churches are institutionally organized.
They function with a single person (preacher) as the cen-
ter of reference for organization and who functions as
the single source for the dissemination of knowledge to
the group.  An “eldership” makes decisions as a corpo-
rate board of directors. The members have relinquished
decision authority to a corporate elder board, and dea-
cons serve as functionaries to carry out the decisions of

the board of elders of the institution.  In order to ensure
vision and organization, names, responsibilities and di-
rection are structured on a spread sheet (outline), and
thus a “well greased” institution functions after the pre-
cision of a successful corporation.  Whether we would
acknowledge such, this is institutional religion.  It is or-
ganizationally patterned after the corporate Western busi-
ness world, and thus satisfies the organizational obses-
sion of the business executives who are members of this
church, and often those who compose the “eldership.”

When groups of believers organize after such a man-
ner they are an institutional church.  They have institu-
tionalized the behavior of those who are enlisted on the
corporate membership roll. Now to say that each par-
ticular institutional group does not denominate itself from
others who are organized in the same manner, is refus-
ing to see reality.  The very organizational structure of
the institutional church denominates it from other groups
who are organized in a different manner.  When two
groups are so organized, they behave denominationally
in their relationship with one another.

When groups of people institutionally organize as
corporate churches, they function as two different cor-
porations.  As such, they are unique from one another.
They have different control mechanisms.  They have dif-
ferent policies, different rules of function, different or-
ganized ministries, etc.  They are two different groups
functioning autonomously from one another.  Their
organizationalism is not wrong.  Christians have free-
dom to organize, and then write their organizational struc-
ture on a piece of paper.  But we must understand that
the paper is the “creed for the year” as members work
according to the structure that is inscribed on the
organization’s written creed.  Again, to do such is not
biblically wrong.  What is wrong is to deny the fact that
two groups of believers who organize and work accord-
ing to the mandates of two different institutional creeds
are not denominational in their relationship with one an-
other.  Institutional churches that are corporately orga-
nized are inherently denominational.

I must say again that organizing members to work as
a group is not biblically wrong.  No one is saying this.
But we must also recognize that the Scriptures are com-
pletely silent in reference to the organizational structure
of the modern-day institutional church.  Other than indi-
viduals making decisions to plan and work together, one
would have to read between a great deal of “revelational
lines” in order to come up with the organizational struc-
ture that is characteristic of many institutional churches
that exist today.

In all this quagmire of organizational religion, I see
a ray of hope for the future as the postmodern genera-
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tion repudiates institutional religious structures.  In an
effort to restore a personal relationship with Jesus and a
functional relationship with one another, those of the
postmodern generation have discovered that the institu-
tional/corporate church cannot accomplish their desires.
They have been betrayed by the structured church, and
thus are fleeing in groves to small groups wherein a per-
sonal relationship with Jesus is learned as one learns the
skills of how to be together with others.  A relationship
paradigm is shifting from the formal, ceremonial func-
tion of the corporate church to the personal, warm envi-
ronment of small groups meeting in houses that are di-
rected by the laity.  This is certainly a refreshing wind of
change as individual believers seek a restoration of the
“one another” relational Christianity that is portrayed in
Scripture.

I. Some denominations can be identified by the
members who follow a specific personality.

A denomination is often started by either a domi-
nant or charismatic personality.  Or, in the development
of a church, a dominant or influential personality may
affect many in the congregation to give loyalty to him as
the principal leader.  Paul warned the Ephesian elders
that different individuals would arise who would “draw
away the disciples after themselves” (At 20:30).  Of-
ten, the seed for a new denomination arises out of an
existing church that is faithful to a specific leader.  This
was certainly the problem about which Paul warned the
Ephesian elders in the preceding verse.  When demi-
gods arise in the church, they form a denominated fel-
lowship.

A similar situation happened in the church of Corinth
when members started calling themselves after either
Paul, Apollos or Cephas (1 Co 1:12).  The problem in
Corinth was not Paul, Apollos or Cephas calling away
the disciples after themselves.  They were innocent vic-
tims of a sectarian spirit.  What is revealed in this case is
the fact that people are as sheep without a shepherd.
They seek to follow some personality on earth in con-
junction with the true Shepherd in heaven.  When a par-
ticular individual takes advantage of the desire of the
people who seek to follow a noted personality, and that
personality becomes a dominant or egotistical person
with those who would follow him, then the group makes
this individual the center of reference for the existence
of the group.  By doing this, a sectarian spirit is gener-
ated in the fellowship and a denomination is formed.
The group denominates itself from those who do not
accept the one after whom they call themselves.  A
preacher may be perfectly innocent in this matter as in

the situation in Corinth with Paul, Apollos and Cephas.
But the sectarian spirit in the mind of the members will
often lead them to denominate themselves from others.
The followers will separate themselves from others sim-
ply because of their great respect for their leader.

A similar scenario of division over a personality hap-
pened with the church to which John wrote the letter of
3 John.  Diotrephes had in some way gained authoritar-
ian control over the church.  He took advantage of the
sheep who sought a leader.  He subsequently dominated
the sheep to the point of intimidating the members by
threatening to excommunicate from the fellowship of
the church those who received John and the other evan-
gelists (3 Jn 10).  Diotrephes thus separated a group of
Christians from other Christians in that he refused to
receive perceived competition into the realm of his con-
trol (3 Jn 9,10).  He led a denominated group of Chris-
tians who had obeyed the gospel, but were intimidated
into being an exclusive group of believers.

When a group has a leader who refuses to receive
those who are going about preaching the gospel, then
that group has become a denomination.  It is a denomi-
nation because it has shut the door to God’s evangelists.

Through slander and malicious words, dominant
leaders of these denominated groups behave as Di-
otrephes did in order to keep out of their party those
who would question their dominance over the churches
they control.  They thus separate their groups from oth-
ers.  Leaders who slander the “Johns” and evangelists in
order to keep them away from members they have called
after themselves, are seeking to isolate a group of Chris-
tians from other groups.  They may preach the truth in
reference to doctrine, but in their sectarian behavior they
deny the doctrine of unity.  The theology of the group
may be correct, but their spirit is certainly sectarian.

J. Some denominations can be identified by the ex-
altation of a particular group of people or insti-
tution that exercises control over the group.

In conjunction with the previous point, some church
organizations are set up with a system of designated lead-
ers who are given dominant positions within a fellow-
ship of churches.  The members recognize these indi-
viduals or group of individuals as officials with univer-
sal authority over the church.  Those who are not under
the authority of these officials are not a part of their fel-
lowship of churches.  This is the institutional structure
of the Catholic church with its hierarchy of a pope, bish-
ops and priests who control the network of Catholic
churches.

For the sake of clarity, we must be specific in refer-
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ence to what is under discussion.  The name of an orga-
nized institution does not necessarily identify the nature
of the organization.  In this context I am not discussing
the name or the concept of organizing to accomplish spe-
cific ministries.  In order to carry out tasks that God
desires that His children do, any number of Christians
can organize under any name or type of organization of
work that does not contradict the Bible.  Whatever the
particular group calls itself is not relevant to this discus-
sion or the problem I am addressing.  Terms as “mission
team” or “ministry team” are not wrong within them-
selves.  What such teams may do is not wrong if it is to
carry out the work of God.  However, if a particular team
becomes an authoritative governing body over the af-
fairs of the church, then the team is an institutional au-
thority other than the whole church at large.  God never
intended that any individual or group of individuals lord
over His flock (See 1 Pt 5:1-4).

The problems are parachurch institutions or synods
of leaders as the Catholic hierarchy that are made up of
officially ordained individuals who are sanctioned to
preach for a fellowship of churches that are controlled
by a universal organization of ordained leaders.  In such
situations, those who do not receive the official sanc-
tion of the organization are not authorized to work for
or represent the fellowship of churches over which the
organization has control.  With diplomas from the ac-
cepted educational institutions of the organization, this
ordained clergy exercises the authority of the organiza-
tion within local churches.  A fellowship of churches
that has signed allegiance to the organization thus sepa-
rates itself from other churches by approving only those
preachers (priests) who are officially ordained and rec-
ognized to preach for their fellowship of churches.

We must reaffirm that the authority for the church
originates solely from Jesus through His word (Jn 12:48).
As in Acts 15, the decisions that are made in areas of
freedom where God expects the church to make deci-
sions, rest with the church as a whole, not with any au-
thoritative organization that functions separate from the
church.  For this reason, we must not assume that quali-
fications for positions in the church are mandates for
authority.  In the New Testament there are no qualifica-
tions for doing the work of preaching the gospel to the
lost.  There were no official diplomas, or ordinations, or
clergy who function separate from all the members of
the church.

When men arise to claim some special authority over
the church, they often become clergy in their behavior,
and thus exercise dominance over the sheep of God.
They assume some supposed authority outside the au-
thority of the word of God by which they can dominate

others.  We must remember, however, that our only au-
thority is Jesus through the power of His word.  He is
the only head (control) of the church (Cl 1:18).  There is
no other controlling head of the local believer.  When
we forsake this teaching, we open up ourselves to the
dominance of certain personalities, as well as to organi-
zations of official men who would reign over the sheep
of God as ordained ministers of the church.  (More on
this in chapter 6.)

K. Some denominations can be identified by their
requirement of a second membership of the mem-
bers.

Paul reminded the Corinthians that they were indi-
vidually members of the universal body of Christ (1 Co
12:12).  They were members of the body of Christ (1 Co
6:15) and fellow citizens of the kingdom (Ep 2:19).  The
Christian’s membership, therefore, is individually in
heaven.  I can truly say, “My name is written there.”
Since the body is universal, then the membership of the
Christian is also universal.  This means that every im-
mersed believer is a member of every assembly of be-
lievers throughout the world.  When one is baptized
into the body of Christ, his or her membership is
placed in the book of life in heaven and his or her
fellowship is established with every other baptized
believer throughout the world.  Any theology that seeks
to change this clear teaching of Scripture substitutes
something local for the universal fellowship of the Chris-
tian with all Christians throughout the world.

There is no such thing in Scripture that talks
about a dual membership, one that is in heaven and
the other that is on earth with a local body of Chris-
tians.  Concepts as “placing membership” and “chang-
ing membership” are strictly denominational terminolo-
gies that are not found in the Scriptures.  Sometimes
these phrases betray our perceptions of the church.  If
membership in the universal church is dependent on
membership in a local denominated group, then the ter-
minology of “placing membership” betrays our denomi-
national thinking.

If we view membership of the body of Christ as some-
thing that is local and specific with one body, then we
are focusing more on the local body of saints than the
body as a whole.  The concept of placing membership
with a specific party often manifests a party spirit.  The
sectarianism of the teaching is revealed in the fact that
two different Christians may live across the street from
one another.  One may have his membership “placed”
with church A and the other with church B.  If the one
who has his membership with church A is in need of
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help, the members of church B often feel that they are
not responsible to help.  Sometimes, the shepherds of
church B feel no obligation to spiritually care for a mem-
ber of church A since his membership is “placed” with
another party.  The fact is that these feelings and prac-
tices fall short of our obligation to one another as Chris-
tians throughout the world.

The concept of “placing membership” is often used
in reference to one making known to others his presence
with a particular group of believers.  Such is done to
identify his presence among the saints.  Making our pres-
ence known to others through an announcement, how-
ever, is sufficient to accomplish the purpose.  “Placing
membership” makes an entirely different statement.  The
denominational world uses this terminology after a sec-
tarian manner.  We would do well, therefore, to refrain
from such a phrase lest we bring into our efforts to re-
store New Testament Christianity the sectarian baggage
that comes with the phrase.

When one obeys the gospel, he or she establishes a
direct relationship with God.  Since this relationship is
direct, it does not depend on the mediatorship of any
one person or group structure.  It depends on Christ alone.
It is for this reason that an individual relationship with
God is strongly emphasized in the New Testament.  Mem-
bership in local assemblies is a foreign concept to the
New Testament.  Baptized believers have a common fel-
lowship with one another because of their common mem-
bership in heaven.  Christians, therefore, have a com-
mon fellowship with one another throughout the world,
not with an exclusive group that would separate one’s
fellowship from any other believer of the worldwide
church.

When local fellowships become institutional, they
often view membership in a sectarian manner.  Either
through structured organization or commitment to a spe-
cific church group, they suppress individual participa-
tion with all other church groups.  When individuality is
suppressed and freedom restricted, reform within such
churches is highly improbable.  Individuals are usually
discouraged from thinking and acting independently from
the norms of the particular group to which they have
given their allegiance through placing membership.

However, we must not interpret individualism in our
relationship with God as an excuse for forsaking our
fellowship and responsibility to one another as Chris-
tians.  Though our responsibility toward God is indi-
vidual, our association with other Christians whenever
possible is mandatory.  This is the foundational prin-
ciple upon which Hebrews 10:24,25 was written.  If one
isolates himself from his or her responsibility to stir up
love and good works in our fellowship with one another,

then we are forsaking the community that God intended
would build us up unto the unity of the faith (Ep 4:11-
16).  For this reason, our individual membership in the
universal church has placed us in common fellowship
with one another.  It is through our seeking and main-
taining our common fellowship that we encourage one
another to maintain the faith.

The practice of denominationalism distorts the na-
ture of the body of Christ.  The universality of the body
is denied in order that focus be on a local party of be-
lievers.  The denominationalist views the church as a
patchwork effort of Jesus throughout the world, and thus
denies the inherent unity of the worldwide body.

A group of believers can never denominate them-
selves from the universal church of Christ.  They can
only denominate themselves from other believers.  In
doing such, they have violated the oneness of the body
which is inherent in the one head/one body that Jesus
established.

Movements that are initiated by men are usually in-
fluenced by the thinking of the initial leaders of the move-
ments.  A true restoration of undenominational Christian-
ity must be generated and directed by God.  If we are to
guard ourselves from denominating the church, then we
must allow God to work in our lives.  A restoration of
relationships between Christians must occur.  A focus on
Jesus must be maintained lest we change our focus to
men and the glorification of the movement itself.

Some may accuse us of becoming a denomination
when we promote undenominational Christianity.  I
would challenge this accusation.  Suppose a pioneering
farmer moves to open range and decides, as in the early
days of America, not to build fences to hedge in his cattle.
He is happy to allow his cattle to roam freely on the
range with the cattle of his neighbor.  He knows his cattle
and his cattle know him.  As time goes by, however, his
neighbor decides to build fences in order to separate his
cattle from his neighbor and to claim a portion of the
pasture as his own.  He thus builds a fence around his
farm that is east of the farmer who wants his cattle to
freely graze in open range.  A third farmer subsequently
builds another fence north of the open-range farmer.  A
fourth builds a fence west and another farmer builds
south of the open-range farmer.  The open-range farmer
is now fenced in.  But who built the fences?

When we say that we will build no denominational
fences, we must not be accused of building the fences
when we are fenced in by those who have chosen to
fence in their cattle with denominational dogma and tra-
ditional religious practices.  The undenominational
Christian did not separate himself from others.  The one
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who builds the fences is the sectarian in spirit, and thus
the denominationalist.  The one who pulls himself away
from another because of tradition, matters of opinion,
or just a contentious spirit is the one who is divisive.
The undenominational Christian does not teach any-
thing that is not as universal and broad as the uni-
versal church of God.  Forcing teaching, unique meth-
ods, or behavior on a local flock of God that is less
than that which is universal is denominational.

If others seek to build the fences, the open-range
farmer has no choice.  He must live in a realm wherein
he is separated from those he would like to dialog in
order to tear down fences.  The fences are the problem.

Every baptized believer throughout the world has
been added to the universal body of Christ.  He or she
must not, therefore, be thought of in denominational
terms.  For this reason, it is certainly presumptuous to
think that the believer who has been baptized for the
right reasons must then be baptized again if he or she
did not have a complete knowledge of the church to
which he or she was added by God.  One is baptized and
added to the church by God.  He is not baptized and
added to a church by man.

Since everyone who has obeyed the gospel is added
to the church by God, then all baptized believers are one
in Christ.  No one can dissolve this unity we have as a
gift from God as a result of our obedience to the gospel.
God gives the unity, not man.  Christians may reject one
another or not receive one another, but they can never
destroy that which is God’s work in viewing Christians
as the single body of Christ.  It is our responsibility to
recognize this unity.  We may ignore it, deny it, or say
that it does not exist.  But the oneness of the body is
God’s work, not our work.  It is our task as immersed
believers to set aside our differences in order to enjoy
that which comes to us as a gift from God.  If we are
willing to set aside our differences, then we will begin
to understand the unity that we will eventually enjoy in
reality in the heavenly environment that is yet to come.
But until then, we must at least make ever effort to start
practicing that which will be revealed in its appointed
time.  This simply means that we must start practicing
unity in order to prepare for heaven.  If we cannot live in
unity on earth, then certainly we might have difficulty
with division in heaven.

Recognizing denominational behavior in one’s own
life is often difficult.  If we do recognize it, it is more
difficult to correct.  Since we know that Jesus wants us
to be one as He and the Father are one, it is difficult to
acknowledge that we sometimes allow our sectarian
human nature to be carried out in our religious behav-
ior.  And for this reason, we are usually in self denial
about behaving denominationally in reference to others
who also claim not to be behaving after the same man-
ner.  At least, we are quick to accuse others of sectarian
behavior concerning how we define denominationalism.
Therefore, I have deemed it necessary to be more spe-
cific in this chapter in defining different expressions of
denominational behavior.

We have lived with denominationalism in Christen-
dom for so many centuries that most people have led
themselves to believe that “one church is as good as
another.”  Some believe that we are all headed for
heaven, but down different roads.  When the error of
denominationalism is pointed out, some become very
defensive.  Others are just puzzled because they do not
understand why there should be so much concern over

something that is supposedly not a problem among so
many.

And then there are those who simply do not want to
be made uncomfortable in their present religious be-
havior.  I have found that some become very disturbed
when it is pointed out that their behavior is very de-
nominational.  In fact, when some are confronted with
the possibility that they are denominational in behav-
ior, I have discovered that they become quite defensive,
especially those who believe that they have completed
the restoration of New Testament Christianity.

I believe this chapter is necessary, therefore, in or-
der that we delve into who we really are.  Sincere be-
lievers who seek to be undenominational will have no
fear in doing this, since it is always their goal to be sim-
ply Christians in a confused religious world.

I believe this investigation is imperative because
separation from other Christians is something about
which one must be greatly concerned.  We must be con-
cerned because such separation is based on concepts
that contradict the very nature of our dwelling together
in a common covenant relationship with God.  There

Chapter 6

TYPES OF DENOMINATIONS
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are some basic principles of Scripture that are either
denied or twisted if our separation from one another is
accepted as true.  Once the causes of denominational-
ism are identified, then it is easy to determine that God
never intended that the “church” should exist in a state
of divided parties that have little to do with one another.
Understanding the nature of specific causes of the prob-
lem also helps us to identify the unbiblical practices that
must be maintained in order to prop up those churches
that persist in maintaining a sectarian denominational
nature.

There are two audiences to which I direct the
thoughts of this chapter.  The first is the church of the
redeemed who have covenanted themselves with God
through their obedience to the gospel.  As the church,
we are not guarded from becoming denominational in
reference to unique parties maintaining a sectarian spirit.
As we study through the New Testament, it is clear that
some of the early Christians struggled with schismatic
tendencies.  We would be naive to believe, therefore,
that we would not behave in a similar manner as we
struggle to rid ourselves of the influences of the divided
Christendom in which we live.

The second general group to which I direct the fol-
lowing discussion is the denominational groups of Chris-
tendom.  It seems that thousands of leaders have taken
the name of Jesus, organized some group together after
their command, and then called themselves an indepen-
dent church.  Each group thus has little to do with oth-
ers.  As independent churches, each group clones itself
throughout communities, cities and the world.  They then
take their place among the institutional denominations
that were born out of the Reformation Movement.  And
thus, we live in a world of institutional denominational-
ism, wherein we struggle to release ourselves of the
bondage of misguided heritages and doctrines that have
produced the division of Christendom.

Denominationalism as a whole is not caused by a
single erroneous interpretation of Scripture or the be-
havior of some who carry out an exclusive spirit in their
religious behavior.  There are several beliefs and be-
havioral patterns that have given rise to the present di-
vision we see in the religious world.  For this reason,
there are many types of denominations.  Because we
have often stereotyped one another’s exclusiveness, we
have failed to see the root cause of the problem.  This
failure to identify different causes has also led some to
believe that they were not behaving as a sect because
they were preaching the truth.  The fact is, one can be
preaching correct doctrine, but behaving denomination-
ally toward others who also know the truth.

Sometimes the causes of the problem are either over-

looked or ignored by those who do not want to be con-
fronted with an erroneous sectarian spirit that has led
them to be in constant conflict with their brethren.  Oth-
ers have simply resigned themselves to live in a divided
religious world with walls between those who believe
on Jesus.  But we do not have the option of overlooking
any cause that would lead us to separate ourselves from
one another.  We do not because we must make every
effort to correct that which leads us apart from one an-
other.  If the cause is doctrinal error, then that error must
be confronted.  If it is binding tradition as law, then that
tradition must be identified and taken out of the realm
of law.  If the problem is a lack of willingness to allow
people to work in the area of freedom, then freedom
must ring.  If the problem is binding opinions, then one
must be confronted about making his opinions law.  The
fact is that each denominating cause in some way con-
tradicts the very nature of the church.

Some have believed that there was no denomina-
tionalism in the first century.  But this is not true.  It is
true that the type or extent of institutional denomina-
tionalism we see today was not prevalent in the first
century.  However, the seeds that cause denomination-
alism today constantly attacked the early Christians in
their efforts to remain one universal church.  Under-
standing these causes for division in the first century
will help us understand the reasons why men who for-
sake the guiding authority of the word of God will di-
gress to the extent of the institutional religions we see
today.  Understanding how the early Christians dealt
with the threat of division will give us tools with which
to work in order to bring us together and keep us to-
gether in heart and spirit.

Conversely, an understanding of the causes for sepa-
rating churches into different groups helps us to under-
stand the sectarianism that affected the church in the
first century.  The following is a brief review of some of
the first century efforts by some to develop unique
groups in the early church.  Such efforts have been suc-
cessfully used throughout the centuries by different
people in order to denominate the church into unique
groups that are patterned after the unique teachings of
some leader or leaders:

A. Doctrinal Denominationalism:

This type of denominationalism is the most com-
mon in the religious world today.  It is built on the fact
that one or more fundamental teachings of the New Tes-
tament are either twisted, denied or misapplied.  It also
centers around teaching doctrines that have no biblical
foundation.  Unique doctrines thus become the founda-
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tion upon which a particular denomination is established
or identified.

1.  First century doctrinal denominationalism:
Jesus identified some who taught as doctrine the com-
mandments of men (Mk 7:7).  Though directed specifi-
cally to the Jews, His statement was prophetically true
in reference to the church.  There were some in the early
church who taught the doctrines of men (Cl 2:22).  They
taught doctrines of demons (1 Tm 4:1) and things that
were contrary to sound doctrine (1 Tm 1:10).  Paul
warned that there would be those who would not en-
dure sound teaching (2 Tm 4:3).  Because they would
not endure sound teaching, they would go beyond the
doctrine of Christ (2 Jn 9,10).  By the time John wrote
the letter of Revelation, there were some who held to
the teaching of Balaam (Rv 2:14), and subsequently
caused some in the church to stumble.  There were some
in the church of Thyatira who held to the doctrine of
Jezebel (Rv 2:18-24).  Doctrinal denominationalism had
already begun before the close of the New Testament
canon of Scriptures.

 Doctrinal error was the first apostasy in the church.
It was so because there are always those who will per-
vert what God communicates to man through the Scrip-
tures (2 Pt 3:15,16).  Doctrinal error occurred in the
first century when Christians with itching ears were will-
ing to be carried about by every wind of doctrine (See
Ep 4:11-14; 1 Tm 4:1-5; 2 Tm 4:3,4).  It occurs today
because itching ears still exist.  When people go be-
yond the teaching of Christ, the church is to separate
herself from such people.  The faithful are not to give
any greeting to those who deny salvational teaching (2
Jn 9,10).

2.  Present-day doctrinal denominationalism:
Churches that highlight specific erroneous doctrines
today also separate themselves from those who do not
cherish their doctrines.  Doctrinally denominated
churches have capitalized on doctrines such as
mariolatry, predestination, transubstantiation, infant bap-
tism, original sin, sprinkling for baptism, denominational
names, and a host of erroneous concepts in reference to
the work of the Holy Spirit.  Different doctrines have
become the foundation upon which different religious
groups have either rejected or accepted one another.

It is necessary that we know and teach the truth of
God’s word (2 Th 2:9-11).  We must be the advocates of
sound teaching.  We must understand, however, that
teaching truth will cause others to separate themselves
from the one who teaches the truth.  If speaking the truth
causes others to separate themselves from the one who
speaks the truth, then the one who seeks to teach the

fundamentals of the word of God as truth is not the one
who is causing the division.  The one who teaches “an-
other gospel” is the actual person who is causing the
division (See Gl 1:6-9).  Paul was so bold as to say that
those who teach another gospel should cut themselves
off from those who continue to believe and teach the
truth of the gospel (Gl 5:12).  In the Galatian situation,
I am sure that some followed his advice, and subse-
quently the denomination of “another gospel” was
formed when judaizing teachers cut themselves off from
the fellowship of the faithful.

I believe there is a great truth taught by the Galatian
controversy that is relevant to our call that some must
give up doctrines that either deny or contradict funda-
mental truth.  The judaizing teachers of Galatia believed
in the incarnation.  They believed the death and resur-
rection of Jesus.  But the “other gospel” they were teach-
ing was binding law, specifically circumcision, as added
conditions for salvation (See At 15:1).  The theme of
the Galatian letter was that one can believe the truth
concerning fundamentals, but when other teachings are
added as fundamental, they change the simple gospel to
“another gospel.”  Those who would do such today
should cut themselves off (denominated) from those who
do not accept their “other gospel.”  This was what Paul
said of the judaizing teachers in their relationship to the
fellowship of the free.  “I could wish that those who are
troubling you would cut themselves off from you” (Gl
5:12).

B. Traditional Denominationalism:

Some would refer to this as “historical denomina-
tionalism”.  This is denominationalism that is based on
the canonizing of the traditions of the fathers or our
unique heritage.  It is the dividing of a fellowship of
churches after the unique traditions that are accepted
by everyone in the fellowship.

There are two general types of traditional denomi-
nationalists.  There are those who are first patterned af-
ter the preceding point of doctrinal denominationalism.
Some have traditional doctrinal points that are errone-
ous in reference to biblical teaching.  Combined with
erroneous doctrines, these denominations have added
centuries of tradition that identify them as a unique reli-
gious group.  Their traditions and doctrines are viewed
as necessary points to identify themselves as a unique
fellowship of churches.  With the traditions and doc-
trines, these religious groups have claimed a distinctive
name by which they can be identified.

Secondly, there are those who know the truth, but
have knowingly or unknowingly throughout the years
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added many traditions to their own beliefs and behav-
ior.  Since we as humans are traditional, this would not
be surprising.  Individual church groups develop unique
traditions.  For example, there are an insurmountable
number of traditions surrounding the Lord’s Supper
alone that divide different groups from one another.

Traditions often become an identifying characteris-
tic that make groups unique, and often denominational
in their relationship with one another.  Even large fel-
lowships of independent churches who know the truth
in doctrine have burdened themselves with unique tra-
ditions that divide the fellowship of the church from
within.  It seems that some in their sincerity to be as
biblical as possible have infringed on the freedom we
have in Christ by binding every sort of obscure Bible
statement or example on the minds of sincere brethren.
These obscure teachings have become unique with par-
ticular groups, and subsequently their unique teachings
define them as a denomination.

Even the vocabulary of the fellowship of some
groups becomes a matter of determining the identity of
those within the fellowship.  Generally accepted words
or phrases that either unite and divide would be, “gos-
pel meeting,” “campaign,” “workshop,” “lectureship,”
and “providence.”  Some examples of vocabulary words
that are often questioned are words as “crusade,” “re-
vival,” “conference,” “seminar,” “disciple,” “witness,”
and “heal.”  What is difficult in these fellowships is to
convince them that in many ways they have become tra-
ditional in their language, and thus sectarian on the ba-
sis of their vocabulary alone.  When one is somewhat
arrogant about knowing the truth, it is difficult to con-
vince such a person that he has added traditional prac-
tices, or a traditional vocabulary, to what he knows as
the truth.

1.  First century traditional denominationalism:
In the first century, the traditions of men entered the
church from outside.  It was not that the church had
established its own traditions.  The church had not been
in existence long enough to establish her own unique
ways of doing things that would be considered tradi-
tional.  However, this did not mean that the traditions of
men did not plague the early church.  The problem was
that religious traditions were brought in with the bag-
gage of new converts.

The early Jewish Christians had a difficult time with
their Jewish baggage.  This was especially true of Jew-
ish Christians who sought to bind circumcision on Gen-
tile converts.  In Antioch, Peter succumbed to the in-
timidation of those who came from Jerusalem with a
suitcase full of circumcision knives.  He withdrew him-

self from the Gentile Christians when these legalistic
Jews arrived (Gl 2:11,12).  Another example of tradi-
tional denominationalism is found in Paul’s letter to the
Colossians.  He warned the brethren in Colosse that no
one take them captive “through philosophy and vain
deceit according to the tradition of men” (Cl 2:8).  The
fact that he made this statement indicates that some were
taking captive (denominating) some believers after their
own philosophies and traditions.  When men seek to
bind the traditions of men with the commandments of
God, they have been led into the bondage of traditional
religion (Mk 7:1-9).

2.  Present day traditional denominationalism:  We
now live in an era wherein traditional denominations
have had many centuries to develop and crystallize their
teaching and behavior.  These unique groups now use
words and phrases that identify the character of each
particular group.  All churches that would desire to re-
main in fellowship with a particular fellowship of tradi-
tional churches must agree to the accepted traditions
that have been handed down through generations of
church behavior.  In order to maintain these unique fel-
lowships, catechisms and manuals have often been writ-
ten in order that everyone knows and adheres to the tra-
ditions of the fathers.  Such books become the standard
of judgment by which each congregation in the fellow-
ship of a specific traditional heritage of churches is
judged to be faithful to the traditions of the fathers.

If two congregations in the same community refuse
to have fellowship with one another because both are of
a different traditional heritage, then certainly this can-
not be right.  Paul wrote, “There is neither Jew nor
Greek, there is neither bondservant nor free, there is
neither male nor female, for you are all one in Christ
Jesus” (Gl 3:28).  Can a “Jewish cultured church” meet
across the street from a Gentile church without being a
denomination based on tradition and culture?

Traditions can never be allowed to separate those
who are in fellowship with God through their obedi-
ence to the gospel.  The reason traditional denomina-
tionalism is wrong is because it assumes that all men
must submit to a common tradition or set of traditions
in order to be in fellowship with one another.  Tradition
is thus elevated to the position of law.  This brings the
authority of man into the church as a standard by which
judgments are made concerning bound traditions.  When
this happens, the sole authority of Jesus as the head of
the church is challenged.  It is for this reason that the
traditions of men can never be allowed to determine fel-
lowship among Christians.

If we must submit to common traditions in order to
be in fellowship with one another, then we would have

Sectarian Denominationalism



567Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

great difficulty in establishing fellowship.  Determin-
ing whose traditions to which we all must submit would
be very difficult.  Since tradition is the invention of men
who live by habitual behavior, then we must assume
that God never intended that some human be the foun-
dation upon which fellowship is to be established.  It is
for this reason that human religious traditions can never
be the foundation upon which fellowship is established
in the church.  Neither should they be a hindrance to
establishing fellowship.  As long as we recognize that
tradition can never be bound as law on the church, then
tradition can never hinder the fellowship of the church.

It is paramount in initiating and sustaining a resto-
rational paradigm shift that if traditions are to be sacri-
ficed for fellowship, then they must be sacrificed.  No
religious tradition, regardless of how long it has been
held by any religious group, must be used to determine
the unity we are to enjoy as the people of God.  Unique
traditions can be maintained by different groups.  But it
must be understood that they fall into the realm of free-
dom, and thus are not factors in determining our fel-
lowship with one another.

The problem comes, however, when we seek to de-
termine what and whose traditions must be sacrificed.
In answer to this I would state that no tradition neces-
sarily must be sacrificed if the tradition does not con-
tradict the Bible or take the place of biblical mandates.
I have attended hundreds of assemblies throughout the
world.  In every assembly something traditional is car-
ried out in the assembly.  I have no problem with these
traditional differences as long as they do not contradict
or set aside biblical truth.  But frankly, I cannot remem-
ber the last time I observed anything that would in my
opinion be judged contradictory to biblical truth, or any-
thing that took the place of what God requires.  For ex-
ample, just the serving of the bread of the Lord’s Sup-
per is something that will boggle your mind concerning
traditions.  I have seen the bread covered with a cloth,
served after the fruit of the vine, served from the back
of the assembly, broken into small pieces before every-
one is served, served in a single plate, served in several
plates, served as a loaf of bread, served as a chip, served
hard, served soft, the entire assembly going forward to
partake, prayer before it is served, everyone taking of
the bread, but eating at the same time, etc.  All such
things revolved around tradition.  Now if someone stands
up and says, “This is the only way it can be done”, then
we have problems.  When I say we must be willing to
sacrifice any tradition in order to discover our God-given
unity, I mean that no one should make this statement
about their unique traditions that have no reasonable
hermeneutical justification for being bound as law.  We

can keep our traditions, but enjoy one another’s fellow-
ship.  Thank God for our uniqueness.

C. Issue-oriented Denominationalism:

As with traditional denominationalism, the issue-
oriented denominationalist does one of two things.  First,
he would move that which is nonessential into the realm
of binding doctrine, specifically fundamental doctrine.
Second, he would consider as binding examples or state-
ments in the Bible that are only incidental statements or
events those that surround the occasion of a particular
incident in the Bible.  He would thus separate himself
from those who do not maintain what he believes is es-
sential teaching.  By doing such he would bind his be-
liefs on the church as a whole.  His debate over such
things becomes an “issue,” which issue becomes a test
of fellowship, and thus an occasion for dividing believ-
ers from one another.

1.  First-century issue-oriented denominational-
ism:  Any brief study of the first century church would
reveal that the primary teaching that was introduced into
the church as an issue was the matter of circumcision.
There were those who believed that being circumcised
was a matter of salvation (At 15:1,2).  Circumcision was
certainly an issue to many Jews who had practiced the
rite for centuries.  To let go of this heritage meant let-
ting go of their Jewishness.  When a particular church
was dominated by Jews, we would assume that there
was great pressure on the Gentiles in that church to be
circumcised.  This was at least the case when Paul took
the Gentile, Titus, to Jerusalem.  Paul later wrote con-
cerning the trip, “Not even Titus, who was with me, be-
ing a Greek, was compelled to be circumcised” (Gl 2:3).
The word “compelled” in this text is a forceful word in
the Greek language.  The Jewish brethren in Jerusalem
argued with force that Titus be circumcised.  But Paul
“did not yield in subjection even for an hour” (Gl 2:5).
Paul did not allow the majority to compel Titus to sub-
mit to the issue.  Circumcision was a matter of opinion
under the new covenant, and thus could never be bound
as a matter of law.

There were other issues in the church in the first
century that presented occasions for dispute.  Titus was
dealing with those who made an issue out of genealo-
gies (Ti 3:9).  Paul instructed that discussions over such
issues were “unprofitable and worthless” (Ti 3:9).  Any
who promoted discussion and debate over such issues
were factious (Ti 3:10).  For this reason Paul instructed
both Timothy and Titus to “avoid profane and empty
babblings, for they will increase to more ungodliness”

Sectarian Denominationalism



568 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

(2 Tm 2:16; see 1 Tm 1:3-8; Ti 3:9-11).  Those who
persist in meaningless discussions over issues are to be
avoided to the point that the faithful separate themselves
from the one who “is obsessed with controversy and
disputes about words, from which come envy, strife, abu-
sive language, evil suspicions ...” (1 Tm 6:4,5).  Paul
instructed, “from such withdraw yourself” (1 Tm 6:5).
This, and similar cases in the New Testament church,
are examples where denominationalism was developed
on the foundation of certain people who cherished de-
bate over issues in the church.  Though the faithful en-
acted the withdrawal from the contentious person, it was
the contentious person who made an issue out of some-
thing that was not worth discussion.  He was the one
who presented the occasion for the division, not the one
who would not put up with his contentious issues.

2.  Present-day issue-oriented denominationalism:
It is not difficult to establish that which is fundamental
teaching.  No interpretation of Scripture is needed; only
the reading of clear statements.  However, there are some
who have difficulty in rightly dividing the word of truth
in order to establish simple fundamentals that are easily
discerned.  But because some have assumed that every
incident or example in the Bible is binding, great con-
fusion has existed in the religious world over issues that
God never intended should be bound on the church.  De-
bate over numerous issues has led to a great deal of de-
nominating between brethren.  In view of Paul’s exhor-
tation to both Timothy and Titus, we should be embar-
rassed by our participation in such senseless debates with
those who are obsessed with debate over nonessential
issues.  By being involved in such debates, we have
proved what Paul said concerning such, that they lead
further into ungodliness (1 Tm 6:3-6; Ti 3:9-11).

The problem is that the issue-oriented denomina-
tionalist restricts where God has allowed freedom.  Dif-
ferent expressions of worship become an issue to the
person who has difficulty in allowing others to have free-
dom of expression.  Orders of worship or styles of wor-
ship where the Bible is silent often become an issue to
some when something out of the customary way of  con-
ducting public worship is done.  Specific things about
which the Bible does not speak, but the issue-oriented
denominationalist considers essential to Christian con-
duct or a violation of the “silence of the Scriptures,”
have continually plagued efforts by brethren who seek
to prevent meaningless disputes over nonessential mat-
ters.

The issue-oriented denominationalist will often use
the argument that one does not have “biblical author-
ity” for doing that about which the Bible says nothing.
Unfortunately, he does not see his inconsistency in ap-

plying his argument to himself since he usually does
several things in his own religious life for which he has
no “biblical authority”.  Examples of these things would
be the use of church buildings, song books, literature,
song leaders, tents, and loud speakers for revival or gos-
pel meetings.  The Bible says nothing about doing or
using such things, and thus there is no “biblical author-
ity” for doing or using them.  But this does not mean
that it is wrong to incorporate these things into a reli-
gious context.  It simply means that God has given us
freedom in areas where He has been silent.  And since
Christians have freedom in the realm of silence, then
the argument for “biblical authority” is qualified.  “Bib-
lical authority” thus refers to those things that are au-
thorized, not to those things wherein liberty is given.  In
other words, we have freedom to work in those areas
where the Bible says nothing, as long as that which is
done does not contradict clear statements of biblical
teaching.

Because of a misunderstanding of how we should
interpret and apply what God intended we should ap-
ply, the issue-oriented denominationalist struggles to
determine what is fundamental, and thus essential sal-
vational doctrine.  He finds it difficult to separate the
fundamental from that which is a matter of freedom.
Those who are not separating the fundamental from that
which is a matter of freedom are endlessly dividing
within their fellowship of churches over whatever fa-
vorite teaching is cherished by individual teachers.  This
is particularly true in churches that are dominated by an
accepted preacher who favors a particular teaching that
he binds on the group for which he preaches.  Issue-
oriented denominationalism is perpetuated by preach-
ers who endlessly contend for their favorite issues that
they bind on the consciences of those who give alle-
giance to their leadership.

D. Autocratic Denominationalism:

Autocratic denominationalism is based on control.
The control is either exercised by an individual or group
of people in an institutional church structure.  If a leader
is autocratic, the very nature of his leadership style will
separate those over whom he exerts control from other
groups who may also have autocratic leaders.  If the
control is with a parachurch religious institution, then
churches are often divided within a fellowship of
churches by those who do or do not conform to the defi-
nition of the parachurch institution.

The autocratic denominationalist often promotes and
gives allegiance to a local or international controlling
group that supersedes the authority of the headship of
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Christ over the individual believer.  He believes that
unless one is a part of a controlling structure, that per-
son is out of fellowship with all those who have sworn
allegiance to the institutional structure of the organiza-
tion.  Membership in the controlling institution thus be-
comes a test of fellowship and a factor upon which fel-
lowship is determined.

1.  First-century autocratic denominationalism:  In
the first century church, individual autocratic denomi-
nationalism was manifested in the dominating control
that was exerted by such men as Diotrephes who sought
to separate those over whom he had control from John
and traveling evangelists (3 Jn 9,10).  Paul warned that
some elders would separate disciples after themselves
(At 20:30).  Peter revealed the controlling practices of
some elders who sought to lord over the flock of God (1
Pt 5:1-4).  Even in the case of Simon the sorcerer, auto-
cratic control was desired by Simon who offered to pur-
chase the gift of laying on hands from Peter and John.
The reason he sought the gift was that it would give him
the opportunity to regain the influence he once had in
the city of Samaria as a well-known sorcerer (See At
8:9,10,18,21-23).

2.  Present-day autocratic denominationalism:
When men seek to rule over their fellow brethren, dif-
ferent religious schisms will develop where dominant
leaders seek to exercise rule.  This is usually accom-
plished in a church by setting up and giving authority of
rule to a corporate structure in order to carry out the
work of the members.  There is nothing wrong with or-
ganizing for success.  However, when the organization
becomes a controlling institutional structure with an au-
thoritative head at the top, the organization itself de-
nominates one church group from other church groups
who are controlled in a similar institutional manner.  In
the case of some elders and Diotrephes, the church re-
linquished control to specific individuals who sought to
control the group as a whole.  When a group gives over
its responsibility to govern itself to an individual or
group of individuals, those to whom the control is given
will autocratically run the affairs of the group.

The problem with autocratic denominationalism
is that an individual or organization of authority is
established that competes with the sole headship of
Christ over the sole believer in Christ.  When alle-
giance to a man or an earthly organization competes
with the authority of Christ, then the adherents must
have a double allegiance, one to Christ and the other to
an institution on earth.  What usually happens in such
cases is that the visible, earthly institution or individual
begins to dominate the fellowship of the believers.  This

happens when the institutional structure on earth takes
control by supplanting the individual’s personal alle-
giance to Christ.  Such human organizations often be-
come international with the spread of the churches who
have affiliated themselves with the institutional organi-
zation.  Reports of numbers of conversions, raised funds,
or work progress are internationally fed back to the head
office of such organizations in order that allegiance to
the organization is maintained.

When the financial support of those who are work-
ing with the organization is added to this international
system, the individual is then locked in and a paycheck
takes control of the behavior and beliefs of the indi-
vidual.  The individual is thus subjected to give alle-
giance to the organization in behavior and belief lest he
lose his support from the organization.  What often hap-
pens next is that the supported individual must give al-
legiance to the organization over his personal allegiance
to Christ and the church.  The international organiza-
tion thus separates the individual from the fellowship
of local Christians.  The supported individual is muzzled
from speaking anything that might be contrary to the
beliefs of the organization, lest he lose his support.

E. Financial Denominationalism:

Closely associated with autocratic denominational-
ism is the division of church groups according to eco-
nomics.  Since the poor will always be with us, there
will always be tension in some churches between the
rich and poor.  It is imperative, therefore, that churches
be on guard against any tendency that would promote
the marginalization of the poor.

1.  First century financial denominationalism:  Dis-
crimination between the rich and poor entered the church
by the time James wrote the epistle of James.  He iden-
tified the problem which evidently flourished among
Jewish churches of the Diaspora.  He first encouraged
“the brother of humble circumstances” (the poor
brother) to rejoice in his circumstances (Js 1:9).  He
then reminded the rich Sadducean Jewish brethren that
they would eventually “pass away”, probably indicat-
ing the passing of their riches in the imminent destruc-
tion of Jerusalem in A.D. 70 (Js 1:10; see 5:7,8).  In
fact, he wrote to the rich, “Come now, you rich, weep
and howl for your miseries that are coming upon you”
(Js 5:1; see 5:1-6).  At the time he wrote, the “miseries”
of the Roman legions were marching to Jerusalem.

One would have to agree that there was financial dis-
crimination among those Christians to whom James wrote.
Paul indicated that such also existed among those with
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whom Timothy was working, for he encouraged the rich
not to be high-minded concerning their riches (1 Tm 6:17).

In contrast to the financial denominating that some
practiced in the first century church, there is also the
example of some great brethren as Philemon, in whose
house the church met (Pl 1,2).  Onesimus was a run-
away slave of Philemon who went to Rome, but subse-
quently was immersed by Paul and sent back to
Philemon.  What is pertinent about this situation in this
context is that a slave owner and his slave met in the
same house church.  If such financial and cultural ob-
stacles can be overcome as this when Christianity is truly
practiced, then certainly there is no room for financial
denominationalism in the church today.

One of the evidences that the true church existed in
the first century was in the fact that “pure religion” was
practiced (See Js 1:27).  Orphans and widows were ser-
viced (At 6:1-6).  The poor were cared for in any house
church where they met.  Since the assembly structure of
the early church was house meetings, then no rich per-
son could hide in a large assembly from those who were
truly in need.  House assemblies brought the need and
the help together into a context of love.  When Chris-
tians live distant lives from one another, the poor often
suffer.

2.  Present-day financial denominationalism:  I
once heard of some members who found it difficult to
assemble with those brethren who continually asked for
their money when they showed up at the assembly.  The
rich brethren subsequently separated themselves from
the poorer brethren, and started their own group.  I sup-
pose such cases are not unique, but each illustrates that
financial denominationalism is a reality, and one with
which we must deal.  I have found that both the poor
brethren and rich brethren must be taught specific prin-
ciples in how to cohabit with one another in the fellow-
ship of the church.  Both must learn to be content with
what they have (Ph 4:11).  But no brother is to be left
without the basic needs of life.

I have discovered that the matter of poverty will al-
ways be unanswered.  Jesus said the poor will always
be present in the global community.  We will never eradi-
cate poverty.  What we must determine is a correct defi-
nition of poverty.  This is not easy.  The Western world
that is very possession oriented (materialistic) has a dif-
ferent definition for poverty in the sense that the West-
erner judges that the poor are such because they do not
have a great number of possessions.  However, the Third
World defines true poverty as having no food or cloth-
ing.  Such was Paul’s definition (See 1 Tm 6:8).  For
this reason no Christian should be allowed to go with-
out food and clothing.

In an imperfect world there will always be the rich
and poor.  We will never eradicate poverty.  That is not
reality.  And thus, the global church must always seek
to “have things in common.”  No brother or sister should
be left destitute.  Every effort, therefore, must be made
to help the poor.  They are the occasion to manifest true
Christianity in the hearts of those who can give.

F. Cultural Denominationalism:

God recognizes the differences between races, which
differences have developed throughout the populations
of the world (See At 17:26).  In the first century, there
was a great cultural difference between the two major
cultures of the Jews specifically and the Gentiles in gen-
eral.  In the Judean context, Jews were not even allowed
to enter the homes of Gentiles (See At  11:2,3).  In rec-
ognition of this vast cultural difference, the early evan-
gelists made choices as to whether they would concen-
trate on either a Jewish or Gentile culture (See Gl 2:7).
Such was in the area of cultural freedom.  However,
when one passes from being an evangelized unbeliever
to a saved believer, culture must be set aside for the
sake of fellowship (Gl 3:28,29).  It is not that we lose
our culture when we become Christians.  It is that cul-
ture must never be an obstacle to fellowship.  If it is,
then it is racism, and practiced racism is sin.

1.  First-century cultural denominationalism:
Galatians 4:4 speaks of the time being right for the com-
ing of the Reconciler between man and God, and be-
tween man and man (Gl 4:4).  One reason the time was
right was because of the tremendous racism that existed
between the Jews and Gentiles in general.  God wanted
a cultural situation wherein Christianity would mani-
fest the breaking down of the “middle wall of partition”
between races (Ep 2:14-18).  He wanted to show the
world that in Christ all men are made equal (Gl 3:28,29;
Cl 3:25).  If Christianity could break down racial barri-
ers between the Jews and Gentiles, then it would be
shown that it could permeate any cultural difference that
might exist in all history after the first century.

Unfortunately, in some cases the tremendous cul-
tural differences between the Jews and Gentiles in the
first century were brought into the church in areas where
there was a high concentration of Jewish converts.  Some
Jewish Christians separated themselves from the Gen-
tiles because of the practice of circumcision.  Even Pe-
ter at one time was carried away in sin by this act of
discrimination (Gl 2:11-13).  By doing such he stood
condemned (Gl 2:11).

Another example of cultural denominationalism was
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when the Hebraic Jews in Jerusalem manifested a sec-
tarian spirit toward the Grecian Jews.  In this case, the
Grecian Jewish widows were racially neglected in the
daily distribution of food to widows (At 6:1,2).  This
was a case where a racial sectarian spirit was carried
out by neglecting a particular racial group.  The He-
braic widows were not neglected while sitting in the
presence of Jewish widows.  The case was that they
probably met as a group in a different house church,
and subsequently were ignored by those Jews who ad-
ministered the contribution for widows.  It was a case
that manifested the insidious nature of racism which is
contrary to the core nature of Christianity.

The Holy Spirit had said that pure religion is taking
care of widows (Js 1:27).  But when racism enters the
fellowship of the saints, even this most fundamental
teaching of the word of God is often denied.

2.  Present-day cultural denominationalism:  Cul-
tural ethnocentrism is the cause of our racial separation
from one another.  Ethnocentrism is the belief that one’s
culture or race is superior to others.  The cultural ethno-
centric, therefore, looks down on others who are not of
his native culture.  When cultural ethnocentrism is
brought into the behavior of the church, churches often
segregate themselves from one another on the basis of
race.  When it comes to the subject of race, we are too
quick to forget that there is neither Jew nor Gentile in Christ
(Gl 3:28,29).

It is not wrong for those of a common culture to
fellowship as one group.  But when one cultural fellow-
ship intentionally separates itself from another on the
basis of culture or race, then cultural isolationism has
occurred.  A spirit of racial sectarianism perpetuates the
cultural division, and thus others are either knowingly
or unknowingly excluded from the ethnocentric church.
Any church that intentionally practices racial separate-
ness on the basis of cultural discrimination is in sin.
Racial discrimination is against the very nature of true
Christianity simply because it destroys the universality
of the fellowship of the church.  It has always been an
enigma of theological reasoning for one to believe that
he or she will eternally dwell in fellowship with thou-
sands of previously differentiated cultural groups in a
heavenly dwelling while having practiced racial segre-
gation in the church on earth.

G. Leader-oriented Denominationalism:

This is the dividing of the church into different fel-
lowships that are led by either dominant or charismatic
personalities who call disciples after themselves.
Though such division may be unintentional, it is still

denominating the church of God when members give
allegiance to a particular personality to the exclusion of
others.  This is often a practice that takes place in large
urban centers.  Churches sometimes hire a popular per-
sonality as the preacher in order to attract members to
their particular church.  Subsequently, fickle members
float from one church to another in their quest to follow
the favorite personality.

1.  First-century leader-oriented denominational-
ism:  In their formative years with Jesus during His min-
istry, the twelve disciples struggled with asserting them-
selves individually among themselves.  At one time,
James and John put themselves forth for special posi-
tions (Mk 10:25-37).  Even during the occasion of the
final supper of Jesus with the disciples, “there was also
a dispute among them as to which one of them should
be considered the greatest” (Lk 22:24).  If these feel-
ings would have been carried on in their ministry after
the establishment of the church in Acts 2, they would
have denominated the early church after themselves.
This does not mean, however, that some did not try to
divide the church after the personality of leading breth-
ren in the early church.  One of the initial cases of per-
sonality denominationalism was in the church of
Corinth.  In this situation, some called themselves after
the personalities of either Paul, Cephas or Apollos (1
Co 1:12).  The personalities in this case were completely
innocent of causing the problem.  However, because of
a party spirit that prevailed among the Corinthians, they
denominated themselves over these three personalities.

A particularly dominant person is often the cause of
personality denominationalism when he assumes con-
trol of a church.  This would be the case of Diotrephes
who sought to separate the church or churches over
which he had control from John and other evangelists
(3 Jn 9,10).  Paul prophesied to the Ephesian elders that
there would be dominant personalities who would rise
up among the elders and call disciples after themselves
(At 20:30).  These personalities would have little con-
sideration for the unity of the flock.  They would think
only of themselves by calling others after themselves.
They would sacrifice the unity of the flock for the sake
of being considered the leader of a particular party of
the flock.

2.  Present-day personality denominationalism:
Those who are filled with selfish ambition often use the
church as an occasion to develop a following after them-
selves.  It is for this reason that Christians must be cau-
tious about those who use smooth and fair speech in
order to beguile the hearts of the innocent (Rm 16:18).
The use of such speech by an individual is often evi-
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dence that he is seeking a following.  By clever speech
he seeks to attract others to himself, and thus denomi-
nate those who are attracted to his own party.

Personality denominationalism is manifested when
allegiance is given to an accepted religious leader as
the center of reference in a church.  In the religious world
this leader often proclaims himself to be a “prophet” or
“apostle” in order to captivate the admiration of his fol-
lowers.  At the same time, another group will accept
another as a “prophet” or “apostle.”  When this occurs,
the adherents of both parties separate themselves from
one another.

In the Pentecostal/charismatic world, this is particu-
larly a problem when certain so-called “prophets” and
“apostles” become leading figures unto whom adher-
ents give their loyalty.  The supposed “prophet” or
“apostle” often believes and teaches that which is false.
However, because of the charismatic prominence and
presence of the individual, adherents willingly forsake
Bible teaching in order to give allegiance to this favored
personality.  Those who contend that the prophet is a
false teacher are subsequently disfellowshipped as
people who have no faith in a “prophet of God.”

Leader-oriented denominationalism is a particular
problem in those religious groups where it is believed
that the Holy Spirit directly communicates truth and
direction through dreams and visions.  The irony of this
scenario of belief and behavior is manifested in the in-
consistency of the supposed “prophets” of different re-
ligious groups who stand up on Sunday morning and
proclaim that “God spoke to them.”  However, each
“prophet” speaks different doctrines, which doctrines
are often contradictory to one another.  Nevertheless,
with closed Bibles the adherents give allegiance to their
favorite personality, and subsequently carry on as usual
with devotion to the “prophet”.  The two groups remain
denominated from one another and never consider the
fact that personal study of God’s word is an answer to
sorting out their differences or for determining what they
should be preaching and behaving.  They usually never
consider the biblical mandate that true prophets are to
be tested by the word of God (Dt 13:1-5; 18:20-22; Jr
28:9).

We must not underestimate the dividing factor
among religions because of different personalities.  This
is such a strong factor in the religious world that a par-
ticular personality can promote any teaching, and yet
be followed for his supposed working of some “miracle”
or “God-spoke-to-me” dream or vision.  The loyal fol-
lowers simply proclaim the leader as “the great power
of God” and carry on in their ignorance (See At 8:10).
Regardless of what the particular personality may teach,

the adherents are wooed into following him because of
his supposed personal experiences with God, regard-
less of what the Bible teaches.

The problem with leader-oriented denominational-
ism is that allegiance is given to a man on earth over
Christ in heaven and His word.  Popes are born and
matured in this manner.  When the personality becomes
dominant in a particular religious movement or fellow-
ship of churches, then his word is often considered au-
thoritative.  A denomination of adherents is thus estab-
lished when an unquestionable allegiance is given to
the word of a favorite personality.

Those who have separated themselves after differ-
ent personalities forget that there are no Spirit-inspired
men today as were the Spirit-inspired apostles of Christ.
The Holy Spirit is not giving inspired interpretations to
men on earth today since all truth has been revealed and
recorded (See 2 Tm 3:16,17; Jd 3).  One of the very
roots of personality denominationalism is that some give
great credit to those they think the Spirit is directly in-
spiring to deliver more truth or to interpret truth that
has already been revealed in written form.  This belief
denies the biblical truth that all truth has been revealed
(Jd 3; Rv 22:18,19).  It is also erroneous because such a
belief moves the adherents to make a subjective deci-
sion as to whom the Spirit is supposedly either reveal-
ing new truth or inspiring new interpretation.  In either
case, the followers are subjected to the most convinc-
ing personality who asserts that his supposed interpre-
tations or revelations are true, and those of other sup-
posed apostles and prophets are false.

Concerning inspired interpretation, not even the
apostle Peter would give himself credit for inspired in-
terpretations of some difficult things that Paul wrote (See
2 Pt 3:15,16).  When men claim to possess inspired in-
terpretations of Scripture, they are setting themselves
up as special sources who can dominate and divide in-
nocent Bible students from one another by calling them
after the authority of their supposed inspired interpreta-
tions.  When two such men reside and work in the same
community, the foundation is established for the cre-
ation of two different denominations that are built on
two different personalities who invariably offer to their
adherents contradictory interpretations of the Bible.

If the Spirit were inspiring interpretation of the Bible,
then we would assume that there would never be a con-
tradiction between preachers in the matter of biblical
interpretation.  But there are.  I think that the greatest
argument against the doctrine of inspired interpretation
is the existence of a denominated Christendom that can-
not seem to agree on anything.  In this confused theo-
logical environment, either the Spirit cannot get His act
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together in inspiring men to interpret the Scriptures, or
men are confused in thinking that He is directly inspir-
ing them to understand the word.  I think the latter is the
case.  Confused religious leaders are submitting to the
wrong spirit.

A word of exhortation to those who would divide
churches over personalities comes from the example of
men as Peter, John and Paul.  All three personalities
were personally called into apostleship by Jesus.  On
one occasion idolatrous men exalted Paul and Barnabas
to be some type of gods, and thus sought to offer sacri-
fices to them.  But realizing the seriousness of accept-
ing worship that should only go to God, both Paul and
Barnabas ran among the crowds crying out, “We also
are men with the same nature as you ...” (At 14:15).
When Peter came to the house of Cornelius, Cornelius
fell down at his feet and worshiped him (At 10:25).  “But
Peter took him up, saying, ‘Stand up.  I myself also am
a man’” (At 10:26).  When an angel appeared before
John, John “fell at his feet to worship him” (Rv 19:10).
But the angel said, “Do not do that.  I am your fellow
servant ...” (Rv 19:10).

Those who would seek to be somewhat among the
churches would do well to heed the exhortation of these
examples.  Leader-oriented denominationalism not only
leads to the fall of the personality who calls disciples
after himself, but it also leads to the fall of those about
whom Paul warned Timothy.  “For the time will come
when they will not endure sound teaching.  But to suit
their itching ears, they will heap up for themselves
teachers in accordance to their own desires.  And they
will turn away their ears from the truth and will be turned
to fables” (2 Tm 4:3,4).

H. Social Denominationalism:

Schisms that are caused after any of the preceding
points would manifest itself in the context of where ad-
herents to each particular party would assemble.  On an
individual assembly level, this would certainly be true.
It would only be natural that those who are of a com-
mon belief, culture, tradition, organization, economic
status, or doctrine would seek to be together, and subse-
quently carry out the assembly of themselves to the ex-
clusion of others.  Once the exclusive group has carried
on for several years, the members naturally form a de-
nominated social bond that works to the exclusion of
others.  Their familiarity to their traditional way of do-
ing things as a group hinders them from behaving dif-
ferently outside their social cocoon.  I would call this
social denominationalism because the group develops a
unique social structure that separates it from other

groups.  It is a learned “church culture” that visitors
find hard to penetrate when they show up during one of
the meetings of the socially isolated church.

A church can determine if it is socially denominated
when visitors come to the assembly.  When visitors go
away without the slightest welcome to someone’s home
after the assembly, then you can be sure that the church
they visited has set up its own social structure in a way
that excludes outsiders.

Social isolationists become cliques, and as social
cliques they function to the exclusion of others.  Not
only do they exclude others, they usually have no de-
sire to associate with others.  Social denominationalists
usually build for themselves a church building in order
to identify their credibility and presence in a commu-
nity.  Assembly in the building becomes a subliminal
social identity of the group in the community, and thus
allegiance to the assembly in the building identifies one’s
membership to the group.  The fellowship becomes
cocooned within itself when members place member-
ship with the group, and thus social membership in the
religious club is maintained by “faithful” attendance at
“club” meetings on Sunday morning, Sunday night and
Wednesday night.  Without realizing it, the members of
the group have over the years slowly slipped into a tra-
ditional behavior of ceremonial assemblies that are of-
ten void of relationships.  The members reach a spiri-
tual plateau, a traditional “church culture” is established,
and then they defend themselves against any changes to
the church cocoon.

The problem with social denominationalism is not
the church building, nor the assemblies in a building,
nor even the commitment one has to a particular group
of believers.  The problem is that members of the group
often forget the universal nature and mission of the
church.  The social denominationalist often views the
universal church to be made up of several local assem-
blies of Christians who are to a great extent denomi-
nated from one another.  Though they may recognize
other local groups as brethren, they will function in their
work to the exclusion of others.

Social denominationalists believe that Christians are
members of the universal church because of their mem-
bership in a local church.  Membership is first viewed
in reference to the local assembly, and then in reference
to the universal church.  For the social denominations,
local church membership precedes universal church
membership.

Identifying oneself as a social denominationalist
takes a great deal of honesty. Most people will not ad-
mit that they are living in exclusion from other fellow-
ships of the church in other areas because of their sole
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allegiance to a particular group that meets at the West
& Main church building.  They have been meeting with
the same crowd for so long that they have forgotten that
the church is global and that they are members of a glo-
bal community of God.

We cannot find socially denominated churches in
the New Testament.  The Holy Spirit referred to the
church in Corinth, Jerusalem or Ephesus.  Multiple as-
semblies in houses took place in each of these cities,
but there was one church per city.  Though geographi-
cally separated by city location, all members had placed
their membership in the one global church of God.

Our problem is that we project our present assem-
bly behavior into the Scriptures, and thus assume that
there was only one “assembly” of the church in either
Corinth, Jerusalem or Ephesus.  We read our present
cocooned church behavior into the Scriptures to the point
that we assume each “local” church in the first century
regularly met together at the same place on Sunday
morning in order to be referred to as a local church.  But
this interpretation is erroneous in view of the fact that
the early church met in houses, not in church buildings.
It is also erroneous in the fact that we assume that a
local church is identified by the ability of all the mem-
bers to meet together at the same place.  It is for this
reason that there is no hint in the New Testament of
individuals giving allegiance to a particular assembly
of Christians.  Allegiance was solely Christ, regardless
of where individual Christians lived and assembled with
other members.  The church simply existed wherever
there was an immersed disciple.  Assemblies and build-
ings had nothing to do with the existence of the church.
They had nothing to do with the identity of the church,
since the church did not cease to exist when it was op-
pressed by governments who denied assembly.  Assem-
blies exist because the church (people) exist.  We do not
exist as the church because we assemble.  The church
would still exist even if tyrannical governments de-
stroyed church buildings and banned assemblies.

Though we might not confess up to the fact, there is
a certain feeling of denominationalism among those who
have given their allegiance to a particular assembly of
Christians.  The truth of this fact is clearly manifested
in the situation where two families might live across
the street from one another, and yet go to two separate
assemblies on Sunday because of their allegiance to their
favorite group.  If one of the families happens to visit
the church of his neighbor, those of his “home” church
will question him as to why such was done.  They will
remind him that his “membership” is with them and that
he must “leave his contribution” with the group to which
he has given membership allegiance.  This is the spirit

of social sectarian denominationalism within the church.
It would be safe to say that believers develop many

reasons over which they can separate themselves from
one another.  This tendency should be clearly recog-
nized in ourselves in order that we not become victims
of promoting an exclusive spirit among Christians.  The
sin of denominationalism paralyzes the church.  It di-
verts the thinking of believers to think only of their own
party.  It is a bad advertisement to the unbelieving world.
It defeats the power that is released through the spirit
and practice of unity.  It divides mission outreach and
promotes partyism throughout the world.

We must continually remind ourselves of the unity
for which Jesus prayed in John 17:20,21.  The fact that
Jesus made the prayer that we all be one indicates that
Jesus Himself knew that we would seek reasons for de-
nominating ourselves from one another.  He knew that
we would work on earth to the exclusion of one an-
other.  He knew the curse of an egocentric nature that
was not controlled by love.

Since it seems natural for each of us to seek exclu-
sion from others by forming our own social parties, then
we would conclude that Christians must focus specifi-
cally on maintaining the unity of the spirit in an atmo-
sphere of peace.  In view of the present sectarian atti-
tudes that have divided believers from one another, we
can understand why the Holy Spirit inscribed numerous
exhortations that Christians manifest a spirit of unity
(See 1 Co 1:10; Cl 3:12-14; Ph 1:27).  In view of the
eternal fellowship that is to come in a heavenly envi-
ronment, we must work to alleviate the spirit of sectar-
ian denominationalism that always seeks to creep into
the fellowship of believers throughout the world.  If one
plans on dwelling together with others in eternity, then
certainly he must plan on being together with others on
earth.  We will certainly not be able to separate our-
selves from one another in heaven.  The fact that there
will not be such divisions in heaven argues the case that
every Christian—if he or she claims to be such—should
be working to answer the prayer of Jesus for unity among
all those who are disciples of Jesus.

It is the nature of the gospel to bring people together.
Some are confused on this point.  It is religion that sepa-
rates people from one another, for each person is often
zealous to promote his or her identity of their respec-
tive religious institution.  But the gospel is not religion.
The gospel of the incarnation, atoning death, resurrec-
tion, ascension, and reign of King Jesus is not the in-
vention of men, as is religion.  Therefore, all those who
believe the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ are brought
closer together as they unite on the foundation of the
gospel.
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After the newly discovered Book of the Law was
read in the ears of King Josiah, the King had no ques-
tion about how far Israel had strayed from belief and
behavior in reference to the will of God.  His response
to what he heard was that he tore his clothes in repen-
tance (2 Kg 22:11).  When sincere leadership understands
that they have drifted far from what God originally in-
stituted they should be, they understand that it is a time
for tearing clothes.

Josiah initiated a restorational paradigm shift in Is-
rael.  In order to accomplish the shift, he not only cleaned
up the religious behavior of the people, he also sorted
out those who led in the apostasy.  He went straight for
those unrighteous religious leaders who perpetuated the
apostasy because of their love for power and positions.
“He removed the idolatrous priests whom the kings of
Judah had ordained to burn incense on the high places
...” (2 Kg 23:5).  “He executed all the priests of the high
places ...” (2 Kg 23:20).  Josiah recognized the serious-
ness of unrighteous religious leaders who would lead
God’s flock astray.  He was willing to sacrifice the lead-
ers for the sake of the flock.  Such extreme measures on
the part of Josiah should frighten us concerning our re-
sponsibility as leaders of God’s flock.

When Jesus walked on the face of the earth, it was
the religious leadership of Judaism that moved against
Him with envy and jealousy.  It was this leadership that
eventually nailed Him to the cross.  Throughout history,
nothing has changed.  Movements are not started by the
people.  They are started and perpetuated by leaders.
For righteous or unrighteous reasons, leaders assume the
task of leading God’s people.  If their motives are un-
righteous, they will lead in the direction of their own
desires.  For this reason, James warned concerning lead-
ers, “My brethren, let not many of you become teachers
[leaders], knowing that we shall receive a stricter judg-
ment” (Js 3:1).  You can ask Josiah about his interpreta-
tion of the phrase, “Stricter judgment.”

When discussing the apostasy of sectarian denomi-
nationalism, leadership lies at the center of the problem.
In order to initiate any restoration to simple Christian-
ity, we must consider the motives and actions of those
who lead, specifically those who would lead the flock
of God in the wrong direction.  We must look into the
psychology of those who would use the flock of God for
unrighteous reasons in order to perpetuate a system that
functions contrary to the nature of the church of God.

When the apostle John set out to correct the problem in
the church where Gaius lived, he did not deal with the
church who had been subjugated to unrighteous leader-
ship.  He went straight to the problem.  And the problem
was unrighteous leadership on the part of Diotrephes (3
Jn 9,10).  When James and John approached Jesus for
special leadership positions in the kingdom, they ap-
proached Jesus through their mother (See Mt 20:20,21).
However, Jesus did not deal with the mother.  The record
of this event that was written by Mark does not even
mention the mother (Mk 10:35-37).  Jesus knew the
source of the request.  And thus Mark wants us to under-
stand that Jesus went straight to the source of the carnal
request.

During the early years of apostasy in the fourth cen-
tury, Constantine sought to institutionalize the church
through the leadership of professionals.  He built pur-
pose-built church buildings for Christians, and after the
practice of pagan temples, he brought into and put on
government salary a professional “clergy” that would
lead the churches.  And thus was born in church history
the professional clergy.

The word “clergy” originally referred to a pagan
priest in the pagan temples of Constantine’s era.  It has
today become a term that refers to the professional
“preaching class” as opposed to the “laity,” the laity be-
ing a term that is generally used in religious circles to
refer to the “common church” people to whom the clergy
ministers.  For lack of a better term, I will use the word
“clergy” to refer to this group of professional religious
leaders who set themselves apart from the people be-
cause of position, power and purse.  In the first century,
the clergy would be defined by the behavior of the Phari-
sees.  Therefore, when discussing unrighteous profes-
sional leadership in the church, the behavior of the Phari-
sees determines the definition for unrighteous leader-
ship.

The system of professional leadership became the
norm for Christendom after the days of Constantine.
Christian leadership went from the practical application
of biblical principles through the behavior of leaders
among the people, to pulpiteers who produced
homiletically fine-tuned orations from highly positioned
pulpits.  Leaders no longer administered the word on
occasions which spontaneously called for a message from
the word that applied to real-life situations.  The deliv-
ery of the message went from highways and hedges to

Chapter 7

PROFESSIONAL LEADERSHIP
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polished three-point outlines that were delivered from
polished ornate platforms.  Pulpit science became a
course of study in preacher schools and universities in
order that eloquent orators be graduated, who, with finely
tuned and canned sermons, could stand before hundreds
of spectators and woo them with fine-tuned deliveries.
Platform rhetoric became the standard by which one was
judged a good or bad preacher.

What is interesting about all the pomp and profes-
sionalism that centers around the present concept of the
modern-day preacher, is that the New Testament gives
no description of such.  If Jesus were to visit one of our
assemblies today, can we visualize Him taking the plat-
form position of the local preacher in the modern-day
pulpit?  Would the apostle Paul last over two Sundays in
one of our cherished sanctuaries?  What is interesting
about archaeological discoveries from the period be-
tween A.D. 100 and A.D. 300 is that there is no mention
in the church of special clergymen, priests, ministers or
preachers in the function of an assembled church.  This
phenomenon is prevalent only after the days of
Constantine when he initiated such in a Christendom
that had been taken over by a government.

This does not mean that such is wrong.  It is simply
a system of delivering teaching to the church.  But it is a
system that has often been abused.  It has been abused
in the sense that the preacher/priest has become the cen-
ter of reference, the one-man band of the local church.
Individual ministries have been stymied in the presence
of so many professionals.  We forget that the early church
was expanded throughout the world by “the laity”.

Most preachers understand the dilemma of their situ-
ation.  Unfortunately, they are locked into a system that
provides financial security and a means by which they
can work “full-time” in service to the Lord.  On the other
hand, there are some unfortunate negatives associated
with some leaders who covet their positions and guard
their purses.  It is this pharisaical leadership that per-
petuates the apostasy of sectarian denominationalism.

In the following points we must not forget that there
are “weak” and “strong” brothers among us (Rm 14).
There are “novice” brothers and those who are “teach-
ers” (Ep 4:11,12; Js 3:1).  There are those who must be
respected because they watch out on behalf of our souls
(Hb 13:17) and those who have devoted themselves to
the ministry of the saints (1 Co 16:15,16).  I am not com-
paring these ministries with the denominationally de-
fined clergy of the Protestant world.

We have great respect for evangelists and shepherd/
teachers who have for many years given themselves to
the ministry of the word.  We must keep in mind that in
the early church there was a plurality of shepherd/teach-

ers in the church of every city (At 14:23) and evange-
lists who were on the move among the lost.  Preachers
were among the lost, and a plurality of shepherd/teach-
ers were among the saved.  Though it is not wrong for a
teacher to be fully supported in order to teach among
the saints in a city, we must keep in mind that such teach-
ers did not become the center of reference for any par-
ticular church.

The Pharisees of Jesus’ day behaved after the man-
ner of the professional clergy today in the Protestant re-
ligious environment who would covet their positions in
order to justify their existence.  What is in existence
today in many situations is not unlike the system of Jew-
ish leadership into which Jesus and the early disciples
came in the first century.  Because of Jesus’ pronounced
judgment of the Pharisees in Matthew 23, His condem-
nation of their character and behavior are the guidelines
to use in order to look out for and guard ourselves against
the same type of character and behavior in our own lives.
Here are some of those characteristics of pharisaical lead-
ership in the first century, which characteristics we must
guard ourselves against becoming.

A. Pharisaical leaders love preeminence.

The professional clergy, as the Pharisees, “love the
best places at feasts and the chief seats in the synagogue”
(Mt 23:6).  They do so because they love to be first (See
3 Jn 9).  The professional loves to be considered first,
allowed first in line, seated at the front of the assembly,
and called upon to preside over meetings.  The Phari-
sees manifested their preeminent thinking and behavior
by wearing special clothing that would identify them in
public (Mt 23:5-8).  By wearing such clothing, the gen-
eral public would know who they were, and thus place
them in places of preeminence.  When clothing is used
to identify one’s “position”, then one knows that he is
professional.

When professionals behave preeminently, the indi-
vidual priesthood of the believers is suppressed.  In the
midst of professionally operated corporate churches, the
responsibility of members is subjugated to the responsi-
bilities of the professionals.  An unfortunate result of
the professional clergy is that practice minimizes the re-
sponsibilities of every member of the church.

B. Pharisaical leaders seek to be the center of refer-
ence.

The professional religious leader is often egotisti-
cal, and thus egocentric.  Like the Pharisees, his ego is
manifested in his desire to call disciples after himself
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(At 20:30).  He calls disciples after himself because he
has his own interest at heart.  When preachers feel that
they must be at every meeting, called upon to deal with
every problem of the local church, be called upon for
special interpretations of Scripture, they often become
egocentric.  One can know that he is a professional cler-
gyman if he feels left out when decisions are made and
activities are carried out by the church.  If he feels un-
comfortable when others disagree with him on points of
biblical interpretation in matters of opinion, then he is
developing the heart of a pharisaical leader.  When such
a heart is developed, one considers himself a one-man
point of reference around whom the church evolves.

Because pharisaical leaders seek to be the center of
reference for the activities and function of the church,
they feel that without their presence, the church will dis-
integrate.  When the attendance is up, they feel good.
When it is down, they feel hurt, and thus blame them-
selves for not performing well enough to keep people at-
tending.  The pharisaical leader thus places on himself a
great deal of pressure to perform well with great oratories
from the pulpit in order to reaffirm his value to the church.

Ironically, the pharisaical professional often feels
complemented when the attendance goes down when he
travels or leaves one particular church to preach for an-
other.  Since he markets himself on the size of the as-
sembly for which he preaches, or the number of bap-
tisms he has, the professional clergyman places great
emphasis on the performance of the church for which he
preaches.  Counting the numbers of Israel to reaffirm
strength is very important to professional clergymen.

C. Pharisaical leaders are autocratic.

An autocratic leadership style is born out of one’s
egocentric desire to control what is believed to be one’s
position or power over a particular group (See 3 Jn 9,10).
Autocratic leadership in church leaders is manifested in
those who feel that they must be consulted for permis-
sion before any member can do that which he feels is
necessary to please God.

The autocratic leader is obsessed with control.  His
obsession lends him to being a micro manager over the
affairs of the church.  He is thus threatened when others
take an initiative to do things about which he does not
know or over which he has no control.  The self initia-
tive of the individual who seeks to allow Jesus to indi-
vidually work in his or her life will always put one in
conflict with an autocratic leader.  It is easy, therefore,
for an autocratic leader to be sectarian in attitude, and
specifically denominational in behavior with those over
whom he exercises control.

The autocratic clergyman’s obsession with control
moves him to intimidate others into getting his permis-
sion.  He will complain that others do not consult him
before they act.  He feels slighted when others do not
show up at his meetings to discuss what should be
planned and accomplished according to his directions.
His call for endless meetings about the work of the Lord
is a cover for his obsession to give permission of work
to those over whom he has assumed control.  When meet-
ings do not happen he feels that nothing is being done.
He feels that if he does not have a handle on the activity
of each member, then nothing is being done by mem-
bers.

The autocratic leader has denominational tendencies
because he must have a specific realm over which he
can exercise his control.  If the territory of this realm is
abstract, he is frustrated.  A specific assembly of mem-
bers at a specific location offers the ideal environment
wherein the autocratic leader can function.  Attendance
numbers can be counted, faces can be seen, and atten-
dance graphs can be placed on bulletin boards of church
house foyers.  All such things give the autocratic leader
a sense of security and control over “his church”.  By
doing such he can separate those of his church from other
churches.  He thus isolates the church over which he
exercises control from other groups that are outside his
control.  Autocratic leaders, therefore, are inherently de-
nominational.  They have a difficult time enjoying the
universal fellowship of Christians since their focus is
directed primarily to those over whom they exercise their
oversight.

Because of the autocratic leader’s paranoia about
control, he will work against small groups of Christians
meeting in houses in order to have a closer relationship
with one another.  Such meetings threaten his control
mechanism since he views the assembly of all his sheep
at the same place as a mechanism to exercise control.
He will thus have a limited view of the universality of
the church, even within the city in which he lives and
works for a “local” church.  Since he cannot be at all the
assemblies of a multiple-assembly church, he feels that
he cannot control the behavior and direction of those
with whom he cannot assemble on a regular basis.  He
thus views individual group meetings of a church as “di-
vision in the church” simply because he cannot exercise
visual control over every member of the church and pro-
nounce them “faithful” by their attendance at the pre-
scribed assemblies.  It is for this reason that autocratic
leaders firmly believe in the concept of church autonomy
and single assemblies of the “local” church.  In practic-
ing the doctrine of church autonomy, the autocratic leader
separates himself from those he cannot control, refer-
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ring to them as other autonomous churches.  It is for this
reason that autocratic leadership promotes denomina-
tionalism of the church under the disguise of a sectarian
interpretation of church autonomy.

D. Pharisaical leaders are jealous and envious of oth-
ers.

When one is autocratic in leadership, he inevitably
becomes jealous of those groups or individuals from
whom he has separated himself.  He does so because he
feels that he is in competition with others.  The unbe-
lieving Pilate knew that the religious leadership of Is-
rael worked against Jesus because of their jealousy and
envy of Jesus.  At the trials of Jesus, Matthew recorded,
“For he [Pilate] knew that because of envy they [the
religious leaders] had delivered Him” (Mt 27:18).  Reli-
gious jealousy was generated in the hearts of the Phari-
sees because Jesus had captivated the hearts of the mul-
titudes.  Great multitudes, therefore, turned their alle-
giance from the Pharisees to Jesus.

Simon, the sorcerer, would be another case.  When
he lost the allegiance of the city of Samaria by the obe-
dience of the people to the gospel, he became bitter (At
8:21-23).  He then sought a means by which he could
regain his fame and position by purchasing the gift of
God (At 8:18,19).

When the position of autocratic leaders is endan-
gered, they often become jealous, envious, and subse-
quently competitively scheme to bring about the down-
fall of those they envy.  When one becomes too popular,
it is always the scheme of the autocratic leader to slan-
der, and thus bring down those with whom he feels he is
in competition for popularity.

The autocratic clergyman can always be identified
by attitudes of jealousy and envy.  He has such attitudes
because of his craving for recognition and position
among the people.  The ego of some religious leaders
lends them to being competitive in their work, and thus
envious of the work of others.  In their envy, they are
quick to criticize another leader and to make judgmen-
tal statements concerning the work of others.  Because
they have separated themselves from others, their jeal-
ousy moves them to be highly critical of those from
whom they have separated themselves.  When the per-
formance of their group falls short of the performance
of a neighboring group, envious leaders are quick to criti-
cize the works of others.

E. Pharisaical leaders are slanderous of others.

Jealousy and envy usually manifest a lack of self

esteem or confidence.  It is the nature of those who have
low self esteem, or lack a great deal of confidence, to be
critical of others.  If one has low self esteem and lacks
confidence, but is autocratic in reference to leadership,
then he is often explosive in his criticism of others.  In
fact, the criticism usually progresses to outright slander.
Envious leadership resorts to speaking lies about others
in order to exalt their own position or to protect their
territory of influence.

Envious leaders are often slanderous (See 3 Jn 9,10).
Bar-jesus was a slanderous man who would “not cease
perverting the right ways of the Lord” (At 13:10).  The
Pharisees had mastered the art of slander.    They slan-
derously accused Jesus (Mt 27:12).  They even made
efforts to bring false witnesses before the Jewish coun-
cil in order to have Jesus condemned during His trials
(Mt 26:59,60).  Pilate knew that they did such because
of envy (Mt 27:18).  The apostle Paul was slandered by
arrogant leaders in the Roman church (Rm 3:8).  John,
the apostle of love, was slandered (3 Jn 9,10).  And it is
because of envy that many righteous men of God have
been falsely accused by those who were driven by envy.

Slander is one of the most vile means by which jeal-
ous and envious leaders deal with one another.  Through
it, characters are defamed and men’s reputations are of-
ten ruined.  Pharisaical leadership is often identified by
those who seek to defame competition in an effort to
maintain position and financial security.  It would be
good for such leaders to fearfully read Proverbs 10:18
(See Ps 15:3; 101:5):

Whoever hides hatred has lying lips,
And whoever spreads slander is a fool.

Pharisaical preachers often play conformity games
in order to keep everyone regimented to their checklist
of rules.  They thus ask among themselves derogatory
questions and make insinuating statements.  “Are you
teaching what has been accepted?”  “You are holding a
controversial position.”  “What is your relationship with
the church?”  “Have you checked that thought with oth-
ers?”  “Who gave you the authority to ... ?”

When I was a young preacher, an older preacher
made a statement to me concerning another preacher who
was challenging the traditional thinking on a point that
was accepted at the time.  He said of the other preacher,
“He is an old man living off by himself.”  I did not first
understand the derogatory sentiment of the statement or
the Pharisaical game the critic was trying to play with
my mind.  He thought that if I believed the person was a
theological hermit, then I would not listen to the “old
man”.
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Young preachers are often the victims of these phari-
saical preacher games.  I would urge young preachers to
listen to the word of God.  Receive no criticism about
the beliefs of another unless you have personally talked
to that person or objectively studied his writings.  Some-
times “old men off by themselves” have some incred-
ible wisdom to be discovered.  At least they are
unintimidated by the status quo, and thus think for them-
selves.

F. Pharisaical leaders use smooth and fair speech.

The context in which Paul used the phrase “smooth
and fair speech” (some translations read: “appealing
words and flattering speech”), was a context wherein he
condemned those who would divide Christians from one
another by binding where God had not bound (Rm
16:17,18).  In the Colossian letter he also referred to the
deceptive speaking of those who would seek to lead the
disciples away.  “And this I say so that no one should
deceive you with persuasive words” (Cl 2:4).

Religious leaders who have ulterior motives that are
outside the truth of God, will often use smooth and fair
speech to accomplish their goals.  It is for this reason
that Christians must always be cautious about those who
would seek to persuade others with “smooth and fair
speech”.  Such speech can be the disguise of a heart that
seeks to draw away disciples after one’s self.  Such
speech can be the cloak for questionable motives by one
who seeks to destroy another.  Leaders must always be
on guard when voicing opinions about the character and
work of others.

G. Pharisaical leaders are arrogant.

Because of their competitive arrogance, some in the
church of Rome slandered, and thus twisted the words
of Paul concerning his teaching on grace (Rm 3:8).  They
affirmed that Paul said, “Let us do evil that good may
come” (Rm 3:8).  And in such a manner will arrogant
leaders behave.  They will twist the teaching of others
in order to exalt themselves.  Peter taught that such people
are untaught and unstable (2 Pt 3:15,16).  And because
of their own ignorance and unstable emotional charac-
ter, they will distort the teachings of others.  They will
even twist the inspired truth that was revealed through
an apostle of Christ.

From the character of those who slanderously spoke
against Paul in Corinth, we would conclude that there
was a spirit of arrogance in the hearts of some in the
Corinthian church.  Their argument against the validity
of Paul’s apostleship manifested their arrogance.  Their

arrogance was quite strong since it was manifested even
though the signs of an apostle had been worked among
them (2 Co 12:12).

When ungodly men covet positions and purse, they
will be relentless against those who would endanger what
they presume to be and have.  Unlike Michael the arch-
angel, who would not speak arrogantly against even the
devil (Jd 9), arrogant leaders have no inhibitions about
twisting the statements of others.  They have no con-
science about quoting others out of context.  They will
read another’s writings between the lines and assume
the author is saying something he never intended to say.
They will arrogantly assume that they are bastions of
the truth because of their studies about the truth (See 1
Tm 1:5-7).  Unfortunately, they never come to a knowl-
edge of the truth because their arrogance blocks them
from understanding that which is essential for correct
biblical interpretation. And that which is essential for
understanding truth is a humble and loving heart.

But in their love of being first, arrogant leaders psy-
chologically project their unrighteous motives and per-
sonalities on others whom they believe are manipulat-
ing the “laity” for their position.  Arrogance is ego run
wild, and thus a pompous preacher is a reference point
for destruction among God’s people.  Arrogant leaders
always produce denominations since they draw people
unto themselves.  And once they have drawn the dis-
ciples unto themselves, they credit their behavior by the
size of their congregation.

H. Pharisaical leaders elevate tradition above Scrip-
ture.

We must not underestimate the power of tradition
and the willingness of men to perpetuate the same as
authority in religion.  When traditional interpretations
of the Scriptures come into the picture, the Pharisaical
leader would rather continue the propagation of twisted
scriptures than restore objective Bible study in order to
correct past mistakes.  For this reason, “prophets” and
“apostles” will continue to arise who will distort the word
of God.  As noted in a previous point, the untaught and
unstable will twist the Scriptures to their own destruc-
tion (2 Pt 3:15,16).

I have always been amazed at what sources of au-
thority preachers, who have ceased study of the Bible,
come up with in order to justify their messages.  By ig-
noring diligent study of the Bible, they will often make
“God-told-me” statements and reveal “dreams” and “vi-
sions” they have supposedly had in order to strike awe
in the hearts of those they seek to impress.  In order to
have some source of authority other than the word of
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God, they will look to their own inventions in order to
convince others that they are representing the voice of
God.

This is not unlike the situation into which Jesus came
in the first century.  If the Pharisees would have objec-
tively understood the Old Testament prophecies in ref-
erence to Jesus, they would have had to accept Him as
the Messiah.  But they refused to see Jesus in prophecy
because of their distorted views of the Messiah.  Jesus
said of them, “You search the Scriptures because in them
you think you have eternal life.  It is these that testify of
Me” (Jn 5:39).  The Pharisees could not objectively un-
derstand the Scriptures because they had a wrong un-
derstanding of the Messiah and the prophesied kingdom
of God.  Their traditional interpretations, therefore,
caused them to distort prophecy to conform to their ma-
terialistic hopes for a restored glory of Israel.  Their can-
onized interpretations hindered objective Bible study and
individual searching of the Scriptures.

One of the greatest denominating factors of the
church in Africa is tradition.  This is a continual struggle
among those who seek to rid themselves of what they
believe is a bondage of the past.  As educated leaders
arise, young leaders see the inconsistency of some tradi-
tions and the bondage it continually brings into their lives
as they seek to adapt to a new and changing world.  Be-
cause of this historical foundation that is built on hon-
ored traditions, Africa will remain very traditional for
many years to come.  Until leaders start reasoning for
themselves and allowing freedom in areas of opinion,
churches will continue to struggle over traditional prac-
tices and traditional interpretations of the word of God.
This struggle will continue until the next generation of
postmodern Africa has established its own traditions over
which the generation that follows them will also struggle.
This is the nature of Africa.

But Africa also has a historical religious past to over-
come.  Because of Africa’s traditional nature, religious
behavioral traditions and interpretations of Scripture that
were imported by missionaries decades ago from Eu-
rope and America have a firm hold on the minds of Afri-
cans.  From America, a legalistic approach to righteous-
ness was brought over to Africa as missionaries came
out of a church that was struggling itself with patterns
of religious behavior that came from Europe.  Since the
African is very traditional, it is difficult to generate origi-
nal African thinking in matters of opinion and original
interpretation and application of Scripture that is truly
African.  It has been difficult for the African to revise
American interpretations and applications of Scripture
in those areas of freedom where God intended that cul-
ture be allowed to play a part in making His word come

alive in our lives.  But I see a time when a new leader-
ship in Africa will lead the way.  There is enlightenment
at the end of the theological tunnel of tradition.

I. Pharisaical leaders are often legalistic.

Of all the problems that promote denominational-
ism, legalism is at the top of the list.  Legalistic thinking
uses tradition as an instrument to create unique parties
that are separate from one another.  Legalism is an atti-
tude that moves a leader to make judgment calls in ref-
erence to other people on the basis of whether others
conform to the established code of conduct that the le-
galists believes is essential in order to maintain righ-
teousness, and thus fellowship with others.  The legalist
will always be on guard in his inspection of others in
order to promote conformity to what he believes is es-
sential for salvation.  His attitude will always lead him
to question those who do not conform to his established
code of belief and conduct.  The legalist is inherently
suspicious of others.

The legalist resorts to a checklist of law that makes
him feel confident that the performance of the checklist
will produce his justification before God.  Add to this
checklist of law numerous traditions of men, and we have
the religious scenario of the legalistic scribes and Phari-
sees in the first century.  Of them Jesus said, “For they
bind up heavy burdens and lay them on men’s shoul-
ders” (Mt 23:4).

The clergy is often legalistic as the scribes and Phari-
sees simply because a legal checklist is a means by which
one can judge the performance and conformity of oth-
ers.  And in being a judge of others, one’s position as an
authoritative interpreter is required in order that adher-
ents are taught the traditions and that the same are obe-
dient to the letter of the law.  The people, therefore, ex-
pect the clergy to know the legal checklist.  This expec-
tation is so great that several years of training in the
“law” (checklist) is often necessary in order to qualify
one for a pastoral position among many denominational
churches.

I was once meeting with a group of denominational
preachers.  During the meeting one particular preacher
was combing through the rule book of his particular de-
nomination in search of a particular point of “law.”  I
noticed in the book that it had numerous highlights and
underlined sentences on every page and in almost every
paragraph.  I asked the preacher, “What are you doing?”
He replied, “This is the book for my existence as a
preacher.”

In the legal system of Judaism, it was the duty of the
scribes to know and interpret the law and tradition.  The
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Pharisees implemented the scribes’ interpretation of the
law in the lives of the people.  For this reason the scribes
and Pharisees are presented together in the inspired
records in their encounters with Jesus.  The lesson is
that in a legal system of religion, “doctors of the law”
become necessary since the “law” becomes so compli-
cated with tradition that only professional interpreters
can understand it.  Add to this fact the lack of willing-
ness on the part of the people to study their Bibles, and
we come up with the perfect environment for profes-
sionals to preside over the minds of the people with the
authority of their interpretations of the law.  In such sce-
narios, churches often make sure that preachers who are
candidates for hiring—sounds like corporate talk—have
degrees that qualify them as “doctors of the law.”  There
is a neo-Judaism still with us today.  The laws are differ-
ent, but the religious system is the same.

Once the “doctors of the law” were established in
the system of Judaism, unity was promoted by intimi-
dating everyone into conformity to the accepted tradi-
tions and interpretations of the doctrinal lawyers.  If one
did not conform to the established codes, debate ensued
(See Mk 7:1-9).

Nothing has changed since the days of the Phari-
sees.  Neopharisees promote unity, but their concept of
unity is deceiving.  Their understanding of unity is based
on conformity to established and excepted methods and
opinions.  Their lectures on unity are actually a disguise
of their efforts to clone disciples into a union that is regu-
lated by a legal compliance to the creeds and traditions
of men.  For this reason, disciples must be on guard to
clearly understand what one actually means when he
trumpets the theme of unity without promoting freedom
in Christ.  Sermons on unity that make no mention of
freedom are usually the proclamations of pharisaical
clone-makers.

When churches become institutionally legalistic in
their attitude and behavior, they present a very challeng-
ing obstacle to their preachers.  The preachers are pres-
sured into conformity for the sake of a salary or the urge
to be accepted.  They must believe and behave as the
established leaders of the church.  In order for the church
to guarantee their conformity, lengthy study in schools
that are approved by the church are required.  When these
preachers write or preach, their research must be from
the accepted authorities of the church.  Their papers must
be footnoted with a host of accepted authorities from
the institution for which they preach.

These requirements place a tremendous burden on
Bible students and sincere young preachers.  Such a re-
ligious atmosphere crushes objective Bible research.  It
intimidates Bible students into conforming to the ac-

cepted theologies and methodologies of the institution
from which one draws his salary.  All such intimidation
locks a church into a time warp that is programmed for
extinction as just another denomination.

Since denominationalism is based on the foundation
of a strict acceptance and compliance to the particular
identity marks of each unique religious group, the preach-
ers of such groups are inherently legalistic in their obe-
dience to their checklist of religious codes.  They must
be in order to promote the existence of their unique party
and means of support.  In order to qualify for a “job” as
a preacher, the preacher is under pressure to know every
article of the checklist of tradition that identifies his po-
tential employer.  Once employed, he must zealously
promote the group’s checklist of laws in order to guar-
antee his job.  In the promotion of each unique check-
list, each preacher becomes legalistic in behavior, and
subsequently denominational in his relationship with
other churches and leaders.

Does all this sound confusing?  It does.  It does be-
cause the desire of men to manufacture denominations
is totally contrary to the spirit of freedom for which Jesus
set us free.  When men promote and perpetuate systems
of religiosity in order to provide a means of livelihood,
and a position as an authoritative interpreter of the “law,”
then the sin of true denominationalism is manifested in
the hearts of the leaders.  It is for this reason that Paul
wrote to Titus in order to explain that the factious man
who functions as a scribe or Pharisee toward others “is
perverted and is sinning, being self condemned” (Ti
3:11).

When the preceding religious system is a part of the
missionary system that represents a particular church, the
church has a mechanism by which to propagate itself to
other areas throughout the world.  Because the financial
lifeline of the missionary is connected to the traditions of
the supporting church or organization, he is obligated to
promote the traditions of those who sign his paycheck.  It
is for this reason that it is difficult for restorationists to
rise out of the ranks of the missionary force throughout
the world.  They are far away from home.  They have
families who live in often hostile environments.  When
they return home to raise funds, they are intimidated into
compromising their beliefs for the sake of raising money
for their work.  They are often placed in the position of
Balaam to compromise their beliefs and behavior for the
sake of their support.  As a result, the denominationalism
of the supporting churches is perpetuated throughout the
world through the one they intimidate into towing the line
of legal purity.  My hat goes off to those world evange-
lists who have not up with this put.

Because of the financial trap of church support, Paul
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chose to support himself as a tentmaker.  He would not
allow himself to be brought into the bondage of those
who would control him by signing his paychecks.  He
thus declared his freedom from the bondage of being
supported by the Corinthians (1 Co 9:15).  He boasted
to them that he preached to them free of the strings of
their checkbooks.  He said, “It would be better for me
to die than that anyone should make my boasting void”
(1 Co 9:15).  Because he supported himself, he could
thus declare his freedom from the support of all men (1
Co 9:19).

Young preachers should listen closely to what Paul
said.  Each preacher must declare his freedom before
those who support him.  If you do not, then the support-
ers will always hold a paycheck over your head in order
to control your mind and ministry.  If you sell your mind
and ministry for a price, you are no better off than Balaam
who ran greedily after money (2 Pt 2:15).  Preachers
who sell their ministry have lost their calling.  They are
preaching for the sake of gain.

J. Pharisaical leaders are obsessed with money.

Of all the points that identify one to be of the profes-
sional clergy, this is probably one of the most telling,
but least admitted by the professional himself.  As men-
tioned before, Peter identified this mark of unrighteous
leadership in the character of Balaam, and those who
would follow his example.  “They have forsaken the right
way and gone astray, following the way of Balaam the
son of Beor, who loved the wages of unrighteousness”
(2 Pt 2:15).  Such men “run greedily after the error of
Balaam for reward” (Jd 11).  The Holy Spirit slipped in
an explanatory note in the book of Luke when He ex-
plained in the midst of the controversies between Jesus
and the Pharisees that the Pharisees were lovers of
money (Lk 16:14).  We cannot but think that worry over
money was behind much of the antagonism of the Phari-
sees against Jesus.  The sin of the Pharisees and Balaam
was that they allowed money to determine their beliefs
and ministry.  In some cases, it developed in their think-
ing a spirit of competition among themselves and those
they opposed.

The Pharisees were so obsessed with money that they
sinned against the law of God in order that their finan-
cial support be guaranteed.  Under the Old Testament
law, the children were to financially provide for their
parents in their old age (Mk 7:9:10).  But the Pharisees
rejected the commandment of God concerning this re-
sponsibility (Mk 7:9).  Jesus said, “But you say, ‘If a
man will say to his father or mother, “Whatever I have
that would help you is Corban”’ (that is to say, given to

God), then you no longer permit him to do anything for
his father or his mother ...” (Mk 7:11,12).  In other words,
the money that was to go to the support of the aged moth-
ers and fathers was claimed by the religious leaders in
order that it go to them.  I would suggest that we never
underestimate the influence money has over the think-
ing of those who run greedily after the error of Balaam.

The Holy Spirit called the practice of determining
one’s message or ministry for the sake of money as an
abomination.  It is an abomination to God simply be-
cause the hireling will twist his message or attack others
for the sake of maintaining his financial security.  As a
result of Paul’s work in Ephesus, the religious business
of idol-making was greatly affected.  It was affected to
the extent of endangering the financial security of those
who were in the idol-making business.  A prominent
leader among the idol makers, Demetrius, subsequently
took the initiative to stir up his fellow idol-makers in
order to turn the people against Paul (At 19:24-26).  His
accusation against Paul to his followers was that their
source of support was endangered (At 19:27).  And if
endangered, their place of religious assemblies was also
endangered (At 19:27).  When the truth affects one’s
personal finances and the traditional place of religious
assembly, look out.

The result of the preceding uprising in Ephesus was
that those who were financially endangered were filled
with wrath (At 19:28).  In their wrath, they motivated
the worshipers to reaffirm their error (At 19:28).  And
then they moved with malice against those who repre-
sented and preached the truth (At 19:29).  When the purse
of the clergy is threatened, expect nothing short of the
reaction that is similar to the reaction of the worshipers
of the temple of Diana in Ephesus.  Religious workers
who see their financial security endangered by the
preaching of the truth will often manifest that they have
been running in the way of Balaam for hire.

Titus was dealing with similar religious leaders.  In
Paul’s encouragement of Titus, he identified these lead-
ers as “rebellious and idle talkers and deceivers” (Ti
1:10).  He informed Titus that their mouths must be
stopped because they were subverting whole households
(Ti 1:11).  The reason their mouths had to be stopped
was because they were teaching false things for the pur-
pose of receiving dishonest gain (Ti 1:11).  Paul exhorted
Titus, “Rebuke them sharply so that they may be sound
in the faith, not giving heed to Jewish fables and com-
mandments of men who turn from the truth” (Ti 1:13,14).
Paul identified the religious leaders as “defiled and un-
believing” (Ti 1:15).  “Even their mind and conscience
are defiled” (Ti 1:15).  He concluded his condemnation
of such religious leaders by saying, “They profess that
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they know God.  But in works they deny Him, being
abominable and disobedient and worthless for any good
work” (Ti 1:16).  Such are very harsh words for breth-
ren who would run greedily after the error of Balaam to
preach for money or distort the truth of God because of
financial support.  It is for this reason that the finan-
cially denominated preacher will often lash out against
any who would endanger the signing of his paycheck
Money changes a man’s focus.

When men take advantage of the sincerity of others
for the sake of gain, then they are guilty of using sincere
believers for their own selfish means.  One becomes a
denominational clergyman when he believes “that
godliness is a means to gain” (1 Tm 6:5).  When a church
is established by one who seeks to use the members of
the church as a “means to gain”, then he is professional
and denominational in his behavior.  He is denomina-
tional because he will guard his group from supposed
“sheep stealers” lest he lose his means of support.  Paul
told Timothy, “From such withdraw yourself” (1 Tm
6:5).  He told Timothy to do this because the one who
has “run greedily after the error of Balaam for reward”
(Jd 11) has judged himself to be using the church as a
means of financial security.

The greedy preacher, therefore, denominates his
group from others in order to protect his means of sup-
port.  He will even stop God’s method of evangelism.
When some of the members of “his church” want to go
out and start another assembly, the one who is using the
church for the sake of gain will often seek to stop such
efforts in order that contributions not leave the church
coffers.  Paul instructed the faithful to withdraw them-
selves from such preachers because their minds are on
money and not kingdom business.  They have lost sight
of the mission of Jesus because of money.  They stop
evangelism in order that their local budgets be main-
tained.  Such was the “error of Balaam”.  These prac-
tices are an abomination to God because the lost are sac-
rificed for salaries.

In Christendom as a whole throughout the world,
there is a tidal wave of people moving to small assem-
blies in homes.  They have discovered the failure of the
corporate institutional church and the dynamics of small
groups of Christians meeting together for the purpose of
community outreach.  In order to restore relational Chris-
tianity, those who are seeking to know one another bet-
ter have discovered that only in small group meetings
this can be accomplished.  To move the church from
house to house into all the world, they have discovered
that they must move away from the confines of station-
ary places of meeting in order to take their Christian
behavior back to their homes and into their immediate

communities.
But with this restoration of New Testament house

assemblies, there has been an onslaught of criticism from
the established and institutional churches.  The criticism
is across the board with all religious groups.  Institu-
tional churches are usually posting their opposition for
two reasons: control and money.  In their opposition,
some institutional church leaders have admitted that the
financial foundation of their struggling churches is be-
ing eroded by those who seek to meet in homes.  Unfor-
tunately, such leaders have led themselves to believe that
unless all members of a particular church meet together
as a financially denominated group of contributors, they
have no financial power to work or control contributed
funds.  Such arguments for single-assemblies of the
church are carnal, an abomination to the Lord.  If you
are wondering how house assemblies can evangelisti-
cally reach a world for Christ, then determine how the
church in Jerusalem, Antioch or Ephesus collected and
supported evangelists while meeting in houses through-
out those cities.  If you find no directions on how they
did such, then conclude two things:  First, it was accom-
plished in the first century, and second, since there are
no directions on how such was accomplished, you have
freedom to work out how you will do it today.

The point is that the church must never be viewed
with a corporate church mentality.  It is the church, not
some corporation that executive financiers manipulate
in order to produce a product for sale.  God’s work is not
dependent on money.  If it is, then why does the church
grow faster among the poor than among the rich?  Maybe
God is trying to preach a sermon to the financial de-
nominationalist and the professional clergy who think
that God’s mission to the world is regulated by money.

K. Pharisaical leaders are professionals.

The church is under commandment to support those
who preach the gospel to the lost.  “Even so the Lord
has commanded that those who preach the gospel
should live from the gospel” (1 Co 9:14).  Since the
gospel – the good news about the cross and resurrection
– is preached to the lost, not the believer, for the be-
liever already has heard and obeyed the gospel, then it is
imperative that the church support evangelists to preach
to the lost.  John reinforced this principle by deduction
in 3 John.  He argued that since the evangelists “went
forth for the sake of the Name, taking nothing from the
Gentiles ... we ought to show hospitality [support] to
such men so that we might be fellow workers for the
truth” (3 Jn 7,8).  The evangelists went forth to preach
the Name of Jesus to the lost.  We, therefore, should
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support them.  They did not take up a contribution from
the Gentiles to whom they preached.  We, therefore,
should support them.  If we would be fellow workers
with preachers who are preaching to the lost, then we
must support them.  When a preacher “goes forth” to
preach the gospel to the lost, then he deserves to be sup-
ported by those who stay home.

But what about those who have made it their profes-
sion to be teachers for the saved?   According to the
instructions of Paul, shepherd/teachers are to be sup-
ported with double salary (1 Tm 5:17).  One salary is for
living and the other is for helping the needy.  Though
Paul supported himself during most of his ministry
among the Corinthians, he had a right to receive their
support (1 Co 9:3-7).  It is right for those who are taught
in the word to support those who teach all good things
(Gl 6:6).  Those who do minister the word of God to the
sheep of God have a right to be supported in some way.

The problem with the term “full-time” is that it has
come to refer to one whose profession it is to do reli-
gious work.  Such a one is known for being a “man of
the cloth.”  He often has “his church” from which he
draws his means of financial security.  Some churches
require this person to have a diploma or degree from
some accepted religious college or university.  A title
such as “reverend”, “pastor” or “doctor” is placed be-
fore the “Doctor of Theology,” and thus we have a full
blown professional clergy that is set apart from the laity,
the people.  Such concepts are nowhere found in Holy
Scripture, neither in the historical records of the church
for three centuries after the establishment of the church.

In the denominated religious world, once the pro-
fessional clergy is established, there is tremendous in-
timidation within the clergy that every “pastor” conform
to the accepted code of the religious institution that signs
his paycheck.  Nicodemus felt this pressure when he
came to Jesus at night in order not to be discovered by
his peers (Jn 3:1,2).  Many of the priests of Judaism
waited several years after the establishment of the church
before they obeyed the gospel (At 6:7).  They waited
because of the intimidation of the Pharisees.  Clergy-
men play on the feelings of young preachers to be ac-
cepted by the established hierarchy of clergymen.  They
play political church games in order that all fall in line
with the norms of those they believe are the noted preach-
ers in the brotherhood.

Professionalism is always identified by a spirit of
competition.  Since the clergyman is a professional, it is
easy for a preacher to develop a competitive spirit in
reference to other preachers.  When preachers compete
for positions with large churches, they are in competi-
tion with one another.  When preachers establish pro-

grams with feelings of doing better than someone else,
they are professional, using the work of the church as a
playing field to carry out their competitive feelings with
their fellow preachers.  The problem with a competitive
spirit is that one is often driven to the position of criti-
cizing another’s work in order to exalt his own.  Bring
this competitive spirit into the realm of fundraising from
churches, and some ungodly speech invariably comes
out of the mouth of the professional who is competing
for support.  He will often criticize the work of another
in order to recruit support for his own program.  There
is an old English word for this practice.  It is the word
“gainsaying.”  A gainsayer will speak evil of another’s
work in order to gain support for his own work (See Rm
10:21; Jd 11).

Once the clergy is established within a religious
group, it is difficult for one of that clergy to initiate a
restorational paradigm shift.  Fellow clergymen are quick
to bring “radicals” and “controversialists” into line
through intimidation and defamation of character.  The
clergy will, as Diotrephes, speak malicious words against
their fellow preachers.  Pulpits and lectureship platforms
will be used as instruments of intimidation to bring back
into line those who walk contrary to either tradition or
established power structures.  Restorationists who may
arise in such fellowships are usually kicked out of the
“synagogues” (church buildings), stoned with tongues,
and slandered in order to generate suspicion in the minds
of the church concerning their person and teaching.  Pro-
fessional clergymen rarely deal honorably with those
who do not march according to their beat.  It is for this
reason that few restorationists arise from the ranks of
the professional clergy.  The security of their livelihood
dominates their courage.

As previously mentioned, the past three decades have
seen a tremendous surge of interest in and movement to
house (cell) churches throughout the world.  This phe-
nomenon has grown out of a desire of believers to es-
tablish a more relational behavior among themselves and
an evangelistic outreach in communities.  Small groups
of believers have gone to their homes in order to escape
the cold ceremonial traditionalism and indifferent rela-
tionships that are characteristic with assembly-oriented
institutional churches.  As would be expected, the pro-
fessional preaching fraternity, or those who feel that they
must maintain control over the hearts and minds of indi-
vidual believers, has often risen in opposition to this
worldwide restoration of relational Christianity.

In view of the definition of the professional preacher,
it is easy to understand why this opposition has arisen.
The clergy seeks to maintain control.  But the house
church member seeks the personal headship of Jesus
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alone.  The clergy seeks to secure his financial base.
But the house church member, though often sending his
contributions to collective church coffers, is seeking to
meet the direct needs of those he or she encounters in a
living room environment.  The clergy seeks to be the
center of reference to all that happens in the church.  The
house church members seek to have Jesus only as their
center of reference.  The clergy wants “his church”, and
thus the house church appears to disinvest the owner-
ship of the church by the clergy.  The establishment of
house churches threatens many practices of the estab-
lished clergy.  And rightly so.  Multiple-assembly
churches naturally weaken the dominant control the
clergy has over the members of the church.

Unfortunately, when one develops the spirit of a pro-
fessional, his position and validity is assured by the num-
ber of people he can gather before him.  The larger the
assembly, the more secure the supported professional
is.  Once one’s ego has been satisfied by great numbers,
professional pulpiteers judge their skills by the rise or
fall of the attendance.  Some elders use attendance and
contribution records as standards of judgment by which
to determine the success of their preacher.  Everyone
knows this, though nothing is usually said.  As a result,
insecure preachers thumb through attendance cards on
Sunday afternoon in order to determine how long they
will stay at a particular church.  When it comes to atten-
dance and support, there is a certain unspoken paranoia
among professionals that often warps their view of their
success as a preacher.  When something happens that
threatens support, the professional will sometimes do
and say things he later regrets.  But such is the spirit of
professionalism that has so many good preachers in the
bondage of those who sign their paychecks.  Preachers
are usually innocent of professionalism, but the churches
for which they preach have often forced them into being
professionals.  I like what Paul said to the Corinthians
on this matter in reference to the financial support of the
church.  “I am free from all men!” (1 Co 9:19).

Another manifestation of professionalism among
preachers is the attempt of some to legally copyright the
truth.  Plagiarism is the word-for-word copying of an-
other author’s writings, and then claiming that those
words are his own.  It includes the manner by which one
presents his material.  Such is dishonest, and in the liter-
ary legal world, against the law.  Even the theme or plot
of a book can be copyrighted in order that another not
steal one’s original story.

The professional clergy often confuses the original
ideas of man and the revelation of God’s word.  The
professional often assumes that his study and writing of
biblical truth can be copyrighted.  It is plagiarism to copy

another’s material word-for-word and claim such as one’s
own words.  But biblical truth cannot be copyrighted.  It
is the presumption of a professional clergy that biblical
truth can be claimed as one’s own thoughts.  If I through
my studies discover truth in the word of God, and then
write such in a book, you have free access to that truth.
I can stake no claim to the truth by seeking to copyright
God’s revelation.  I have no claim to originality of bibli-
cal truth, and thus have no claim to assume that biblical
truth originated with me.  If you read my book, learn
biblical truth through my studies, then the truth is yours
as a gift of God.  You have no obligation to give me
credit for truth you have discovered in God’s word
through the reading of my book.  It would only be arro-
gant capitalism on my part to think that you should give
me credit for truth you learned that originated with God
Himself.

I was once sitting in an audience when a brother stood
up and announced to others a Bible course that he had
written and was about to publish.  In reference to the
part of the course that dealt with obedience to the gos-
pel, he wanted to make it clear that his idea of obedi-
ence to the gospel by immersion originated with me.  I
felt very uncomfortable about this announcement and
told him so.  For me to assume originality to the biblical
truth that immersion was in obedience to the death, burial
and resurrection of Jesus would endanger my soul.  Be-
cause the brother lived in a very capitalistic society, he
felt obligated to give credit to me for a biblical truth he
read in one of my books.  The pressure of being accused
of plagiarism moved him to do something that was con-
trary to God’s free revelation of the truth to all men,
regardless of the medium by which he learned that truth.

In the capitalistic professionalism of some societies
I have seen some writers who think they have a copy-
right on the truth of God’s word.  Such is a sign of mate-
rialistic capitalism and a manifestation of some who
would use the truths of God’s word as a means for gain.
In the world of the professional clergy, some men have
exalted themselves through their efforts to copyright the
truth for the sake of profit.

L. Pharisaical leaders focus on academics and posi-
tion.

The professional positions of the pharisaical leader
is identified by an emphasis on institutional education,
which education is often used as a theological wall that
separates the clergy from the laity.  In the religious soci-
ety of Judaism, the scribes and Pharisees dominated the
theological arena.  In comparison to their education, they
viewed the leaders of Jesus’ disciples as simply “un-
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educated and ordinary men” (At 4:13).  The apostles
were judged uneducated because they had no formal edu-
cation from the accepted theological institutions within
the educational system of Judaism.  They were ordinary
in comparison to the pomp that was characteristic of
those who were accepted in the religious society of
Jerusalem because of their education.

Many churches have long since moved into an era
where resumes (CVs) without degrees are placed at the
bottom of the pile.  One traditional religious group in
South Africa requires that their preachers have eight years
of theological studies before they can be ordained as
preachers in the churches of their fellowship.  The theo-
logical schools of church fellowships have for many
years moved into the age where theological schools take
pride in accreditation, which accreditation often takes
their policy making outside the leadership of the church
and places it under the authority of a civil state or orga-
nization of denominational theological schools outside
their fellowship.  These churches have now relinquished
the right to train their own evangelists.  Their responsi-
bility and right to train their own evangelists have been
relinquished to institutions outside the equipping respon-
sibilities of the church.  They have submitted the educa-
tion of their evangelists to parachurch educational insti-
tutions that function apart from the church.  This is the
world of pastoral professionalism.  It is a world of com-
petition where preacher applications are valued by the
level and number of degrees tagged behind the
applicant’s name.  It is a world where one’s knowledge
of the Bible and work in the vineyard takes second place
to professional education in the institutions of “higher”
theological education.

As the director of a church-sponsored school that is
focused on equipping those who have devoted them-
selves to the ministry of the saints and evangelism of
the world, I often receive requests from students to offer
some degree.  The pressure from the denominational
world has developed a competitive environment wherein
our men feel that they must compete with the degrees of
the professionally trained clergy.  Everyone else is
“degreed”, and thus we have led ourselves to believe

that to have some sort of credibility in this arena of com-
petition, we must also have a few letters behind our
names.

Denominationalism is identified by a clergy that is
professional.  The clergy is officially ordained after years
of professional education.  It is certainly not wrong to
seek education in the word of God from every source
possible, for you are reading this book in order to be a
better evangelist.  In fact, it would be negligent on the
part of God’s people to refuse to continually educate
themselves in the word (See 2 Tm 2:15).  However, to
do so in order to gain advantage over another or to be
considered spiritually superior to a fellow brother, is
competitive in spirit.  Some have become no different
than those who hang framed degrees on office walls in
order to impress and exalt themselves above those who
enter.  While carrying on a theological discussion with
someone before their office desk, they glance occasion-
ally at their educational trophy in order to remind the
humble opponent in the discussion that they have the
upper educational hand.  Professionalism in the clergy
separates the clergy from the people, and thus assumes
that the clergy is of another class of spirituality than the
people.

Some religious groups are locked into a religious
time warp by a clergy who fears for their positions and a
salary that would provide for their families.  One would
ask, therefore, How are those who are in such situations
able to initiate a restoration to simple New Testament
Christianity?  This is not an easy question to answer
simply because of the tremendous religious machinery
in which many preachers are caught.  It will take great
courage on the part of those preachers who are caught in
such systems to come out.  They are usually cast out
before they voluntarily come out.  But praise and honor
must go to those men who have taken the initiative
throughout the centuries to courageously stand up and
say to their denomination and peers, “Whether it is right
in the sight of God to give heed to you more than to
God, you judge.  For we cannot but speak the things that
we have seen and heard” (At 4:19,20).

Because we often do not recognize that we are be-
having in a sectarian manner, we must move into the feel-
ings and emotions that cause denominational division.  We

must seek to identify our own thinking and emotions con-
cerning a sectarian spirit that continually plagues the har-
mony of the church at any time in history.

Chapter 8

WONDERING WHERE YOU ARE?
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There is a psychology about sectarianism that is of-
ten difficult to identify in our own lives.  On the other
hand, it may be easy to identify, but difficult to confess.
We accuse others of being infected with the virus, but
fail to look at our own beliefs and behavior.  So unless
we dig deep into our own thinking, we will never dis-
cover the root cause of a behavior that is contrary to the
unity that is inherent among those who have obeyed the
gospel.

Every person who claims to be a Christian must even-
tually question whether he or she is manifesting a spirit
of exclusion in reference to other baptized believers.  If
one does not do some real soul-searching in this matter,
then certainly he or she will eventually separate himself
from others in both spirit and behavior.  If one discovers
in his soul-searching that he is sectarian and denomina-
tional in belief and behavior, then there are some seri-
ous New Testament teachings with which one must deal.
A sectarian disposition and behavior is contrary to the
very nature of the universal oneness of the body of Christ.
It is a practice that attacks the very heart of the fellow-
ship of the church.

I have discovered that it is difficult for most people
to acknowledge the fact that they might have a sectarian
spirit about other people who profess to be Christian.
When we believe that we have a special claim on resto-
ration theology and truth, and thus think we have fully
restored the New Testament church, our thinking often
blocks our self-examination.  Some are often so sure of
themselves in their restoration heritage that they think it
inconceivable that they could be denominational in their
own relationships with others.  To even suggest that the
church could become or is denominational in some ar-
eas of the world is often rejected because we have as-
sumed that such could never happen.  But in some cases
it has.

There are those, however, who have just acknowl-
edged and accepted the fact that they are just another
denomination.  Some of these have unfortunately re-
signed themselves to the heretical thought that God ac-
cepts denominational behavior.  However, there are those
of us who firmly believe that this is certainly not what
God would have among His children.  Since there is no
happy outcome at the end of the road to apostasy away
from the truth, we should be greatly concerned about
venturing onto that road.  It is a road about which Paul
said is filled with the potholes of “all deception of wick-
edness among those who perish” because those on this
road do not receive the love of the truth.  It is a road that
ends in condemnation because men “did not believe the
truth, but took pleasure in wickedness” (See 2 Th 2:9-
12).  Don’t go down that road.

The Protestant world is filled with an assortment of
churches that have claimed to have reformed “to” the
church of the New Testament.  But because they had no
real theology of restoration, tradition and humanistic
theologies have diverted them from reaching their de-
sired goals.  There are also those who have claimed a
final restoration of the New Testament church.  It is of-
ten those of this heritage who have a difficult time un-
derstanding the fact that both reformation and restora-
tion movements circle around and become denomina-
tional within themselves.  When they do circle around,
it is very difficult for them to admit that they have be-
come sectarian and denominational in their belief and
behavior.

And then there are those who have claimed to have
restored the “Pentecostal” church of the New Testament.
Their vibrant assemblies and emotional outbursts which
are ascribed to the Holy Spirit are a supposed proof that
the church that was established in Acts 2 on the day of
Pentecost has been restored.  This movement is based
on little biblical knowledge.  “Pastors” rely on “God-
told-me” statements in order to reassure adherents that
they are speaking for God.  Unfortunately, the “pastor”
in the church on the next block is also saying “God told
me.”  However, he speaks a different message, adding
to the confusion that prevails throughout the Pentecost/
charismatic movement.  Emotions have supplanted the
word of God, and thus churches are carried to and fro
after the latest subjective “prophecy” or “vision” of those
who depend more on man than the word of God.

Regardless of where each one of us is in reference
to our thinking, we must continually seek out the word
of God and read.  Anyone who does not feel that he must
be reminded of where he should be is on his way away
from God.  It is for this reason that any true restoration
effort is identified by those who are diligently searching
the Scriptures in order to discover the will of God (See
At 17:11).

Whatever your specific case may be, I would like to
challenge you with the following thoughts that might
help to determine if you harbor a sectarian attitude that
has given birth in your life to the practice of denomina-
tionalism.  I write this review of the preceding chapters
in order to clearly identify the problem and to stimulate
some serious self-evaluation concerning our possible ex-
clusiveness that is carried out in denominational behav-
ior.  This is necessary because most people do not be-
lieve that they are sectarian in their attitudes and de-
nominational in their behavior.  They usually resent be-
ing approached with the possibility that they are.  They
know that denominationalism is wrong among God’s
people, but they have never considered the fact that they
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may be that which they condemn.  This is a very dis-
comforting thought, and thus most religious leaders sim-
ply ignore the subject.  But as God’s people, we do not
have the option of turning our thinking away from this
subject.

A. Sectarian denominational concerns:

Admittedly, the following points are my subjective
judgments.  You have the right to ignore or revise them.
You even have the right to disagree.  Nevertheless, they
are set forth for the purpose of identifying denomina-
tional practices that result from a sectarian spirit.
Whether you agree or disagree with my definition, you
must admit that the content of each point sets forth some-
thing that is contrary to the spirit of New Testament
Christianity.  It is for this reason that we must challenge
ourselves continually to rethink our attitudes and behav-
ior in reference to sectarian-denominationalism.

1.  Obsession with control:  The sectarian-denomi-
national person feels that his control over the affairs of
the local church where he preaches or is a leader is threat-
ened when challenged with the work and leadership of
others inside or outside his group.  He is thus very pro-
tective of his position and his group.  His protectionism
lends him to being suspicious about what he considers
competitive leadership, innovative programs of work,
or personalities that may have more influence over his
group than he has.  He continually feels threatened by
other leaders, feeling that he must guard his position
from those who might take control.  In order to guard
his leadership, he separates his group from others, often
launching slanderous attacks against other leaders in or-
der to keep his adherents away from influences outside
his group.

2.  Obsession with territory:  The sectarian-denomi-
national person feels that there is a territory within which
his local group meets that cannot be invaded by those
who live outside this territory and are not “members of
his church”.  His claim to a territory is often a cover for
a spirit of control over those members who are within
his territory.  When other churches are working within
his territory, he feels threatened in the sense that he might
lose members to the invading churches, and subsequently
lose his financial base.

Territorial protectionism is sometimes the result of
the denominated church feeling embarrassed about not
being evangelistic in its own community.  When others
“come close” in their evangelistic outreach, the luke-
warm or stagnant church is embarrassed, and thus terri-
torially defensive.

The sectarian-denominational person often seeks dis-
cussions with the threatening invaders of his territory in
order to work out territorial boundaries.  When the
boundaries are established, then the sectarian denomi-
nationalist withdraws himself within his boundaries and
keeps others out.  By doing such, his isolationist spirit is
manifested and his denominational behavior confirmed.

3.  Obsession with competition:  As the leader of a
particular church, the sectarian leader believes that he
must be consulted before supposed competition enters
his realm of work or self-designated area of responsibil-
ity.  He has voted himself into the office of territorial
guard over his domain.  Those who are not a member of
his party must receive his permission before making any
invasions into his claimed territory of ministry.  He feels
hurt if permission is not first granted.  But he is con-
fused.  His hurt feelings are the result of viewing other
Christians in a competitive role.  He thus psychologi-
cally projects his competitive feelings on others, think-
ing they are in competition with him for territory and
converts.

4.  Obsession with decisions:  The sectarian
denominational person seeks official decisions in refer-
ence to catechism and creed concerning methodology
or biblical interpretation.  His assumption is that church
decisions must be made in areas of opinion in order to
establish unity in the church.  Since he believes that “di-
vision” is caused when others do not conform to the es-
tablished methodologies and interpretations of his group,
he assumes that others are guilty of “dividing the church”
because they do not conform to accepted traditions.  The
sectarian denominationalist’s answer to division is to es-
tablish a “synod” wherein decisions can be made to “es-
tablish unity in the church” on the foundation of agreed
upon teachings, work, territory or interpretations.

5.  Obsession with names:  The sectarian
denominational person feels that the unique name of his
church is sacred, whether derived from the New Testa-
ment or the mental gymnastics of an imaginative reli-
gious leader.  The name of his church is sacred because
it identifies those of his party.  The name thus maintains
his party’s separation from other groups who do not con-
form to his traditions in methodology, interpretation, or
simply submit to his control.  He believes that names
are so important in labeling those of his party that if
such names were deleted, his party would lose its iden-
tity.

6.    Obsession with conformity:  The sectarian de-
nominationalist feels that his “catechism” of teaching is
without question, and must be conformed to by all who
would be of the truth and in fellowship with his party.
He believes that respecting the traditional way of doing
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things and traditional interpretations are necessary in or-
der to promote peace and unity.  If conformity to the
established traditions is violated,  he feels deeply dis-
comforted.  Because of this discomfort, he seeks to bind
conformity on the succeeding generation of the church
in order to perpetuate that which he received from his
fathers.

7.  Obsession with methods and opinions:  The sec-
tarian denominational person is offended when others
point out the fact that he has moved matters of method-
ology or opinion in interpretation into the realm of fun-
damental or salvational teaching.  Since he has long for-
gotten that there is freedom in matters of opinion, he
judges others as liberal or false if they do not conform
to his “systematic theology” that is actually encumbered
with tradition and opinion.  In order to guard his posi-
tion and guarantee the existence of his party, he freely
labels those with whom he disagrees as either liberal or
false teachers.

8.  Obsession with making judgments:  The sectar-
ian denominationalist will feel threatened by the litera-
ture or speeches of those who are not of his party.  He
will write off those with whom he may disagree on only
one point.  He will stop reading the book when he comes
to a point with which he disagrees with the author.  Since
he has convinced himself that he has already established
the truth, then he feels that no one outside his own party
can know or discover any point of truth.  Therefore, he
will usually not read or listen to someone outside his
own party.  He thus separates himself from everyone
outside his own circle of friends in order to maintain his
unique party.  He will shun any preacher with whom he
disagrees on a particular point.  He will ban from “his
pulpit” those he has labeled either liberal or legal.

9.  Obsession with bondage:  The sectarian
denominational person is often fearful, if not paranoid,
about the biblical teaching of freedom in Christ.  His
sense of control and dependence on traditional methods
and interpretations move him to fear any possible change
from the past.  Such would disrupt his denomination and
bring into question his religious system of behavior.

One of the greatest threats against the truth of the
gospel that brings freedom is legalistic religiosity.  This
was the first threat against the early church, which threat
prompted what is believed the writing of the first scrip-
tures of the New Testament, the letter to the Galatians.
The threat has continued throughout the centuries as re-
ligious people seek to bring themselves under the bond-
age of religious traditions that are added to the behavior
of believers and a legal application of New Testament
principles.  Leaders see themselves as defenders of their
heritage, confusing the traditions of their heritage with

the word of God.  In their obsession with their tradi-
tional heritage, they alienate themselves from one an-
other into unique groups, which groups now make up
the Protestant world.

B. Judging our reaction to sectarian-denomination-
alism:

Paul wrote, “Examine yourselves as to whether you
are in the faith.  Test your own selves ...”  (2 Co 13:5).  I
do not think that we would be stretching this passage to
include the examination of ourselves in reference to a
possible spirit of sectarianism that we may harbor in ref-
erence to others who differ with us in matters of tradi-
tion and opinion.  The spirit of restoration tells us to
continually look at ourselves in order to determine if we
are exclusive in attitude and divisive in behavior.  Since
being undenominational is abstract, we may have diffi-
cultly in determining if we are sectarian and denomina-
tional in behavior

When presented with the fact that we might be sec-
tarian in attitude and denominational in practice, how
do we react to such a possibility?

One of those penetrating passages of Scripture that
should be at the forefront of our thinking in reference to
this subject is Colossians 2:8.  “Beware lest anyone take
you captive through philosophy and vain deceit accord-
ing to the tradition of men, according to the elementary
principles of the world, and not according to Christ.”
Sectarian-denominationalism is a philosophy.  It is vain
deceit according to the traditions of men.  It is a religi-
osity that takes one’s mind off Christ and places it pri-
marily on the traditions of men.  If one believes such
vain philosophies and is deceived by the supposed au-
thority of the traditions of men, then he has been taken
into captivity.

In order to exemplify the authority of Christ over
the authority that is imposed by the philosophies and
traditions of men, Paul continued the thought of Colos-
sians 2:8 in verse 9.  “For in Him [Christ] all the full-
ness of Deity dwells in bodily form.”  When a person
reacts with hostility to attacks on his denominational tra-
ditions and philosophies, then he does not understand
the absolute authority of Christ.  Paul would remind those
who react defensively to the fact that they honor their
denomination over Christ with the following words:
“And you are complete in Him, who is the head of all
principality and power” (Cl 2:10).  It is Christ first,
church second.  We are complete in Christ.

The church exists because of the fact that Jesus is
the Christ and Son of God (Mt 16:16-18).  Christ does
not exist because of the existence of the church.   In his
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defense of his party, the sectarian denominationalist loses
his focus on the One to whom all glory and allegiance
must go.  His defense is first to his party, and then to
Christ.  But we must not forget that we are subjects to

the One in whom the fullness of Deity dwells.  We are
who we are because of who He was.  We must never
reverse this order lest we seek our own glory.

Generally speaking, in the environment of a reli-
giously complex and divided Christendom, we must con-
tinue to walk down the long and narrow road of restora-
tion to the behavior of simple New Testament relational
Christianity that seeks to do the work of God.  But in
order to continue this walk, there is some traditional bag-
gage we have picked up along the way that must be sac-
rificed.  The baggage is cumbersome and sometimes very
Western.  In many cases, it has diverted us from our
course.  It has often brought us into bondage, and thus
once again has made us slaves to the regulations of man.
Nevertheless, we must sacrifice anything that destroys
our freedom in Christ.  If these sacrifices are not made,
we will never arrive at our destination or accomplish
the work of God.  We will simply take our seat among
the host of denominational churches of Christendom and
content ourselves that this is the way it must be.

The road to restoration is not a comfortable journey.
It is not because along the way we must make some very
uncomfortable discoveries and decisions.  We may dis-
cover that some of our cherished religious beliefs and
traditions must be sacrificed for the sake of restoring
the work of God in our lives.  If we take the road of
restoration, any “theological” dogma or tradition that
has been invented in order to promote and maintain sec-
tarian-denominationalism, must be thoroughly examined.
If necessary, such must be sacrificed for the sake of be-
ing what God intended we should be as the functioning
organism of the body that is to be the salt of the world.
Doing this will involve the possibility that we have made
traditional some favorite beliefs and systems of func-
tion that hinder the impact of Christians on the world.
We will possibly discover some doctrines that have no
biblical foundation whatsoever.  If any belief we may
examine does not stand the test of Scripture, then with-
out question our quest to follow God’s instructions must
have priority over traditional beliefs.  True restoration-
ists know that they must take the risk of sacrificing cher-
ished traditions and dogma that do not stand the test of
scriptural scrutiny.  They are willing to change their prac-
tical function as Christians in order to carry out God’s
desires in their lives.

This brings us to a long held theology that was born
out of an era of religious conflict and Western individu-
alism.  Religious movements are often born out of times
of conflict.  Reactionary theologies are often invented
when men come into conflict with one another.  Indi-
viduals take positions.  Lines are drawn.  In order for
each party to guard its theological territory, doctrines
are often put together in order to keep the enemy out of
one’s camp.  Such, I believe, was the environment that
gave rise to a Western view of church autonomy.  As a
result, the teaching of autonomy has in many situations
become another definition of denominational behavior.

In the religious world of denominationalism, new
denominational groups continue to rise out of an envi-
ronment of power, dominance, and a need for financial
security.  A preacher (“pastor”) stands up and calls people
unto himself.  A group is formed.  A sectarian attitude is
developed in order to solidify the group against outside
influences.  The leader proclaims the group’s indepen-
dence (autonomy), and thus a new denomination is
formed.  The financial foundation of the leader is se-
cured and the group carries on in a religious world of
similar independent churches, all professing their unique-
ness and autonomy (independence) from one another.
Each one is guarding the uniqueness of its enclave of
doctrine and behavior in order to function autonomously
from one another.

When one understands the universality of the body
of Christ, it is difficult to understand why divisive camps
are developed and maintained in the church under the
umbrella of a teaching that promotes exclusion.  I do not
believe the New Testament teaches that God gave a right
to individuals to separate themselves from the universal
church or one another under the disguise of church au-
tonomy.  Regardless of Christians meeting in different
assemblies on Sunday morning, individual Christians are
not autonomous from one another, but universally inter-
dependent on one another.

The very nature of the church is universality.  The
very nature of the authority of Christ is universal.
The nature of the great commission is “all the world”.
The headship of our King extends over the global

Chapter 9
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community of His church.  How “local” assemblies
throughout the world could somehow lead themselves
into dividing into different parties is an enigma of resto-
ration theology and history.  There is a core nature
about the Western definition of autonomy that is con-
trary to the universal fellowship of the church.

Part of the problem in defining autonomy is that the
common definition of the word is loaded with Western
culture.  In the formative years of American history, in-
dividualism built America.  Young pioneers left their fa-
thers, mothers and relatives and struck out on their own
for the West.  The American would not be dictated to by
a European power.  Individualism led to political inde-
pendence.  It led to an individual rebellion against reli-
gious synods and popes in order to “speak where the
Bible speaks.”  Individualism was the engine that brought
a nation into existence, and since has sustained it in a
world wherein it is willing to stand alone in wars to help
others gain freedom.  Unilateral political and military
function is a Western culture that was built on a strong
history of individualism.

To think that this individualism would not determine
the Western church’s definition of church autonomy,
would certainly be ignoring the very process of how
words are defined.  Our history defines the words of our
dictionary.  Therefore, Western theological dictionaries,
and thus Western religious books, are loaded with West-
ern individualism in their definition of “church au-
tonomy”.  Those books, and their individualism in ref-
erence to church autonomy, have been circulated
throughout the world.  For over a century, the rest of the
world has struggled with the doctrine of church au-
tonomy because the teaching has been exported to them
with the definitions of a foreign dictionary.

When several individualistic Westerners assemble
together in a common assembly, declare themselves as
an “established church”, their understanding of church
autonomy is different than when the same is done in
most other cultures of the world.  As a group (church),
the Westerners are declaring their independence, their
right to separate control over their own affairs, and thus
isolation from others.  They do such in order to stand for
themselves without the influence of other groups who
have taken the same stand.  In their institutional devel-
opment, they form an indigenous group that is able to
stand alone and function separately from others.  This is
Western culture.  Now to say they as churches are not
functioning in a denominational manner in reference to
one another is to ignore the very definition of the word
“denomination”.  But this is not necessarily the way the
rest of the world of Christians want to function in their
relationship with one another, regardless of where they

assemble on Sunday.  And, I would add that I do not see
this system of function in the New Testament as Chris-
tians throughout the world then sought to function as
one universal church.

I was once discussing the subject of autonomy over
a kitchen table with a beloved African preacher.  He made
the statement, “The doctrine of church autonomy is so
unAfrican.”  And such it is, if we use a Western defini-
tion.  African culture is built on the foundation of an-
cient tribalism and extended families.  The tribe extended
over vast territories.  But it was still one tribe.  Extended
families often made up the entire village.  I have come
to the understanding that the independence of groups of
Christians who are isolated from one another is a west-
ern theology that was carved out of the independent in-
dividualism of the American West.

People of the West may cherish being independent
from one another and individual in order to do their own
thing.  But this is not the African way.  My preacher
friend taught me, “In Africa we are interdependent on
one another, not independent of one another.”  What a
beautiful statement to apply to the nature of Christian
fellowship.  The West could learn a lot from Africa in
reference to fellowship.

The teaching of church autonomy in a Western dic-
tionary, therefore, is defined as denominationalism
within the fellowship of those who have a common doc-
trine.  We must keep in mind that denominational-
ism is not caused solely by doctrinal heresy.  It is
caused by bringing into the church a spirit of indi-
vidualistic separateness.  It is caused by excluding
believers from one another, regardless of doctrine,
though often because of doctrine.  To believe that de-
nominationalism is caused solely by doctrinal error
would allow ourselves to be led into the complacency of
behavioral hypocrisy in the midst of a religiously di-
vided world.  While condemning the “denominations”
for their denial of the universal church by denominating
the church over doctrines, we often hypocritically make
our accusations from the position of a divided fellow-
ship within the church.  Declaring independence on the
grounds of autonomy can never be used as a disguise for
denominationalism.

In dictionaries the definition of autonomy has vari-
ous meanings.  Any dictionary will give definitions as,
“independent in government”, “having the right of self-
government”, and “functioning independently of other
parts.”  These are Western definitions of the word.  When
we bring these definitions into the use of the word in a
biblical context, there are some problems, depending on
the culture from which you are coming in applying any
particular aspect of definition.  This is especially true if
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one understands autonomy from the view point of West-
ern individualism.  If you are coming from a Protestant
religious world view, there are also some complicated
problems in using this word in reference to the fellow-
ship of the universal church.  Self-governing and inde-
pendent denominations see themselves as separate from
one another.  In fact, in a religious context, the denomi-
national relationship of independent Protestant churches
would be the natural and practical manner by which the
word “autonomy” would be defined.  And in many situ-
ations, this is how the Western church has come to de-
fine and practice church autonomy.

We define a word by our behavior.  When two groups
of Christians across the street from one another refuse
to have anything to do with one another, and thus claim
autonomy as a justification for their behavior, then they
have defined autonomy to mean “functioning indepen-
dently of other parts.”  This is a denominational defini-
tion.  I challenge this functional definition of how Chris-
tians should behave in their relationship with one an-
other in view of the behavior of Christians in the first
century.

When one views the existence of the church to be
determined by the existence of common autonomous
assemblies (churches), then the Western definition of
autonomy has a tendency to isolate these assemblies
(“parts”) from one another.  Individual Christians as
members of the “independent” assemblies, therefore, are
isolated from one another because their membership is
placed with one of these “parts.”  When we add to our
definition our allegiance to one of these “parts”, then
we are functionally denominational in practice.

I have come to the conclusion that church autonomy
has been interpreted and applied in congregational be-
havior according to a Western interpretation.  I find little
harmony between the Western definition and practice of
autonomy and the extended Hebrew tribal culture in both
the times of the Old Testament in the era of Jesus’ min-
istry and the behavior of Christians in the first century.
The church is a universally extended family.  It is a world-
wide nation of God’s people.  I would challenge the West-
ern definition of church groups behaving denomination-
ally with one another while at the same time claiming to
be undenominational.  I believe we need to focus on the
doctrine of freedom in Christ in view of the divisive
implications that come with the Western definition of
church autonomy as it has been historically taught and
practiced by Western churches.

Those readers who are Western in culture will surely
not understand some of the points that I will make in the
following chapters because of the paradigm from which
I am writing. I am writing from an African paradigm of

communal relationships.  Since I am writing from an
African cultural perspective, I do not expect Westerners
to understand since they are defining autonomy from a
Western individualistic culture, whereas in Africa we
would be understanding Christian fellowship to be in-
terdependent on one another.  It is my opinion that the
African is closer in cultural reference to the first cen-
tury fellowship of the church than individualistic think-
ing Western Christians.  For this reason, I make no apolo-
gies for a lack of Western understanding of some of my
conclusions because they have not grown up in a tribal,
extended family culture.

I am also writing from a house church paradigm of
church relationships and function throughout urban ar-
eas.  If you are not in a house church function, please be
patient with my challenges of your definition of indi-
vidualistic autonomy.  We may be saying the same thing
in some cases, but from a different perspective.  I am
coming from an African house church understanding.  I
will declare freedom.  You will declare autonomy.  How-
ever, from our point of view in house church function,
your definition of autonomy is somewhat different.  We
are saying that we will set you free, but at the same time
we will interactively work with one another in all things.
We seek to be one in work, not individualistic in “parts”,
though we have to be at a geographical distance from
one another.  Our assembly locations and schedules do
not separate our brotherhood from one another.  We are
one church and our inability to assemble with one an-
other at the same place on Sunday morning has nothing
to do with our brotherhood.  Where we assemble does
not define our relationship as the one church in Christ.
Neither does it set boundaries on our work together.  We
are not “self-governing” as independent fellowships, but
universally governed by the headship of Jesus through
His word in our individual lives.  This keeps us working
together as one church, and wherever possible, interde-
pendent in making decisions in order to help one an-
other.

We often hide ourselves behind a supposed theol-
ogy of church autonomy in order to justify our spirit of
independence from one another.  We say we have the
right to be autonomous (independent) when actually we
are saying that we reserve the right to separate ourselves
from one another as individual “parts” in order to main-
tain our individuality.  In view of the fact that many
churches with restoration heritage are separated into in-
dependent fellowships, I would certainly question our
consistency in condemning others for being denomina-
tional when we are often functioning after the true defi-
nition of the word “denomination” in reference to au-
tonomous assemblies.
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What leads many of us in Africa to question the doc-
trine of church autonomy is a simple fact.  There is not
one New Testament scripture that clearly teaches the
Western definition of local church autonomy.  Nei-
ther is there any historical passage in Scripture that de-
fines the church functioning in such a manner.  The doc-
trine has been developed out of a humanly deducted con-
glomeration of concepts that have been brought together
to promote an often hidden agenda of cultural individu-
alism.  The fact that there is no specific scripture that
declares the independent, autonomous nature of local
assemblies of God’s people from one another should alert

serious Bible students to question the Western defini-
tion of autonomy.

Unfortunately, some deducted interpretations be-
come so traditional within the heritage of a movement
that they are simply assumed to be correct, and thus are
held without question.  However, in the context of this
book, this teaching, which in many ways challenges the
New Testament teaching of the universality of the church,
must be brought under close scrutiny.  It must because
its very nature seems to contradict the fundamental teach-
ing that the body of Christ is one, though members of
the body live throughout the world.

If we understand that autonomy means freedom in
Christ, then we are on the same page.  However, I fear
this is not all that is hidden in the definition as some
would have us understand the teaching.  Freedom in
Christ refers to individuals maintaining their freedom
from the bondage of legal justification by works of law
(Gl 5:1).  Autonomy is usually understood from a group
perspective.  At least, I have never heard an individual
say, “I’m autonomous.”  On the other hand, I have heard
individual Christians say, and rightly so, that they are
“free in Christ.”

Groups of believers, however, have assembled un-
der the banner of a particular name or person, and then
declared their independence (autonomy) from other
groups who have done the same.  In the present “church
culture” of Christendom, therefore, autonomy refers to
groups denominating themselves from one another in
order to guarantee their own function and existence as a
unique party of believers.  I do not see this concept of
autonomy in the New Testament.

Church groups have defined themselves as autono-
mous from one another because of various historical rea-
sons.  In both reformation and restoration movements
away from institutional religion, groups of believers have
often stated their autonomy as a declaration of inde-
pendence from someone else.  Their very declaration,
therefore, identifies them as a unique group that is to be
identified as different from other groups.  In order to
maintain the exclusiveness of their particular party of
believers, some have used autonomy as a teaching to
keep even independent groups from one another in or-
der not to return to any international religious institu-
tional network (synod) of churches.

The following points give some of the reasons why
some church groups have a high regard for their denomi-
national definition of autonomy.  Since a denominational
interpretation of autonomy is not found in the New Tes-
tament, we must question the practices of some who au-
tonomously function as a group to the exclusion of oth-
ers.

A. Desire to avoid another Catholic heresy:

When Constantine hijacked the church at the begin-
ning of the fourth century, he sought to organize the
church around the structure of the Roman government.
As a result, the church was institutionalized after the
structure of civil government.  We live with this apos-
tasy today in the form of the Catholic Church.  Because
of the dominance of this institutional church, reforma-
tion and restoration movements have sprung up through-
out the centuries.  The reformationists and restoration-
ists saw the evils of the Catholic heresy in its worldwide
dominance as a corporate religious organization.  In or-
der not to return their movements to a similar institu-
tional organization, church autonomy was taught. The
teaching was practiced in a manner that would suppos-
edly  guarantee that either reformation or restoration
churches not return to the heresy out of which they were
born.  Therefore, our fear of becoming an international
organization as the Catholic Church has caused some to
run through Jerusalem concerning group autonomy.

Unfortunately, the side effect of the teaching was
the denominating of churches who were fleeing Catho-
lic institutional organization.  Our fear of becoming
Catholic planted seeds of sectarian-denominationalism

Chapter 10
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within our own understanding of being in Christ.  We
naturally separate ourselves as groups from one another
because we believe that we are independent from one
another as groups.  By running from the universal orga-
nization of the institutional Catholic Church, we divided
ourselves into many institutional groups to the point that
we would not work together as one universal church.
We have thus parceled out the church into “local
churches” throughout the world, and then produced
records of how many “churches” of our fellowship are
here and there.  We should have been thinking that there
is only one church that meets in assemblies here and
there.  But our understanding of autonomy isolated
groups from one another to the point that “local” assem-
blies of Christians denominationally functioned in their
relationships with one another.

We should think as Paul when he addressed the many
assemblies of Christians in houses in Ephesus.  He wrote,
“... to the saints who are at Ephesus ...” (Ep 1:1).  To
the Philippians he wrote, “... to all the saints ...” (Ph
1:1).  His address was to all the saints in Ephesus and
Philippi, regardless of where they met.  When the word
“church” is used, we must not lose sight of individual
Christians.  And it is individuals who are free, not au-
tonomous from one another, but interdependent on one
another.

To the Galatians Paul focused on churches in many
cities when he addressed “the churches of Galatia” (Gl
1:2), and specifically to the church of one city when he
wrote, “the church in Corinth” (1 Co 1:2).  Though he
addressed the church as a whole, his message had an
individual application.  I seriously do not believe that
Paul taught that any group of Christians must be autono-
mous from another group of Christians.  On the other
hand, he firmly taught the fundamental teaching that each
one of us is free in Christ (Gl 5:1).

It is not that there are so many autonomous churches
(assemblies) in this city or country.  The fact is that there
is only one church and so many Christians (members) in
that city or this country.  The fact that we count
“churches” is evidence of our denominational thinking
in reference to the teaching of autonomy.  I believe we
need to stop counting assemblies and focus more on in-
dividual members.  Is this not what Jesus did in Revela-
tion 2 & 3?  He addressed the church that existed in
seven different cities.  But He was not addressing par-
ticular assemblies of these churches, for the church in
the cities was meeting in different homes throughout the
cities.  Once the church in a particular city was addressed,
He focused on “some” members who were engaged in
sin.  His focus was on what individuals were doing, not
what a particular assembly was doing.

B. Desire to avoid doctrinal apostasy:

Man-made doctrines become universal because of
the denominational structure by which they are often
propagated.  Through the accepted seminaries and uni-
versities of a particular denominational fellowship of
churches, theologies are propagated throughout the fel-
lowship by the graduated and ordained clergy.  Since
many religious groups have long since given up the Bible
as the sole authority in religious matters, the invention
and propagation of man-made theologies permeates the
religious world.  Each unique fellowship maintains its
own unique doctrine, which doctrine is faithfully propa-
gated by the officially ordained and professional clergy.

Restorationists have learned the above lesson very
well.  Restorations are usually born out of a religious
environment wherein error is globally propagated
through educational institutions and denominational
churches that are networked by the control of synods
and associations.  In order not to repeat the spread from
one group to another of the erroneous doctrines of the
past, some resort to the teaching of autonomy in order to
refuse into their pulpits those with whom they may dis-
agree on some point of teaching.  If an error is promoted
in one church, the autonomous nature of each local
church is supposedly a guard against the spreading of
the error to other churches.  Unfortunately, we never
thought for a moment that developing such a practice
would actually promote that which we sought to avoid,
that is, being exclusive in our relationship with one an-
other as groups of believers.

It seems that in some of our efforts to remain free
from the influences of error, we have developed an at-
mosphere of exclusion and suspicion.  In this scenario,
we have locked out of our assemblies the “Johns” and
“Pauls” who could come and help us biblically sort out
any disputes that a particular group may have within it-
self.  What has happened is that demigods have arisen
within local groups who slander the “Johns” and “Pauls”
in order to keep them away from a group that a particu-
lar preacher may covet.  Once those who can help are
locked out of the local autonomous church, that group
becomes uniquely identified by its teaching and custo-
dian.  It is sectarian in that it seeks to be separate from
any who would speak contrary to the “ordained” teach-
ings of the leader or leaders.  In every sense of the term,
therefore, this group has become a denomination.

C. Desire to avoid parachurch organizations:

This particular point delves into some real and
present dangers in the religious world of modern Chris-
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tendom.  There are some points of this discussion that
are sometimes ambiguous because of how we define our
terms and practices of organized church behavior.  For
this reason, there is room for a great deal of opinion in
this realm of discussion.  So bear with me as I express
some opinions in relation to parachurch institutional or-
ganizations that have often become “churches” within
themselves.

As a reminder, the word “parachurch” refers to an
organizational structure that operates beside (para) the
traditional view of what we call institutionally organized
church groups, which groups we affirm to be autono-
mous from one another because each has declared their
independence.  The parachurch organization is estab-
lished by an individual, or group of individuals, in order
to carry out a specific ministry.  In the legal structure of
such organizations, they are often set up as nonprofit
organizations.  They are nondenominational and oper-
ate with the contributions that come from either churches
or individuals who often have their membership “placed”
with “local churches” that are officially not connected
with the parachurch organization.

Such parachurch organizations often become reli-
gious institutions within themselves.  Because they draw
funds from individual contributors who belong to many
denominations, they are able to maintain high budget
operations.  These religious organizations are corporately
organized in order to accomplish religious work, what-
ever the religion may be that they propagate.  They have
a name, a leader or counsel of leaders, and a defined
program of work.  It is difficult, therefore, not to view
them as institutional churches, since they are organized
after the same manner as institutional churches.

Parachurch organizations are a recent phenomenon
in church history.  The nineteenth century saw the de-
velopment of a few such organizations in the western
church environment.  But primarily in the last fifty years
of the twentieth century there has been an explosion of
such organizations in the western religious world.  It is
not my purpose to go into the reasons as to why this
phenomenon has happened in the history of Christen-
dom.  The fact is that these organizations are now a part
of Christendom, and will be so for many years to come.

When such organizations were conceived and
brought into existence in the nineteenth century, they
were attacked by many “local” institutional churches
because they were viewed as a threat to local control
mechanism, and as well as a threat to local church bud-
gets.  If individual members were enticed to contribute
peripherally to these institutional religious organizations,
then their loyalty to the local church was questioned.
The irony of the arguments against such organizations

that developed during these years of struggle was in the
fact that institutional churches were arguing against re-
ligious institution organizations, not thinking for a mo-
ment that the institutional churches themselves were or-
ganized and behaving as the religious institutional orga-
nizations against whom they spoke.

It is my firm belief that every individual Christian is
responsible to preach the gospel to the world and edify
the saints, regardless of what a church group may do as a
whole.  If several Christians as a group function globally
in order to accomplish this mission, then there is no need
to develop any institutions that are commissioned to do
what Christians as a whole must be doing.  When the glo-
bal church functions globally, then there is no need for
institutions to arise to do the work of the church.  If they
do arise, then something is wrong within the church.

It may be that the phenomenon of the rise of para-
church religious institutions in the last century was the
result of the failure of the institutional church to carry
out the work of God to evangelize the world.  After all,
it is the purpose of almost every parachurch organiza-
tion to carry out in some way the great commission of
Jesus.  Could it be that the church became so institution-
alized and introverted that frustrated individuals had to
work parallel to the institutional church with an organi-
zation by which they could carry out the work of preach-
ing the gospel to the world?

In an effort to release themselves from the shackles
of institutionally denominated churches, some in the
religious world have sought to escape the confines of
church hierarchies.  In their efforts to work free of insti-
tutional religions, they have established parachurch or-
ganizations to get on with the work of God.  They have
done this in order to get on with the work of teaching
the Bible to the world without all the encumbering frame-
work of the institutional church.  Unfortunately, these
organizations often become “churches” within them-
selves in order to operate interdenominationally.  It is
unfortunate that such organizations have had to
“dechurch” in order to carry on with their work.

If the church becomes introverted with institutional
hierarchical control and politics, then there will be those
who will seek to operate separate from such restrictive
structures in order to get the job of evangelism accom-
plished.  When this happens, it is time for us to reinves-
tigate the means by which we organize the work of the
church in order to carry out the mission of Jesus.  If our
organizational structure strangles those who seek to do
God’s work in their lives, then it is a time for a restora-
tional change.  It is time to investigate the possibility
that in our desire to be so corporately organized that we
have lost our mission.
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History, however, is not without examples of numer-
ous organizations that have sought to take the place of
Christians who seek to carry out the work of God in
their lives.  As stated previously, what often happens
with parachurch organizations is that they demand loy-
alty to the organization. And in doing such, they become
that which they fled, that is, institutional control.  The
party attitude of these organizations, and their demand
for financial loyalty, has often made us paranoid about
their existence.  And rightly so.  When a particular reli-
gious organization steals away the freedom of the indi-
vidual believer to evangelize the world after his own
choice and according to his own gifts, then the organi-
zation becomes a governing body, an institution, that
seeks to exercise authority over the individual believer.
What is the difference between such an organization and
an institutionalized local church?

Organizations that seek loyalty in order to come be-
tween the individual believer and Christ, are seeking to
assume the headship of Christ over the individual be-
liever.  Such organizations are seeking to minimize the
church by being an organization that takes the place of
the church at work.

It is not that we do not seek leadership in what to do
in working together to accomplish great international
projects.  It is that we must be cautious about any orga-
nization that becomes a controlling head of the individual
believer.  When such organizations call for our allegiance
through signature and commitment to prescribed doc-
trines or methodologies, then the organization has sup-
planted the individual’s allegiance to Christ alone.  Cor-
porate religious organizations should never replace the
church at work through individual members.

We live in an era of international religious organiza-
tions.  Many of these organizations are doing great works
as Christians with unique talents have had to organize in
order to carry out their ministries.  These organizations
are usually operated under a board of Christian direc-
tors and hold “nonprofit” status with local governments.
I see no scriptural reason why these organizations would
be operating contrary to God’s word.  Individual believ-
ers have a right and freedom to unite together to accom-
plish great things for Christ.  In many cases, civil govern-
ment imposes laws in reference to organizational struc-
tures and finances in such institutions.  In many coun-
tries, even churches are required to legally register as an
organized entity and give an accounting of contributions.
Churches are required to do such for auditing purposes.

The problem is not whether international religious
organizations are wrong.  We have freedom in Christ to
do everything in the name of Christ (Cl 3:17).  How-
ever, if the organized structure of such organizations

seeks to dominate the individual believer, then they have
become authorities over the individual believer.  They
have essentially become another denomination since they
structure themselves after the same order as institutional
churches.  The institutional structure, therefore, becomes
a denominating factor between those who give allegiance
and support to the organization and those who do not.

As long as the local believer maintains his or her
freedom to either work with or contribute to legal orga-
nizations, no harm has been done.  But if the organiza-
tion seeks to infringe on the freedom we enjoy in Christ
by assuming authority over the local believer, then we
are being brought again into bondage by the authority of
another religious institution (See Gl 5:1,2).

One reason for the emphasis on church autonomy
was to guard the church from religious organizations that
would seek to separate groups of believers into institu-
tional organizations that become “churches” within them-
selves.  Because of the nature of “denominational” or-
ganizations in the past, autonomy kept the associates of
such organizations out of church treasuries.  Instead of
giving a right for the existence of such organizations,
and the freedom for Christians to work together for a
common cause, the autonomous institutional church
sought to separate its membership from the work of those
who had brought their ministries together to accomplish
specific works.

D. Desire to keep hands out of the “church treasury”:

In an effort to keep institutional organizations out of
the church bank account, some have developed the the-
ology of the “church treasury,” which treasury is dis-
tinct from the church across the street who also has a
treasury.  What has subsequently happened is that a great
number of members who were discouraged from using
“church treasury” money to contribute to various orga-
nizations in order to carry out their desired work, have
since decided to contribute peripherally to the collec-
tion plate to nonprofit organizations and religious edu-
cational institutions.  They believe this keeps the church
treasury autonomous from such organizations.  This may
be true, but at the same time the organization to which
the contributions are made is made up of members of
the same church.

Institutionally organized churches naturally view
their financial departments after a corporate manner.
This certainly does not argue against strict financial poli-
cies in reference to contributed funds.  But the fact is
true that much argument over the concept of the “church
treasury” comes from those who have a corporate view
of the church.
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I suppose most of the problems surrounding the
church treasury originates from a dichotomous view of
our Christian life.  In other words, we seek to live in two
different worlds as Christians.  One world we person-
ally control, and the other is our “church world” wherein
we seek to follow Jesus.  And thus, we make a differ-
ence between our possessions in both worlds.  That which
is in “my” world I own.  That which is in my corporate
church world “belongs to the Lord,” or “belongs to the
church.”

But in realty as a Christian, the only difference be-
tween the money of the “church treasury” and the money
in my pocket is that the church group has been given
group decision power over the contributed money while
I still have individual power over the money in my
pocket.  Once I contribute the funds, the church assumes
control of deciding where it is to go.  As I see it, that is
the only difference between the money in my pocket
and the money in the church’s collection tray.  I do not
live a dichotomous Christian life, transitioning back and
forth from Sunday to the other days of the week.

If the group as a whole desires to do something with
the collected funds that is outside the purpose for which
an individual has contributed, then that individual has
the freedom not to contribute to that specific project.
Because he or she chooses not to contribute does not
say that such a person is rebellious and insubmissive.
Individuals have the power over the money they earn
and offer.  Free-will offering is just that.  Individual mem-
bers have the freedom to give cheerfully to special needs
they want to fulfill as they live daily as Christians.

We must always keep in mind that the Christian’s
money is still the Lord’s, whether it is in my pocket or in
the church coffer.  This must be true if I died with Christ,
and it is no longer I who live but Christ who lives in me
(Gl 2:20).  If this is true—and it is—then I believe we
can dispel with much of the nonsense that goes on about
“church money”.  The money does not belong to the
church people.  It belonged to the Lord while it was in
my pocket before it was contributed.  It still belongs to
the Lord in the church bank account.  It was given to the
Lord when I was crucified with Him.  It became His
money the first moment when I came out of the waters
of baptism.  When I sing, “I am mine no more”, I mean
just that (Rm 12:1,2).  Therefore, while it is in my Chris-
tian pocket I have the freedom as an individual to choose
whether to give it to the group of members in my local
assembly (church), or to a group of members of the uni-
versal church who are working internationally to accom-
plish the work of the church, but are not necessarily a
part of my local assembly.  Wherever I give it, therefore,
I am giving it “to the church” in order that the church

may make a group decision as to how it will be used.
When it comes to contributing to international needs,

members have a right to give the “Lord’s money” (“my
money”) to whatever work they so desire.  If an indi-
vidual considers a particular project to be in agreement
with his or her desire to preach the gospel to the world,
then he or she is free to contribute to that project.  If a
group of members (a “local church”) decides together
to run their contribution through a “church bank ac-
count”, nothing has changed from the individual decid-
ing to do the same.  Whether an individual decision or a
group (church) decision, there is still freedom to give to
whatever the individual or group decides to do.

We must not view the church as a corporate busi-
ness organization.  Neither is it like the Red Cross orga-
nization.  If we view the “church treasury” as we view
the funds of a corporate organization, then the church as
a whole has relinquished its desires to a few people who
can do with the contributions as they so desire.  But when
the church as a whole maintains decision power over
the contributed money, the desires of the church are ful-
filled when the contribution is used.  Everyone in the
body participates in the distribution of the funds.  In this
way the church works together as one in order to ac-
complish the mission of the church.

E. Desire for local control:

Some leaders have patterned themselves after those
about whom the Holy Spirit warned the Ephesian el-
ders.  The Spirit warned that some would draw away
disciples after themselves (At 20:29,30).  In other situa-
tions, some would seek to lord over the flock (1 Pt 5:1-
4).  And some would simply be as Diotrephes and take
control (3 Jn 9,10).  Whatever the scenario, there will
always be those in the church who will seek to carry out
in their lives their desire to “have a church” by claiming
the sheep of God for themselves.

This can be a particular problem in the establish-
ment of house churches.  Leaders who start house
churches with existing members of the church must se-
riously evaluate their motives.  If the motive is to “draw
away disciples” after oneself, then the motive is carnal.
Such a motive will only establish another denominational
group, but on a smaller basis.

When a group structure has been established, some
have erroneously hidden behind the teaching of church
autonomy in order to justify the practice of keeping other
leaders out of their realm of control.  It was for this rea-
son that Diotrephes did not want the apostle John, or the
traveling evangelists, in the presence of those over whom
he had assumed control.  The doctrine of church au-
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tonomy, therefore, has been denominationally interpreted
as a doctrinal shield to guard against outside interven-
tion.  The one who uses autonomy in this way is seeking
to thwart the efforts of the “Johns” and “Pauls” by mak-
ing them feel that they are violating a supposed biblical
doctrine of autonomy in their efforts to help believers
come to the table for discussions.  Those who seek to
exercise great control over a local church are usually
those who are strong believers in a denominational
interpretation of local church autonomy.  Those
preachers who consider themselves the center of refer-
ence for the local church are great advocates of church
autonomy.  Those who seek to steal the sheep from God
always build fences around those sheep they have sto-
len.  Would we not conclude that Diotrephes was teach-
ing a sectarian interpretation of church autonomy when
he blocked the coming of evangelists into his realm of
control of the local church?  Was he practicing church
autonomy when John wrote of his actions, “He himself
does not receive the brethren, and forbids those who
would, and casts them out of the church” (3 Jn 10)?  It is
interesting that John says nothing about local church au-
tonomy when dealing with this problem.  He simply as-
sumes that he and other traveling evangelists have a right
to see Gaius and the other brethren when they travel
through their area.

A group of Christians are autonomous (free) only
because each individual in the group is free.  But when
the free are subject to the bondage of a dominant leader-
ship that has brought the group under lordship control,
then they are no longer individually free.  They have
been led into the captivity of one or more who seek to
lord over them.  And herein is the problem with the con-
cept of corporate church autonomy.  A group of Chris-
tians who assemble together are autonomous (free).  They
are individually free in Christ to freely determine as a
group their ministry for Christ.  However, when the au-
tonomous church turns into an institutional corporate
organization, the autonomy of the group becomes de-
nominational by the group’s exclusion of other groups
who are not under the control systems of the local lead-
ership.  When members (contributors) are coveted for
the existence of the institution (budget), then the group
is functioning as an autonomous denomination.  It is in
this scenario that the members have been drawn away
into a corporate religious organization that functions au-
tonomously from other similar organizations.

When the preceding occurs over a period of time,
individuality of the members in the corporate church is
often lost.  Control systems are set in place in order to
maintain the identity of the group and to guarantee the
existence of the structure.  Church groups who have

moved into this scenario of existence are often fearful
about “losing members.”  “Losing members” means los-
ing contributions to the institutional structure.  The lead-
ers are also paranoid about small groups of members
meeting in homes because they see such to be a threat to
their control systems of the group.  Instead of encourag-
ing individual relationships in such groups, they are
worried about who will control the individuals. Such
worries are evidence of the fact that the simple group of
those who were initially free in Christ have moved into
being truly institutionally organized as a corporate reli-
gious body.  This is the definition of a denominated body
of individuals.

F. Desire to do our own program:

 Every individual believer has a right to carry out in
his or her life what he or she feels must be done to the
glory of God.  When Paul said, “whatever you do in
word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus”, he
was speaking individually, not congregationally (Cl
3:17).  What individual members do, therefore, they
should do in the name of Jesus Christ.  Every individual
member has the responsibility to bear his own burden of
work (Gl 6:5).  Each will give account of his or her own
work before the Lord (2 Co 5:10).  In other words, every
individual member is a “church program.”

A group of believers also has the freedom to orga-
nize together in order to carry out specific projects in
the name of Jesus.  The members of the organized group
do not have to be members of the same local assembly of
the saints.  They can be from several assemblies since
assembly does not define who is a member of the church.
Because of their common desire to work in a specific min-
istry, all Christians have the freedom to organize their gifts
together in order to accomplish a common ministry.

Organizing together as a group is certainly in the
realm of freedom in Christ.  However, if an organization
of members seeks to dominate the decisions and infringe
on the freedom of individual believers, then there is a
problem.  The problem is the dominance the organiza-
tion may seek to exert over the individual believer in
order to demand allegiance to the organization’s cause.

What has developed out of our confrontation with
dominant organizations that seek to infringe on the free-
dom of the local believer is the fortress of autonomous
or independent churches.  Local believers have sheltered
themselves in defense of such organizations by building
a defense that has inadvertently led to the denominating
of themselves from one another.  We have developed
the concept of the “local church”, then the local control-
ling eldership or “pastor”.  We then set ourselves apart
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from others on the foundation of being an independent
local church that is separate from other independent lo-
cal churches.  Is this not sectarianism manifesting itself
as an independent denomination?  Our goal to protect
ourselves from institutional organizations was noble.  But
our defense developed into a theological mechanism that
separated ourselves from one another. We theologically
shot ourselves in the foot.

Developing theologies to guard ourselves from the
control of organizational structures is not the answer to
attacks on the freedom we have in Christ.  The answer is
in understanding the sole headship of Christ over the
sole member.  We have a right to carry out our personal
ministry in our lives without the encroachment of some-
one or some organization that would seek to steal away
the headship of Christ from the individual believer.  At
the same time, the individual believer has a right to or-
ganize together with other believers in order to carry
out a common ministry of shared gifts.

We must keep in mind that “church” is people.  We
are a people who have been set free to obey.  We are free
to accomplish the mission of Jesus in those areas where
the Scriptures both speak and are silent.  Simply because
some have abused their freedom in Christ does not mean
that we should be paranoid in those areas in which we
have freedom to serve according to our individual min-
istries.  I am writing this book, not because I have a di-
rect biblical command to write.  There is no “biblical
authority” to write religious books.  Therefore, I am writ-
ing in the area of biblical silence in order to accomplish
my ministry.  I have the freedom to do so, as well as all
those authors who seek to accomplish the mission of
Jesus through the ministry of writing.  We even have the
freedom to establish a religious publishing organization
for the books we write.  We can ask for your contribu-
tions.  But we cannot demand such in order to judge you
faithful.  We have the freedom to organize.  You have
the freedom to give.

G. Desire to promote party loyalty:

The sectarian/denominational interpretation of
church autonomy is used to promote loyalty to a par-
ticular party of believers to the exclusion of others.  The
denominational spirit of the autonomous fellowship is
first formed among the group.  In order to guard the group
from the influence of other groups, church autonomy is
defined in a way to keep others away who are not a part
of the particular fellowship.  A co-cooned fellowship
(denomination) is thus maintained as the local group
shields itself from outside influences.

Within this cocooned fellowship, a leadership struc-

ture is formed.  In the religious world, a preacher often
claims a group of members, proclaims his church as in-
dependent (autonomous), and then seeks to protect his
flock against the outside influence of others.  There is
certainly a duty of leaders to guard the flock from the
invasion of false teachings (2 Jn 9,10).  However, when
confronting false teachers, the subject of church au-
tonomy is usually not brought up in the discussions.  It
is brought up when the local autonomous fellowship
seeks to bar competitive leadership from the affairs of
the local group.  When the control system of a “local”
church is threatened, it is in this context that autonomy
is usually discussed.

H. Desire to maintain corporate budgets:

The urban church lives in a corporate world.  It has
often been the nature of urban churches to form their
budgets after the accounting procedures of corporate
businesses, and thus encourage the members to main-
tain the budget with their contributions.  When mem-
bers travel, they are encouraged to send their contribu-
tions home to the local budget (“church treasury”).

There is nothing wrong with maintaining good fi-
nancial policies with the finances of the church.  But
financial policies are not what is under consideration in
this context.  What is under consideration is the fact that
church budgets are often run like corporately controlled
financial departments to which membership commitment
is demanded.  If the individual member seeks to contrib-
ute to another budget or cause, his loyalty to the local
church and its budget is often questioned.  It is certainly
not wrong to encourage loyalty to agreed upon projects
at home.  But individual members have the freedom to
contribute to what they so desire.  Budgets should never
be used to discourage the contributions of individual
members to works they encounter in their daily living.
If they are used in such a way, individual members will
be discouraged from spontaneous giving to urgent needs.

In an effort to maintain the local budget, some
churches have reached back into the Old Testament tithe
system in order to obligate members to contribute ten
percent to the local needs (budget).  As long as one is on
the “membership roll”, he is obligated to tithe his con-
tribution to the local budget.  Since it is believed that a
local church is autonomous, loyalty is demanded to the
local budget.  In this situation, the leadership usually
frowns on contributions that are made by members to
works that are not included in the local budget.  Periph-
eral contributions to works or individual budget needs
other than the local church budget are discouraged in
order that the local budget be met.
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As stated before, the practice of contributing only to
the local budget has a tendency of focusing the thinking
of the individual member exclusively to the needs of his
immediate area.  He is led to believe that the work of the
church is only local, not universal.  His loyalty to the
local budget must have priority over any other needs.  I
have found that this particular teaching has moved the
church in the last fifty years to focus on local needs to
the exclusion of the church’s responsibility to evange-
lize the world.  Multi-staffed churches have introverted
in their efforts to stimulate growth in a western culture
that seems to be giving up on God.

I. Desire to disfellowship a sister assembly:

It is true that the Bible can be used to teach almost
anything.  When scriptures are studied out of context,
unscriptural conclusions are always developed.  When
men develop deductive teachings that have questionable
conclusions, the teachings often give rise to subsidiary
teachings that are likewise questionable.  Such is the
case with any teaching that would justify one church
disfellowshipping another entire group of Christians.
Since a distorted view of autonomy has often promoted
a party spirit between local churches, the resulting prac-
tice of the distortion has often been manifested in one
church disfellowshipping another group of Christians
because of a disagreement on some point of teaching.

There is nothing in the New Testament that gives
any support whatsoever to the practice of one local
group of Christians disfellowshipping another entire
group of Christians.  Since God views individual Chris-
tians to be accountable for their own individual behav-
ior, He does not stereotype entire churches because of
the sins of one or a few within any one assembly of Chris-
tians.  Within the assemblies of Christians that John men-
tions in Revelation 2 & 3 were individual members who
were practicing some insidious sins (See Rv 2:14,20).
Jesus, who addressed these Christians, had the right to
remove the candlestick of the members’ influence from
the cities in which they lived.  In His exhortations, how-
ever, He did not encourage any church to withdraw fel-
lowship from another church in another city, or within
any of the cities that were mentioned.  The fact that the
practice of “whole church disfellowship” is not men-
tioned in this situation, or any other similar situation in
the New Testament, should alert us to the fact that those
who have practiced such have gone beyond the word of
God.

The denominational interpretations of the “local
autonomous church” sets the foundation for erroneous
doctrines as congregational disfellowship.  Not only does

the teaching of congregational disfellowship assume that
every member of the disfellowshipped congregation is
in sin, it assumes a practice that has no scriptural foun-
dation.  However, when churches believe that they are
separated from one another because of autonomy, then
they feel that they have a right to disfellowship entire
congregations of Christians when a sin arises with some
within the congregation.

Whole group disfellowships deny the universal na-
ture of the body of Christ and individual membership of
that body.  Those who promote this doctrine often view
the church as clumps of believers scattered here and there
throughout the world, which clumps are subject to their
judgments.  Those who congregationally disfellowship
other churches fail to see within a particular group the
individual believer who is struggling to remain faithful,
though sometimes subjected to the erroneous behavior
of an erring leader or leaders within the group.  Since
the Holy Spirit gave us no command or example for
writing off whole assemblies because of the sins of a
few, then certainly we should question such a practice.

One of the unfortunate side effects of a denomina-
tional interpretation of the doctrine of local church au-
tonomy is that it establishes a foundation for some
preachers to be highly judgmental of one another.  The
teaching pontificates local preachers who often make
slanderous and judgmental statements about other local
assemblies of Christians and their preachers.  When one
is led to believe that he controls the doctrinal destiny of
a local flock of God, he feels that he must represent that
flock as a judge and lawgiver over the other autonomous
flocks that are not under his control.  However, if a “lo-
cal” preacher knew that he could not launch mortar at-
tacks from a distance against those from whom he could
shield himself with church autonomy, then possibly he
would be more cautious about his accusations of others.

When Peter wrote 1 Peter, he was in Babylon (1 Pt
5:13).  He wrote to brethren in Pontus, Galatia,
Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia (1 Pt 1:1).  But he wrote
as a “fellow elder” (1 Pt 5:1).  If gainsayers in Pontus
knew that they could be approached by elders in Baby-
lon, then the mouth of the gainsayer would be stopped
(Ti 1:9-11).  One could not “change membership” and
run away from his sin.

The church is not an international synod.  However,
it is a universal organism, and being universal every
member is subject to one another and the teaching by
shepherd/teachers of the word of God.  Local church
autonomy does not shield one from teachers of the word
of God.  Members are not separated from one another,
but are all a part of one body that seeks to edify itself
internationally (Ep 4:11-16).
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Several years ago the preacher of a particular de-
nomination I knew came to the conclusion that he must
lead his family in obedience to the gospel.  He realized
that if he did such, he would lose his financial security.
He would lose his house, retirement and the work which
he loved to do.  Nevertheless, he was thoroughly con-
vinced that obedience to the death, burial and resurrec-
tion of Jesus by immersion in water for the remission of
sins was necessary for his own salvation.  What will
always be a testimony to his faith and honesty was the
fact that he did at the time what he believed the Scrip-
tures taught.  When he came up out of the waters of
baptism, he threw up his hands and cried, “I’m free! I’m
free!”

For freedom did Christ set us free.  Throughout the
decades of teaching on the denominational autonomy of
church groups, we should have been focusing on the free-
dom of individual members in order to bring the masses
out of religious bondage into the freedom that is in Christ.
Unfortunately, when men are in the heat of battle to rid
themselves from the confines of doctrinal and institu-
tional bondage that is produced by our desires to corpo-
rately organize religious behavior, they focus on build-
ing walls instead of maintaining open fields for contin-
ued discussion.  The sectarian interpretation and prac-
tice of local group autonomy is a wall.  Individual Chris-
tian freedom is an open plain.  Autonomy makes boxes.
Freedom burns boxes.  Denominational autonomy is a
fence that confines the sheep of God with the dictates of
autocratic leadership.  Individual freedom offers no bar-
riers to keep the sheep away from one another.  Autonomy
is often a disguise for the denominating of the church by
barricading small clusters of Christians into individual
parties behind defensive walls.  These are walls behind
which men have sought control.  Freedom, on the other
hand, encourages us to be forbearing with one another
(Ph 4:5).  Freedom allows unity in a brotherhood of in-
dividual Christians who often with one another differ
on matters of opinion.

We must not allow ourselves to miss this point.  The
sectarian’s abuse of autonomy has developed a doctrine
that is based on control.  In order to seal off their arena
of control and protection, they seek to keep others out
of their business.  It is for this reason that the doc-
trine of autonomy has become inherently denomina-
tional to those who have a sectarian spirit.  The teach-
ing of autonomy was born out of decades of struggle to

protect denominated groups from the control of others.
But in developing a defensive theology that was based
on control and protection, we became sectarian, and sub-
sequently made ourselves denominational in reference
to one another.

Freedom breaks down walls and fences between
those who seek to restore personal Bible study, personal
relationships and individual ministry.  For this reason,
freedom in Christ is a biblical teaching that is often
avoided during times of conflict over control and a reaf-
firmation of hierarchy.  We seek to shield ourselves from
one another instead of giving one another a break for
the sake of freedom.  When we are sectarian in spirit, it
is only natural that we seek to exclude others while we
retreat within our own party.  Group autonomy cannot
be an excuse for individually separating ourselves from
those with whom we disagree on matters of opinion or
methods.

If we are theologically insecure, we will always be
on the defensive, and thus seek to establish walls by
which we can establish our own identity.  We thus lead
ourselves into legal theologies that bring bondage, not
freedom.  We do so because it is always easier to iden-
tify ourselves by checks on an outline of ceremonial and
legal laws.  But freedom demands faith.  It demands that
we trust in the grace of God and not our own perfor-
mance of a self-imposed checklist.  Unfortunately, we
often believe that freedom leaves us somewhat theologi-
cally abstract in reference to being acceptable before
God.  But when we understand that our obedience is
never perfect before God, we are driven to grace.

Legalism makes our obedience concrete, or so we
think.  But concrete obedience leaves no room for faith
in depending on the grace of God.  If I assure myself of
salvation through the completion of a checklist, then no
faith is required.  When I question my salvation, I sim-
ply look at the checks I have made on my list.  Once I
see all the boxes checked, then I feel secure.  Checklists
leave no room for grace.

Unfortunately, in a legal system of institutional reli-
gion, no freedom is required; no grace is sought. We are
always brought into the bondage of someone’s check-
list.  The interpretation and practice of denominational
autonomy was born out of an era when checklists
abounded.  They were produced after the unique inter-
pretations of individuals who often struggled with rightly
dividing the word of truth.  A theological checklist was
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constructed in order to bring some doctrinal security and
group identity to those who had for centuries been tossed
to and fro by every wind of doctrine.  But when these
checklists were compared by individual groups, conflicts
were discovered and debates ensued.  Party lines were
drawn when different groups would not give up favorite
traditions.  Denominationalism occurred.  A denomina-
tional practice of group autonomy kept groups with con-
flicting checklists separate from one another.  We thus
became that for which the checklist was originally made
to keep us away from.  We became denominational.

It is in the context of discussions over the doctrine
of group autonomy that we must discuss the doctrine of
individual freedom in Christ.  When some leaders were
trying to denominate the Galatian church over an issue
they had put on a legal checklist, Paul wrote to them,
“Stand fast therefore in the liberty by which Christ has
made us free, and do not be entangled again with a yoke
of bondage” (Gl 5:1).  Paul’s doctrine of freedom in
Christ must not be taken lightly.  It is fundamental to the
heart of unity among Christians everywhere.  Without a
clear understanding of individual freedom in Christ,
Christians can never be united.  They can never be truly
free.  There will always be efforts to bring autonomous
(denominated) groups into union.  However, there will
never be a true sense of unity that we have as a gift of
our common individual obedience to the one gospel.
Unity between autonomous groups will always be su-
perficial since everyone within each group can never be
cloned to the same checklist that is maintained by each
autonomous group.  But unity will always exist between
individual Christians because they have all obeyed the
one gospel.

Church group union is something that is generated
and worked out by the skillful ingenuity of men who
seek to harmonize checklists of man-made rules and regu-
lations.  Unity in our individual freedom of Christ is
a gift of God that we receive because of our common
obedience to the faith (Jd 3).  All believers are initially
united with one another upon their obedience to the gos-
pel.  They simply need to recognize and preserve their
unity through belief and behavior of fundamental New
Testament teachings.  Through our continued study of
the Scriptures, we will come to different conclusions on
matters of opinion.  Therefore, we must continually re-
mind ourselves of our initial unity that was produced by
our common obedience to the gospel.  At that time, we
were diverse in our beliefs, but united in our diversity
because of our obedience to the gospel.  Unified believ-
ers always understand that we are unified as the body of
Christ regardless of our diversity in matters of opinion.
Growing as a Christian means learning how to be for-

bearing with one another in matters of opinion.
Unity that is maintained upon fundamental teaching

can be easily recognized from clear statements in Scrip-
ture (1 Co 1:10).  However, maintaining unity can be a
challenge, especially if we continue to think denomina-
tionally by promoting our favorite checklist of traditional
teachings.  In fact, I would say that we will never enjoy
the unity that is a gift of God if we do not repent of our
sectarian denominational mentality that was generated
out of an era of conflicts over checklists.

As long as we are exclusive in attitude and divided
in behavior, we will seek to write uniform checklists that
result when everyone comes away from the bargaining
table with decisions of what they will or will not believe
and do.  Such union decisions are humanly orchestrated.
They are founded upon the genius of those we promote
as our leaders.  They are engineered by conflict artists
who are able to bring parties together for agreement on
checklists of beliefs and behavior.  Would it not be easier
to simply allow others to have individual freedom in areas
of opinion and tradition?

We must remember that unity is something that we
have as a gift from the one true and living God.  It is
something that we must preserve in the spirit of love
and forbearance with one another as individual Chris-
tians.  Unless there is a clear understanding of our free-
dom in Christ, we will forever be seeking union meet-
ings between denominated clusters of believers in order
to produce some sort of “united denominationalism.”

In the first century there were those who were inten-
tionally going about binding on the church as a matter
of salvation that which God never intended should be
bound (Gl 2:4,12).  Legal checklists were being drawn
up even before the ink dried on the last inspired New
Testament document.  One might say that those of the
“International Circumcision Church” (ICC) were going
from one church to another in order to bind the practice
of circumcision, the trademark of their organization and
a salvational point on their checklist.  To them circum-
cision was a matter of salvation, and thus it was impera-
tive for them to take this message to all the world where
they knew churches had been established (At 15:1).
What they considered salvational became their call to
missions, and thus they recruited churches to their be-
lief (Gl 4:17).  In doing this, they violated the doctrine
of freedom in Christ.  Paul said that they “sneaked in to
spy out our liberty that we have in Christ Jesus, that
they might bring us into bondage” (Gl 2:4).  If the letter
to the Galatians teaches anything, it teaches that those
who bring the gospel with an added list of legal points
to which believers must also submit, are teaching an-
other gospel (Gl 1:6-9).
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It is imperative, therefore, that one have a clear un-
derstanding of the liberty about which Paul says we en-
joy in Christ.  We must maintain such clear thinking or
we will fall victim to the oppression of the pet doctrines
of those who would seek to add and bind where God has
done neither.  The judaizing teachers of the “ICC” were
destroying the liberty that the early believers had.  Un-
circumcised Christians were considered unsaved, and
thus they recruited candidates for circumcision.  With a
Bible in one hand and a knife in the other, these self-
appointed evangelists set out on a mission to save the
saved by preaching Christ and cutting.

So where does our questioning of autonomy fit into
this discussion?  Precisely in the fact that in all the early
debate over the imposition of circumcision in the first
century church, there is no recourse made to local
church autonomy in order to keep the knives of cir-
cumcision out of different assemblies.  One would
think that if we are denominationally autonomous from
one another, then certainly Paul, who dealt directly with
the judaizing teachers in Antioch, a Gentile church,
would have used the autonomy argument against the
judaizers who sought to bind a Jewish law and custom
on Gentile believers.  Though the judaizing teachers took
advantage of the universal nature of the church by going
from one group to another, and thus invited themselves
into the church of Antioch and other cities, Paul never
resorted to group autonomy in order to keep them out.
In fact, one can comb through the entire New Testa-
ment in reference to false teachers going about from
one church group to another and there is no teaching
on denominational autonomy in order to keep them
away.  Emphasis was on “equipping the saints” (Ep 4:11-
16), “instructing the brethren” (2 Tm 3:16,17), and

“preaching the word” in order that we not be tossed to
and fro by every wind of doctrine (2 Tm 4:2).  Emphasis
was on guarding our freedom in Christ lest we be brought
under the bondage of a legal religion (Gl 5:1).

We must keep in mind that it is false doctrine that
must be confronted, not the withdrawal of one church
group from another.  The universality of the church must
be protected in the midst of debate over false teachings.
Denominating ourselves from one another to combat
false doctrine is against the fundamental teaching of the
one body.  In fact, denominating ourselves from one an-
other only weakens our stand for the truth.  A united
brotherhood for the truth is a testimony to the fact that
we are the church.

If throughout the era of debate over matters of opin-
ion—though some would consider circumcision a mat-
ter of doctrine—we would have focused on individual
freedom in Christ rather than church group autonomy,
we might have come to a different conclusion in refer-
ence to our fellowship with one another as individual
Christians.  Instead of denominated groups within the
brotherhood of believers of the universal church, we
would have given one another individual freedom in
areas of opinion.  Our sectarian definition of group au-
tonomy, however, has brought many to denominational-
ism instead of unity.  But if we focus on freedom from
checklists, the brotherhood of the universal church is
maintained and individual leaders who show up with a
Bible in one hand and a knife in the other can be shown
the back door.  The church must stand as one against
those individuals who would bind in the realm of free-
dom, for when freedom is denied, denominationalism
thrives.

Some often manifest their insecurity that results from
a lack of biblical knowledge by imposing on themselves
strictures of religious belief and behavior that they in-
vent for themselves.  The imposition of such religiosity
gives them some sense of security because of their vague
understanding of the grace of God.  The religion of many,
therefore, is built on the performance of man-made or-
dinances that give some sense of spiritual satisfaction
that one has “done his duty”.  It is for this reason that
religious groups are always divided.  Different groups
always have different ordinances that must be performed

in order to be counted worthy before God.
On the other hand, Christianity brings unity that is

based on the word of God.  When sincere students of
God come to the direction of His word instead of man’s
religious ordinances, freedom from the bondage of reli-
gion is discovered through a knowledge of and obedi-
ence to the truth of God’s word.  We must, therefore,
focus on freedom, freedom from institutional religion in
order to focus on God and His word.

We must always keep in mind that we have this irre-
sistible urge to bind where God has not spoken.  In our
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spiritual insecurity we want our own approval.  Because
of the insecurity we feel in our relationship with God,
we seek the bondage of our ordinances instead of free-
dom.  We lead ourselves to believe that if we add pre-
cept upon precept we will somehow generate an obedi-
ence that God must accept.  When we have a moment of
theological insecurity, we simply check our “theology
chart” and our “works chart,” and then soothe ourselves
that we have performed well.  If this does not bring com-
plete satisfaction, then we do as Paul said of some of the
Corinthians.  “But they, measuring themselves by them-
selves, and comparing themselves among themselves,
are not wise” (2 Co 10:12).  If we judge ourselves to
have outperformed another, then we are at peace.  But
such is carnal behavior.

In order to maintain our need for security, opinion is
often exalted to law.  Confused interpreters then exalt
themselves to be lawgivers and judges in reference to
the restrictions we place on ourselves.  The more domi-
nant our interpreters are with their rules and regulations,
the more secure we feel.  We thus seek those who are
“doctors of the law” in order to comfort us that we are
correctly checking off every point on our self-imposed
checklist.  When we accept such people as our leaders,
we are brought under the bondage of those who profess
their unique opinions as law.  When this happens, opin-
ion moves into the realm of law.  A wedge is thus driven
between the individual believer and his sole allegiance
to Jesus and His word.  Unique religious groups are born
as followers give heed to the unique teachings of their
favorite “doctor of the law.”

We do this to ourselves because we are obsessed with
the pronouncements from our leaders and their unique
codes of law.  We are obsessed to the point that we for-
get the Spirit of the law.  We divide ourselves from one
another according to the unique opinions of each leader
or group, and thus set ourselves up as judges of one
another’s opinions.  We burn our sacrifices on the altar
and at the same time we unmercifully attack one an-
other over how much wood should go on the fire.

One cannot enjoy freedom in Christ if he or she is
brought under the bondage of men.  The greater the bond-
age of men over the individual believer, the less free-
dom one has in Christ.  We must always remember that
when one is in bondage, all that he thinks about is how
to be set free.  He is not enjoying freedom while in bond-
age.  Freedom is only a hope that keeps him alive in
bondage.  What Jesus did at the cross was deliver us out
of the captivity of bondage, and by grace, deliver us into
a realm of freedom (Gl 5:1).  We are not under law, but
under grace (Rm 6:14).

Jesus delivered us from the bondage of two things,

both of which are interlinked with one another.  He first
set us free from the law of sin and death (Rm 8:2).  None
of us can live perfectly under law (Rm 3:23).  And thus,
since we all sin against law, all are condemned under
law.  If any tried to be justified by law, they were “sev-
ered from Christ” and “fallen from grace” (Gl 5:4).  For
this reason, Jesus set us free from the confines of having
to be justified by perfect keeping of law (Rm 6:18; 8:2).
So Paul wrote, “But if you are led by the Spirit, you are
not under law” (Gl 5:18).

Since Jesus freed us from the bondage of law, He
freed us from any ordinances of tradition we might im-
pose on ourselves as law.  For this reason, we “touch
not, taste not and handle not” those ordinances that give
a pretense of godliness, but are simply the self-imposed
restrictions of men (See Cl 2:20-23).  We are free from
the bondage of traditions that religious fellowships might
impose on us.  For the purpose of freedom did Jesus set
us free (Gl 5:1).  In view of being set free, Paul ques-
tioned why some of the Galatians wanted to go back
into bondage.  “But now after you have known God, or
rather are known by God, how can you turn back again
to the weak and worthless elements to which you de-
sire again to be in bondage?” (Gl 4:9).

But what often happens is that we cluster around a
set of man-made rules and regulations in order to retain
our identity as a unique church in the community.  We
declare our independence (autonomy) from others, and
thus establish ourselves as unique and different.

With the doctrine of local group independence we
seek to bring all the members of our unique fellowship
into the bondage of the code or control of our particular
fellowship.  We thus focus on either established tradi-
tional interpretations, traditions, personalities or heri-
tages in order to maintain the identity of each group.  In
order for each group to exist, there must be a strong con-
trol factor within each group that seeks to maintain the
identity of the groups from the influence or control of
others.  We say we are autonomous as groups by estab-
lishing unique regulations by which individual groups
seek to do their own thing separate from the influence
or control of other groups and their regulations.

The New Testament teaching on freedom in Christ
releases the individual believer from the bondage of
human laws and traditions in order that our focus re-
main solely on Jesus and obedience to His directions.
When a group is obsessed with autonomy, they are think-
ing collectively, not individually.  They are thinking lo-
cally, not universally.  The leader or leaders of the group
are seeking the allegiance of each member to the au-
tonomous group in order to maintain the identity of the
group.  But if the leaders are thinking freedom, then they
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are more likely focusing the church on Jesus rather than
the maintenance of a unique group.  They are focusing
on the universal church which is autonomous from the
world.  Good leaders should lead us into the realm of
freedom unto which Jesus delivered us in order that in-
dividuals not be focused on the authority of a group of
members, but on the authority of Jesus.

When dealing with salvational matters, our relation-
ship is always individually determined (See 2 Co 5:10;
Gl 6:5).  No individual or synod has the right to deter-
mine the salvation of any one individual.  Nor does any
group as a whole have a right to dictate the behavioral
relationship the individual believer must have with
Christ.  We will be saved in the end, not because we
conformed to the legal code of any specific group, but
because we are a part of the redeemed body of Christ.
Baptized believers are a part of this redeemed body
wherever they are in the world.

When we start thinking collectively as a specific
group, the members of the group often start turning their
attention from Jesus to the group itself.  Because we
want to be accepted by others, our loyalty is often di-
rected first to a specific fellowship (local church), and
then to Jesus.  Our desire to be accepted by others is
usually stronger than our conscious will to be accepted
by God.  It is for this reason that many churches lose
sight of Jesus in their collective enthusiasm.  They want
to “go to church” to see friends and family, not specifi-
cally to renew their worship of God.  Assembly often
becomes a meeting primarily for social and entertain-
ment purposes with a little Bible teaching on the side.

Our friends are immediate.  They speak with con-
crete voices and give tangible hugs that we enjoy.  How-
ever, in the interactivity of our empirical world, God
often becomes an abstract thought from whom we be-
come very detached.  We cannot hear His voice.  There
are no concrete hugs.  As a result, we turn to cherishing
the acceptance of our group over an abstract relation-
ship with God.  In focusing on being accepted by our
group, we seek to solidify our unique fellowship.  We
will go to great lengths to guarantee its identity and sur-
vival.  We even go to the extreme of keeping it separate
from other groups who have also solidified their bound-
aries.  We are thus autonomous from one another, de-
nominated into different social clubs.

It is true that our close fellowship with one another
helps us understand the love of God.  However, we must
always keep in mind that it is our fellowship with God
that gives us meaning for our fellowship with one an-
other.  Our covenant we made with God at the time we
were immersed is the reason why we have fellowship as
heirs of the promise (1 Jn 1:3).  We love one another

because He first loved us.
When a group of autonomous people are encouraged

to “give glory to the church”, what is usually meant is to
give glory to their particular church group.  But in the
New Testament, our loyalty as servants to the Master is
not directed to a specific local group of members.  Our
obedient loyalty is to Jesus as the sole head and author-
ity of the one universal church.  It is for this reason that
Paul said, “He [Christ] is the head of the body, the
church” (Cl 1:18).  Since there is only one Lord (Ep
4:5), then the one Lord can have no competition in loy-
alty on earth.  We love our brothers and sisters in Christ.
But our loyalty is first to our King.  All glory goes to
God, not to any one assembly of believers on earth.

When we focus on King Jesus, then we guard our-
selves from exalting individual personalities or local
assemblies of believers above what they should be.
Christians give honor to whom honor is due, however,
they give glory only to the King.

When the denominational interpretation and prac-
tice of church autonomy is brought to the forefront dur-
ing disagreements and loyalties between church groups,
invariably there is a conflict between personalities within
the separate groups.  The debate is not over fundamen-
tal doctrine, but over personalities in opposing groups
who have disagreed with one another.  When a particu-
lar local church is brought under the supposed authority
and control of an individual or controlling group who
seeks to lord over the flock, then denominational au-
tonomy becomes a precious doctrine to guard both be-
liefs, behavior and control from outside influences.

If you do not believe what I have just said in the
preceding statements, suppose your church group was
about to conduct a business meeting of the affairs of
your local group of members.  Before the meeting started,
suppose some members from another “local church”
came to the meeting just to sit and listen.  How would
you view their presence?  Would they be intruding?
Would they be considered unwelcome?  Would they be
imposing themselves on your meeting?  Would they be
presumptuous to suppose that they could come to your
party?  Now how would you judge your own feelings in
view of the fact that we are all members of the same
body of Christ?  Are these feelings not a denial of the
universal solidarity that we have in Christ?  Think about
this.  If we have all obeyed the one universal gospel of
Jesus Christ, then we are all members of the one univer-
sal body of Christ.  Regardless of where we are located
in this world in which we live, we are all a part of the
organic body of Christ.  With the only Head in heaven,
then we can all be united together under this one univer-
sal Head.
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If we are denominational in our thinking and behav-
ior, we will assume that the one universal church is made
up of exclusive groups of members who meet at differ-
ent locations throughout any particular city.  We will
think that these groups can declare their independence
from one another.  However, there are two concepts with
this view that must always be questioned.  First, a clear
teaching of the New Testament is the universal nature of
the body of Christ that has one head and one King.  Be-
cause of this, the church must always be viewed glo-
bally, not locally.  Second, the concept of numerous in-
dependent church groups meeting in the same commu-
nity is nowhere defined in the New Testament.  The New
Testament pictures one global community of God which
is referred to in the New Testament as the church.

It is here that we must remember that when Jesus
introduced our connection to Him as the True Vine, He
referred to us individually as branches (Jn 15:1-4).  He
did not refer to collective bundles of branches abiding
in Him.  We are personally and individually connected
to the True Vine.  Our relationship with Jesus is not via
a local assembly of branches.  It is personal and indi-
vidual, and thus a direct connection.  We are individu-
ally members of His universal body.  Our relationship
with Him exists regardless of where we assemble.  And
since our relationship with Him is individual, then we
are all members of the same body.  We are fellow heirs,
and thus one community of God wherever we are in the
world.

However, our assembly-oriented concept of the
church has driven us to focus on independent assem-
blies as the defining factor for the existence of any par-
ticular church group.  The problem with this theology is
that when one is baptized he is added to the universal
body of Christ by God (At 2:47).  But what we often
think is that when one is baptized, he is added to a par-
ticular local assembly of the one church.  The truth is
that when one is added to the church, he is not added to
a local assembly, but to all local assemblies of the glo-
bal church.  A baptized believer is added to the univer-
sal church, and thus is a part of any local fellowship
throughout the world.  Membership in the universal
church brings fellowship to any local assembly of Chris-
tians throughout the world.  To think differently is to
think denominationally.

Therefore, the church exists in any part of the world
because of baptized believers.  The church began on Pen-

tecost in Acts 2 because about three thousand people
were baptized in the location of that city.  It did not exist
in the world when there were no members.  It came into
existence throughout the world when men and women
first responded to the first official announcement in
Jerusalem that Jesus was reigning as King of all things
(At 2:36-41,47).  Therefore, the worldwide church came
into existence in the world in Jerusalem, though there
were baptized members only in Jerusalem at the time it
came into existence on the day of Pentecost.

The church does not exist because of the assemblies
of those who have been baptized.  It exists because of
baptized believers.  Our emphasis on the erroneous be-
lief that the church exists because of assembly has moved
us to focus too much on the evidence of assembly for
the identity and existence of the church in any particular
community.  We must simply keep in mind that the per-
sonal witness of the members of the body in any com-
munity is the identity of the church in that community.
Jesus still says, “By this will all men know that you are
My disciples, if you have love for one another” (Jn
13:35).  This is the witness of the existence of the church.

A. The universal community of God included
Corinth.

The church is universally one in function and goal,
but witnessed in every world community by the godly
life of individual members.  The church functions
throughout the world as each member serves according
to individual tasks and abilities on a local basis (Gl 6:5).
When Paul wrote 1 Corinthians 12:12, he was not speak-
ing of a “local” church meeting at the same place on
some street corner in the city of Corinth.  He was speak-
ing universally when he said, “For as the body is one
and has many members, and all the members of the one
body, though they are many, are one body, so also is
Christ.”  As Christ is one, there is only one global body
of Christ.  The body of Christ is not broken into bits and
pieces of denominated groups that are autonomously
meeting here and there throughout the world.  “For the
body is not one member, but many” (1 Co 12:14).  And
these many members are scattered throughout the world,
and thus make up the one universal church of Christ.

Consider the context of what Paul says in 1 Corin-
thians 12 in a universal, not local sense, as some would
view the church today.  Paul says that because the church
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is one, a foot of the body in Corinth cannot say to a hand
of the body in Antioch, “Because I am not the hand, I
am not of the body” (1 Co 12:15).  Though the problem
of exclusion manifested itself locally in Corinth, Paul’s
answer was in reference to the whole body through-
out the world.  Every functioning member of the body
of Christ is needed throughout the world.  “God has set
the members, each one of them in the body, just as He
has desired” (1 Co 12:18).  In the context of the one
universal body, “if one member suffers, all the members
suffer with it.  Or if one member is honored, all the mem-
bers rejoice with it” (1 Co 12:26).

For example, when a famine occurred in Judea in
the first century, all the members of the global church
suffered with the members of the church in Judea.  Paul
said of the Macedonian members that they were “beg-
ging us with much urgency that we should receive the
gift and the fellowship of the ministering to the saints”
(2 Co 8:4).  The Macedonian members thus “abounded
in the riches of their liberality” in order to fellowship
with suffering members in Judea who were hundreds of
kilometers away, yet still members of the same church
that met in Macedonia (2 Co 8:2).  In fact, the mem-
bers of the church in Philippi felt so at one with mem-
bers who lived in Judea that they went beyond their abil-
ity to send aid to fellow members of the church in Judea
(2 Co 8:3).  They viewed the saints of Judea as members
of the global body of Christ, and thus sought to remain
in fellowship with them through their contributions to
their suffering as a result of the famine.  This is the na-
ture and function of the universal membership of the
church.  This does not sound like assemblies function-
ing separate from one another in order that members re-
main independent from one another’s needs.

B. The universal community of God included Phil-
ippi.

It is interesting how Paul addressed the church in
Philippi.  He wrote, “... to all the saints ... who are in
Philippi ...” (Ph 1:1).  Though the saints in Philippi were
meeting in different homes throughout the city, he did
not address them as different independent congregations.
His address was to all the saints, not to collective as-
semblies of the saints.  Even when he mentioned the
overseers and menservants (deacons), he did not break
them down into overseers of specific groups.

If we bring into the Philippian and Corinthian situa-
tion any teaching that says churches cannot cooperate
with one another, then we attack the universal fellow-
ship of the church.  We have a denominational view of
the church.  In doing this we conjure up all sorts of argu-

ments as to how one church should supposedly guard its
independence from other churches when people are starv-
ing because of the famine.  A denominational understand-
ing of autonomy sets individual assemblies of members
apart from one another, and in some cases against one
another.  I have seen some argue over church autonomy
concerning contributions to famine victims while those
who were to receive the contributions were starving to
death.

Does not the preceding scenario contradict the very
instructions of Paul in 1 Corinthians 12?  In such situa-
tions is not the foot saying to the hand, “I have no need
of you”?  And is not the eye saying to the foot, “I have
no need of you”?  When any teaching causes us to make
these statements to one another, then it is the foundation
upon which denominationalism is built.  It is for this
reason that a sectarian view of local assembly autonomy
is inherently denominational.

The doctrine of anti-cooperation among churches
was born out of the doctrine that churches are so inde-
pendent from one another that they cannot cooperate with
one another.  It is affirmed that autonomous assemblies
do not have a right to cooperate in work and decision
making with one another on specific projects.  But this
belief would have denied the Macedonians the right to
work with the Judean churches during the famine that
took place during Paul’s ministry.  Since the Judean
churches were supposedly autonomous, the Macedonian
churches would have had to give their contributions di-
rectly to the individual Christians who were in need dur-
ing the famine.  They supposedly could not have given
it directly to another autonomous church, and then work
with that church in making decisions concerning work
and distribution with their contribution.  Those who pro-
mote anti-cooperation would argue that since the sup-
posedly autonomous Macedonian churches had no con-
trol over other autonomous churches, they could not work
with the Judean churches in making decisions concern-
ing how the contribution was to be distributed.  The prac-
tice of anti-cooperation is strictly denominational think-
ing and a denial of the universal fellowship of all Chris-
tians.  It is the nature of the body that it must cooperate
in function.

C. The universal community of God included
Jerusalem.

I challenge you to take another look at the context of
Acts 11 & 12.  But view the context of what historically
took place in reference to the famine during the reign of
Claudius.  Consider the fact that Luke views the church
as one body that functions universally, not autonomously
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as independent assemblies of Christians.  In this case
where the church worked universally, there were mem-
bers of the church in all the Roman Empire, but specific
mention is made of the members in Antioch, Jerusalem
and the region of Judea.  Regardless of where they lived,
all Christians functioned as one church in order to carry
out the task of taking care of the famine victims in Judea.

Acts 11:19 begins this historical case for the univer-
sal church by stating that members “were scattered
abroad after the persecution.”  They were scattered from
Jerusalem and Judea.  Some went to Antioch, another
geographical location north of Jerusalem (At 11:20).  As
a result, many were converted in Antioch.  The news of
conversions in Antioch came to the ears of “the church”
in Jerusalem (At 11:22).  Barnabas was subsequently
sent from Jerusalem to Antioch in order to encourage
the new converts (At 11:22,23).  Many people were thus
“added to the Lord”, not to a single autonomous assem-
bly of the church in Antioch (At 11:24).  When one is
baptized, he is “added to the Lord.”  He is added by the
Lord to the one universal church (At 2:47).  When be-
lievers were baptized in Antioch, they were added to the
same church as those in Jerusalem.

In this case study, Barnabas went to Tarsus and found
Saul (Paul) in order to bring him to Antioch (At 11:25).
For a whole year they taught the new members of the
universal church who lived specifically in Antioch (At
11:26).  During this time, “the disciples were first called
Christians in Antioch” (At 11:26).  Though “the dis-
ciples” who were first called Christians lived in Anti-
och, Luke uses the phrase “the disciples” in a universal
sense.  His reference is to “the disciples” throughout the
world who were represented by “the disciples” who lived
in Antioch.  The Antioch disciples represented the dis-
ciples throughout the world.  Therefore, any reference
to the church locally is a reference to the church univer-
sally.  And in the case of the instruction of the church
locally throughout the New Testament letters, the instruc-
tion is to the church universally.

This was illustrated in Acts 11:27 when prophets
came down from Jerusalem.  The prophets lived in
Jerusalem, but they were not prophets of a local assem-
bly in Jerusalem.  They were prophets of the univer-
sal church whose work was not geographically or au-
tonomously confined to one local assembly of Chris-
tians.  They were prophets of the whole church, not just
the Jerusalem church.

The prophet Agabus foretold a coming famine that
took place in the days of Caesar Claudius (At 11:28).
Acts 11:29 again refers to the universal discipleship of
the church.  “The disciples” everywhere determined to
send famine relief to “the brethren” who lived in Judea.

The universal discipleship worked as one church to aid
disciples in one particular geographical area.  They sub-
sequently made the contribution and “sent it to the el-
ders” (At 11:30).  The question is, What elders?  The
answer must be in the context of the preceding verse.
These were the elders in Judea (At 11:29).  They were
not just the elders of the Jerusalem city church.  That
understanding is not what Luke wants us to derive from
this historical record.  He wants us to understand that
there were elders of the disciples (brethren) in all Judea
who would handle the distribution of the contribution.
This may seem strange to those who believe in the con-
cept of elders “over” local autonomous assemblies,
which in the Judean context would be many assemblies
throughout Judea.  This would be true even in Jerusa-
lem, for the church at the time met in the homes of mem-
bers.  Nevertheless, the elders of the brethren in Judea
functioned together in reference to the use of the famine
contribution.

My argument for the functionality of the church as
one can be witnessed again in Acts 12.  Herod launched
a persecution against “the church.”  If you are thinking
“local denominational (independent) assemblies,” then
you will struggle to identify this local assembly against
which Herod launched his persecution.  In Acts 12:2,
Luke identifies “the church” against which Herod
launched his persecution.  During this persecution,
James, the apostle, is killed by Herod.  James was not an
apostle to a specific local assembly of believers.  He
was a Christ-sent apostle of the universal church.
Herod’s persecution, therefore, was not against a spe-
cific assembly of “the church”.  Luke wants us to under-
stand that the persecution was against the worldwide
church, though the persecution took place specifically
in a local setting.

After James’ death, Herod arrested Peter.  While
Peter was kept in prison by Herod, “the church” made
constant prayers for him.  I am sure Luke wants us to
understand that these prayers did not come only from a
single “local church” in Jerusalem.  I believe he wants
us to understand that the prayers came from brethren
throughout Jerusalem and Judea and other places where
brethren received news of Peter’s imprisonment.  It was
the universal church that prayed for Peter’s release.

Throughout the book of Acts, Luke described to
Theophilus the nature of the community of God at work
in the world by the power of the Spirit.  It is my belief
that both Luke and Acts were written as defense docu-
ments of Christianity on behalf of Paul who was in prison
in Rome at the time Luke wrote both documents.  In
Luke’s defense of Paul, he wrote with universal mean-
ing concerning the ministry of Jesus (Luke) and the
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worldwide effect of that ministry as the Spirit worked
through the church (Acts).  Luke thus portrayed to
Theophilus a worldwide church of Christ that functioned
as a united body because of the global headship of Christ
and His reign over all things.  He did not present the
picture that several local denominationally independent
churches throughout the Roman Empire had somehow
worked out an ecclesiastical order to work together as
independent bodies.

If Luke was trying to portray a union of ecclesiasti-
cal autonomous bodies, his defense argument to
Theophilus would have fallen flat, for we would assume
that the ecclesiastical union would depend on the skill
of church negotiators to keep the union together.  Luke’s
argument is that Jesus was who He said He was, and the
church was His universal Spirit-driven body, because
the one Spirit was working universally wherever Chris-
tians lived.  The power of the church was not in the
ability to organize individual autonomous assemblies
into one force, but in the Spirit of God who worked
individually and universally through each free be-
liever.  This was the power of Luke’s argument to
Theophilus.  The Christ and His church of Spirit-filled
believers were the work of God and not man.  This was
so because the work of the Spirit could be witnessed in
the lives of individuals, not in the ability of men to corpo-
rately work together as institutional groups.

We must admit that the heart of the doctrine of de-
nominational autonomy is money and control.  When a
particular work is discussed among local independent
groups as a possible cooperative effort, control is on the
minds of those who participate in the discussions.  When
money is involved, it is control over money.  Both fo-
cuses, however, are often thought of carnally in refer-
ence to who will control the money.  Control becomes
carnal when men focus on how much control they can
maintain through the vehicle of money.  The use of
money as leverage to exercise control is a manifestation
of one’s carnal motives.

When a famine occurred in Judea, members through-
out the ancient world contributed to victims of the fam-
ine who lived in Judea.  There was some procrastination
on the part of some in making their promised contribu-
tions, but at the end of the day, the money was given and
the suffering brethren of Judea were relieved.  Through-
out every mention of this historical event in the New
Testament, there is not one word mentioned as to who
would control the money.  Not one word is mentioned
in the New Testament about how “local church au-
tonomy” is to be guarded in the contributing and use
of the money.  Should this haunting silence not cause
us to question the theology that independent assemblies

of Christians have a right to denominationally function
separate from one another?

Paul suggested that the Corinthians send some local
brethren with him when he took their contribution to
Judea (2 Co 8:19).  The suggestion was based on secu-
rity and the questioning minds of some accusers of Paul
in Corinth.  Paul did not want to be put in a position
where accusations could be made against him concern-
ing the money.  There were also some security reasons
behind his suggestion since Paul would be making a long
trip to Jerusalem with a lot of money.  But nowhere in
this historical case is there any discussion concerning
control and autonomy.

Now the question is, When these brethren who went
with Paul arrived in Jerusalem, did they “hand over the
money” to the Jerusalem church because it was the
money of an autonomous church (Corinth) going to an-
other autonomous church (Jerusalem)?  We must con-
sider this scenario in view of the teaching that member-
ship is supposedly placed with local autonomous corpo-
rate assemblies, and that members from one such as-
sembly (church) have no right to function in fellowship
with another corporate assembly (church) with rights of
work and decision as to how the administration of the
funds are to be used.  Some believe that independent
corporate churches cannot work together in making de-
cisions and ministry.  But if this is true, then the Corin-
thian brethren who were with Paul had to hand over the
money and catch the first flight home.  I think there is
something unrealistic about this thinking, if not just plain
nonsense.

Though the Scriptures say nothing about what his-
torically happened upon the Corinthians’ arrival in
Jerusalem, my assumption is that the Corinthian breth-
ren stayed on and worked as members of the global com-
munity of God.  They worked in fellowship with Chris-
tians in Judea in the administration of the funds to fam-
ine victims, as well as in making decisions with the
Judean Christians as to how all collected funds from
other Christians were to be used.  Every Christian who
was in Judea, or who had come to Judea with funds,
worked together in decision making and administration
of the collected funds.  They worked as one global com-
munity of God.

I personally do not think the Corinthian brethren were
concerned about control of the contribution, though this
is high priority with some people.  They simply joined
in to see that the job of feeding the famine victims was
dealt with.  When contributed money is used to manipu-
late oneself into a position of authority and control, then
there is a problem and a time for concern.  It is like hold-
ing onto a preacher’s paycheck in order to keep him in
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line.  There have been a few church treasurers who have
viewed themselves in positions of control simply because
the church had asked them to deposit contributions and
write checks for the church.  Put a group of such people
together in an effort to carry out a cooperative effort
among Christians, and the feelings of control emerge
and autonomy becomes an issue with the carnally
minded.

In all the preceding points of church function in the

New Testament, one thing is very clear.  The New Testa-
ment Christians functioned as one global body.  Regard-
less of where any individual member lived throughout
the world, he or she considered himself or herself a mem-
ber of the global community of God.  When each mem-
ber considers himself or herself as such, then the church
functions as a universal organism that touches the lives
of millions.  And in so functioning, it honors the univer-
sal Head, Jesus.

Let’s suppose that a particular assembly of Chris-
tians decide that members of their group must be veg-
etarian.  Since the members may live in an area where
eating meats is associated with pagan practices (See 1
Co 8; Rm 14), they come to the conclusion that every-
one should abstain from the eating of all meats.  They
thus make a decision as a group to abstain from the eat-
ing of meats.  Churches in other areas, however, believe
that eating meats is simply a matter of opinion.  Regard-
less of whether living in any social environment, they
believe that Christians have a right to eat meats.  Never-
theless, the “vegetarian church” feels that meats com-
promise their status in the community, and thus they
agree as a group that eating of meat should be banned
because of what those outside the church might say.

Now suppose the vegetarian church decides to make
the eating of meats a matter of fellowship among all
churches.  They first bind on themselves the doctrine of
vegetarianism as a matter of law, and not opinion.  When
they do this, other brethren immediately see the error of
such.  However, because of their belief that they are an
independent group of Christians and can do what they
want, the vegetarian church says that no other Chris-
tians have the right to intervene in their affairs.  The
vegetarian church subsequently denominates itself from
the “meat-eating groups.”

The next stage of this progression into denomina-
tionalism naturally follows.  Since the vegetarian group
has made vegetarianism a matter of fellowship, they feel
that it is their mission to convert others to their doctrine.
They subsequently send out missionaries to save the
saved by recruiting churches to their position on veg-
etarianism.  Since they have denominated themselves
from the brotherhood of meat-eating churches, they view
meat-eating churches as a mission field.  And so, a world-
wide confrontation prevails because the vegetarian

churches cannot give freedom to the meat-eating
churches. And in some churches, the meat-eating
churches will not give freedom to the vegetarian churches
to eat vegetables only because of their cultural environ-
ment.

Consider the preceding scenario from the viewpoint
of freedom.  Suppose that at the beginning of the situa-
tion the brotherhood of individual members viewed
themselves as part of the universal church with freedom
to function in areas of opinion, as well as in areas of
cultural differences.  If this would have been the case at
the beginning of controversy, I wonder if the preceding
scenario would have been different?  If an individual
member sought to bind vegetarianism on others, he would
not be dealing with a local assembly of members over
which he may be a dominant leader, but with a world-
wide brotherhood.  He would not be dealing with a few
over whom he possibly exercised scholastic dominance,
but with “Johns” and “Pauls” who had the right to
“preach the word” and “convict the gainsayers.”  If at
the very beginning of the situation the individuals who
initiated the vegetarian doctrine had to deal with peers
who could openly challenge their reasoning, then possi-
bly unity would have prevailed instead of division over
the matter of vegetarianism.  In fact, vegetarianism would
not have been instituted as a doctrine if at first chal-
lenged by others outside the local brethren.  For con-
science sake, freedom could have been given to the veg-
etarians to eat their vegetables.  But freedom could also
have been given to the worldwide brotherhood to eat
meat.  Freedom would have promoted unity upon the
foundation of Paul’s mandate of Romans 14 that we re-
ceive one another (Rm 14:1).

Scholastically unchallenged individual Bible stu-
dents who lose sight of fundamental doctrine develop
unique teachings that they often bind on the consciences

Chapter 14

FREE TO RECEIVE
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of their students.  It is for this reason that Bible students
must always allow themselves to be challenged by oth-
ers.  Unfortunately, when some Bible students hide be-
hind the teaching of church independence, they leave
themselves unchallenged by others outside their cocoon
of seclusion, and thus develop unique denominations
with those they have convinced concerning their con-
clusions.

Since Jesus has been exalted above all powers, He
rules over all (Hb 1:3).  God has “highly exalted Him
and given Him the name that is above every name” (Ph
2:9), that He might be the head over all things (Ep 1:22).
It is necessary to remember this since we live in a world
where principalities and powers inside and outside the
church seek to bring the believer into bondage.  “For
we do not wrestle against flesh and blood, but against
the rulers, against the powers, against the world forces
of the darkness of this age, against spiritual hosts of
wickedness in high places” (Ep 6:12).  Paul nowhere
said that such principalities and powers in high places
existed exclusively outside the fellowship of believers.
Sometimes these forces are generated from within the
church.  In the context of 2 Corinthians 10, the “pulling
down of strongholds, casting down imaginations and ev-
ery high thing” had specific reference to those in the
Corinthian church who had set themselves against the
authority of a Christ-sent apostle (2 Co 10:1-6).  The
individual believer, therefore, must guard himself
from being brought into bondage by organizations and
individuals who would seek to enslave the people of
God.

Group autonomy is not the answer to guarding a
group from the influence of those who would seek to
bring us into bondage.  It is the responsibility of each
individual Christian to guard himself against the bond-
age of men.  In the end, each Christian will give account
of himself before the Lord Jesus (At 17:30,31; 2 Co 5:10).
Our account before Christ in judgment will not be con-
gregationally, but individually.  For this reason, our re-
lationship with the Judge must be based on our personal
relationship with the Judge through the decrees He has
set forth in His word (Jn 12:48).  If the individual be-
liever allows another judge to step in between himself
and the final Judge, then principalities and powers have
taken control of his life.  It is for this reason that Chris-
tians must stand firm in the liberty by which they have
been set free (Gl 5:1).  They individually must not allow
anyone to bring them into the bondage of man-made tra-
ditional religion.

The beauty of being a disciple of Jesus Christ is in
the fact that one personally has direct access to and con-
tact with God in prayer.  We have the Holy Spirit work-

ing in our lives in order that all things work together for
good (Rm 8:28) and that our dreams be fulfilled exceed-
ingly abundantly beyond our initial plans (Ep 3:20,21).
We “individually together” as the church will stand be-
fore God as the body of Christ.  It is not that we have
access to Jesus through a local institution.  This old
Catholic doctrine is erroneous.  The church is God’s
people, not some international corporate institution that
calls itself a church.  Since the church is people, then
when we say that the church has direct access to the
Head of the body, we mean that each member of the
church is in direct communication with the Head
through prayer.  The Head is in communication with
the body through His written word (Jn 15:7,14).

A group of people should never come between the
individual believer and his Head.  The individual mem-
ber is responsible for himself or herself when consider-
ing one’s relationship and communication with the Head
of the body.  Therefore, regardless of the beliefs and
behavior of the group, the individual still remains indi-
vidually accountable for himself or herself before Jesus.
Each one of us will give account of ourselves before
Jesus, regardless of any other person or group of people
(2 Co 5:10).

We must in our relationships focus on one another.
Our focus on one another brings us together as individual
Christians.  Wherever there is another Christian, if pos-
sible, I want to be with that Christian.  I do not want two
individual Christians to form a group in order to with-
draw as a group from any other Christian because they
declare independence from others.  We are free in Christ
as individuals, but we will never declare our autonomy
from one another as individuals.  It is on the foundation
of our freedom that we allow one another the space to
believe and work according to our personal ministry for
God.  If we seek to infringe on that freedom, we will
move away from one another.  It is our mutual under-
standing of freedom that keeps us together.

Though groups of Christians may declare themselves
to be autonomous from other groups, as an individual I
will never declare myself autonomous from you.  If I
did, I would be denying the global fellowship of the body
of Christ.  If it would be wrong for me as an individual
to declare autonomy from you, then how can a group of
individual Christians make such a declaration?  If they
do, are they not acting denominationally?

It is the nature of the gospel to bring people together.
It is the nature of autonomy to separate people from one
another.  Inherent in the gospel is unity, not division.
Therefore, all those who have obeyed the gospel have
come together as the one universal body of Christ.  It is
religion that separates people from one another.
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We are traditional beings, creatures of habit.  When
one of us seeks to behave in a different manner than the
traditional way the group does things, then the group
becomes quite uncomfortable.  Because of our discom-
fort, we resist.  In our resistance, we as a group will
make every effort to bring the “revolutionary” or “con-
troversialist” back into the norm of the group.  There-
fore, unless the one who seeks to change is trying to
change more than minor points of his world view, he
will be brought back into conformity or discarded from
the group.

In order to affect a paradigm shift in our behavior,
we must make major changes in how we come to con-
clusions.  The mechanisms for arriving at conclusions
in our world view must be changed before long-lasting
restoration can be attempted.  If we are to initiate and
maintain a religious restorational paradigm shift, our
mechanism for doing such is critical in order to have the
desired outcome.

In the realm of theology, we must seriously take a
look at our hermeneutical tools by which we draw doc-
trinal conclusions, and subsequently initiate restoration.
If we judge ourselves at this time to be just another de-
nomination, then our hermeneutics are suspect.  After
all, the manner by which we interpret and apply the Scrip-
tures is what got us to where we are.  If we feel that we
are theologically denominated, then we must honestly
reconsider how we theologically denominated ourselves
from one another.

It is imperative that we first understand that God
did not give His word to us in a manner that would
theologically separate us from one another.  In the
midst of a divided Christendom, therefore, we must first
see man as the problem, not God’s Road Map.  To blame
denominationalism on the word of God is to blame God
for a supposed inability to deliver His message to sin-
cere believers in a way that would produce unity.

It is religion that causes division, not our spiritual
connection with God through His word.  Religion is the
invention of those who seek to quench the thirst of their
own spirit.  When men seek to engineer their own the-
ologies, they construct religions.  The problem is that
each of us produces different conclusions, which con-
clusions continually keep us divided from one another.

A religious restorational paradigm shift must focus
on our sometimes questionable motives of how to con-
nect with God.  To make the shift, it is necessary to ques-

tion our means and methods by which we satisfy our
spiritual longings.  Our first step in making a shift, there-
fore, must be to go to the word of God alone.  We must
then examine how we interpret the Scriptures and apply
what we interpret.

If one claims to have instituted a restoration without
changing the hermeneutics by which he comes to con-
clusions, then he is actually only a reformist.  He is only
reforming an existing structure into being a supposedly
better institution or more adapted to the culture in which
he lives.  But at the end of the day, he is not a true resto-
rationist.  He only reforms.  The result of his efforts is
only a reformed denomination because he has not al-
lowed the Scriptures to be the sole authority in his quest
for restoration of the original.

This is not to say that the restorationist is willing to
throw out the baby with the bath water.  It only means
that one must be willing to make all necessary sacrifices
to affect a restoration to God’s word and work among
men.  One must be willing to do all that is necessary in
order to go to the Scriptures with an open and honest
heart and mind in order to discover the purity of God’s
will.  Reformationists are rarely willing to do this.  Tra-
dition bears down on them too forcefully.  The burden
of tradition distorts their efforts to be true restoration-
ists.  The result of the reformist, therefore, is only the
renovation of a denominational institution in order to
come up with different rules and regulations, but still
just another brand and breed of the institution that has
been reworked.

It is for this reason that we must ask ourselves, Have
we as restorationists become only reformists?  Are we
establishing another denomination by seeking only re-
form?  We must not fear in asking and answering these
questions.  True restorationists do not fear to ask such
questions for they seek to be God’s children in belief
and behavior at all costs.  They are willing to make all
necessary belief and behavioral sacrifices and changes
in order to be directed by the will of God.  Since there is
no fear in love (1 Jn 4:18), and John’s love was the keep-
ing of God’s commandments (1 Jn 5:2,3), then restoring
God’s commandments to our lives brings peace, not fear.
Fear is produced in the struggle for restoration only when
those in the midst of the paradigm shift are ignorant of
God’s word or are unwilling to sacrifice traditions or
positions for the sake of restoration.  True sectarian de-
nominationalists always fear restoration.

Chapter 15

ESTABLISHING A COURSE FOR RESTORATION
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So we are challenged with the task of becoming un-
denominational in our efforts to restore that which was
born out of a time when there were no denominations as
they exist today.  We are challenged with a possible
change in our hermeneutics in order to be objective in
our quest for simple Christianity.  Is our effort to do this
only an elusive dream, a theological phantom of specu-
lation?  Can we really understand the Bible in a way that
produces unity?

I have heard many who are trapped in the world of
divided Christendom fatalistically resign themselves to
the fact that restorational paradigm shifts cannot hap-
pen.  And since they have concluded that the dream is
impossible to bring into reality, they have relinquished
any efforts of giving up where they are in order to make
the tough journey home.  I would not so resign myself.
But at the same time, I would also not ignore the awe-
some task that is before us.

I once heard a preacher give an illustration to iden-
tify the restored 21st century church as undenominational.
He said that a deck of fifty-two cards are all individual
cards because each card has different symbols that clas-
sify them as different from one another.  The eight of
diamonds is different from the six of hearts because of
the different symbols on the two cards.  The Jack is iden-
tified as a different card than the Queen.  Each card is
denominated from the others by specific characteristics
of identification.  His application was that denomina-
tional churches were separated from one another because
each unique group could be identified by separate and
individual doctrines and church organizations.  Their dif-
ferences made them individual denominations from one
another.

The preacher then drew on the board a card that had
no numbers and symbols.  He called this card the “no
name card”.  It represented the “no name church.”  Since
this card (church) did not want to denominate itself from
the other cards (churches), it decided not to use a name
that would separate it from the others.  So it remained
the “no name church.”

However, the weakness of the illustration in explain-
ing the undenominational nature of the church is that
the card that had no symbols was the “no name card.”
From the perspective of all the “named cards,” the “no
name card” was still denominated from the rest.  It was
named the “no name” denomination.

Restorationists often counter this accusation by us-
ing a “scriptural” name in order to identify the “no name
church”.  They add a “scriptural pattern” of organiza-
tion by which separation can be maintained from other
churches.  From the point of view of restoration, we thus
assume that we have restored an undenominational

church.  However, if we were a member of a “named
church”, we would still view the “no name church” as a
denomination.  Though the “no name church” might
refuse to dialogue or fellowship with the rest of the
“named churches,” the “named churches” would still
consider them as part of the “one-church-is-as-good-as-
another” fellowship.

If our name is legalistically established, though origi-
nated from Scripture, and our organization viewed as a
legal structure of acceptance before God, have we not
established a legal denomination?  Did God originally
establish the church as a legal institution in order that it
be identified as separate from the denominations that
would eventually come in religious history?  If so, then
a legalistically defined church is just as denominational
as the man-made denominations that surround it.

I find it difficult to believe that God legalistically
identified the church in the first century in a way to
distinguish it from the nature of the denomination-
alism that exists today since the denominationalism
we witness today did not exist in the first century.
But if we identify the church today in a manner to dis-
tinguish it from the denominationalism that exists to-
day, then I fear lest we have used a legal hermeneutic to
do so.  And in doing such, we make the church as de-
nominational in identification as those denominations
from which we seek to make it separate.

The problem with a “scripturally” legalistic denomi-
nation is that it builds within itself a mechanism for self-
destruction.  From within, different leaders invariably
arrive at different legal conclusions and applications of
Scripture.  The honest leaders in this scenario eventu-
ally wake up one day to find themselves fractured (de-
nominated) from one another.  While accusing the man-
made religions of the world as schisms of men, the le-
galistic denomination is thus hypocritical in its accusa-
tion.  It is hypocritical because the lines of fellowship
that are drawn from within the legal denomination are
just as bold as those that are drawn to separate itself
from all other man-made religions.

The preacher who gave the card illustration pointed
out our denominationality simply because of our defi-
nition of the church in the exact same manner as those
churches who claim to be denominational.  He de-
fined the church by its name.  So did the others.  He
defined the church by an organizational structure.  So
did the others.  The problem was in the system of trying
to define the church of the New Testament after a legal-
istic institution by which many denominational churches
also define themselves.

The restorationist has a more difficult task before
him than the reformist.  How can he define New Testa-
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ment Christianity without being accused of just starting
another denomination?  How can he simply be Chris-
tian in the midst of the religions of men who view the
group he seeks to restore as just another denominated
sect of Christendom?  I do not believe that one who is
steeped in man-made Christianity will understand the
quest of Christians who simply seek to be Christians
only.  Unless one is on the same quest to be undenomi-
national, he will desire no understanding of the subject.
He will not allow his thinking to be challenged for fear
of discovering that he is that which he condemns.

However, I would make a suggestion in order to be-
gin and continue a restorational paradigm shift.  We
should first ask ourselves, Is church defined by a scrip-
tural name and organization of a group of believers?  Or,
is it defined by the behavior of individual believers?  If
our focus is first on being scriptural in name and organi-
zation, then we leave ourselves open for a direct on-
slaught from those who focus first on the spirit of the
law and not the letter.  Their accusation is backed by the
fact that Jesus said that His disciples would be identi-
fied by their love of Him (Jn 14:15; 15:14) and their
love for one another (Jn 13:34,35).  When it came to
identity, therefore, Jesus’ focus was on individual be-
havior, not institutional name and organization.  Can
we change the primary focus that Jesus initiated—that
we be identified first by our love—and at the same time
end up with what Jesus intended to establish?  I think
not.

Do not misunderstand this point.  Godliness cannot
be claimed without Scripture.  But Scripture can be as-
serted without godliness.  The Pharisees maintained righ-
teousness in reference to law.  They were not ignorant
of their Bibles.  But their godliness had a lot to be de-
sired, so much so that Jesus condemned them as hypo-
crites.  They kept law without love.

Jesus ministered in the midst of “whited tomb” lead-
ers who had for centuries digressed to focusing on sac-
rifice rather than mercy.  His was a world of religious
hypocrisy.  Leadership was identified by legal obedi-
ence to denominational structures within Judaism.  In
the midst of such religious confusion, Jesus did not come
to reform.  He came to radically restore and innovate.
He was a restorationist in the truest sense of the word.
We would do well, therefore, to follow closely how He
instigated a restorational paradigm shift from the cor-
rupted religious institutions of His day to the original
plan of God for His people.  I do not believe His plan
was to focus first on a new outline of strictures and struc-
tures.  His focus was on godly behavior that was gener-
ated out of a heart of love and thanksgiving.  The impe-
tus of what He initiated was grace (Ti 2:11).  The foun-

dation upon which it continues is thanksgiving in the
hearts of those who have been saved by grace (1 Co
15:10).

So here we are today.  We are seated in a similar
religious environment as our Savior in the first century.
We are surrounded with a host of legalistically struc-
tured religious groups who claim to believe in biblical
authority for their beliefs and organizations.  If we use
their system by which they identify themselves as dis-
tinct and different from one another, then they will as-
sume that the church is just another denomination as
they are denominated from one another.  They will be
right.  If we establish ourselves with the same rules that
have led to denominationalism today, then will we not
become the same?

Relational Christianity is not a regimentation to rules
that clone us into religious robots.  Jesus would not have
His flock defined simply by an outline on a piece of
paper.  He would focus us on our behavior, a behavior
that would signal to the world that we are His disciples
by our love for one another.  Church, therefore, would
be identified first by the behavior of the redeemed.  The
loving sacrifice of a loving God would forever be the
identity of a loving and thankful fellowship that is
called in our English translations, “church.”

Members of the church are in a common fellowship
because they are in a common covenant with God.  Must
we therefore produce books on systematic theology in
order to identify those who are in this covenant?  Must a
legal outline be drawn up to make sure that everyone
has conformed to the system?  If so, then is the church
simply a mechanistic legal system of Christian clones
who go about doing their legal duties to make sure that
every check on the outline is made?  There is something
chilling about this thought.  There is something empty,
dead ... twice dead.

The answers to the preceding questions are that there
is a “systematic theology” before all of us.  Not for one
moment will the true restorationist sacrifice fundamen-
tal biblical teaching in order to be directed in his efforts
to restore the community of God.  The Holy Spirit knew
that we needed teaching that would keep us from stray-
ing from our intended goals.  Therefore, to scrap the
Bible for a humanistic religiosity that is based exclu-
sively on a loving fellowship is to leave ourselves adrift
in a religious world that has gone astray.  The prob-
lem in the religious world is that doctrine has been sac-
rificed for fellowship, and thus judgment has come from
their ranks that restorationists are legal, works oriented,
overemphasizing doctrine and commandments.  How-
ever, the restorationist understands that God has directed
that we be “doers of the word”.  If we love Him, we will
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keep His commandments.  And there is nothing legalis-
tic about loving to do what our Father directs us to do.

Some would also accuse that the biblical restora-
tionist has quenched the Holy Spirit.  I would certainly
question the theology behind this accusation.  It is true
that the Holy Spirit works in the life of the believer in
order to carry out His benefit for the believer.  He will
do this work regardless of the believer’s understand-
ing of His work.  But the Spirit has been conjured up in
the religious world to supposedly have accomplished
everything that might come to the mind of hysterically
misguided and biblically ill-informed religionists.  Men
have sought to walk their own way in religious matters,
while assigning their biblically blind walk to the work-
ings of the Spirit.  But in restorational paradigm shifts,
we cannot trust the whims of biblically illiterate reli-
gionists who assert all sorts of fanatical claims that are
supposedly accomplished by the Spirit.  The road map
to restoration is concrete, not abstract.  And God’s word
is concrete, though we must depend on the abstract work
of the Spirit to lead us through this word.

In order to work together in restoration, we must
first come to the table with the concrete statements of
Scripture.  We cannot use one another’s experience in
reference to the work of the Spirit in our lives as con-
crete judgments for determining fellowship.  The Spirit
never intended that His work in the life of the Chris-
tian be used as the standard by which fellowship is
determined.  The problem with using an “experience
of the Spirit” as a rule by which to initiate unity and
promote restoration is that we leave ourselves open to
the subjective judgments of men who can easily be led
astray by their own feelings.  We will never be united in
our subjective interpretations of how the Spirit has
worked in each of our lives.  The Scriptures teach that
we must make objective decisions that are based on
“sound doctrine”, not the sensations of the Spirit.

In order to initiate a restorational paradigm shift, we
must first resort to the Spirit’s first work for the direc-
tion of obedient believers.  The Scriptures were given
by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit (2 Tm 3:16).  We
must agree that we can trust the direction of the Scrip-
tures without the subjective nudges that are asserted
workings of the Spirit.  We must assume that we can
read and objectively understand together the Spirit’s in-
structions concerning essential teaching (Ep 3:3-5).  Any
honest and openhearted Bible student can be an obe-
dient believer because he can read or hear what the
Bible says he must do to be obedient.  In the task of
restoration, we must never be side tracked from this
proposition.  We must never be detoured by subjective
experiences lest we again end up with an “experiential”

religion that is based on the emotional whims of men.
If we are to affect a restorational paradigm shift in

the midst of the present religious world, then we must
reconsider our emphasis.  In their zeal to restore correct
teaching, restorationists have often been guilty of sacri-
ficing love for scriptural correctness.  The result of such
has often been loveless institutions that are based on cor-
rect outlines, but void of real heart relationships.  Oth-
ers have sacrificed objective study of the Bible for a
“God-told-me” urge they supposedly received in a dream
in the night.  Still others have become “if-it-feels-right-
it-must-be-right” denominations that are based on the
emotional meanderings of excited religionists.  Such the-
ologies are only humanly driven solely by either intel-
lect or emotion, and being such, they are driven into ob-
scurity in the forest of religiously misguided religions
that are directed by man, not God.

If we are to affect a restorational paradigm shift from
denominational religiosity, then we must restore how this
will be done.  True restoration is more than drawing up
declarations to which everyone signs allegiance.  It is
more than topical sermons and proof texts.  If we are to
discover who we are to be in the eyes of God, then it
will take a restoration of hermeneutical tools by which
we interpret God’s communication to us.  Such tools
must focus on Jesus’ means by which He brought the
flock of God out of an apostate Israel.  We must use
tools that focus us on the dynamic fellowship that was
initiated and maintained by those first disciples.  In an
atmosphere of love, therefore, we must work ourselves
through the Original Outline of the Holy Spirit in order
to keep ourselves directed by God in a world of reli-
gious chaos.  It is for this reason that we must be zealous
students of the word of God since this is our only con-
crete source by which the Holy Spirit seeks to give ob-
jective instructions on what we should be and believe.
The word of God is the map home.

It is the Bible, the word of God, that reveals the gos-
pel.  The Bible, therefore, is about revealing the mys-
tery of the gospel in this world.  If people marginalize
the word of God as the foundation of their faith, then
they are marginalizing the revelation of the gospel.  This
is the curse of religion.  Religionists have created a faith
after either their own heritage, or current traditions, or
both.  The authority of the Bible plays a small role in
religion.  When the mystery of the gospel was eventu-
ally revealed through the incarnate Son of God, then God
expects us to review continually how He revealed the
mystery of the gospel from the time of creation to the
cross.  If we fail to study earnestly this revelation of the
gospel, then we cheat ourselves.  We give ourselves a
cheap faith that is based only on religious heritages.
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A pilot friend and I were once in an airplane crash at
night in the middle of a forest.  My friend, the pilot,
broke both legs, and thus was completely incapacitated.
He needed help.  I needed to find my way out of the
forest to find help.

When you are in a forest at night, everything looks
the same.  Trees have no addresses.  There are no roads,
no signs, no directions as to where you should go.  Nev-
ertheless, I needed to find a way that would lead us out
of a desperate situation.

In the midst of a denominated Christendom, there is
confusion everywhere.  Some have just thrown up their
hands and settled for what presently exists.  I do not
believe we can do that.  If we can do such, then we have
the right to create religion after our own desires.  And I
sincerely believe that God is not pleased with our reli-
gious inventions.  If it is every man for himself in a reli-
giously confused world, then we will hopelessly wan-
der among countless religious groups that will continu-
ally spring up to satisfy the desire of men.  Is there a
way out of this confusion?  Did God leave us to our own
wits in order to dream up something on which we ex-
pect Him to give His stamp of approval?  If we believe
this, then God is playing games.  He is seeing who will
exercise the greatest imagination and come up with the
greatest religious invention.

When I was without direction in the darkness of the
night in the midst of a forest after that airplane crash, I
had only one option.  I had to look up.  There was no
direction on earth.  There was no direction amidst the
countless trees that were cloaked in darkness.  But there
was direction from above.  The arrangement of the stars
never changes.  I thus resorted to an unchanging stan-
dard, the standard of the stars.  If I followed the stars I
would not become lost.  I would be able to find my way
out of the forest and back again to where my friend lay
injured.

And I did.  I eventually found a road.  The first ve-
hicle that came down that road in the middle of the night
was a brother in Christ.  My pilot friend and I were saved.

Only God can give us direction out of the quagmire
of religious confusion.  He has given us an inspired road
map from heaven.  We need to look up in prayer and ask
for wisdom to be delivered from the mess into which we
have crash landed.  We must trust in His guidance through
His word in order to be delivered.  We must be willing
to be led by the Spirit in order to discover the spirit of

simple Christianity.
We must start with the essential fundamentals of what

He would require of us to find a road out of our own
religious inventions.  This road map of fundamentals is
clear.  No interpretation is needed.  God did not cloud
what was necessary for salvation with mysterious meta-
phors that needed the deductive reasoning of the fallible
recipients to which He gave us His word.  If we believe
that the Bible has caused the confusion that now exists
in the religious world, then we are accusing the Holy
Spirit of not being able to communicate.  We are accus-
ing Him of not being able to communicate to man in a
clear and distinct manner those essential commands for
salvation that honest men should understand and obey.
Not for one minute can we believe that the Bible is the
cause for the present religious confusion.  The fault must
always lie at the doorstep of the recipients.

What puzzles many people concerning the road map
to God is that it is so simple.  Those basic fundamentals
that are necessary in order to be Christian are not diffi-
cult to understand.  Though a repentant life is necessary
to maintain behavioral directions, we must not confuse
the simplicity of what God requires with the religious
confusion that has been the invention of imaginative men.
There are simple beliefs in the Bible that are necessary
and there are simple behavioral standards that must be
kept in order to be a disciple of Jesus.  If we believe the
concepts and behave according to the simple principles
of Christian conduct, then we will restore that which in
some religious groups has been lost for centuries.  It has
been lost in the assortment of catechism and creeds that
have been so confusing to everyone.

In order to initiate restoration, it takes little herme-
neutics to understand clear statements as Mark 16:16.
“He who believes and is immersed [baptized] will be
saved.  But he who does not believe will be condemned.”
What deductive reasoning is necessary in order to un-
derstand this simple statement of Jesus?  I once opened
my Bible to this passage and simply read it to a pastor of
a particular religious group.  After reading the passage,
he retorted, “That is your interpretation.”  But I had given
no interpretation.  I had simply read the passage.  If Jesus
said it, it must be true.  And if I love Jesus, I will love
and obey His commandments that pertain to my salva-
tion.  Is there something difficult about this?  The point
is that we must allow the Bible to speak for itself with-
out our preconceived doctrinal orientation.  When we

Chapter 16
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do this, the Book of God comes alive.  When I free my-
self from the bondage of defending my religious heri-
tage, I begin anew every day with truth from God via
His word.  This is the only way we will be able to re-
store that which God intended us to be.

A.  Restoring fundamental beliefs:

After one obeys the gospel, he or she is set for a
walk in newness of life (Rm 6:3-6).  Fundamental be-
liefs that are essential to be a Christian in this new life
are explained by Paul in Ephesians 4:4-6.  Though I do
not believe that Paul wrote Ephesians 4:4-6 to be a creed
to identify the church in the midst of numerous denomi-
nations—they did not exist when he wrote—he did write
such to separate Christians from the idolatrous world in
which the Ephesians lived.  In this sense, therefore, this
is an inspired creed for Christianity.  These fundamental
beliefs are necessary in order to be a son of God.  In
other words, how can one claim to be a Christian if he
does not believe in all the points Paul mentions in Eph-
esians 4:4-6?

There is one body and one Spirit, even as you were called
in one hope of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one
immersion, one God and Father of all, who is above all
and through all and in all.

“One” is the key word that permeates these seven
essential beliefs.  When the Holy Spirit guided the hand
of Paul to write these words, He wanted us to clearly
understand that there can be no division among those
who believe these seven fundamentals simply because
there is no division within the fundamentals themselves.
Unity permeates the very nature of what God has estab-
lished for us to believe.  In order to initiate and maintain
a restorational paradigm shift back to what God would
have us be, therefore, it is absolutely necessary that we
adhere to the following fundamentals:

1.  One Body:  Since the body is the church (Cl 1:18),
then there is only one church (ekklesia) because there is
only one body of Christ.  And since the church is the
global ekklesia (assembly) of God’s people, then the
church exists wherever there is a member of the body.
The body exists, not because of the assemblies of the
members, but because of the covenant each individual
member has with the head of the body who is the Lord
Jesus (Ep 5:23).  When one obeys the gospel through
immersion for remissions of sins (At 2:38; 1 Co 12:13),
God adds that person to the church of Christ which ex-
ists throughout the world (At 2:47).  Regardless of where

an immersed believer worships, whether in his home, in
a church house, a school, or under a tree, he is a God-
added member to the one body of Christ.  His assembly
with other Christians does not determine whether he is a
God-added member of the body of Christ.

The one universal body cannot be denominated.  Men
may denominate from one another on earth, but God
always views the church as one body.  Any promotion or
condoning of a divided church, therefore, works con-
trary to the unified nature of the one body of members
who are to speak the same thing (1 Co 1:10; see Cl 3:12-
15).

The one universal body of Christ is directed and con-
trolled by her only head, the Lord Jesus Christ (Ep 5:23).
This universal body is as leaven that spreads throughout
the world (Mt 13:33).  Each member of the body gives
allegiance to the Head who is in heaven at the right hand
of God (Hb 8:1).  Jesus purchased the church of His
people with His own blood (Ep 1:7).  His people, there-
fore, are the bride of Christ (Rv 18:23; 21:2,9; 22:17).
Anyone who would be a part of those who will be re-
deemed out of this world when Jesus comes again must
be a member of His body, for He will save only His
bride, the church (1 Th 4:13-18).

2.  One Spirit:  There is only one Holy Spirit who
seeks to glorify the Lord Jesus Christ and not Himself
(Jn 16:14).  The one Spirit has spoken one message of
truth from God to man only through the inspiration of
truth that was recorded by Spirit-inspired biblical writ-
ers (Jn 14:26; 16:13; 1 Tm 3:16,17).  Through inspira-
tion, the revelation of divine truth has come to man in a
manner that can be understood (Ep 3:3-5).  The Spirit
now indwells those who have obeyed the gospel (1 Co
3:16,17).  The Spirit seeks to work for the obedient be-
liever according to His own will (1 Co 12:11).  Regard-
less of the believer’s understanding of His work (Rm
8:28; Ep 3:20,21), the Spirit does not work in a contra-
dictory manner in the lives of the members of the body
(1 Co 12:4).  He does not lead men to work against them-
selves.  In order to be a Christian, one must believe that
only through the Holy Spirit was all truth delivered that
is necessary for salvation (1 Co 2:10-13), and that it is
only the Spirit who works in the life of the obedient to
work all things together for good (Rm 8:28).

3.  One Hope:  The Christian lives in hope of eter-
nal life for which God originally created man (Ti 1:2).
It is a destiny that we have not seen, and thus look for-
ward to with faith (Rm 8:24,25).  When Jesus comes
again, the reality of our prepared heavenly dwelling (Jn
14:1-3) will be realized to be incorruptible and unde-
filed (1 Pt 1:3,4).  It is in this dwelling that Christians
will forever be in the presence of God (Ph 1:23; 1 Th
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4:17).  They will be embodied as Jesus is, and thus dwell
within the eternal presence of God (1 Co 15:35-54; 1 Jn
3:2).  One cannot be Christian in faith if he or she does
not have this hope.

4.  One Lord:  Since one cannot be totally commit-
ted to more than one lord (Mt 6:24), then it is imperative
that the Christian submit only to the Lord Jesus Christ
(Ph 2:5-11).  No man on earth is to be given the lordship
which Jesus is to have in His reign over all men (1 Pt
5:3).  Jesus is the Lord of lords (1 Tm 6:15), and thus
reigns over all things for the sake of the church (Ep 1:20-
22; 1 Pt 3:22).  There is nothing, except the Father (1 Co
15:24-28), that is not now under the reigning power of
the Lord Jesus Christ (Hb 2:8).  Christians must believe
in the authority that Jesus now has over all things (Mt
28:18).  They must believe that He upholds all things by
the word of His power (Hb 1:3).  Jesus was and is the
Son of God who now has power and authority over all
that is in existence.  One cannot be a Christian if he or
she does not believe this about the Lord Jesus Christ.

5.  One Faith:  When Paul wrote these words to the
Ephesians, there were many faiths (religions) scattered
throughout the world.  We understand what he means by
the one faith in the context of Ephesians 4 from the in-
terpretation of “the faith” about which Jude wrote in
Jude 3.  This was the one faith that was once and for all
time delivered to mankind.  It is more than a revelation
of words.  It was first revealed through the Word (Jesus,
the Son of God) who became flesh (Jn 1:14).  This in-
carnate message has since gone into all the world through
the inspired words of the Bible that are the medium
through which God now communicates to man the good
news of our common salvation (1 Co 2:10-13; see 15:1-
4).  Through the revealed and written word of revelation
we can now understand the scheme of God’s salvation
(Ep 3:3-5).

The one faith is final, being completely revealed
through the written word of God (2 Tm 3:16,17).  No
more schemes of either revelation or salvation have been
or will be revealed (Gl 1:6-9; Rv 22:18,19).  The suffi-
ciency of the cross of Christ negates any other scheme
by which men can be saved (Hb 9:12; see At 4:12).  Our
faith, therefore, is in the surety of the one faith wherein
Jesus is the only mediator between God and man (1 Tm
2:5; Hb 8:6).  One cannot be a Christian, therefore, un-
less he or she is of the one faith, which faith is revealed
exclusively through the Bible.

6.  One Immersion:  Included in the midst of essen-
tial beliefs concerning one body, one Lord, one Spirit,
one faith, and one God is the essential immersion (bap-
tism) for remission of the sins for those who commit
their lives to Jesus (At 2:38; 22:16; 1 Pt 3:21).  In plac-

ing baptism in the midst of such fundamental teachings,
the Holy Spirit surely knew that men would eventually
deny that which is most important for one to do in order
to be saved and brought into a covenant relationship with
God.

Baptism is the obedient response of anyone who rec-
ognizes that there is only one body into which all must
be immersed (1 Co 12:13; Gl 3:26,27).  In consequence
to one’s crucifying himself with Jesus on his personal
cross of repentance, he is immersed with Jesus in the
likeness of His death (Rm 6:3-6).  As Jesus was physi-
cally raised from the tomb, so buried believers will not
only physically come out of a grave of water in baptism,
but they will eventually come out of their tombs of death
when Jesus comes again (Jn 5:28,29; 1 Th 4:13-18).
When one comes out of the tomb of water, he or she is
added to the universal body of Christ.  Being an added
member of the body, he or she should be joined to any
assembly of fellow Christians in his or her community.
No compromise, therefore, can ever be made of the one
baptism by which one comes into a covenant relation-
ship with God in the universal body of Christ.  One can-
not claim to be a Christian, therefore, unless he or she
has submitted himself or herself to obedience of the gos-
pel by being immersed with Jesus into His death and
raised with Him as He was raised (2 Th 1:7-9; 1 Pt 4:17).

7.  One God:  Contrary to the polytheism that is
prevalent among the faiths of men, the Christian gives
worshipful allegiance to only one God.  This is the only
living and true God (1 Th 1:9) in whose omnipresence
we all live (At 17:28).  He is not as the gods that have
been invented by the imagination of men who presume
they can comprehend God with their feeble minds.  He
is the God who is beyond the definition of the words of
our dictionary.  Since He is one, all who honestly and
earnestly seek Him are brought into one brotherhood on
earth through their obedience to His word (Hb 5:9).  The
one God has revealed His existence through the things
that He has created (Ps 19:1,2; Rm 1:20).  Through the
revelation of His word He expects us to form our under-
standing of Him.  Though limited in our understanding
of God, one cannot be a Christian without believing in
the biblically defined God that is revealed to all men
through the Bible.

These fundamental beliefs are essential to the defi-
nition of one’s Christianity.  There can be no compro-
mise, no avoidance, no minimizing or denial in any form
of these propositions of Christianity.  A Christian is such
because his or her faith is founded upon these essential
truths.

Christians believe the preceding because they affect
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the behavior of one’s life.  They are the principle beliefs
upon which the Christian’s world view is established.
There are other doctrinal teachings throughout the word
of God.  Christians understand that all doctrinal teach-
ings were given by God in order to enhance one’s life in
order that they enjoy the abundant life (Jn 10:10).  Doc-
trine was given by God, therefore, not simply to believe
that which was is right, but also to do that which is godly.
The teaching of God’s word was delivered to us for the
purpose of establishing the foundation upon which we
behave.

B. Restoring fundamental behavior:

An essential behavioral principle of Christianity is
that faith without works is dead, for it is by our works
that we manifest our faith (Js 2:14-26).  It is paramount
to being a Christian, therefore, that one’s belief in the
preceding fundamental truths results in an appropriate
response (See Mk 16:16).  This obedient response that
comes from our faith is founded upon our love of God
with all our heart, soul and mind (Mt 22:37).  Such a
response to the being of God initiates our loving rela-
tionship with our neighbor (Mt 22:39; Gl 5:14,22,23).
And herein God has established fundamental relational
practices that must be maintained in order to be Chris-
tian.  The behavioral practices manifest our faith.  They
identify the love which is to be the signal of our dis-
cipleship (Jn 13:34,35).

1.  Thou shalt nots:  The following is a summary
list of behavioral practices from Galatians 5:19-21; 1
Corinthians 6:8 and Revelation 21:8 that one cannot do
if he or she claims to be a Christian:

Commit fornication, be morally unclean, be lewd, be an
idolater, practice sorcery, harbor hatred, strive with oth-
ers, live in jealousy of others, harbor uncontrollable an-
ger, be selfishly ambitious, cause dissensions, be divisive,
envy the things of others, be a drunkard, live in rivalry,
commit adultery, be homosexual, commit sodomy, be a
thief, be covetous, extort from others, be cowardly con-
cerning the faith, do abominable things before God, com-
mit murder, practice sorcery, be a liar

2.  Thou shalts:  Since the foundation of Christian-
ity is built on the principle of love, one’s love is mani-
fested in a variety of ways.  It is for this reason that the
New Testament does not give a legal list of those things
that would manifest love.  Love cannot be legally con-
trolled.  It must be spontaneous, meeting the needs of
others as those needs are presented to the believer in his

or her everyday life.  However, there are some specifics
that are given in the New Testament concerning essen-
tial things a Christian must do in order to be Christian.
The following is a summary list from Romans 12, Gala-
tians 5:22,23 and James 1:27 of those things that mani-
fest one’s obedient faith, and thus must be characteristic
of those who would be Jesus’ disciples through love:

Put others before oneself, think soberly, use one’s gifts to
minister to others, love without hypocrisy, cling to good,
love the brotherhood, give honor to one another, rejoice,
persevere in trials, pray, give, be considerate of the poor,
do not seek revenge, be honest, live peaceably with oth-
ers, overcome evil with good, take care of orphans and
widows

Upon the basis of the preceding the Christian seeks
his autonomy from the world.  He thus denominates him-
self from those who would practice the “thou shalt nots”.
The disciple is separate from the world, not in the sense
of living outside the world, but by not practicing or con-
doning evil in any way.  In this way, Christians are the
unique people of God (1 Pt 2:5).  They are the holy na-
tion of God who have been separated from the world (1
Pt 2:9).

Those who believe and behave in a godly manner
are naturally drawn together into a common fellowship.
It is impossible for denominationalism to exist among
those who have subscribed to the preceding fundamen-
tal beliefs and behavioral practices.  It is for this reason
that sectarian-denominationalism is wrong.  The prac-
tice of such is against the very nature of the fundamen-
tals of Christianity.

3.  “Do this in remembrance of Me.”  When Jesus
was with His disciples during the final hours of His
earthly ministry, He instituted what is commonly referred
to as the Lord’s Supper.  During the celebration of the
Passover feast with His disciples He “took bread and
blessed it.  And He broke it and gave it to the disciples,
and said, ‘Take, eat.  This is My body.’  And he took the
cup and gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying, ‘All of
you drink of it.  For this is My blood of the covenant that
is shed for many for the remission of sins.’” (Mt 26:26-
28).  In Luke’s account of this event, he records that
Jesus concluded the institution of the bread and cup by
saying, “Do this in remembrance of Me” (Lk 22:19).

Any restoration of simple New Testament Christian-
ity could never leave out the regular observance of the
Lord’s Supper.  It is necessary, therefore, that disciples
regularly observe the Supper in order to remember Jesus.
Paul recorded, “For as often as you eat this bread and
drink this cup, you do proclaim the Lord’s death until
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He comes” (1 Co 11:26).  And it seems that the disciples
in Troas partook of the Supper every first day of the
week (At 20:7).

Restoration means restoring Jesus as the center of
our lives.  Jesus knew that we would have difficulty
maintaining our focus on Him.  The reason is that we

seek to create our own religions, and thus, lose sight of
Jesus.  When disciples regularly partake of the Supper,
however, they keep their focus on Jesus.  And when we
have restored our focus on Jesus, we are on our way to
restoring discipleship that is centered around Him and
not any man.

The Dawn Of A Restored Future
In order to initiate any restorational paradigm shift

in our behavior, we must cease speaking the language of
denominationalism and behaving as such.  When Israel
was contaminated by her friendship with the idolatrous
nations around her, she began to speak the language of
those nations.  When Nehemiah initiated a restoration
in Israel after the Babylonian captivity, he stated,

In those days I also saw Jews who had married women of
Ashdod, Ammon, and Moab.  And half of their children
spoke the language of Ashdod, and could not speak the
language of Judah, but spoke according to the language
of one or the other people (Ne 13:23,24).

When we speak the language of denominational
Ashdod, we have exposed our sectarian spirit and de-
nominational behavior.  We have through our language
revealed our ignorance of the fact that we are divided,
and thus have joined the religious nations around us.

We live among the powerful influences of a divided
Christendom.  It will take great courage to stand against
that which has divided those who believe in God and
the Lord Jesus Christ.  Nevertheless, Paul exhorted, “...
be not conformed to this world, but be transformed by
the renewing of your mind, so that you may prove what
is that good and acceptable and perfect will of God”
(Rm 12:2).

The religious world is saturated with the created re-
ligions of men.  It will take bold men and women to
stand up to this onslaught against Christianity.  There
must be those who will stand for our freedom in Christ;
those who will refuse to be brought again into the bond-
age of men (Gl 5:1).  We must heed the exhortation that
Paul gave to Timothy at the conclusion of 1 Timothy.

O Timothy, guard what was committed to your trust, avoid-
ing profane and vain babblings and opposing arguments
of what is falsely called knowledge, which some profess-
ing have erred concerning the faith” (1 Tm 6:20,21).

Our plea to all Christians to enjoy our united fel-
lowship in Christ is based on our responsibility to evan-

gelistically reach out to an unbelieving world.  Jesus
prayed in reference to His disciples, “that they all may
be one; even as You, Father, are in Me and I in You, that
they also may be one in Us, so that the world may be-
lieve that You sent Me” (Jn 17:21).  In our efforts to win
an unbelieving world to Jesus, we must forsake our party
spirits.  This is precisely what Paul urged the Philippi-
ans to do.  “Only let your behavior be worthy of the
gospel of Christ, so that whether I come and see you or
am absent, I may hear of your affairs, that you stand
fast in one spirit, with one mind striving together for
the faith of the gospel” (Ph 1:27).  When believers be-
come so involved in debates over traditions, opinions,
methods and interpretations, they lose their evangelistic
focus and outreach.  Their energy is consumed by their
devouring of one another (Gl 5:15).  One of the best
ways to get over a sectarian spirit is to keep oneself to-
tally consumed with preaching the gospel to the lost.

I have discovered that when churches become intro-
verted by the loss of their evangelistic outreach, the mem-
bers often turn on one another.  Leaders among these
groups become confused concerning what must be done
to stop the self-destruction.  They confuse union with
unity, and thus seek to bring everyone into conformity
to traditional norms.  Their misunderstanding of unity is
based on their own departure from the freedom we have
in Christ.  Union movements have lost sight of freedom.
Those in such movements seek to bring everyone into
the bondage of robotic religiosity.  However, unity ex-
alts freedom.  There can be unity only when leaders un-
derstand that we have been delivered from being reli-
gious clones.  We are free to be united in our diversity.

It is true that some local churches have become so
institutional that they often choke the individual’s free-
dom in his or her relationship with God.  However, leav-
ing such a group and exchanging it for another, only
substitutes one institution for another.  What we must
keep in mind is that the church is universal.  Christ died
for individuals, not groups.  The church is made up of
saved individuals throughout the world.  I am not saved
because I am a part of a local assembly, but because I
am a member of the redeemed body of Christ.  Local
assemblies should not stifle one’s personal relationship

Epilogue
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with God.  They should encourage it.  Therefore, re-
gardless of the behavior of those with whom I may as-
semble, I will nurture my personal relationship with God.
The one who leaves an assembly because he says it is
full of hypocrites, is trying to base his relationship with
God on the conduct of others.

The one body is a universal organism, and thus can-
not be divided for it has only one head.  Those who are
members of the universal body may reject one another,

but the point remains that all members are one body in
Christ.  Disciples may separate themselves into denomi-
nated assemblies, but they are still members of the one
body.  Our task is not to incorporate members into ex-
clusive assemblies, but to cease rejecting one another as
members of the one body.  When we start accepting ev-
eryone who is in a covenant relationship with Christ, we
will begin accepting one another regardless of where
we show up on Sunday morning.
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Book 30

Roman Catholicism
The great deception of apostasy is that it is such because of the beliefs of a vast majority.  Since

this vast majority gives heed to the teaching of the apostasy, then it is assumed to be true, and thus,
no apostasy at all.  As human beings, we are fickle by nature.  We want to believe.  Unfortunately,
our desire to believe is mixed with our desire to have things our way.  We are thus fertile ground for
apostasy of great magnitude.  Add the religious nature of our character to our belief system, and we
develop beliefs and behavioral patterns to which we give great adherence.  Such is the nature of the
Great Apostasy of Roman Catholicism.  It is a religious system of such great magnitude that its
adherents give little credibility to those who would question its validity.  But question we must.
Every teaching of man must be brought under the judgment of the word of God.

Never has come in the history of Christendom such
an apostasy as the Roman Catholic Church.  It came upon
the pages of history through a process of slow develop-
ment.  As the early Christians began to forsake the cen-
trality of the word of God, or simply because there were
few copies of the Bible to be had, ignorance began to
take its toll on the minds of men.  The unquenchable
desires of religious minds thus sought to incorporate
surrounding myths, fables, traditions and superstitions
into the theologies of those who had long forgotten the
truth of Holy Scripture.  The result of this ignorance of
the Scriptures was the birth of an apostasy that swept
away the larger number of believers who retained Christ
in their theology.

As this apostasy gained the minds of the majority of
Christendom, it moved into the realm of politics.  In his
efforts to preserve the Roman Empire in the days of its
evening hours, Constantine did Christendom no favors
by engrafting pagan temple behavior and terminologies
into the framework of Christian teaching.  He sought to
bring Christians into the realm of his politic, and thus
gain the adherence of a great many Christians in the
Empire.  Unfortunately, his efforts expedited the contin-
ued apostasy of believers from the truth of God.

When the syncretism of religion and politics was
complete, the Roman Catholic Church enforced great
control over the minds and affairs of men from its seat
in Rome.  Humanity subsequently moved into the su-
perstitious centuries of the Dark Ages.  The minds of
men had been led captive by a superstitious religion that
brought all thought into bondage.  The Scriptures were
left without translation into the languages of the com-
mon people, and thus concealed in an effort to retain the
biblical ignorance of man upon which the Catholic

Church fostered its domination.
But in 1456 the world changed.  With the invention

of the printing press, the word of God could no longer
be kept from the minds of men.  The first book to come
off the press was a copy of the Bible.  From that date
forward, history changed as sincere seekers learned first-
hand what the Bible said.  A Reformation Movement
was sparked.  Regardless of the Catholics Church’s ef-
forts through the burning of Bibles to keep men igno-
rant of the Scriptures, the world came out of the Dark
Ages to where the common man had a copy of the Scrip-
tures.

We would not be so naive as to believe that the Catho-
lic Church would collapse when men freed their minds
of its religious/political control.  We must not underesti-
mate the power of tradition.  We must not forget that the
urge to be led captive is stronger than the desire for one
to free himself from the deceptions of those who would
religiously reign over us through our ignorance of the
Scriptures.  We still have itching ears.  And since itch-
ing ears will always go after that which scratches the
itch, then great heresies as the Catholic Church will al-
ways have a majority.  It is still true that many are called,
but few are chosen.

I have thus deemed it necessary to set forth the fol-
lowing discussion concerning the heresy of the Roman
Catholic Church.  One of my former instructors who
worked for years as a missionary in Italy among Catho-
lics once said, “There is little truth in the Catholic
Church.”  My studies of the same have reaffirmed the
correctness of his statement.  Every biblical teaching is
in some way distorted by the teachings of the Catholic
Church.  It is for this reason that we must investigate
some of the major teachings of this heresy.
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In this brief survey of some of the principal teach-
ings of the Catholic Church, I have sought to deal spe-
cifically with those teachings that manifest the great-
ness of the heresy.  As Christians, we must arm ourselves
with a knowledge of these fundamental teachings of Ca-
tholicism.  It is my prayer that these discussions will at

least alert you to the fact that the heresy of Catholicism
must not be patronized.  It is a heresy that attacks some
of the very fundamentals upon which Christianity is built.
It is for this reason that every Christian must understand
that Roman Catholicism is a direct attack against true
Christianity.

In A.D. 588, the bishop of Constantinople, John the
Faster, for the first time made a proclamation that rocked
the religious world.  He proclaimed himself to be the
“universal bishop of the church.”  At the time, Gregory
the Great was bishop of Rome.  When John the Faster
made his claim, Gregory was deeply concerned.  He was
so concerned that he wrote a stern letter to John, using
the text of Matthew 23 that we should call no man fa-
ther (pope) on earth.  In his letter, Gregory denounced
the concept of having a universal pope of the church.

However, historical events changed the attitude of
Gregory about eighteen years after John’s proclamation.
The emperor of Constantinople was assassinated.  Some
think Gregory had a part in the assassination.  A few
years later, Gregory also died and Boniface III succeeded
him as bishop of Rome.  After his succession, Boniface
III had the Roman Emperor Phocas declare him as “pope”
of the universal church.  Before this time, the word
“pope” had been used only in a local sense.  It was not
until Boniface III that the word was used universally to
refer to a man being the universal head of the church.
A.D. 606 was the year this proclamation was made, and
thus the word “pope” was for the first time applied to
Boniface III as the universal head of the church.

From the time of the first official proclamation of a
universal pope in 606, the universal powers of the pope
of Rome began to increase.  Church decisions began to
be centralized in Rome.  Not only were religious pow-
ers and decisions centered in Rome around the pope,
political authority as well came to center in Rome.  How-
ever, it was not until centuries later in 1870 that the pope
was declared infallible.  It was announced in 1870 that
when the pope spoke “ex cathedra”, that is by virtue of
his position as head of the church, his proclamation be-
came law for the church.  What is interesting about the
development of the doctrine of papal infallibility is that
the proclamation of infallibility predated the theo-
logical arguments for the claim.  In other words, the
pope was declared infallible, and then the Catholic theo-

logians went to their traditions and dogma, mixed with
some twisted Scriptures, in order to substantiate the proc-
lamation.  This is one of the strongest arguments against
the assumed infallibility of the pope, and one that is an
embarrassment to the Catholic Church when discussing
this matter with Catholics.

The Catholic Church teaches that the present pope
of Rome is the successor of the apostle Peter, and thus
has the right to assume preeminence in the church as
they claim Peter had in the early church.  In the pope’s
position as head of the universal church it is assumed
that when he speaks ex cathedra, he speaks by inspira-
tion.11:12,13  It is affirmed that the pope “speaks with the
authority of Christ” and that “when he speaks as head of
the church”, he cannot make an error.1:59,60  By this as-
sumption, it is believed “that the Catholic Church of
Christ is divinely kept from the possibility of error in
her definitive teaching in matters of faith and morals.”3:253

In conjunction with what is proclaimed by the pope, the
Bible can be “infallibly interpreted” only by the pope
and priests of the Catholic Church.3:253  This teaching is
maintained by the Catholic Church because it is believed
that God made the “pope infallible as His representative
upon earth, in order to safeguard His divine revela-
tion.”2:114

There are some of the preliminary teachings of the
Catholic Church upon which the foundation of its theol-
ogy stands.  Therefore, if the pope is infallible, and the
pope and priest do not have exclusive right to interpreta-
tion of the Scriptures, then the foundation for numerous
teachings of the Catholic Church fall.  It is imperative,
therefore, to understand that there is no infallible man on
earth who can speak for God.  All truth from God has
been consigned to man through the inspired Scriptures.
Every individual believer has a right to this truth through
personal study and interpretation of the Bible.

A. The Bible teaches that it is all-sufficient to guide
the believer.

Chapter 1

PAPAL SUPREMACY AND INFALLIBILITY
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One of the basic fundamental teachings of the Bible
is the fact that it is sufficient to spiritually guide all people
through its instructions for daily behavior.  God never
intended that inspired men continually direct His people
as He did before the giving of the written Old Testament
law to Israel on Mount Sinai (Hb 1:1).  At Mount Sinai
He changed from speaking to the fathers of the extended
families to putting His directions into written form.  The
initial five books of the Bible, the Pentateuch, were thus
written through Moses.  Since that time, God has al-
lowed His inspired written word to be its own interpreter.
For this reason, He expects people to assume their re-
sponsibility to follow His guidance through what has
been revealed in His word.

1.  All truth has been delivered to God’s people.  This
point is paramount to the refutation of the doctrine of pa-
pal infallibility.  If the Bible claims to be an all-sufficient
guide for the people of God until Jesus comes again, then
there is no need for an infallible pope.  Neither is their
any need for his supposed infallible proclamations to guide
the church.  If the Bible is sufficient as our guide, then the
pope is presumptuous to assume that he must also be con-
sidered necessary as an infallible head of the church.  The
biblical teaching that the word of God is all-sufficient
makes doctrines as papal infallibility erroneous.

a.  Jesus promised the apostles that they would
receive all truth.  Our argument for the all-sufficiency
of the word of God begins with a promise of Jesus to the
twelve apostles.  In the context of a personal conversa-
tion with the twelve in John 14, Jesus made a personal
promise to the apostles concerning the coming of the
Holy Spirit.  “But the Counselor, the Holy Spirit whom
the Father will send in My name, He will teach you all
things and bring all things to your remembrance that
I have said to you” (Jn 14:26).  In the same conversa-
tion, Jesus also promised, “However, when He, the Spirit
of truth, has come, He will guide you into all the truth”
(Jn 16:13).  This promise was made exclusively to the
apostles.  It was made to no other man.  To claim this
personal promise to the apostles, therefore, is to be pre-
sumptuous.  It is presumptuous to assume that God di-
rectly delivers to each believer all truth that He prom-
ised to the apostles only.

It would be arrogance to presume that the very words
I am now writing are inspired by the Holy Spirit as part
of the “all truth” that was to be delivered to us.  I am
writing through my own initiative.  My words are not
inspired.  They are only my personal reflections and in-
terpretations of the inspired word of truth that has al-
ready been completed.

The point is that the apostles were the mediums
through whom God chose to deliver all truth to the
church.  As the prophets of old, they were the ones the
Holy Spirit personally carried alone through the process
of inspiration (2 Pt 1:21).  For this reason, the things
that they wrote to the early church were the “command-
ment of the Lord” (1 Co 14:37).  The “commandment of
the Lord” was recorded in written form, and thus we
study the “commandment of the Lord” today by study
of the written word of God.

b.  The apostles delivered all truth to the
church.  The apostles fulfilled their role in the first cen-
tury by delivering to the church those things God knew
we would need for guidance until Jesus comes again.
To the Ephesian elders, Paul stated that he “kept noth-
ing that was profitable” (At 20:20).  “For I have not
shunned to declare to you all the counsel of God” (At
20:27).  The “all truth” was first delivered through spo-
ken word.  It was in this manner that Paul delivered the
whole counsel of God to the Christians with whom he
had personal contact.  Since “all truth” was initially re-
vealed, then there is no more truth from God to be re-
vealed today.  “All truth” seals the continued revelation
of more truth.

c.  All truth was committed to writing.  As the
church grew beyond the personal contact of the apostles
and early inspired prophets, the written word came into
existence.  Peter affirmed that through this spoken and
written word God’s “divine power has given to us all
things that pertain to life and godliness through the
knowledge of Him who has called us to glory and vir-
tue” (2 Pt 1:3).  Such was accomplished in order that
“the man of God may be complete, thoroughly equipped
for every good work” (2 Tm 3:17).

The “all truth”, or “whole counsel of God” came by
revelation of God (Ep 3:3).  The Holy Spirit used the
words of men of His choice in order to convey to all
people what was necessary for godly living.  Concern-
ing this process of inspiration, Paul wrote, “Which things
we also speak, not in the words that man’s wisdom
teaches, but what the Spirit teaches, comparing spiri-
tual things with spiritual words” (1 Co 2:13).  The Spirit
used His wisdom in selecting those words that would
communicate spiritual things to sincere people, and thus
the words He used became spiritual words because they
communicated spiritual truth.

d.  All truth was revealed in order to produce
faith.  The Spirit’s reason for the work of inspiration
was to generate belief.  He wanted to produce faith in
the heart of those who would live outside the time frame
of the early miraculous events of the first century and
immediate company of the early Christians.  Those to
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whom John wrote were such people.  The gospel ac-
cording to John, therefore, was “written so that you
might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God;
and that believing you might have life through His name”
(Jn 20:31).

e.  All truth prevents the Christian from be-
ing led astray by doctrinal error.  We have the written
word of God so that we not be tossed about by every
wind of doctrine (Ep 4:14,15).  It is the “perfect law of
liberty” in the sense that it sets us free from the tradi-
tions of men and the necessity of perfect law-keeping in
order to be saved (Js 1:25).  If it is the “perfect” law,
then there is no need for any other law.  If it is able to
thoroughly equip us unto every good work, then we need
no other guide.  If the Bible is what it claims to be in the
life of the Christian, then there is no need for any other
supposed inspired books or people to guide the church.
The doctrine of the infallibility of the pope cannot stand
in view of the fact that the Bible claims to be the suffi-
cient guide for the Christian in order that he or she be
thoroughly equipped for every good work.  The “all suf-
ficiency” of the word of God does not need to be subsi-
dized by the infallible speaking of any man.

2.  No man is to add to or subtract from the re-
vealed truth of God.  The Bible is permeated with in-
junctions that no one add to or subtract from the word of
truth.  Since the Bible is the word of God, we would
expect nothing less.  God knew that men would have the
desire to create religions after their own desires.  He
knew that it was the desire of religious scholars to de-
velop “systematic theology” that would justify their re-
ligious behavior.  For this reason, He gave warnings
against adding to or subtracting from His word in order
to protect believers from the world of man-made reli-
gions in which those who love and obey the truth would
live.

a.  Early warnings against adding to the word
of God:  From the very first time God committed His
will to written form, He imposed on those who would
follow Him that they not add to or subtract from His
word.  “You shall not add to the word which I command
you, nor take anything from it ...” (Dt 4:2).  At the con-
clusion of His delivering His final written commands to
His people He gave the same injunction.  “For I tes-
tify,” the apostle John wrote, “To everyone who hears
the words of the prophecy of this book, if anyone adds to
these things, God will add to him the plagues that are
written in this book.  If anyone will take away from the
words of the book of this prophecy, God will take away
his part out of the tree of life, and out of the holy city

and the things that are written in this book” (Rv
22:18,19).

There is nothing obscure about what God intended
should happen in reference to His will for those who
would claim to be His children.  He does not want reli-
gious laws and dogma added to the commands that He
has taught His children.  If one would so add, God says
he has gone beyond what He teaches the church.  “Who-
ever goes ahead and does not abide in the teaching of
Christ, does not have God ...” (2 Jn 9).

b.  Adding to God’s word is adding to the gos-
pel:  Those who would be so arrogant as to add to the
written instructions of God for the church to obey, are
those who would actually be adding to the message of
the gospel.  If they add to the instructions for the church,
they do not have God.  But if they add to the message of
the gospel, they bring upon themselves the anathema of
God.  Paul warned, “As we said before, so now I say
again, if anyone preaches any other gospel to you than
what you have received, let him be accursed” (Gl 1:9).

It is not difficult to misunderstand from the preced-
ing scriptures that God does not want anyone adding to
what has already been delivered to the church for in-
struction.  Neither does He allow additions to the mes-
sage of the gospel.  If one would so add, he does not
have God.  He is accursed by God.  It is for this reason
that the pope, or anyone else who would claim infalli-
bility as the pope, are presumptuous when they suppose
that they can add “ex cathedra” dogma and law to that
which has already been delivered unto the saints (Jd 3).
Such people stand under the anathema of God for they
have presumed to have authority from God to bring the
church under their own presumptuous commands.

B. The Bible teaches that it is all-sufficient.

If God would pronounce a condemnation on those
who would add to His word, then the assumption would
be that He considers the Bible to be all-sufficient in di-
recting the individual believer into being all that he or
she should be in His presence.   Since God would expect
His word to so function in the life of the believer, then
we would expect to find throughout the word of God
statements that affirm that the Bible is sufficient to guide
the child of God unto eternal glory.  This is exactly what
we find in the Bible.

1.  The Bible claims to be all-sufficient.  Paul wrote,

All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profit-
able for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for instruc-
tion in righteousness, so that the man of God may be
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complete, thoroughly equipped for every good work (2
Tm 3:16,17).

It is this word that “is able to build you up and to give
you an inheritance among all those who are sanctified”
(At 20:32).  It is this word that we are to “receive with
meekness” because it is “able to save your souls” (Js
1:21).  It is this word that produces faith in the hearts
and minds of those who commit themselves to live by
its instructions (Jn 20:30,31; Rm 10:17).  And it is
through this word that God “has given to us all things
that pertain to life and godliness” (2 Pt 1:3).

If the Bible claims to be this effective in building up
the Christian and in directing his life unto eternal glory,
then we must assume that no more inspired direction is
needed.  Therefore, those who would presume to add
further inspired instruction for the Christian are saying
that the word of God is not sufficient.  Every time the
pope speaks ex cathedra, Christians throughout the world
must understand that he is attacking the all-sufficiency
of the word of God.  Any time any man would bind where
God has not bound, he is speaking presumptuously, and
thus denying the sufficiency of the word of God.

2.  The Bible claims to be the effective rule of the
believer’s life.  Since the Bible claims to be all-suffi-
cient, the conclusion would be that God expects us to
respond to its directions in a manner that would lead us
to eternal glory.  The teaching that the word of God is
all-sufficient means that it must have authority of com-
mand in the life of those who have committed them-
selves to serve God.  The Bible, therefore, is the “com-
mandment of the Lord” (1 Co 14:37).  It is the only rule
by which the Christian must allow himself to be directed
by God (See 2 Jn 9; Rv 22:18,19).  Its application, there-
fore, is to be directed to all Christians (See Rm 1:7; 1
Co 1:1; 2 Co 1:1; Ep 1:1; Ph 1:1).  This application of
the word of God in the life of the believer makes God’s
word the only standard by which we will be judged (Jn
12:48; Rv 20:12).  It is for this reason, that the word of
God must be the center of reference to the Christian’s
instructions on what to do in order to be pleasing to
God.

There are several statements in the Bible that affirm
the sufficiency of God’s written word.  This sufficiency
must be manifested in the life of the one who has com-
mitted himself or herself to obedience to those things
that God has revealed.  The following is an example of
those things the word of God will produce in the life of
the sincere believer who seeks to obey God:

1. Obedience to the word makes us perfect (2 Tm
3:16,17).

2. Obedience to the word makes us free (Jn 8:32).
3. Obedience to the word sanctifies our soul (Jn 17:17).
4. Obedience to the word cleanses our soul (Jn 15:13).
5. Obedience to the word quickens our spirit (Ps

119:5).
6. Obedience to the word saves (Js 1:21).
7. Study of the word reproves our behavior (Jn 16:7-

13; 2 Tm 3:16).
8. Study of the word produces faith (Jn 20:30,31; Rm

10:17).
9. Study of the word gives understanding (Ps 119:130).
10. Study of the word brings light to our life (Ps

119:105).

The claim that the pope is infallible cannot stand in
view of the above claims of the Bible.  If the Bible’s
claim to be all-sufficient for the believer is true, then
why would God inspire a man on earth to give further
instruction to the church?  The doctrine of the infallibil-
ity of the pope in delivering inspired interpretation and
instruction to the church and the doctrine of the all-suf-
ficiency of the word of God, cannot stand together.  One
has to be error.  If we say that the all-sufficiency of the
word is error, then we must deal with every passage in
the Bible that claims it to be all-sufficient.  If we say
that the pope does not have the right to give inspired
instruction and interpretation to the church, then the Bible
maintains its purpose as the center of reference and the
sole source for instructions as to what Christians must
do.  And if the pope does not have the right to pronounce
either supposed inspired instruction and interpretation,
then the foundation upon which the Catholic Church
stands falls.

The point is that God does not contradict Himself.
He has not stated that His revealed written word is all-
sufficient, and then added another infallible source of
information for the church.  The biblical teaching that
the Bible is all-sufficient has put a seal on revelation
from God.  It has sealed up all revelation for the church
until the end of time.  There is finality in the doctrine of
all-sufficiency.  That finality is in the commandment of
the Lord for His people until Jesus comes again.

The doctrine of the infallibility of the pope assumes
the inability of God to give sufficient direction to His
children through the written word of God.  If an inspired
interpreter as the pope is needed in order to deliver added
dogma to the church, then the doctrine of biblical all-
sufficiency cannot stand. It is for this reason that the
doctrine of papal infallibility must be erroneous.  It is a
doctrine that attacks the very purpose for which God
revealed His word to man in written form.  It is an in-
dictment against God that He cannot give His word to

Roman Catholicism



627Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

man in written form in a manner that can be understood
by man.

C. The Bible teaches that it can be understood by
all men.

One of the primary beliefs behind the doctrine of
papal infallibility is the belief that only the leaders of
the church have the right or ability to interpret the Scrip-
tures correctly.  The Catholic Church teaches that the
pope alone has the infallible right to speak ex cathedra.
However, the bishops and priests are given credit for
being the only authorized interpreters of the Scriptures.
But the doctrine of infallible interpretation contradicts a
basic teaching in the Bible that the revealed word of
God was given to the common believer in order that he or
she read for himself or herself in order to understand the
will of God.

In the context of the doctrine of papal infallibility,
one must understand the biblical principle that God ex-
pects His children to read and study His word (2 Tm
2:15).  They must read and study in order to be directed
according to His will.  In order not to be tossed to and
fro in a world of doctrinal error, God expects every indi-
vidual believer to study the Bible.  And if God expects
this of every Christian, then certainly He has revealed
His instructions to us in a way that can be understood by
the novice student of the Bible.

The core principle of what Paul wrote in Ephesians
4:3-5 argues the fact that God revealed His will to man
in a manner that needed no inspired interpretation.

... how that by revelation He made known to me the mys-
tery, as I wrote before in few words.  Therefore, when you
read you can understand my knowledge in the mystery of
Christ, which in other generations was not made known
to the sons of men, as it has now been revealed in spirit to
His holy apostles and prophets ....

D. The Bible teaches that only God is to be placed in
the position of worship.

Since the pope has claimed infallibility in present-
ing inspired interpretation and dogma for the church,
his office as head of the church assumes that he is to be
worshiped.  But such exaltation of any man is contrary
to all Bible teaching in reference to the One we are to
worship as Christians.  Worship of men on earth was
condemned by Jesus in the general statement that He
made in reference to the Pharisees in Matthew 23:9.
“And call no one your father on earth, for One is your
Father, He who is in heaven.”

When Gregory the Great used this statement against
the presumptuous move of John the Faster to assume
the position as universal bishop of the church, he pre-
sented a biblical concept that cannot be answered.  Jesus
emphatically stated that we call no one father on earth.
If we do, we replace worship that is to be directed to
God with worship that is directed to someone on earth.
How can one worship a father on earth, and at the same
time give worship only to the Father who is in heaven?
The Christian has only one Father.  It is our Father in
heaven.  Only He must receive worship from the Chris-
tian.

The early disciples were strict about worshiping any-
one on earth.  When others fell before them in worship,
they immediately corrected the error of such worship.
When misguided idolaters in Lystra worshiped Paul as
Hermes and Barnabas as Zeus, Paul and Barnabas “tore
their clothes and ran in among the people, crying out
and saying, ‘Men, why are you doing these things?  We
also are men with the same nature as you ...” (At
14:14,15).  Paul and Barnabas were terrified about be-
ing worshiped as gods.  When Cornelius fell down be-
fore Peter and worshiped, Peter commanded him to stand
up.  Peter reminded Cornelius that he also was a man
(At 10:25,26).  On one occasion John was overcome by
the presence of an angel during the visions of Revela-
tion.  He fell down before the angel.  But the angel re-
sponded, “Do not do that.  I am your fellow servant ...”
(Rv 19:10).  When one would accept worship that be-
longs only to God, he is self-condemned because he is
accepting that which is to be directed only to God.

The New Testament speaks of those who loved to
be first among the disciples.  Diotrephes was such a man,
for he loved to be preeminent (2 Jn 9).  Paul even proph-
esied of those who would set themselves up as God (2
Th 2:3,4).  But such men are self-condemned, and thus
must be rejected.  They are assuming a position of wor-
ship that is to be given only to God.

In reviewing this chapter, we must remember that
Jesus promised that only the apostles would receive all
truth that was to be delivered to the church.  They sub-
sequently received this truth when the Holy Spirit came
upon them on the day of Pentecost.  This truth was de-
livered to the church as the apostles went forth to teach.
By inspiration of the Holy Spirit, this truth was commit-
ted to written form for the church of all time.  Since the
word of God is all truth that God desires should be given
to the church, then God says that His word is all-suffi-
cient in directing our lives in godly living.  Since the
conclusion of the written word of God in the first cen-
tury, no more truth has been revealed.
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The truth was committed to written form in order
that every believer until Jesus comes again be able to
read for himself or herself what God would have us do
to be saved.  This truth will direct one in what to do to
be pleasing to Him.  God never intended that an inspired
interpreter stand between the believer and His word.  He
communicated the written word to man in a manner that
all could understand what was essential for salvation
and godly living.  If any man assumes the position of
being an inspired interpreter of the Bible, at the same

time he is attacking the ability of God to reveal His will
to man in a written form that can be understood.  There-
fore, no pope, priest or preacher should ever place him-
self in the position of being a supposed inspired inter-
preter of the word of God, and thus assume a position of
inspirational authority over the people of God.  Doing
such is asserting oneself as the center of reference to
whom God’s people should seek authoritative guidance.
But we must keep in mind that Jesus is our only center
of reference.

Of all the teachings of the Catholic Church, this
teaching lies at the heart of the succession and authority
of popes.  The Catholic Church teaches that Peter was
the first pope because “he was made pope by Jesus Him-
self.”1:59  It is thus taught that Peter was the “first pope
and bishop of Rome, prince of the Apostles, vicar of
Jesus Christ, and human foundation of the church.”3:380

He was “the first pope and he was upon the papal throne
from 43 to 67 A.D.”13:548  It is also affirmed that Peter’s
authority as pope “was handed down to a man named
Lenus, and after he died, it was handed down to another,
and so on, during the past 2000 years ....”1:60

It is also affirmed by the Catholic Church that Peter
was the first head of the church on earth.  It is stated that
“after the death of St. Peter, the Pope, the Bishop of
Rome, has always been taken as the visible head of
Christ’s Church, because St. Peter established his See at
Rome and consecrated it with his blood.”14:3  The Catho-
lic Church thus affirms, “If anyone should deny that ...
blessed Peter should have a perpetual line of successors
in the primacy over the Universal Church, or that the
Roman Pontiff is the successor of blessed Peter in the
primacy, let him be anathema!”15

At the center of the existence of the Catholic Church
is the doctrine that Peter was the first pope and that there
has been a succession of popes as head of the church
since the death of Peter.  It is thus affirmed, “The Catho-
lic Church teaches, also, that our Lord conferred on St.
Peter the first place of honor and jurisdiction in the gov-
ernment of His whole Church, and that the same spiri-
tual supremacy has always resided in the Popes, or Bish-
ops of Rome, as being the successors of St. Peter.”8:118

A. The Bible teaches that Peter was not the first
pope.

When discussing this claim it must first be under-
stood that the biblical arguments by the Catholic Church
to assert Peter as the first pope were made after Bonface
III assumed the position of pope of the universal
church in A.D. 606.  But, it was not until 1870 that the
pope was declared to speak infallibly when he spoke ex
cathedra.  History proves that the position of the pope
was first a historical development within the apostate
Catholic Church, and then efforts were made by Catho-
lic authorities to biblically prove the position.  This is
the historical development of this teaching, which de-
velopment is proof that it is not a biblical doctrine.

When considering the life of Peter during his time
with Jesus, he did not portray the character of a pope.
He never acted like a pope, neither did he profess to be
a pope after the death and ascension of Jesus.  Jesus
never positioned him as pope of His disciples, neither
did Jesus establish him as the pope of the church.

1.  Peter did not claim to be a pope.  Nowhere in the
New Testament is there a claim by Peter that he was the
pope of the church.  He never assumed such a position,
neither did he allow others to place him in such a place
of authority in the affairs of the church.  When he wrote
his first letter to Jewish churches of the Dispersion, he
simply identified himself as “an apostle of Jesus Christ”
(1 Pt 1:1).  He further identified himself in this first epistle
as “a fellow elder and a witness of the sufferings of
Christ” (1 Pt 5:1).  The term “Chief Shepherd” is used
only once in the New Testament (1 Pt 5:4).  It is used by
Peter and in reference to Jesus Christ, not to himself.
Peter used this term after Jesus’ death and ascension.
Therefore, at the time Peter was writing there was still
only one Chief Shepherd.  That Chief Shepher was Jesus,
not Peter.  If Peter never assumed the position in the

Chapter 2

PETER:  THE FIRST POPE
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church that the pope assumes today, then certainly he
was not the first pope of the church.

2.  Peter did not exercise the authority of a pope.
We would assume that if Peter was actually the first pope
of the church, and had the worldwide jurisdiction and
authority of a pope, then he would certainly have exer-
cised such authority in the activities of the early church.
But Peter did not exercise such authority, neither did he
assume authority over the other apostles of Christ.  There
were five occasions in the New Testament during which
the opportunity presented itself for Peter to exercise the
authority of a pope.  On all these occasions Peter re-
fused to act as a pope.

a.  Selection of another Christ-sent apostle.
In Acts 1:15-26 Peter had the opportunity to authorita-
tively choose another apostle to fill the vacancy that was
left by the death of Judas.  But he did not exercise papal
authority.  The selection of another to take the place of
Judas was accomplished by the casting of lots.  The text
does not even say that the casting of lots was directed by
the Holy Spirit.  It simply says that the lot fell on Matthias
(At 1:26).  We only assume that the lot fell on Matthias
in answer to the prayer of Acts 1:24,25.

b.  Refusal of worship from Cornelius.  In Acts
10 another occasion presented itself for Peter to assume
the position of a pope.  When he came into the house of
Cornelius, a Gentile, Cornelius bowed down before him
in order to worship him.  If Peter had acted as the pope
today, he would have laid his hand on him and blessed
him.  But Peter said to Cornelius, “Stand up.  I myself
also am a man” (At 10:26).  If Peter was in any sense a
pope, he certainly would not have done this.  As the pope
of Rome today, he would have allowed people to bow
down before him and worship him.

c.  Peter did not assume authority during the
Jerusalem meeting.  In Acts 15 Peter had the opportu-
nity to pronounce an authoritative dictate for the church
to obey as the pope would do today.  In order to settle a
dispute in the church, he could have done this if he had
the authority the pope assumes today.  But he did not.
The decision that was made on this occasion was made
by the whole church, the elders and the apostles.  There
was no authority focused on Peter in order to make a
decision for the church.

d.  Peter did not rebuke Paul.  When legalistic
judaizing teachers came up from Jerusalem to Antioch,
Peter withdrew from the Gentile brethren (Gl 2:12).  In
doing such he was denying the truth of the gospel of
grace, and thus stood condemned (Gl 2:13,14).  On the
occasion, it was Paul who rebuked Peter.  Peter did not
rebuke Paul.  If Peter was a pope, then certainly this

would have been awkward.
e.  Peter did not forgive sins.  In Acts 8:20-24

Simon, the sorcerer, stood before Peter in a condemned
state because he thought that he could buy the gift of
God to impart the miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit
(At 8:18,19).  By making this request, Simon revealed
wickedness in his heart.  Peter did not have the power to
forgive his sin.  He did not assume the position of doing
such.  He commanded Simon, “Therefore, repent of this
your wickedness and pray the Lord that, if possible, the
thought of your heart may be forgiven you” (At 8:22).
If Peter had the authority that the pope assumes today
concerning the forgiveness of sins, then certainly Peter
could have forgiven sins on this occasion.  But he did
not.

The actions of Peter in his relationship with the early
church manifests nothing concerning the actions of the
pope today.  On the contrary, it seems that in all his ac-
tions in reference to the church, Peter did the opposite
of what the pope does today in reference to those who
give heed to his assumed supremacy.  The very behavior
of Peter in his relationship with the early church is an
argument against the pope behaving in a papal manner
today.

3.  Peter did not have the attitude of a pope.  If
Peter was the first pope of the church, then we would
certainly be correct to assume that he would have con-
ducted himself as such.  But on the contrary, we see Pe-
ter giving all credit for direction for the church to Jesus.
In referring to Jesus, Peter said that we “have returned
to the Shepherd and Overseer of our souls” (1 Pt 2:25).
He gave credit to Jesus for being the “Chief Shepherd”
of our souls (1 Pt 5:4).  In referring to Jesus in such a
manner, he considered himself only a “fellow servant”
and “fellow elder” (1 Pt 1:1; 5:1).  Peter did not place
himself in a position that would in any way compete
with the authority of Jesus over the church.

As previously stated, Peter, as well as all the apostles,
took special care not to present themselves as special
personalities with authority over the church.  As other
leaders in the church, he refused to allow others to bow
to him (At 10:25,26).  He encouraged everyone to speak
from the oracles of God (1 Pt 4:11) and to humble them-
selves before the mighty hand of God (1 Pt 5:6).  In both
his behavior, and teaching, therefore, Peter focused
people’s minds on God and the authority of His word,
not himself.

As opposed to the authority projected by the pope
of Rome, Peter did not assume a personal lording juris-
diction over the church.  He did not even assume au-
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thority over the elders of the church.  He simply pre-
sented himself as a fellow elder (1 Pt 5:1) who should
not seek to lord over the flock of God (1 Pt 5:3).  If Peter
were a pope at the time he made this statement in 1 Pe-
ter 5:3, then he would be writing hypocritically if he
himself was lording over the flock of God with his sup-
posed papal authority.  It would be good for the pope of
Rome today to follow the instructions of 1 Peter 5:3.  If
he follows these instructions, then he will have to give
up his lording over the flock of God.

As one who lived as others in a domestic relation-
ship with a wife, Peter gave an example of righteous
living to others (See Mt 8:14: 1 Co 9:5; compare 1 Pt
5:1; with 1 Tm 3:2; Ti 1:6).  Peter’s life and example
portray the life of an ordinary man with exceptional re-
sponsibility as a Christ-sent apostle.  The totality of his
life manifests that he conducted himself as one who
sought to be a humble servant.

B. The Bible teaches that the church did not recog-
nize Peter as a pope.

If Peter was the first pope, then we would assume
that it would have been the duty of the early church to
accept him as the pope.  We would assume that there
would be a pattern throughout the record of the early
church that indicated the church’s acceptance of Peter
as the pope.  But in the New Testament, there is no ap-
peal to Peter to legislate in church matters with the au-
thority of papal supremacy.  There were occasions when
Peter could have conducted himself in a papal manner.
However, when given the opportunity to so act, he did
not behave as a pope.

1.  Peter did not act like a pope in Jerusalem.  As
previously stated, during the Jerusalem meeting that was
conducted in Acts 15, Peter had every opportunity to be
accepted by the church as the pope.  When the church
worked for a decision in the matter of Jewish legalism,
it was James, not Peter, who first presented a solution.
Today, the church looks to the pope for determining fi-
nal “inspired” decisions concerning matters of faith.  But
in the Jerusalem meeting, the whole church was consid-
ered in the matter of making decisions (At 15:22-29).  If
Peter was the first pope, we would expect the church to
look to him for a final decision on matters that were
under consideration.  But the church did not do this be-
cause they did not view Peter to have papal powers.

2.  Peter did not act like a pope in Antioch.  When
judaizing teachers came up from Jerusalem while Peter
was in Antioch of Syria, he withdrew himself from the
Gentiles (Gl 2:11-14).  The withdrawal of Peter and the

other Jewish brethren was a gesture of condoning the
legalism of the judaizing teachers.  Such was a denial of
the freedom we have in Christ.  By so conducting him-
self, Peter manifested a denial of the truth of the gospel.
If Peter was the pope of the church, we would wonder
why he would do such a thing.  And if he had papal
authority to legislate in such matters, we wonder why
Paul took the lead to approach him about his hypocrisy.
The events that transpired in Antioch on this occasion
clearly manifested the fact that Peter never considered
himself a pope of the church, neither did others con-
sider him to be such.

3.  Peter did not act like a pope when he and John
were sent to Samaria.  In Acts 8:14 Peter and John were
sent to Samaria by the apostles in Jerusalem.  If Peter
was the pope, then the apostles would have been send-
ing the pope on a mission.  But a superior is not sent by
those over whom he rules.  He is the one who does the
sending.  Jesus had earlier said, “Truly, truly, I say to
you, a bondservant is not greater than his lord, nor he
who is sent greater than he who sent him” (Jn 13:14).  If
Peter was the greater, then he should have been the one
doing the sending on the occasion of someone going to
Samaria.

4.  Peter did not act like a pope in his relationship
with the other apostles.  In the context of Matthew 16:18,
the Catholic Church claims that Jesus made Peter the
first pope by placing on him the responsibility of estab-
lishing law for the church on earth.  But this is not what
is taught in the context of Matthew 16:18,19.

It was not too long after the events of Matthew 16
and the statement of Jesus to Peter in verses 18 & 19,
that the apostles had a discussion among themselves as
to who was the greatest in the kingdom (Mt 20:20-27;
Mk 10:35-40).  If Jesus meant to establish Peter to be
prominent among the apostles as pope in Matthew
16:18,19, we wonder why there was still discussion
among the apostles as to who was the greatest.  Even
during the events of the final supper of Jesus with the
apostles before His betrayal and crucifixion, Luke re-
corded, “Now there was also a dispute among them as
to which one of them should be considered the great-
est” (Lk 22:24).  From the time Jesus made the state-
ments to Peter in Matthew 16:18,19, to the time of the
event of Luke 22:24, the apostles certainly did not con-
sider Peter to have been given the prominent position of
a pope.

If Peter had been given the position of a pope, then
we would also wonder why, in the context of the final
supper of Jesus with His disciples, he did not rebuke the
other disciples for not giving him their submission.  The
fact is that none of the apostles had been given a posi-
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tion above all the apostles.  No apostle had been given
by Jesus a position above the other apostles or any lead-
ership in the church.  If they had a discussion concern-
ing which one of them was the greatest, then certainly
none of them understood that Peter had been given any
advantage by Jesus over any of them.

What Jesus did say to them on the occasion of the
final supper was that they as a group would rule as kings
of the earth (Lk 22:24-30).  All of them would rule by
the authority of the inspired word that would be given
them through the inspiration of the Holy Spirit (Jn 14:26;
16:13).  There would be no chain of command from the
top to the bottom.  There would be no government au-
thority as that which was portrayed by the kingdoms of
the world.

When Paul made the Galatians 2 trip to Jerusalem,
taking with him Titus, he made an interesting statement
concerning the other apostles in Galatians 2:6.

But from those who seemed to be important—whatever
they were, it makes no difference to me; God shows no
partiality to man —for those who seem to be important
contributed nothing to me.

This would certainly be an arrogant statement on the
part of Paul if Peter was the pope of the church.  If Peter
was superior to Paul, then why would Paul make such a
statement?

On another occasion when he wrote to the Corin-
thians, Paul stated, “... for in nothing am I behind the
very eminent apostles, ...” (2 Co 12:11).  If Peter was
the pope at the time this statement was written, then Paul
would have been wrong.  Peter, as pope, would have
been superior to Paul.  But the Holy Spirit did not direct
the hand of Paul to make Peter superior.  There was no
rank among the apostles.

It is interesting to note that the New Testament writ-
ers frequently gave warnings to the early church con-
cerning apostasy (See Mt 7:15; 24:5,11,24; Mk 13:22;
At 20:29,30; Rm 16:17; 2 Tm 4:3).  However, through-
out all these warnings of apostasy, there are no instruc-
tions that the church should consult Peter, or a succeed-
ing supposed pope, for final decisions as to what was to
be done.  All instructions for correcting apostasy relate
to the church looking to the word of God (See At 20:32;
E; 4:11-16).  Once the will of God was revealed through
the apostles, the church was to look to the inspired word
for instruction and direction, not a single man.  Peter
knew this, and thus never assumed the position of a pope
of the early church.

C. The Bible teaches that Peter could not be a su-
preme ruler of the church.

One of the most obvious reasons why Peter could
never have been a pope of the church is that neither he
nor any other man could have fulfilled such a position.
The supreme nature of the authority of the church could
never have been fulfilled by a man.  Only God could
hold this position and authority.  And since only God
could so rule over the church, then it would certainly be
presumptuous of any man to assert himself to function
in the position of God.  For this reason, Peter never gave
any indication in either teaching or behavior that he was
the first pope of the church.

1.  As a pope, Peter would have been the wrong
foundation for the church.  Matthew 16:18 is used by
those who promote the papacy as proof that Jesus built
the church upon Peter.  But this is not what Jesus taught
in this context.

First consider the statement of Paul in 1 Corinthians
3:11.  “For no other foundation can man lay than what
is laid, which is Jesus Christ.”  Paul’s statement is clear.
There can be no other foundation of the church other
than Jesus Christ.  We must assume, therefore, that Jesus
did not make Peter another foundation of the church in
the statement of Matthew 16:18.  Also consider the fact
that if Jesus established Peter as a foundation upon which
to build the church, then He built it upon a man who
cursed and denied Christ at the time of His betrayal (See
Mt 26:72-74).  It would have also been built on one who
played the part of a hypocrite in front of the church (See
Gl 2:13,14).  If the church was built on Peter, then Peter
would have been a false teacher because he said himself
that the church was built on Jesus Christ as the Chief
Cornerstone (At 4:11; 1 Pt 2:6).  The fact is that Jesus
never meant in Matthew 16:18 that the church would be
built on Peter as a foundation.  Neither did Peter claim
that the church was built on him.  (For a complete expla-
nation of Matthew 16:18,19, see point H.1.)

2.  As a pope, Peter would have been the wrong
head of the church.  The Catholic Church affirms that
Peter was made the head of the church.  In other words,
as head he was to be the center of reference and control-
ler of the visible church on earth, whereas Jesus was the
head of the invisible church from heaven.  Peter, as pope,
was to control the visible church as Jesus controlled the
invisible church from heaven.  But no such claims or
definitions as this are made in the New Testament.

Paul wrote that Jesus is the head of the church (Cl
1:18; Ep 5:23).  Since no one else is affirmed to be the
head of the church, then we must conclude that there is
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only one head of the church.  As the only head of the
church, Jesus must be supreme.  All other heads are elimi-
nated from this position.

Regardless of this very clear biblical teaching that
there is only one head of the church, Paul warned that
there would come one who would set himself up to be
worshiped (2 Th 2:3,4).  He warned that there would be
those who would assume the position of a Christ-sent
apostle (2 Co 11:13-15).  Since there will always be those
who love to be preeminent (see 3 Jn 9), then we must
assume that throughout history there will always be those
who will seek to rule as the pope of the church.  But we
must always remember that the work of headship of the
church belongs only to Jesus.  He is the only center of
reference for the church.  He is the only one in control
of all things for the sake of the church (Mt 28:18; Ep
1:22; Hb 1:3).

3.  As a pope, Peter would have been in the wrong
work for the church.  The apostles were chosen for a
special work in the church.  Concerning His resurrec-
tion from His death, Jesus said to the apostles, “You are
witnesses of these things” (Lk 24:48; see 1 Pt 5:1).  All
the apostles were witnesses of Jesus after His resurrec-
tion.  All the apostles were promised to receive all truth
by inspiration of the Holy Spirit (Jn 14:26; 16:13).  All
the apostles were given the same commission to preach
the gospel to the world (Mt 28:19,20; Mk 16:15).  All
the apostles were baptized with the Holy Spirit in Acts 2
(At 2:1-4).  The point is that the work of the apostles
was for all the apostles, including Peter.  Peter was not
elevated to a specific work that the other apostles did
not also have.  They all had the same work, and thus
they all equally fulfilled their work to which Jesus had
commissioned them.

D. The Bible teaches that the apostles were equal.

This is one of the most devastating arguments against
the supposed supremacy of Peter.  Keep in mind that the
practice and exaltation of the pope came many centuries
after the establishment of the church.  Once Bonface III
of Rome assumed the position of pope of the church in
606, Catholic scholars sought to justify this claim by the
Bible.  They tried to develop a succession of popes back
to Peter, and thus make Peter preeminent among the
apostles.  But this is not what we see in the New Testa-
ment.

1.  All the apostles would sit on thrones.  In Mat-
thew 19:28 Jesus promised that all the apostles would
“sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Is-
rael.”  This promise was not made to only one apostle.

It was made to all of them.
2.  All the apostles were baptized with the Holy

Spirit.  On the day of Pentecost before the first official
announcement was made of the kingdom reign of Jesus,
all the apostles were baptized with the Holy Spirit (At
2:1-4).

3.  All the apostles preached on the day of Pente-
cost.  Peter had the privilege of making the first official
announcement on Pentecost of the reign of Jesus.  How-
ever, all the apostles were already preaching before he
stood up to make this announcement (At 2:14).  Though
Luke recorded only the sermon of Peter in Acts 2, we
must not misunderstand what took place.  The eleven
were preaching before Peter stood up to make the first
announcement of the kingdom reign of Jesus.  All the
apostles were speaking the message of God in different
languages before Peter’s announcement as to how one
must obey the gospel (At 2:38)..

4.  All the apostles were given credit for preaching.
On Pentecost, the multitudes addressed Peter and all the
apostles when they inquired concerning what was hap-
pening (At 2:37).  Though Peter was there and had just
concluded his address concerning the resurrection of the
Jesus they had crucified, the multitudes asked all the
apostles what they must do to be saved.  The multitudes,
therefore, did not recognize Peter as preeminent among
the apostles.

5.  Paul was not behind any of the apostles.  Though
different apostles were prominent, none were preemi-
nent.  For this reason, Paul affirmed that he was not be-
hind those apostles who were prominent in the church
(2 Co 11:5).  If Peter was the pope of the church at the
time Paul made this statement, then certainly he would
have been showing disrespect to one God had suppos-
edly exalted in the church.  But the fact that Paul’s state-
ment was inspired by the Holy Spirit, proves that Peter
was not preeminent at the time Paul wrote 2 Corinthians
11:5.

E. The Bibles teaches that no apostle would have au-
thority over the other apostles.

The authority of the apostles rested only in the in-
spired word that they delivered to the church.  There
was no inherent authority in their person.  In other words,
they did not rule over the church because of their
apostleship.  Their power, not authority, as Christ-sent
apostles was manifested in the fact that they went about
working special miracles.  Paul referred to the “signs of
an apostle” (2 Co 12:12).  He did not explain what these
“signs” were.  We can only assume that they included
the laying on of hands in order to give others the mi-
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raculous gifts of the Spirit (See At 8:18).  Another “sign”
could have been the apostles’ ability to raise the dead.
Another could have been the apostles’ power to inflict
physical punishment on those who blasphemed (See At
5:1-11; 13:11).  But in reference to power, the apostles
stood equal.  In reference to their authority to deliver all
truth to the church, they were equal.

The following passages support the fact that the
apostles were equal among themselves:

1.  Matthew 20:25-27:  In the context of this pas-
sage, James and John, through their mother, asked for
special positions with Jesus in what they believed was
to be a physical kingdom (See Mk 10:35-40).  In the
context of the passage, the disciples disputed as to who
was the greatest.  Even during the last supper with Jesus,
they had such a dispute (Lk 22:24).  In the context of
these disputes, Jesus’ statement concerning servanthood
should be clearly understood.

Jesus said, “You know that those who are recognized
as rulers over the Gentiles exercise lordship over them.
And their great ones exercise authority over them.  But
it will not be so among you” (Mk 10:42,43).  This is not
the language for establishing popes.  In the church, au-
thority would not be as it was among those in the world.
In the church, leaders are the servants to the needs of
others.  In the church there is thus no earthly system of
rule as is characteristic of the leadership in the world.

2.  1 Corinthians 1:12:  In the Corinthian church
there were those who had denominated themselves after
either Cephas (Peter), Apollos or Paul.  Such sectarian
denominationalism was carnal according to the state-
ments of Paul in 1 Corinthians 3.  Paul rebuked the Corin-
thians by saying, “... you are still carnal” (1 Co 3:3).
Paul then reminded the Corinthians that he, Apollos and
Peter were only servants to them (1 Co 3:5).  If Peter
was a pope among them, this instruction would seem
odd.  Why would Peter be considered only a servant as
Paul and Apollos if he was the pope?

3.  Acts 8:14:  In the context of this point, reconsider
the historical events of what happened in Acts 8.  When
the apostles heard that the Samaritans had obeyed the gos-
pel, they as a group commissioned Peter and John to go to
Samaria.  Since he who is sent is not greater than he who
sends (Jn 13:16), we would wonder why the apostles sent
Peter if Peter was supposedly the pope of the church.

The conclusion to the preceding points is that nei-
ther Peter, the other apostles, or the church viewed Peter
as special in reference to power and authority.  Peter
was just one of the Christ-sent apostles.  He was not
preeminent over either the other apostles or the church.
G.  The Bible does not place Peter as pope in Rome.

It is taught by the Catholic Church that Peter was
the first pope of Rome when he moved his See from
Antioch to Rome.8:87  However, the New Testament no-
where states that Peter was in Rome during his ministry.
It is believed that Peter was pope in Rome between A.D.
43 and 67.  But this does not historically fit the chronol-
ogy of Peter’s life as it is revealed in the New Testa-
ment.

1.  A.D. 40:  Prior to A.D. 40, Peter and John made a
trip to Samaria (At 8:1-14).  Peter later returned to Jerusa-
lem around A.D. 40.  It is believed that Paul may have
been converted between 37 and 40, but then spent three
years in Arabia after his conversion.  After this time,
Paul said that he went up to Jerusalem.  While in Jerusa-
lem he met with Peter (Gl 1:18; see At 9:26).  Therefore,
in the early 40s Peter was still in Jerusalem.

2.  A.D. 45:  Around A.D. 45 Peter visited churches
in the area of Palestine.  He visited Lydda, Joppa and
Caesarea (At 9-11).  He was imprisoned by Herod
Agrippa I, but he was miraculously delivered from this
imprisonment by an angel.  After his release, Herod
sought Peter but could not find him, for Peter went to
Caesarea and stayed there for some time (At 12:19).
According to Josephus, Herod died in the fourth year of
the reign of Claudius (See At 12:20-30).  This would
mean that Peter was still in Palestine at the time of
Herod’s death in A.D. 45.  Peter was nowhere near Rome
before A.D. 45.

3.  A.D. 54:  Fourteen years after his first visit to
Jerusalem to see Peter (A.D. 40), Paul returned to the
city (At 15; Gl 2:1,9).  This second visit took place around
A.D. 54.  At the time, Peter was still in Jerusalem.  Some-
time after the Jerusalem meeting of Acts 15, Peter went
to Antioch.  While there he encountered the judaizing
teachers who came up from Jerusalem bringing a legal-
istic teaching concerning salvation (Gl 2:11-14).  In the
middle 50s, therefore, Peter was still in Palestine.

4.  A.D. 55 - 60:  According to Peter’s introduction
to his first epistle which he wrote sometime between
A.D. 55 - 60, Peter and his wife spent some time travel-
ing throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia and
Bithynia (1 Co 9:5; 1 Pt 1:1-28).  In both 1 & 2 Peter,
Peter made no mention that he visited or resided in Rome.

5.  A.D. 58:  Paul wrote an epistle to the Christians
in Rome around A.D. 58.  He addressed twenty-seven
people in the epistle, and yet he did not mention Peter.
If Peter was actually in Rome at the time the Roman
Christians received the letter of Romans, it would have
been quite rude of Paul not to send him greetings if he
was pope in Rome at the time Paul wrote the letter to the
Roman Christians.
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6.  A.D. 61:  When Paul first arrived in Rome in
A.D. 61, he was a prisoner of the Roman State.  The
Jews who met him had received no information from
Judea concerning him (At 28:11-31).  If Peter was pope
in Rome at this time, it is strange that Paul had to inform
them of himself and of the kingdom of God.  In fact,
they said to Paul upon his arrival, “We neither received
letters out of Judea concerning you, nor any of the breth-
ren that came showed or spoke anything bad about you.
But we desire to hear from you what you think, for as
concerning this sect we know that it is spoken against
everywhere” (At 28:21,22).  If Peter was pope in Rome
at this time, this statement by the Jews would certainly
be strange.  If Peter was the pope, what was he doing in
Rome if these Jews new nothing about this “sect”?  Evi-
dently none of these Jews knew anything about Paul or
the church which was believed to be a sect of Judaism.
Peter was not in Rome at this time.

7.  A.D. 61 - 62:  During the first imprisonment of
Paul in A.D. 61,62, Paul wrote Ephesians, Colossians,
Philippians and Philemon from prison.  In none of these
letters did he mention Peter.  Not one word is stated con-
cerning Peter being in Rome or being a pope.

8.  A.D. 63 - 66:  The letter of 2 Peter was written
sometime between A.D. 63 and 68.  Since the content of
the letter seems to indicate the imminent destruction of
Jerusalem which occurred in A.D. 70, the letter was prob-
ably written closer to A.D. 68, if not in that year.  But in
the letter Peter mentions that he is in Babylon (2 Pt 5:13).
Some commentators have assumed that Peter uses the
name “Babylon” in a figurative sense.  Since Paul had
already fulfilled the commission of taking the gospel to
Rome, there would have been no need for Peter to go to
the city.  I feel that there is no need for the assumption
that Peter uses the word “Babylon” in a figurative sense,
especially since there would be no need for Peter to so
use the word.  The ancient city of Babylon was over 2,000
kilometers from Rome.  If Peter was in Babylon at the
time he wrote 2 Peter, then certainly he was not in Rome.

9.  A.D. 67:  Paul was released from the first impris-
onment, but subsequently arrested again and imprisoned
in Rome in A.D. 67.  It is believed that it was during this
imprisonment that he wrote 2 Timothy.  In 2 Timothy
4:11 he mentioned that only Luke was with him at the
time.  If Peter was the pope of Rome at this time, then
where was he?  It is for this reason that I believe that
when Peter wrote 2 Peter around this time, he was actu-
ally in Babylon, and not Rome (2 Pt 5:13).

In the New Testament there is no chronological proof
to place Peter in Rome.  According to the preceding his-
torical events that took place between A.D. 40 and 68, Pe-
ter cannot be placed in Rome as the pope of the church.

It is true that tradition places Peter in Rome at the
time of His death.  However, we must keep in mind that
this is simply tradition, and tradition is often twisted to
suit the ideas of those who perpetuate the tradition.

H. There are no “proof texts” that make Peter the
pope.

There are no texts in the Bible that teach the preemi-
nence of Peter as the pope of the church in Rome.  The
following are some of the common texts that are used to
teach the supremacy of Peter, as well as his position as a
supposed pope of the church:

1.  Matthew 16:18,19:  The primary passage that is
used to support the view that Jesus conferred upon Peter
special preeminent authority in the church is Matthew
16:18,19.  However, when understood in the context of
what Jesus actually said, this assumption is erroneous.
Read carefully what Jesus said to Peter.

And I also say to you, that you are Peter, and upon this
rock I will build My church, and the gates of Hades will
not prevail against it.  And I will give to you the keys of
the kingdom of heaven, an whatever you bind on earth
will have been bound in heaven, and whatever you loose
on earth will have been loosed in heaven.

The problem with using this passage to supported the
view that Peter was made preeminent over the other
apostles is the fact that it does not say what it is believed
to have taught.

a.  “Upon this rock”:  The “rock” upon which
the church was to be built was the truth of the confes-
sion that Peter made in verse 16.  “You are the Christ,
the Son of the living God.”  As the Christ, Jesus was the
fulfillment of all Old Testament prophecies concerning
the Messiah (Lk 24:44).  As the Son of God, He was the
miraculously proved Word from heaven to man (Jn
1:1,14).  These two facts were the foundation upon which
we, the church, are built (1 Co 3:11).  We believe Jesus
to be the fulfillment of prophecy.  We believe that He is
the Son of God.  It would not have been possible for any
human to be what Jesus was.

“Flesh and blood” did not reveal this to Peter, nor to
us (Mt 16:17).  Such was revealed by God (Jn 20:30,31).
We are the church, therefore, because we believe that Jesus
is the Christ and Son of God.  He is the Chief Cornerstone
of our belief (At 10:34; Gl 2:6).

b.  “This rock”:  When Jesus used the meta-
phor “rock”, He could not have been referring to Peter.
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The Greek word for “Peter” is petros.  This word is mas-
culine in gender.  However, the Greek word for “rock”
(petra) which Jesus used, is feminine in gender.  In other
words, Jesus would have been using incorrect Greek
grammar if He was referring to Peter as the rock upon
which the church would be built.  The antecedent of petra
cannot be Petros.  The petra was the rock that Jesus was
the Christ and Son of God.

c.  “Whatever you bind on earth”:  In verse 19
Jesus made this statement in reference to Peter.  Some
have assumed, therefore, that Peter was given the power
to enact “church law”.  But consider two very important
things before making this conclusion.  First, the charge
here is also applied to all the apostles in Matthew 18:18
and John 20:21-23.  It was not that Peter would alone
reveal that which God intended should be revealed to
man.  Jesus promised that “all truth” would come through
the medium of all the apostles (Jn 14:26; 16:13).

Second, the future perfect indicative of the verb
“bind” emphasizes the fact that what had already been
bound in heaven, would be bound on earth through the
proclamations of the apostles.  The King James Version
incorrectly translated this verb tense with the phrase,
“shall be bound in heaven”.  The translation should be,
“will have been bound in heaven”.  It was not that the
apostles were given the authority to originate church law,
and then submit God to their proclamations.  Such an
arrogant concept is totally contrary to all biblical teach-
ings concerning God’s authority over man.  What Jesus
was saying to the apostles was that when they revealed
truth to the church on earth, that truth had already
been established in heaven.  Their right to reveal all
truth to the church was only in the fact that the truth
originated with God.  The Catholic Church is presump-
tuous to think that man has the arbitrary right to dictate
truth, and then assume that that truth will be bound on
God.

If those who assume that their “truth” is bound in
heaven as a result of it being bound on earth through
papal proclamation by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit,
then the point is still proved.  If the pope contends that
his proclamations were directed by the Holy Spirit,
then the proclamation would have already been
bound in heaven before it was verbally proclaimed
by the pope on earth.  It was only revealed through the
Holy Spirit to the pope in order that he make his so-
called proclamation.  In other words, the Catholic Church
is being quite inconsistent in taking the stand they do in
reference to using Matthew 16:19 as a prooftext for the
proclamations of the pope.

Some would argue that the Catholic Church is bind-
ing what has already been bound by God.  But their sys-

tem of binding tradition works contrary to this belief.
Human religious traditions orginate with man, not God.
We do things traditionally, and often this traditional way
of doing things becomes church law.  The Catholic pro-
gression to the establishment of law begins with tradi-
tion.  Tradition is first pronounced dogma, and then
dogma becomes law.  The problem with this system of
establishing law is the origin of the tradition.  It is with
man, not God.  God does not bind human religious tra-
ditions on man as law.

d.  The context:  Immediately after Jesus made
the statements of Matthew 16:18,19, Peter expressed that
it was his will that Jesus not suffer (Mt 16:22).  It was
Peter’s desire that the suffering of Jesus not be bound
on earth.  However, Jesus would have it bound, for He
came into the world in order to suffer for the sins of man
(Mt 16:23).  This incident teaches at least one thing.
The apostles could bind on earth only that which Jesus
desired to be bound.  Their authority, therefore, was lim-
ited to revealing to the church only that which God
wanted revealed.

In fact, if the apostles sought to bind something other
than what God desired should be bound, they were work-
ing for Satan.  This is brought out in Matthew 16:22,23
when Jesus rebuked Peter for taking the side of Satan to
detour Him from the cross.  It was not Satan’s desire
that he be crushed by the cross.  If Peter’s desire would
have been carried out, then there would have been no
redeeming cross.

2.  Luke 22:31,32:  Jesus said of Peter, “Simon,
Simon, behold, Satan has desired to have you so that he
may sift you as wheat.  But I have prayed for you so that
your faith not fail.  And when you are converted,
strengthen your brethren.”  This passage is used to sup-
port the preeminence of Peter because Jesus prayed spe-
cifically for Peter.16:134  However, nothing is said in this
passage concerning the supremacy of Peter.  Simply be-
cause Jesus prayed specifically for Peter in this situa-
tion does not mean that He did not specifically pray for
the other disciples.

Jesus also prayed for the apostles as He prayed for
Peter (See Jn 17:9,15,20).  The reason Jesus prayed spe-
cifically in the context of Luke 22:31,32 for Peter was
because He foresaw Peter’s weakness and denials that
would come at the time of the arrest and trials of Jesus.
Jesus was simply giving Peter comfort in advance of the
fact.  After Peter’s denials of Jesus, he would think back
on what Jesus personally said to him on the occasion of
Luke 22:31,32.  He would then understand that Jesus
knew he would deny Him.  But Peter would also under-
stand that Jesus accepted him regardless of the denials.
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For this reason, Jesus wanted Peter to know that He had
made special prayer for him in order that after the deni-
als he would return to his apostleship and feed the sheep
of God.

Since it is the duty of all Christians to pray for the
weak, Jesus was simply praying in advance for a time of
weakness He knew would come in the life of Peter (See
At 14:22; Gl 6:1).  No special papal powers were being
bestowed upon Peter.  In fact, when understood in the
context of what Jesus did for Peter, the opposite seems
to be the case.  Instead of Peter being a supposed “rock”
upon which the church was to be built, the fact is that
Peter showed special weakness.  The other apostles
would not be put in a position to deny Jesus publicly.
Nevertheless, they all fled during the time of the arrest
of Jesus.  But because Peter would publicly deny Jesus,
Jesus prayed specifically for him.

3.  John 22:15-17:  On this occasion after the resur-
rection of Jesus, Jesus gave the following three instruc-
tions to Peter: “Feed My lambs”, “Shepherd My sheep”,
and “Feed My sheep”.  Because Jesus made these state-
ments to Peter alone, it is assumed that he was giving
supremacy and special authority to watch over the flock
of God.8:126

John 22:15-17 says nothing about Peter being pre-
eminent over the other apostles simply because Jesus
gave him these instructions.  There is no mention in the
instructions concerning a successor to Peter to continue
feeding the sheep.  Simply because Peter is given in-
structions to feed the flock of God does not assume that
Jesus is giving him a preeminent position in the church.

We must keep in mind that the instructions of Jesus
to feed the flock of God were given to all the apostles on
other occasions (See Mt 28:18-20; Mk 16:15; Jn 20:21-
23).  Even the elders of the church in Ephesus were given
the responsibility of feeding the sheep of God (At 20:28).
But they were not made popes of the church.  Simply
because Jesus gave specific instructions to Peter to feed
the flock does not mean that Jesus was commissioning
him to be the pope of the church.

The context of Peter’s denials is the foundation upon
which this special exhortation to Peter must be under-
stood.  Previous to this exhortation, Peter denied Jesus
three times (Jn 18:27).  In the context of the event of
John 21, Jesus wanted to extract three confessions from
Peter.  In order to do this, He asked Peter three times,
“Do you love Me ....”  The experience was humbling to
Peter.  He finally realized that he had no right to feel
superior to the other apostles.  His denials made him
human as all men.  This experience certainly reminded

him of his presumptuous statements he staunchly made
when he affirmed loyalty to Jesus before the betrayal
and trials of Jesus (Lk 22:33,34).  Because of what he
had gone through, Peter knew that he had no reason to
engage in any rivalry among the apostles as to who was
the greatest.  I am sure all the apostles were humbled by
their forsaking of Jesus during His arrest and trials.

4.  Matthew 10:2:  In Matthew 10:2, Matthew listed
the apostles who were with Jesus.  Because Peter was
listed first in Matthew’s list of apostles, it is assumed by
some that Peter was preeminent over the other apostles.
It is obvious that there is no foundation whatever to this
claim.  Nevertheless, when people seek to prove some-
thing that is not true, they resort to any sort of reasoning
and scripture that might prove their point.

When considering the listing of the apostles that is
made in Mark, Luke and Acts, Peter is not at the top of
the list (See Mk 3:16; Lk 6:14; At 1:13).  In Galatians
2:9, Paul referred to James, Cephas and John.  Because
he listed James first does not assume that he considered
James preeminent over Cephas (Peter) and John.  The
order of the listing of the apostles’ names has nothing to
do with their authority.

Throughout the New Testament there is not a single
mention of the office of a pope.  Neither is there any
indication that Peter held such a position in the early
church.  Peter did not exalt himself above the other
apostles.  Neither did the early church exalt him as a
universal pope of the church.  In fact, after the close of
the New Testament canon of Scriptures, there is no men-
tion of the exaltation of Peter in any of the early church
writings.  There is no mention of the office of pope.

The church was built on Christ as the only head of
the church.  The apostles taught with equal authority
through the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.  No apostle
was so presumptuous as to assume to be in competition
with the headship of Jesus.

When considering the history of the early church,
there is no evidence that Peter ever resided in Rome.  It
is also interesting to note that for the first six centuries
after the establishment of the church there is not one
mention of a pope in the church.  To now assume that
there must be a pope of the church is an assumption that
is arrogant in reference to the universal headship of Jesus.
It is an attack against the sufficiency of Jesus being the
only center of reference for control and direction of the
church through the authority of His word.  Any teaching
that endangers the total headship and authority of Jesus
over the church, cannot be true.
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Penance is the teaching that one must declare his or
her sins “to a priest with the purpose of obtaining forgive-
ness.”2:159  It is believed that sins after baptism are for-
given upon repentance of one’s sins.  Sins are forgiven in
order that eternal punishment be avoided.  However, tem-
poral punishment still remains for those sins.  Sins, there-
fore, must be confessed before a priest in order to receive
complete remission of sins.  It is believed that “all bish-
ops and priests of the Catholic Church can forgive sins
....”1:85  In order to receive complete forgiveness of sins
one must confess his or her sins “to a Catholic priest.”1:85

In conjunction with the confession of sins, one is
given certain works of penance in order to bring about
forgiveness.  These works are assigned by the priest.
The Catholic priest, therefore, has the power to forgive
sins because sins must be confessed to him.  His power
to forgive is compounded by his assigning of works of
penance to be accomplish by the penitent sinner.

The power of the priest in reference to forgiveness
gave rise to the doctrine of indulgences.  The right to sin
was sold to individuals who proposed to commit a sin.
In other words, one could buy the right to sin.  By pur-
chasing the right to indulge, all temporal punishment
was avoided.  “By a plenary indulgence is meant the
remission of the entire temporal punishment due sin so
that no further expiation is required in Purgatory.”9:783

A. The Bible teaches that God directly forgives the
penitent believer.

One of the comforting teachings of the Bible is that
the believer has direct contact with God in reference to
the forgiveness of sins.  He or she has direct contact
through prayer.  No one stands between the believer and
God in the matter of prayer for forgiveness of sins.  This
fundamental truth has existed since the beginning of time
between God and man.

God knew that we would sin.  He thus kept the com-
munication lines open between Himself and every be-
liever.  This link in prayer was established long before
the Catholic Church came up with the idea of the me-
diatorship of the priest.  Since each one of us must give
account of himself before God, then it is necessary that
each one of us be able to approach God directly in refer-
ence to our sins against God.  The repentant heart must
at all times be able to communicate with God concern-
ing sins committed against God.

1.  God directly forgives our sins.  The believer must
firmly believe that God can forgive his or her sins upon
repentant confession.  When we confess our sins, God
is able to forgive “all our trespasses” (Cl 2:18).  Since
Jesus came in order that our sins be forgiven (Ep 4:32),
our sins are forgiven “for His name’s sake” (1 Jn 2:12).

Only God has the power to completely forget our
sins.  When He forgives, therefore, He promises that He
will remember our sins no more (Hb 8:12; 10:17,18; Is
43:5).  In reference to the sins of the righteous, God seeks
our confession in order that He might forgive and forget
our sins.  The confidence of the Christian in his rela-
tionship with God is in the fact that God will forgive
sins, which sins will never be brought before the Chris-
tian again.

2.  God forgives sin upon the humble confession of
the believer.  This is one of the precious promises of the
Father that gives us confidence in our relationship with
Him.  John wrote, “If we confess our sins, He is faithful
and just to forgive us our sins and to cleanse us from all
unrighteousness” (1 Jn 1:9; see Ps 32:5; Pv 28:13).  This
promise of God is not based on the condition of a priest
standing between the one who confesses and God.  No-
where in Scripture is it stated that one’s forgiveness is
dependent on a priest being substituted as a mediator in
reference to our forgiveness of sins.  If we personally
confess our sins, God will directly forgive us.

In the context of prayer, Jesus taught the disciples
during His earthly ministry to pray directly to the Father
(Mt 6:9).  In His example prayer for the disciples, He
taught that if we forgive our debtors, God will forgive
us (Mt 6:12).  No monetary condition was placed on our
forgiveness.  In other words, our forgiveness of our debt
to God is not dependent on our payment of money to a
priest.  Forgiveness is conditioned only on a merciful
and repentant heart forgiving others.

It is actually an attack against God’s ability to for-
give if we contend that one must pay money in order to
receive forgiveness.  Jesus offered one sacrifice for our
sins, which sacrifice was sufficient for all time (Hb
10:12).  “For by one offering He has perfected forever
those who are being sanctified” (Hb 10:14).  Jesus’
atonement, therefore, was complete.  It needs no supple-
mental offerings on our part in order to have effect in
our lives.  Jesus’ sacrifice for our sins does not need to
be subsidized by penitential offerings by those who sin.
God calls for humble confession.  Upon this require-
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ment alone one can receive forgiveness of sins directly
from God.

B. The Bible teaches that the believer has access to
God through Jesus.

A fundamental teaching of Scripture is that the re-
pentant believer who confesses directly to God through
the mediatorship of Jesus, will receive forgiveness of
sins.  The erroneous nature of the doctrine of penance is
manifested by its contradiction of many Bible teachings
concerning the believer and prayer.  If remission is con-
ditioned on the confession of the righteous to a priest,
and the assignment of penitential deeds to receive for-
giveness, there are several New Testament teachings that
are contradicted.  The following are some concepts con-
cerning prayer that must be understood to be in conflict
with the practice of penance:

1.  The Christian can pray directly to God.  As stated
previously, Jesus taught His disciples to approach God
directly through prayer (Mt 6:9).  He taught His dis-
ciples, “And whatever you will ask in My name, that I
will do so that the Father may be glorified in the Son”
(Jn 14:13).  The Christian asks of the Father.  When he
or she so asks, Jesus promises to respond.  Jesus encour-
aged the disciples, “... whatever you ask of the Father in
My name”, I will give according to your requests (Jn
15:16; see 15:7,23).

Our prayers, therefore, are directed to the Father (Lk
11:2-4).  They are directed to the Father who has the
willingness to forgive our sins, for our sins are against
Him.  Nowhere in the Bible is it taught that we must
approach God, against whom we sin, through someone
on earth.  Approaching the Father for forgiveness through
someone on earth does not affect the answering of our
prayers.  A third party cannot move the Father to forgive
the unrepentant heart of someone else.  It is the sinner
who must personally go before the Father.

2.  The Christian prays in the name of Jesus.  Jesus
conditioned the answer of our prayers on the authority
of His “name” (Jn 14:13).  “In My name” signifies two
things.

a.  It signifies that Jesus offered Himself as a
propitiation (or, “satisfaction”) for the sins of men (See
Rm 3:25; 1 Jn 2:1,2; 4:10).  Jesus’ offering was suffi-
cient.  It was complete, and thus needs no substitution
or subsidizing.  When we approach the Father “in the
name of Jesus”, we are depending on the atoning sacri-
fice of Jesus to bring about forgiveness.  Since Jesus is
the one who offered Himself for our sins, then we can

approach the Father for forgiveness that is based on His
redemptive act.  “In My name”, therefore, refers to our
dependence on Jesus’ atoning sacrifice for our forgive-
ness.

b.  Jesus is the only mediator between God and
man (1 Tm 2:5).  When we pray in the name of Jesus,
we are calling on the authority of the mediatorship of
Jesus who pleads our case before the Father.  John wrote,
“My little children, these things I write to you so that
you do not sin.  And if anyone sins, we have a Counse-
lor with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous” (1 Jn
2:1).  Our prayers go to the Father through the atoning
sacrifice of Jesus who works as our counselor.  There is
no room for a priest or any other person in this direct
approach to the Father for forgiveness of sins.

3.  The Christian prays with a penitent heart.  The
repentant believer who is struggling to live the Chris-
tian life will receive forgiveness of sins if he or she will
only ask of God.  God promises, “But if we walk in the
light as He is in the light, we have fellowship with one
another and the blood of Jesus Christ His Son cleanses
us from all sin” (1 Jn 1:7; see Ep 1:7; Cl 1:14).  The
Christian as continual cleansing of sins if he or she is
walking in the light.  Walking in the light is the condi-
tion for cleansing of sins since “walking in the light” is
the signal to God that we are seeking to be His obedient
children.

The case of Simon, the sorcerer, illustrates the point
that when we sin, we must approach the Father for for-
giveness.  When Simon sinned, Peter commanded Him
to pray to the Lord (At 8:22).  Simon subsequently
repented and then asked Peter and John to pray that none
of the things about which Peter said would come upon
him in his life.  In this case it is interesting to note that
Simon did not ask either Peter or John to pray to God
for his forgiveness.  He asked that they pray that the
things about which Peter spoke not come upon him.
Simon had to personally pray for forgiveness.  He called
on Peter and John to call on God to stop the “things”.

It is also necessary to note that Peter did not require
either money or penitential works from Simon in order
that he receive forgiveness.  Peter only required of him
that he repent and pray for forgiveness.  Peter and John
gave Simon advice on what he must personally do.  The
condition for his forgiveness was not dependent on ei-
ther Peter or John.

C. The Bible teaches that God has the power to for-
give.

This point must be introduced by emphasizing the
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fact that requests for forgiveness are to be directed solely
to God, the one against whom we sin (Mt 6:9-12; At
8:24).  Since sin is against God, then it is God alone
who can forgive.  It is He who forgives in order that one
not lose his soul because of sin and separation from His
eternal preserving power.

In the context of prayer and forgiveness, many do
not understand or simply misapply what James stated in
James 5:16.  “Confess your sins to one another and pray
for one another so that you may be healed.  The prayer
of a righteous man accomplishes much.”  James is not
stating that fellow Christians have the power to forgive
one another’s sins.  Neither does he teach that forgive-
ness is based on the prayer of others.

What James states is that our confession is an act of
repentance.  One understanding of this passage is that
this confession is to a specific person against whom we
may have committed an offence.  However, an alternative
meaning is that the word “sins” should be translated
“faults”.  The Greek word that is used here is the word
that is normally translated “sin” in other contexts.  It means
“to miss the mark”.  Such is the case with our faults.  We
miss the mark of what we desire to be or do as Christians.
It is as what Paul wrote, “For we know that the law is
spiritual, but I am carnal, sold into bondage to sin.  For
what I do, I do not understand.  For what I would do,
that I do not.  But what I hate, that do I” (Rm 7:14,15).
We seek to achieve that which we know is right, but our
humanity makes us fall short of the mark.  James asks
that Christians confess their failures to one another, which
failures in many cases cause offense to others.  We speak
a harsh word when we know we should not.  We do an
unrighteous act for which we are later repentant.  The fact
that we know that we cannot perform according to our
desires is evidence that we struggle to reach our desired
spiritual goals.  What James is asking us to do is to con-
fess when we go wrong.  The confession is to one an-
other, not to any specific person as a priest.

Confession of faults to one another is one of the char-
acteristics of the community of God.  James’ exhorta-
tion is relational among all Christians, not any particu-
lar Christian.  In order to fulfill what he asks, therefore,
Christians must be in a relationship with one another
that is conducive to confession of one another’s faults
to one another.  Jesus said it in another way in Matthew
5:23,24.

Therefore, if you bring your gift to the altar, and there
you remember that your brother has something against
you, leave there your gift before the altar, and go your
way.  First be reconciled to your brother, and then come
and offer your gift.

Confession of sins is the obligation of every Chris-
tian.  This does not mean, therefore, that confessions are
to be made to specific people to the exclusion of others.
Regardless of who one is, James obligates each of us to
confess our sins to one another.

In the context of offenses between brethren, Jesus
admonished that the two between whom the offenses
have occurred must sort out the matter with one another.
Jesus taught that if a brother sins against another brother,
the first course of action is that the two brothers seek to
reconcile themselves privately with one another (Mt
5:23-25; 18:15-17).  If the brother who has caused the
offense refuses to hear the brother he has offended, then
the matter is to be made public before the church (Mt
18:15-18).  One’s forgiveness of sin by God, however,
is not dependent on the forgiveness of the one that has
been offended.  If the offending brother attempts to make
reconciliation with the one he has offended, but the of-
fended refuses to forgive, then the unforgiving spirit of
the offended does not deter God’s forgiveness of the sin-
ner.  The Bible nowhere teaches that God’s forgiveness
is dependent on the forgiveness of someone other than
the one who sinned.

Contrary to the doctrine of penance, Jesus was the
only man on earth who had the authority to forgive sins.
In the context of His healing of one who was afflicted
by palsy, He said, “But that you may know that the Son
of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins ...” (Mt
9:6; see Mk 2:10).  Since He was God on earth with the
power to heal, then certainly He was God in person who
could forgive.

John 20:23 does not contradict the preceding truth.
Jesus said to the twelve disciples, “If you forgive the
sins of any, their sins have been forgiven them.  And if
you retain the sins of any, they are retained.”  In the
context of John 20:23 Jesus is giving the great commis-
sion to the apostles for the first time after His resurrec-
tion (See Jn 20:21).  He is also making the statement of
verse 23 in view of the apostles receiving of the power
of the Holy Spirit which is explained in verse 22.  The
statement of John 20:23, therefore, is the consequence
of what is explained in verses 21 & 22 that would take
place in their lives.

Matthew 16:19 and 18:18 are parallel concepts to
John 20:23.  Jesus had earlier promised the apostles,
“And I will give to you the keys of the kingdom of heaven,
and whatever you bind on earth will have been bound
in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth will have
been loosed in heaven” (Mt 16:19).  The statements of
Matthew 16:19 and Matthew 18:18 are commentaries
of what Jesus meant in John 20:23.  The fulfillment of
the “binding and forgiving” must be understood in the
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context that Jesus delivered all truth to the apostles (Jn
16:13).  After they were baptized with the Holy Spirit in
fulfillment of the promise of Luke 24:49 and Acts 1:8
(see At 2:1-4), they went forth preaching everywhere
(Mk 16:17-20).  They delivered “all truth” to those who
believed.  By inspiration of the Holy Spirit, the truth
was revealed, which truth was the standard by which sin
was revealed in the lives of those to whom they preached.
Obedience to the gospel was the standard by which one
was determined to be in Christ.  We would conclude
that the apostles forgave sins through their preaching of
that which brought forgiveness.  They preached the gos-
pel wherever they went.  When men and women obeyed
the gospel, their sins were forgiven (At 2:38).  Through
baptism for remission of sins, sin was forgiven.  Peter
preached this message in Acts 2, and subsequently, his
preaching led to the forgiveness of about 3,000 people
(At 2:41).  If Peter had not preached the message of the
gospel, about 3,000 people would have retained their
sins.  In this sense, therefore, the apostles had the power

to forgive sins.  The power was in the message of the
gospel they preached, not in some authority that was
given to them by God to personally forgive sins.

When God forgives sins, there is no need for some-
one else to be a condition upon which the sins must be
forgiven.  God’s forgiveness remits all punishment due
the sinner.  This is so because God’s forgiveness is com-
plete and forever.  God requires only that the Christian
repent and confess his sins.  Those who continue to re-
pent and confess their sins are continually kept clean of
sin by the blood of Jesus, which blood was offered as an
atoning sacrifice for the sins of all those who have obeyed
the gospel.  For this reason, those who have obeyed the
gospel can be assured that Jesus is still working as their
counselor before the throne of God.  Our forgiveness is
not dependent on the actions of any other person.  It is
dependent only on our confession directly to God who
only has the authority to forgive sin.

Celibacy is a teaching of the Catholic Church that
forbids their bishops, priests and deacons the right to
marry.  This teaching was first established as “an obliga-
tory law of the Western [Catholic] Church, imposed with
a view to the dignity and duties of the priesthood ....
The earliest law enforcing celibacy was passed by the
council of Elvira in Spain about the year 300.  Bishops,
priests and deacons were to be deposed if they lived with
their wives and begat children after their ordination.2:193

“In the Western [Catholic] Church, marriage is prohib-
ited to all clergy of the rank of subdeacon and up-
wards.”3:83  The Catholic Church teaches, “Although celi-
bacy is not expressly enforced by our Savior, it is, how-
ever, commended so strongly by Himself and His
Apostles, both by word and example, that the Church
felt it her duty to lay it down as a law.”8:328  It is taught,
therefore, that “virginity possesses a higher sanctity
[spirituality] than marriage.”9:481-483  “In fact, the Church
has ever spoken with no uncertain voice on the excel-
lence of the celibate over the married state.”10:35  In other
words, the Catholic Church teaches that celibacy “is
holier than marriage.”7:305

A. The Bibles teaches that marriage is a natural
state.

God intended that marriage be a natural and honor-
able state of life for all men and women and that bearing
children be a part of the existence and continuation of
society for all time.

1.  Marriage is honorable in the sight of God.
Marriage is a divine institution.  The marriage relation-
ship was instituted by God after the creation of man and
woman (Gn 2:18-25).  Therefore, the Hebrew writer
stated, “Marriage is honorable among all, and the bed
undefiled” (Hb 13:4).  On many occasions, Jesus taught
on the subject of marriage (See Mt 5:31,32; 19:3-9; Mk
10:2-13; Lk 16:18).  The Holy Spirit inspired the early
New Testament writers to give instruction concerning
the behavior of husbands and wives in a marriage rela-
tionship (See Ep 5:25-33; Cl 3:18-21).  The point is that
marriage is a privilege that should be celebrated by ev-
ery man and woman, including those who are preach-
ers.  Never in the Bible is it stated that the state of mar-
riage is less honorable or spiritual than being celibate.

2.  Procreation through child bearing is the cre-
ation of God.  The first command God made to the first
married couple was to bear children.  Moses wrote the
mandate of God in Genesis 1:28 of Adam and Eve, “Be
fruitful and multiply; fill the earth ....”    The Psalmist
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wrote, “Behold, children are a heritage from the Lord,
the fruit of the womb is a reward” (Ps 127:3).  “Happy
is the man who has his quiver full of them [children]”
(Ps 127:5; see 113:9).  To bear children is in the plan of
God to “fill the earth”.  Child bearing is not dishonor-
able.  Marriage is an honorable state because in mar-
riage God’s will to “fill the earth” is accomplished.

It is superfluous to say that celibacy is a higher state
of sanctity than marriage.  Procreation through the sexual
union of a married husband and wife is a gift of God.  To
degrade this natural behavior of married life, is to de-
grade the plan of God for the continuation of the human
race.  Any teaching that affirms that married people are
on a lower standard of spirituality than a celibate person
is contrary to God’s plan of procreation for the exist-
ence of the human race.  God intended that sexual inter-
course in the union of marriage should be the means by
which the world would be populated.  To develop a doc-
trine that is contrary to this original plan of God, is to
stall the work of God.

B. The Bible teaches that religious workers can
marry.

It is unfortunate that some religious groups seek to
set the clergy apart from the laity.  A distinction is often
made between those who work full-time for the church
and those who are supposedly the “common” members
of the church.  In order to exalt the full-time worker (the
clergy), the Catholic Church initiated the doctrine of
celibacy.  But this concept is nowhere taught in either
the Old or New Testaments.

1.  Priests of the Old Testament married.  The Lev-
itical priests under the Old Testament law were married
if they chose to be.  Aaron, who was the first high priest
of Israel, was married (Ex 6:25).  Aaron’s sons who suc-
ceeded him as high priests were also married (Ex 6:25;
28:1; 29:9: Nm 3:32).

The descendants of Aaron were to be priests (Ex
28:1).  But in order for there to be descendants of Aaron,
there had to be procreation in the bond of marriage.  The
Levitical priesthood of Aaron continued under the Old
Testament law simply because children were born to the
descendants of Aaron who were married.

2.  All priests under the New Testament can marry.
Under the New Testament of Christ, all believers are
priests of God.  They are a spiritual house in order to be
a holy priesthood (1 Pt 2:5).  If all priests had a right to
marry under the Old Testament law, then certainly all
priests under the New Testament law can be married.
Since all Christians are priests of God under the New

Testament law, this would include all full-time workers
of the church.

3.  The early apostles were married.  In 1 Corinthians
9:5 Paul wrote of himself and Barnabas, “Do we not have
the right to take along a believing wife, even as the other
apostles and the brethren of the Lord and Cephas.”  The
apostles of Christ were married men.  Peter was a married
man (Mt 8:14).  The physical brothers of Jesus were mar-
ried men (Mt 13:55), which meant that James, the inspired
writer of the book of James, was married (See Gl 2:9; Js
1:1).  These men did not leave their wives when they
became the disciples of Jesus.  They did not leave their
wives when they accepted the ministry of apostleship
and leadership in the church.

Since the doctrine of celibacy is based on the sup-
posed example of the early church leaders who were
supposedly celibate, the argument for celibacy is tre-
mendously weakened in view of the fact that the apostles
and early church leaders were actually married.  Jesus
lived a celibate life.  Paul was celibate.  However, the
other prominent leaders of the early church were mar-
ried men who led about their wives when they went forth
preaching the gospel.

C.  The Bible teaches that all have a right to marry.

No inspired biblical writer ever made a statement
that it was unlawful for church leaders to marry.  Jesus
stated that marriage was instituted by God in the begin-
ning.  He taught that what God had joined in marriage,
no man should put asunder (Mt 19:4-6).  Therefore, if
any married man made a decision to be a full-time
worker, he was never to consider putting away his wife.

Since marriage was a divine institution of God, Paul
used this institution to illustrate the relationship between
the church and Christ (See Ep 5:22-33).  He taught that
younger widows should marry, bear children, and care
for the house (1 Tm 5:14).  He instructed that older
women should train younger women to live with their
husbands and children (Ti 2:4).  All such teachings reaf-
firmed the honorable institution of the family.

It is interesting to note that when apostasy came,
there would be some who would invent the doctrine of
celibacy.  In 1 Timothy 4:1 Paul introduced a coming
apostasy that would include the teaching of those who
would forbid marriage. “Now the Spirit clearly says that
in the latter times some will depart from the faith ....”
He explains in verse 3 one of the teachings that would
characterize those who would “depart from the faith”.
Some would forbid others to marry.  The doctrine of
celibacy, therefore, is a doctrine that signifies those who
have departed from the faith.
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D. There is no biblical support for teaching celibacy
of the clergy.

As with many erroneous teachings that have been
invented by men, scriptures are torn out of context in or-
der to make such teachings “biblical”.  However, when
investigating these scriptures in their context, they do not
support the erroneous doctrine which they are purported
to support.  This is the case with the teaching of celibacy.
The following passages are commonly used to support
the teaching of celibacy.  However, when they are consid-
ered in their context, they teach no such doctrine.

1.  Matthew 19:12:  In this passage Jesus said,

For there are some eunuchs who were born that way from
their mother’s womb.  And there are some eunuchs who
were made eunuchs by men.  And there are eunuchs who
have made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of
heaven’s sake.

Jesus did not make this statement in order to advo-
cate a teaching as celibacy.  He was not teaching that the
life of a eunuch was more spiritual than those who are
not eunuchs.  In Matthew 19:12, Jesus is discussing the
dedication of eunuchs, not the clergy.  Add to this the
fact that He says nothing in the passage about celibacy.
He is simply stating that some have made the decision
to make themselves eunuchs for the sake of the king-
dom of heaven.  If a eunuch chooses to remain unmar-
ried, that is his choice.  But the subject of marriage is
not under discussion in Matthew 19:12.

2.  1 Corinthians 7:  The entire chapter of 1 Corin-
thians 7 is a supposed prooftext for the teaching of celi-
bacy.  Some teach that Paul is teaching celibacy for the
clergy in order to manifest a supposed greater spiritual-
ity of the celibate.  But such is not what is taught in the
entire chapter.

In order to understand the context of 1 Corinthians
7, there are some very important points that must not be
overlooked.  The following are some of the important
points:

a.  It was a time of “distress”.  1 Corinthians 7
must be understood in view of the “distress” (persecu-
tion) of verse 26.  “I suppose that this is good because
of the present distress, that it is good for a man to re-
main as he is”, that is single.  Though we do not know
precisely what “distress” was being encountered by the
Corinthian Christians, the fact remains that Paul’s ad-
vice in the entire chapter must be understood in the con-
text of this distress.

b.  It is not a sin to marry.  Paul says nothing in
the 1 Corinthians 7 about it being a sin for a man to
marry.  Neither does he teach that one does sin if he
marries.  One has a right to marry.  One is also free to
remain single.  Paul gives his recommendation to re-
main single because of the distress.  We must remember
that Paul had a right, even through inspiration, to give
advice that was not binding as law.  This principle is
often overlooked when discussing the contexts of 1
Corinthians 7.  Paul gave advice to remain celibate.  But
this did not mean that his advice was to be taken as law.
It was only advice in view of the hostile environment in
which the Corinthians were living at the time he wrote.

c.  Paul gave no law against the marriage of
the “clergy”.  Paul says nothing in the context of 1 Corin-
thians 7 that there is a law that the “clergy” cannot marry.
His teaching concerning celibacy was only advice.  It
was advice in view of the distress that was facing the
Corinthian brethren.

d.  Those with children have greater worries.
What Paul is saying that in times of persecution, those
who are married will have greater worries than those
who are single and without families (See 1 Co
7:26,28,32).  It was thus his advice that it was not expe-
dient to bring children into a hostile environment.  How-
ever, this did not mean that those who did marry in times
of persecution, and had children in a hostile environ-
ment, sinned against God.  It only meant that they would
have a more difficult time in caring for their family.

It must be understood, therefore, that Paul nowhere
in 1 Corinthians 7 gives a command for celibacy.  In
fact, he introduced the chapter by stating that “it is bet-
ter to marry than to burn with passion” (1 Co 7:9).  But
to state that he has in mind a doctrine concerning the
celibacy of the clergy is to understand the chapter com-
pletely out of context.

3.  1 Corinthians 7:32,33:  The specific verses that
are used in 1 Corinthians 7 in support of the teaching of
celibacy are verses 32 & 33.  Paul wrote, “But I want
you to be free from concern.  He who is unmarried cares
for the things of the Lord, how he may please the Lord.
But he who is married cares for the things of the world,
how he may please his wife.”

Some have affirmed that one can lead a more spiri-
tual life if he is celibate simply because he can focus
more on spiritual matters.  The celibate person, there-
fore, supposedly has a better opportunity to grow spiri-
tually than the one who is married.  However, this pas-
sage must be understood in the following manner:

a.  Paul is teaching in the context of distress.
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As stated before, 1 Corinthians 7:32,33 must be under-
stood from the context of verse 23 where Paul stated, “I
suppose that this is good because of the present distress
....”  The early Christians were under “distress” (perse-
cution), though we do not know exactly what this dis-
tress was at the time Paul wrote 1 Corinthians.  What-
ever the distress, it was Paul’s advice that celibacy would
be a better state than marriage simply because being
married with children would complicate the distress.  He
wanted them “to be free from concern” for the respon-
sibilities of a married life.  In times of distress, the focus
on the things of the world are increased.  Simply be-
cause one is trying to survive under distress means that
he or she must concentrate on survival.  It is for this
reason that Christians must always pray for times of
peace in order that they may better focus on spiritual
things (1 Tm 2:2).

b.  Paul is not teaching against marriage:
Neither was he making a general statement against mar-
riage.  He does suggest, however, that those who can
restrain themselves from sexual immorality could remain
unmarried.  In remaining celibate, one can give more
time to the Lord without the responsibilities of marriage.
However, giving more time to the Lord does not mean
that one is more spiritual.  Though the apostle Peter was
married, this did not mean that he was less spiritual than
Paul who was celibate.  Since the doctrine of celibacy is
based on the assumption that the celibate are of a “higher
sanctity” than the married, then those who teach this
doctrine are saying that Paul had a “higher sanctity” than
Peter, since Peter was married.

c.  Paul’s emphasis is on time and effort.  Paul’s
emphasis in 1 Corinthians 7:32,33 is that the time and
efforts to maintain a marriage relationship would sub-
tract time and efforts from service to others outside a
marriage relationship.  We must keep in mind, however,
that the time and effort given to a good family is not less
important than that which is given to those outside the
family.  The time and effort that is given to the develop-
ment of a good family is well-spent (See Ep 5:22-33).
However, when one is married, his attention to those
outside his immediate family is less than those who are
single.  A married man must give much of his energy to
the secular part of life in order to adequately support his
family.  Those who are celibate can give more time and
effort to others.  But regardless of time and effort that is
spent on the family, or those outside one’s family, those

who are serving are still serving others, whether service
is to one’s own family or someone outside the family.

4.  Matthew 22:30:  In the context of His discussion
with the Sadducees concerning the resurrection, Jesus
made the statement, “For in the resurrection they nei-
ther marry nor are given in marriage, but are like the
angels in heaven.”

The preceding statement of Jesus does not teach that
the celibate life puts one on a level of spirituality equal
with angels.  In the context of the passage, Jesus is talk-
ing about what will be after the resurrection.  He is not
discussing a state of celibacy in this life on earth.  Nei-
ther is He discussing spirituality.  His teaching in this
context must be understood in the context that there will
be no need for procreation in heaven.

On earth it is the general instruction of God that
through procreation men and women fill the earth (Gn
1:28; 9:1,7).  If the doctrine of celibacy was practiced
by all men in order to reach a higher level of spirituality,
then there would be no growth of the human population.
Mankind would eventually vanish from the face of the
earth.  It is for this reason that any teaching that would
bring into question the general instructions of God to
populate the earth must itself be brought into question.

Marriage was instituted by God in the beginning to
propagate the human race.  Mothers and fathers were
instructed to multiply and replenish the earth.  This is a
general statement of procreation that comes with the
blessing of marriage.  It is for this reason that marriage
must be held in high esteem among all men.  It is this
state of living which God speaks of as honorable.

There is no statement in the Bible in any context
that infers that celibacy is necessary in order for one to
reach a higher level of spirituality.  Neither is there any
passage in the Bible that restricts the clergy from being
married.  In fact, there are warnings that doctrines as celi-
bacy would be an indication of a time when men would
fall away from the truth.

In the Old Testament, the priests of God were mar-
ried.  In the New Testament, the apostles of Christ were
married.  And, those evangelists who were not married
still had a right to marry.  By example and teaching the
biblical writers thus affirmed that marriage is a normal
relationship for those who would minister the word of
God to others.
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Extreme unction is the teaching that the soul is
strengthened just before or after physical death in order
to insure that it will pass through purgatory and into
heaven.11:38  It is taught that “extreme unction is the sac-
rament which gives health and strength to the soul and
sometimes to the body when we are in danger of
death.”1:92,93  This “sacrament is given only to those who
are dangerously sick ....  It is a divine sacrament intended
for the dying, and should, if at all possible, be adminis-
tered before the patient becomes unconscious.”2:225  But
it is also claimed that “extreme unction can deal with
the relics of sin in a sinner who lies insensible.”12:9,10

Therefore, it is taught that this sacrament “obliterates
the traces of sin and invigorates the power of the soul”
even after consciousness is lost in order to assure the
entrance of the soul into heaven.12:9,10

A. The Bibles teaches that one is forgiven while alive
and conscious.

A Christian’s sins are forgiven as a result of his atti-
tude and actions while still alive and conscious.  For-
giveness of sins is conditioned on two things.  It is con-
ditioned on one’s conscious repentant attitude toward
God.  It is also conditioned on one’s obedient life.  For-
giveness of sins is between the individual and God.  It
does not involve a third party.  The forgiveness of our
sins does not depend on whether another person prays
for us.  Our obedient attitude toward God and our con-
fession of sin are the criteria for our personal forgive-
ness of sins.

1.  Forgiveness depends on our merciful attitude
toward others.  Our attitude toward others is a condi-
tion for our own forgiveness.  Jesus stated, “Blessed are
the merciful, for they will obtain mercy” (Mt 5:7).  The
Holy Spirit said the same thing through James.  “For
judgment will be without mercy to the one who has shown
no mercy” (Js 2:13).  If one does not show mercy in
forgiving others, then certainly he or she should not ex-
pect to receive mercy from God.  “Therefore, be merci-
ful, just as your Father also is merciful” (Lk 6:36).

2.  Forgiveness depends on our forgiving attitude
toward others.  Not only must one have a merciful atti-
tude toward others, he must manifest this attitude through
real forgiveness.  Jesus said, “For if you forgive men
their trespasses, your heavenly Father will also forgive

you.  But if you do not forgive men their trespasses, nei-
ther will your Father forgive your trespasses” (Mt
6:14,15; see Mk 11:25; Lk 11:4; 17:3,4; Rm
12:14,17,19,21; Ep 4:32; Cl 3:13).  At the end of the
parable of the unforgiving servant, Jesus said, “So like-
wise will My heavenly Father do also to you, if each
one of you does not from the heart forgive his brother”
(Mt 18:35; see 18:21-35).  The truth of the parable is
taught in this one statement.  Our forgiveness is based
on our forgiveness of others.

The preceding principle is necessary simply because
an unforgiving heart will grow into a bitter heart.  It is a
heart of one who has separated himself or herself from
the one he or she does not forgive.  Unforgiveness al-
ways results in separation.  When there is unforgiveness
among brethren, there is separation.  And separation de-
stroys fellowship.  It is for this reason that forgiveness
among brethren must always take place while people
are living and conscious.  The unforgiving heart is not a
candidate for heaven simply because it is the manifesta-
tion of an unmerciful attitude toward others.

3.  Forgiveness is the manifestation of a penitent
heart.  John wrote, “If we say that we have no sin, we
deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us” (1 Jn 1:8).
In order for forgiveness to take place in our hearts, we
must realize that we sin.  Arrogant people confess no
sin.  But John wrote, “If we confess our sins, He is faith-
ful and just to forgive us our sins and to cleanse us from
all unrighteousness” (1 Jn 1:9).  If we have a penitent
heart, we will always recognize our struggle with sin.  It
is for this reason that the penitent are blessed.  Jesus
said, “Blessed are those who mourn, for they will be
comforted” (Mt 5:4).  When we mourn over our sin,
God comforts.  Therefore, instead of being arrogant about
our lives, we must do as James instructed concerning
our attitude toward our sin, “Be distressed and mourn
and weep” (Js 4:9).  When we have such an attitude
toward our own sins, we will be merciful and forgiv-
ing of the sins of others.

The point in reference to extreme unction is that the
unconscious have no consciousness of their sin.  They
cannot weep and mourn over their sin.  They cannot con-
fess their sin.  If one must have extra strength to pass
into heaven, it is too late for giving extra strength to one
who is in a state of unconsciousness before death.  Our
sin is in reference to ourselves and God.  We must each
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be responsible in life for our own behavior before God
(See 2 Co 5:10).  No one else can aid us in our account-
ability before God.  It is for this reason that the practice
of extreme unction is of no value to those who are about
to die, or have already died.

The comfort of the Christian is not in a last-minute
confession of sins at the time of death.  If the Christian
has walked in the light, the blood of Jesus has continu-
ally cleansed him of all sin (1 Jn 1:7).  One who dies “in
the light”, therefore, has no sin.  He is clean, not be-
cause of perfect keeping of law, or because sufficient
good works were supposedly performed to atone for sin.
He is clean because of the cleansing blood of Christ.
For this reason, every faithful Christian can die in peace.

B. The Bible teaches that we must be obedient in life.

Our personal lives as Christians is based on the prin-
ciple of walking in the light of God’s word (1 Jn 1:7).  It
is a walk of obedient faith (Js 2:14-16).  Any teaching
that contradicts the simple truth of being obedient to the
word of God, cannot be true.

1.  Christians must be faithful to God.  John stated
that the blood of Jesus will cleanse those who are walk-
ing in the light of God’s word (1 Jn 1:7).  It is not diffi-
cult to understand that “walking in the light” is obedi-
ence to the word of God.  John wrote, “And whatever
we ask, we receive from Him, because we keep His com-
mandments and do those things that are pleasing in His
sight” (1 Jn 3:22).  If we ask for forgiveness, then our
keeping of God’s commandments is the prerequisite for
forgiveness.  God will answer our prayers when we are
faithful to His will.

2.  Christians must confess their sins.  Confession
of sins by the Christian is a necessary condition for for-
giveness.  God has promised that if we confess our sins,
He is faithful to forgive (1 Jn 1:9).  Confession is some-
thing that takes place when one is alive and in a con-
scious state of being.  A condition for forgiveness, there-
fore, is that one must confess his sins when he is con-
scious and rational.  The belief that one can receive for-
giveness of sins on the basis of a third party praying for
us at the time of death is entirely foreign to the Bible.  If
we believe that such is necessary in order to supposedly
strengthen the soul, then we are manifesting our lack of
faith in the cleansing blood of Jesus.

The Bible teaches nothing about another person be-
ing able to have our personal sins forgiven before God.
Since forgiveness is based on one’s personal obedience
and confession, then forgiveness cannot be dependent
on the obedience and confession of another for our per-

sonal sins.  Jesus is the only mediator between God and
man.  Therefore, to substitute another mediator to expe-
dite our forgiveness of sins is to minimize the work of
Jesus to work on our behalf.

C. The Bible teaches that we must be prepared for
death.

We must be prepared for death at all times.  We must
also be prepared for the final coming of Jesus, for He
could come at any time.  In view of death and the final
coming of Jesus, emphasis in the New Testament is on
preparedness.

1.  Five virgins were not prepared.  The primary
teaching of the parable of the virgins is that the five fool-
ish virgins were unprepared to meet the groom (See Mt
25:1-12).  The conclusion to Jesus’ teaching of the par-
able of the virgins is, “Therefore, watch, for you know
neither the day nor the hour” (Mt 25:13).  This should
be the Christian’s attitude toward both death and the fi-
nal coming of Jesus.

2.  The rich man had no second chance.  The rich
man in Luke died unprepared for judgment (See Lk
16:23-26).  He sought to have Jesus send a messenger
back to his brothers on earth in order that they avoid
coming to the place in which he dwelt.  The fact that he
asked for someone to return and warn his brothers
is evidence of the fact that he did not have a second
chance.  He knew he could not escape torments.  He
just did not want his brothers to come to where he was.
And if his brothers were not to come to torments where
he was, they had to make a decision to change their lives
while alive.  Only the living can change their lives and
their destiny.  It is too late for the dead.

3.  Jesus’ message is that we be prepared at all times.
Jesus stated in view of impending judgment that we al-
ways be ready for judgment, though judgment may come
in life or at the end of this world.  In reference to His
coming in judgment, He said that “the Son of Man is
coming at an hour when you do not expect Him” (Mt
24:44; see Lk 12:39,40).  We should live as if Jesus would
come at any time in our life.  This should always be our
attitude toward judgment.  Any teaching that would make
one complacent concerning coming judgment is a teach-
ing that is against the very nature of the warnings in the
New Testament concerning our being prepared at all
times for death and the final coming.  Christians must
always be prepared (See Js 4:13-15).  There is no such
thing as “last minute salvation”.  If we are not prepared
at all times to meet the Lord, then we will not meet the
Lord.
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D. The Bible teaches that judgment will be personal.

The Bible emphasizes individual accountability at
the final judgment.  In all statements and scenes of judg-
ment in the Bible there is not one hint of the perfor-
mance of the rite of extreme unction at the point of death.
For those who seek to serve God according to His word,
this should be the first warning that this doctrine is an
addition to the word of God.

When Jesus comes, He will render to everyone ac-
cording to his or her deeds (See Mt 16:27; Rm 2:6; Rv
22:11,12; compare Ep 6:8; Cl 3:25; Rv 2:23).  “For we
must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, so
that every one may receive the things done in the body,
according to what he has done, whether good or bad”
(2 Co 5:10).  Judgment is individual.  It is between the
individual and the Judge.  “So then every one of us will
give account of himself to God” (Rm 14:12).  In final
judgment the dead will be “judged from the things that
were written in the books, according to their works”
(Rv 20:12).

The picture of judgment we read about in the word
of God pictures individual responsibility in judgment.
No other man will act as a condition upon which an-
other man will be judged.  No other man will act as a
mediator between man and God.  The doctrine of ex-
treme unction places the salvation of a soul in the hands
of another person.  It places one’s salvation in the hands
of the one who is performing the sacrament of extreme
unction at the time of death.  But this concept is contrary
to the picture of death and judgment we read about in the
New Testament.  Our salvation depends on no other person
than ourselves.  Each person must take ownership of his
own salvation, and thus seek God and His word.  If our sal-
vation depended on someone other than ourselves, then we
could make an accusation against others for being lost.

E. The Bible teaches that Jesus’ work on our behalf
is sufficient.

If an earthly third party is involved in reference to
one’s salvation, then the individuality of personal ac-

countability before God in judgment is questioned.  If a
third party is involved in our salvation, then the media-
torship of Jesus is also questioned.  The sacrament of
extreme unction places a man on earth between heaven
and the soul of the dying.  This third party is the priest
who performs the sacrament for the one who is facing
death.  The whole concept of extreme unction is con-
trary to some fundamental functions of the work of Jesus
on our behalf.

1.  Jesus is our counselor.  John wrote, “And if any-
one sins, we have a Counselor with the Father, Jesus
Christ the righteous” (1 Jn 2:1).  The doctrine of ex-
treme unction attacks the sufficiency of the counselor-
ship of Jesus on behalf of the believer.

2.  Jesus is our mediator.  Paul wrote, “For there is
one God and one mediator between God and men, the
man Christ Jesus” (1 Tm 2:5).  Jesus sits at the right
hand of God (Ep 1:20-22; Hb 8:1).  He sits there as our
high priest and mediator, doing the work of an interces-
sor for us (Rm 8:34).  However, if someone else is needed
to guarantee our salvation at the time of our death, then
the sufficiency of the mediatorship of Jesus is questioned.

3.  Jesus continually cleanses us of sin.  As previ-
ously stated, the outpouring of the blood of Jesus effec-
tively works to cleanse us of sin (1 Jn 1:7).  If a third
party is needed to “clean up” any remaining sins in our
life at the time of our death, then the sufficiency of Jesus’
cleansing blood is questioned.

It must be remembered that the teaching of extreme
unction is nowhere mentioned in the New Testament.  It
is not mentioned because the New Testament teaches
that one must be prepared for death at all times.  There
is no encouragement in the Bible that one take the chance
of procrastinating in his preparation for eternity.  In view
of the fact that all of us will personally give account of
our sins before the judgment seat of Christ, then all of
us will be held personally accountable for our sins.
Heaven is a prepared place for a prepared person.  Chris-
tians are a prepared people to meet God because of the
sufficient work of Jesus on their behalf.

This doctrine is the belief that when one dies he or
she must be purged of sin by fire in a place that is called
purgatory.1:38  At the Council of Florence in 1439 it was
declared that there is an intermediate state of existence

called purgatory wherein the dead must reside under pun-
ishment until they are purified.  It is taught “that the
souls therein detained are helped by the suffrages of the
faithful, but principally by the acceptable sacrifice of
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the altar.”2:315,316  In other words, the living friends and
family must pray and pay at the altar in order to have
their dead loved ones delivered out of purgatory.  Purga-
tory, therefore, is “the place and state in which souls
suffer for a while and are purged after death, before they
go to Heaven, on account of their sins.  Venial sins ...
and grave sins ... must be purged away after death by the
pain of intense longing for God, whose blissful vision is
delayed, and also, as is commonly taught, by some pain
of sense, inflicted probably by material fire.  It is of faith
that those in Purgatory can be helped by the prayers and
sacrifices of the faithful on earth and especially by the
acceptable Sacrifice of the altar.”3:413  Prayers and sacri-
fices (financial contributions to the church) by those who
are still living are able to hasten the release of those in
purgatory.4:258  It is claimed that a soul, although in a
state of grace and destined to heaven, must still “suffer
for a time before being perfectly fit to enter upon the
eternal bliss, to enjoy the vision of God.”5:165  In other
words, after death it is supposed that all must be purged
of sin by fire before entering into the presence of God.
All have the second chance of salvation, depending on
the financial sacrifices of friends and family on earth.
Once enough prayers and financial sacrifices are made
by friends and family at the altar, it is asserted that the
occupant of purgatory is released into the presence of
God.  All such claims are contrary to biblical teaching.

A. There is no mention of purgatory in the Bible.

The Bible does not teach the concept of a second
chance for salvation after death, and thus there is no
teaching as purgatory mentioned in the Bible.  This
should be the first indication that the doctrine of purga-
tory is false.

The doctrine of purgatory originated many years af-
ter the writing of the New Testament.  And in view of
the financial gains the Catholic Church has received from
friends and family making financial sacrifices from the
living in order to have their friends released from purga-
tory, it is easy to understand why the doctrine was in-
vented.  There are great financial benefits to the church
for the doctrine, and thus there is a great willingness to
retain this “financial doctrine” as part of the teaching of
the Catholic Church.

1.  Origin of the doctrine of purgatory:  K. R.
Hagenback wrote, “Gregory the Great [590–604] may
rightly be called the ‘inventor of the doctrine of purga-
tory’, if we may call it an invention ....  He was the first
writer who clearly propounded the idea of a deliverance
from purgatory by intercessory prayer, by masses for

the dead.”6:407,408  Joseph Faa Di Bruno, representing this
Catholic Church belief, also stated that the teaching of
purgatory was developed as a Catholic Church dogma
after the close of the first century.  He wrote,

The Catholic belief in purgatory rests on the authority of
the [Catholic] Church and her apostolic traditions recorded
in ancient liturgies and in the writings of ancient Fathers
....  It rests also on the Fourth Council of Carthage, and on
many other authorities of antiquity.”5:162

Notice that there is no claim that the doctrine of pur-
gatory rests on the authority of the word of God.  This
honest admission by the Catholic Church is the first ar-
gument against the teaching if one seeks to base his or
her beliefs on the word of God.  One cannot assume that
a teaching is of God if it is not discovered in the word of
God.

2.  Lack of biblical authority:  Those who teach the
doctrine of purgatory readily admit that the teaching has
no biblical authority.  In the book, Externals of the Catho-
lic Church, it is stated that this doctrine is “almost as
old as the church.”7:351  It is “almost” as old, but not as
old as the church.  The Catholic Dictionary states, “Be-
lief in Purgatory lay dormant in the primitive church to
a certain extent.”3:704  The teaching did not “lay dormant”
in the first century church.  If there are no New Testa-
ment teachings concerning the teaching, then it was not
a dormant teaching.  It would have been dormant only if
the source for its teaching is outside the canon of New
Testament Scripture.  This “dormancy” would have been
manifested in the fact that the New Testament writers
would have ignored it as a true biblical concept.

Since the teaching is not mentioned in the New Tes-
tament, then we must affirm that it did not “lay dormant”.
It simply did not exist as a teaching of the early inspired
writers.  The Catholic Dictionary admits that “the doc-
trine was not fully established in the West till the time of
Gregory the Great”3:706

The preceding quotes from Catholic authorities are
critical admissions by the Catholic Church concerning
the origin of the doctrine of purgatory.  Again, if anyone
is serious about establishing his or her beliefs on the
foundation of the word of God, then the doctrine of pur-
gatory has to go.  Since it has no biblical foundation,
then certainly one cannot affirm the existence of purga-
tory on the basis of biblical authority.

B. The Bible teaches that death seals one’s destiny.

Many religions that are developed by man seek to
establish a doctrine of a second chance.  Since it is af-
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firmed that our knowledge of eternal realities will be
known only after we die, it is often affirmed that with
this new knowledge our loved ones who have passed on
will in some manner have a second chance for eternal
bliss.  But the Bible teaches that death seals our chances
to change our destiny.

1.  Sin against the Holy Spirit emphasizes man’s
last chance.  The Pharisees accused Jesus’ work to have
originated from Beelzebud (Mt 12:24; see Mk 8:28,29).
This was blasphemy.  Since they were saying that Jesus’
work was from Satan, they would not accept Him or the
proof of His work because they believed that it origi-
nated from Satan.  During His earthly ministry, they could
make this blasphemy.  However, when it came to the
work of the Holy Spirit after Jesus’ ascension, things
would be different.  Jesus said, “But the blasphemy
against the Spirit will not be forgiven” (Mt 12:31).  One
could deny the word and work of Jesus during His earthly
ministry, labeling it to be from Satan.  They could do
this and still have an opportunity to repent after the as-
cension and sending of the Holy Spirit on the day of
Pentecost.  However, when the work of the Holy Spirit
began after His coming in Acts 2, they could not deny
the Spirit’s word and work and yet be saved.

Jesus’ statement of Matthew 12:31 was stated at a
time when the Pharisees had a chance to repent and ac-
cept Jesus.  They could make their slanderous statements
against the word and work of Jesus while Jesus was still
alive.  Jesus said, “And whoever speaks a word against
the Son of Man, it will be forgiven him” (Mt 12:32).
Jesus was thus giving a door for forgiveness for those
who were alive and in His presence.  But this door of
opportunity would soon close.  It would close when men
rejected the work and word of the Holy Spirit through
the apostles.

After the outpouring of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2,
many of the priests who at first rejected Jesus during
His earthly ministry later repented and were obedient to
the gospel (At 6:7).  In other words, they initially re-
jected Jesus during His personal ministry, but later were
forgiven because they believed on Him as the inspired
apostles preached the gospel and worked miracles to con-
firm their message (See Mk 16:15-20).  Their personal
blasphemy against the Son of Man while He was alive
was forgiven through their repentance and obedience to
the gospel during the time the Holy Spirit worked through
the early disciples.

But in the context of Matthew 12 Jesus also stated,
“But whoever speaks against the Holy Spirit, it will not
be forgiven him, either in this age or in the age to come”
(Mt 12:32).  One could be forgiven of sins by Jesus dur-

ing His personal ministry (Mt 9:6).  After Jesus ascended
into heaven, He sent the Holy Spirit to reveal all truth
through the apostles (Jn 14:26; 16:13).  After the com-
ing of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2, therefore, God’s final
work on earth was through the authority of the inspired
word of God (2 Tm 3:16,17).  If one rejects this work of
the Spirit, he has no chance of salvation (See At 4:12).

It is the present work of the Holy Spirit to bring all
men to God through the preaching of the gospel (Mk
16:15).  It is His plea that men “receive with meekness
the implanted word that is able to save your souls” (Js
1:21).  It is the work of the Spirit to bring men into con-
formity with the will of God by the direction of the word
of God (2 Tm 3:16,17).  But if one rejects the Spirit’s
plea through the gospel to be immersed for remission of
sins, and the direction of the Spirit through the instruc-
tion of the inspired Scriptures, then there is no chance
for salvation.

Blasphemy against the Spirit is to assign to Satan
the work of the Spirit through the preaching of the gos-
pel and the direction of the Scriptures.  If one now blas-
phemes the work of the Spirit, he cannot be saved since
he is rejecting that which is able to save, the gospel of
Jesus.  He thus cannot be saved because he refuses to
repent and confess, and subsequently obey the gospel
(See Mk 16:16; At 2:38).  When the rebellious sinner
dies, there remains no more opportunities for forgive-
ness and salvation.  Jesus said, “But whoever blasphemes
against the Holy Spirit never has forgiveness ...” (Mk
9:29; see Lk 12:10).  He has no forgiveness if he dies
without repentance and obedience to the gospel.  After
death, therefore, there is no forgiveness for the rebel-
lious sinner who has rejected the work of the Holy Spirit.
Death finalizes the destiny of the one who has blas-
phemed the redemptive work of Jesus that was been re-
vealed to us through the Spirit-inspired word of God.

2.  The gospel is man’s last chance.  Jesus came
into the world in order to establish the last dispensation
of God’s work with the world as it is.  Through Jesus,
God established “the dispensation of the fullness of
times” in order that “He might gather together in one
all things in Christ, things in heaven and things on earth,
in Him” (Ep 1:10).  If anyone would now come to the
Father, he must come through Jesus.  Jesus reaffirmed
this truth when He said, “I am the way, the truth, and
the life.  No one comes to the Father but through Me”
(Jn 14:6).  The only way to salvation, therefore, is through
Jesus, for “there is salvation in no other, for there is no
other name under heaven given among men by which
we must be saved” (At 4:12).

One comes to the Father through Christ and in
Christ, for salvation is only in Christ (2 Tm 2:10).  Since
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one is immersed into Christ (Rm 6:3; Gl 3:26,27), we
must conclude that those who are outside Christ have
no chance of salvation.  It is God’s plan that all men
obey the gospel in order to be saved.  If one rejects this
plan of salvation in this dispensation of time, there re-
mains no hope.  This is what the Hebrew writer had in
mind when he wrote, “For if we sin willfully after we
have received the knowledge of the truth, there no longer
remains a sacrifice for sins, but a certain fearful ex-
pectation of judgment and fiery indignation that will
devour the adversaries” (Hb 10:26,27).  There is, there-
fore, no hope for those who reject salvation through
Jesus.  And if there is no hope for those who reject the
gospel in this life, then there is no second chance for
salvation after death.

3.  Death seals our destiny.  The significance of
Hebrews 9:27 cannot be underestimated in the context
of this discussion.  The passage speaks of a finality at
the time of death.  “And as it is appointed for men to die
once, but after this the judgment.”  At the time of death,
one’s destiny is sealed.  If there existed a purgatory after
death, then certainly the Hebrew writer would have used
the phrase, “but after this there is purgatory.”  But he did
not say this.  He used the word “judgment”.  The word
“judgment” is used to denote finality, not a second
chance.

The truth of Hebrews 9:27 is illustrated in the cir-
cumstances of the rich man and Lazarus of Luke 16.
After death, the rich man found himself in torments, a
place from which he sought deliverance.  However, he
could not pass from his state of torments to the place of
comforts (Lk 16:26).  His destiny was sealed (Lk
16:23,26).  His judgment had been meted out.  There
was no changing from the place of torments to the place
of comfort.

4.  Eternal destruction awaits the unrepentant.  Paul
speaks of the final coming of Jesus in 2 Thessalonians
1:7-9.

... and to give you who are afflicted rest with us when the
Lord Jesus will be revealed from heaven with His mighty
angels in flaming fire, taking vengeance on those who do
not know God and who do not obey the gospel of our
Lord Jesus Christ.  These will be punished with everlast-
ing destruction away from the presence of the Lord and
away from the glory of His power.

When Jesus comes, the unrighteous who are alive
will have no second chance.  This passage emphasizes
the fact that the unrighteous will immediately suffer ev-
erlasting destruction.  The doctrine of purgatory affirms
that living friends and family can make sacrificial offer-

ings at the altar of the church in order to give their dead
loved ones a second chance.  But who will make sacrifi-
cial offerings for the unrighteous at the time of Jesus’
final coming?  There will be no time to make the offer-
ings, and thus there will be no chance for the deliver-
ance of the unrighteous at the time of His coming.  It
would certainly be unfair and unjust for the unrighteous
at the time of Jesus’ final coming to have no second
chance when all those before the final coming had a sec-
ond chance to be delivered from purgatory by the con-
tributions of living friends and family.

C. The Bible teaches a destiny of hell for the unrigh-
teous.

Keep in mind that those who teach the doctrine of
purgatory affirm that when the sinner dies he is tempo-
rarily tormented in purgatory.  However, after sin is
purged, he is allowed to go into eternal bliss.  But if this
is true, the Bible teaching that there will be a resurrec-
tion of the righteous and unrighteous would be false.  It
would be false since there would be no unrighteous
to be resurrected at the time of Jesus’ coming.  The
unrighteous who would be left in purgatory at the time
of the final coming would be the only ones who had not
yet had a chance for someone on earth to pray and pay
for their deliverance from purgatory.

Jesus proclaimed, “For the hour is coming in which
all who are in the graves will hear His voice, and will
come forth; those who have done good to the resurrec-
tion of life and those who have done evil to the resurrec-
tion of condemnation” (Jn 4:28,29).  The unrighteous
will be resurrected for judgment.  Paul reaffirmed this
concept in 2 Corinthians 5:10.  “For we must all appear
before the judgment seat of Christ, so that every one
may receive the things done in the body, according to
what he has done, whether good or bad.”  At some time
in the future of every person, he or she will be held ac-
countable for his or her behavior on this earth.

In the context of speaking concerning the judgment
of the destruction of Jerusalem in Matthew 24, Jesus
eventually spoke of the final judgment in Matthew 24:46.
“And these will go away into eternal punishment, but
the righteous into eternal life.”  The wicked will give
account for their unrighteous deeds.  They will suffer
punishment.  There is no escape for them after death.
The point is that there exists in the world of the living
those who will suffer eternal destruction from the pres-
ence of God.  No prayers or payments will deliver them
from this destiny.  No twisted teaching of man concern-
ing a second chance will deliver the wicked from this
punishment.
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D. The Bible teaches that there is only one judge.

Those who teach the doctrine of purgatory are actu-
ally making friends and family the judges of eternal des-
tinies of those who have already died.  If one’s destiny
depends on the sacrifices and prayers of the living, then
the living are the judges of those who have died.  Add to
this the fact that the priest is the one who determines if
enough prayers and financial sacrifices have been made
for the dead in order that they be released from purga-
tory.  This makes the priest a judge of the eternal destiny
of the dead.

1.  There is only one Judge.  The Bible teaches that
in reference to the eternal destiny of all people, there is
only one judge.  This judge is God, not some priest on
earth.  To remind us of this fact, James wrote, “There is
only one lawgiver who is able to save and to destroy.
Who are you to judge another” (Js 4:12).  God is the
lawgiver who is able to save and destroy.  No man on
earth has the authority to give divine law, nor the power
to destroy the soul of the unrighteous.  For this reason,
we are to fear only God.  Jesus said, “And do not fear
those who kill the body, but are not able to kill the soul.
But rather fear Him who is able to destroy both soul
and body in hell” (Mt 10:28).  A priest would be very
presumptuous to assume the position of one who is able
to save or destroy in hell.

2.  Jesus is the only Judge.  God has “appointed a
day in which He will judge the world in righteousness
by the Man [Jesus] whom He has ordained” (At 17:31).
No other person, especially one on earth, has received
this authority.  God, the Father, has given all authority
for judgment into the hands of Jesus (Jn 5:22).  Only
before Him will all be gathered in order to receive judg-
ment concerning eternal destinies (Mt 25:31,32; see At
10:42; Rm 2:16; 2 Tm 4:1).  God never ordained that
others would take the place of judgment away from Jesus.
Men on earth who would presume to have the authority
to determine the eternal destiny of the dead have assumed
the position and work of Jesus.  They have assumed that
they have the position to determine the eternal destiny
of the death.  They have stolen the work of judgment
from Jesus.  The doctrine of purgatory places the priest
of the Catholic Church in this ungodly role before men.

E. The Bible teaches that our eternal destiny can-
not be bought.

The concept that eternal destiny depends on mate-
rial things is contrary to the spiritual nature of the king-
dom of God.  The kingdom of God is not of this world

(Jn 18:36).  Though Christians are in the world, they are
not of the world.  The church does not depend on that
which is physical in order to exist.  To tie eternal destiny
to that which is physical is to distort the spiritual nature
of the church of Christ.  It is for this reason that any
doctrine that demands something material in order to
inherit the spiritual realm of heaven must be suspect.
The rich, therefore, have no greater opportunity for
heaven than the poor.

1.  There is only one means of salvation.  This means
is to come unto the Father through Jesus (Jn 14:6).  Only
in the name of Jesus can one be saved (At 4:12).  Apart
from this plan of salvation, there is no salvation.  There-
fore, any plan of salvation that depends on material
things is contrary to the spiritual repentance and
obedience of those who come to the Father through
Jesus.  Peter had this in mind when he wrote, “... know-
ing that you were not redeemed with corruptible things,
as silver and gold from your vain behavior received by
tradition from your fathers, but with the precious blood
of Christ, as of a lamb without blemish and without spot”
(1 Pt 1:18,19).  No man’s salvation can ever depend on
“corruptible” (material) things.  Spiritual things cannot
be purchased with gold and silver or anything that is
material.  Simon, the sorcerer, thought he could purchase
spiritual things with gold or silver (At 8:18-24).  But
material things cannot purchase spiritual destinies.  It
takes blood, not bullion.  No man can buy someone’s
eternal destiny with gold or silver.

2.  Prayer is for the affairs of our present lives.  All
examples of prayer in the Bible center around the lives
of Christians while they are still alive on earth (See Mt
6:10-12; 9:38; Mk 11:24; At 4:24-31; 2 Th 3:1,2; 1 Tm
2:1,2; Js 1:5,6; 4:16).  The Christian is to ask of God
concerning things that affect his life and the lives of those
around whom he lives.  There are no instructions in
the Bible that one pray for the eternal destiny of the
dead.  The reason the Holy Spirit did not give the living
instructions in prayer for the dead is that our destiny is
sealed at the time of our death.  It cannot be changed.
One cannot change through prayer a destiny that is sealed
by death.  It is for this reason that there are no examples
in the Bible that one pray for the destiny of the dead.

3.  Each person will be held accountable for his
own works.  In final judgment, each one of us will per-
sonally give account of our own behavior (2 Co 5:10).
Paul wrote, “So then every one of us will give account
of himself to God” (Rm 14:12; see Mt 12:36; 18:23; Lk
16:2).  Our judgment does not depend on the prayers or
payments of friends and family.  No one will be held
accountable for the destiny of someone else.  The living
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will not be held accountable for the unfortunate desti-
nies of others if they do not pray or pay to deliver the
dead from purgatory.  Neither can we blame someone
else for not praying and paying enough to deliver us out
of purgatory.  No other person is responsible for our eter-
nal destiny.

One’s eternal destiny will depend on his or her obe-
dience to the word of Jesus.  Jesus said, “He who rejects
Me and does not receive My words, has one who judges
him.  The word that I have spoken, the same will judge
him in the last day” (Jn 12:48).  Our obedience to the
word of Jesus while living will determine our destiny
(See Hb 5:9).  The prayers of the living have nothing to
do with the salvation of those who have already died.

F. The Bible teaches that Jesus’ sacrifice was suffi-
cient.

The doctrine of purgatory attacks the sufficiency of
the sacrifice of Jesus.  Inherent in the teaching of purga-
tory is the assumption that the atoning sacrifice of Jesus
must be subsidized by the prayers and payments of the
living.  If all must pass through purgatory on their way
to glory, then our time in purgatory depends on the
amount of sin for which we must personally suffer in
order to be purged.  If prayers and payments can speed
up our purging, the fact still remains that the Chris-
tian would have experienced an insufficient atoning
sacrifice of Jesus upon obedience to the gospel if he
has to spend just one second in something as purga-
tory.

I believe that the greatest error of the doctrine of
purgatory is its attack against the atoning sacrifice of
Jesus for the sins of the believer.  If the doctrine of pur-
gatory is correct, then the Christian is doomed to anxi-
ety over his or her sins while in life.  One would never
know if sins have truly been forgiven by God.  One would
thus question the grace of God.  If purgatory is a true
existence through which Christians must pass after death,
then God’s grace is not sufficient.  The continual cleans-
ing blood of Jesus does not really purify the soul of the
believer.  It is for this reason that I firmly believe that
the doctrine of purgatory destroys the Christian’s confi-
dence in the grace of God that was revealed through the
atoning blood sacrifice of Jesus.

1.  Jesus offered a sufficient sacrifice for our sins.
Jesus Christ is the only mediator between God and man
(1 Tm 2:5; see 1 Jn 2:1,2).  The fact that there is only
one mediator assumes that Jesus is a sufficient media-
tor.  He is the one who “bore our sins in His own body
on the tree, so that we, having died to sins, might live to

righteousness; by whose wounds you were healed” (1
Pt 2:24).  In contrasting the blood of bulls and goats
with the saving power of the blood of Jesus (Hb 10:4),
the Hebrew writer affirmed the sufficiency of the sacri-
ficial offering of Jesus.  He wrote, “By this will we have
been sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus
Christ once for all” (Hb 10:10).  Those who submit to
obedience to the gospel come into contact with the suf-
ficient sacrifice of Jesus that has eternal consequences.
In other words, the redeemed need no other offering than
the offering of the blood of Jesus.  When they die, no
more offerings have to be made.  To assume that the
living must pray and pay for dead Christians, asserts that
the sacrificial offering of Jesus was not “once for all
time” sufficient for the forgiveness of our sins.

Once one has come into contact with the sacrificial
blood of Jesus by obedience to the gospel, he has con-
tinual cleansing of sins by that blood through repentant
confession.  “If we walk in the light as He is in the light,
we have fellowship with one another and the blood of
Jesus Christ His Son cleanses us from all sin”  (1 Jn
1:7).  When one dies who has been walking in the light,
he is without sin.  He has been continually cleansed by
the blood of Jesus while living.  To teach that this per-
son must pass through purgatory in order to be
purged of sin is to deny the sufficiency of the con-
tinual cleansing by the blood of Jesus.

2.  Jesus offered a sufficient sacrifice for us for all
time.  What the Bible teaches on this matter is that Jesus
offered a sacrifice that has eternal consequences.  He
offered His blood as a sacrifice “once for all time” (Hb
10:10).  This is to say that there needs to be no more
offering for those who are in contact with the blood of
Jesus.  Since Jesus “offered one sacrifice for sins for-
ever”, no more sacrifices need to be made (Hb 10:12).

John reassured the believer on this point in 1 John
2:1,2.  “My little children, these things I write to you so
that you do not sin.  And if anyone sins, we have a Coun-
selor with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous.  And
He is the atoning sacrifice for our sins, and not for ours
only, but also for the whole world.”  Those who have
been immersed into Christ are not under condemnation
(Rm 6:3; 8:1).  They are in contact with the sufficient
and continual cleansing power of the blood of Jesus (1
Jn 1:7).  When they die, they die in Christ, and thus in a
redeemed state of salvation.  It is for this reason that
those who die in Christ are blessed (Rv 14:13).

If the Christian dies in condemnation, then God’s
grace was insufficient.  Jesus was not a sufficient advo-
cate on the Christian’s behalf.  Jesus failed in His me-
diatorship.  His priesthood for the saint was inadequate.
The doctrine of purgatory attacks some of the most pre-
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cious teachings of the New Testament that give Chris-
tians confidence in the work of God in their lives.

Jesus said, “He who hears My word and believes in
Him who sent Me, has everlasting life.  And he will not
come into condemnation, but has passed from death
into life” (Jn 5:24).  The saint will not come into con-
demnation when he dies.  He will not suffer the con-
demnation of a supposed purgatory because he is in touch
with the blood of Jesus.  Once God forgives sin through
the blood of Jesus, He remembers that sin no more (Hb
10:17; see Is 43:25).  The sin is forgotten.  It will not be

brought up again in purgatory.
The point is that the Bible speaks of no other suffi-

cient offering for sin than the atoning sacrifice of Jesus.
To add to the sin problem of man the prayers and pay-
ments of friends and family is to deny the sufficiency of
the atoning blood of Jesus.  Any other requirement for
forgiveness that men may place on the conscience of
man is a denial of the sufficiency of the sacrificial offer-
ing of Jesus.  This is what the doctrine of purgatory does.
It is not simply a belief in a second chance.  It is a doc-
trine that attacks the sacrificial offering of Jesus.

A few years ago there was an issue of Time Maga-
zine that featured the rise of respect (worship) for the
virgin Mary.  The featured articles on the subject related
to the rise among Protestant churches of those who
thought we should give more worshipful respect to the
earthly mother of our Lord.  We might expect this from
the Catholic Church, but this veneration of Mary was
coming from Protestant churches.

Though we consider Mary blessed because she was
chosen to be the birth mother of the Son of God, God
never intended that Mary should be the object of our
worship.  But it seems that many in the religious world
of Christendom have forgotten the One to whom all wor-
ship must go.  That One is God.

There are a host of teachings in religious books to-
day that exalt Mary above the blessedness that God in-
tended her to have.  Some books state “that the Virgin
[Mary] intercedes for us in heaven and that her interces-
sion is so universal that every grace passes through her
hands.”17:77  It is contended that we “may also pray to the
Blessed Virgin, the angels and the Saints.”1:16  These
teachings surround the belief that Mary is the “mother
of God.”2:366

The veneration of Mary in reference to man’s sin
problem eventually led in history to the belief that Mary
did not die, but was bodily taken into heaven.  The Catho-
lic Church teaches, “We pronounce, declare, and define
to be a dogma revealed by God that the Immaculate
Mother of God, Mary, ever virgin, when the course of
her life upon the earth was finished, was taken up body
and soul into heaven ....”18  This proclamation by Pope
Pius XII supposedly sealed the perpetual virginity of
Mary throughout her life.13:517

It is paramount that we not misunderstand the wor-

ship that the Catholic Church assumes we must give to
Mary.  Notice carefully the statement of Abbe A.
Boulenger in an official book of the Catholic Church
entitled La Doctrine Catholique:

Let us render to the Holy Virgin, to the angels and the
saints the worship which belongs to them.  Let there al-
ways be a crucifix in our home, to give us a lesson and a
model, and the image of the Virgin to preach to us confi-
dence and virtue.  Let us not separate, in our devotion, the
Mother from the Son; it is by Mary that one goes to Jesus
and that one is more certain to obtain the graces of which
one has need.19:30,31

Added to the preceding statement by Boulenger is a state-
ment of Alphonse de Ligouri, an Italian Catholic, who
wrote under the imprimatur of the Catholic Church the
following:

The holy Virgin is the daughter of God the Father, the
Mother of God the Son, the bride of the Holy Spirit.  She
is full of grace.  She is preferred of all the saints and of all
the angels.  She is exempt from sin.  She brought back the
victory over the infernal serpent.  She was our mother the
day of the incarnation of the Word.  She had the use of
reason from the time of her conception ....  She is the queen
of the martyrs ....20:94

Ligouri continued,

Mary is preferred of God above all the saints and angels
together.  She is the queen of the world, the queen of the
saints.  Her intercession is necessary for us.  She is the
restorer of the human family, the mediatrix of men. She

Chapter 7
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received at Calvary the title of mother of the church and
the mother of all men.  She is a lovable and a loving mother.
She is the mother of penitent sinners, the mother of or-
phans.  Her credit before God is all-powerful.20:94,95

The primary problem with all the exaltation given
to Mary by the Catholic Church is the fact that worship
of Mary cannot be found in the early writings of Chris-
tians after the close of the New Testament canon of Scrip-
tures.  The reason for this is obvious.  There is no such
teaching in the New Testament.  Throughout the second
century and into the early fifth century there is nothing
in Christian literature to indicate the Catholic Church’s
veneration of Mary.  McClintock and Strong correctly
stated,

There is certainly not a word in the Bible, nor in the creeds
of the Apostolic Church, nor even in the writings of the
Church fathers of the first five centuries, to warrant any
Christian in assigning such a position to Mary, the mother
of Jesus, as the Catholic Church, both Latin and Greek,
has dared to bestow upon her.21:748

It was not until the early part of the fifth century that
men sought to place Mary in a position deserving of
worship.  In fact, once the practice started to creep into
the church, church scholars from A.D. 350 to A.D. 400
sought to argue against the trend to exalt Mary to the
position of a female god.  During this period of confron-
tation, images of Mary began to appear in Constantinian
church buildings.  Mosheim wrote, “The magnificence
of the temples had no bounds. Splendid images were
placed in them; and among these, after the Nestorian
contests, the image of the virgin Mary holding her in-
fant in her arms, occupied the most conspicuous
place.”22:351

By the end of the fourth century, the veneration of
Mary became a common subject of theological debate.
Mosheim wrote the following of the conflict between
two different sects in the Christian community during
this period.

Towards the close of this [fourth] century, Arabia and the
adjacent countries were disturbed by two opposite sects,
the ‘Antidico Marianites’ and the ‘Collyridians.’  The
former (Antidico Marianites) contended that the virgin
Mary did not remain always a virgin; but that she had in-
tercourse with her husband, Joseph, after the birth of our
Savior.  The later (Collyridians), whom the ladies espe-
cially favoured, went to the opposite extreme: they wor-
shipped St. Mary as a goddess, and thought she ought to
be honoured and appeased with libations, sacrifices, and
offerings of cakes.”22:311

Needless to say, the worship of Mary is a doctrine
that originated with man, not the Bible.  Since there is
no indication in the Bible of the teaching, then it would
be wrong for Christians to divert worship from God to
Mary.  The veneration of Mary is strictly a doctrine of
men that was based on the foundation of human specu-
lation.

According to the teachings of the Catholic Church,
there are at least five principal teachings concerning the
person and present function of Mary:  her intercession
for Christians, the addressing of prayers to her, she is
the mother of God, she bodily ascended into heaven,
and her perpetual virginity while on earth.  In the fol-
lowing points, we must examine these teachings in view
of what the Scriptures actually teach.  Since there is no
scriptural evidence of any of these teachings, then our
discussion of these subjects must be in view of how these
teachings contradict the Bible.

A. The Bible teaches that Jesus is our only mediator
with God.

As previously stated, some claim that Mary func-
tions in the capacity of a mediator or intercessor between
God and man.  Through prayer one supposedly does not
have direct access to God.  All prayer, it is believed,
must go through the mediatorship of Mary.

There is nothing in the Bible that would suggest that
Mary is a mediator on behalf of Christians.  What is
emphasized in the New Testament is that Jesus has gone
into heaven, “now to appear in the presence of God for
us” (Hb 9:24).  “And if anyone sins, we have a Counse-
lor with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous” (1 Jn
2:1).  The phrase “with the Father” in the Greek text of
1 John 2:1 indicates a “face to face” relationship the
Son has with the Father.  And since Jesus is “with the
Father” on our behalf, then we have direct access to the
Father through Jesus.

Paul wrote, “For there is one God and one media-
tor between God and men, the man Christ Jesus” (1
Tm 2:5; see Ep 2:16).  The phrase “one mediator” ex-
cludes any other mediator standing between the Chris-
tian and the Father.  This would exclude Mary.  It is
Jesus who “always lives to make intercession” for us
(Hb 7:25).  He is making intercession for us at the right
hand of God (Rm 8:34).  It was upon the foundation of
this fact that the Hebrew writer greatly encouraged Chris-
tians with the following statement:

Seeing then that we have a great high priest who has
passed through the heavens, Jesus the Son of God, let us
hold fast to our confession.  For we do not have a high
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priest who cannot sympathize with our weaknesses, but
was in all things tempted as we are, yet without sin.  There-
fore, let us come boldly to the throne of grace, so that we
may obtain mercy and find grace to help in time of need
(Hb 4:14-16).

Any assumption that Mary would be needed to take
the place of Jesus on behalf of the Christian’s contact
with God through Jesus, is to minimize the position and
work of Jesus.  Those who teach that Mary must per-
form a supposed intercessory work for the Christian in
his or her relationship with Jesus, places Jesus as a dis-
tant mediator for the Christian.

All emphasis in Scripture in reference to the
Christian’s relationship and contact with the Father, is
through the Son.  If we suppose that Mary is a media-
tor between God and man, then we discount the me-
diatorship of Jesus.  The teaching that Mary intercedes
on behalf of the Christian is a direct attack against the
mediatorship of Jesus.

B. The Bible teaches that God alone is to be wor-
shiped.

Only God is to be worshiped by man.  Those who
worship Mary, therefore, must place her in the same
position and nature as God.  Doing such is certainly con-
trary to all teaching of the Bible in reference to our wor-
ship of God alone.  It is for this reason that those who
advocate worship of Mary contradict some clear teach-
ings of Scripture concerning worship and the object of
our worship.

When one is declared a “saint” by the Catholic
Church, that one is venerated to the position of worship.
All “saints”, therefore, are objects of worship.  How-
ever, consider the following New Testament teachings:

1.  Saints are living, not dead.  The word “saints” is
used in the New Testament to refer to living people.  Paul
addressed all the beloved of God “in Rome, called to be
saints” (Rm 1:7).  He addressed “all the saints in Christ
Jesus that are at Philippi ...” (Ph 1:1; see At 9:13,32,41;
26:10,11; Rm 16:16; 1 Co 1:2; 2 Co 1:1).  When Paul
wrote these passages, the people to whom he wrote them
were still living.  They were living saints.

But as living saints, the early Christians would not
allow themselves to be worshiped.  Peter was a living
saint, but when Cornelius fell down before him in order
to worship him, he would not allow such to be done (At
10:25,26).  When certain men sought to worship Paul
and Barnabas, they forbade them to do such (At 14:12-
16).  The point is that saints are not to be worshiped.

Only God is deserving of worship, and thus Mary must
be excluded from worship since she is a mortal, not a
god.

2.  Jesus did not venerate Mary to a position of
worship.  Jesus never intended that Mary, His mother,
be the object of our worship.  Since He was God in the
flesh, He once corrected her thoughts when they were
focused on the world during a wedding feast (See Jn
2:4).  On this particular occasion, she subsequently re-
alized her humble position and mortal nature in refer-
ence to her Son.  She thus encouraged the disciples to
listen to Jesus (Jn 2:5).  However, if she was deity as
Jesus, then this would seem strange.  It would be strange
in the fact that one deity would be reprimanding another
deity.

Jesus’ attitude toward Mary during His earthly min-
istry contradicts the teaching of those who believe that
she should be worshiped.  Jesus looked on Mary as a
human being.  Matthew 12:46-50 teaches that Mary had
no special position or recognition among Jesus’ disciples.
On the occasion of Matthew 12:46-50 the disciples said
to Jesus, “Behold, Your mother and Your brothers stand
outside, desiring to speak with You” (Mt 12:47).  But
Jesus stretched forth His hand to all those disciples who
surrounded Him at that time and said, “Behold, My
mother and My brothers!” (Mt 12:49).  Jesus was not
minimizing His mother in this statement.  He was bring-
ing the other disciples into His extended family.  He
was bringing all disciples into a relationship with Him
that He had with His earthly mother and brothers.
This did not mean that He was making gods out of ev-
eryone.  He was simply expanding the multitude of those
with whom He sought to have a close relationship as the
relationship one has with his or her physical family mem-
bers.

On one occasion a certain woman lifted up her voice
and proclaimed in reference to Jesus, “Blessed is the
womb that bore You and the breasts that nursed You!”
(Lk 11:27).  What this woman said of Mary was cer-
tainly correct.  But Jesus responded, “On the contrary,
blessed are those who hear the word of God and keep
it” (Lk 11:28).  Jesus’ emphasis was on discipleship,
not position.  Mary had the position of being His mother.
But His focus was on those who would hear His word
and be obedient.  The one who heard and obeyed His
word, therefore, was more blessed than Mary in her
position of being His earthly mother.  Mary was blessed
because she was simply chosen to be the earthly mother
of Jesus.  One the other hand, obedient disciples are more
blessed because they have made a choice to follow Jesus
by faith, a choice that Mary did not have in becoming
the earthly mother of Jesus.
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3.  Prayer is directed to God through Jesus.  This
point is one of the greatest challenges of the work and
function of Jesus.  If prayer is to go through Mary, then
the mediatorship of Jesus is directly challenged.

The concept that we must approach God through
Mary is a teaching that is entirely foreign to New Testa-
ment teaching.  Prayer to Mary is nowhere found in the
New Testament.  There are no commands or examples
in reference to this doctrine of men.

There is an array of biblical teachings that empha-
size the centrality of Jesus as the one mediator between
God and man.  Jesus said, “And whatever you will ask
in My name, that I will do so that the Father may be
glorified in the Son.  If you ask Me anything in My name,
I will do it” (Jn 14:13,14).  “... whatever you ask of the
Father in My name”, Jesus said, the Father would give
to the disciples (Jn 15:16).  “... whatever you will ask
the Father in My name, He will give it to you” (Jn 16:23).

Paul expanded the mediatorship of Jesus beyond
prayer when he stated, “And whatever you do in word
or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving
thanks to God the Father through Him” (Cl 3:17).  Even
in a salvational context, Paul wrote of the necessity of
doing all things through Jesus.  “For whoever will call
on the name of the Lord will be saved” (Rm 10:17).  This
statement reverberates the pronouncement of Peter.
“And there is salvation in no other, for there is no other
name under heaven given among men by which we
must be saved” (At 4:12).  For the preceding reasons,
therefore, Paul concluded that we should always give
“thanks for all things to God the Father in the name of
our Lord Jesus Christ” (Ep 5:20).  There is no room in
these teachings for the Catholic Church’s assumed work
of Mary to function as a mediator between God and man.
There is no need for Mary to do anything in the prayer
life of the Christian.  Everything that God wanted to
accomplish in mediatorship for the Christian is accom-
plished through Jesus.

Any teaching that would minimize the preceding
truths concerning the work and function of Jesus must
be absolutely repudiated.  The worship and prayer to
Mary falls into those unbiblical teachings that attack the
work of Jesus.  It is for this reason, therefore, that the
doctrine of Mariolatry has no biblical foundation.  In
fact, it is a teaching that attacks fundamental truths con-
cerning the present mediatorship of Jesus.

4.  All worship is to be directed to God alone.  Wor-
ship on the part of man is always to be directed to the
Creator of man.  Inherent in the concept of worship, is
the truth that man recognizes and responds to the One
who brought him into existence.  Worship that is directed
to anyone or anything other than one’s Creator, is false.

One might argue that Mary was deified upon her
supposed ascension to the Father.  But such can never
be true.  There is only one God.  We as humans can
never be deified to be as God.  Who would deify us?
And since God alone is eternal, our eternality depends
on being in His presence for eternity.  Those who are
outside the presence of God cannot exist for eternity,
for eternal existence is unique only with God.  And since
God is the only omnipotent, omniscience and omnipres-
ent being, then it is only He who is to be worshiped by
man.

It is for this reason that there is no teaching or ex-
ample in the New Testament that worship is given to
mortal Mary.  To encourage such, would be encourag-
ing worship of one who is not God, and thus not deserv-
ing of worship.  Worship of Mary and any other dead
saint is a direct attack against the Christian’s responsibil-
ity to worship God alone.

Paul wrote of Jesus, “For by Him all things were
created that are in heaven and that are in earth, visible
and invisible, whether thrones or dominions or princi-
palities or powers.  All things were created through Him
and for Him” (Cl 1:16).  Because Jesus was the creator
of all things in the beginning, He is deserving of wor-
ship.  As the creator of all things, He is now preeminent
over all things (Cl 1:18).  He is thus deserving of wor-
ship.  Paul warned the Colossians, therefore, that they
should not be deceived into worshiping anyone or any-
thing other than Jesus, who is God.  “Let no man dis-
qualify you of your reward by delighting in false humil-
ity and the worship of angels, intruding into those things
that he has not seen, vainly puffed up by his fleshly mind”
(Cl 2:18).

It is the Lamb of God (Jesus) who is to receive wor-
ship because it was He who brought salvation to man.
This is the concept of Revelation 5:9-13.  The revela-
tion to John was, “You [Jesus] are worthy to take the
scroll and to open its seals, for You were slain and have
redeemed us to God by Your blood out of every tribe and
tongue and people and nation” (Rv 5:9).   Mary is no-
where pictured in any of the heavenly scenes of Revela-
tion.  Though the book of Revelation was written at least
thirty years after the ascension of Jesus, Mary is not pic-
tured in any of the heavenly scenes as one who is to be
worshiped.  She is not so pictured because she does not
deserve to be there in competition with Jesus.  Only Jesus
did that which brought salvation to man.  Only Jesus has
ascended to the right hand of the Father to function as a
mediator between God and man (1 Tm 2:5).  It is only to
Him, therefore, that we must fall down and worship.  We
must worship God, not a mortal, and Mary was a mortal
(See Rv 19:10).
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Therefore, God also has highly exalted Him [Jesus] and
given Him the name that is above every name, that at the
name of Jesus every knee should bow, of those in heaven
and those in earth and those under the earth, and that
every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to
the glory of God the Father (Ph 2:9-10).

The preceding passage should strike fear in our hearts
in reference to our homage that should be given to Jesus.
Any doctrine that would minimize our worship of Jesus,
must be stricken from our thinking and behavior.  Wor-
ship of Mary does not fit into the preceding statement of
Philippians 2.  It is a teaching, therefore, that must be
rejected on the basis that it contradicts our worship and
adoration that must be given exclusively to God.

C. The Bible does not teach that there is a “mother
of God.”

During a century of conflict within church history
between A.D. 400 and A.D. 500, the teaching that Mary
was the “mother of God” developed.  Mosheim wrote of
this controversy,

The occasion for this controversy was given by Anastasius,
a presbyter and the intimate friend of Nestorius.  In a pub-
lic discourse delivered A.D. 428, Anastasius opposed the
use of the word Theotokos, or mother of God, which was
now more frequently applied to the mother of Christ in
discussions with the Arians than formerly, and to which
the Apollinarists were exceedingly attached; alleging that
the Holy Virgin could only be called chrisotokos, mother
of Christ’, because God could neither be born nor die, so
that only the son of man was born of Mary.”22:357

Not only is the concept that Mary was the “mother
of God” absurd, it has no biblical foundation.  There are
some serious problems with this teaching, problems that
contradict some historical facts and biblical teaching in
relation to Mary and Jesus.

1.  Jesus was the savior of Mary.  Jesus came as the
savior of all men.  Surrounding the events of Mary’s
miraculous conception, she stated, “My soul magnifies
the Lord, and my spirit has rejoiced in God my Savior”
(Lk 2:46,47).  Would the “mother of God” need a sav-
ior?  Mary was human as all men.  Since all have sinned
(Rm 3:23), then she was in need of a savior as all men.

2.  Jesus was born of woman after the flesh.  God
chose that through the process of human procreation He
would bring Jesus into the world.  Thus, Jesus was born
“after the flesh” (Gl 4:4).  He was “of the seed of David

according to the flesh” (Rm 1:3).  Therefore, Mary was
flesh.  She was not Deity, and thus deserving of wor-
ship.  She was not Deity, and thus qualified to be the
mother of Deity.

The thought that God needs a mother is absurd.  Even
if used in a metaphorical sense, the word “mother” has
no symbolic meaning in reference to God.  The word
“mother” assumes that life originates from the mother.
But God is eternal.  God has no origin.  He needs no
“mother” from which He gains life.  The absurdity of
the phrase “mother of God” is in the fact that God is
inherently eternal, without beginning or ending.

3.  Mary was the earthly mother of Jesus.  The Scrip-
tures refer to Mary as the “mother of Jesus” (Jn 2:1).
She is also referred to as the “mother of my Lord” (Lk
1:43).  But nowhere is Mary referred to as the “mother
of God”.  Mary certainly was the earthly mother of Jesus,
but she was not the mother of His divine nature.  His
divine nature originated from heaven (Jn 3:13; Ph 2:5,6).
Mary was only the mother of His earthly body.

Through the human process of natural procreation,
a human body was developed within the womb of Mary
to produce a physical residence on earth in which the
preexistent Son of God could dwell.  John explained,
“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with
God, and the Word was God.  He was in the beginning
with God” (Jn 1:1,2).  When the time was fulfilled for
the Word to come into the world, Mary was chosen as
the human vehicle through whom the Word would be-
come flesh.  “And the Word was made flesh and dwelt
among us” (Jn 1:14).

D. The Bible teaches that Mary had other children.

The teaching of Mariolatry assumes that Mary was
a perpetual virgin, that she had no other children be-
cause she had no sexual intercourse with Joseph.  It is
true that Jesus was the firstborn of Mary and Joseph.
However, being the firstborn does not assume that there
were no other children born in the family of Mary and
Joseph.

1.  Joseph had sexual intercourse with Mary after
the birth of Jesus.  Matthew recorded, “And he [Jo-
seph] did not know her until she had brought forth a
son” (Mt 1:25).  A great deal of confusion has been gen-
erated concerning what this statement actually says.  The
fact is that the word “know” refers to sexual intercourse.
The word “until” means that Joseph did not have sexual
intercourse with Mary until after Jesus was born.  Read-
ing the passage for what it clearly says proposes no dif-
ficulty for correct interpretation.  Joseph did not have
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sexual intercourse with Mary until Jesus was born.  How-
ever, because of the controversy that has been encour-
aged by the erroneous teaching of Mariolatry, there are
those who claim that Joseph never had sexual intercourse
with Mary.  But this teaching does not recognize the
clear facts that are stated in Matthew 1:25.

The word “know” (knew) is often used in the En-
glish text of the Bible to refer to sexual intercourse.
When Adam “knew” Eve, she subsequently gave birth
to a child (Gn 4:1).  When Cain “knew” his wife, she
conceived (Gn 4:17).  When Adam “knew” his wife
again, Eve gave birth to Seth (Gn 4:25).  Lot had two
daughters who had not “known” men, that is, they were
virgins and had not had sexual intercourse with any man
(Gn 19:8).  Before Rebekah married Isaac, she was a
virgin, and thus had not known a man (Gn 24:16).  A
woman is a virgin if she has not known a man.  This was
why Mary made the statement of Luke 1:34 where she
said in reference to the statement of Gabriel that she would
give birth to a son, “How will this be, since I do not know
a man?”  She could not understand how she could have a
child since she had not had sexual intercourse with any
man.  However, after the birth of Jesus, she had normal
husband/wife sexual intercourse with Joseph.  From that
sexual intercourse, other children were born.

2.  Mary and Joseph had other children.  After Jesus
was born, Mary and Joseph carried on with the normal
sexual relationship between a husband and wife.  Any
objective understanding of the statement of Matthew
13:55,56 clearly manifests that there were other chil-
dren born to Mary and Joseph because of their sexual
relationship after the birth of Jesus.  The people who
knew the family stated, “Is this not the carpenter’s son?
Is not His mother called Mary, and His brothers, James
and Joseph and Simon and Judas?  And His sisters, are
they not all with us?”  Jesus had four brothers and at
least two sisters (See Mt 12:46; Mk 6:3).  These broth-
ers and sisters were born of Mary as a result of the nor-
mal sexual intercourse between Mary and Joseph after
the birth of Jesus.

The Greek work adelphoi (brothers) is used in Acts
1:14 and John 7:5 in order to identify the physical broth-
ers of Jesus.  Both Luke and John did not want us to
misunderstand their narratives.  They did not want us to
confuse the identity of Jesus’ physical brothers with the
larger fellowship of spiritual brothers who were with
Him.  It is for this reason that Matthew also used adelphoi
in Matthew 13:55,56 in order that we understand that
physical brothers are to be understood, and not spiritual
brothers.

3.  Jesus was the firstborn of many children.  In
Luke 2:7 Jesus is referred to as the prototokon (“first-

born”) son.  The Eerdman’s Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament states in reference to the use of this
word in this context, “This is the only instance in the
NT where, through the paronomastic use of tiktein,
prototokos refers unequivocally to the process of birth,
and this is the natural sense.”23:876

The word prototokos means that Jesus was the first
child born to Mary and Joseph.  Jesus was the firstborn,
but this does not assume that there were no other chil-
dren born to Mary and Joseph.  The fact is that the word
is commonly used where other children were born into
the family.  In view of the clear statements that Jesus
had other brothers and sisters, the meaning of the word
would be that Jesus was the firstborn among his broth-
ers and sisters.

Jesus was the monogenes (only begotten) Son of God.
He was not the only son of Mary and Joseph.  The Greek
word monogenes refers to one being “one of its kind”.
Jesus was the monogenes of God (Jn 3:16; 1 Jn 4:9).  He
was the only Son of God, but He was not the only son of
Mary and Joseph.  The expression “only begotten” refers
to Jesus’ relationship with the Father.  It does not refer to
His relationship with Mary and Joseph.

Monogenes is also used in reference to the only child
that was born of a father and mother.  Isaac was the
monogenes son of Abraham (Hb 1:17).  He was “one of
a kind” in that he was the only son of promise.  The
word is used in other situations in reference to the unique-
ness of a son or daughter who was born into a family
(See Lk 7:12; 8:42; 9:38).  In each case, however, em-
phasis is on the uniqueness of the offspring, not neces-
sarily on the singularity of the offspring.  And such is
the understanding we must attach to the birth of Jesus.
Jesus was the only begotten Son of God.  He was the
only one of His kind.  He was not the only begotten of
Mary and Joseph.  He was the only begotten of God.

E. The Bible does not teach that Mary ascended into
heaven.

The assumption, or bodily ascension of Mary, dates
back to the fourth century.  Beliefs that laid the founda-
tion for the teaching find their origins in the middle of
the second century.  Philip Schaff wrote,

The development of the orthodox Catholic Mariology
and Mariolatry originated as early as the second century
in an allegorical interpretation of the history of the fall,
and in the assumption of an antithetic relation of Eve and
Mary, according to which the mother of Christ occupies
the same position in the history of the redemption as the
wife of Adam in the history of sin and death.24:414
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Though the teaching was not held as Catholic dogma in
its early development, it was believed among some
Catholics.  From the sixteenth century on, the belief was
held by most Catholics.  As it gained popularity, a letter
was sent out in November 1950 by the pope to Catholic
bishops throughout the world.  It was asked in the letter
if it would be “wise, prudent and desirable” to declare
officially the assumption of Mary.  By this time, the be-
lief had moved from tradition to dogma, and subse-
quently those who did not believe in the assumption of
Mary were to be excommunicated from the church.

Needless to say, the belief in and development of
the doctrine of the assumption of Mary does not have
biblical foundation.  There are no biblical texts that even
hints to the fact that Mary ascended into heaven.  The
words of Jesus that John recorded in John 3:13 were
recorded approximately thirty years after the actual death
and resurrection of Jesus.  In the passage, John records
Jesus as saying, “And no one has ascended to heaven
except He who came down from heaven, even the Son
of Man.”  This was true at the time Jesus made the state-
ment as a prophecy in reference to His own ascension.
It was still true when John recorded the statement about
thirty years after Jesus’ ascension.  The point is that Jesus
ascended into heaven (At 1:9,10).  Mary did not.

In reference to the teachings surrounding the doc-
trine of Mariolatry, the words of Philip Schaff in his
monumental History of the Christian Church are appro-
priate as a conclusion to this study.

To this day the worship of Mary is one of the principal
points of separation between the Graeco-Roman Catholi-
cism and Evangelical Protestantism.  It is one of the stron-
gest expressions of the fundamental Romish error of un-
duly exalting the human factors or instruments of redemp-
tion, and obstructing, or rendering needless, the immedi-
ate access of believers of Christ, by thrusting in subordi-
nate mediators.  Nor can we but agree with nearly all un-
biased historians in regarding the worship of Mary as an
echo of ancient heathenism.  It brings plainly to mind the
worship of Ceres, of Isis, and of other ancient mothers of
the gods; as the worship of saints and angels recalls the
hero-worship of Greece and Rome.  Polytheism was so
deeply rooted among the people, that it reproduced itself

in Christian forms.  The popular religious want had ac-
customed itself even to female deities, and very naturally
betook itself first of all to Mary, the highly favored and
blessed mother of the divine-human Redeemer, as the wor-
thiest object of adoration.24:411

Add to the above statement the following quote by
McClintock and Strong of the research of E. Tyler:

We cannot do better than sum up this portion of our sub-
ject in the words of the Rev. E. Tyler, to whose conscien-
tious labors every student of Christian antiquities is so
much indebted: “We have examined to the utmost of our
ability and means the remains of Christian antiquity.  Es-
pecially have we searched into the writings of those whose
works (A.D. 492) received the approbation of the pope
and his council at Rome; we have also diligently sought
to evidence in the records of the early councils; and we
find all the genuine and unsuspected works of Christian
writers – not for a few years, or in a portion of Christen-
dom, but to the end of the first five hundred years and
more, and in every country in the Eastern and the Western
empire, in Europe, in Africa, and in Asia-testifying as with
one voice that the writers and their contemporaries know
of no belief in the present power of the Virgin, and her
influence with God; no practice, in public or private, of
prayer to God through her mediation, or of invoking her
for her good offices of intercession, and advocacy, and
patronage; no offering of thanks and praise made to her;
no ascription of divine honor and glory to her name.  On
the contrary, all the writers through those ages testify that
to the early Christians’ God was the only object of prayer,
and Christ the only heavenly Mediator and Intercessor in
whom they put their trust.”21:571

McClintock and Strong concluded the preceding state-
ment with the words.

There is not a shadow of doubt that the origin of the wor-
ship of Mary is to be traced to the apocryphal legends of
her birth and of her death, which, in the course of time,
decorated the life of Mary with fantastic fables and won-
ders of every kind, and thus furnished a pseudo-historical
foundation for an unscriptural Mariology and
Mariolatry.21:571
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Transubstantian is one of those teachings of the
Catholic Church that seems somewhat difficult to un-
derstand.  By way of introduction to aid our understand-
ing, Catholic theologians teach that there is a difference
between “substance” and “accidents”.  “Substance” is
the unchanging reality of a physical object.  In our dis-
cussing in this point, reference would be to the existing
emblems of the Lord’s Supper.  However, “accidents”
are the physical characteristics of the object that are de-
tectable by the five senses.  In reference to the Supper,
therefore, Catholics teach that the invisible substance is
what actually changes into the body and blood of Christ.
The actual bread and wine, therefore, seems not to have
changed as far as our senses are concerned, but the sub-
stance of the elements have changed.

Now take the preceding thoughts with you when
reading some quotes from Catholic authorities on the
subject of transubstantian.  It is stated that “priests exer-
cise their power to change bread and wine into the body
and blood of Christ.”25:209  It is claimed that “it is the
living Christ who is present, that is His Body, Blood,
Soul and Divinity are present both under the appearance
of wine.”1:76,78 (see 2:180)  “... in the Eucharist [the Lord’s
Supper] are contained truly, really, and substantially the
body and blood, together with the soul and divinity of
our Lord Jesus Christ, and consequently the whole
Christ.”26:session XIII, canon 1  It is affirmed, therefore, that “the
whole substance of the bread is converted into the body,
and the whole substance of the wine into the
blood.”26:session XIII, canon 2

There is a variation to the teaching of transubstan-
tiation that is called consubstantiation.  Those who teach
this doctrine believe “that the body and blood of Christ
are truly present, and are distributed to those who eat in
the supper of the Lord.”27:article 4  This is the belief that the
real body and blood of Jesus are present in the form of
the bread and fruit of the vine.  The belief is often illus-
trated by saying that if one places iron in a fire, the heat,
or fire, comes into the iron.  The iron remains, but the
heat may go in or out.  In a similar manner, it is believed
that the presence of Jesus’ blood and body go in and out
of the emblems of the Supper.

There are variations concerning these two views of
the emblems of the Lord’s Supper.  Each view is based
on some common misunderstandings of what the Lord
signified when He instituted the Supper.  In the theolo-
gians misunderstanding of some simple metaphorical

statements of Jesus, some interesting teachings have been
constructed.  What I have found to be the best herme-
neutic in understanding the significance of the Supper
is simply to resort to the principle that “it means what it
says and says what it means.”  Unfortunately, theolo-
gians have sought to woo the laity into believing some
fantastic doctrines of something that was to be a simple
reminder of the blood and body of Jesus.  I think Jesus is
amazed at how His statements have been used to con-
struct some incredible doctrines.

A. The Bible teaches that the Supper emphasizes
spiritual truths.

The elements (emblems, or whatever you want to
call them) of the Lord’s Supper are symbolic.  They are
symbolic of great spiritual truths.  It is on these truths
that believers must focus their attention.  In our enthusi-
asm to make something out of the elements, we forget
the spiritual truths Jesus wanted us to remember when
partaking of the Supper.

I have found that this is a phenomenon of the human
mind.  We seek something tangible, something concrete.
We seem to have this urge to miss the point when it comes
to understanding those things in the Bible that have spiri-
tual significance.  There is no other area of Christian
behavior where this point is illustrated better than in the
events and elements that surround the Supper.  Churches
have been split over the events and elements of the Sup-
per.  Debates and arguments have torn fellowships asun-
der.  We have fussed over whether there is one cup or
many, the wine or fruit of the vine, cup before bread,
upper room or evening meal, unleavened or leavened
bread, and a host of other aspects that surround the ele-
ments and events of the Lord’s Supper.  In all this de-
bate, our attention has been drawn away from the spiri-
tual in order to focus on the physical.  Our humanity has
made the Supper a ceremonial sacrament that is carried
out with precision lest in some small area our perfor-
mance may be flawed.  We have become carnal with
that which is to signify something that is spiritual.

Therefore, in order to bring us back to the spiritual
importance of the Supper, consider the following points
that “mean what they say and say what they mean”.

1.  The Lord’s Supper is a memorial.  Jesus said at
the time He instituted the Supper, “This do in remem-

Chapter 8

TRANSUBSTANTIATION — CONSUBSTANTIATION
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brance of Me” (Mk 14:25; Lk 22:19,20; 1 Co 11:24).
There is nothing difficult about understanding this.  The
“doing” is physical.  The “remembrance” is spiritual,
emotional and mental.  In taking the Supper we remem-
ber the sacrificial death and glorious resurrection of
Jesus.  We think about these things.  We remember.  It is
not that we remember the night, the bread, the feast of
the disciples, the upper room or fruit of the vine.  Jesus
said to remember Him.  It seems we seek to remember
everything that is physical surrounding the Supper, and
forget Jesus.

I would add that the remembrance is not just of the
atoning sacrifice of Jesus.  Jesus said to remember “Me.”
I would assume that means all of Him.  This would be
His life and ministry, including His character, His be-
havior, and His teachings.  Remembering Jesus is to re-
member all of Him, not just the final hours of His life on
earth.  And when we remember Jesus, too often we for-
get the resurrection.  Without the resurrection, nothing
else is worth remembering.

2.  The Lord’s Supper is a proclamation.  Paul wrote,
“For as often as you eat this bread and drink this cup,
you do proclaim the Lord’s death until He comes” (1 Co
11:26).  In remembrance we look back to Jesus, His min-
istry and His atoning sacrifice.  However, in the Supper
Paul urges us to look into the future.  The Supper preaches
the death of Jesus every time it is observed.  Since we
continue to observe the Supper even to this day, then we
continue to proclaim the death of Jesus.  Paul affirms
that Jesus is coming again.  We thus preach Jesus through
the Supper in anticipation of His coming in the future.
The next time you partake of the Supper, think of the
final coming of Jesus.  Celebrate the resurrected Jesus
who is coming again.

By present observance in reference to a future event,
the Supper brings into the Christian dispensation the sig-
nificance of the Passover.  The Passover was instituted
in Israel in order to be a continual reminder to every
generation of Israel that God delivered them out of the
bondage of Egyptian captivity (Ex 13:7-10).  It was thus
a celebration meal.  They celebrated their deliverance
from the bondage of Egypt.

Everything surrounding Israel’s deliverance from
captivity finds meaning in the Supper.  The paschal lamb
was a symbol of God’s deliverance of His people from
Egyptian bondage.  Jesus was God’s paschal lamb of
offering at Calvary.  Through Jesus, God’s spiritual Is-
rael has been delivered from the bondage of sin.  When
the Israelites observed the Passover, they looked to the
past and thought of what God did.  They also knew they
had a future if they did not forget the bondage from which
they were delivered by God.  It was because of our de-

liverance from the bondage of sin that we have hope of
a future.  In partaking of the Supper, therefore, we cel-
ebrate our future because of our deliverance from bond-
age.  Partaking of the Supper is a time of celebration,
not sadness.

3.  The Lord’s Supper is a fellowship.  Paul’s state-
ment in 1 Corinthians 10:16,17 is significant, but often
ignored.  “The cup of blessing that we bless, is it not the
fellowship of the blood of Christ?  The bread that we
break, is it not the fellowship of the body of Christ?
For though we are many, we are one bread and one body,
for we are all partakers of that one bread.”

 The word “fellowship” comes from the diversely
defined Greek word, koinonia.  One of the central defi-
nitions of this word emphasizes joint participation.  Our
English word “fellowship” is weak in defining koinonia.
Fellowship is often understood to be simple chatter over
a meal.  But the Spirit wants us to understand that more
is involved in the koinonia of the Christian.  Our koinonia
is partnership, companionship, sharing, participation and
burden bearing.  Meals and chatter are involved in this
koinonia, however, they are only the serendipity of the
relationship we have with one another in our brother-
hood.

a.  Koinonia with the blood:  Paul stated that
we have “koinonia with the blood of Christ”.  There is
tremendous spiritual significance to this statement.  The
Christian’s participation in the blood is real and actual
in reference to our forgiveness.  The continual cleans-
ing by the blood keeps us in God’s presence.  It keeps us
in koinonia with one another.  “But if we walk in the
light as He is in the light, we have fellowship with one
another and the blood of Jesus Christ His Son cleanses
us from all sin” (1 Jn 1:7).  Koinonia with the blood
goes hand in hand with koinonia with the body.

b.  Koinonia with the body:  The second bless-
ing about which Paul spoke was “koinonia of the body
of Christ”.  The context of 1 Corinthians 10 focuses on
us as a body of believers.  Paul’s use of the word “body”
in this context is metaphorical.  The real and actual body
of Jesus was nailed on the cross.  But that body is not
the one about which Paul speaks in this context.  It is the
spiritual body.  It is the universal organism of Jesus’ body
of believers.  When we eat of the bread of the Supper,
we are to remember the spiritual body of Christ, that it
is one, and being one, is universal.  Inherent within the
oneness of the body is the universality of the body.  There
is no parcelled out body scattered in locations with ad-
dresses.  The body is one, and thus functions globally as
an organism of redeemed believers in order to accom-
plish the work of its Head.
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When we eat of the bread, we must remember that
we koinonia with this one body.  For this reason, we
cannot proclaim our autonomy from one another as the
one body.  Though we are many free members in Christ,
we are still one universal body of Christ (See 1 Co 12:12).

In the prayer of Jesus in John 17:20,21, I believe
Jesus knew that those who believed on Him would have
a tendency to gather in groups and then declare their
autonomy from one another as groups.  For this reason
He prayed that we all remain one body.  When we par-
take of the one bread, therefore, we reaffirm our one-
ness, and thus answer again the prayer of Jesus that all
members remain as one body.

4.  In the Lord’s Supper we examine ourselves.  Paul
wrote, “But let a man examine himself, and so let him
eat of the bread and drink of the cup” (1 Co 11:28).
Self-examination is a part of the Supper.  The spiritual
significance of this point is imperative.  The Supper is
not for those who cannot examine themselves.  It is not
for children.  It is for those who can reflect on their char-
acter, their motives and attitudes.

The context of this statement illustrates at least some
attitudes upon which one must contemplate in partaking
of the Supper.  The Corinthians were arrogant in refer-
ence to one another.  They were inconsiderate of the
less fortunate.  They turned the love feast of the saints
into a gluttonous and drunken event.  It is for this reason
that one must examine his or her own behavior and atti-
tudes in reference to his or her koinonia with his or her
fellow believer.  If one does not seriously consider his
relationship with other members of the body, then he
eats judgment to himself.  “For he who eats and drinks
not discerning the body, eats and drinks judgment to
himself” (1 Co 11:29).

The spiritual significance of the Supper far outweighs
the physical and ceremonial performance of the event.
We have sometimes been in danger of sacrificing our
focus on the spiritual because of our debate over the
physical and a system of function we suppose should
take place during the Supper.  In fact, some would par-
take of the Supper after they have had a feud with others
over the physical elements and function of the Supper.
Our hypocrisy is thus manifested in that we do not dis-
cern the body of believers because we have divided over
some point concerning the elements and ceremony of
the event.

B. The Bible teaches that the elements were meant to
represent spiritual things.

The elements, or emblems, of the Supper were meant
to be representative of that which is greater than the el-
ements themselves.  The emphasis was not on the ele-
ments becoming something, but that something greater
than the elements must be considered.

Those who teach the doctrine of transubstantiation
misunderstand the purpose of Supper.  They focus on
the elements themselves, while Jesus wanted us to fo-
cus on something greater than the elements.  The unfor-
tunate thinking that the doctrine of transubstantiation
produces is thinking that is earthly.  By focusing on the
elements themselves, the higher spiritual significance
of the Supper is lost.  By thinking about a transubstanti-
ated piece of bread and cup of wine, the participant’s
mind is not focused primarily on Jesus, but on the ele-
ments and ceremony surrounding the event.

Physical memorials are established in order to focus
our minds on remembrances.  We stand and look at the
tombstone of a departed friend, not in order to think about
the tombstone, but on memories we have of our loved
one.  Jesus wants no less.  Instead of trying to somehow
bring His literal body and blood back into existence, He
wants us to focus on who He is now and His coming
again in His present form.  Paul had this in mind when
he wrote, “Therefore, from now on we know now man
according to the flesh.  Even though we have known
Christ according to the flesh, yet now we know Him
thus no more” (2 Co 5:16).  Consider closely the Holy
Spirit’s written description of those things by which we
remember Jesus.

1.  “This is My body.”  Jesus made this statement
while holding a piece of bread in His hand (Mt 26:26;
Mk 14:22; Lk 22:19).  Reference could not have been
made in this statement to His literal body.  He was stand-
ing there in body in their presence when He made the
statement.  How could He have been there personally in
body and at the same time declare that the bread was
His literal body?

In another context Jesus referred to the church as
“His body” (Ep 5:29,30).  But in making this statement,
He did not mean that the church was His literal physical
body.  We must understand that the word “body” was
being used metaphorically when used in reference to the
bread and the church.  On occasions Jesus said that He
was the “door” (Jn 10:7), the “vine” (Jn 15:1,5) and the
“rock” (1 Co 10:4).  But in all these references He was
not speaking literally.  He was using the words “body”,
“door”, “vine” and “rock” in a metaphorical figure of
speech.  This is all the significance we must place on the
phrase “This is My body”.  To say that He wants us to

Roman Catholicism



662 Dickson Biblical Research Library - Volume III

understand that there is a transubstantiated essence of
the body in the bread would be missing the metaphori-
cal and spiritual meaning of the statement.  It is not the
bread that is important.  It is His body.

2.  “This is My blood.”  The same thoughts of the
preceding point must be used to understand what Jesus
meant in this statement.  He took the cup and said, “This
is My blood” (Mt 26:27; Mk 14:23,25; Lk 22:20).  The
fruit of the vine that He held in His hand was not His
literal blood which flowed through His veins at the time
He made the statement.  There was something greater
and spiritual in His metaphorical use of the word “blood”.
The fruit of the vine in the cup was only to remind us of
that which is greater and spiritual.  Emphasis, therefore,
must be placed on what was signified.

3.  “You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the
cup of demons.”  In the context of 1 Corinthians 10:14-
22 Paul is commanding the Corinthians to “flee from
idolatry” (1 Co 10:14).  He makes a contrast between
the feasts of idolatrous worship and the communion
Christians have with one another and Christ through their
joint participation in the Lord’s Supper.  Paul exhorted,
“But I say that the things that the Gentiles sacrifice,
they sacrifice to demons and not to God. And I do not
want you to have fellowship with demons.  You cannot
drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons.  You
cannot partake of the Lord’s table and of the table of
demons” (1 Co 10:20,21).

Partaking of the table of demons is communing with
demons.  In the same manner, when we partake of the
Supper we are communing with the Lord.  It is not that
we commune with literal demons who are present with
us if we eat at the table of foods that have been sacri-
ficed to idols.  Paul’s point is a figure of speech.  When
the Corinthian Christian knowingly ate sacrificed foods,
he was condoning that to which the foods had been sac-
rificed.  In this way, therefore, he was communing with
the doctrines of demons.

When the Christian eats and drinks in the Supper,
he is communing with Jesus.  It is not that the actual and
literal blood of Jesus is present in the bread and fruit of
the vine.  What Paul meant in 1 Corinthians 10 was that
when we eat and drink at the table of the Lord, we are
spiritually communing with Jesus.  He is presently in
heaven.  Nevertheless, when we partake of the Supper
we commune with Him.

There is no biblical authority or scientific evidence
for the concept that the bread and fruit of the vine actu-
ally turn into the literal blood and body tissue of Jesus
in the act of partaking of the Supper.  When Jesus insti-
tuted the Supper, He had no intention of leaving on earth
something physical of His body and blood.  Our atten-

tion in partaking of the physical bread and fruit of the
vine is to connect spiritually with the global organism
of His body which is the church of believers.  We are to
remember the sacrificial blood by which that church of
believers was redeemed from sin.

C. The doctrine of transubstantiation and consub-
stantiation are without biblical authority.

In order to prove that a teaching is false, it is best to
go straight to those passages that are used to support the
teaching.  Without exception, when passages are used to
support a false teaching, the passages themselves are mis-
understood in their context.  It is imperative, therefore,
that the honest interpreter understand specific
“prooftexts” for any teaching within the context of the
prooftexts.

When considering the teachings of transubstantia-
tion and the sister teaching of consubstantiation, it is
imperative that the texts that are used to support the teach-
ings be understood in their original context.  When this
simple hermeneutical principle is exercised, it is not dif-
ficult to determine the erroneous nature of the doctrines.
The following are some of the key passages that are used
to support these teachings:

1. Matthew 26:26:  In Matthew 26:26 Matthew re-
corded, “Jesus took bread and blessed it.”  It is asserted
that Jesus worked a miracle on this occasion when this
event took place.  It is assumed that the miracle He
worked was that He changed the bread He took into His
literal body.  But on the same occasion He took the cup.
However, He did not bless the cup in order to change its
contents into His literal blood.

Luke 22:19 is Luke’s parallel account of what took
place on the same occasion that was recorded by Mat-
thew.  Luke recorded, “And He took bread and gave
thanks.  And He broke it and gave to them ...” (Lk 22:19).
Luke thus interprets the “blessing” of the Matthew ac-
count.  The “blessing” (Matthew) was simply that Jesus
“gave thanks” (Luke) for the bread.  No miracle was
worked.

2. John 6:53:  Many Bible interpreters get them-
selves into trouble by not understanding figurative lan-
guage that is used in the Bible in order to express spiri-
tual thoughts.  This is particularly true in reference to
the use of metaphors.  In a metaphor something that is
earthly and literal is used to teach something that is spiri-
tual and greater that the earthly and literal metaphor it-
self.  In an almost naive understanding of what the Bible
says in many places, some interpreters fail to understand
the simple principles of figures of speech, and thus de-
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velop some very interesting interpretations of biblical
text.  I believe the Catholics’ understanding of John 6:53
originated out of an inability to understand figures of
speech in the text of the Bible.

In John 6:53 Jesus said, “Truly, truly, I say to you,
except you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His
blood, you have no life in you.”  This passage is used to
teach that one must literally eat of Jesus’ body and drink
of His blood in order to have life.  Sometimes common
sense is the best principle of hermeneutics.  If what is
asserted about the literal interpretation of this passage is
true, then we have certainly developed a morbid doc-
trine.  There is no common sense rule that Jesus would
have us understand from this passage that we must liter-
ally eat and drink from His literal body and blood.  There
is something repulsive about this interpretation that leans
toward making God do foolish things among men.

One of the first points to answer the Catholic’s lit-
eral understanding of this passage, is the misunderstand-
ing of the statement by those who initially heard Jesus.
They understood the statement as Catholics today would
interpret the passage.  Some of those in the presence of
Jesus, in their childish understanding of what Jesus said,
literally understood the statement to mean that Jesus
wanted His disciples to eat literally of His body and drink
of His blood.  John 6:60 states, “Therefore, many of His
disciples, when they had heard this, said, ‘This is a hard
saying.  Who can hear it?’”  The fact that the immediate
disciples misunderstood the statement to be literal is
proof that Jesus was not speaking of something that was
literal.

I do not believe the context of John 6:53 is a direct
discussion of the observance of the Lord’s Supper.  The
Supper is something that is done by Christians in order
to remember the life one already has because he or
she has eaten of the “bread of life”.  Eating and drink-
ing of the body and blood of Jesus refers to receiving
that life.  The context of John 6 is conversion, not obser-
vance.

Follow the context of John 6 and see if this is not
true.  Jesus first referred to the “manna” that was given
to the children of Israel in the wilderness (vs 31).  By
accepting and eating of that manna, they lived.  The
manna was life from heaven in the desert.  Jesus then
made application to Himself.  “My Father gives you the
true bread from heaven.  For the bread of God is He
who comes down from heaven and gives life to the world”
(vss 32,33).  And unless they misunderstood this, Jesus
said, “I am the bread of life.  He who comes to Me will
never hunger.  And He who believes in Me will never
thirst” (vss 35).  If we eat of this bread, there is the
promise of everlasting life.  “And this is the will of Him

who sent Me, that everyone who sees the Son and be-
lieves on Him, may have everlasting life” (vs 40).  Jesus
plainly stated, “I am the bread that came down from
heaven” (vs 41,48).  He is “the bread that comes down
from heaven, so that one may eat of it and not die” (vs
50).  “If anyone eats of this bread, He will live forever”
(vs 51).

Then in verse 53 Jesus transitioned His metaphor of
“bread” to represent the giving of His body and blood
for the salvation of man.  “I say to you, except you eat
the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood, you
have no life in you.  Whoever eats My flesh and drinks
My blood, has eternal life.  And I will raise Him up in
the last day” (vss 53,54).  The meaning is simple.  Jesus
is the life-giving “manna” (bread) that was sent from
heaven for the salvation of man.  Those who believe on
Jesus have the eternal life that His bread gives.  Those
who salvationally eat of the body of Jesus and drink of
His blood in order to be saved, are those who eat the
Supper in order to remember what they have done in
order to be saved.  John 6, therefore, is not a context
about eating and drinking the Lord’s Supper.  It is about
conversion.  It is about what unbelievers must do in or-
der to be saved, not something that the saved do to re-
member their means by which they were saved.

We must remind ourselves that the teaching that the
elements of the Supper literally turn into the body and
blood of Jesus is found nowhere in the Bible.  It is a
teaching that was developed out of a misunderstand of
various statements in the New Testament in reference to
the body and blood of Jesus.

By instituting the Supper, Jesus did not want us to
focus on the elements themselves, but on what they rep-
resented.  In our often innocent and mostly legalistic
approach to the observance of the Lord’s Supper, we
entangle ourselves in a host of legalities in order that we
do everything just right.  We thus develop arguments
over the performance while missing the point of what is
to be remembered.  I do not think Jesus meant for such
to exist among His fellow heirs.  What is to be remem-
bered is what is important.  After all, Jesus said, “This
do in remembrance of Me.”  We do not do it in remem-
brance of the ceremony.  We do not do it in remembrance
of the elements.  We eat of the Supper in remembrance
of Jesus who gave Himself for us.  Let’s not forget this.
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Book 31

Justified By Works

If you have been a member of the body of Christ for some time and have sat at the feet of sincere
teachers of the word of God, then you will read nothing new in this book.  Faithful leaders of the
church have taught for years and struggled with those about whom this book speaks.  Our chal-
lenge as teachers is to educate and motivate.  We must educate the flock of God concerning those
things that God has revealed through His word.  We must motivate the educated to rise to the
occasion to work.  God worked for several millennia to bring Christ into the world and us into the
church.  Now it is time for the saved to go to work for God.  We have accomplished well the task of
educating the flock.  However, we are somewhat in trouble concerning our task of motivating the
flock to get to work for God.  This book is both educational and challenging.  We have sought to
deal specifically with the problem of inactivity in reference to those who claim the name of Jesus,
but are not willing to become personally involved in expressing their thanksgiving to God for all
that He has done to get us into eternity.  This was not an easy book to write, and we are sure that it
will not be an easy book to read. We would challenge you that in your reading that you complete the
entire book.  After a general historical introduction to set the stage for why the book is written, we
have tried to stay with the Scriptures in order to understand what God expects of us as disciples of
Jesus.  We believe that the message of the New Testament is so strong on the subject of this book,
that we must seriously come forth with repentance in order to be what God wants us to be.  If you
make it through the entire book, then you have proven that you are searching for what God re-
quires of us.  We have found that those who are hard workers for Jesus seek to be challenged with
studies on the subject about which this book is written.  It is our prayer that this book both empow-
ers you personally, but also generates within you the desire to alert others to the divine mandate
that God will not allow into His eternal rest those who are idle.  This is a message to the redeemed.
It is a message that disciples who are unfruitful and unproductive will not inherit eternal glory.  If
you are challenged by the content of this book, therefore, then we want to encourage you to chal-
lenge others to take another look at what God requires of every Christian.  Since our faith is mani-
fested by our works, then it is imperative that we warn those who believe that they be zealous of
good works.  Through our works we manifest our thanksgiving for the grace of God.

A Repetition Of History

There is nothing more difficult in religious matters
than to restore a restoration movement that has gone
astray.  Those who are of such movements often pride
themselves in the exactness of their doctrinal beliefs and
“scriptural behavior,” and thus they are often unap-
proachable in accepting the fact that they have lost their
way and their first love in reference to behavior.  Add to
this the fact that those of restoration movements find it
very difficult to confess that they have again laden them-
selves with cumbersome traditions, the very thing which
generated their movement in the first place.  But there is
nothing historically new about this.  From the time the

Spirit shook the residents of Jerusalem two thousand
years ago, the church has undergone departures and res-
torations, one of the first being a time in the first century
when the early disciples gave up their first love.

Before the close of the first century, it took the di-
rect intervention of Jesus through an inspired message
to shake lethargic churches into the reality of their im-
pending doom because they had lost their way.  Today,
we are indirect recipients of those inspired oracles, but
the message has not changed.  Unless lethargic Chris-
tians face the reality of their loveless theology,
lampstands will again be removed as churches vanish
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into the abyss of being ineffective in their communities.
From statements made in inspired letters during the

60s of the first century, it seems that the problem of le-
thargic and lazy disciples had arisen in the church.  The
apostasy was so prevalent that it needed immediate at-
tention.  It needed such immediate attention that inspired
Scripture came forth from the Holy Spirit to deal spe-
cifically with indifferent religiosity.  You might have as-
sumed that this was a theological problem.  At first, it
was not.  But I suppose, the problem developed its own
theology since we seek to create religion after our own
behavior.  But this was not a direct theological problem.
It was a life-style problem, a problem with the behavior
of some in the church.  In the epistles that were written
during the decade of the 60s, we read statements from
the Holy Spirit as “lost your first love,” “be careful to
maintain good works,” and “faith without works is dead.”
This was the problem.  A culture of inactivity and indif-
ference had crept into the ranks of some churches and
become the normal behavior of a great number of dis-
ciples.

From prison in A.D. 61,62, Paul wrote a letter to
Titus.  In this letter he addressed the growing problem
of indifferent and lazy religiosity.  At the conclusion of
the letter he wrote, “This is a trustworthy saying, and
these things I want you to affirm confidently so that those
who have believed in God might be careful to maintain
good works” (Ti 3:8).  Would Paul have made this state-
ment if there were no problem among churches with
those who were not careful to maintain good works?
Because of this exhortation in conjunction with others
in the New Testament that were written at this time, it
seems that an indifferent and lazy religiosity became the
pattern of behavior of some disciples.

Since Paul made the statement, and since there are
several other parallel statements in the Scriptures—we
will discuss these throughout this book—then what was
it about the times in which these statements were made
that led to a lethargic and lazy culture in the church?
Why were there so many in the church in the latter half
of the first century who were not maintaining good
works?  Why had some of the early disciples deceived
themselves into thinking that they could be hearers only
of the word, and not doers?  Is there something about
New Testament teaching that promotes laziness?  Or,
are there some teachings that can be twisted to one’s
own destruction through indifferent behavior?

Your interest in this subject has surely been aroused
by the fact that you have witnessed the same today.  The
church in some areas of the world is burdened with in-
different religiosity.  This indifference is a burden to the
point that it has in many churches become the norm,

rather than the exception.  Churches as a whole are of-
ten so indifferent that the truly zealous worker is intimi-
dated or criticized because of his or her work as a dis-
ciple of Jesus.  We call the zealous “obsessed,” or “radi-
cal,” or “fundamental.”  New converts come into some
churches with zeal and enthusiasm.  After six months in
the company of the indifferent, however, they too settle
down and take their seat beside those who have long
forgotten what it means to be a committed disciple who
is working for Jesus.

From what Paul and other New Testament writers
were exhorting concerning good works, we conclude that
it was a time in the early church that many had resigned
themselves to complacency.  Some had become so in-
different that they simply rejected the needs of others
with an attitude of, “Be warmed and filled.”  The fact
that this was happening in the early church is without
question.  But why?  Why were even widows and or-
phans being neglected in a church that had the early be-
ginnings of disciples selling their possessions in order
to care for the needs of others?

If we are allowed to postulate for a moment, we could
possibly discover why there are so many today who have
also deceived themselves into thinking that a pew-pack-
ing Christianity is all that is essential for salvation.  You
have certainly heard the statement, “There are too many
in the church who are sitting around waiting on heaven.”
They sing “Send the light,” when all they are doing is
sittin’ tight.  Instead of “trust and obey,” it is rust and
decay.  But this is not a new phenomenon.  According to
the New Testament statements that we will survey
throughout this book, it was also a problem in the latter
part of the first century.  Our task is not to prove that the
problem existed then and now. The problem existed then,
and it exists now.  It is our task to determine why, lest
we deceive ourselves into thinking that indifferent reli-
giosity is pleasing to God.

We need to go back from the 60s in the first century
to thirty years earlier at the very beginning of the church
in the early 30s.  The problem of spiritual lethargy in the
early church actually started with the legalistic nature
of Judaism out of which the majority of the first con-
verts came who were primarily Jews.  The nature of Ju-
daism gives us the first hint to the problem of spiritual
lethargy that haunted the church in the latter part of the
first century.  The answer is in the natural swing of the
pendulum from a legalistic strictness in a man-made re-
ligion to the extreme of faith-only inactivity that is sup-
ported by a misunderstanding of grace.

Judaism was strictly a legalistic, works-oriented re-
ligion.  It was the “Jew’s religion” according to Paul (Gl
1:13,14).  It was a religion that was built on the accumu-
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lated precepts and practices of the Jewish religious struc-
ture that was built up over the centuries prior to the com-
ing of Jesus.  At the time of the ministry of Jesus, the
Jewish religious leaders were at the extreme of reject-
ing the commandments of God in order to keep their
religious traditions (Mk 7:1-9).  Adherence to the tradi-
tions was diligently enforced.  The Jews even rebuked
Jesus for the good deed of healing on the Sabbath (Jn 5).
To the Pharisaical Jew, adherence to the institutional
structure of Judaism was maintained with cultic phobia.
It is not difficult to understand, therefore, that those who
were burdened with such a religion, yearned for free-
dom.

Under the Judaistic institutional system, the religious
laws of Judaism became a burden that no one could bear.
When Peter stood up during the Jerusalem meeting of
Acts 15 and confronted Judaizing teachers who were
legalistically seeking to bind circumcision on the church,
he said in reminiscing his past life in Judaism, “Now
therefore, why do you test God by putting a yoke on the
neck of the disciples that neither our fathers nor we
were able to bear?” (At 15:10).  Peter, and many others
of the early church, had come out of the strict legalism
of Judaism.  They thus saw the binding of circumcision
on the Gentile converts as an attempt to bring this sys-
tem of legalism into the community of God.  The Holy
Spirit saw this as an attack against the very foundation
of Christianity.  As a result, possibly the first inspired
New Testament Scriptures to be written was the letter to
the Galatians.  In this letter, Paul exhorted, “Stand fast
therefore in the liberty by which Christ has made us free,
and do not be entangled again with a yoke of bondage”
(Gl 5:1).

The legalistic rites of Judaism were impossible to
bear.  Jesus knew this.  When we also understand this,
we can understand why He invited people to freedom.
“Come to Me all you who labor and are heavy laden,
and I will give you rest.  Take My yoke upon you and
learn of Me, for I am gentle and lowly in heart, and you
will find rest for your souls.  For My yoke is easy and
My burden is light” (Mt 11:28-30).  He promised,
“Therefore, if the Son will make you free, you will be
free indeed” (Jn 8:36).  When Jesus spoke of “rest” and
“freedom” in the midst of the religious culture of Juda-
ism, the people rejoiced with a sigh of relief.  He knew
what they needed, and subsequently great multitudes fled
to Him for the rest and freedom of His easy yoke.  How-
ever, the pendulum for many swung straight through
Jerusalem.

Imagine living with the burden of Judaism that was
imposed by the strictness of the Pharisees.  Imagine try-
ing to follow the intricacies of what the religious lead-

ers were binding on the backs of the faithful.  Imagine
trying to calculate how far to walk on the Sabbath in
order not to violate the “Sabbath day journey” law.  There
were so many possibilities to sin against the imposed
traditions of the fathers.  Judaism was a religion wherein
one was constantly in doubt.  There was no sense of
security with God in the minds and hearts of sincere
Jews because one always knew that in some minute stric-
ture he or she would fail to comply with the strictness of
the traditions.

When Jesus came with the faith, grace and freedom
of His easy burden, one can only imagine the power His
message had in the lives of a people who could no longer
bear the burden of Judaism.  They came to Him by the
thousands.  The early church exploded into existence
with thousands who sought the yoke that was easy and
the burden that was light.  They sought freedom in Christ,
freedom from the confines of a legalistic institutional
system that stymied their faith and handicapped their
love.  That first decade of deliverance from the institu-
tional bondage of Judaism must have been very excit-
ing.  After deliverance from Egyptian bondage, there was
singing all the way to Sinai.  But then, rebellion set in
and the promised land was denied to thousands who
thought for one moment that they could create religion
after their own desires.  The same happened in the early
church, and it seems to continually plague disciples to
this day.  But today, no ground will open and swallow
the rebellious.  No destruction will reign down on our
religious centers as Jerusalem in A.D. 70.  We will only
sit comfortably until the last trumpet is blown when it is
all over.  The wicked and lazy servant will then be cast
out where there is weeping and gnashing of teeth..

You know the first-century story.  The exciting years
out of bondage were not without problems.  There were
those, as Paul wrote, who “sneaked in to spy out our
liberty that we have in Christ Jesus, that they might bring
us into bondage” (Gl 2:4).  These were those Jews who
sought to bring into the church the legalistic system of
justification they practiced under Judaism.  This heated
confrontation between bondage and freedom took place
over a period of about twenty years.  It stimulated two
inspired New Testament letters, Romans and Galatians.
However, along the way there were some casualties.

This controversy continued to the destruction of
Jerusalem in A.D. 70.  In the decade preceding the de-
struction of Jerusalem, many in the church had in be-
havior gone from one extreme to another because of a
misunderstanding of grace.  The pendulum swung so far
from the legalism of Judaism to indifferent religiosity
that Paul questioned some in the church in Rome, “Will
we continue in sin so that grace may abound” (Rm 6:1)?
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Or, as Jude defined that some had turned “the grace of
God into licentiousness ...” (Jd 4).  Paul finally in-
structed, “For the time will come when they will not
endure sound teaching.  But to suit their itching ears,
they will heap up for themselves teachers in accordance
to their own desires” (2 Tm 4:3).  “Desires” refers to
behavior.  They would thus seek teachers who would
teach the desired behavior of the church.  In many cases,
the behavior was outright immoral behavior (See 1 Co
5:1ff; Rv 2:18-21).  In other cases, it was simply indif-
ferent behavior. Disciples digressed to being only hear-
ers of the word and not doers.  They lost their first love,
and subsequently went in search of a pew on which to
sit and wait on heaven.

The church went from being exhorted by those who
were God-called teachers to calling those who would
teach according to their own desires.  It went from God-
called to church-called preachers.  And when this hap-
pens, the church determines who teaches and what is
taught.  It is a truth, that if we are not careful, we will
create religion after our own desires and teachers who
will condone our desires.  And if we desire to be lazy,
we will seek for those pulpiteers who will preach no
challenging lessons that would disturb our comfort.

In response to the works-oriented nature of Juda-
ism, some in the first century evidently just sat down in
their “easy yoke” and started to wait on the coming of
Jesus.  Since we are not saved by works of law, they
assumed that we are not saved by any works at all.
And herein was the problem.  The misunderstanding that
is dealt with in Galatians and Romans was so strong that
many discarded good works with works of law as an
essential part of Christian behavior.  As a result, many
in the decade of the 60s of the early church were not
careful to maintain good works.  Many were thus claim-
ing to have faith, but they did not manifest that faith
through good works.  Has several years of teaching on
freedom and grace, and a misunderstanding of these sub-
jects, brought the church today to the same condition?

There are a host of exhortations in the New Testa-
ment that were written about twenty to thirty years after
the first believers escaped the confines of a legal, works-
oriented Judaism.  Could it have been that some of the
early disciples’ erroneous response to grace and free-
dom led them to be complacent in reference to their re-
sponsibility as bondservants of Jesus?  It is only natural
for one to sit down after his or her escape from the bur-
den of institutional bondage.  After centuries of bearing
the burden of Judaism, I think many Jewish Christians
just sat down to take a rest.  Their understanding of Jesus’
promise of a yoke that was easy and a burden that was
light was to find a pew on which to sit and a sermon by

which to be soothed.  They even developed a doctrine
that would clear their conscience: Salvation by faith only.

I grew up in a time when legalistic religiosity was
the accepted “pattern” of church behavior.  We lived in
the strictness of the traditions, which traditions we
slipped in with the law of the covenant.  Perfect church
attendance was considered “faithfulness.”  Making sure
some sort of contribution was made every Sunday was
in the strictness of the legal system.  One could contrib-
ute from one cent to one hundred dollars; it did not make
any difference.  We just made sure something was con-
tributed, a song was sung, a prayer uttered, a sermon
preached, and a little sip and chip at the Lord’s Table
was performed.  We could easily listen to hell-fire-and-
brimstone sermons because we knew that all our legal
bases were covered.  Only the “denominations” had a
problem about which to worry, for we judged that they
had created religiosity out of their own traditions, as-
suming that we had no traditions.

We must always be cautious about developing a con-
science-soothing religiosity that brings us into the bond-
age of our traditions, which traditions we often conve-
niently deny that we have.  In such a system one can
sign off God with a closing prayer and be on his or her
way to the “secular” world and “our time.”  This is a
convenient religiosity that makes no demands in an in-
dustrial/business culture where possessions become the
god of the “American dream.”  Religious convenience
and a god who is boxed into an “hour of worship” is not
angry with our indifference.  And thus, we are in bond-
age, but we do not know it.

This is what is called “institutionalized churchian-
ity.”  The bondage becomes such a way of life that you
desire to stay in Egypt.  And when you are freed, you
want to go back to bondage.  We must not forget that
there is always a sense of security in bondage.  Slaves
do not have to make decisions or think.  They do not
have to dig love out of their hearts in order to work.
They are just secure in being told what to do and when
to do it.  No self-motivation is needed when ceremonial
acts of worship soothe consciences.  People who are set
free, but think like slaves, will always go back into bond-
age.

However, most people know that there is something
wrong with being in bondage as a spectator in an insti-
tutionalized church wherein “church work” is done by
the professionals and the “laity” sits idly by in silence.
We know that God wants more out of us personally, for
we want more out of ourselves.  We know that our spiri-
tual plateaus are neither acceptable to ourselves nor God.
We thus go searching, searching for freedom from our
own institutional confines.  But in reaction to the strict-
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ness of our religiosity that we conveniently legalized
into a systematic theology, most often make a great dis-
covery.  They make this discovery in the message of
words like “freedom” and “grace.”  This is an exciting
discovery.  I must tell you that this is a great discovery,
for when one is set free he or she truly grows in a labor
of love.

During the latter seventies and eighties, grace was
discovered and proclaimed from pulpits across the land.
We rejoiced!  We could rejoice in the fact that now at
last we found relief from the burden of the legal past.
The Red Sea parted, and we headed for the promised
land.  There were no more taskmasters, no more bur-
densome bricks to make.  Freedom and grace were great.

Unfortunately, I think some fell victim to a natural
swing of the religious pendulum.  Since there were no
more taskmasters to make us make bricks, we assumed
that no bricks had to be made.  We relaxed from doing
good works as a result of being delivered from the bur-
den of a legalistically structured institutional religion.
We relaxed in the fact that we presumed that we are no
longer saved by any performance, but by the grace of
God.  So we threw the baby out with the bath water.
Because we failed to make a distinction between
works of law and good works, good works went out
the window with works of law.  We reasoned that if
one is not saved by works, then we erroneously con-
cluded that one is saved by no works at all.  It was grace
only, faith only.  So we sat down in the grace of God, put
up our feet with a convenient faith, and hired the most
prolific preacher we could find in order not to disturb
our comfort zone.  The warm, white sands of the Sinai
felt good.

During the 90s, and to this present day, some are
still twitching their toes in the sands of Sinai, taking it
easy on their pews, waiting on heaven.  The hell-fire-
and-brimstone sermons are all gone.  There are no per-
formance-oriented sermon topics that shake us into ac-
tivity.  No one any longer knows the song, “To the Work,
To the Work.”  Prayers are about me and my needs.  Our
assemblies now take on the nature of a well orchestrated
concert that appeals to my desires, which desires, when
satisfied, will settle me further into my complacency.
The assembly that has the best performance on Sunday
morning is the one that grows as it appeals to the “me
religiosity” that I have instituted for myself.  We say to
the world, “Be warmed and filled” when no missionary
is allowed to again address the entire church on Sunday
morning.  The needs of the world have been relegated to
meeting rooms with special committees.  No one is al-
lowed to challenge our budgets that are consumed by a
ministerial staff that professionally ministers to our ev-

ery need.  Special contributions to visiting evangelists
are gone lest our budgets be endangered.  In order to
generate any “works” (involvement), we have hired pro-
fessionals.  Instead of being driven by the power of God
in our lives, we are organized, and prompted by the skill-
ful rhetoric of a professional who has been trained in
the skills of communication in order not to offend or
drive away any healthy contributors.  So here we are at
ease in Zion, thinking that all is well at the foot of Sinai.
We even created a god after our own imagination and
started yearning for the comforts of Egypt.

Are we repeating history?  Have we emphasized
grace and freedom to the point that we have led our-
selves to believe that we are justified by faith alone, with-
out works?  For some reason many churches have ceased
to grow as the evangelistic spirit has long since departed.
Some have lost their first love in an effort to be an ac-
ceptable church in the community with all the frills of a
social club that no one could reject.  I think it is a time
where the Ephesian Syndrome has set in.

The Ephesian church exploded into existence and
growth in Acts 19.  Aquila and Priscilla, with Paul who
came later, labored diligently night and day with the dis-
ciples in this city.  Paul taught house to house (At 20:20).
Elders were exhorted to keep the faith (At 20:28-38).
They had experienced special miracles from the hand of
Paul (At 19:11,12).  All Asia heard the gospel during a
period of two years when Paul stayed in Ephesus in the
early establishment of the Ephesian church (At 19:8-
10).  An inspired epistle from the Holy Spirit was later
written to the Ephesian church.  It had a great history,
from the exciting times of its beginning to the time of
the writing of the epistle of Ephesians.  What a great
success story.

But something went wrong.  By the time Revelation
was written, probably twenty years after the initial es-
tablishment, the Ephesian disciples were in trouble.
Through the special message of Revelation, Jesus ex-
horted the Ephesians, “Nevertheless, I have this against
you, that you have left your first love.  Therefore, re-
member from where you have fallen, and repent and do
the first works, or else I will come to you quickly and
will remove your lampstand out of its place – unless
you repent” (Rv 2:4,5).  The Ephesian church was dy-
ing in its own lethargy.  They had left their first love.
They had left their first works.  The works were all gone.
Death had settled in.  Without love and works, the Eph-
esian church was nigh unto vanishing away.  The only
hope was repentance, and repentance means a restora-
tion of the first love and an activation of the first works.
Without either, it was certain death and doom.

I call this the Ephesian Syndrome.  It is the birth and
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death of a church over a period of three to four decades.
There is initially rapid growth and excitement for the
first ten years.  The growth then plateaus for about two
decades, and finally, there is death and decline and dis-
appearance.  The lampstand of influence is removed.

Is the lampstand of community influence now being
removed in your area as churches grow grey headed and
die?  Is history repeating itself as the Ephesian Syndrome
casts a dark shadow over countless churches that have
long since left their first love and first works?  The Eph-
esian Syndrome is not something that is new to our age.
However, in our age it seems to have excelled to the
point of taking away many in this generation of the
church.  In the next twenty years in the American church
scene several churches will no longer exist as the present
aging membership passes on.  I recently discussed this
matter with the preacher of one church that the average
attendee was sixty-five years old.  Where will this church
be in fifteen years?

Our battles with legalistic religiosity were correct.
We are not saved by works of law, but by the grace of
God.  No one will any longer argue this point.  How-
ever, in our battles to deliver ourselves from the burden
of legal religion, some have again run through Jerusa-
lem.  We have forgotten Paul’s exhortation of Romans
3:31.  “Do we then make void law through faith?  Cer-
tainly not!  On the contrary, we establish law.”  It is not
that we are turning the grace of God into licentiousness.
Neither is it that we are sinning “that grace may abound.”
What is happening is what Peter warned, “Live as free
men, and do not use your freedom as a covering for
evil, but as the bondservants of God” (1 Pt 2:16).  We
are free and under grace.  But we are free to serve as
bondservants in our appreciation for grace.  We are not
free from good works.  On the contrary, we have been
set free in order to get to work.  We are created new in
Christ for work (Ep 2:10).  If we think we have been set
free to do nothing, then we have used God’s grace as a
“covering for evil.”  We must not forget this point as we
journey through the exhortations of Scripture that speak
of the Christian’s responsibility to “establish law” by
obedient work.

This is a time, therefore, when we must look again
at good works.  Our misunderstanding of grace has made
us paranoid about works.  When was the last time you
heard a preacher preach fervently on maintaining good
works?  You have probably heard a great deal of teach-
ing on grace.  But as we look through our lesson out-
lines as teachers, when was the last time we taught a
lesson entitled, “Justified by works”?

Have we developed an assembly-oriented churchian-
ity that requires only “faithful” attendance, and a down

payment contribution that will maintain the institutional
religion which conforms to our urban business world?  I
have found that in wealthy cultures, contribution has
often taken the place of personal involvement, and at-
tendance at the assemblies has redefined “faithfulness.”
In such social/economic cultures, the rich are allowed
to give, but not encouraged to become personally in-
volved.  But I question this in reference to my under-
standing of what God seeks from His children.

When young and attending a school for learning the
Bible, I remember the instructors saying to the class on
different occasions, “Boys, the church is being killed by
good ole boys.”  I never understood at the time what
was being said.  Now I know.  We have many “good ole
boys” leading churches through fine-tuned business
meetings, but no one is being stirred up to love and good
works (Hb 10:24,25).  No one is being baptized as a
result of members evangelistically going out and teach-
ing the lost.  We live in an age when attendance will
suffice the legal standard by which we are considered a
“faithful member.”  We have a house full of “good ole
boys” who are void of good ole works.

Now allow me to explain myself.  I am not saying
that these “good ole boys” will refuse to help you when
you are in need.  The fact is, they will.  If you are in
trouble, they are there for you.  This is the church bear-
ing the burdens of one another (Gl 6:1,2).  One will of-
ten call these “passive good works.”  These are good
works that might take place only when the need arises.
And we have a great many churches who have devel-
oped great fellowships in taking care of needs that “may
arise.”

As we study through the nature of the works that are
defined in the New Testament, however, I believe we
will make a startling discovery.  “Passive works” are
certainly in the Scriptures.  We must take care of needs
that “may arise.”  But I think there is more, a lot more.
For lack of a better term, I will call these initiated works.
In other words, these are those works that are inten-
tionally planned and accomplished.  In fact, I believe
the New Testament teaches that we must meet together
for the specific purpose of identifying works to be done,
assigning those works to be accomplished, and making
sure these works are accomplished.  Does this sound
extreme?  It depends on how deep you are slid into a
pew.  Initiated works are what define our faith.  They
determine our sonship and whether we are identified by
love.  They are the identity of discipleship.  And if one
does not have them in his or her life, he or she is not a
faithful disciple of Jesus.

As you study through the remaining chapters, you
be the judge.  If you are not one who continually ini-
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tiates good works in your life, then listen to the count-
less exhortations in the word of God concerning the re-
sponsibility that we as Christians must take action.  We
must take action in our lives to initiate good works in
order to manifest our faith and love.  If you find your-
self suffering from the Ephesian Syndrome, then the only
way out is what Jesus exhorted the Ephesian church to
do.  Repent and get busy.

You will not find this to be a “feel-good book.”  Ini-
tiated work is what defines the Christian life.  And if
you have not been initiating good works in your behav-
ior as a disciple, then your comfort zone is about to be

shaken.  I will stick to the Scriptures and explain them
as best I can.  But I want you to understand that this is
something that deeply disturbs me concerning many
Christians in these times.  We have developed a passive
religiosity that is void of initiated works.  And as a re-
sult, we are paying the price in our lethargy, the death
and decline and disappearance of many churches.  The
earth is filled with churches that are nigh unto vanishing
away.  Therefore, it is a time for revival, repentance,
and a restoration of the first love and works in order to
restore the first church.

Chapter 1

JUSTIFIED BY WORKS

It was our Lord’s brother who was directed by the
Holy Spirit to inscribe the words of James 2:14-26.  It
was a time in history that saw the rise of idleness and
lethargy in some disciples.  Some had lost their first love
that drove the early disciples into all the world.  When
reading the first chapter of the letter, James indicated
that there was a problem among the Jewish brethren when
he wrote, “But be doers of the word, and not hearers
only, deceiving yourselves” (Js 1:22).  When he gets to
chapter 2, he writes the most direct material in the New
Testament that demands good works in the life of a dis-
ciple.

There is something deceptive about idleness, some-
thing that is dangerously cunning in leading the believer
to conclude that “all is well in Zion,” when actually a
church is nigh unto having its lampstand removed.  We
often associate deception with error, but in James 2,
James wants us to understand that this deception is be-
lieving that one can be a disciple without good works.

“For if anyone is a hearer of the word and not a
doer, he is like a man observing his natural face in a
mirror, for he observes himself and goes his way, and
immediately forgets what kind of man he was” (Js
1:23,24).  The one who loses his zeal for work has for-
gotten from where he came.  He has forgotten his cleans-
ing by the blood of Jesus.  This point is the introduction
to the context of James 2:14-26.  By the time James com-
pletes his inscription, our conclusion from what he writes
is that the disciple who does no work is not justified
before God, and thus not a disciple of faith.

The disciple works because of his thanksgiving for
the grace of God (2 Co 4:15).  In his appreciation for
who he is in Christ, he labors in thanksgiving for the
work of God to get him to where he is in Christ.  James

thus lays the foundation upon which his direct exhorta-
tion of chapter 2 will be laid.  The one who is not full
of good works is dead because he has no apprecia-
tion for what God has done for him.  God’s grace to-
ward him was in vain (See 1 Co 15:10).  The fruitless
disciple, therefore, is unfaithful to God’s appeal to him
or her by His grace.

A. A workless faith profits nothing.

In verses 14-17, James asks questions for which he
knows we know the answers.  They are questions of rea-
son that demand logical conclusions.  James’ key words
in this section are “profit” and “dead.”

What does it profit, my brethren, if someone says he has
faith but does not have works?  Can faith save him?  If a
brother or sister is naked and destitute of daily food, and
one of you says to them, “Depart in peace, be warmed
and filled,” but you do not give them those things that are
needful to the body, what does it profit?  Even so faith by
itself, if it does not have works, is dead.

1.  “What does it profit ...”:  “Profit” metaphori-
cally refers to our salvation, for it is salvation that one
seeks to receive as a result of his faith.  We have given
our life as an investment.  But James is asking if faith,
divorced from works, will bring one to the desired
“profit” of salvation.  In other words, can faith alone
save him if there is no investment of good works?  James
does not have to answer the question.  He knows that we
can conclude that faith, without the investment of works,
will not produce the profit of salvation.  Dead faith has
no profit.
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2.  “Naked and destitute”:  The illustration of verses
15 & 16 is striking.  The very fact that the workless per-
son has said, “Depart in peace ...” indicates that there
was personal communication between the destitute and
the one who had the opportunity to give.  Could it be
that James seeks to identify the heartless nature of the
one whose faith has no works?  If so, then surely the
answer to the question, “What does it profit,” is answered
in the negative.  There is no profit toward one’s salva-
tion if personal encounters with needs do not produce a
positive response.

Those things that are “needful to the body” in this
context could refer to the survival of the destitute.  With-
out giving those things that are necessary for survival,
life is in danger.  We wonder what moves one to be so
hardened as to turn away from a brother who is in such
peril?  In the context James refers to the destitute as a
brother who would come and ask.  Out of hopelessness,
the destitute ask. Those who turn away the destitute have
no claim of being disciples of Jesus.  James’ conclusion
that he wants us to understand is that the disciple who
does not work for Jesus has a heart problem.  It is not
simply a problem of no works.  It is a problem of the
heart of those who feel no compassion, and thus they
are not moved into action.

3.  “Faith ... is dead”:  And surely it is.  Faith with-
out works is as a boat with only one oar.  It is driven
askew.  It is without direction.  It goes only in a circle of
death.  The word “dead” is used here in reference to
having no profit toward one’s salvation.  The deception
that James earlier introduced in 1:22 is in the fact that
some had become content to believe that faith alone is
profitable for salvation.  However, James seeks to ex-
emplify the extent of the deception by the vivid nature
of the illustration.  Those who claim to be Christian, and
yet, would not give that which is needful for the sur-
vival of others, are destitute of a heart that is necessary
for salvation.  One is truly deceived if he or she thinks
there is salvation in a faith that does not act.

B. By works faith is made perfect.

In the context of verses 18 - 24 James is directing us
toward a final conclusion.  That conclusion is, “You see
then that a man is justified by works and not by faith
only” (vs 24).  In order to arrive at this conclusion, James
seeks to illustrate through reason and the example of
Abraham the inseparable link between faith and works.
He makes his message salvational when he states that
we are “justified by works.”

But someone may say, “You have faith and I have works.”

Show me your faith without your works, and I will show
you my faith by my works.  You believe that there is one
God.  You do well.  The demons also believe and tremble.
But are you willing to know, O foolish man, that faith
without works is dead?  Was not Abraham our father jus-
tified by works when he offered Isaac his son on the al-
tar?  You see that faith was working with his works, and
by works was faith made perfect.  And the scripture was
fulfilled that says, “Abraham believed God and it was
credited to him for righteousness.”  And he was called
the friend of God.  You see then that a man is justified by
works and not by faith only.

1.  “Show me your faith ....”:  Verse 18 is the point.
“I will show you my faith by my works.”  The conclu-
sion is that the faith about which James is speaking can-
not be verbalized.  It must be shown through works, not
words.  The faith that saves, therefore, must be dem-
onstrated in the life of the believer.  It is thus impos-
sible to show one’s faith without works.  It is impossible
to expect salvation without a life of good works.

Many have less faith than demons (vs 19).  At least
the demons tremble as a result of their belief.  They know
that there is a God.  They know that they will face an
end of destruction (Mt 25:41).  Demons tremble, when
men without works who claim faith, are motionless.  We
conclude that the faith of a workless Christian is less
than that of demons.

“Are you willing to know” foolish disciple that a
dead faith will not bring one into eternal glory (vs 20)?
The doctrine of salvation by a faith that has no works is
here classified as foolish.  Could James have been more
blunt against the theology that justifies discipleship with-
out works.  Herein is our first indication of the great
apostasy of James’ day.  And herein we see history re-
peated by those today who would seek to claim faith
verbally, and yet have no demonstration of faith in their
lives.  In James’ words, salvation without a demonstra-
tion of faith is certainly a foolish doctrine promoted by
foolish theologians.

It is interesting to note how James introduces the
preceding thought.  “Are you willing to know?”  I have
found that workless Christians are not willing to know
their state of condemnation.  They are not willing to know
that faith alone will not save.  They are thus paranoid
about the doctrine of justification by works.  They have
an obsession with “salvation by faith,” to the point that
any teaching that would demand works must be con-
trary to “salvation by faith.”  They are simply not will-
ing to know what James is here teaching concerning the
necessity of good works in the life of a disciple.

2.  “Abraham ... justified by works”:  You might
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think that this is an extreme illustration of faith.  I be-
lieve, as James, that the foolishness of the workless faith
doctrine demands an extreme illustration.  But it is not
extreme when we consider the negative impact that a
group of accepted dead-faith disciples have on churches.
James is seeking to shock these disciples back to the
reality that God demands work, for it is by a working
faith and love that His children are known (Jn 13:34,35).

Genesis 22 is a demonstration of the extent to which
God expects our faith to go.  In Genesis 22:2 God in-
structed Abraham, “Take now your son, your only son
Isaac, whom you love, and go to the land of Moriah,
and offer him there as a burnt offering on one of the
mountains of which I shall tell you.”  In the very next
verse it is recorded, “So Abraham rose early in the
morning and saddled his donkey, and took two of his
young men with him, and Isaac his son; and he split the
wood for the burnt offering, and arose and went to the
place of which God had told him” (Gn 22:3).

Abraham rose early.  The command to make the of-
fering must have come in the night or the preceding day.
But since Abraham “rose early,” he must have slept
through the night.  What kind of faith is this that will
allow one to trust so confidently in God, even when asked
to offer one’s only son?

Without hesitation, Abraham arose early to carry out
the command.  There was no delay.  There was no hesi-
tation, no argument, no procrastination.  Immediate obe-
dience resulted from the command.  This is what an
Abrahamic faith does.  This is the type of faith God de-
mands.

It took Abraham and company more than three days’
journey to arrive at the place of offering (Gn 22:4).  Upon
arrival, Abraham first left the two young men at the ini-
tial camp.  “Stay here with the donkey; the lad and I will
go yonder and worship, and we will come back to you”
(Gn 22:5).  Abraham’s faith led him to say “we,” both
he and Isaac.  Without any previous illustration of bodily
resurrections in history, Abraham’s faith was in God’s
power to resurrect.  We must not think that Abraham
was going off with Isaac to bargain with God.  He in-
tended to carry out the command.  However, the He-
brew writer informs us that Abraham believed that God
would bring to life that which he would kill.  “He con-
cluded that God was able to raise him up, even from
the dead ...” (Hb 11:19).

Both the Genesis account and Hebrews 11:17 refer
to this incident as a “testing” of Abraham’s faith.  We
know he passed the test because of his performance.
Faith, therefore, that is manifested through obedience in
the life of the one who professes to believe, will pass the
test of God’s demands.  When commanded, Abraham

immediately headed for the place of offering.  His faith
acted.  When he and Isaac came to the place of offering,
he “stretched out his hand and took the knife to slay his
son” (Gn 22:10).  His faith worked without hesitation.
He lifted his hand because he believed in a resurrection
for which he had no proof.

So was Abraham justified by works (Js 2:21)?  Yea,
truly!  James 2:23 is a judgment statement.  James re-
fers to Scripture when he wrote, “Abraham believed God
and it was credited to him for righteousness.”  Abraham
was credited with righteousness because he acted on his
faith.  The conclusion is that one is not credited with
righteousness if he does not act on his faith.  A work-
less faith will always leave one in debt.

Of Abraham, James wrote, “And he was called the
friend of God” (Js 2:23).  And so we would conclude
that one who does not act on his faith is not a friend of
God.  A “friend of God” is one who not only obeys what
God says, he is one who works on the principle of doing
that which is good to all men (Gl 6:10).  He is the one
who works in thanksgiving for the grace of God (2 Co
4:15).  God’s true friends go to work for Him.

3.  “Not by faith only”:  I suppose some would ig-
nore this statement.  But James is very straightforward.
“You see then that a man is justified by works and not
by faith only” (Js 2:24).  James did not say one is justi-
fied by works alone.  Such would be legalism, seeking
to earn one’s way to heaven.  Neither did he say that one
is saved by faith alone.  Such would be ignoring the
good works that manifest a loving heart that is suitable
for eternal dwelling.  It is faith and works.  Without ei-
ther, there is no salvation.  Without faith, there is no
salvation.  Without initiated works, there is no salva-
tion.  If I understand correctly what James is saying, one
cannot be saved if there are no personal, self-initiated
good works in his or her life toward the needs of others.
In other words, if you are doing nothing, just sitting com-
fortably on a bench or pew on Sunday morning, you
have no reason to expect to be called to glory when
you die or when Jesus comes.  Quite scary, isn’t it!

When we see what Abraham did, we understand that
there is no friendship with God through a faith that does
not stimulate works.  There is no righteousness in refer-
ence to God without works.  Those who would idly sit on
pews without works of righteousness, should be reminded
of James’ introductory statements to this context, that they
not deceive themselves into thinking that they are saved
if they are not zealous of good works (Js 1:22).

C. Faith without works is dead.

James concludes his letter with an illustration from
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one who lived contemporary with, but outside the fel-
lowship of the people of God who experienced the mar-
velous miracles of God.  Rahab was a Gentile.  She had
only heard of the wonders of Israel’s exodus from Egypt.
And yet, she believed.  She would be as we who have
not personally experienced a miracle of God.  She was
more blessed because she believed without personally
witnessing that in which she believed.  She was not as
Thomas who needed visual confirmation in order to be-
lieve (Jn 20:25).  She would be in the group about whom
Jesus spoke, “Blessed are those who have not seen, and
yet have believed” (Jn 20:29).  She, as we, need no
miracle in order to have the type of faith that is pleasing
to God (Hb 11:6).  For Rahab, the testimony of others
was sufficient.  So we must dispel with this notion that
we must have a direct manifestation from Deity in order
to have the faith that moves one into action.  The ex-
ample of Rahab proves that strong faith can be built on
the testimony of others.

Likewise, was not Rahab the harlot justified by works
when she received the messengers and sent them out an-
other way? (Js 2:25)

1.  “Rahab the harlot”:  James again assumes that
his readers can correctly answer the question concern-
ing the justification of Rahab.  She was justified because
she received the spies of Israel (Ja 2 & 6).  “By faith the
harlot Rahab did not perish with those who did not be-
lieve, when she had received the spies with peace” (Hb
11:31).  It seems that Rahab stood alone in Jericho as a
believer.  We are given little information about her life.
She only believed the report that came to her concern-
ing the delivery of Israel from Egyptian captivity, Israel’s
conquest of neighboring kings, and how God had swal-
lowed up the Egyptian army in the Red Sea (Ja 2:8-13).
But because of the reports, she acted, though the others
of Jericho did not.  Their hearts melted with the reports,
but Rahab responded.  They trembled, but it takes more
than trembling to evidence a faith that justifies one be-
fore God.  Demons tremble, but disciples carry out their
faith with action.

Rahab lied in order to save the spies.  She “sent them
out another way” than what she told those who ques-
tioned her (Ja 2:4-7).  Her fear of God was greater than
her fear of man, for if she was caught in the lie by the
residents of Jericho, surely she would have paid with
her life.  Nevertheless, in this account, Rahab was justi-
fied by works.  And since verse 25 is a question, James
assumes that we will agree.

Her lie was justified by a higher law at the time.
Israel’s conquest of the land had priority.  It was the

same situation as David when he ate without sin the
showbread that was to be eaten only by the priests of
Israel (Nm 28:9,10; Mt 12:3,4), he too stood justified
before God by breaking the law.  His preservation as the
anointed king of Israel had priority over the law that the
priest only eat of the showbread.

2.  “The body without the spirit is dead”:  The next
time you look at a dead body, think of a faith that is not
manifested by works.  James’ definition of a Christian
without works is simply a dead Christian.  It is as the
preacher who one Sunday morning brought a coffin be-
fore the assembly, and placed it closed between himself
and the audience.  He preached on the subject, “The Dead
Church.”  Once the sermon was concluded, he asked for
each of the members to come forward and look into the
coffin in order to see a “dead church.”  As each member
passed by and looked in, he or she walked away shocked
and embarrassed.  The preacher had placed a mirror in
the coffin.  “For as the body without the spirit is dead,
so also faith without works is dead.”

James leaves us with a clear understanding of what
God expects of our faith.  God expects work, and if we
do not work, we cannot be saved.  His words are direct.
They cut to the very heart of a dead or dying church.
When a culture of lethargy sets into a group of Chris-
tians, direct words as these of James must cut as a sword.
They must cut out the lazy in order to preserve those
who want to work for Jesus.  This was the very founda-
tion upon which the mandate of 2 Thessalonians 3:6 was
written.  Some had quit their jobs.  They were living off
other disciples.  They were lazy.  Paul commanded, “...
withdraw yourselves from every brother who walks dis-
orderly and not after the tradition [of work] that he re-
ceived from us.”  He spoke as James.  “... if anyone is
not willing to work, neither let him eat” (2 Th 3:10).
The point is that one must work.

One principle for living the gospel is that when one
becomes a Christian, he comes to Christ to see what he
can give, not what he can get.  In obedience to the gos-
pel, one receives all those spiritual blessing that are in
Christ.  When one realizes what he has received, and
what he will receive in eternal heaven, he searches for
that which he can give in gratitude for his salvation, and
eventual reward in heaven.  If one comes into Christ to
see what he can get materially from others, then he has
obeyed the gospel for the wrong reason.  According to
the principles that were stated above, he cannot be a
Christian in fellowship with the body of Christ.  He is a
beggar who does not realize the blessing of the gospel
of Jesus Christ, and the reward of heaven that is yet to
come.
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Israel learned a great historical lesson from her cycle
of rebellions and restorations.  The nation had gone the
route of one thousand years of repetitive rebellions and
restorations by the time God allowed Babylon to take
the final two tribes into captivity.  They thus reaped the
whirlwind of blowing against the will of God.  The end
result was captivity, both Assyrian (722/21 B.C.) and
Babylonian (586 B.C.).  And at the end of this history of
turmoil, only a small remnant made their way back from
captivity to resettle the promised land.  They learned
through this divine discipline something that is best dis-
covered in their attitude and actions in rebuilding the
city of Jerusalem after the Babylonian captivity.  They
brought forth fruits of repentance.

When Cyrus came to the throne of the Medo-Per-
sian Empire in 538 B.C., Israel’s woes were over in ref-
erence to being in foreign captivity for their sins.  It was
a time in 536 B.C. for God’s people to start going home.
Zerubbabel led an initial group of the remnants in 536
B.C.  This was followed by Ezra’s group in 457 B.C.
And finally, Hanani came from Judah to Nehemiah in
the palace of Shushan in Babylon with a report concern-
ing the survivors of the captivity and the condition of
the city of Jerusalem.  The report was not good.  “The
survivors who are left from the captivity in the province
are there in great distress and reproach.  The wall of
Jerusalem is also broken down, and its gates are burned
with fire” (Ne 1:3).

When Nehemiah heard this report, he “sat down and
wept and mourned for many days” (Ne 1:4).  He fasted
and prayed.  After confessing the rebellion of Israel—
the reason for their disbursement among the nations—
Nehemiah recounted before God His promise of their
restoration to the promised land.  God had promised,
“... if you return to Me, and keep My commandments
and do them ... I will gather them from there [the land of
their captivity], and bring them to the place which I have
chosen as a dwelling for My name” (Ne 1:8,9).  And so
it happened.

Nehemiah went to Judah.  In the middle of the night,
and in the company of a few trusted friends, he surveyed
the destruction of Jerusalem.  He then presented his vi-
sion to the officials.  “You see the distress that we are in,
how Jerusalem lies waste, and its gates are burned with
fire.  Come and let us build the wall of Jerusalem, that
we may no longer be a reproach” (Ne 2:17).  After reas-
suring them that God would be with them, he urged,

“Let us rise up and build” (Ne 2:18).  What happened
next is one of the most remarkable stories of history that
is recorded in the Bible.  It is a story of determination
and accomplishment.  It is a story that reaffirms how
God made us, that is, if we are united in our goals, noth-
ing will be withheld from us which we determine to do
(Gn 11:6).

But before we get to the story of Nehemiah, we must
take a brief look at what had already happened in the
restoration of Israel to their homeland.  Ezra, a contem-
porary of with Nehemiah, recorded that the rebuilding
of the temple began in the days of Cyrus (Ez 3:8-13;
5:16).  However, opposition arose from the Samaritans
who were dwelling in the land (Ez 4:1-5).  The work
subsequently ceased during the early reign of the Medo-
Persian Darius (Ez 4:24).  While work was idle, the
people focused on their own living.  They began to live
comfortably while the city as a whole continued to lay
in ruins (See Ez 1:9).  God then sent the prophets Hag-
gai and Zechariah to motivate the people to continue the
reconstruction, which they did (Ez 4:24; 5:1ff).  During
the reign of Darius, reconstruction of the temple was
completed in 515 B.C. (Ez 6:13-16).  However, because
of persistent opposition, work again ceased on recon-
struction of the remainder of the city.  It was not until
the coming of Nehemiah in 444 B.C., over ninety years
after the initial return of captives in 536 B.C., that work
began in order to complete the remainder of the city.  It
was during the first year after Nehemiah’s arrival that
the walls of the city were eventually completed and a
national revival in faith occurred among the Jews (Ne
12:27 - 13:31).

But it took the remnant over ninety years to get the
job done.  There is a lot to be learned in this historical
fact.  I believe that the truths revealed in their inability
to accomplish the mission of rebuilding the city teaches
some very valuable lessons.

When Nehemiah first went to the promised land, his
mission was to complete reconstruction of the city and
to reform the spiritual life of the returnees.  After he
surveyed the ruins upon his arrival, he gave a stirring
exhortation to the residents.  The result of his exhorta-
tion was that “they set their hands to do this good work”
(Ne 2:18).  And work they did.  Against all opposition,
they set themselves to the task of bringing into reality
their dreams.  It thus took a unique leader to arise when
the time was right to stir a lethargic group into action.

Chapter 2

A MIND TO WORK
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However, when good things are about to happen, we
cannot expect Satan to stand in applause in the cheap
seats.  Quite the opposite.  The determined workers faced
the opposition Sanballat, Tobiah and Geshem.  Nehemiah
said, “They laughed us to scorn and despised us” (Ne
2:19).  So he answered their ridicule by encouraging the
workers, “The God of heaven Himself will prosper us”
(Ne 2:20).  But the workers’ antagonists persisted.  They
mocked the zealous workers (Ne 4:1).  “What are these
feeble Jews doing?” (Ne 4:2).  “Whatever they build, if
even a fox goes up on it, he will break down their stone
wall” (Ne 4:3).  And so the opposition continued.  There
were continued threats.  Continued ridicule.  Slander.
There was even a conspiracy to kill Nehemiah (Ne 6).

But through the continual encouragement of Ne-
hemiah, the determined workers persisted.  They were
able to persist against such great odds because of a spirit
that Nehemiah generated in their hearts.  That spirit was,
“The people had a mind to work” (Ne 4:6).  If they had
not this spirit, they would certainly have succumbed to
the tremendous opposition they faced during the recon-
struction.  But because the people had a mind to work,
the walls and city were rebuilt.  Good leaders know how
to stir up the group to love and do good works.

In Genesis 11 it is stated that God came down from
heaven during the days when men sought to accomplish
the misguided goal of building a tower whose top would
be in the heavens.  Though their goal and purpose was
wrong, God made a statement about the nature of man
which He had created: “... nothing that they propose to
do will be withheld from them” (Gn 11:6).  God cre-
ated us with this nature.  If we make a plan, establish a
goal, have a united mind to work, nothing will be with-
held from us which we determine to do.  This is our
blessing from our Creator.  It can be used for great things.
In the case of the tower of Babel, this nature was used to
accomplish a goal that was contrary to the will of God.
Nevertheless, we can do fantastic things if we have a
mind to work in unison toward a common goal.

Judah’s situation during the days prior to the arrival
of Nehemiah, as well as Nehemiah’s leadership, does
illustrate a problematic condition that often sets in among
disciples.  Think about this for a moment.  The first cap-
tives arrived in 536 B.C.  Nehemiah did not arrive in
Judah until 444 B.C.  I realize that we do not know the
exact dates of the specific events, however, just for specu-
lation, subtract 444 from 536.  The result is ninety-two
years.  The walls of the city and the city itself lay in
waste until ninety-two years after the initial return of
captives from Babylon.  In fact, the whole generation
of older returnees would have died before Nehemiah
arrived on the scene and did his work of reconstruc-

tion and completion of the walls of the city.
I suppose the initial returnees had accomplished their

own personal goal.  They did make a decision and carry
out the goal of returning to the land.  In their enthusi-
asm, these first returnees did begin the work of recon-
structing the temple, which task was completed.  How-
ever, their goal of rebuilding all the city stopped in the
face of opposition from the residents who were already
in the land upon their arrival.

The returnees then focused on building a comfort-
able life for themselves.  In reference to the Jews’ initial
goal, the opposition to rebuild the city prevailed during
the ninety-two years of idleness.  Satan had accomplished
his goal of discouraging the people.  Whatever the situ-
ation was at the time of Nehemiah’s call, it was a situa-
tion over which Nehemiah cried and grieved for many
days when it was first reported to him (Ne 1:4).  After
ninety-two years, the job had not been done.  I suppose
that is something over which any serious leader would
cry and grieve.  A ninety year old dead church is nothing
about which to rejoice, even though its attendance might
be in the thousands.  It would be something that Ne-
hemiah, the preacher, cried about.  And in this case, the
people needed to repent and get to work.

Is there any crying and grieving among us today con-
cerning the incomplete building of the church through-
out the world?  Where are our crying Nehemiahs?  Does
a whole generation of discouraged and lethargic church-
goers have to die before there can be a revival?  The
initial returnees had dreams.  But because of opposi-
tion, their dreams faded away in the midst of their build-
ing a comfortable life for themselves.  Is this necessary
with God’s kingdom business today?  When a lethargic
culture is established in a church, must that whole group
die before a church can get growing again?

Why would a generation of returnees sit idly by while
the city laid in ruins?  There is at least one reason why
this can happen.  When a group, or society as a whole
establish a norm in behavior, the few cannot over-
come the masses who maintain the norm.  It takes
exceptional leadership to revive dead movements, if the
movements can be revived at all.  The leadership that is
necessary to revive dead dreams must be willing to take
the blows.  As Nehemiah, they must be willing to en-
dure ridicule (Ne 2:19), mocking (Ne 4:1-3), con-
spiracy (Ne 6:1,2) and slander (Ne 6:5-7).  If the lead-
ership of a restorational paradigm shift is not willing to
accept what comes from the opposition, no walls will be
built, no cities rebuilt, no world will be evangelized.
Unmotivated citizens will allow the city of God to re-
main in ruins until leadership cries and mourns over the
incomplete work of God in our lives.
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The problem with the initial leadership that arrived
in Palestine was that their bodies had arrived in Judah,
but their minds were still held in captivity back in
Babylon.  When the generation of the initial returnees
died, they had passed on to their sons and daughters an
insecure spirit that easily succumbed to opposition. Their
fathers had been second rate citizens in Babylonian cap-
tivity for so long that they could not think for themselves.
They had been told what to do, how to do it, and when
to do it, for so long, that they could not make their own
decisions.  There was a real insecurity among the initial
returnees, so real that they could not emotionally pre-
vail against the opposing leadership who were in Judah
upon their arrival, which leadership still prevailed at the
time of Nehemiah’s arrival.  The local leadership, a cross
between Jews who had been left from previous destruc-
tions and those imported into Palestine by Assyria and
Babylonia, and a few Arabs, had established their own
culture.  They controlled the local scene.  They thus im-
posed on the returnees that they had to fit in with the
established norms of the culture.  Thus, the new arrivals
seemingly had no chance for a spiritual revival that would
be symbolized by the rebuilding of Jerusalem.  The lo-
cal, established culture was too great, and the minds of
the returnees were still suffering from the bondage of a
seventy-year captivity in Babylon.  Among a resident
people who no longer considered Israel the covenanted
people of God or who considered the purpose of God to
be accomplished through Israel, there was great opposi-
tion about the Jews establishing any identity for them-
selves

Does this sound like a modern-day church drama?
Are there churches that have compromised the purity of
their Christianity with the culture of indifference in which
they live?  Are we led by insecure leaders who have no
guts, grit and gall to stand against ridicule, mocking,
conspiracy and slander?  Have surrounding religions es-
tablished the status quo to the extent that our desire to
fit in is stronger than our desire to build the city of God?
Do we fear men more than God?  Is it that we leave our
Nehemiahs out there to take the blows of opposition in
order that they be brought back into line with the norms
of lethargy?  Does our existing leadership fear the es-
tablished religious culture of the society in which we
live more than they fear the God for whom they should
be working in order to accomplish God’s mission?  Has
living comfortably become more important than build-
ing the temple of God among the nations of the world?
Have we simply just forgotten who we are, and thus we
have given ourselves over to become like the religious
nations around us?

We must give credit to the initial returnees of Israel.

After all, they had a “mind to work” upon their arrival
in Palestine.  The temple was rebuilt.  But they eventu-
ally became intimidated by their circumstances, and thus
gave up the mission to rebuild the entire city.  They be-
came discouraged by opposition, and subsequently, died.
Every Sabbath they sat there in their pews, reading in
the prophets about great times in the past, the way it
was.  They read about the great stories of how their fore-
fathers defied the Pharaoh of Egypt.  They read about
how Samson beat up on the Philistines, how David led
the nation to have a national identity, and how Hezekiah
prevailed against the armies of Assyria.  Those were great
stories.  For ninety years they were told every Sabbath
about the glories of their heritage.  But they did noth-
ing!  A whole generation died off and a new, more se-
cure generation that did not have the insecure mindset
of captivity, came on the scene.  It was now time for
God to raise up a new leader for a new generation.

When the time was right, God sent a new type of
leader to Palestine.  Upon his arrival, the intimidation
by those opposing their work was so bad that Nehemiah
had to survey and plan in secret before he launched his
appeal to the people.  And when the new generation of
people caught the vision of his appeal, and was inspired
by the strength of Nehemiah’s leadership, the challenge
brought to life a mind to work.  And work they did.
Within a year after Nehemiah’s arrival, the reconstruc-
tion of the city was completed.

Where are the Nehemiahs among us who have the
strength to lead the church off pews and into the hedges
and highways?  Where is the leadership that is neces-
sary to bring to life a “mind to work” that lies within the
heart of every believer?  Leadership means that some
individuals must be willing to take the blows from Sa-
tan in order to do that which is right.  Leadership means
that there must be those who can risk standing above the
norm in order to bring out of those who maintain the
norm, a mind to work, and thus launch a restoration to
what it was when we came out of captivity.

There is always chaos produced when norms are
changed.  Paradigm shifts in society come with great
pain.  Nevertheless, leadership is identified by the
ability to survey the needs, determine that which must
be done, and then call on those who maintain the
norm to break into a new paradigm.  Those leaders
who are insecure cannot do this.  Their insecurity is al-
ways soothed by fitting in with the established culture
of the majority.  We might say that the insecure can never
lead God’s people to where God wants them to be sim-
ply because their faith is in the type of leadership that is
demanded by the masses, not in their conviction to fol-
low God’s desires at all cost.  They are thus leaders who
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are called by churches that seek preachers who will
scratch their itching ears.

We must remember that insecure leadership will
never complete the job.  It takes leadership that knows
how to mourn, pray and fast over the ruins of the city.
These leaders can inspire people to have a mind to work.
Unfortunately, the leaders who are produced by a le-
thargic church culture cannot get the job done.  It often
takes an imported leader as Moses or Paul to get the
people off the benches and into the work.

I do not know where Nehemiah gained his sense of
confidence.  It could possibly be the result of the situa-
tion he was in while still in Babylon.  He was “in Shushan
the palace” (Ne 1:1).  It was over eighty years since
Cyrus came to the throne of the Medo-Persian Empire
and made the decree to send the first captives back to
their homelands.  Nehemiah, therefore, was born into
and grew up as a free man in Babylon.  He grew up in a
palace culture which evidently instilled within him a
culture of confidence.  Though a Jew in the land of Gen-
tiles, he grew up a free man.  His mind was free from the
“bondage mentality” of his forefathers.  His thinking had
not been molded by the indifferent culture of the Judean
people who had ceased rebuilding the city.

Nehemiah represented a new generation of leader-
ship.  He was not a captive in Babylon.  He grew up
when the apartheid of Jewish slaves was over in Baby-
lon.  He was a full citizen of society, and thus had the
opportunity of having the prominent work as a cupbearer
for the king of Babylon (Ne 2:1).  He was simply a free
Jew living in a prominent place in Shushan.

Nehemiah was the new “postmodern” Jew with a
vision for greater things.  Many years before, the fathers
of Israel had already returned to Judah with Zerubabbel.
Their leadership at least took Nehemiah’s fathers back
to the land.  Though that generation of leadership ac-
complished some good things, they failed to rebuild com-
pletely the city of Jerusalem.  They continued to suffer
with the complexes of the captives.  They were inse-
cure.  They were men who found it difficult to dream,
have visions of great things, and lead against the con-
sensus of their captors.

Nehemiah’s generation of leadership, however, was
quite different.  They grew up in a time when a Jew was
no longer a captive in Babylonian territory.  In fact, the
deliverance of the Jews in Babylonia during the days of
Esther advanced the Jews to prominence throughout the
Babylonian Empire.  Nehemiah’s generation, therefore,
was a people with confidence.  They were people who
could think for themselves.  They grew up in a situation
where freedom allowed them to make and accomplish
goals.  And so, God waited for Nehemiah’s generation

of leadership to arise before He called a leader who could
overcome great opposition in order to accomplish the
final rebuilding of the mother city, Jerusalem.  The time
was right for a man as Nehemiah.

The problem with culturally prepared leadership is
that the leadership is always loaded with the baggage of
the culture.  This is both good and bad.  It is bad in the
sense that “captivity cultures” bring forth insecure lead-
ership.  However, it is good when the bells of freedom
ring.  Cultural changes will then produce a more confi-
dent leadership.  Free people can think freely, dream to
the limit, and have a mind to work for their dreams.  The
nature of man—“nothing will be withholden from
them which they determine to do” —can be realized
only in a culture of freedom.  And now we understand
why Jesus brought us freedom from the bondage of le-
galistic religiosity.  When we are free indeed, then in-
deed we can dream and work.  Only truly free people
can bring to the surface their mind to work.  Only truly
free people can break the bondage of lethargy and re-
build the city.  Truly free churches develop Nehemiahs.
This is thus a great thing for churches that break free
from a culture of legalism and political religious bond-
age.  They can truly produce a new secure leadership
that can take disciples out of stagnation into an era of
growth.  When men’s minds are set free, they have an
opportunity to excel in all things to the glory of God.

This new leadership will take disciples back to work.
It will no longer be satisfied with sitting idly as specta-
tors listening to sages from the stages.  It is a leadership
that will lead people to hands-on involvement.  It is a
leadership that will lead from the front with a sword in
one hand and a working instrument in the other.  It will
not focus on endless “business meetings” of discussions
of the old days and what we should be doing.  The busi-
ness meetings will be gone as a course of personally
involved workers drown out the voices of those who said
it could never be done.  We thus call for those Nehemiahs
among us who will bring out of us a mind to work.

What many Christians fail to understand is that the
gospel is inherently motivational.  When one fully un-
derstands all that the incarnate Son of God did for us in
giving up being in the form of God in order to take upon
Himself flesh, then we are motivated.  We are motivated
out of our comfort zones as the Son of God was moti-
vated out of heaven because He loved us.  If we are not
move by that same love to go to work for others, then
we do not understand why we were created in Christ
Jesus by our obedience to the gospel (See Ep 4:10).
Christians work because they are motivated to walk in
gratitude for what Jesus did for them, not only at the
cross, but also what it took for Him to get to the cross.
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Jesus came into the world to work in order that we
believe.  Because we believe in response to His work,
we work.  No one can assume that he believes that Jesus
is the Christ and Son of God, therefore, unless he mani-
fests his belief by working in response to God’s grace
through Jesus.  In our relationship with God, work is
always the evidence of our belief.  That was James’
proposition of James 2:14-26.  In the Christian faith, no
one can claim belief without a life of good deeds.  Let’s
see if that was what was manifested in the life of Jesus
who gave us an example of behavior.

Evidential works give witness to the one from which
the work originates.  By “evidential” I mean that the
works are the proof of both origin and inner nature.  The
works of Jesus gave evidence to His origin.  The be-
nevolent works He did gave evidence to His nature, or
character.  This principle is true in reference to the Chris-
tian life.  Our works are evidence of the One from whom
we come.  We are sent forth from Jesus.  Our works are
also the evidence of our nature.  We are born again, and
our new birth is evidenced by the works we do.

A. Jesus gave evidence of His origin.

Jesus came down from an environment of the super-
natural.  He was not of this world, and for this reason,
incarnation was necessary in order to bring Him into the
environment of those He sought to save (Ph 2:5-8).
Before the incarnation, Jesus was spirit as God (Jn 4:24).
He thus had to be incarnate into the flesh of man in or-
der to be among those He created (Jn 1:1,14).  However,
in order to prove that He was originally not of this world,
evidence of His preexistence and Deity had to be given.

Jesus could not simply state that He was Deity un-
less there was evidence of the fact from the origin from
which He came.  A claim to the fact of Deity, without
evidence, would only lead us to conclude that Jesus was
simply a lunatic, a master deceiver.  Therefore, the evi-
dence of His supernatural origin had to be something
from the environment from which He came.  If He came
from a heavenly environment, then we would want from
Him a taste of heaven.  And thus, He brought the work
of His native environment into a world that was con-
fined to physical laws.  His miraculous works, there-
fore, were not simply for benevolent purposes.  They
were evidences to confirm who He was, and from where
He came.  Jesus’ miraculous work was necessary for us

to believe who He was.
Now keep in mind that the evidence of Jesus’ nature

and origin was miraculous simply because of who He
was and from where He came.  He was not ordinary in
origin as man.  And thus, we would not expect the evi-
dence of who He was to be ordinary.  As we journey
through the principle that one’s works prove his origin
and nature, we must not write off the evidential nature
of our works because they are not miraculous as Jesus’
works.  Jesus’ benevolent work was healing a crippled
arm or leg.  Our benevolent work is to feed those who
cannot feed themselves.  We would not be so arrogant
as to seek to copy Jesus’ miraculous works.  His works
stand unique in the fact that He was and is the only be-
gotten Son of God, and as such, He had to prove through
His works that He was who He claimed to be (Jn 3;2).
Nevertheless, the principle of evidential good works
stands true regardless of the nature of the works that
are worked.

B. Light is manifested through work.

Jesus stated a principle in Matthew 5:16.  “Let your
light so shine before men, that they may see your good
works and glorify your Father who is in heaven.”  In
order that His Father be glorified, Jesus had to do the
work of His Father.  He was the light of the world be-
cause He did the work of the environment from which
He came (Jn 8:12).  However, in order for us to see the
light in Him, He had to manifest in an open miraculous
manner the light from which He came.  That light was
manifested in the very works that He did.

The purpose of His works opens the door for under-
standing why it is necessary that His disciples manifest
good deeds in order for them to manifest the light that is
in them.  They must manifest that light through works.
No disciple of Jesus can say he has the light unless oth-
ers can see that light in his life.  The nature of light is
that it can be seen.  If it cannot, then there is no light.  It
is only darkness.  And so, a “Christian” who claims to
be such without the light of good deeds is truly hypo-
critical.  He has simply hijacked the name without the
evidence of good works that prove his claim

This is the inseparable relationship between who one
claims to be Christian and the light (good works) that
manifests that he is a Christian.  Jesus made a claim of
Deity.  We make the claim of being Christian.  He mani-
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fested the light of God through the miraculous works
He did (See 1 Jn 1:1-3).  We manifest who we are by
what we do, that is, letting our light (works) shine be-
fore men.  As we would certainly judge Jesus an arro-
gant fake if He had manifested no miraculous works, so
others will judge us arrogant fakes if we do not manifest
the light of Jesus in us through our good works.

C. Jesus came to do the work of God.

This brings us to the ministry of Jesus, to the work
He had to accomplish.  His primary mission was to be
the atoning sacrifice for man.  However, in order for
Him to accomplish this mission, He had to prove to the
world that He was who He said He was, that is, the only
begotten Son of God (Jn 3:16).  And in order to prove
this claim, He had to do the works of the One who sent
Him.

The primary book in the New Testament that was
written with the theme of giving us evidence that Jesus
was the Christ and Son of God, is the book of John.  The
theme of John’s witness to the deity of Jesus was the
works that He did.  John wrote that we might believe
that Jesus was the Christ and Son of God (Jn 20:30,31).
In order to prove his proposition, John focused on that
which would prove beyond a shadow of a doubt that
Jesus did not originate from this earthly environment of
physical laws.  Jesus did the work of God, and thus John
recorded that which He did.  And in doing so, he proved
that Jesus was the Christ and Son of God.

In order to identify the deity of Jesus, both Jesus
and John used the word ergon (work), the common word
of the day that expressed something that one does which
can be witnessed by others.  Jesus was willing to rest
His case on the fact that the work (ergon) that He did
would prove that He was from God.  In one of His initial
confrontations with the religious leaders concerning the
works He did, Jesus said, “But I have greater witness
than that of John. For the works that the Father has
given Me to accomplish—the very works that I do—
bear witness of Me, that the Father has sent Me” (Jn
5:36).

John the Baptist certainly did a great work.  How-
ever, he worked no miracles.  The fact that Jesus did
miraculous work gave witness to the fact that He was
from God.  Jesus’ miracles, therefore, were not worked
in order to satisfy the idle curiosity of men, but to con-
firm that He came from the Father.  The witness of the
works was that He came from the Father.

As Jesus had instructed the righteous to let their good
works shine before unbelievers (Mt 5:16), so did He.  It
was only natural that Jesus work in order that the Fa-

ther in heaven be glorified.  And thus, we learn the true
purpose for good works.  Jesus accused the religious
leaders, “But all their works they do to be seen by men”
(Mt 23:5).  There is a difference in working in order to
be seen by men and working in order to give glory to
God.  Good works are necessary to manifest our origin.
But good works are not for the purpose of bringing glory
to ourselves, or even the church, since we are the church.
We let our light shine (good works) in order that the
Father be glorified as Jesus worked in order to give glory
to the Father.  Works that are done out of a motive for
self-recognition lose their shine.

D. The disciples realized that they must work.

The disciples of Jesus realized soon into Jesus’ min-
istry that doing the work of God was necessary.  “What
shall we do,” they asked Jesus, “so that we might work
the works of God?” (Jn 6:28).  Every disciple of Jesus
must ask this question.  Those who do not, have no right
to plagiarize the name “Christian.”  How can one claim
to be of Christ when he or she does not want to do the
work of God?

Jesus answered the disciples’ question by stating the
purpose of all good works.  “This is the work of God,
that you believe in Him whom He has sent” (Jn 6:29).
Belief is the foundation upon which good works are mo-
tivated.  God worked through Jesus in order to produce
a belief in us that would move us to do good works.
This establishes the reason why Jesus came to do the
work of God.  The purpose of His work was salvational
in order to produce a community of believers who would
go to work for Him.  He came to lay the foundation upon
which all our good works come forth.

John wrote that Jesus worked that we might believe
that He is the Christ and Son of God (Jn 20:30,31).  When
John wrote the apologetical words of John 20:30,31, he
meant more than mental ascent, more than intellectual
knowledge and understanding that Jesus was the Christ
and Son of God.  Our belief that Jesus is the Christ
and Son of God must move us to work the work of
God.  The gospel according to John is written, there-
fore, to produce good works, for through good works
we manifest our belief in Jesus as the Christ and Son of
God.  This is the work of God, that we work because of
our belief.

E. Belief is manifested by work.

The example of work that Jesus did was for our be-
lief.  His work was apologetical (evidential), and in be-
ing such, His works have become the foundation of our
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faith to believe who He said He was.
Jesus was in Jerusalem during one of the Jewish

feasts of Dedication.  In John 10, it is recorded that some
Jews came to Him in order to confront Him concerning
who He was.  They complained, “How long will You
keep us in doubt?  If You are the Christ, tell us plainly”
(Jn 10:24).  The fact was that Jesus had already “told”
them who He was.  But they were not listening to how
He “told” them.  He answered their complaint, “I told
you and you did not believe. The works that I do in My
Father’s name, they bear witness of Me” (Jn 10:25).
His “telling” was not in words, but in works.  And so it
always is.  “Show me your faith without your works,
and I will show you my faith by my works” (Js 2:18).
Good works are always the evidence of what God de-
mands in order to prove our faith.  There are no short-
cuts to prove our faith.  There are no words, no good
intentions, no statements made.  Belief in Jesus is al-
ways manifested through good works in our lives.

No church business meeting will ever prove the faith
of those who attend.  Only when disciples report back
concerning what they have done will the true disciples
of the group be identified.  It is for this reason that “faith-
fulness” in attendance to church meetings can never be
the evidence of discipleship.  In order to identify our-
selves as disciples, people must see what we do, not our
presence alone.  By your fruits I will know you.  By
your light I will know that you are a disciple.  If neither
of us manifest any good works, then we cannot identify
one another as disciples of Jesus.

It is because of the preceding fact that one of the
greatest theological errors of the centuries was con-
structed.  That error is the theology that attendance to
church assemblies manifests “faithfulness.”  It is believed
that as long as one’s name is checked off the “regular”
assembly chart, he or she can be considered “faithful.”
We have thus legally soothed our consciences by our
perfect attendance records.  We have pacified the lazy
by allowing them to idly sit on benches and pews in
order to listen to our postulations from pulpits.

But consider again the purpose of Jesus’ works.  His
miraculous works not only told the Jews who He was,
the works also told them of the One the works glorified.
He came to do the works of the Father, and by doing
such, the Father was glorified.  It is the same with the
disciple.  We go forth in our communities in order to let
our light shine.  But our light (good works) that origi-
nates from Jesus gives glory to our Father.  Attendance
gives no glory to God.  Attendance gives us the glory,
for everyone considers us faithful when we show up.
But if perfect attendance is all that we have to show for
our faith, then how is God going to be glorified by our

good works?
The Jews did not like Jesus’ answer in John 10 since

they rightly concluded what He was saying.  Because of
His works, they understood His claim that He came from
the Father.  They subsequently “took up stones again to
stone Him” (Jn 10:31).  And should any disciple of Jesus
expect anything less?  The very behavior that proves the
origin of the disciple will bring on the persecution of
those who do not like the light that shines from them
(Mt 5:10-12).  If there is no persecution in a world of
darkness, then we must conclude that our works are not
sufficient to prove who we are.  In fact, if there are no
stones thrown our way, then there are no works to prove
who we are.

Instead of backing down from the Jews’ threat, Jesus
reminded them again,  “Many good works I have showed
you from My Father. For which of those works do you
stone Me?” (Jn 10:32).  The Jews clearly understood
what Jesus was claiming through His miraculous works.
They understood that He was claiming to be from God.
They thus answered Jesus,  “For a good work we do not
stone You. But for blasphemy, and because You, being a
man, make Yourself God” (Jn 10:33).  They made the
right conclusion.  Jesus did make Himself God because
He worked the works of Him who sent Him.  He was
willing to base His case on the fact and truth of what He
did.  “If I do not do the works of My Father,” He said,
“do not believe Me” (Jn 10:37).

His point was that we must believe in Him because
we believe in what He did.  If He had not done the works
of the Father, then He was just another good teacher,
and no more than that.  On the other hand, if He truly
did what John recorded that He did, then everything
changes.  Jesus said to the Jews, “But if I do them [the
works], though you do not believe Me, believe the works
so that you may know and understand that the Father
is in Me and I in Him” (Jn 10:38).  And herein is the
apologetic of Jesus’ good works.  His works identified
Him to be from God.

There is also apologetical evidence in the good works
of the disciple of Jesus.  Our good works identify us to
be from Him because we believe He is from God.  When
glory is given to God for what we do, then our light
shines for God.  The point is that if there is no shining
through good works, then there is no evidence that
we are from God.  As good works in the name of Jesus
give evidence that one is a Christian, the lack of the same
proves that one is not a Christian.  Since Jesus would
not expect us to believe who He was without the good
works from the Father, then certainly we must not ex-
pect others to believe that we are Christians if there
are no good works to prove our case.
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It would take only one valid work to ignite the flame
of belief in Jesus.  Jesus said, “I have done one work
and you all marvel” (Jn 7:21).  Well, yes.  John records
only seven of Jesus’ miracles, and apologizes that books
could have been written of the many works that He did
(Jn 21:25).  But if it would take only one miracle to
prove His sonship, we would assume that His works
would be of the nature of His deity.  And this is John’s
point in John 21:25.  His life was a life of the miracu-
lous.  “And Jesus went about all Galilee ... healing all
kinds of sickness and all kinds of disease among the
people” (Mt 4:23).  What else would we expect from
the Son of God?  And what else would others expect of
us?  If we claim to be sons of God by faith, then cer-
tainly we must go about with all good works.

E. Disciples must finish their course of work.

There is urgency about moving into action, about
getting the job done.  Jesus sought to emphasize this
point with the disciples during His ministry with them.
“We must work the works of Him who sent Me while it is
day. The night is coming when no one can work” (Jn
9:4).  When it comes to doing the work of God there is
something urgent about getting the job done.  Those who
truly believe realize this.  A truly zealous disciple will
always be driven by the thinking that “time is momen-
tary.”  We are but a vapor that appears for a moment,
and then vanishes away (Js 1:11).  And for this reason,
the truly grateful to God always feel that they do not
have enough time to thank God through good works for
their salvation.

At the conclusion of the ministry of Jesus, and while
in His final days in Jerusalem, Jesus made some neces-
sary final statements to His disciples.  In a personal con-
versation with the twelve, He said,  “Do you not believe
that I am in the Father and the Father in Me? The words
that I speak to you I speak not from Myself. But the
Father who dwells in Me, He does the works” (Jn
14:10).  It was as if Jesus wanted to reassure them be-
fore they endured the tremendous test of their faith they
were about to experience during His trials and crucifix-
ion.  He exhorted them to believe.  However, in the tri-
als that they were about to experience, He wanted them
to focus on the works that He had done in their presence
to prove that the Father was in Him.  “Believe Me that I
am in the Father and the Father in me. Otherwise, be-
lieve Me for the very works themselves” (Jn 14:11).
Their belief must continue because they had the empiri-
cal evidence of personally experiencing the works.  It
would be that belief, therefore, that would present the
opportunity for them to do greater works.  Their works

would be greater in that they would do more works.
“Truly, truly, I say to you, he who believes in Me, the
works that I do he will do also. And greater works than
these he will do, because I go to My Father” (Jn 14:12).
Jesus did His works during a brief ministry on earth.
They had many years to come in their ministries during
which they could glorify the Father through works.

Jesus gave unbelievers the best shot that could ever
be given.  He did the works of the Father.  He gave glory
to the Father.  And because no one of His immediate
audiences could thus plead ignorance, they were with-
out excuse.  “If I had not done among them the works
that no one else did, they would have no sin. But now
they have both seen and hated both Me and My Father”
(Jn 15:24).  He had clearly manifested who He was.  His
claim was that His works were sufficient for people to
believe on Him.  And thus Jesus could finalize His min-
istry by having accomplished all the work that He was
destined to do.  “I have glorified You on the earth. I
have finished the work that You gave Me to do” (Jn 17:4).

What is interesting about Jesus’ statement of John
17:4 is the past tense that He used in reference to His
work.  “I have finished the work ....”  This statement
was made before the atoning work of the cross.  The
statement, therefore, must refer to the work of His min-
istry.  His ministry work—if John 20:30,31 is an expla-
nation of the evidential purpose of His work—was to
work in order to evidence the fact that He was the Christ
and Son of God.  His resurrection was a declaration
that He was the Son of God.  Paul wrote that He was
“declared to be the Son of God ... by the resurrection”
(Rm 1:4).  Paul did not say that He was proved to be the
Son of God by the resurrection.  We must conclude with
John that His works were sufficient evidence of His son-
ship.  We must also conclude with Paul that His resur-
rection was the declaration of the fact of His sonship.
By the time of the resurrection, Jesus had already worked
the work of the Father to prove His sonship.

I think we can apply the same principle in identify-
ing Christians.  The Christian’s good works are a decla-
ration of who he is, that he is a son of God.  He is cer-
tainly a son of God by obedience to the gospel.  How-
ever, the works after obedience to the gospel are a dec-
laration of the fact.  This is the principle behind Jesus’
statement of Matthew 7:17-20.

Even so every good tree brings forth good fruit, but a
bad tree brings forth bad fruit.  A good tree cannot bring
forth bad fruit, nor can a bad tree bring forth good fruit.
Every tree that does not bring forth good fruit is cut down
and thrown into the fire.  Therefore, by their fruits you
will know them.
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Christians are the good trees.  “Therefore, by their
fruits you will know them.”  I think Jesus’ point is clear.
The only way I can know that you are a disciple is by
your good fruit.  For those who wear the name “Chris-
tian,” but have not the fruit, are really not who they say
they are.

I understand that the historical context of Matthew
7 is the ministry of Jesus to the Jewish nation in view of
the A.D. 70 conclusion of that nation.  The bad trees
would all be removed in the destruction of national Is-
rael in A.D. 70.  But if A.D. 70 is any illustration of the
final judgment, all fruitless trees will be removed.  There
is no hope for a fruitless disciple.

Unbelievers will often bring persecution against the
disciples of Jesus because of the disciples’ continuous
witness in their presence of the good works that prove
that Jesus is their king.  A disciple may be silenced in
speaking the name of Jesus in his community.  How-
ever, good works keep preaching even though one may
not be able to speak one word of the gospel.  Could this
be the background of Peter’s statement in 1 Peter 3:15?
“But sanctify Christ as Lord God in your hearts and be
ready always to give a defense to everyone who asks

you a reason for the hope that is in you, yet with meek-
ness and fear.”

In a hostile environment of unbelievers one may not
be able to speak.  But unbelievers will rarely stop one
from doing good works.  And if the curiosity of the un-
believer is aroused, then there can be the opportunity to
explain the origin of the light that is shining from the
working disciple.  Our problem may be that no one is
asking concerning the hope that is in us.  They are not
asking because there is no work that stimulates the ques-
tions.  If no one has ever asked you concerning the hope
that is in you, then I would certainly be alerted to the
fact that no light is shining through any good works.

Would it be possible for each one of us to lay down
his or her head on the pillow of death and say that we
finished the work that God has given each of us to do?
Our belief must move us to work the work of God until
death terminates our labor in the vineyard.  Can we say at
the final hour of our life that we gave it our best shot?
Can we say, “I have fought the good fight.  I have finished
my course.  I have kept the faith” (2 Tm 4:7)?  If not, then
it is a time for repentance in order to do the first works.  In
order to “keep the faith,” we must work the faith.

How many times have you heard this or that excuse
why someone would not help in doing a particular work?
Jesus even left a specific parable for us to let us know
that this is not a new problem.  In the parable of the
great banquet, those who were invited “all with one ac-
cord began to make excuse” (Lk 14:18).  One said, “I
have bought a piece of ground,” and another said that
he had “bought five yoke of oxen” (Lk 14:18,19).  You
know the rest of the story.  When it comes to Jesus’ invi-
tation to discipleship, the excuses are without end.

Some excuses to avoid involvement are valid.  They
would thus not be excuses, but reasons.  But what James
stated in James 4:17 is still true.  “Therefore, to him who
knows to do good and does not do it, to him it is sin.”
With that caution, we would do well to be careful about
making excuses, or giving reasons that are really excuses.

Excuses are made only when work is involved.  We
make no excuses about doing our own thing.  We make
excuses in order to do our own thing instead of fulfilling
our responsibility toward others.  Jesus focused on this
problem in defining the nature of the kingdom.  He gave
a trilogy of parables that are recorded in Matthew 25 in
order to define the work ethic that should be indicative

of His disciples.  Each of the three parables bring us to
the same conclusion.  That conclusion is that if one would
be a disciple of Jesus, self-initiated works must be a
life-style, not an occasional occurrence in our lives.
The conclusion of the parables teaches that Christians
should be very careful about making excuses to avoid
responsibility.

It is surprising to notice that the nature of many of
the parables of Jesus is on the activity of the characters
in the parables.  Jesus seeks to focus our minds on work,
involvement, and being busy with kingdom business.  As
we survey through the three parables of Matthew 25,
please notice carefully the emphasis Jesus places on
doing the work of the kingdom as an absolute life-style
for the justified.

A. The absentminded virgins (Mt 25:1-13):

The three parables of Matthew 25 are scary, since
all three are stated in the context of a final end of na-
tional Israel.  Since Jesus takes the illustration of the
parables beyond the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70
(Mt 25:46), the point of all three parables is applicable

Chapter 4
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to Christians until He comes again in His final coming.
A.D. 70 was judgment for those who were not prepared
for the end of national Israel.  The end of time or our
death will be final judgment for all the living who are
not prepared for the coming of Jesus.

The first parable of the trilogy is commonly entitled
the parable of the Virgins.  Spare me the necessity of
going into all the details of the parable.  I think we need
to look at the parable from the viewpoint of the general
theme of all three parables.  I would say the theme is
“watch and work in preparation for the end of life or
coming of the Lord.”  In this first parable, reference is to
some foolish virgins who were in their attitudes and life-
styles indifferent to impending opportunity.

Then will the kingdom of heaven be likened to ten virgins
who took their lamps and went out to meet the bridegroom.
And five of them were wise and five were foolish.  Those
who were foolish took their lamps and took no oil with
them.  But the wise took oil in their jars with their lamps.
While the bridegroom tarried, they all slumbered and slept.
And at midnight there was a cry made, “Behold, the bride-
groom!  Go out to meet him.”  Then all those virgins arose
and trimmed their lamps.  And the foolish said to the wise,
“Give us some of your oil, for our lamps are going out.”
But the wise answered, saying, “No, lest there not be
enough for us and you.  But go instead to those who sell
and buy for yourselves.”  And while they went to buy, the
bridegroom came.  And they who were ready went in with
him to the marriage.  And the door was shut.  Afterward
the other virgins came also, saying, “Lord, Lord, open to
us!”  But he answered and said, “Truly I say to you, I do
not know you.”  Therefore, watch for you know neither
the day nor the hour.

1.  The wise and the foolish among us:  The king-
dom is made up of both wise and foolish disciples.  All
ten virgins took the initiative to go out with lamps to
meet the Bridegroom (25:1).  The five foolish did take
their lamps with a little oil in them by which they would
burn for a short period of time.  They were ready for
action, prepared to let their “gospel light shine.”  They
began to build their barns and rebuild the city.  But they
were foolish, not because they failed to take their lamps
and a little oil, but because they did not go out for the
long haul.  Because they took no extra oil in jars, they
did not foresee the possible delay that the wise virgins
did (25:3).  Their lack of foresight and lack of aware-
ness in attitude were not revealed until the final hour.
The character of who they were led them to cease from
accomplishing their destiny.  They were foolish because
they did not prepare.

2.  Lights go out when the fuel is exhausted:  Why
was it that the wise were prepared for the long haul, but
the foolish were indifferent, and thus, were not prepared
at all times for the coming Bridegroom?  We must keep
in mind that the Holy Spirit uses the word “foolish” to
define those who cannot think beyond their immediate
experiences.  One is foolish when he or she does not
understand the perseverance that is necessary for the
working disciple.  Foolish disciples are not alert.  The
gravity of coming opportunity is not strong within their
character, and thus they take no extra oil.  It will be truly
unfortunate when the opportunity comes and foolish dis-
ciples find that their lamps have run dry.  As opportunity
passes by, their lights flicker and die.

Jesus concluded the parable by stating, “Watch, for
you know neither the day nor the hour” (25:13).  “Watch”
means staying in a state of preparedness.  Because the
wise virgins had the extra oil meant that they were al-
ways ready.  They were “watching” in that they were
prepared with extra oil.  What takes place before the
coming of the Bridegroom is the emphasis of the par-
able.  The coming was a onetime event.  The unprepar-
edness was a demeanor of life.  What Jesus is saying is
that it is foolish to think that one is prepared for Jesus
when his or her Christianity is running out of fuel.  How
can one assume he is a “wise” disciple if he has no extra
oil?

3.  Lamps without oil:  The foolish did not bring
extra oil.  They had only the oil that was in their lamps.
They started the building of the barns with a little oil,
but they did not have sufficient energy, funds, desires,
or commitment to complete the task.  They had the dream
of rebuilding the temple and city, but the opposition was
too great.  Their leadership could not think beyond their
personal encounters.  Their dreams lasted only until their
willingness to work was exhausted.  When the honey-
moon was over, opportunity was lost.  The fire went out
because of a lack of vision and an inability to under-
stand that discipleship is a lifetime commitment.

The fact that they took no extra oil is a reflection on
who they were.  Jesus defined them as “foolish” simply
because of their indifference concerning the prepared-
ness that must be characteristic of His disciples.  And
because they were indifferent, it was extremely difficult
to alert them to their responsibility to be watchful.

4.  Taker discipleship:  People who find themselves
in trouble usually never discover that what got them in
trouble in the first place was their own fault.  When
people are self-centered, they are headed for trouble.  And
when in trouble, they look for deliverance only when it
is too late.  Self-centered people are always victims of
themselves.
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The foolish who said, “Give us oil,” were really fo-
cusing on themselves.  So much so, that they were will-
ing to endanger the five wise virgins by also exhausting
the oil of their lamps.  Why do the desperate always
want to take others down with them?  Is it because self-
ishness got them in trouble in the first place, and thus,
they can think no other way?  After all, the foolish did
not say to the wise, “You go on.  We will assume the
consequences of our own laziness.”

The foolish virgins were “taker disciples.”  They
were inward focused at a time when they should have
been repenting.  The foolish are the people who would
say, “Give us a good sermon.”  “Give us an exciting
worship experience.”  “Give us comfortable pews, great
speakers, and the right climate.”  “Give us the preachers
for the church and the lost can take their chances.”  “Give
us ....”  “Give us ....”  Sociologists identify the current
generation as the “me” generation.  Everything is about
me, so much so, that even the public assembly of
churches must focus on “what I get out of it.”  The fool-
ish virgins would be comfortable today.  Instead of wor-
ship that is given to God from an outpouring heart, they
would be sitting in assemblies across the land saying,
“Give us a good sermon or a good worship experience.”
To the organizers of the “worship experience,” the fool-
ish virgins would also say, “What program can you give
me in order to entice me to come back next week.”

Have I gone too far in understanding the culture of
the foolish virgins?  You be the judge.  I do know that
when the time came when they should have been re-
penting over their foolishness, they were thinking self-
ishly, having no worry about endangering others for the
sake of preserving their own selves.

5.  Cries from the unknown:  So did the wise give
oil to the foolish?  They did not because they could not
(25:9).  I cannot receive the Bridegroom on the founda-
tion of your preparedness.  Neither can I take you there
because of my work.  No unfaithful husband will ever
see Jesus on the basis of the work of his faithful wife.  It
won’t happen.  The only thing left for foolish disciples
to say is, “Lord, Lord, open to us!” (25:11).  And the
only words they will hear in response from the Lord is,
“I do not know you” (25:12).  I would conclude from
these words that the Lord does not know indifferent
disciples.  If the world cannot know us by our work,
then certainly Jesus does not know us.

The Bridegroom responded to the cries of the fool-
ish, “I do not know you.”  If there is no light from the oil
in your lamp, you are not known by Jesus.  When our
light goes out, we are out of opportunities.  The wisdom
of the wise virgins was manifested in the fact that they
never wanted their lights to go out.  They thus took no

chances.  They remained in a state of preparedness.  And
that is discipleship.

6.  The unknown hour:  What if we knew for sure
that Jesus was coming tomorrow?  What would we do
today?  Where would we go?  Who would we see?  What
words would we say to others?  From whom would we
seek forgiveness?  To whom would we give forgiveness?
What would characterize our behavior at work?  The
fact is that if we knew that Jesus was coming tomorrow,
many things in our lives would probably change for the
better today.

But we do not know the hour of His coming.  Fool-
ish disciples, therefore, will put His coming out of their
minds.  Wise disciples will live as if He might come at
any hour.  That is the difference between being a foolish
disciple and a wise disciple.  The point is that the behav-
ior of our lives determines whether we are foolish or
wise.

B. Dig-and-hide disciples (Mt 25:14-30):

Do I need to remind you of the context of this par-
able that immediately follows the parable of the virgins?
We are headed in the context of Matthew 25 to the state-
ment, “These will go away into eternal punishment, but
the righteous into eternal life” (Mt 25:46).  Along the
way Jesus is throwing in His last parables, all of which
focus on life behavior as a follower of God.  This sec-
ond parable of the trilogy of parables of Matthew 25
takes away our excuses that surround complaints about
our abilities.

For it [the kingdom] is like a man traveling to a far coun-
try, who called his own bondservants and delivered to
them his goods.  And to one he gave five talents, to an-
other two, and to another one, to everyone according to
his own ability.  And immediately he went on his journey.
Then he who had received the five talents went and traded
with the same and made another five talents.  And like-
wise he who had received two gained two more.  But he
who had receive one went and dug in the earth and hid
his master’s money.  After a long time the master of those
bondservants came and settled accounts with them.  And
so he who had received five talents came and brought
five more talents, saying. “Master, you delivered to me
five talents.  Behold, I have gained beside them five more
talents.”  His master said to him, “Well done, good and
faithful bondservant.  You were faithful over a few things.
I will make you ruler over many things.  Enter into the joy
of your master.”  He also who had received two talents
came and said, “Lord, you delivered to me two talents.
Behold, I have gained two other talents beside them.”
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His master said to him, “Well done, good and faithful
bondservant.  You were faithful over a few things.  I will
make you ruler over many things.  Enter into the joy of
your lord.”  Then he who had received the one talent came
and said, “Master, I knew you to be a hard man, reaping
where you have not sown and gathering where you have
not scattered seed.  And I was afraid, and went and hid
your talent in the earth.  See, here you have what is
yours.”  His master answered and said to him, “You
wicked and lazy bondservant.  You knew that I reap where
I did not sow and gather where I have scattered no seed.
Therefore, you should have put my money in the bank,
and then at my coming I would have received my own
with interest.  Therefore, take the talent from him and give
it to him who has ten talents.  For to everyone who has,
more will be given, and he will have abundance.  But
from him who does not have, even what he does have will
be taken away.  Cast the unprofitable bondservant into
outer darkness.  There will be weeping and gnashing of
teeth.”

1.  Delivery of responsibility:  The bondservants
were given responsibility (25:14).  It was not that some
were left out.  The master delivered some of his goods
to all of them.  One received five, another two, and an-
other one.  The point is, no one was ignored in the distri-
bution.  Not everyone received the same, neither was
anyone left with nothing.  And so, no excuse can be made
as, “I can’t do anything.”

The disciple who says he cannot do anything has
not taken the time to see what he has.  God never left
anyone out when it came to the distribution of abilities.
To say that we can do nothing is to deny the distribution
of God.  It is to say that God made us inept and with
inadequacies.  The fact is that God could never re-
quire us to be accountable if we had no ability to work
His accounts.  If one would, therefore, “go away into
eternal punishment” (Mt 25:46) without having anything
for which to be accountable, then God would be a fiend-
ish and unjust God.  How could He require anything
from someone to whom He gave nothing?

We know that there will be those who “go away into
eternal punishment.”  Since we know that this will hap-
pen, then we need to get busy and discover our respon-
sibilities.  We need to first find our talents.  And then,
we need to be productive with what we have.

2.  Productive servants:  The five and two talent
bondservants went to work.  They assumed their respon-
sibility with what they had, and thus, they were produc-
tive (25:16-17).  God expects productivity.  The central
theme of this parable is productivity, regardless of our
individual abilities.  God can justly send the unproduc-

tive into eternal punishment because He has given ev-
ery person the goods with which to be productive.

We must not forget that the trilogy of parables is
about assuming responsibility.  This parable is defining
the productivity of the ones who have been given re-
sponsibility.  By the time Jesus gets to the third parable,
He will be more specific in what to do in maintaining
good works.  One of the key points in this parable is to
recognize that every disciple has been given responsi-
bility and that which is necessary to produce.  If produc-
tion does not happen, then the unproductive will go away
into everlasting punishment (25:46).

3.  Dig-and-hide theology:  The unproductive carry
shovels and dig holes.  They hide their abilities and their
opportunities (25:18).  A dig-and-hide theology has
cursed us to the point that we have convinced ourselves
that lethargy is the norm and productivity is the excep-
tion.  The church is burdened with dig-and-hide mem-
bers who believe that there will not be a time of account-
ability at which we will be judged by our works (2 Co
5:10).

When the five and two talent bondservants gave ac-
count of their responsibility, they had gained more.  By
doing such they were “good and faithful” bondservants
(25:21,23).  Therefore, we would define “good and faith-
ful” to mean the implementation of good work.  No one
is “good and faithful” if his or her life is not defined by
productivity.  Are we to understand from this that Jesus
would not consider us “good and faithful” if we are not
productive with what we have been given by God?  Cer-
tainly!  There is no true disciple of Jesus who believes
and practices a dig-and-hide theology.

4.  The fear factor:  Fear drove the dig-and-hide
disciple to be unproductive (25:25).  He was afraid of
failure.  In his fear of failure he failed.  Because he hid
what was given to him, he was “wicked and lazy”
(25:26).  Harsh words?  Exactly.  Please keep them in
mind when determining if you are a disciple of Jesus.
Becoming a disciple of Jesus means that one must de-
pend on Him to be adequate in all things.  “I-can-do-all-
things-through-Christ-who-strengthens-me” means just
that (See Ph 4:13).  If I feel inadequate, I will fear and
hide.  My fear, therefore, manifests my dependence on
myself and not Jesus.  And if I am depending on myself
to perform my responsibilities, how can I claim to be the
type of disciple Jesus wants me to be?

John said that perfect love casts out fear (1 Jn
4:17,18).  In fact, “he who fears is not made perfect in
love” (1 Jn 4:18).  What is John saying?  Simply that
our love must move us to overcome all that would hinder
us from doing what God requires of us.  It was not that
the one-talent man failed to recognize his talent.  He
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knew what he had.  He also knew that he must be pro-
ductive.  However, his fear moved him to be indifferent
concerning the desire of the master.  His eventual rejec-
tion by his master was based on his attitude, for his atti-
tude led him to dig-and-hide.  This is John’s point in
reference to love.

The disciple of Jesus is stirred into action because
of love behind him and in front of him.  John said, “We
love because He first loved us” (1 Jn 4:19).  That is love
behind us.  Peter and other inspired writers said, “Love
the brotherhood” (1 Pt 2:17).  That is love set before us.
If there is no work to manifest either our love for Jesus
or our love for our brothers, then love does not exist.
Works manifest our love for our brothers.  No works, no
love.  If one has no good works, therefore, how can he
assume that he should “go away into eternal life”
(25:46)?

The end of the unprofitable servant is, “Cast the
unprofitable bondservant into outer darkness” (25:30).
No deductive interpretation skills are needed to under-
stand this.  Lazy Christians will be cast out.  They will
be cast out because the inactivity of their lives has mani-
fested that their character is inappropriate for cohabita-
tion with others for eternity.   The trilogy of Jesus’
parables in reference to rejection from him defines the
purpose of good works.  Good works refer to a relation-
ship between people.  They manifest that a giving rela-
tionship exists.  Therefore, if no giving and sharing rela-
tionship exists, then a self-centered attitude is revealed.
We thus know one’s attitude by the evidence of his or
her works.  And if there are no good works, no fruit,
then one has judged himself.  We thus judge ourselves
by our lack of action to work for Jesus.  See if this is not
brought out in the last parable of the trilogy.  Keep in
mind that one’s heart is manifested by what he or she
does.

C. Responding to the needs of humanity (Mt 25:31-
46):

The last parable of the trilogy of Matthew 25 is again
focused on good works.  In fact, in this parable Jesus
becomes more specific.  In the parable of the virgins,
the subject was generic.  In view of  the coming Bride-
groom, we must continually live a life of watchfulness.
In the parable of the talents, the generic becomes more
definite.  Specific responsibilities are handed out.  From
these, performance in good works must come forth.  In
this parable, Jesus identifies the specific needs to which
our good works must be directed.  They must be directed
toward the naked, hungry, strangers, thirsty and impris-
oned.  The generic has thus moved to the specific, and

now Jesus’ focus is on our individual relationship with the
needs of humanity.

When the Son of Man will come in His glory, and all the
angels with Him, then He will sit on the throne of His
glory.  And before Him will be gathered all nations.  And
He will separate them one from another, as a shepherd
divides his sheep from the goats.  And He will set the
sheep on His right hand, but the goats on the left.  Then
the King will say to those on His right hand, “Come, you
blessed of My Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for
you from the foundation of the world.  For I was hungry
and you gave Me food.  I was thirsty and you gave Me
drink.  I was a stranger and you took Me in.  I was naked
and you clothed Me.  I was sick and you visited Me.  I
was in prison and you came to Me.”  Then will the righ-
teous answer Him, saying, “Lord, when did we see You
hungry and feed You, or thirsty, and give You something
to drink?  When did we see You a stranger and take You
in, or naked, and clothe You?  Or when did we see You
sick, or in prison, and come to You?”  And the King will
answer and say to them, “Truly I say to you, inasmuch as
you did it to one of the least of these My brothers, you
have done it to Me.”  Then He will say also to those on
the left hand.  “Depart from Me you cursed into ever-
lasting fire that is prepared for the devil and his angels.
For I was hungry and you gave Me no food.  I was thirsty
and you gave Me no drink.  I was a stranger and you did
not take Me in.  I was naked and you did not clothe Me;
sick and in prison, and you did not visit Me.”  Then they
will also answer, saying, “Lord, when did we see You hun-
gry, or thirsty, or a stranger, or naked, or sick, or in prison,
and did not minister to You?”  Then He will answer them,
saying, “Truly I say to you, inasmuch as you did not do it
to one of the least of these, you did not do it to Me.  And
these will go away into eternal punishment, but the righ-
teous into eternal life.

1.  The sheep group:  This parable speaks of a spe-
cific time of accountability for our works (25:31,32).  It
is a time of separating the sheep (workers) from the goats
(the lazy and unproductive).  Our performance as a
disciple will determine which group we are in.  Those
in the sheep group worked.  The verbs of the narrative
define their life-style.  They “gave Me food ... gave Me
drink .... took Me in ... clothed Me ... visited Me ... came
to Me ...” (25:35,36).  They worked.  There was no
wicked and lazy among this group.  The group was iden-
tified, not by what God had done for them, but what
they did for others.  Their relationship with others made
it possible for them to know the needs of others.  Their
love moved them into action.
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2.  The goat group:  Now this is a different group.  It
is the dig-and-hide group of those who are not prepared.
They do not watch.  These are those to whom he said,
“Depart from Me you cursed into everlasting fire.”  He
also said to them, “You gave Me no food ... you gave Me
no drink ... you did not take Me in ... you did not clothe
Me ... you did not visit Me ...” (25:41-43).  No work, no
reward.  “And these will go away into eternal punish-
ment” (25:46).  Again, we are in the goat group because
of our lack of response to the needs of others.

There is only one thing that determines if one is in
the goat group or the sheep group.  It is our proactive
response to the needs of others.  We can systemati-
cally argue or discuss our way out of each point that
Jesus makes.  However, when all the classroom chatter
is over, we must get out of class and go find someone
we can help.  This context is not talking simply about
those needs that may arise.  It is obvious that disciples
serve daily as needs arise.  But there is more to our re-
sponsibility as disciples.  This is an indictment against
those who took no initiative to get busy with initiated
work to fulfill the needs of the hurting.  Those who will
go away into eternal punishment simply ignored needs.
And thus, their indifference disqualified them from re-
ward.

If we had only this one chapter of inspired Scripture
from God, we would have enough Scripture that would
shock us into action.  The conclusion to this trilogy of
parables is frightening if we fall into the goat group of
disciples who have created a religion after their own
comfort and inactivity.  In these parables, Jesus defined
the nature of discipleship.  That nature is work and pro-
ductivity.  The sheep group cares and works out of a
heart of love for God by serving others.  If we miss this
point, we will miss out on the eternal life that God has
to offer those who are justified by good works.  Is im-
perative, therefore, that we get to work for Jesus.

D. Taking time for others (Lk 10:30-37):

A certain man went down from Jerusalem, to Jericho and
fell among thieves, who stripped him of his clothing and
wounded him, and departed, leaving him half dead.  And
by chance there came down that way a certain priest.
And when he saw him, he passed by on the other side.
And likewise a Levite, when he was at the place, came
and looked at him, and passed by on the other side.  But
a certain Samaritan, as he journeyed, came where he was.
And when he saw him, he had compassion on him.  Then
he went to him and bound up his wounds, pouring on oil
and wine.  And he set him on his own beast and brought
him to an inn, and took care of him.  Now on the next day

he took out two denarii and gave them to the host, and
said to him, “Take care of him.  And what more you spend,
when I come again, I will repay you.”  Now which of
these three do you think was neighbor to him who fell
among the thieves?

This has always been a penetrating parable.  Three
characters are used by Jesus to illustrate three responses
to the needs of humanity.

1.  The response of the professional:  All priests of
Israel were of the tribe of Levi.  Priests were given spe-
cific religious responsibilities.  When they ministered
their responsibilities, they were “full-time” for the Lord.
In the parable, the priest was certainly carrying out his
responsibilities.  He was headed somewhere that de-
manded urgent arrival.  There was no time for delay.
His ceremonial responsibilities were more important to
him at the time than the needs he bypassed on the way to
his appointment.  Jesus was not critical of his dedica-
tion to perform his duties.  The dedication of the priest
is not what is under consideration.  His problem was
that he became so religiously oriented with his duties
that he missed being religious after the nature of God.
Now this challenges our understanding of what is ex-
pected of us as God’s children.  What truly makes one
religious before God?

James helps answer our question.  “Pure and unde-
filed religion before God and the Father is this, [1] to
take care of the orphans and widows in their afflic-
tion, and [2] to keep oneself unspotted from the world”
(Js 1:27).  The first responsibility of the religious is out-
ward focused.  We have a responsibility to others, or-
phans and widows and unfortunate people left by the
roadside who were beaten and robbed by thieves.  Sec-
ondly, we have a responsibility toward ourselves that
we not sin and thus reap the whirlwind.  I am sure the
priest scored high on condition number two.  However,
he may have had trouble with number one.  He saw a
need, but took measures to avoid the situation.

I think the priest missed the point of being that which
is pleasing to God.  Christianity is everyday.  It is re-
sponding to immediate needs.  And yes, these are the
needs that “may arise.”  It seems that the priest was not
willing to even meet these needs.  Life is an encounter
with the needs of humanity.  And thus, Christianity is to
be the same, a behavior that engages the needs of hu-
manity that we experience every day.

2.  The response of the culturally cocooned:  As
previously stated, all priests came from the tribe of Levi,
which tribe God chose out of Israel to be the priestly
tribe.  They were set aside to be a class of their own and
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the other tribes were to minister to their needs.  They
were to be treated differently than the other tribes.  I
wonder if this did not go to their head?  Could it be that
the Levites were a little high-minded in their cultural
position in reference to the rest of Israel?  If so, then we
can understand why it was difficult for the Levite to stop
and help.

Jesus mentioned that the Levite “came and looked
at” the person who was wounded and robbed.  The priest
simply walked on the other side of the road.  But the
coldhearted Levite investigated the situation, and then
passed on.  Can one become so accustomed to needs that
he becomes cold and indifferent?

3.  The response of common people:  The Jews had
no dealings with the Samaritans, considering them an
outcast crossbreed of people who were not pure Jewish
in genes and heritage (See Jn 4:9).  It is interesting that
Jesus used a Samaritan to illustrate his point in answer
to the question in the context, “Who is my neighbor?”

The difference between the full-time religious worker
and the culturally cocooned and the Samaritan was that
the Samaritan saw a need, had mercy and acted.  His
response was not a onetime action, but a behavior of life
in that he told the inn keeper that he would cover all the
bills.

The parable was given in response to the question
of a lawyer who asked, “Who is my neighbor?” (Lk
10:29).  Jesus’ question to the lawyer was, “Now which
of these three do you think was neighbor to him who fell
among thieves?” (Lk 10:36).  The lawyer had no re-
course but to answer correctly.  “He who showed mercy
toward him” (Lk 10:37).  Jesus’ response to the lawyer’s
correct answer was specific.  “Go and do likewise” (Lk
10:37).  At the end of the story, we must do something.
Religious ceremonies and services my be exciting and
important.  But what God requires of His people is that
they “go and do likewise.”  This is Christianity.  If there
is no “doing likewise,” then there is no Christianity.

A Norwegian proverb goes, “The lazier the man is,
the more he plans to do tomorrow.”  It is true that some
people remind us of blisters.  They do not show up until
the work is completed.  You may be sitting on the right
track.  But if you just continue sitting there you will be
run over by a train.

The Bible is not gentle toward those who are of a
slothful spirit.  When studying through some of the ex-
hortations that are spread throughout the Scriptures, we
get the distinct impression that God views idleness to be
completely opposite to what He expects of His children.
It is the industrious spirit that glorifies God among men.
And spirits that are contrary to a spirit of industry bring
a mockery to the Spirit in us that is supposed to bring
glory to God.

A. The sluggards, slothful and those who slumber:

The old English words that were used in reference
to lazy people were very descriptive of those who are
challenged in activity.  The definition of these words
that are used in older English translations of the Scrip-
tures give some very graphic pictures of those who are
not prone to work.  The following Spirit-inspired pas-
sages will define the attitude of the person who is not
acceptable to God because of the inactivity of his or her

behavior.  When studying through these passages, one
thing is very clear.  People with a lazy spirit are not
true children of God.  Since good works identify the
people of God, the lack of such defines those who are
not God’s people.  Keep this in mind as you journey
through these key passages.

1.  Wrong attitudes profess that one does not know
God.  “To the pure all things are pure.  But to those who
are defiled and unbelieving, nothing is pure.  Even their
mind and conscience are defiled.  They profess that they
know God.  But in works they deny Him, being abomi-
nable and disobedient and worthless for any good
work” (Ti 1:15,16).  If evil works deny that one knows
God, then certainly good works profess our knowledge
of God.  The one who is driven by an evil attitude can-
not profess God.  If this is true – and it is according to
Paul – then good works are necessary in order for
one to profess God.  If there are no good works in one’s
life, therefore, there is no profession of God.  In fact, the
lack of good works would deny God.

2.  Slumber robs one of success.  “Give no sleep to
your eyes, nor slumber to your eyelids” (Pv 6:4).  “A
little sleep, a little slumber, a little folding of the hands
to sleep – so shall your poverty come on you like a rob-
ber, and your need like an armed man” (Pv 6:10,11; see

Chapter 5

LAZINESS GETS US NOWHERE
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24:33,34).  If you have a problem arising in the morn-
ing, then these exhortations by Solomon would be worth
memorizing.  People who sleep too much are not suc-
cessful.  Poverty is the thief of those who slumber.

3.   Sluggards need to consult ants.  “Go to the ant,
you sluggard!  Consider her ways and be wise, which,
having no captain, overseer or ruler, provides her sup-
plies in the summer, and gathers her food in the har-
vest” (Pv 6:6-8).  Self-initiative?  Do you have it?  If
one must have a “captain,” “overseer” or “ruler” in or-
der to perform, then there is a lack of self-initiative in
one’s spirit.  Are you asked to perform, but there is no
initiative to carry out the task?  “As vinegar to the teeth
and smoke to the eyes, so is the sluggard to those who
send him” (Pv 10:26).  Someone said, “Too many people
itch for what they want but won’t scratch for it.”  So do
you want to do something, but just cannot work up
enough energy to get the job done?  “The soul of a slug-
gard desires, and has nothing; but the soul of the dili-
gent shall be made rich” (Pv 13:4).  Or, maybe you have
been using every excuse not to perform, and thus have
had to turn to begging off the works of others.  “The
sluggard will not plow because of winter; therefore he
will beg during the harvest and have nothing” (Pv 20:4).
This passage is similar to Paul’s exhortation in 2 Thes-
salonians 3:10, “... if anyone is not willing to work, nei-
ther let him eat.”  As I said before, the Holy Spirit is not
easy on lazy people.

4.  Slothful men are roadblocks to work.  Have you
ever been considered a “thorn in the flesh”?  “The way
of the slothful man is like a hedge of thorns, but the way
of the upright is a highway” (Pv 15:19).  Having a diffi-
cult time feeding yourself?  “A slothful man buries his
hand in the bowl, and will not so much as bring it to his
mouth again” (Pv 19:24).  Do you want to put your life
in danger?  “The desire of the slothful kills him, for his
hands refuse to labor” (Pv 21:25).  Ever wonder why
you are sometimes without food?  “Slothfulness casts
one into a deep sleep, and an idle person will suffer hun-
ger” (Pv 19:15).  Ever wonder why the weeds grow in
your field?  “I went by the field of the slothful, and by
the vineyard of the man devoid of understanding; and
there it was, all overgrown with thorns; its surface was
covered with nettles; its stone wall was broken down”
(Pv 24:30).  What about the leak in the roof of your house
or hut?  “Because of laziness the building decays, and
through idleness of hands the house leaks” (Ec 10:18).
After reading these exhortations from God, would we
be wrong to conclude that His people should never be
identified by a slothful spirit?

B. The road to recovery:

Christians are to be identified by their diligent spirit
and fervent attitudes in good works.  As Jesus was iden-
tified by His works, so the same evidence must be the
testimony to the true disciple of Jesus.  If one finds him-
self with a slothful, sluggish and slumbering spirit, then
it is time for repentance.  It is time to revive one’s atti-
tude and change one’s life-style.

1.  Repent and turn to good works.  I think it is
interesting that the Holy Spirit made good works a sig-
nal of repentance.  Usually, when we think of repen-
tance we think only of obedience to God’s laws.  But I
think the Spirit has more in mind.  If one repents from
doing evil works, then certainly repentance must be mani-
fested in doing good works.  Listen to what Paul
preached.

But I preached first to those of Damascus, and also at
Jerusalem, and then throughout all the regions of Judea,
and even to the Gentiles, that they should repent and turn
to God, and do works appropriate to repentance (At
26:20).

In repentance one certainly returns to obedience of
God’s will.  But in this passage, Paul taught doing good
works was what God requires in repentance.  This is
the will of God.  Now is this contrary to our traditional
practices?  A sermon is preached.  An invitation song is
sung.  People walk forward.  Prayers are uttered.  All is
well.  Is it?  What if the next time someone came for-
ward with a repentant spirit that a list of works to be
done was handed to the person in order that he or she
“does works appropriate to repentance”?  Now let’s see
who responds to the invitation.

I believe he was preaching that slothful people must
get busy and manifest the glory of God in their lives by
doing good works.  It was the same message that he stated
in 2 Corinthians 7:10.  “For godly sorrow works repen-
tance to salvation that is not to be regretted.”   “Works
repentance” means more than sorrowful feelings and re-
dedication to the law of God.  Doing good works is in-
volved in repentance.  If there are no good works com-
ing forth from the repentant, then there is no evidence
of repentance.  The conclusion to Paul’s point is that
we cannot know if one repents simply by tears and
confession.  The truly repentant must get to work.
One cannot say he repents, and then return to what he
considers “faithfulness” by sitting on a pew at every
called assembly of the saints.

The Ephesian church was meeting in their assem-
blies, but Jesus called on the church to repent.  In this
call it is not surprising that they were called to do good
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works as a manifestation of their repentance.  “There-
fore, remember from where you have fallen, and repent
and do the first works ...” (Rv 2:5).  If they were to
repent, then they must return to do good works.  Jesus
encouraged the church in Thyatira when He said, “And
he who overcomes and keeps My works unto the end, to
him I will give power over the nations” (Rv 2:26).  I
think it is interesting in the context of this exhortation
that Jesus did not say keep His word.  Keeping the word
of Jesus is obvious (See Jn 12:48).  The exhortation is to
keep His works.  Are these the works that have been
prepared for us to do as disciples of Jesus (See Ep 2:10)?
Probably so, but more on this in a following chapter.

Now consider the possibility that in salvation, one
must repent in obedience to salvational laws.  One must
simply do what Jesus said in reference to obeying the
gospel by immersion in water for remission of sins (See
Mk 16:16; At 2:38; 22:16).  But in repentance that pre-
cedes obedience to the gospel, one must make a com-
mitment to be a disciple of Jesus.  The initial command
of Jesus to the apostles was, “Going, therefore, disciple
all the nations ...” (Mt 28:19).  To disciple is to teach
how one must behave as a follower of Jesus.  And a
disciple is a follower of the good works of Jesus.  There-
fore, when the disciples went forth to preach the word,
they also preached something else.

Paul preached obedience to word and works.

For I will not dare to speak of any of those things that
Christ has not worked through me, to make the Gentiles
obedient to word and deed, through powerful signs and
wonders by the power of the Spirit of God, so that from
Jerusalem and round about to Illyricum I have fully
preached the gospel of Christ (Rm 15:18,19).

Just in case you might miss the point, consider what
Paul said in Colossians 3:17.  “And whatever you do in
word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giv-
ing thanks to God the Father through Him.”  There is a
connection in Scripture between the word of the Lord
and the deeds that must accompany obedience to the
word.  The gospel is communicated through the medium
of words, but one cannot stop with obedience to the gos-
pel through baptism (See Rm 6:3-6).  The deeds must
also follow.  One’s repentance to discipleship means
that obedience to the gospel is only the beginning of
a life time of good works.  The same argument against
the teaching of “faith only salvation” is also true of “bap-
tism only salvation.”  As faith without works is dead, so
also baptism without works is dead.  Please keep in mind
what Paul wrote to Timothy,

All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profit-
able for teaching, for reproof, for correction, and instruc-
tion in righteousness, so that the man of God may be
complete, thoroughly equipped for every good work (2
Tm 3:16,17).

We now pick up on something in this often quoted
passage.  Many years ago I would quote the passage in
reference to doctrinal matters.  I missed the complete
point.  I missed the good works, the purpose for which
all Scripture was inspired.  All Scripture is inspired
for the purpose of behavioral changes.  The word
must move one from evil works to works of righteous-
ness.  The Scriptures must be applied in a manner that
equips one to produce good works.  It is right to believe
that the Scriptures are inspired by God.  But that belief
is dead if we are not instructed to do right things and
every good work.  Now I use the Scriptures to correct
life-styles and instruction in behavioral changes in or-
der that disciples be equipped to do every good work.  I
use the Scriptures to produce faith in order to move
mountains, with emphasis on move.

2.  Good works get us everywhere:  1 Peter 3:10-12
is a combination of quotations from Psalm 34:12-16 and
Psalm 37:27.

He who would love life and see good days, let him refrain
his tongue from evil and his lips that they speak no deceit.
Let him turn away from evil and do good.  Let him seek
peace and pursue it.  For the eyes of the Lord are toward
the righteous, and His ears are open to their prayers.
But the face of the Lord is against those who do evil.

After such a statement, we would conclude that it
says what it means and means what it says.  The one
who would see good days must not do the things listed.
But notice that in order to see good days, one must do
good.  This is taking an initiative to do something.  One
cannot simply stop doing evil things.  He or she must
get busy and do something good.  This is why repen-
tance must involve doing “appropriate” good works.
When one stops evil works, but does not fill in the
vacuum in his life with good works, he will often return
to his former evil works.  It is for this reason that the
repentant must be given tasks to do.  If the repentant are
not challenged to do good, they will go back to doing
evil.

Every church should be as a colony of ants.  The
nature of an ant is to work for the benefit of the colony.
No one tells an individual ant what to do.  It is simply
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the nature of an ant to work.  No one has ever seen a lazy
ant.  We do not even refer to ants as “working” ants.
They are just ants, and ants work.  Would that such could
be said of all Christians.  We would not have to say, “He
is a ‘hard working’ Christian.”  Why can we not simply

say, “He is a Christian”?  And by identifying one as a
Christian, the world concludes that he is hard working.
The name “Christian” should be synonymous with hard
working.

In this chapter we journey into the heart of what God
requires of His people.  We might not like what we dis-
cover in this journey.  I say this because a norm of indif-
ference now characterizes many of those who have
claimed the name “Christian,” and subsequently have
settled themselves in for a lukewarm ride to heaven.  The
content of this chapter may thus be shocking.  It may be
shocking in reference to where we are now in our life-
style as a disciple of Jesus.  If we are comfortable where
we are, then we need to make this journey.  We must
continually remind ourselves concerning the cost of dis-
cipleship and how that discipleship must be manifested
in the world in which we live.

I must confess that this is not an easy book to write.
It is not easy simply because I know so many people
who have convinced themselves that being a “Christian”
does not demand a life of initiated good works.  They
are good people in the sense that they do no evil things.
They do not steal.  They do not cheat.  They do not be-
have disorderly.  However, the problem is that they do
not do anything in the name of Jesus.  If this is the defi-
nition of lukewarm, and I think it is, then there will be a
great surprise in store for these people in the end.  I write
this chapter, therefore, in order to convince readers that
Jesus will not settle for lukewarm behavior.  He will not
settle for good works if they are done only when the
“opportunity arises.”

Our lives must be vibrant with initiated good works
for Jesus.  We must constantly be making plans to do
good deeds, and then carrying out those deeds.  Our lives
must simply be lives of doing good to all men at all times.
If we are doing nothing, then repentance to  true dis-
cipleship means that we must get doing something.
When Jesus comes again, He must find us doing good
works that we have planned and initiated.  So hang on to
your seat.  Let’s venture into Spirit-inspired territory
wherein God sends us a wake-up call for doing good
works.

A. God expects better things from Christians.

But, beloved, we are confident of better things concern-
ing you, and things that accompany salvation, though
we speak in this manner.  For God is not unjust to forget
your work and labor of love that you have shown toward
His name, in that you have ministered to the saints, and
still are ministering.  And we desire that each one of you
show the same diligence to the full assurance of hope
unto the end, so that you not be sluggish, but imitate
those who through faith and patience inherit the prom-
ises (Hb 6:9-12).

The Hebrew writer is talking about things that ac-
company salvation, things that involve ministry, minis-
try to the saints.  Possibly some of those to whom he
was writing had given up.  They became sluggish.  The
exhortation to those who were sluggish was that they
get back to work.  Those who inherit the promises are
those who by faith work and labor out of love.  Their
faith and labor of love is “shown toward His name.”
Their ministry to the saints was the visual identity of
their faith and love.  Ministry was evidence of their
discipleship.  Therefore, if there is no ministry, there is
no discipleship.  In our work, therefore, we manifest that
we are disciples of Jesus.  The one who is not minis-
tering on a continual basis has no claim to disciple-
ship.  Ministry is our gift to others because of our own
salvation.

B.  God expects fervent love among disciples.

Fervent love is the spirit (attitude) of the Christian
that sets him or her apart from the world.  Jesus said that
His disciples would be known by their love of one an-
other (Jn 13:34,35).  In the epistles, the Holy Spirit threw
in the word “fervent” in reference to our spirit in order
that we get the point.  Paul wrote, “... not lagging be-
hind in diligence, fervent in spirit, serving the Lord”
(Rm 12:11).  A few years later, Peter added, “Seeing
you have purified your souls in obeying the truth in sin-
cere love of the brethren, love one another fervently

Chapter 6

THE EVIDENCE OF GOD’S PEOPLE
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with a pure heart” (1 Pt 1:22).  “And above all things
have fervent love among yourselves, for love will cover
a multitude of sins” (1 Pt 4:8).

One of the assets of Apollos was his spirit.  He was
a man who was “fervent in the spirit” (At 18:25).  Those
who are disciples of Jesus are identified by their fervent
spirit.  If there is no fervent spirit, then there is a prob-
lem with the motivation.  God wants His people to be
fervent in their ministry to one another and others.  They
must “abound in love for one another, and toward all
...” (1 Th 3:12).

None of us should feel comfortable with the love we
have for one another.  We should continually seek to
excel in expressing our love for one another.  Though
the Thessalonians knew their responsibility to love one
another, Paul exhorted them to continue to grow in this
area.  “But concerning brotherly love, you have no need
that I write to you, for you yourselves are taught by
God to love one another” (1 Th 4:9).  The Thessalo-
nians knew the commandment to love one another (See
Jn 13:34,35).  “And indeed you practice it [love] toward
all the brethren who are in all Macedonia” (1 Th 4:10).
They were being a loving church to those throughout
their area.  However, there was a danger of losing their
“first love.”  Love grows cold if it is not nurtured, and it
can be nurtured only by being put into practice.  If it is
not put into practice, it becomes lukewarm and indiffer-
ent.  Any love that is not in action is no love at all.  There-
fore, Paul exhorted the Thessalonian disciples, “But we
urge you, brethren, that you increase more and more
...” (1 Th 4:10).  If there is no “increasing more and
more,” then love grows cold.  No matter how much we
love, we must be increasing our love more and more.

Everyone has some level of love.  This is not the
point.  The point is the task of increasing our love, which
means increasing the manifestation of our love through
works.  Are we working on increasing love more and
more?  The only way to do this is to be increasing our
good works toward others.  If our works are not in-
creasing, then certainly our love is not increasing.
There is responsibility that comes with love.  That re-
sponsibility is that true love must be expressed through
service, and that service must increase as we grow in
love.  It is for this reason that love often grows cold.  We
cease having a desire to serve others, as Paul said, more
and more.  People who fall out of love with one another
terminate their service for one another.

C. Created in Christ for prepared works.

Before one is taken to the waters of baptism, he or
she should be taught the principle of Ephesians 2:8-10.

For by grace you are saved through faith, and that not of
yourselves, it is the gift of God; not of works, lest anyone
should boast.  For we are His workmanship, created in
Christ Jesus for good works, which God prepared be-
fore that we should walk in them.

We should not be confused by this passage.  Paul is
discussing works of law and good works.  I am not saved
by my works of law.  I am not saved by earning God’s
grace.  We can understand this because we cannot keep
law perfectly in order to save ourselves or do enough
good works to earn salvation or atone for our sins.  How-
ever, all that God did through the grace that was revealed
on the cross was to produce a disciple that would get to
work for Him.  In fact, just in case we rise up out of the
waters of baptism without knowing what to do, “God
prepared before” the works that we should do.  We are
not created in Christ by good works, but for good works.
There is a significant difference between the two prepo-
sitions in reference to good works.

Paul said the same in Philippians 2:12,13.  “There-
fore, my beloved, as you have always obeyed, not as in
my presence only, but now much more in my absence,
work out your own salvation with fear and trembling,
for it is God who works in you both to will and to work
for His good pleasure.”  God has prepared work for us
to do.  It is not that we work for our salvation.  We work
out our salvation.  We have salvation by the grace of
God.  Now that we have it, we work it out with the works
He has prepared for us to do.

Did you notice how Paul used the word “obeyed” in
Philippians 2:12?  He did not use it in reference to obey-
ing the law of God.  The Philippians had already done
that in their obedience to the gospel.  He used it in refer-
ence to doing the work of God.  When the Philippians
went to work in service to others they were “obeying”
God.  The person who is doing no work, therefore, is not
obeying God.  He is disobedient.  He is rebellious against
what God would have him doing.  In the parable of the
unprofitable servant Jesus said that this was the wicked
and lazy servant (Mt 25:26).

The greatness of the Philippian disciples is that they
caught the fervent spirit by which disciples are to work.
The apostle did not have to be a ruler in their presence
in order that the works happen.  On the contrary, in Paul’s
absence, they fervently worked.  They knew that they
had been created in Christ by the grace of God, and thus
they were motivated to get to work for Christ.  Those
who understand the grace of God, therefore, understand
that they must get to work in thanksgiving of that grace.
If we are to be God’s workmanship, then we must get to
work.  Lazy Christians deny the workmanship of God.
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They manifest that they have no appreciation for their
salvation by grace.

If God has prepared work for us to do, then the obvi-
ous question is, What are those works?  Secondly, we
must ask ourselves, Am I looking for those works to do?
We know that we have been given at least one talent.
We know that we must perform with what we have been
given.  At least the one-talent man recognized that he
possessed his talent, his work.  The problem was that he
did not get to work with it.  He dug-and-hid.  Since he
buried his talent, I am sure he was not looking for more.

I would suggest that our discipleship depends on
whether we are looking for prepared works that God
is willing to give us to do.  If we are not, then we are no
disciple of Jesus.  True disciples assemble with other
disciples in order to find works to do (Hb 10:24,25).  If
they are not looking for works to do, then they will for-
sake any such assembly that deals with stirring up good
works.  On the other hand, those who have a sincere
desire to work for Jesus will seek meetings where they
can find work to do.  Since it is their nature to work,
they go where the work is.

D. Disciples are called to work.

When we are discipled to Jesus, we are called into
Christ to work.  The church is the assembly of those on
earth who are the workmanship of God, and thus, God’s
army of fervent workers for His cause.  They are called
to the work.  If one seeks to be a disciple of Jesus, but
does not understand this principle, then he cannot be a
disciple (See Lk 14:25-35).  How can one be a disciple
if he or she is not willing to work as a disciple?  Dis-
cipleship is not in name only.

The disciples in Antioch illustrate this point.  When
some of the leading disciples were in Antioch, they fasted
and prayed.  As a result of their fasting and prayer for
work to do, the Spirit came and said, “Separate for Me
Barnabas and Saul for the work to which I have called
them” (At 13:2).  They were fasting and praying before
the Spirit gave the direction.  They were thus seeking
direction.  They were seeking work to do.  From the
context of what happened in Antioch, it seems that the
Spirit will not go to work for us unless we are seeking to
go to work.

The particular work they were given to do was to go
forth and preach.  After they left Antioch of Syria, Paul
defined the work to those of Antioch of Pisidia to whom
he and Barnabas were sent.  “Men and brethren ... to
you the word of this salvation has been sent” (At 13:26).
This was a noble evangelistic work to which they had
been commissioned.  When it came to retracing their

steps on the second missionary journey, Paul did not want
Mark to go with them again because on the first journey
he did not continue “with them to the work” (At 15:38).
I would suggest that many brethren are as Mark was on
the first journey.  I believe Mark gave up praying for a
mission when the going got tough.  It is not that every-
one is an evangelist.  But everyone must be evangelis-
tic.  If a disciple is not fasting and praying in order to be
evangelistic, then how can he or she lay any claim to
being a disciple of the One whose mission it is to “seek
and save the lost” (Lk 19:10)?

Paul exhorted Timothy to do the “work of an evan-
gelist” (2 Tm 4:5).  And this Timothy did.  “Now if Timo-
thy comes,” Paul wrote to the Corinthians, “see that he
is with you without fear, for he does the work of the
Lord as I also do” (1 Co 16:10).  Epaphroditus, who
was sent out by the Philippian church, risked his own
life “for the work of Christ” (Ph 2:30).  I must ask my-
self if I am doing the work of Christ.  “Am I evangelisti-
cally seeking and saving the lost?”  This is what dis-
ciples do.  They are fishers of men (Mt 4:19).  If I am
not fishing, then certainly I am not a disciple.

Every disciple must prepare himself or herself to do
the work of Christ.  “Therefore, if a man cleanses him-
self from these, he will be a vessel to honor, sanctified
and useful for the Master, prepared for every good work”
(2 Tm 2:21).  Preparing for the work of Christ means
cleansing our attitudes and life-styles.  We must prepare
ourselves to do those good works God has prepared for
us.  God set apostles, prophets, evangelists and shep-
herd/teachers in the church “for the equipping of the
saints for the work of ministry ...” (Ep 4:11,12).  Won-
dering how this is going to be done in your life?  Listen
to this.  “Now the God of peace who brought up our
Lord Jesus from the dead ... equip you in every good
work to do His will, working in you what is well-pleas-
ing in His sight ...” (Hb 13:20,21).  Ephesians 4:11,12
teaches that we have a responsibility to equip one an-
other unto every good work.  However, Hebrew 13:20,21
teaches that it is God who is doing the equipping.  If we
refuse to be equipped, we are refusing to allow God to
work in our lives through other disciples in order that
we be equipped.

If people do not want to do good works, they will
not submit to equipping.  Sometimes, therefore, the lack
of good works in our lives is evidence of our rebellion
against God.  We are wicked because we are lazy.  If we
do not want to work, then certainly we will resist every
effort from others to stir up love and good works in our
lives.  “Let us consider one another to stir up love and
good works, not forsaking the assembling of ourselves
together ...” (Hb 10:24,25).  If our assemblies are de-
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signed after the purpose explained in Hebrews 10:24,25,
then the lazy will not show up for the assembly.  The
one who forsakes the work-oriented assembly of stir-
ring up love and good works is the one who does not
want to work.  If one does not want to work, then why
would we expect him to attend an assembly that is de-
signed for stirring up love and good works?

But look at the other type of assembly that is so preva-
lent today.  This is the assembly that has lost its purpose.
If one is in attendance at this assembly, but is rebellious
to work, then the nature of the assembly has changed.
There are no stirring lessons from the teacher.  There is
no encouragement to become involved in the lives of
others.  Because the leaders do not want to run away
any contributors, the sermons are as weak as water and
the appeal of the assembly is to soothe ears that itch
(See 2 Tm 4:3).  Possibly, the assembly is of a nature
that one can sneak in, sit on a distant bench, and then
slip out after the “closing prayer.”  Have we developed
assemblies that will allow nonworking members to sit
comfortably while there is work to be done?  Has Chris-
tianity digressed into a churchianity wherein members
assemble for their own pleasure without being stirred
and equipped in the ministry of the saints?  Is this the
great apostasy of our century?

Consider Colossians 1:9,10.  Paul prayed for the
Colossians that they might be filled with the knowledge
of God’s “will in all wisdom and spiritual understand-
ing, so that you might walk worthy of the Lord to fully
please Him, being fruitful in every good work and in-
creasing in the knowledge of God.”  This sounds like a
work and study passage.  In order to please the Lord—
that is our reason for being disciples—we must work
and study.

Many years ago there was an advertisement by a
hamburger company that took pride in the amount of
beef they had in a large sized hamburger.  They used an
elderly woman who was short in stature to get their point
across.  She would simply stand before the service
counter of a competing hamburger shop.  Once the
competitor’s hamburger was served to her, all she would
say was, “Where’s the beef?”  Across America this short
elderly woman was known for saying, “Where’s the
beef?”

When we stand before the counter of God in judg-
ment, will God say, “Where’s the fruit?”  There will be
no joy among fruitless Christians in the judgment.  The
Judge will say to every lukewarm Christian, “Where’s
the fruit?”  If we are going to be well pleasing to God,
then we must bring forth fruit in every good work.  If
our walk of discipleship is to be worthy and pleasing to
Jesus, then we must personally be fruitful.  Our connec-

tion with Jesus as a branch must be evidenced by the fruit
that we produce in our lives to the glory of God.

E. Christians must have a work ethic.

I was once working on our campus site by clearing
trees, mowing grass, hauling rocks with a wheelbarrow,
and an assortment of other things.  My wife had em-
ployed a maid to clean the house in order that she be
freed to work in the offices.  One day after the maid had
observed my behavior, she asked my wife, “Did he grow
up on a farm?”

Farm boys develop what is called a work ethic.  A
good friend of mine once visited us at Africa Interna-
tional Missions for a period of one month.  He worked
twelve hours a day, every day.  And you guessed it.  He
also was a farm boy.  Where we both grew up on the
farm in Kansas, we worked from six in the morning to
nine in the evening, six days a week.  We learned a work
ethic, an ethic that every farmer understands, and every
farm boy becomes.  So it is with disciples of Jesus.  They
must learn a work ethic for Jesus.

The inspired writers laid an injunction on everyone
who would be a disciple of Jesus.  That injunction was
work.  We must be a “doer of the work” (Js 1:25).  “But
be doers of the word, and not hearers only, deceiving
yourselves” (Js 1:22).  “Remind them ... to be ready for
every good work ...” (Ti 3:1).  “Be careful to maintain
good works” (Ti 3:8).  “And let our brethren learn to
maintain good works to meet urgent needs so that they
will not be unfruitful” (Ti 3:14).  “Therefore, my be-
loved brethren, be steadfast, unmovable, always abound-
ing in the work of the Lord, knowing that your labor is
not in vain in the Lord” (1 Co 15:58).  “Teach that they
do good, that they be rich in good works, ready to dis-
tribute ...” (1 Tim 6:18).  God the Father and His Son
will establish us “in every good word and work” (2 Th
2:17).

I think we need to go through this again.  Christians
are to be doers of the word and work.  Not to do such
would be self-deception.  They are to be always ready
for every good work, being careful to maintain good
works in their lives.  If they do not have this work ethic
when they become Christians, then they must learn.  They
must learn how to maintain good works.  If they do not,
then they will be unfruitful.  They will not be pleasing
to the Lord.  Their life-style of work is not “as the need
may arise.”  It is a behavioral principle of life, for they
must always abound in the work of the Lord.  Disciples
must be taught how to do good works in order that they
be established in every good word and work.

The question is, are you there?  Have you learned
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how to maintain good works as a life-style?  Are you
fruitful?  Do you ever think you will hear the question,
“Where’s the fruit?”  These are questions each one of us
must ask ourselves.  We must be honest with ourselves,
since the Bible places good works as the evidence of
our discipleship.

F. Christians must be known for their good works.

It is interesting to discover how God says one is
known for being full of wisdom.  “Who is a wise and
understanding man among you?  Let him show by good
behavior his works in meekness of wisdom” (Js 3:13).
The one who has a life-style of meekly working for the
benefit of others is the one who is wise and has under-
standing.  Without works, others cannot determine the
character of the Christian, or even if one is a Christian,
for many people say they are Christians.  The problem
is that there are too many who are Christians in name
only, which thing does not exist.  Whether individuals
or churches, therefore, our good works must manifest
that we belong to Jesus.  Without the evidence of the
works, we are not known in our communities for being
disciples of Jesus.  The fact is that we will not be claimed
by Jesus to be His disciples if we are not known for our
works.

1.  The good works of Dorcas:  Dorcas was cer-
tainly a wise person with great understanding.  She was
known throughout the community for what she did.
“Now there was at Joppa a certain disciple named
Tabitha, who by translation is called Dorcas.  This
woman was full of good works and charitable works
that she did” (At 9:36).  Everyone knew of Dorcas be-
cause of the works she did.  When Peter came, “all the
widows stood by him weeping, showing the coats and
garments that Dorcas made while she was with them”
(At 9:39).  It seems that the entire city knew that she
was a disciple because of her works.  The evidence of
her discipleship was in her works.

2.  The good works of widows:  Paul wrote to Timo-
thy concerning the qualifications of those who are to be
enrolled as widows in order to receive the care of the
church.  One of the qualifications was that each candi-
date be “well reported of for good works ...” (1 Tm
5:10).  If a widow did not manifest good works in her
life, she could not be enrolled as a widow to receive
help from the church.  Does this sound harsh?  Or, is
Paul simply stating that the only way we can determine
if a widow is a disciple is by seeing her “coat and gar-
ment” work?

Since a widow could not be enrolled unless she was

sixty years old (1 Tm 5:9), I suppose this teaches that
one is never too old to be doing good works.  I do not
think there is any concept in the Scripture when one be-
comes too old to do good deeds for others.  The point is
that discipleship in good works is a lifetime behavior.
The work ethic of discipleship only comes to a close
when one is either incapacitated in life or dead.

3.  The good works of leaders:  If all disciples are to
be full of good works, then certainly all who would be
leaders of the disciples must manifest a life of good
works.  Paul wrote to Titus, “In all things showing your-
self to be a pattern of good works ...” (Ti 2:7).  The
word “pattern” refers to a life-style.  Our leaders must
have a work ethic.  Leaders among disciples must be out
front with good works.  Jesus said, “And whoever of
you desires to be the first will be the bondservant of
all” (Mk 10:44).  There is no leadership by command
among the disciples of Jesus.  There is no leadership by
post or office in the church.  Jesus said to the disciples,
“You know that those who are recognized as rulers over
the Gentiles exercise lordship over them.  And their great
ones exercise authority over them.  But it will not be so
among you.  But whoever desires to be great among
you, will be your servant” (Mk 10:42,43).

Good works are the manifestation of leadership
among the disciples of Jesus.  Leaders lead us by their
example of good works.  There should never be leaders
among us who give commands and orders from author-
ity that is characteristic of the leaders in the political
and business world in which we live.  Jesus frankly said,
“It will not be so among you.”  Leaders are known
among disciples through their good works, not their au-
thority to command.  Anyone in the church who would
presume to be a leader, therefore, must first be known
for his or her good works.

This is the peril of boardroom leadership.  I have
found in business/industrial cultures that there is a great
tendency to bring the style and behavior of leadership
of the secular business environment into the ranks of
the disciples.  We assume that if one is successful in
leading a business, then he would be a successful leader
among the disciples.  I would caution us on this point.  If
someone is successful in the business world, he is often
such because of the great amount of time he puts into
his business.  He is skilled in managing people in a busi-
ness context of orders and commands.  But must I re-
mind you of something here concerning zeal for good
works?  Leadership in the church is identified by “a pat-
tern of good works,” not by implementing personnel
work orders at the workplace.  I may be able to success-
fully manage a business, but if I do not have time in
my life to show an example of good works, then I am
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not qualified to be a leader of God’s people.  It may
be that I am living in comfort in Jerusalem because I
have been successful, but at the same time, allowing the
city of God to remain in ruins.  What kind of leader is
that?  It is not the kind you need to lead God’s people.
Leadership in the church is not by handing out work
mandates from behind closed doors.  It is by leading out
front through good works.  If you do not have the time
to do good works for others because of the demands of
your job, then you cannot be a leader among God’s
people.

In our apostasy from the leadership that Jesus in-
tended, we have now developed a leadership that is con-
fined to boardroom decision making.  Since all the dis-
ciples are also busy in their businesses, seeking only an
“hour of worship” with God on Sunday morning, they
have accepted the administrative skills of men who lead
only by making decisions.  Where are those working
churches that demand working leaders?  The apostate
church is the one full of financially successful members
who are lead by financially successful leaders, none of
whom are personally involved in serving others through
good works.

4.  The good works of churches:  The seven churches
of Asia in the book of Revelation had their problems.
Sin had plagued their behavior to the point that their
influence as the church of God was about to be removed
from cities.  Nevertheless, throughout Jesus’ judgment
of the churches there is one thing for which they were
known.  To Ephesus He said, “I know your works and
your labor and your patience ...” (Rv 2:2).  To Smyrna
He said, “I know your works and tribulation and pov-
erty ...” (Rv 2:9).  To Pergamos He said, “I know your
works and where you dwell ...” (Rv 2:13).  To Thyatira
He said, “I know your works and love and service and
faith ...” (Rv 2:19).  To Sardis He said, “I know your

works ...” (Rv 3:1), though He had not found their works
completed (Rv 3:2).  To Philadelphia He said, “I know
your works ...” (Rv 3:8).  And to Laodicea He said, “I
know your works, that you are neither cold nor hot ...”
(Rv 3:15).  Does it not sound interesting that though
they were all caught up in some sin problems, their iden-
tification as churches of Christ was by their works?  Even
Laodicea was known as a church of Christ, though her
works were lukewarm.  The point is that for a church to
be recognized by Jesus to be a church of people that
belong to Him, they must be known for being a working
people.  If you do not work as a church, you are no church
of Christ.  If one does not work as a disciple, he or she
can make no claim of being a disciple of Jesus.

I think it is interesting that Jesus never said, “I know
your correct doctrine ....”  It was work that made them
His church.  Are we justified as His church by our
works?  Did the early church grow because of correct
doctrine, or by being full of good works that expressed
their love among themselves and others?

In the context of stating the preceding, I suppose I
must set you at ease.  Yes, correct teaching is absolutely
necessary.  We cannot get to heaven on our own tradi-
tions and misguided teachings.  But have we missed the
point?  I think the reverse is true also.  We cannot get
there by doctrine without works.  Our obsession with
correct teaching in the midst of a history of debate with
man-made religions has warped our understanding of
discipleship.  We now believe in “doctrine only” salva-
tion, that is, correct doctrine without works will result
in eternal glory.  That theology is just as dead as trying
to get to heaven by works alone.  I may teach the correct
fundamentals, but if my teaching and life do not show “a
pattern of good works,” then it is a futile effort in religiosity
and self-deception.

The Hebrew writer laid on every Christian the re-
sponsibility of stirring up love and good works in the
life of his or her brother or sister in Christ (Hb 10:24,25).
It is a mutual responsibility.  How this is done would
first start with an investigation into the Scriptures con-
cerning correct motives for working for Jesus.  Since
our motives can sometimes be misguided, it would be
good here to take another look at what God expects con-
cerning correct motives for doing good works.  But first,
consider some motives that are wrong.

A. Negative motives for good works:

In a book as this, and in an age as this wherein a
misunderstanding of grace has seemingly overshadowed
the necessity of good works, we must speak clearly con-
cerning the grace by which we are saved.  When one
truly understands the awesome blessing of grace, he or
she cannot refrain from doing good as a response to
grace.  However, a misunderstanding of grace seems to
plague the lives of some disciples.  They are plagued

Chapter 7

STIRRING UP GOOD WORKS
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simply because they initiate no good works.
The Scriptures teach, “For by grace you are saved

through faith, and that not of yourselves, it is the gift
of God; not of works, lest anyone should boast” (Ep
2:9,10).  This one statement should settle the issue con-
cerning works-oriented salvation.  We are not saved by
meritorious works of either law or deeds.  However, in
order to emphasize this point, we must understand the
nature of grace and the place of works of law and good
works in relation to grace.  I personally do not believe
that anyone who fully understands grace the way God
intended that we understand it, can ever be idle and void
of work.  How can anyone who sees the glories of eter-
nal life that came as a gift from the cross ever consider
not doing something in thanksgiving to God?

1.  Salvation is by grace because of our inadequa-
cies.  Salvation must be by grace simply because of what
Paul stated in Romans 3:9,10.  “For we have before
proved that both Jews and Gentiles are all under sin, as
it is written, ‘There is none righteous, no, not one.’”  No
one is righteous before God because no one can keep
law perfectly in order to legally save himself.  If just
one sin separates us from God (Is 59:1,2)—and it does—
then all people are separated from God because of sin.
It is for this reason that “by deeds of law no flesh will be
justified in His sight” (Rm 3:20; see Gl 2:16).  There-
fore, we cannot save ourselves solely on the condition
of obedience to law.  We sin.  And because we are sepa-
rated from God as a result of sin, atonement must be
made for our sin.  Unfortunately, most religious people
believe that atonement can be made for sin by doing
good works.  But there are a few problems with this
thinking.

If salvation is by works, then we are assuming
that works atone for sin.  But no amount of works will
atone for sin.  If good works could atone for sin, then we
would put God in debt by our works.  “Now to him who
works, the reward is not credited according to grace,
but according to debt” (Rm 4:4).  Now can one put God
in debt to reward him?  If we think we can place God in
debt by our works to reward us with heaven, then the
following two problems would also develop:

a.  If salvation is by good works, then we
would always be in doubt concerning our salvation.
The reason for this is obvious.  We would never know if
we have done enough good works in order to be saved.
We would lay our heads down at night and pray, “If I
have been found faithful ....”  We can never be “found
faithful” if justification is by perfect keeping of law or a
supposed atonement by good works.  The point is that if

salvation is by the accumulation of supposedly atoning
or meritorious good works, then we would always be in
doubt concerning the atonement by the amount of works
we have done.  We would just never know if we have
worked enough.  The point is that our salvation is not
expressed in the subjunctive of “if.”  We can be confi-
dent of our salvation because of grace.  Our confidence
is not in ourselves.  It is in the grace of God.

b.  If salvation is earned by works, then the
opportunity for boasting against one another on ac-
count of our works would develop.  This is what Paul
had in mind when he said, “... not of works, lest anyone
should boast” (Ep 2:9).  One cannot claim to be “more
saved” than another because he or she has performed
more works.  Since salvation is dependent on the grace
of God, then there is no room for boasting.  There is no
room for considering the one-talent disciple “less saved”
than the ten-talent disciple.  The point is that a ten-mil-
lion talented disciple still must be saved by grace.

2.  The relationship between work and grace.  Most
people fail to understand that there is a difference be-
tween works of law and good works.  Works of law
refer to obedience to the given law of God.  Good works
refer to actions we do in ministering to others.  We can-
not be saved by works of law simply because we cannot
keep law perfectly in order to demand salvation from
God.  If in our sin we think we can legally atone for sin
with good works, then we are arrogant, and still believe
that we can demand salvation on the basis of our meri-
torious performance.  It is for this reason that salvation
must be by grace.

We are insufficient in works of law because we can-
not keep law perfectly.  We are insufficient in good works
as atonement because we can never in a lifetime do
enough good works to desire the reward of heaven.  We
must depend on the grace of God.

If one is motivated to be saved on the basis of his
performance of law, Paul says that the honest person
will always be frustrated.  If one is motivated to be saved
on the basis of presenting to God good works for atone-
ment, he too will be frustrated and disappointed.  Such
motives for obedience cannot be correct in reference to
our work as disciples of Jesus.  They are both scriptur-
ally and logically wrong.

On the other hand, understanding correct motives
for obedience and good works brings peace of mind.  If
one can understand the correct motives by which the
disciple of Jesus is stirred into action, his whole world
view will change.  I believe, however, that for some it is
often difficult to understand biblically defined motives
for obedience.  They are difficult to discover because
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we live in a world that has created too many works-ori-
ented religions that are cultic in nature.

In rejecting the word of God as the source by which
we define our behavior as Christians, men have manu-
factured all sorts of twisted schemes of salvation, all of
which generally express the arrogance of man, and thus
are humanistic in nature.  Since we are often proud in
seeking to manifest our religious performance, we in-
sert this pride into our methods of salvation.  We thus
like to perform in competition with one another.  We
develop a competitive theology of works that exalts us
above one another, which exaltation gives us a position
in our man-made religious hierarchies.  The best per-
formers reach the highest positions in the power struc-
tures.  But such performances are often generated by
wrong motives in reference to the word and work of God.
It is for this reason, therefore, that we must look closely
in the Scriptures for the correct motives by which we
are to be moved into action as the disciples of Jesus.

B. Positive motives for good works.

When motivated by correct reasons, the Christian
life becomes very dynamic.  This is the exciting thing
about being a Christian.  When one’s motives are right
for Christian behavior, an abundant and dynamic life of
discipleship comes alive.  Once one understands what
God has done and is doing among His people, a fervent
spirit is generated within those who respond to God’s
word and work in this world.

The response of the Philippian disciples to that which
they received from Paul illustrates the point.  Paul first
came to Philippi on his second missionary journey (At
16).  Luke recorded that he stayed there only a few days
(At 16:12).  Lydia, the jailor, and their households were
the first converts (At 16:14,15,33).  Paul then departed
for Thessalonica (At 17:1).  A few years later, he wrote
that Lydia and the jailor, immediately after their conver-
sion, sent support to him while he was in Thessalonica
(Ph 4:15,16).  Add to this the fact that according to 2
Corinthians 8:1-3, the Philippian disciples as a church
contributed to the famine victims of Judea out of their
deep poverty.  Our question is, Why do disciples respond
in this way?  There must be something in the message of
the gospel that will cause this type of response.  It is for
this reason that when we fully understand the message
of God’s grace, we cannot but respond as the Philippi-
ans.  The following points are those central motives by
which sincere disciples are stirred into action as the Phil-
ippians:

1.  Motivated by thanksgiving.  “For all things are

for your sakes, so that the grace that is reaching many
people may cause thanksgiving to abound to the glory
of God” (2 Co 4:15).  This is really a great passage.  In
the midst of great evangelistic work in a first century
world of pagan and legalistic religions, the grace of God
was being preached to people in bondage.  When those
in bondage understood the grace of God, they were ex-
tremely thankful to God for the grace that was made
known through the cross.  “For the grace of God that
brings salvation has appeared to all men, teaching us
that, denying ungodliness and worldly lust, we should
live sensibly, righteously and godly in this present age”
(Ti 2:11).  The greatest message that can be preached to
the world is the grace of God.  It causes obedience in the
lives of the thankful.  And in being thankful, glory is
given to God.

Grace causes thanksgiving.  Every time a disciple
does a good work, he or she is saying, “Thank you, God.
Thank you, Jesus.”  When one fully understands the grace
of God in his or her life, he or she will respond with
works of thanksgiving.  Those who are not working,
therefore, are often not working because they do not un-
derstand the significance of the grace by which they are
saved.  But in truth, every true disciple who is thankful
for his or her salvation, will be full of good works.

I believe the life of Paul illustrates what grace can
do in one’s life.  Before he submitted to Jesus, he was a
very religious person.  He was zealous in his former life
to do what he thought was the will of God.  However, he
performed after the legal manner of Judaism.  “I was
circumcised the eighth day.  I am of the nation of Israel,
the tribe of Benjamin, a Hebrew of Hebrews, and ac-
cording to law, a Pharisee; concerning zeal, persecuting
the church; concerning the righteousness that is in law,
blameless” (Ph 3:5,6).  One could not have been a bet-
ter legalistic Jew.  But after obeying the gospel, Paul
wrote in reference to his former life,

But what things were gain to me, those things I have
counted loss for Christ.  Indeed more, I count all things
lost for the excellency of the knowledge of Christ Jesus
my Lord, for whom I have suffered the loss of all things.  I
count them rubbish so that I may gain Christ, and be found
in Him, not having my own righteousness that is from
law, but that which is through the faith of Christ, the righ-
teousness that is from God by faith (Ph 3:8,9).

Paul found grace in Christ.  It is interesting that this
very legalistic Jew was used by the Holy Spirit to write
the two greatest books of the New Testament on grace,
Romans and Galatians.  I think the Spirit knew that one
who had been the best in the bondage of legalism should
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be the one who would in his life and teaching be the best
to explain the curse of legal religion and the blessing of
freedom through grace.  In 1 Corinthians 15:10 Paul
stated what grace did to his life.

But by the grace of God I am what I am.  And His grace
toward me was not in vain, but I labored more abun-
dantly than they all, yet not I, but the grace of God that
was with me.

What a powerful testimony!  Legalism does produce
works.  However, the testimony of Paul’s life after he
discovered grace, is the fact that grace will produce
more abundant works than legalistic religiosity.
Grace is always a greater motivation than law.  There-
fore, we preach grace, not to settle people comfortably
into their pews, but to stimulate a positive response for
good works.  If a Christian is not working, he or she
does not understand the motivation of God’s grace.
If a Christian is not working, God’s grace was in vain in
his life.  One works because of the grace that was re-
vealed on the cross in order not to make the sacrifice of
Christ a wasted effort for his or her salvation.  God’s
grace was certainly not in vain in the life of the apostle
Paul.

2.  Motivated by faith:  James wrote, “Show me your
faith without your works, and I will show you my faith
by my works” (Js 2:18).  Can true faith be known with-
out works?  Absolutely not!  That is what James said.
This is what the Hebrew writer wanted to convey when
he spoke of the disobedient Israelites who were not al-
lowed to enter the rest of the promised land because of
their lack of obedience.

The Hebrew writer introduced the subject by say-
ing, “Therefore, let us fear if, while a promise remains
of entering into His rest [of heaven], any of you may
seem to come short of it” (Hb 4:1).  He goes on to say
that the gospel was preached to us as good news of the
promised land was preached to the Israelites (Hb 4:2).
“But the preached word did not profit them, because it
was not united with faith in those who heard” (Hb 4:2).
Did they believe in God?  Certainly!  But did their faith
move them to obey?  Certainly not!  Those Israelites
who believed were allowed to enter because of their obe-
dient response to the will of God (Hb 4:3,6).  The He-
brew writer’s conclusion is, “Therefore, let us labor to
enter into that rest, lest anyone fall after the same ex-
ample of disobedience” (Hb 4:11).  Our faith in the good
news of the rest that is set before us should motivate us
to get to work.  If it does not, then we will fall short.

When the Bible speaks of faith, it is not speaking of
faith only.  James made this clear in James 2.  The faith

that is pleasing to God (Hb 11:6), is the faith that re-
sponds.  It does not simply respond in obedience to the
salvational directions of God to bring us into Christ.  It
moves us to respond with an obedient life of good works.
This is what Paul had in mind in Romans 3:31.  “Do we
then make void law through faith?  Certainly Not!  On
the contrary, we establish law.”  The point is that faith
moves one both to obey the law of God, as well as do
good works throughout one’s life in appreciation to what
God has done for us.  In this way law is established in
our lives.

3.  Motivated by fear:  Peter preached, “But in ev-
ery nation he who fears Him and works righteousness
is accepted by Him” (At 10:35).  Fear of God produces
works of righteousness.  I know there is the trend to
replace the word “fear” in our religious vocabulary with
the word “reverence.”  “Reverence” is a soft word.  It
leans toward “respect” and “worship.”  It is a word with
which I can be comfortable if I am doing nothing for
Jesus.  We certainly must have reverence for God.  But
there is more to the definition of fear than reverence.
The word “fear” is still in the text of the Bible, and Chris-
tians must have a healthy fear of God.  After all, it is
God who will condemn us to destruction in a fiery hell
if we are lazy in good works and disobedient in refer-
ence to His word (Mt 25:41).

We fear the awesomeness of God.  At least Felix
had enough sense to fear God and the judgment to come.
When Paul “reasoned about righteousness, self control
and judgment to come, Felix became frightened ...” (At
24:25).  Unfortunately, his fear moved him to chase the
preacher away.  Nevertheless, he understood that there
was a day of accountability coming in which we must
give account of our deeds before the Lord.  Demons
tremble because they know the certainty of their judg-
ment (Js 2:19).  “For we must all appear before the judg-
ment seat of Christ, so that every one may receive the
things done in the body, according to what he has done,
whether good or bad” (2 Co 5:10).  This time of ac-
countability should stir seriousness in our hearts con-
cerning our responsibility to get to work for Jesus.

When we know that we will give account for our
deeds, there should be a sense of fear in the hearts of
those who are outside the grace of God.  Christians can
have boldness in the day of judgment only because they
have an advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ (1 Jn 2:1).
However, those who are idle in their ways, and are void
of good works, must understand that they will not be
justified before God with a faith that is without works.
If one’s life is void of good works, it is a time to be
afraid, very afraid.

4.  Motivated by love:  Love draws one to the needs
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of others.  Love thus draws one to ministry.  The reason
good works are so necessary in our lives is that they
manifest our love.  The reason why good works are men-
tioned in the judgment scene of the Christian is because
works reveal our hearts.  And a heart that is not lovingly
drawn to the needs of others is a heart that is unloving.
It is a heart that is not prepared for eternal dwelling, and
thus we conclude it is a heart that will not make it to
eternal dwelling.

a.  Our love of God causes us to respond.  “We
love because He first loved us” (1 Jn 4:19).  This one
brief statement should settle the matter concerning our
response to the needs of others.  If one does not respond
in love to others because of the love that was extended
toward him by God, then certainly the love of God is
not in his or her heart.  Since love cannot be mani-
fested without good works, then the lack of works mani-
fests an unloving heart.  “My little children, let us not
love in word or in tongue, but in deed and in truth” (1
Jn 3:18).  What I think John just said was that true love
cannot be spoken with words.  It must be manifested in
“deed and truth.”  If there are no deeds, there is no love.
One cannot say, “I love you” if he or she is not willing to
say, “I will labor for you.”

b.  Our love of our brother causes us to re-
spond.  “By this we know love, because He laid down
His life for us” (1 Jn 3:16).  God’s love for us generated
action, the action of the cross (Jn 3:16).  By this action
we know that God loves us.  God could have stayed in
heaven and simply said, “You are all saved.”  But the
God of love had to act.  And that action had to be mani-
fested in a way that revealed the loving nature of God.
He expects no less from us.

Now apply this thought to our discipleship and our
relationship with one another.  In the same context, John
exhorted, “And we ought to lay down our lives for the
brethren” (1 Jn 3:16).  John’s conclusion is that love
must produce action.  “But whoever has this world’s
goods, and sees his brother in need and closes his heart
against him, how does the love of God abide in him?”
(1 Jn 3:17).

So we might think that John is a bit tough.  But when
I consider all that God had to go through in order to get
me to where I am in Christ, I reconsider the fact that the
totality of my life is a small price to pay in response to
His love.  Giving my life as a total commitment to God
(Rm 12:1), means that I must live a life of good works
for others.  If this is not done, then I am dead while I
live.  “He who does not love abides in death” (1 Jn
3:14).  Can that be more clear?  It is for this reason that
I am careful to maintain good works in my life (Ti 3:8).

It is either good works or death.  You make the choice for
your own life.

I cannot work my soul to save,
For that my Lord has done;

But I can work like any slave,
For love of God’s dear Son.

[unknown author]

5.  Motivated by a sense of responsibility:  I am
saved, and thus I am responsible.  Since Jesus found me,
I am responsible for finding others.  This is the logic
behind statements of Scripture as Galatians 6:2.  “Bear
one another’s burdens, and so fulfill the law of Christ.”
Paul added, “Therefore, as we have opportunity, let us
do good to all men, especially to those who are of the
household of the faith” (Gl 6:10).

Now Galatians 6:10 is a very interesting responsi-
bility.  I have heard people say, “As the need arises we
are ready to do good works toward our brother.”  Well,
that is true.  There are spontaneous needs that arise for
which we do not plan.  But there is often a hidden agenda
of laziness in the lives of some disciples who hide be-
hind the theology, “If a need arises.”  “As the need arises”
has moved some disciples into obscurity in their rela-
tionship with other disciples.  They slip into large as-
semblies on Sunday morning.  They immediately slip
out after the “closing prayer.”  By doing this, they re-
main obscure, hidden from needs that may arise in a
close relationship with others.

The rich are famous for this slippery theology.  Paul
knew this, and thus gave some specific instructions to
Timothy concerning their behavior.  “Charge those who
are rich in this world that they not be high-minded ...”
(1 Tm 6:17).  The rich often distance themselves from
others.  They do so in order not to discover needs that
may arise when they come close to others.

The problem with riches is that we think others are
always trying to get our riches.  We thus develop an iso-
lated behavior in our relationship with others.  We be-
come distant.  In this distant relationship, no “needs arise”
for which we can be responsible.  But Paul exhorted
Timothy to teach the rich “that they do good, that they
be rich in good works, ready to distribute, willing to
communicate, laying up in store for themselves a good
foundation for the time to come, that they may lay hold
on eternal life” (1 Tm 6:18,19).

I have discovered that as people economically excel
in a society, they become more distant from one another
in their relationships with others.  On the other hand, those
who are of poorer cultures tend to have a greater relation-
ship with one another, both in society and in their behav-
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ior as Christians.  Why is this?  You know the answer.
As disciples of Jesus, we are responsible for one

another.  Because God created us, He took responsibil-
ity for our salvation.  He could have been as the deist
would have us believe.  He could have created us, and
then run off to some distant place in the universe, de-
tached from our needs.  But He stayed close.  He cared
and loved and sent His Son.  When we are “godly” we
will also stay close and care and send ourselves to oth-
ers.  That is what it means to be Godlike.  Therefore,
disciples will seek to be as close and acknowledgeable
as possible to one another’s needs.  They will meet to-
gether in a way that needs can be identified and people
can be known.  They will be willing to be stirred to love
and good works (Hb 10:24,25).  Those who do not like
this type of close relationship, will stay away.  I have
discovered that many disciples do not like to meet in
small groups of disciples simply because they might dis-
cover a need for which they would be responsible.  For
this reason they want to hide in a large group, detached
from any needs that they might discover.

6.  Motivated to give glory to God.  Doing good
works is not about us.  It is about God and His glory.  It
is about witnessing to the world that we belong to the
Creator of all things.  As Paul said, “... it is God who
works in you both to will and to work for His good plea-
sure” (Ph 2:13).  Good works are not about bringing
glory to ourselves.  In fact, if that is our motive, then we
disqualify ourselves from being candidates for heaven.
Proud people go nowhere with God.

If we know that good works are about God working
in us for His glory, then the reason for our works takes
on a nature that is different from the nature of the good
works that are accomplished by those who are not Chris-

tians.  Muslims do good works.  However, their good
works are self-oriented.  The Muslim has a meritorious
system of works whereby one is seeking to be awarded
with an afterlife that appeals to the flesh.  The Christian,
on the other hand, is seeking to give glory to God.  It is
God who is working in us to bring glory to Himself.
“For this purpose I also labor, striving according to His
working that powerfully works in me” (Cl 1:29).  Paul
worked, but his work was not self-oriented.  It was God
working in him in order that glory be focused on God,
not himself.  He wanted us to know that the works that
he was doing was actually God working in him.

God is “working in you what is well-pleasing in His
sight ...” (Hb 13:21).  God “effectively worked in Peter
for the apostleship to the circumcision” (Gl 2:8).  He
also effectively worked in Paul toward the Gentiles.  And
it is God’s word “that also effectively works in you who
believe” (1 Th 2:13).  It is all God’s work.  It is thus God
who gets the glory.  If it is God doing the work, then the
glory goes to Him.

As sojourners in a world that often mistreats the dis-
ciples of Jesus, good works will accomplish the purpose
of bringing glory to God.  Peter encouraged, “Keep your
behavior honest among the Gentiles, so that when they
slander you as evildoers, they may, because of your good
works that they observe, glorify God in the day of visi-
tation” (1 Pt 2:12).  If there were no other reason to do
good works than to give glory to God, then that motiva-
tion would be sufficient.  We must always keep in mind
that if we do no good works, we are bringing no glory to
God.  We must, therefore, bring glory to God with us to
the final judgment through our good works that give glory
on earth.

Good works not only have their reward in life, but
they are also carried with us when we leave this world
on our way to eternal dwelling in the presence of God.
Please keep in mind that God will not be checking off
meritorious good works.  Since good works do not atone
for our sins, as discussed in the previous chapter, the
number of good works that we do will not be the foun-
dation upon which we are judged.  However, they are
necessary in order to manifest a sincerely motivated
heart.

A sincere heart motivates good works.  Therefore,
the reward of heaven is the serendipity of good works

because they have originated from a heart of love and
thanksgiving.  Though good works will result in a final
“reward,” they also have a reward in this life.  The busy
Christian life is rewarded with joy, peace and honor.
Because of the earthly and heavenly result of good works,
it is easy to understand that they are an essential part of
the Christian life.  Through them characters are molded
for eternal dwelling.  We could conclude that because
we have the choice in preparing our characters for eter-
nal dwelling through the works we do, we will be judged
because of our works, or lack of works.

Chapter 8

THE FINALITY OF WORKS
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A. Good works bring honor in life.

In the midst of a New Testament letter that is dedi-
cated almost exclusively to explaining the teaching of
grace, we would think that there would be no mention
of good works.  But such is not the case in the book of
Romans.  In fact, Paul began the letter with the state-
ment, “... but glory and honor and peace to everyone
who is working good ...” (Rm 2:10).  At the end of Ro-
man dissertation he also wrote, “... not lagging behind
in diligence, fervent in spirit, serving the Lord ...” (Rm
12:11).  The point of Romans is that one has not experi-
enced the grace of God in his life until that grace is mani-
fested through good works.

In Romans, Paul also wrote, “Render ... honor to
whom honor” is due (Rm 13:7).  The sacrificial laborer
is not without honor.  But if there is no labor, there is no
honor.

“And we urge you, brethren, to know those who la-
bor among you and are over you in the Lord, and ad-
monish you, and to esteem them very highly in love for
their work’s sake” (1 Th 5:12,13).  Those who labor
among the disciples must be highly esteemed for their
work’s sake.  We naturally give praise to the one who
has done well.

Paul exhorted women not to focus on the outward
appearance (1 Tm 2:9).  He rather encouraged them to
focus on that “which manifests women professing god-
liness through good works” (1 Tm 2:10).  Through good
works, therefore, women profess godliness.  To such
women great honor must be given for the godliness of
their behavior.

One does not work for the purpose of receiving rec-
ognition.  To do so would negate the character building
that comes from working.  The Pharisees blew a trumpet
when they made a contribution to the poor in the syna-
gogues and the streets of Jerusalem (Mt 6:2).  If the Chris-
tian worker blows his trumpet, he has received his reward
(Mt 6:1).  Trumpet blowers, therefore, are working for
the wrong reasons, and thus defeat the very purpose for
the works that have been created in Christ for us to do.

Unfortunately, many people live in “trumpet blow-
ing” religious cultures.  As a result, we often seek to be
Hollywood stars among our brethren by having our name
marked before the multitudes in order to sell this or that
book.  If we carry out our good works with a motive to
receive recognition, then we have defeated the character
building effect of the works.  If one has such a tendency,
then it is time not to let the left hand know what the right
hand is doing (Mt 6:3).  However, if one’s motives are truly
noble, then the Christian must let his or her light shine be-
fore men in order that God be glorified (Mt 5:16).

B. Good works will go with us to the judgment.

One of the key teachings of the New Testament is
the concept that good works play a significant part in
the final judgment.  Jesus said, “For the Son of Man
will come in the glory of His Father with His angels,
and then He will reward every man according to his
works” (Mt 16:27).  Paul added that God “will render
to everyone according to his deeds” (Rm 2:6).  Then
Peter added, “And if you call on the Father, who with-
out respect of persons judges according to each one’s
work, pass the time of your journey on earth in fear” (1
Pt 1:17).

The judgments of the book of Revelation are per-
meated with the concept of judgment in the context of
our works.  To the church of Thyatira Jesus said, “And
all the churches will know that I am He who searches
the minds and hearts.  And I will give to each one of
you according to your works” (Rv 2:23).  A final pic-
ture of the judgment is given in Revelation 20:12,13.

Then I saw the dead, small and great, stand before the
throne.  And the books were opened.  And another book
was opened, which is the book of life.  And the dead were
judged from the things that were written in the books, ac-
cording to their works.  Then the sea gave up the dead
who were in it.  And Death and Hades delivered up the
dead who were in them.  And they were judged everyone
according to their works.

Jesus is coming again.  He is coming for judgment.
When John concluded the book of Revelation, he con-
cluded with the words of Jesus who made a final procla-
mation concerning judgment.  In this final exhortation
of Jesus, our work as disciples is mentioned to be a sig-
nificant part of our judgment.  “And behold, I come
quickly, and My reward is with Me, to give to everyone
according to his work” (Rv 22:12).  If one has no work
for which to give account, then he or she has a serious
problem.  It is not that our salvation depends on an ac-
count of works, but we must give account for the evil
we worked in this life.  If there are no good works which
identify our godly behavior, then there is no evidence
for our faith, love and thanksgiving.

It is true that in the context of many judgment pas-
sages in the New Testament that judgment scenes are
pictures of the judgment of the wicked.  Because of their
evil works, they are manifested to be evil, and thus, wor-
thy of condemnation.  However, because the Scriptures
speak of their just judgment to condemnation as a result
of their evil works, the same holds true of the righteous.
They will be justly rewarded because of their good
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works.  For this reason, the Holy Spirit uses works as a
judgment standard in the pictures of judgment for our
benefit.  We know the unrighteous by their works.  We
know the righteous by their works.

God does not need to take an account of our works
in order to determine our eternal destiny.  He does not
because He judges on the basis of our hearts.  But we
cannot know the true heart of any person.  We can only
be fruit inspectors, for by their fruits we know them.
For this reason, therefore, the judgment scenes in the
New Testament are written in a way that we can under-
stand why one would be condemned or saved in judg-
ment.  The unrighteous will be condemned because there
were no good works to manifest a righteous heart.  The
righteous will be saved because everyone, even the
wicked, will have witnessed the righteousness of their
hearts through their good works.

According to 2 Corinthians 5:10, we must all be made
manifest before the judgment seat of Christ.  It will be
there that our works will manifest who we are.  In com-
paring 2 Corinthians 5:10 with 1 Timothy 5:25, an inter-
esting thought arises.  The Corinthian passage teaches
that we will give account for our good works.  To Timo-
thy, Paul wrote, “Likewise also, the good works of some
are manifest beforehand, and those that are otherwise
cannot be hid.”  Some good works are recognized in this
life.  For many of these we are given honor.  However,
there are many good works done by disciples that are not
known by others.  These works will be manifested in the
end when nothing will be hidden.  Therefore, if you do not
receive recognition for the work you do now, be patient.
Jesus will bring to light your good works in the end.

Regardless of recognition, in this life we must be
persistent in doing good.  This is the foundation upon
which our character as Christians is built.  It is the foun-
dation of peace and happiness that comes as a result of
doing good to others.  After washing the feet of the dis-
ciples, Jesus stated a very significant psychology in John
13:17.  “If you know these things, happy are you if you
do them.”  Happiness comes from washing the feet of
others.  We can always know the happiest person.  He or
she is the one with the dirtiest towel.  The serendipity
for good works in life is a happy life.  The final result of
good works is joy in heaven.

C. The Lord will reward us for good works.

I believe the theme verse of Revelation is 14:13.
Then I heard a voice from heaven saying, “Write, ‘Blessed
are the dead who die in the Lord from now on.’” “Yes,”
says the Spirit, “so that they may rest from their labors,
for their works follow them.”

This is a beautiful thought for those who have given a
lifetime for good works.  The passage gives us confi-
dence that our efforts are not wasted.  God will recog-
nize what we have done in this life, regardless of the
injustices we may receive from life.

At the conclusion of the Holy Spirit’s revelation con-
cerning the final resurrection, we are not surprised to
discover that He focuses our minds on the labors we
have done in service to the Lord.

Therefore, my beloved brethren, be steadfast, unmovable,
always abounding in the work of the Lord, knowing that
your labor is not in vain in the Lord. (1 Co 15:58).

The Christian’s labor is not a useless effort in meri-
torious obedience.  Our works will follow with us right
into heaven.  For those who do good works outside Christ,
however, their works are vain in reference to eternal
glory.  As Christians, we appreciate the good works of
those who are not Christians.  However, the works of the
one who is not a Christian are all in vain in reference to
eternal judgment.  Only those who are “in the Lord” will
enjoy the eternal glory that comes with a good and faith-
ful servant who has worked well in this life.

Christians must be confident, therefore, that God will
not forget their good works.  “For God is not unjust to
forget your work and labor of love that you have shown
toward His name, in that you have ministered to the
saints, and still are ministering” (Hb 6:10).  He will
remember every work.  He will reward with heaven ev-
ery good work of the Christian, though He will reward
with eternal condemnation those who work evil (2 Tm
4:14).  Because we will be rewarded, therefore, we look
forward to the final coming of Jesus.  Because we trust
in the grace of God, we can with boldness say as John,
“Even so, come, Lord Jesus” (Rv 22:20).  Those who
are faithfully working in kingdom business are looking
forward to the coming of Jesus in order that they receive
their rest in Him.

He wasn’t much for stirrin’ out,
It wasn’t his desire.

No matter what the others did,
He was sittin’ by the fire.

Same ole habit day by day,
He never seemed to tire,

While others helped to build the church,
He was sittin’ by the fire.

And when he died, as all must do,
They said he went up higher.

But if he’s still doin’ what he always did,
He’s still sittin’ by the fire.

(By an unknown possibly frustrated church leader.)
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Epilogue

If you have made it to this conclusion, then you have
struggled with me through a long self-examination, and
often repentance by understanding what God expects of
His children.  This has not been an easy journey be-
cause it has forced me into evaluating my life, as well as
coming to the conclusion that many people whom I have
considered “faithful” Christians and I dearly love, are in
danger of being spewed out by our Lord in the final ac-
counting of good works.

I suppose many have already come to this conclu-
sion, since teachers have for years tried to alert the lazy
of the peril they will eventually face because of a lack of
good works in their lives.  Sermon illustration books are
full of stories, poems, jokes and illustrations about lazy
church members.  Church leaders for years have tried to
motivate those who “dig and hide” their talents.

Many of us have experienced firsthand the result of
inactivity and laziness in our own lives and in the lives
of those who claim to be disciples but are doing noth-
ing.  We have wondered why some churches cease to
grow.  We have shuffled through preacher after preacher
in order to find the right one who would get us growing
again.  But no Nehemiahs have arrived from Babylon.
We have gone through a catalog of programs and com-
mittees.  But no one has handed us a sword and a shovel
and said “Watch and work!”  Regardless of all our ef-
forts, many churches have in many places come to zero
growth, and many are declining.  The city of God still
remains in ruins.

We are worried about the problem of non-growth,
but there seems to be no head-on confrontation with the
reasons why we have ceased to grow, or what it takes to
get growing.  When nothing is happening in a particular
church, we endlessly keep trying a series of solutions to
generate activity and growth.  But nothing seems to bring
about the desired end that we start growing again.  So
what is the problem?  I personally do not think it is any
specific problem.  It is an assortment of problems that
have set in and redefined the “Christianity” we believe.
We have created a religion after our own desires, and
now we are simply reaping the result of our creation.

This final inscription is only a survey of what I be-
lieve are some erroneous behavioral practices and be-
liefs that we must seriously confront in order to bring
about repentance and growth.  I offer my suggestions on
what a church should do in order to repent.  Bear with
me as I take you through these points.  If we can correct
these matters, I believe God will bless us with growth.
He wants growth, because growth means that heaven is

being populated.  So here are some things every disciple
must do in order to be fruitful.

A. Let’s get to work!

You know the events of Acts 6:1-7.  A problem de-
veloped among the disciples.  Widows were being ne-
glected in the daily distribution of food (At 6:1).  As a
result, a program was developed.  A committee was
formed.  Seven men were chosen, and the program went
to work to solve the problem.  However, after the prob-
lem was solved, one man on the program committee was
stoned by unbelievers, and another headed out doing
evangelistic work (At 8).  I assume the committee was
dissolved since the problem was solved.

Now what’s the point?  The point is that the church
was in existence in Jerusalem for at least five years by
the time this event took place.  Does that turn on any
lights?  If it does, then you have started to think about
the concept of programs and committees.  There was
no “Distribution Committee” in the early church until
a problem arose, when disciples stopped doing what
disciples are supposed to be doing.  When the problem
was solved, the committee was disbanded.  Disciples
went on with their normal work of doing good works –
feeding all the widows – and evangelism.

When I read the account, therefore, I discover that
there was a problem because a program was formed
in order to take care of the problem.  Programs indi-
cate that there are serious problems.  In the Acts 6 case,
widows – can you believe this – were being denied food.
Were these disciples practicing “pure religion” (Js 1:27)?
Certainly not!  And since they were sinning, a program
had to be formed in order to take care of the problem.

Not only did the program result from sin in the camp,
it was dissolved when the sin was solved.  A church
without programs is a healthy church if Christians
are doing what they are supposed to be doing.  Healthy
churches need no committees of men to get disciples to
do what they are supposed to be doing naturally every
day of their lives.

But we are obsessed with programs.  Youth programs.
Senior programs.  Mission programs.  You know the “pro-
gram.”  Here is what I see in the church that is nigh unto
death.  It is a church laden with programs because dis-
ciples have to be “programmed” out of their pews in
order to do what they are supposed to be doing naturally
as disciples.  The unfortunate program directors are laden
with the responsibility of being recruiters and program
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directors.  Now where in the New Testament do we find
any of this?  If I have to be recruited first to get to work,
and then directed to stay at work, something is seri-
ously wrong with me.  How many program directors
have been burdened into discouragement because they
could never get anyone to volunteer to work their pro-
gram?  If you have to be recruited into joining a pro-
gram in order to work, then evidently you are doing no
work at all as a disciple.  Are you really a disciple if you
are not doing the work of a disciple?

Now for a reality check.  Programs are not meant
to get people to work, but to get working people more
efficient and directed in what they work.  Get the
point?  When Christians who have a mind to work are
going about doing their work, then things are happen-
ing.  The program is only for the purpose of focusing
workers into specific areas of need.  But once they are
focused, then what?  Do we still need the program?

We must never forget that the church is the pro-
gram!  But when something goes wrong, when widows
are neglected, then a temporary patch (a program) is nec-
essary in order to correct the sin.  In the case of Acts 6,
the lack of focus on the Grecian widows was the sin.
There was no benevolent work directed toward the Gre-
cian Jewish widows.  There was no “pure religion” in
the hearts of some disciples who were normally making
distribution to the widows, for they were intentionally
neglecting some widows.  This sin needed a committee
of godly men to set things right.

I suppose, however, that business/industrial cultured
churches cannot help themselves.  Or can they?  Is the
highly organized and programmed church of urban busi-
ness/industrial centers manifesting her sickness?  I am
old enough to remember that the rural church in the 50s
in America had no programs.  People were farmer work-
oriented members.  They were of a work-ethic culture
that simply did the work.  When something needed to be
done, it just got done.  No program.  No committee.  Ev-
erything just happened because everybody showed up.
But when the church migrated to the cities and became
elephant churches with members hiding on the back
pews, things changed.  Eventually, there were not enough
back pews, and thus the infection of inactivity started to
migrate toward the front of the auditorium.  As time
passed, rows of pews were taken over by the inactive.
Once the inactive reached almost to the front of the au-
ditorium, and the activity-oriented members could be
counted on the first few rows of pews, the leaders be-
came concerned.  They realized that stagnation had set
in and people needed to be recruited and organized to
get them to work.  But it did not work.  The lack of
growth continued.  And now it has spread to a brother-

hood of big city churches, and growth across a whole
spectrum of churches is zero.  Hello, Ephesus and
Laodicea.

So what’s the answer.  You have just read the book.
Get to work!  There is no quick solution for growth other
than going to work for Jesus.  There is no fruit unless
there is planting, watering and harvesting.

B. Let’s get out of the church house!

But now we have an inactive membership that is
boxed in between an “opening” and “closing” prayer.
After the closing prayer, a mental switch flicks, and
members are on their way to do their own thing.  “See
you next Sunday, God.”

For many years I have preached across Africa, Latin
America and the West Indies.  I have conducted various
seminars on numerous subjects.  In these seminars, I of-
ten touch on the point of assembly-oriented religion.  In
dealing with this subject, I give my thoughts concerning
the religion we have created after our own desires, which
religion has conveniently adopted the “opening/closing
prayer” behavior in reference to assemblies and our
Christianity.  What is interesting is that everyone knows
the problem.  No one disagrees.  We laugh at ourselves,
knowing that we have mentally created this “hour of
worship” that confines God to a “place” and our “Chris-
tianity” to special performances (acts).  We know it is
wrong.  We know that it is nowhere in the Bible.  But we
are this way and it is hard to repent.  It is just convenient
to turn God on and off with an opening and closing
prayer.

What has happened is that our “Christianity” has
been compressed into the “hour of worship.”  We thus
often behave as the devil outside that hour, and sing like
a saint during the time between the opening and closing
prayers.  And now we wonder why there is no one doing
anything for Jesus outside the “hour of worship.”  We
wonder why some churches are dead, looking for a grave
in which to be buried.  If you are still reading, you prob-
ably agree.  Don’t you?

So you know the problem.  We have made Chris-
tianity a church house oriented behavior that takes place
on Sunday morning in some place.  All our duties to be
“Christian” are confined in the church house box, God
is signed off after our worship performances, and we
leave to do our “secular” work on our time.  Jesus knew
we would do this when He said that neither in the place
of Jerusalem, nor a place on some mountain, the true
worshipers of God would worship in spirit and truth (Jn
4:21-24).  There is a totality about life sacrifice that
should be typical of discipleship behavior (See Rm 12:1).
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But we have moved from that behavior, leaving Jesus
on a pew while we go on our way.

If I believe that my “Christianity” takes place in some
place, then what do you think I will behave like outside
that place?  Churches do not grow because the mem-
bers have confined their “Christianity” to some place
of worship.  We are good people who do no good out-
side the “hour of worship.”  Outside the place where our
Christianity takes place, we are not bad people.  We are
respectable people in the community.  However, we are
not initiating any good works.  Herein is the problem.
We have convinced ourselves that we do our good by
attending an assembly, and this attendance relieves us
of having to take an initiative to do good works outside
the place and hour of worship.

I have heard and read some great lessons that are
seeking to confront this problem.  However, though the
lessons are great, the teacher must understand that the
vast majority of Christians are practicing “assembly-ori-
ented” churchianity.  The tendency of urban churches to
so behave is strong.  It is strong because of the demands
of our secular jobs.  It will take more than sermons on
“our life is a worship to God” to correct the matter.  It
will take strong leadership that is able to stir up in the
people a mind to work in order to correct the sickness of
indifferent religiosity.  When a church has a high-bud-
get “program,” I can almost guarantee that they will tell
the preacher to calm it down lest contributors are run
away.  A church that is laden with a professional staff
does not seek any Nehemiahs who will hand them a
sword and a shovel.

C. Let’s restore individual priesthood!

Someone once said that the rural follows the urban
when it comes to cultural practices.  And I suppose they
are right.  When discussing the behavior of the church, I
know that such is the case.  The point is that if we form
a concept of “church behavior” in the urban church, the
concept will eventually filter down to the rural church.
Rural folks want to behave like city folks.  In a negative
way, this has happened in the area of professional reli-
gious workers.  We now maintain the concept that the
church will not grow as it should unless we have full-
time preachers.

In the urban church members are struggling to sur-
vive with jobs and traffic jams.  Because of their tight
schedules and the amount of time they have to put into
their jobs in order to survive in urban centers, it is easy
to departmentalize Christianity.  Fellowship with other
disciples simply becomes another appointment on the
calendar.  And what do we do with the “church busi-

ness”?  You guessed it.  We do what we do in the profes-
sional world in which we are capitalistic creatures of
cash.  We hire it done.  This business/industrial culture
has subsequently influenced the thinking of the church.
If something is to get done, we hire it done.

So now we have become the church that is often
laden with a “staff” that includes everything from the
janitor to the “pulpit preacher.”  These are professionals
we have hired to get the job done, which job is usually
the job of every disciple.  Since we have become eco-
nomically strong, we can hire someone to do our work.
This is a very convenient system when many of the mem-
bers are struggling six days a week in an urban center
just to survive.  Or maybe it is not survive, but just to
possess more and gain the money to do more things.

What happens in the above scenario is that money
becomes my work for Jesus.  Let’s see if this is not
true.

1.  Professionalism produces clergy-oriented
churches.  Now suppose you are a busy man, busy in
making money in the world.  You have little time for
personal involvement in the lives of others, even in the
lives of your brothers and sisters in Christ.  In order to
soothe your conscience, you throw money at what both-
ers you, just as you do in your business.  If a problem
develops, throw the money and the problem will go away.
As in business, the money goes to professionals we hire
to do the job.

So when we cannot get personally involved ourselves
with our “religious work,” we do the same.  We throw
money at it by hiring someone to do the job for us.  Our
money, therefore, becomes our proxy good work.  We
can enjoy our work as a businessman, or car salesper-
son, or farmer, and at the same time feel good about
someone else (our religious professionals) getting their
hands dirty in the lives of the poor and unsaved.  We
evangelize through proxy.  We are benevolent through
proxy.  Sounds convenient, and very Western church.

Now you know why we have a clergy.  The preacher
—just say it, the clergyman—does our “church work”
for us because we pay him to do it.  If he does not get the
job done, we get another one to help.  If the burden for
the two is too great, we hire another, and another.  We
now are proud of our staff, but unfortunately, we are
now infected with “staffitis” and have a sick church on
our hands.

But we are comfortable with this because we are
giving our contribution.  We watch our professionals
perform while we maintain our “faithfulness” with at-
tendance and a handsome check deposited in the collec-
tion tray as it passes by.  It is a convenient religion.  We
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are happy because we can do what we want to do in
being successful business people in the world.  The reli-
gious professionals are happy because they get to work
full-time for the church.  So you ask, What is wrong
with this picture?  I think you know the answer.  The
church ceased to grow several years ago and has not
grown though we have added a number of staff workers.
We are a “dead church walking.”  But we have proved
one point.  Hiring a great number of staff does not make
a church grow.  The following point explains why.

2.  Professionalism produces one-man bands.  Now
that the church is infected with “staffitis,” we go search-
ing for the best “performing” preacher who will keep
the contributors entertained with prolific speeches.  Oth-
ers seek to develop exciting and colorful assemblies that
will captivate and encourage those who come to get
something, but are unwilling to give.  In order to do this,
we must first sell a key personality, both to ourselves,
and the community in which we live.  We brandish our
iconic personality before ourselves and the community
in order to draw people to Jesus through our icon.  This
fits well with Western business marketing and business
structures.

As one journeys up the organizational structure of
the staff, control becomes more dominant and central-
ized at the top.  When we reach the top, everything is
centered around the boss.  We do not like the term “boss”
in the church, so we call him “The Preacher,” or as some,
“The pastor.”  In Africa, this system fits well because
the one on the top is the chief, and thus, we have tribal
churches with little chiefs.  They are churches that were
built by the “chief,” and subsequently the franchised
church exists as long as the chief lives.  We thus have
“one-man-band” churches in which members become
spectators.  And then we wonder why every member is
not working hard for Jesus.  And then, the following
scenario develops:

3.  Professionalism produces taker churches.  We
need to take the point of professionalism to mission ar-
eas throughout the world.  As professionalism has been
developed in the culture of the sending churches, the
sending churches seek also to develop the same in the
mission points to which they send their evangelists.  I
cannot tell you how many times I have been asked, “For
what church do you preach?”  Does this betray the pro-
fessional clergyism that is so prevalent in Western think-
ing?  Certainly!  Now translate this thinking into many
local scenes of supported mission efforts throughout the
world.

Since the Western thinking links growth with money,
Western churches start throwing money directly into the
local scene of a mission point in order to cause growth.

Church buildings are built for the local folks.  A local
preacher is supported to work with one specific group
of Christians.  The damage that develops is that the lo-
cal Christians now look at the foreign supported evan-
gelist as the professional.  He is the clergyman and all
the work must focus around him.  Since they now be-
lieve that they are a mission point, not a mission church,
their dependence on the foreign contributions leads them
into “spiritual” ineptitude.  They become a taker church,
freely receiving but giving nothing.  They do not de-
velop their self-reliance and spiritual independence.  As
they develop the thinking, “take care of us,” they sink
into a non-evangelistic syndrome of inactivity.  Their
hand is held out, not to give, but to take.  Taker churches
die a slow death.  And the problem is that in the process
of dying, they never figure out the problem for their
death.

Those of you who are reading this type of book know
of numerous illustrations of taker churches.  These
churches were initially planted by the zeal of a faithful
evangelist who was sent out by a mission-minded church
somewhere across the sea.  A local church was estab-
lished and a full-time preacher was supported to con-
tinue the nurturing of the church after the missionary
left.  After thirty years, the local preacher is an old man.
The established church is also old, having never started
another church in its entire existence or reached out in
missions to go into all the world.  The reason why it has
no concern about missions is that it was trained to be a
taker church.  Taker churches are always on death row,
waiting for the day of execution.

Now be honest.  Do you think members would be
encouraged to individually go to work when they feel
that the work is the responsibility of the professionals
among us?  When we pay a professional to do the work,
do you think we are individually motivated to get in-
volved?  This feeling is magnified when the support of
the professional comes from some source outside the
local church group.  You may argue with me on this point.
But you know what I mean and what is a simple truth of
human nature.  As long as there is a full-time profes-
sional in our presence, we will sit back on a bench or
pew and let him do the work.  Right?  You cannot
argue with human nature.

There were full-time preachers in the New Testa-
ment.  However, there seems to be a vast difference be-
tween what we read in the New Testament in reference
to full-time preachers and what we see practiced today.
In the first century, the preachers were moving about
preaching to the lost.  They were not held up for one
group of disciples.  Today, on the other hand, preachers
are moving in and preaching to the saved.  We even take
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pride in the fact that we as preachers have stayed in one
location for a great period of time.  We rationalize that
the community can get to know the icon and be drawn to
where the icon preaches.  Now that we rely on the icon
to grow this church, what is there for individual mem-
bers to do?  Oh, yes, drop the pay check in the collection
plate.

In 1972 Harding University took a survey of preach-
ers of churches throughout America.  Several things were
revealed in that survey.  But one interesting fact was
that the average stay of a preacher at a local church
was two years and under.  At the same time, the church
was the fastest growing religious group in America.  Do
I have to go into detail here for us to get the point?  The
point is that the preachers never stayed around long
enough for the church to become dependent on them.
The primary work of the preacher, who was really our
hired teacher, was to teach.  The rest of the members
had to get out and do the work.

Just keep in mind one fact.  We have only one icon
as Christians.  His name is JESUS.  And when Jesus is
our pride, we will establish again the individual priest-
hood of the believer and go to work for Him to the glory
of our Father.

D. Let’s get our hands dirty!

You know how this works.  I just explained a part of
the problem.  When we have enough money, we can hire
it done.  There is no need for personal involvement, no
hands-on work.  Whenever there are sufficient funds
available, it seems that personal involvement in the work
declines.  Is this an axiomatic truth?  Possibly.  At least
large Western urban churches that have a lot of funds
available often struggle locally to grow.  They may have
great mission outreaches, but personal involvement by
the local disciples often lacks.  We thus take pride in our
long-distance involvement in some foreign land, but at
home we simply write off our personal involvement by
a hefty check in the contribution plate.

Is the preceding what Paul had in mind when he
charged Timothy to charge the rich that they “be rich in
good works” (1 Tm 6:17,18)?  There must be something
about being rich that moves one away from personal in-
volvement in doing good for others.  Again, I do not
think that Paul meant that the rich can solve the problem
simply by throwing money at it.  They should be ready
to give (1 Tm 6:18).  But they must also be rich in
good works.  That’s personal involvement!  One can
give to good works, but that is different from personal
involvement in the work itself.  The rich cannot distance
themselves from that to which they give.  Wealthy

churches that are dying, therefore, should take a serious
look at themselves.  Personal involvement in doing good
to others builds spiritual characters.  And that is what
God wants for eternal dwelling.

I believe this is what Jesus had in mind when He
called on the rich young ruler to leave everything and
follow Him. (See Mk 10:17-31).  Jesus called for per-
sonal involvement and personal sacrifice as a disciple.
Unfortunately, this was a paradigm shift the rich young
ruler could not make.  He could give the money, but he
could not give himself.  He could not lead by a “pattern
of good works.”

Notice how Jesus concluded His teaching that was
stimulated by the occasion of the rich young ruler.  “But
many who are first will be last, and the last first” (Mk
10:31).  One may be first in the business world, but last
when it comes to the life of being a working disciple of
Jesus.  And those servants of the world who are consid-
ered last by the world, will be first.  They will be first
because they have nothing to offer Jesus but the sacri-
fice of their entire lives in doing that which is good.
Now that is something to think about.

Think of it this way.  When we have all passed
through the Pearly Gates, money will have no bearing
on our relationships with one another.  Gold is so use-
less in heaven that streets are paved with it.  Therefore,
if the rich have had no practical training in how to relate
with people on earth, how will they be prepared for eter-
nal dwelling with people in heaven?  I am sure the man-
sions of heaven will not have high walls built around
them.  If the rich cannot get out from behind their high
walls on earth and into the lives of others, then certainly
they are not candidates for heaven.  It is for this reason
that money should never become an obstacle in build-
ing our relationships with others.

Churches are not grown by money.  In fact, money
is often a deterrent to growth.  It is a deterrent because
we develop the thinking that if we give a lot of money,
we do not have to give a lot of personal time.  We lead
ourselves to believe that our giving takes the place of
our personal involvement.  Will a church house full of
great givers grow?  I think a general survey across the
American church scene answers this question.  Zero
growth indicates zero personal involvement.  The richer
the givers of the church, the smaller the personal involve-
ment on the part of the givers.  After all, the rich did not
become rich because they put a lot of time into the lives
of those who would produce no wealth for them.

E. Let’s make time for Jesus!

Many brethren in Third World cultures will not un-
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derstand this point.  In fact, they will be surprised as
they read through the scenario of how the average mem-
ber of the urban activity-oriented Western culture keeps
himself or herself busy with so many events that there is
no time to be involved with spiritual matters that lead to
personal spiritual growth, and subsequently growth in
the church.

This is the whirlwind of Western life.  Soccer mom
is up in the morning around 5:00 or 6:00.  Breakfast and
kids.  It’s cereal out of a box.  No cooked breakfast in
this house.  Dad is somewhere in this picture, if indeed
he has not already headed to the office.  But the whirl-
wind begins early in the morning.  Eat.  Dress.  Get
packed.  Kids off to school.  Mom off to her work.  School
and work all day for parents and children.  Evening comes
and children then have soccer, cheerleading practice,
baseball, basketball, football, etc.  Mom runs kids here
and there to every imaginable event.  Dad is still at work.
Some event is planned for every night of the week, some
sport, some activity.  Westerners are terrified about be-
ing bored.  When there is no event, then there are 200 to
300—maybe it’s 400 by now —TV channels to fill in
the gaps.  You can flip through the channels until your
finger is numb.  There is an unending assortment of en-
tertainment opportunities to keep one’s mind occupied.
This activity-oriented culture is a 24-7 phenomenon of
the latter part of the 20th century which has been intensi-
fied in the 21st.  Then we scream out, “I don’t have time
for anything!”  “Why isn’t this church growing?”  Or do
we even ask this question anymore?

Now try to get one of these modern activist bees
involved in teaching someone the gospel on Tuesday
night.  Or, try to take someone as this away from their
schedule to be personally involved in a family that lives
on the other side of the tracks in the low-income part of
town.  When you have filled your own life with activi-
ties you enjoy, you have no time for that which grows
the church.  Now when you have a whole church group
with this type of schedule in their personal lives, then
why do we complain about the church not growing?  And
when our children just go away from Jesus when they
grow up, can we blame them for following the example
of their parents who were more concerned about them
competing in a ball game than in learning to quote Scrip-
tures in a Bible class?  When we make social events
more important than Jesus events, what do we expect?
Churches do not grow in these cultures when members
have no time to be involved in those things that cause
churches to grow.  Is that so difficult to comprehend?

In order to correct the problem people need to slow
down.  We need to learn again how important it is to
meditate upon the word of God day and night.  We need

to learn to be still for Jesus.  As parents, we must show
our children that working for Jesus is far more impor-
tant than working for our own pleasures.  We can do
this.

F. Let’s get back to personal relationships!

When we slow down for Jesus, relationships start
being more important than activities.  The latter part of
the 20th century witnessed a massive growth in urban
centers throughout the world.  This has led to the de-
population of the rural areas in some parts of the world.
Every time I journey to my homelands of central rural
Kansas, I often stand on a parcel of land in the country-
side where I grew up.  I try to remember where different
farm houses once stood.  When I was just head high to
full grown wheat there were about two to three houses
on every square mile of countryside.  Before my life-
time, there were more.  In fact, the booming years of
central Kansas were at the turn of the 19th century.
Stafford, Kansas, the town around which I grew up, was
booming between 1910 and 1930.  But that has all
changed.  Now there is about one farm house to a square
mile of land.  All the children of the farmers have moved
to the big cities.  Even Stafford, Kansas struggles to stay
alive with about 1,200 residents.  Central rural America
has depopulated.

And so it has been throughout the world.  In Africa,
over fifty percent of the population of the continent now
lives in large metropolitan centers.  When I lived in Bra-
zil in the early 70s, there were in that country at the time
over one hundred cities with populations of over 100,000.
Sao Paulo, the city in which I lived, was eleven million
in 1978.  It is over twenty million today.  Urbanization
was a global phenomenon of the 20th century.  There
was a vast migration of populations from the rural areas
to the cities.  That migration continues today as urban
centers grow.

Urbanization has not been good for Africa.  As people
moved to the cities, moral values disintegrated.  Crime
in large urban centers of Africa is a major sociological
problem.  There seems to be no end to this problem.  As
urban centers continue to grow, residents find it diffi-
cult to build moral values that make it possible to dwell
together as they did in a rural setting.  The social envi-
ronment becomes very hostile and urban citizens emo-
tionally move away from one another.

In the Third World, unemployment is the curse of
the modern urban center.  Young people scurry to the
cities in hope of finding jobs.  In Sao Paulo hundreds of
thousands of people in search of jobs were migrating to
that city alone in the 70s.  But there were not enough
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jobs to go around.  Slums developed.  Crime subse-
quently became the curse of the city as people sought to
survive.  The same has happened in Africa.

I have lived on three continents and in large urban
centers of those continents.  What I am about to say,
therefore, is not taken from some highly engineered sur-
vey or Gallup poll.  It is simply practical observation
taken from years of experience in church growth.  Most
of my experience has been in Latin America and Africa.
Therefore, my postulations are focused primarily around
these cultures, though I believe the same holds true of
India where the church has also grown.

What I have seen is that the church grows tremen-
dously in the rural areas, but struggles in the large urban
centers of Third World countries.  In Africa, over four
churches are being established every day.  However, by
far the vast majority of these churches are being es-
tablished in the rural areas.  The same was true in
Brazil in the 70s.  Though much of the mission outreach
from American churches focused on large urban cen-
ters, the reality of church growth was in the rural areas.
We sent out missionaries with the philosophy of reach-
ing the masses by going first to the urban centers.  But
the reality of church growth was the opposite.  The
church grew in the rural areas while churches in urban
centers struggled to be established.

There are a number of reasons for this.  The normal
rural resident of the world has more time for God.
Struggle for survival in large urban centers is difficult.
It takes a great deal of time just to maintain a job in a
Third World urban center.  The focus of the urbanite is
on the glamor of the city and one’s occupation, whereas
the focus of the rural dweller is more on relationships.
Urbanites have distant relationships.  Those who live in
farming communities have a work ethic.  There are no
8:00 to 5:00 jobs in the rural communities.  It is a life-
style of work, whereas urban dwellers have more of a
work-and-play world view.

Here is the point.  Getting urban disciples person-
ally involved in good works and evangelism is rather
challenging.  In rural settings, however, because the cul-
ture is more relationship based, it is easier to stimulate
personal involvement.  In Africa during the dry season,
the land is idle, and thus the church can get to work.  I
suppose there are a number of other reasons for the rapid
growth of the church in rural areas.  But the fact remains
that rural churches in Africa are booming, whereas ur-
ban churches are struggling.

One of the worldwide efforts to turn this trend around
in urban centers is the establishment of small groups of
disciples throughout urban centers.  These are usually
referred to as cell groups, life groups or house churches.

These groups are more community oriented, and thus
offer Christians in urban centers the opportunity of work-
ing for the Lord in their immediate area.  This is better
than trying to transport themselves, and those with whom
they are working, across a large urban center in order to
do the work of the Lord.  The small groups are rela-
tional oriented, and being such, individual needs are ser-
viced by each one in the group.  House churches in large
urban centers give people an opportunity to once again
have close relationships.

I see small groups as the hope for evangelism in the
large urban centers of the world.  I also see this as the
hope for the function of the church.  After arriving home
from work at 6:00pm or 7:00pm by bus and taxi, one is not
encouraged to bus and taxi off to some distant meeting
of the church across the city.  The small house group in
one’s own community offers the privilege of just walk-
ing down the street to fellowship with others who are
also tired from the day’s work.  No program of work is
necessary.  Sincere people simply meet together, and
church happens.  There is a simplicity about the small
group that is difficult for the highly organized individual
to understand.  But the simplicity is the key.  The house
group meeting is a time and environment for the over-
stressed to find community in the lives of a few dis-
ciples who seek to serve Jesus.

G. Let’s get evangelistic!

The preceding points culminate into this one sum-
mary point.  Churches grow because the gospel is be-
ing preached to unbelievers.  When no one is being
baptized, then no one is teaching the lost.  If a church is
not working in good works and evangelism, therefore, it
is not growing.

I realize that we all know these things.  But the prob-
lem is why have we developed in the past few decades a
churchianity that leaves us comfortable with an
unevangelistic spirit and a life void of good works?  Why
do we feel fine when we have hired our professionals to
do the evangelism while we sit idly by on a comfortable
pew singing, “Soldiers of Christ Arise.”  Or do we even
sing that song anymore?  When we sing, “Send the
Light,” while sittin’ tight, why would we expect the
church to grow?  Dead churches are not growing simply
because the members do not have a passion for souls.
They have lost their fear of the Lord in final judgment.
Paul wrote, “Knowing the fear of the Lord, we persuade
men” (2 Co 5:11).  Where has all the fear gone?

You will ask the question, “Can a dead church re-
vive and start growing again when plagued with profes-
sionalism, an unevangelistic spirit, secular activity, and
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an assembly oriented concept of Christianity that is con-
fined inside the walls of a building?”  Absolutely not!
There is no hope for such a church.  You can argue all
you want about my negative conclusion, but keep in mind
that such a church has had its lampstand removed.  It is
no longer a church of Christ.  It is a religion that has
been created after the desires of those who are members
of this religious social club.  If you have been sitting in
the pew of one of these churches for the past thirty years,
and have experienced the decline in attendance, your
argument that this church will grow again has little
weight.  Dead churches just do not turn around if they
feel they can continue with their same thinking that
brought them to death.

You will rebut, “The Lord can turn this church
around.”  But you have missed the point.  Jesus took the
lampstand out years ago.  It is no longer the Lord’s
church!  That’s the problem.  Dead churches are
churches that have been created after the desires of men,
not Jesus.  And without Jesus, there is no turning around.
Churches always die before the last attendee out the door
turns off the lights.

But before you get to the last flip of the light switch,
consider three New Testament cases of dying and dead
churches.

1.  Death in Ephesus:  You already know the details
of the history of this church.  Great beginning.  Great
growth.  Inspired letter of instruction.  Personal visits
by a Christ-sent apostle.  They had all the blessings and
opportunities of a miracle-filled beginning.  But death
set in.  Somewhere along the life line of their existence
they lost their first love (Rv 2:4).  They died.  But re-
member, the disciples were still there in Ephesus when
the pronouncements of Revelation 2 were made.  I am
sure there were still disciples meeting throughout the
city of Ephesus.  Nevertheless, Jesus boomed from
heaven, “Remember from where you have fallen, and
repent and do the first works, or else I will come to you
quickly and will remove your lampstand out of its
place—unless you repent” (Rv 2:5).  I wonder what
preacher got fired because he preached this sermon on
Sunday morning?

In each of the messages to the seven churches of
Asia in Revelation 2 & 3, the message is concluded with
the statement, “He who has an ear, let him hear what
the Spirit says to the churches.”  The statement reminds
us of what Paul said years before.  “For the time will
come when they will not endure sound teaching.  But
to suit their itching ears, they will heap up for them-
selves teachers in accordance to their own desires” (2
Tm 4:3).  Well, that time had come in Ephesus.  And it

has come to many churches today.  When we create a
Christianity after our own desires, there is no desire to
repent and do the first works.  This is why I say that a
dead church will not start growing again.  First of all, it
does not realize that it is dead.  Secondly, if it does real-
ize that it is dead, their corrupted view of what true Chris-
tianity is will not generate growth.  Only total repen-
tance in the lives of the majority will change the situa-
tion.  What I have found, however, is that a few in the
midst of the majority discover that death has set in.  But
the minority who realize the death, are shouted out of
fellowship by the majority who still believe that all con-
tinues to be well in Zion.

Ephesus was not yet totally dead, and thus, there
was a glimmer of hope.  The call to repentance was made
because there was still hope.  But if there is no full scale
repentance on the part of the whole of a dead church, it
is doomed to destruction, though still meeting under the
beautiful light of a chandelier.

2.  Death in Sardis:  The problem with the church in
the Sardis church was pride.  “You have a name that you
live” (Rv 3:1).  They had made a name for themselves.
They did everything in their name.  Their name was
known in the community.  The next time you think about
doing something in order that the name of your church
gets the credit, think about what Jesus said to this church.
We do all in the name of Jesus, not in the name of the
church, for we are the church.  But in their pride as the
church of the community, Jesus pronounced, “But you
are dead” (Rv 3:1).  They were dead while they thought
they had a great name in the community.  Can churches
with great names in a community actually be dead?

Dead churches that have great names in the commu-
nity will have their lampstand removed.  The problem is
that they think they are alive.  And when one thinks the
church is alive, when it is actually dead, then there is no
remorse for repentance.  So can dead churches that have
great names survive?  Again, absolutely not!  When we
take pride in our name, we feel no cause for repentance
lest we endanger our “good” name.  We will also keep
our preachers and teachers in line lest they become too
bold or direct with their messages.  Dead churches do
not want to do anything that would cause the commu-
nity to think that they are “fundamental” or “radical”
with their message and work.

3.  Death in Laodicea:  When you are hot for Jesus,
you know that you are on the right track.  When you are
cold, you know you need to repent.  We know that re-
pentance will correct coldness.  But with the Laodicea
church a very common problem is set forth.  “I know
your works, that you are neither cold nor hot.  I wish
you were either cold or hot.  So then, because you are
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lukewarm, and neither cold nor hot, I will spew you
out of My mouth” (Rv 3:15,16).

The problem about being lukewarm is that you think
you are fine.  There is no feeling for repentance.  And
this is where many churches are today.  There are no
good works taking place among the members.  There is
no evangelism, no one is being baptized.  Since the “staff”
is hired for performances that deal with the maintenance
of the members, then they are not evangelistic.  They
can be full-time without the pressures of being evange-
listic in the community.  As long as they perform for the
members, all is well.  Their example filters down to the
membership, and thus the lukewarm church is dead.  It
feels no need for repentance.  Such churches proclaim,
“I am rich and increase with goods and have need of
nothing” (Rv 3:17).  Jesus would pronounce upon them
the indictment, “But you do not know that you are
wretched and miserable and poor and blind and na-
ked” (Rv 3:17).  Lukewarm churches never repent be-
cause they see no need for such.  So ask me again, “Will
dead churches start growing again?”  How can they when
they do not know that they are wretched and miserable
and poor and blind and naked?  Before we can mourn
over our sin, we must realize that we are in sin.

Being cold is better than being lukewarm.  At least
in our coldness we know that we are not what we should
be.  We may have turned Jesus off completely in our
lives, but at least we know that.  Being lukewarm with a
churchianity that is void of good works and evangelism
is a curse that will lead to eternal doom.  If one finds
himself in the midst of a lukewarm church that is void
of good works and an evangelistic spirit, look to Jesus.
He says to you, “I counsel you to buy from Me gold
tested in the fire so that you may be rich, and white gar-
ments so that you may be clothed, and that the shame of

your nakedness will not be revealed.  And I will anoint
your eyes with eye salve so that you may see” (Rv 3:18).

As disciples of Jesus we must work the works of
God.  We must be fishers of men, committed to the edi-
fication of the body of Christ, and sacrificially living
for the benefit of humanity.  All the parables of Jesus
focused on doing something—or not doing something.
Jesus’ focus was not on theological debates in the
parables.  Jesus wanted his disciples known for doing
things for others, not on winning theological arguments.
We must thus work for all men, but especially for the
household of faith.  In being this way, there is true hap-
piness.  In the final hours Jesus was with His disciples
before the cross, He took a towel and washed all their
feet (Jn 13:1-17).  He gave them an example of service.
He concluded by saying, “If you know these things,
happy are you if you do them” (Jn 13:17).  Happiness
comes from having a dirty towel.  If we know the ex-
ample of Jesus, and do what He did, then we will be
happy.  God made us this way.  When we do good to
others, we reap the serendipity . . . happiness.

It is through the spirit of service for others that we
make it through this world.  Christianity, therefore, is a
faith that is manifested through loving service.  If we
have not understood this about Christianity, then we have
developed a churchian theology that is sold to unhappy
people as the real thing.  Church houses are full of people
who are unhappy simply because they have been led to
believe that Christianity is a system of doctrinal theol-
ogy that is void of good works.  It is the challenge of
church leaders, therefore, to restore the love by which
Jesus said His disciples would be identified.  When this
loving service is restored, then we are the true church of
Christ.  But until then, we will always be living with a
cheap copy of what is the true.

ABBREVIATIONS

OLD TESTAMENT
Genesis - Gn,  Exodus - Ex,  Leviticus - Lv,  Numbers - N m,  Deuteronomy - Dt,  Joshua - Ja,  Judges - Jg,  Ruth - Rt,
1 Samuel - 1 Sm,  2 Samuel - 2 Sm,  1 Kings - 1 Kg,  2 Kings - 2 Kg,  1 Chronicles - 1 Ch,  2 Chronicles - 2 Ch,  Ezra
- Er,  Nehemiah - Ne,  Esther - Et,  Job - Jb,  Psalms - Ps,  Proverbs - Pv,  Ecclesiastes - Ec,  Song of Solomon - Ss,
Isaiah - Is,  Jeremiah - Jr,  Lamentations - L m,  Ezekiel - Ez,  Daniel - Dn,  Hosea - Hs,  Joel - Jl,  Amos - A m,  Obadiah
- Ob,  Jonah - Jh,  Micah - Mc,  Nahum - Nh,  Habakkuk - Hk,  Zephaniah - Zp,  Haggai - Hg,  Zechariah - Zc,  Malachi
- Ml

NEW TESTAMENT
Matthew - Mt,  Mark - Mk,  Luke - Lk,  John - Jn,  Acts - At,  Romans - R m,  1 Corinthians - 1 Co,  2 Corinthians - 2 Co,
Galatians - Gl,  Ephesians - Ep,  Philippians - Ph,  Colossians - Cl,  1 Thessalonians - 1 Th,  2 Thessalonians - 2 Th,  1
Timothy - 1 Tm,  2 Timothy - 2 Tm,  Titus - Ti,  Philemon - Pl,  Hebrews - Hb,  James - Js,  1 Peter - 1 Pt,  2 Peter - 2 Pt,  1
John - 1 Jn,  2 John - 2 Jn,  3 John - 3 Jn,  Jude - Jd,  Revelation - Rv
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