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1) Introduction

The criteria serving to define a church are broadly classified under the terms “doctrine” and
“practice.” Its doctrine is of course what it believes and advocates. Its practice is what it does,
particularly with regard to its primary functions of worshipping God, teaching His word and
administering His ordinances. Doctrine and practice are overlapping ideas. What a church does
is a reflection of what it believes. One would also hope that what it does is under the guidance of
prudent principles which collectively make up a doctrine in itself. So while we might speak of
doctrine and practice as being two separate ideas, they are actually quite interdependent, and a
church should not only have a doctrine and practice, but also have a doctrine of practice.

By “New Testament” church we mean the church defined in scripture and established by Christ
and His Apostles. We do not necessarily mean the church attended by the reader, nor do we
mean the church down the street, nor do we automatically assume the term would apply to our
own church. In fact a very small percentage of churches today would qualify as New Testament
churches, and even these will in some respects fall short. Many things have been done in the
name of Christianity having no resemblance to the New Testament church. The atrocities of the
Inquisition and Crusades were done in the name of the church even though there is nothing in the
New Testament commanding or commending such things. These are extreme examples, but
should be sufficient to warn any reasonable person that professed Christians are not only capable
of egregious error but also of dressing it up and glorifying it as church. Every church should be
in the continual process of examining itself to determine if it is in fact a New Testament church.

Given the interdependence between doctrine and practice, it should come as no surprise that as
modern churches have moved away from doctrinal commitments, choosing rather to adapt to the
ever-changing tastes and opinions of men, so also have they become unrestrained and undefined
in their practice. Their actions suggest they have little concept of a definitive body of principles
determining what they should do or how they should do it. Instead, they seem to consider almost
any church practice admissible provided it has popular approval. As a consequence of this,
churches of most denominations have seen radical changes in how they function and worship,
generally moving away from the precedents set in the New Testament. These departures are now
of such number and degree that most Christians of past ages would be shocked to see them.

Other Christians, in objection to these changes, have defected mainstream Christianity in mass
numbers, oftentimes forming their own storefront churches or home churches. This movement
has been so extensive that such groups probably exist in most towns of reasonable size. Their
objections have been numerous, including: 1) the ineffectiveness of Sunday schools and youth
programs, thus leading the dissenters to opt for what is commonly called “family-integrated”
church; 2) the shallow and worldly nature of what is commonly called “contemporary” music
with its ever-growing use of instruments; 3) the absence of scripture-based hymns designed to
teach and admonish; 4) the practice of condescending to youth by accommodating them in their
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immaturity rather than seeking to elevate them to greater maturity. Accordingly: 5) the excess of
entertainment and amusement and the carnal environment it creates; 6) the absence of systematic
Bible-based preaching, thus leading to a state of Bible ignorance never before seen in this
country; 7) the lack of any fixed doctrinal or moral foundation, and the accommodative attitude
toward the whims of the world, thus leading to a near total absence of any disciplinary standard;
8) the corrupting trends in many seminaries and their influence on the churches; 9) the
unqualified and improperly-motivated leadership over churches and the unscriptural structure of
that leadership. Finally, 10) in some cases the objections are also of a doctrinal nature, with
large numbers of conservative Christians now trending toward the so-called “reformed” doctrine
that was common to Christianity in bygone years, but has gradually been displaced by Arminian
doctrine in recent centuries.

These Christians are to be commended for their convictions, and their efforts have generally led
to net improvement over what they left. They will find much in this book agreeable to their
sentiments. But a great number of them have not divested themselves of all errors, and some
have left one set of errors to arrive at another. The reason for this is a lack of consideration to
the general principles underlying New Testament church practice. Oftentimes their approach is
more pragmatic than scriptural. They reject what their observation and experience have
indicated to be bad, and accept what their observation and experience have suggested to be good.
In this respect, the dissenters can be much like the churches they left, only differing in their
priorities or in their opinions of how certain priorities are best achieved. All Christians should
consider that God does not work by trial and error, and He would never leave something so
crucial as His church without a well-calculated, definitive specification as to what it should do.

Nothing better illustrates the extent to which mainstream Christianity has changed in its view of
church practice than its use of music. In recent decades, the musical instrument has become the
darling of worship in nearly every denomination, but an examination of history will show that
the founders and historic leaders of these same denominations passionately opposed them.
Consider for example the following list of quotes from some of the most famous men in
Christian history. These quotes will likely prove very surprising to some modern Christians:

Martin Luther (Lutheran): "The organ in the worship is the insignia of Baal. " — Mcclintock
& Strong's Encyclopedia, Volume VI, page 762.

John Calvin (Presbyterian): "Musical instruments in celebrating the praise of God would
be no more suitable than the burning of incense, the lighting up of lamps, the restoration of
the other shadows of the law. The Papists, therefore, have foolishly borrowed this, as well
as many other things, from the Jews." — John Calvin's Commentary on Ps. 33.



John Wesley (Methodist/Anglican): "I have no objection to instruments of music in our
chapels, provided they are neither heard nor seen.” — Clarke's Commentary, Vol. 4, page
684.

Adam Clarke (Methodist): "I am an old man, and an old minister; and | here declare that |
never knew them (musical instruments) productive of any good in the worship of God; and
have had reason to believe that they were productive of much evil. Music, as a science, |
esteem and admire; but instruments of music in the house of God | abominate and abhor.
This is the abuse of music; and here | register my protest against all such corruptions in the
worship of the Author of Christianity.” — Clarke's Commentary, Vol. 4, page 684.

Charles Spurgeon (Baptist): “David appears to have had a peculiarly tender remembrance
of the singing of the pilgrims, and assuredly it is the most delightful part of worship and
that which comes nearest to the adoration of heaven. What a degradation to supplant the
intelligent song of the whole congregation by the theatrical prettiness of a quartet, bellows,
and pipes. We might as well pray by machinery as praise by it.” — Spurgeon’s
Commentary on Psalm 42.

Andrew Fuller (Baptists): “The history of the church during the first three centuries affords
many instances of primitive Christians engaging in singing, but no mention, (that |
recollect) is made of instruments. (If my memory does not deceive me) it originated in the
dark ages of popery, when almost every other superstition was introduced. At present, it is
most used where the least regard is paid to primitive simplicity.” — Complete works of
Andrew Fuller, Vol 3, page 520.

David Benedict (Baptist): “In my earliest intercourse among this people, congregational
singing generally prevailed among them... This instrument (i.e. the organ), which from
time immemorial has been associated with cathedral pomp and prelatical power, and has
always been the peculiar favorite of great national churches, at length found its way into
Baptist sanctuaries, and the first one ever employed by the denomination in this country,
and probably in any other, might have been standing in the singing gallery of the Old
Baptist meeting house in Pawtucket, about forty years ago, where | then officiated as
pastor (1840)... Staunch old Baptists in former times would as soon tolerated the Pope of
Rome in their pulpits as an organ in their galleries, and yet the instrument has gradually
found its way among them... How far this modern organ fever will extend among our
people, and whether it will on the whole work a RE-formation or DE-formation in their
singing service, time will more fully develop.” — Fifty Years Among the Baptists, pages
204-207.

Be sure that more quotes could be added to this list, including quotes from times very near the
Apostles, but we have confined the list to men who are recognized by all as leading figures in
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church history. Regardless of whether one agrees or disagrees with these men, the quotes clearly
establish that a radical change has occurred in Christian thinking. The passion with which
instruments were once opposed was no less than the affection with which they are now
embraced. This change in thinking extends well beyond music to nearly all other areas of church
practice as well. If modern churches do in fact follow any principles with respect to their
practice, those principles are clearly at odds with principles that were followed in the past.
Indeed, it would be fair to say that some things being done in churches today have never before
been approved on any meaningful scale, and would be spontaneously rejected by nearly all
Christians of the past.

Given the popularity of these modernizations, they are obviously well-suited to the personal
preferences of many, but it is difficult to see how anyone could endorse them if the interests of
Christianity were truly at heart. There is now a degree of Biblical illiteracy that would surpass
anything seen since the Dark Ages. This has been accompanied by a steady and pervasive
degradation in Christian morals. Christian influence upon society and government is as low as it
has ever been in America. The current rate of defection from the church implies dismal times for
Christianity in days ahead. Notwithstanding the obsession of modern churches with numbers,
and the millions of Dollars they have spent trying to secure them, they are now almost surely
destined for decline. This is because some estimates have them losing as much as 80% of their
youth before finishing college. This is happening notwithstanding an unprecedented investment
in youth programs and ministries calculated to do exactly the opposite.

Contrast this to the experiences of the ministers quoted above, who all participated in
momentous, world-shaking, history-changing revivals, yet with little money, limited media, no
church amenities, no youth programs, no electric guitars, no drums, no entertainment, and no
revised versions of the Bible to simplify its study. Most remarkably, they preached in times of
higher mortality, shorter life-spans and larger families, so that their congregations were
significantly younger than what we have on average today. If anyone will dismiss all this by
saying times have changed, and that present circumstances necessitate rock music, amusement
and other such modernizations to draw youth, then let them explain why the ongoing decline in
Christianity has been accompanied by a rapid rise in Islam and Mormonism, even though they
are religions that are virtually void of such levities.

Modern Christians have concentrated themselves in large churches where they can behold huge
congregations and delude themselves that all is well with Christianity, but the truth is that
modern church practice is not working by any meaningful metric. Thousands of sincere Bible-
honoring pastors in nearly all denominations will agree. Most importantly, the Lord Jesus Christ
will agree. There is a strong and disturbing familiarity in the following words of the Savior:

| know thy works, that thou art neither cold nor hot: | would thou wert cold or hot. So then
because thou art lukewarm, and neither cold nor hot, | will spue thee out of my mouth.
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Because thou sayest, | am rich, and increased with goods, and have need of nothing; and
knowest not that thou art wretched, and miserable, and poor, and blind, and naked. — Rev
3:15-17

Thankfully, the Savior also provided a solution to this problem:

I counsel thee to buy of me gold tried in the fire, that thou mayest be rich; and white
raiment, that thou mayest be clothed, and that the shame of thy nakedness do not appear;
and anoint thine eyes with eyesalve, that thou mayest see. As many as | love, | rebuke and
chasten: be zealous therefore, and repent. Behold, | stand at the door, and knock: if any
man hear my voice, and open the door, I will come in to him, and will sup with him, and he
with me. — Rev 3:18-20

The last sentence of this verse has been much abused by some modern Christians, to the extent
that many readers will be surprised at the context in which the statement is found. When Jesus
speaks of knocking at the door, the meaning is not an unregenerate sinner’s heart but the door of
the church itself. He should of course already be inside the church, but He is instead outside of
it, doubtlessly because the church has opted for its own ways rather than His. The consequence
is that the church has settled into a lukewarm state wherein it is very comfortable with itself,
even proudly thinking it is rich, whereas in truth it is wretched, miserable, poor, blind and naked.
The good news is that the church is not hopelessly doomed to this deplorable state. Though He
is on the outside, Christ is no further than the door, and stands ready to come in. This will
happen when the church buys of Him the “gold tried in fire” — words that can only mean the
inspired word of God. They surely cannot mean the untested, vagarious whims of the age, but
the eternal wisdom that has withstood the oppositions of all ages. The word of God is a sure
recipe for success. He has resolutely declared, “...it shall not return unto me void, but it shall
accomplish that which I please, and it shall prosper in the thing whereto | sent it,” (Isa 55:11).

The principles of practice in the New Testament church are far-reaching in their implications.
They form a philosophy that embraces not only church but many other areas of life. In
examining these principles, this book will do much to explain traditional Christian thought in
even secular matters. The success of the Western World is largely owing to this philosophy, and
failures of both past and present have their root in departures from it. While the New Testament
church has at times been small in terms of true followers, never has it been small in terms of its
impact upon the world. Whether as a living, functional entity, or even through partial influence
as an ideology, nothing has had a greater positive impact on world history than the New
Testament church.



2) In the Image of God

Though the Bible was written by many different authors over a span exceeding a thousand years,
all sound Christians believe that it has but one Ultimate Author, the Holy Spirit, who worked
within men and moved them in the things they wrote. An evidence of this fact is how the book is
brilliantly unified about a central theme, and how the book is, from first to last, an unfolding
drama whose stage was definitively set in its opening pages. Those pages divulge the most
fortuitous fact in the history of mankind with the words:

And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have
dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over
all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. So God created
man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he
them. — Gen 1:26-27

Thus, man was distinguished from all other creatures in the most honorable conceivable way:

He was created in the very image of God. Atheists sometimes scoff at this, claiming the opposite
to be true, or that man created God in his own image and imagination. The irony is that these
scoffers themselves prove the text to be true. The intellectual achievements of man clearly
distinguish him from all other creatures. All living things apart from man are still climbing the
same trees, eating the same grass and chasing the same bugs they were in the very beginning, but
man has demonstrated immeasurable potential, building bridges, skyscrapers, automobiles and
airplanes, discovering higher math, designing complex microscopes and telescopes, travelling
space, exploring the Universe, unraveling atoms, designing computers, decoding genetics, etc.,
and indeed, the task of cataloguing all this knowledge now requires countless libraries scattered
all over the world. As remarkable as these achievements are, they are small in comparison to
what they would have been had it not been for things we will shortly discuss, but God has
blessed man in sufficient achievements to confirm what He said from the outset, namely, that
man is not like other creatures. He is very special.

The above verse also suggests a thing that the Bible will thereafter confirm, namely, that God
endowed man with supremacy over all other living things, including a second class of intelligent
life He created, which are known in the Bible as “angels” (Ps 91:11-12, 1Cor 6:3, Heb 1:13-14,
Heb 2:5-18, 1Pet 1:12). This fact will likely prove a surprise to Bible novices, but it will make
sense when one considers that man was made in the very image of God. Since this was not the
case with angels, it would be a personal affront to God to rank the angels higher than man. The
Bible gives limited information about angels, but reveals that they exist in vast numbers (Rev
5:11) and are extremely powerful. Upon one occasion, a single angel destroyed 185,000 men in
the Assyrian army (Isa 37:36). This great power is no contradiction to the superior rank given to
men. An infant is helpless before a savage dog, but has potential vastly exceeding all dogs put
together. The Bible also reveals that a significant percentage of angels are fallen and degenerate,
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and that the chief of these is Satan (Mt 25:41). The Bible then teaches that Satan set himself for
the corruption and downfall of man, evidently for the purpose of displacing him in his supreme
status among the creatures of God. Since the pride of Satan is such that he would rival even God
(Isa 14:12-15 2Thes 2:3-4), there was no doubt injury to his ego to be ranked even less than man.
He therefore seduced man to destroy himself by disobeying God, whereby man fell into
corruption and death.

It was of course in the power of God to instantly destroy Satan for his rebellion; however, He
instead declared to Satan, “l will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy seed
and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise his heel,” (Gen 3:15). This is to say
that, whereas Satan would inflict a hobbling wound to the man, the man would inflict a mortal
wound to Satan (Rom 16:20). Thus, the plan of God was to destroy Satan by the very means of
man. This becomes sensible upon considering that if God were to destroy him directly, this
would be a vindication of Satan and make him a martyr in his own cause, because if he had
brought man down, and could himself be destroyed only by God, this would imply he was
justified in objecting to the lower rank he had been given. So to enforce the order originally
commanded, God instead purposed to raise up a Champion among men, distinguished here as the
seed of the woman, by means of whom Satan would be destroyed. This declaration has long
been understood by Christians as the first of countless Old Testament prophecies concerning
Christ, and since He was unexpectedly called the seed of the woman, and not rather the seed of
the man, this declaration also contains strong intimation of His virgin birth.

These facts set the stage for the lengthy saga that will become the Bible, and set forth the central
plot of world history. Much religious and philosophical error entails, in some degree or another,
a denial of these basic facts or their implications. For example, a formidable amount of error in
professed-Christianity has derived from an essential denial of the extent of man’s fall, claiming,
in effect, that he did not truly die in the fall, whereas God plainly said he did. Further, God said
he died in the very day of his fall (Gn 2:17), which can only mean that he died in a spiritual
sense, because his physical death did not occur until long after. His subsequent physical death
was a mere symptom of the spiritual death he had suffered many years before. Now a dead man
is not hopeless so long as a resurrecting God exists, but a dead man surely is helpless. He is
helpless to recover himself from a state of death, either in the spiritual or physical sense. He can
only be saved by an act of Divine grace. So any doctrine claiming that man somehow
contributes to his own salvation by his own spiritual action is as senseless as a dead man
somehow contributing to his own resurrection. Then we have error on the opposite side of the
spectrum that essentially denies the high dignity of the original man or the higher dignity of the
final man or the infinite dignity of the ultimate man, Jesus Christ. These errant doctrines include
all non-Christian religions, not the least of which is modern Darwinism.

As these facts set the central theme of the Bible, they will serve to explain much else to be found

in the book. In particular, they explain why God saw necessary to provide for the salvation of
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men even though He evidently did not do it for any other creatures. It was done in the interest of
His own glory, being in preservation of the nearest representation to Himself in all His creation.
They also explain why so many of the great acts of God were in correction of diseased and
deformed bodies of men, and more importantly, why God is ever-ready to advance their minds
by hearing their requests for wisdom and knowledge (Js 1:5). They explain the implacable
hatred Satan has for man and his incessant effort to seduce man to abase himself. No doubt
Satan finds much gratification in taking men who are the presumed intellectual lights of the race
and duping them to believe they evolved from scum in a pond.

These facts also explain why God is infuriated when men bow and worship other creatures. Man
simultaneously insults both himself and his Creator when worshipping anything other than God
alone because God made man in greater honor than anything but Himself. Accordingly, these
facts resolve God’s otherwise enigmatic passion against idolatry in comparison to other sins.

Not only do these idols fall infinitely short of the incomprehensible glory of God, they are also in
blatant disregard to what He has revealed about His true image in the creation of man. An even
greater enigma they resolve is the passionate denunciation the Bible makes of doctrines that deny
the humanity of Christ. The Apostles considered these doctrines abominable heresy — the very
doctrine of antichrist (1Jn 4:3). Now the biblically ignorant might well assume that it would be
flattery to make Jesus out to be an angel, cherubim or other extraterrestrial, but the Bible
considers it denigration and confusion. Jesus Christ is the prototype man, the ultimate man, the
perfect man and the express image of the person of God. This explains why God loves Him,
hears Him, blesses Him, anoints Him, destroys His enemies and exalts Him.

Most Christians are disposed to think the great feats of Jesus Christ were owing to His divinity
rather than His perfect humanity. We readily confess that our mind is too feeble to discern such
things, and acknowledge that even a perfect man could do nothing without the power of God, but
this much we can confidently say: There has never been a religious teacher, whether in the Bible
or elsewhere, who put more emphasis on the potential of God-honoring men than the Lord Jesus
Christ. Verily, in man’s struggle of faith, and in his longing to believe all God has promised,
nowhere will the challenge rise to greater heights than in accepting Christ’s words to this effect.
Such words include: “...verily I say unto you, If ye have faith as a grain of mustard seed, ye
shall say unto this mountain, Remove hence to yonder place; and it shall remove; and nothing
shall be impossible unto you,” (Mt 17:20). “Verily, verily, | say unto you, He that believeth on
me, the works that | do shall he do also; and greater works than these shall he do; because | go
unto my Father,” (Jn 14:12).

Paul affirmed all this in saying concerning man, “Thou hast put all things in subjection under his
feet. For in that he put all in subjection under him, he left nothing that is not put under him,”
(Heb 2:8). These words were spoken by one who elsewhere taught human depravity in the
plainest possible terms, so he continues here and says, “But now we see not yet all things put

under him. But we see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the angels for the suffering of
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death, crowned with glory and honour; that he by the grace of God should taste death for every
man,” (Heb 2:9). So it is difficult to see the honor God has conferred upon man in his present
fallen condition, but because it can surely be seen in the resurrected Jesus Christ, it must also
follow for all His redeemed people. The ultimate purpose of God is to restore fallen man to the
image from which he fell: “For whom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be conformed
to the image of his Son, that he might be the firstborn among many brethren,” (Rom 8:29).
“Beloved, now are we the sons of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall be: but we know
that, when he shall appear, we shall be like him...” (1Jn 3:2-3).

The fact that man was created in God’s image also resolves what might otherwise be considered
an enigma in the Bible. This is that the book holds the pride of man in abject contempt but
expresses the potential of man in terms that not even a conceited mind can grasp. The Bible says
of man’s present state that he is by nature totally depraved, and therefore incapable of saving
himself by His own freewill and ability. Whenever a man assesses what he presently is, he must
be careful to consider that pride is ranked first among the things God hates (Pr 6:16-19), and is
also a root cause of all other sin. However, when contemplating what a saved man can be, and
will be, through the power of Christ, no star is high enough to surpass what God will permit the
mind to entertain. There is actually no enigma in these two things. The first step toward aspiring
to be better at anything is in acknowledging that present deficiency leaves room for
improvement. While all men struggle with pride, it can also be presented to them in such a way
that their minds instinctively deplore it. The human mind has been designed by the Creator to
know that pride is a toxin to the soul and a deterrent to progress. God hates pride even more than
man because the progress of man is more important to Him than it is to men themselves. God
created man in his own image. Itis in His interest for man to succeed, though, of course, His
metrics of success are not always the same as ours.

So God has Himself emphasized the potential of man more than anyone else, and He has also
demanded that every man honor this potential. It is to be honored in both rich and poor. It has
been the habit of God throughout history to take men under seemingly inescapable disadvantage
and elevate them to the heights of success. This was surely done to teach men to honor those
they would otherwise despise or dismiss. It is to be honored in youth. A parent that refuses to
discipline his child has acquiesced to what it presently is and disregarded what it is capable of
being. This is Christianity turned upside down. It is also to be honored in all races of men. God
has blessed every race with distinguishing abilities so that all will learn to honor the potential
God has placed in their fellow men. It is to be honored in the wayward and disobedient. This is
why ministers are commanded to preach repentance. This potential is even to be honored when
it is seated in a jail. Solomon said, “Better is a poor and a wise child than an old and foolish
king, who will no more be admonished. For out of prison he cometh to reign; whereas also he
that is born in his kingdom becometh poor,” (Eccl 4:13-14). So a young man locked in prison
under drug charges, but who is willing to receive admonition, and willing to learn the principles
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God is ready to teach him, and willing to go where God is ready to take him, has more potential,
and is deserving of more respect, than a recalcitrant President of the United States.

In the new world after the flood, man was once again warned to honor the fact he had been made
in the image of God. This was in the earliest commandment of the Bible against murder:

And surely your blood of your lives will | require; at the hand of every beast will | require
it, and at the hand of man; at the hand of every man's brother will I require the life of man.
Whoso sheddeth man's blood, by man shall his blood be shed: for in the image of God
made he man. — Gen 9:5-6

Surely, no commandment demanding civility among men could have been stated in more
compelling terms than this. This verse also implies one of the strongest condemnations of
abortion in the Bible. The debate over this issue has been shamelessly reduced to a question of
human rights and thereby distracted from the sheer indignity and savagery of the act. The above
commandment says nothing of anyone’s rights apart from the right of God to demand that men
conduct themselves with a degree of dignity commensurate to the high honor with which they
have been freely endowed. In every city of America, there are laws against any man indecently
exposing himself in public or defecating in the streets. These laws are almost universally
approved among men. By such prohibitions against animal behavior, men clearly acknowledge
that there is an obligation to civility that derives simply from the fact one is human. Yet the
same people who support these laws are evidently so blinded by their unbridled lusts that they
assert the right to commit savagery in abortion that even animal instinct would deplore.

These types of contradictions are nothing new to the devil-duped human race. In nearly all
world societies, it would be considered utterly barbaric for rival kings, national leaders or high-
ranking military officers to settle their differences in a knife fight. By this men again
acknowledge an inherent obligation of their race to civility. Yet they have remarkably little
hesitation in putting their youth on the battlefield to butcher each other. Time and again in
human history have young men been called upon to die so that old rich men could be even richer,
or that old powerful men could be even more powerful, or that some glorified pervert on a throne
could receive even more unwarranted glory. While there is of course a place for war, most of
them have been in disregard to the commandment: “Put up again thy sword into his place: for
all they that take the sword shall perish with the sword,” (Mt 26:52). War and abortion are alike
in that both are satanic attempts to dupe mankind into destroying its own youth. Satan hates man
because God has favored him, and the more a man is favored the more Satan will hate him. The
Bible plainly shows throughout that God has special affinity for young people, and that He will
shake the planet in their behalf if they will turn to Him. If Satan cannot destroy them in the
womb, then he will destroy them on the battlefield, and if not there, then he will destroy them
with drugs, alcohol or sex, and if not this, then he will destroy them with divorced parents and
broken homes, and if all else fails, then he will destroy them by corrupt religion and philosophy.
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The Bible always portrays God as masculine. This is something that only the most impudent
would seek to change. Yet the distinguishing honor of being created in His image was applied to
both men and women: “So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he
him; male and female created he them.” The woman was also honored as being the first to
witness the triumph of mankind in the resurrection of Christ. These honors place an obligation
upon the woman that is no less, nor any less important, than it is for the man. Our present
society should be acutely aware of this. Almost any person old enough to have witnessed the
protracted decline in the morals of America will agree that nothing did more to accelerate the
downward plunge in our society than the decline of feminine dignity. Much of this derived from
the feminist movement, which, while having some worthy goals, was not anchored in the word
of God, and therefore damned to degeneration.

Very commonly has an ill-behaved and biblically diffident man been dazzled by love for a
beautiful woman, and then moved by this love to amend his ways, realizing he had no chance at
her without adapting to the higher dignity of her gender. Given this, it is bewildering to see
young women in our present society who, though possessing sufficient beauty to have their pick
of men, are draped all over unkempt, uncouth, uneducated men having absolutely no sense of
responsibility toward them or the children they might bear, and having no more regard for their
integrity than one dog has for another.

Christian beliefs in depravity on one hand and sanctity of human life on the other may seem
contradictory, but they are reconciled by considering the distinction between what men presently
are and what they have potential to become through the power of God. But liberals who oppose
Christianity have contradictions that defy all explanation. They typically subscribe in some
degree or another to the humanist doctrine, which denies depravity and asserts the inherent
goodness of man. Indeed, they say there is no better moral compass for the human than the
human himself, and dismiss anything purporting to be divine revelation as being without
absolute authority and a likely obstacle to social progress. Having little use for religion, many of
them see no future for man beyond what is in this life only. Their position then implies that the
practice of abortion they so adamantly support takes from inherently-good unborn infants the
only future they could ever hope to have.

Further, they typically deny that man was created at all, much less in God’s image. Rather, they
say he is merely a higher form of animal, being brought to his present state by an evolutionary
process wherein millions of mutations were filtered through a survival-of-the-fittest or “dog-eat-
dog” sieve, leaving only such as would minutely mold him to outcompete, exploit and devour
everything weaker than he is. Curiously, this process so adept at producing monsters did
somehow terminate upon their great moral compass. More curious yet is how anyone could
logically claim that a survival-of-the-fittest process managed to produce monsters that destroy
their own progeny. Not even evolution would do this. Since such ideas did not come from God,

and are not supported by nature, nothing but Hell is left to account for their origin.
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To continue with these thoughts, the same evolutionary process that presumably produced the
human body must also have produced the human soul. The numerous parts of any animal body
are remarkably coordinated with each other and are collectively adapted to the specific
environment in which they supposedly evolved. When placed within that environment, the
animal flourishes, but when removed from it the animal suffers and possibly dies. It would
follow that if the soul of man were placed within an environment of evolutionary philosophy and
so-called “science,” this being its native habitat, it should flourish there and find resolution and
meaning. We will leave it to evolutionists to explain why their theory, almost wherever it is
believed, leads instead to suffering souls as they behold about them declining civility, increasing
ignorance, growing ghettos, rampant drug abuse, escalating divorce, slaughtered unborn infants,
neglected and abused children, growing welfare rolls and bankrupted governments — all of which
violate our supposedly evolved sense of dignity, commitment, compassion and responsibility.
Evolutionists have forfeited all right to denounce degenerate religion because their own
teachings have had exactly the same effect, and no surprise given that those teachings are
themselves a degenerate, superstition-based religion, cleverly cloaked in a costume of science.

If an affluent business owner were to take a hungry bum off the street and give him a high-
paying, opportune job in a managerial position, and also give him a respectable suit to wear, then
the owner would rightfully consider himself reproached, and his kindness disdained, upon seeing
the bum arrive at his first day of work in a filthy, drunken and foul-mouthed state. The bum
could be fired simply because he had violated policies that the affluent man, as owner of the
company, obviously had a right to make. But the offence of the bum goes well beyond this. He
had been granted honor and opportunity he did nothing to deserve. His future had been changed
from an ignominious death in the street to one of great potential. If the owner would bless him
even though a bum, then he should have inferred that far greater blessings would have followed
had he only acted responsibly. The bum may assert his right to live as he wants to live, dress as
he wants to dress, and act as he wants to act, but in so doing, he makes himself an arrogant,
impudent, unappreciative, irresponsible, self-centered fool. Only a fool asserts his own rights to
his own destruction. The ironic thing is that after the bum is returned to grovel in the streets, his
tendency will be to view himself as being humble and himself as being worthy of sympathy,
whereas those contemptible characteristics that are truly his he will rather impute to the affluent
man who was ready to help him. Matters will be made even worse when the bum lives in a
society full of fools like himself who will be happy to reinforce him in his error.

This illustration at least partially conveys the point. Man was freely endowed with the highest
conceivable honor in the creation when he was made in God’s image. God had every reason and
right to expect man to carry this honor in appreciation and dignity. When man was duped by the
Devil to forfeit his privileged status, the Son of God, in whose image man was made, did, in the
interest of His own glory and in defiance of the Devil, set Himself to the salvation of His people,
and by the power of His saving grace alone, His people will ultimately be carried to triumphant
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supremacy second only to God Himself. This then brings us to our first principle of practice in
the New Testament church: As surely as the heart of any man has been captured by these truths,
so surely will he be inspired to wear his underserved honor in dignity by taking conscience in his
appearance, picking up his trash, maintaining his property, paying his bills, repaying his debts,
keeping his word, cleansing his mouth, treasuring and training his mind, putting parameters on
his passions, striving to maintain his marriage, loving his children, diligently laboring to support
himself and his family, honoring all men, giving as he has been given, showing the mercy he has
been shown, putting His faith in God and joyously following the path of his Lord Jesus Christ,
knowing that it surely and uniquely leads to triumph. This is the most important principle of
church practice because no other principle is meaningful without it.

Once a man has set his heart on the duties stated above, his next obligation and privilege is to be
baptized in the name of Christ and become a faithful member of His church. The importance of
baptism by the New Testament mode of immersion, or of being lowered in the water and raised
again, not only follows from scripture but also from conscience. Of the many things that inspire
men, nothing ignites their souls like seeing one who is seemingly down and defeated rising and
overcoming to achieve victory. This tendency is the fingerprint of the Creator on the soul of man
pointing him to the primary plot of the Divine plan for world history and for the lives of all who
seek Him. Baptism is a symbolic rite declaring that, though Satan brought men down, through
the power of God they will rise again. Though life’s disappointments will from time to time
rudely knock them down, as surely as Christ lives, they will get up again. Though death destroy
their bodies, surely they will live again. Though the word of God will sometimes seem to have
been refuted by Satan and wicked men, it will surely ascend and prevail again. And all these
things necessarily and sufficiently follow from the fact that the Jesus Christ died and rose again.
Baptism is the consummate symbol of triumph. It is therefore fitting that all of the brilliantly-
devised symbolism of the Bible did culminate into this joyous symbolic rite. New Testament
Christianity will put a man’s knees on the ground but put his hands in the air. Man was created
in God’s very image, and though he fell from this, “...if any man be in Christ, he is a new
creature: old things are passed away; behold, all things are become new, ” (2 Cor 5:17), so we
heartily say, “...thanks be unto God, which always causeth us to triumph in Christ,” (2 Cor 2:14).
Therefore, “Beloved, now are we the sons of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall be:
but we know that, when he shall appear, we shall be like him; for we shall see him as he is. And
every man that hath this hope in him purifieth himself, even as he is pure,” (1Jn 3:3-4).
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3) “Let No Man Despise Thy Youth”

In the prior chapter we showed that man should honor God because God has graciously honored
man, and done it in ways and degrees that man’s appreciation will never be able to match. Of
course, the obligation to honor God would sufficiently derive simply from the fact He is
sovereign, but we have reasons beyond even this. In this chapter, we will continue to consider
this principle, but as it pertains particularly to youth. The aged Paul told the younger Timothy,
“Let no man despise thy youth,” (1Tim 4:12). Paul meant that Timothy should conduct himself
in a way worthy of respect, and it would follow that if he were worthy of it, then others would be
obligated to show it. Young people should never demand respect of the older, but they should
live in such a way to deserve it, and whether they receive it or not, the Almighty God will
baptize them in blessings for it.

Being one of history’s greatest Bible scholars, Paul knew that the book contains a definite pattern
of Divine favor for youth, and that whenever God has been ready to shake the world, He has
been very prone to use youth to do it. He exhorted Timothy on the basis of these facts. Our
present world is in need of a great shaking, especially in its churches. Since many of the needful
changes entail reversing what recent generations have done or neglected, and since those
generations are least apt to be persuaded, our hope is best placed in the next, and the Bible gives
sufficient basis to suppose that such a hope is reasonable. This chapter is therefore placed early
in our book, though for some purposes it would have made a better fit later on.

People tend to think that those of us who are old and worn out have more in common with God
than young people because God is Himself very old; however, while God is indeed ancient, He is
far from being worn out, and in this respect has more in common with youth. The commonalties
do not stop at this. Youth tend to be idealistic. God is also idealistic. Old people can become
negative because they dwell too much on past failures. Youth have no such record of failure, or
at least not a significant one, so they tend to be more optimistic. Now it happens that God has no
experience with failure either, so there should be no surprise that scriptures commonly show His
perspective aligning with the young better than with the old. Youth commonly want to take a
new path and do things in a new way, but should consider that God’s way may be the only new
way left to try. Winston Churchill once dryly said of Americans that they can always be counted
on to do the right thing after they have exhausted all other possibilities! This statement truly
applies to all men of all nations. In our modern society, it oftentimes seems that every
conceivable way has been attempted except God’s way. Certainly, there is nothing new in
Satan’s way. In case after case, and generation after generation, youth have tripped over the
same old handful of worn-out vices, with drugs, alcohol and illicit sex being at the top of the list.
If youth in every generation insist upon destroying themselves, they should at least find a
creative way of doing it! But returning to the positives, youth also want to change the world for
the better, and are of the opinion that it can in fact be changed. Be sure God Himself would be
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pleased to see the world change for the better, and He knows very well that it can be changed.
These facts will partly explain why one of the most important of all prophecies concerning the
glorified Christ said of Him, “...thou hast the dew of thy youth,” (Ps 110:3).

The Divine affinity for youth can be seen at several points in the Bible. One of the most familiar
cases occurred with the Israelites under Moses in the wilderness. God became weary of the older
generation because of their slave mentality and their addiction to Egyptian superstition. He
eventually swore they would not enter the Promised Land, but would die in the wilderness, and
that He would instead take their children and conquer the land. It would be difficult to find a
more honorable generation in the history of Israel than what those children became. Strangely,
they were raised by a generation that the Bible repeatedly denounces as being one of the worst.
There is something very inspiring in this. Good parenting is a tremendous advantage to a man,
but it remains the case that “the preparations of the heart in man, and the answer of the tongue,
is from the Lord,” (Prov 16:1). Poor parenting is no excuse, nor is it reason for despair. This is
good news for our world today, with its millions of children being born out of wedlock, deserted
by fathers and sometimes by mothers, and in many cases being raised by grandparents. These
are obviously unfavorable conditions, but they are not too much for God to overcome.

David said, “Out of the mouth of babes and sucklings hast thou ordained strength because of
thine enemies, that thou mightest still the enemy and the avenger,” (Ps 8:2). By the “avenger” he
means Satan, who seeks vengeance against the human race for the inferior rank he has been
given. When a society is seemingly hopeless, being thoroughly corrupted by Satan, even in
respect to the influence it has upon its children, the Almighty God can preempt him by raising up
a new generation of young people blessed with special strength to overcome this adversity. By
means of such, God can turn the course of history. He has in fact done it many times. The world
would have been altogether lost long ago had this not been the case.

God again sided with the young in the days in which the temple was rebuilt after the Babylonian
captivity. Ezra described the completion of the foundation of the temple as a confused scene
wherein some rejoiced but others grieved (Ez 3:10-13). The old grieved because they
remembered the former temple, which had been much more glorious. But the younger people,
having no memory of the “good old days,” were exuberant. God said the young people were
right and the old were wrong (Hag 2:1-9, Zech 4:7-10). The new temple would have a far more
meaningful glory: It would be visited by God Himself in the form of the Lord Jesus Christ.

The most notable of all cases where the young were honorably distinguished was when the Lord
Jesus entered Jerusalem immediately before His crucifixion. The children were then ready to
receive Him as Messiah, and exuberantly acclaimed Him as such in the temple, but some of the
older people were simultaneously conspiring to murder Him (Mt 21:15-16). Clearly, the kids are
not always wrong, and the adults are not always right.
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The tendencies seen in the above cases can be found at numerous other points, to the extent that
a definite pattern is formed: Consider the cases of Abel, Isaac, Jacob, Joseph and David, where a
younger brother was chosen over older brethren. Joseph was one of the greatest men in the
Bible, and one of its strongest types of Christ, but was blessed of God to achieve greatness in his
youth. The same was true with David. Add to this Josiah, who was distinguished by God as one
of Judah’s greatest kings, but put on the throne at only eight years of age. This is yet another
case of a child who achieved honor though raised under the worst parentage. Daniel, Shadrach,
Meshach and Abednego were great in their youth; instrumental in some of the most remarkable
miracles in the Old Testament, and distinguished witnesses of God when every nation in the
world, including Israel, was in a state of darkness. These young men overcame the poor example
of an older generation in Israel and then the brain-washing attempts of the Babylonians. Add to
this the Apostles themselves, who are generally thought to have been young men. Finally, Christ
Himself, who was only 30 years of age when beginning His ministry, and had distinguished
Himself to the religious scholars of Israel long before.

These numerous cases are sufficient to warn churches not to underestimate their youth. Now
most would feel safe under a charge of “despising” youth, but it must be considered that this
word did not have the same meaning in the King James Bible that it has today. It presently
means to hate or hold in contempt — things good Christians would never do to youth. But the
meaning in old English was to simply disregard or take lightly. Paul’s commandment was that
youth are not to be taken lightly in the church of God. He knew that the facts of biblical history
would not allow it. This will explain why there is not a word in the Bible to suggest that the
New Testament church had youth worshipping any differently, learning any differently, singing
any differently or praying any differently than adults. Contrast this to modern churches where
families are partitioned along lines of age almost as soon as they enter the door, and oftentimes
there are entirely different worship services for young and old. This is evidently done upon the
theory that what the Holy Spirit prescribed in the Bible is not best suited for young people. This
is to take youth lightly. The Bible will not support it.

Any conscientious Christian parent knows that the proper way to raise children is to treat them
according to their conduct and not according to their age. If a fourteen-year-old behaves and
respects as a forty-year-old, then he should be respected as a forty-year-old, and if he behaves as
a four-year-old then he should be treated as the same. By such means a child learns that respect
is the sure reward of proper conduct and very soon he is no longer a child. On the other hand,
when he is brought up under a system that perpetually condescends to him and accommodates
him in his immaturity, then none should be surprised that when at twenty-four his spiritual
maturity is little better than it was at four. Sadly, modern Christianity is replete with such cases.

When Cornelius and his kinsmen and friends were assembled by the Holy Ghost into the first
Gentile congregation to hear the gospel of Jesus Christ, Cornelius then said to the Apostle Peter,

“Now therefore are we all here present before God, to hear all things that are commanded thee
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of God,” (Acts 10:33). This pattern was followed by the church until recent centuries, and there
are very good reasons why it should be followed even today. Departures from it will account for
many modern problems. The pattern serves to the benefit of both young and old. It serves to the
benefit of the young because no other system will more quickly bring them to a state of spiritual
maturity. In the initial phases, almost any child in church service will be anguishing for it to be
done so they can go outside and play, flirt, etc. This changes when they see older people
showing intent interest, giving vocal support and being emotionally moved. A child then begins
to pay attention, wondering what it is that he or she is missing. This system benefits the old
because they have no greater joy than the youth. When old people are left to themselves, they
can sometimes be very negative about life and do too much complaining, but all this dramatically
changes when youth are around. Nothing brightens their lives more than children. The irony is
that both groups help each other to conduct themselves as Christians. The youth behave because
of the older people, and the older people behave because of the youth. The church is truly a
body, even as Paul said, with every part complementing the other (1Cor 12:4-31).

The idea that the preaching of a competent gospel minister is above the heads of youth does not
show proper regard for their potential. One irony of our times is that as churches have become
increasingly partitioned along lines of age, the preaching from the pulpit has become so shallow
that it would be an insult to mankind to suppose that anyone would fail to understand it. Any
experienced minister will know that Bible veterans in their congregation will be pleased with a
sermon if they can gain but a single point they had not known or considered before. If they can
gain two points, then they will go away ecstatic. This means that the balance of any sermon can
be presented at a level that all can understand. This allows all to worship and rejoice together.
Christ told Peter, “Feed my sheep,” and in the same context said “Feed my lambs,” (Jn 21:15-
18). One of the strongest rebukes He ever made of his disciples was when they refused to admit
youth into His presence (Mk 10:13-14). Any minister has an obligation to both young and old.
While the modern church has invented a new class of minister called a “youth minister,” the fact
is that if a man is not a youth minister then he is no minister at all.

While we have complained that modern churches tend to underestimate their youth, we happily
acknowledge that nearly all Christians love youth. There is little that an older Christian loves
more than a well-behaved, respectful young person, whose Christian principles have given it
confidence to stand before its elder in conversation as though it were an adult. This love in the
elder for the younger is usually very evident. It is the reward that the young person receives for
the discipline of its parents. On the other hand, the courtesy shown to an ill-behaved and
disrespectful child will only be obligatory, and palpably lacking in the warmth just described.
This is the consequence such a child must endure for having parents that will not discipline it, or
for failing to heed whatever discipline those parents offered. The love received in the first case
reinforces the young person in their good principles, so that it becomes a case where success
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breeds more success. The love denied in the latter case reinforces the young person in its bad
principles, so that failure tends to yet more failure.

Young people who choose to faithfully follow Christian principles will almost invariably find
themselves in a minority and be derided by some of their contemporaries. These oppositions are
to be disregarded. There is a difference between being impacted by the world and making an
impact on the world. Those who are impacted by the world will always be the majority. Those
who positively impact the world are typically a small minority. Those of the first class will
eventually be reduced to an engraving on a tombstone, which will itself erode away with time.
Those of the second class will be remembered and honored by many generations, and indeed, if
they are as all great people of the Bible, their effect on the world will be even greater after their
death than it was in their life. No one ever became great by being average. No brilliant
achievement was ever made by thinking the way other people think or doing what other people
do. These truths follow from simple common sense, but are strengthened by the fact that the
invisible hand of Divine providence will enforce them.

“And the remnant of Jacob shall be among the Gentiles in the midst of many people as a lion
among the beasts of the forest, as a young lion among the flocks of sheep: who, if he go through,
both treadeth down, and teareth in pieces, and none can deliver,” (Mic 5:8). This verse speaks
of a mere remnant of people among many, but the hand of God will make this remnant as a lion
in the forest. Now if a carefree group of men were in a forest, their perspective would be
radically changed upon learning that a lion were somewhere roaming about. Though the lion be
but one, and the forest large, and the trees multitudinous, and other creatures many, the presence
of a single lion will capture the attention and concern of men, rabbits, raccoons, squirrels, deer,
and anything else that lives in those woods. Such will a faithful servant of God be in this world.
Christians should be a worry to the wicked world, and not be worrying about the wicked world.

If young people are to have any meaningful impact on the world, they must remember that any
religion, church or movement of men that is not firmly anchored in biblical principles is damned
to degeneration. Examples serving to demonstrate this are abundant. Many religions of the
world began in promoting high principles under which men could make better of themselves, but
the tendency of all religion is to morph into a vindication or glorification of what men already
are. Such corruptions are rampant in churches today. The Dark Ages should be sufficient to
warn Christians of how degenerate their own religion can become if not squarely based in the
Bible. Also, many youth-driven movements have started with good intents, but not being
anchored in biblical principle, they eventually took a decadent course. For example, the hippie
movement of the last century was largely empowered by an opposition to war. Since the planet
had recently passed through the two worst wars in history, leaving tens of millions dead, and
since man had developed weapons of sufficient force to destroy the entire race, it was surely a
good time to cry out against war. But that movement was not anchored in biblical principle, and

was largely in defiance of such principle; consequently, it quite predictably degenerated. It
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became what is perhaps the worst social disaster in American history. The same is true of the
black liberation movement, which had many worthy aims, and actually started in the pulpit, but
soon left the pulpit and moved to the hands of men, both black and white, having little regard for
the Bible, and some having such unchristian principles that the ministers who initiated the
movement would sooner be slaves than endorse them. That movement, while having favorable
effects, also had disastrous ones on black society, and fell far short of what it could have been.
The same can be said of the feminist movement.

“Let no man despise thy youth.” Young people are not to be underestimated, nor should they
underestimate themselves. We will make no predictions as to whether the world will be
changed, but be sure that it can be changed, and nowhere is it more apt to happen than when
young people turn to the Lord and His word.
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4) “Pressed Down, Shaken Together and Running Over”

No religion entertained by humans has ever placed more emphasis on the importance of giving
than was done by the words and works of Jesus Christ. In this respect, He commends Himself to
the consciences of all as one who is righteous and true. Giving is admired as a virtue in every
culture of man. Though these cultures may differ radically in other respects, all will agree it is a
good thing to be a giver, and will likely further agree that giving is in fact the crown of all that is
virtuous. It is a moral force conveyed with such power to the conscience of man that even the
most aggressive critics of Christianity will cower at the sight of it. On the other hand, a self-
serving Christianity will surely be viewed with justifiable skepticism by many if not most. A
giving man cannot be far from the Kingdom of God. A selfish man cannot be near it regardless
of what he is in all other respects.

Giving is essential to the New Testament church because its doctrine teaches that the ultimate
effect of Christ's salvation is to restore fallen man to the image of God. Since God is the
consummate giver, it becomes both the duty and privilege of all Christians to give. God is
distinguished above all other beings in the Universe in that He is the only true and absolute giver
among them. All others give in hope of receiving something in return. Though they may have
no expectation of repayment from the person actually receiving the gift, still they hope that God
will see their kindness and bless them for it. But when God Himself gives, there is no higher
power to bless Him, and the recipients of His gifts are incapable of reciprocating by adding to
His already immeasurable riches, power and glory. The only thing they can give is appreciation,
and even this would be impossible without God first giving them the sensibility and heart to do
it. Every gift, and whatever appreciation it receives, must ultimately trace to some gift of God,
and there will be nothing to account for His gift apart from His inherent altruistic nature.

Atheists commonly adduce the so-called “problem of evil” against belief in God, but seldom
consider that if the existence of evil poses a problem for Theism, then the existence of good must
pose a problem for them. Indeed, giving hearts among humans leave Atheists with far more than
their theories can explain. They of course must attribute human origins to evolution, but how
could their Darwinian, survival-of-the fittest model ever account for the existence of givers?
They might reply that empathy of mother toward child will contribute toward survivability, and
would therefore be a likely product of evolution. They might also contend that a giver
contributes toward its own survivability by gaining the favor of its cohorts. But these
explanations could never account for the empathy of a seeing man toward one who is blind, or of
an agile man toward one who is lame, or of an intelligent man toward the mentally impaired.
Such things should not exist in world where humans were brought into existence by a multitude
of mutations whose effects were to advance the strong and eliminate the weak. Also, if giving
originated from a quest to promote survivability by gaining the favor of cohorts, then why is it
that men have an instinctive disdain for those who give with ulterior motives, and what is there
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to account for the case where the gift is life itself, or where the stronger places himself at peril
for the sake of the weaker? Such behavior is Darwinism turned upside-down.

There is really but one viable explanation for the existence of this type of good: It is that there is
an inherently but inexplicably benevolent God in Heaven who has replicated this characteristic
of Himself in the hearts of men, or at least in many of them. This will also explain why giving
speaks with such power to the heart and conscience. The human mind knows, whether
subliminally or consciously, that there is no plausible explanation for it apart from one that
confirms our highest hopes and dreams, namely, that there is a giving God in Heaven; that He in
some significant sense conforms men to Himself in this respect, and that if He does it in this
most noble regard, then we are justified in believing He will eventually do it in other regards.
This is why it is truly “more blessed to give than receive” (Acts 20:35). The benefits of the
recipient are miniscule in comparison to the implications produced by the giver. Only a single
man may benefit by receiving the gift, but the giver inspires hope for us all. These conclusions
follow from both reason and the inspired text. James said, “Do not err, my beloved brethren.
Every good gift and every perfect gift is from above, and cometh down from the Father of lights,
with whom is no variableness, neither shadow of turning,” (Js 1:16-17). This is to say that when
any good gift is examined, and the links in its chain of causality completely traced, one will
invariably find himself at the throne of God. No other theory is plausible.

Men of course are also capable of atrocities. In no other creature can one observe such a
contradictory mix of cruelty and kindness. But this fact only serves to further advance the case
for Christianity against Atheism. Atheists are no less obligated to reconcile this contradiction
than anyone else, but they are far more challenged to do so. Naturalism can well explain
competition, exploitation and cruelty. It cannot explain self-denial and self-sacrifice. These
things must therefore originate from something that is above nature, or what is properly called
“supernatural.” Christianity acknowledges that man is a natural being and is therefore disposed
to the cruelties that would follow from such, but Christianity also contends for a God who is
above nature, possessed of benevolence, and who moves and transforms the hearts of men in
ways that nature would not predict.

We are confident that every believer will affirm that whenever they have received a needful but
unexpected act of kindness from another, there was of course a feeling of appreciation to the
giver, but there was also an instinctive impulse of thanks to God. This impulse is testimony from
the conscience serving to corroborate the scriptural claim that all gifts do in fact trace to God.
This then gives us yet another motivation to be givers: Giving serves toward the praise of God
by means of the thankful hearts is produces. Hence, Paul praised the Corinthians for their
generosity saying:

For the administration of this service not only supplieth the want of the saints, but is
abundant also by many thanksgivings unto God; Whiles by the experiment of this
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ministration they glorify God for your professed subjection unto the gospel of Christ, and
for your liberal distribution unto them, and unto all men... — 2Cor 9:12-13

The scriptures promising blessings to those who give are absolute and resolute. Famous verses
to this effect include:

But this I say, He which soweth sparingly shall reap also sparingly; and he which soweth
bountifully shall reap also bountifully. — 2Cor 9:6

Be not deceived; God is not mocked: for whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also reap.
For he that soweth to his flesh shall of the flesh reap corruption; but he that soweth to the

Spirit shall of the Spirit reap life everlasting. And let us not be weary in well doing: for in
due season we shall reap, if we faint not. — Gal 6:7-9

Cast thy bread upon the waters: for thou shalt find it after many days. — Eccl 11:1-2

There is that scattereth, and yet increaseth; and there is that withholdeth more than is
meet, but it tendeth to poverty. The liberal soul shall be made fat: and he that watereth
shall be watered also himself. — Prov 11:24-25

Give, and it shall be given unto you; good measure, pressed down, and shaken together,
and running over, shall men give into your bosom. For with the same measure that ye mete
withal it shall be measured to you again. — Luke 6:38

These scriptures promise a sure blessing to the giver though it may not be an immediate one.
“For in due season we shall reap, if we faint not.” “For thou shalt find it after many days.” In
God's good time the blessings invariably come and in “good measure, pressed down, and shaken
together, and running over.” Younger Christians will believe this because it is their duty, but
their conviction will strengthen after experience and observation have given repeated
corroboration to what the scriptures have said, both positively and negatively. Givers will be
openly blessed (Mt 6:4). Non-givers are apt to fare little better in the future than now.

There is no coincidence in the fact that one of the strongest advocates of giving in the Bible was
also the richest man in the Bible. This was Solomon. Some will dismiss his generosity by
saying he had much to give, but the better theory would be that he had much to give because of
his generosity. Any Bible reader knows that Solomon's most famous books, Ecclesiastes and
Proverbs, were not primarily addressed to older people whose fortunes were already made, but to
younger people whose success he desired to see. Solomon contended that a great key to their
future would be their generosity. Some of his most famous verses to this effect are:

Cast thy bread upon the waters: for thou shalt find it after many days. Give a portion to

seven, and also to eight; for thou knowest not what evil shall be upon the earth. If the

clouds be full of rain, they empty themselves upon the earth: and if the tree fall toward the
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south, or toward the north, in the place where the tree falleth, there it shall be. He that
observeth the wind shall not sow; and he that regardeth the clouds shall not reap. As thou
knowest not what is the way of the spirit, nor how the bones do grow in the womb of her
that is with child: even so thou knowest not the works of God who maketh all. In the
morning sow thy seed, and in the evening withhold not thine hand: for thou knowest not
whether shall prosper, either this or that, or whether they both shall be alike good. — Eccl
11:1-6

By “casting bread on the waters” he refers to the act of broadcasting seed on irrigated ground.
This is in effect what a giver is doing. Though the seed could be converted to bread and eaten
for immediate benefit, the far greater reward is in forfeiting the seed for future gain. Giving “a
portion to seven” means to give to completion or perfection. Giving “to eight” means going
beyond. The giver should not walk away wondering if he gave enough. It would be far better to
give more than enough. The reason is “thou knowest not what evil shall be upon the earth.” The
carnal mind would here draw the opposite conclusion, or that giving should be restrained and the
money kept in reserve against future uncertainty, but the Bible asserts it is better to give so as to
acquire heavenly insurance.

The clouds are also designed to teach the principle of giving. When they are full, they release
their rain to the benefit of the earth. The falling tree represents the case of the non-giver. If he
does not give when there is opportunity, then he will find himself in a fallen situation where
there is no opportunity. Trees tend to fall under heavy rain when their shallow roots are levered
through the mud by the weight of the branches and leaves — then made heavier by the water upon
them. The condemnation of the selfish is exacerbated by the example of the generous.

“He that observeth the wind” refers to one who always finds an excuse for withholding. The
same will never reap. An excuse can always be fabricated at any level of prosperity. Nor is it
right to give only when a compensating blessing can be clearly seen and understood. Young
couples are not deterred from having children even though the outcome is uncertain and the path
to the outcome is neither observable nor fully known. To withhold from giving on such account
is to implement an argument which, if consistently applied, would eliminate us all from
existence. The manner in which God will bless for giving is seldom known. He may bless in
this, or bless in that, or bless in both, but the possibility He will bless in neither is not even
acknowledged by the inspired text. The blessing will surely come.

If one cannot give of their money, then they should give of their time. Time is more precious
than money. Those who possess billions of dollars do not have a minute more than the poorest
man on the earth. Time is so precious that the Bible exhorts to redeem it: “See then that ye walk
circumspectly, not as fools, but as wise, redeeming the time, because the days are evil.” — Eph
5:15-16. Time must be “redeemed” because in absence of a committed effort it will surely be
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lost. All Christians should make an unwavering commitment of a reasonable portion of their
time to church, to other worthy causes, to those they love and to the aid of those in need.

While we feel confident on the basis of scripture and experience that givers will be blessed in a
material way, we are absolutely sure they will blessed in a way that is far more meaningful. This
is expressed by Solomon in:

Every man also to whom God hath given riches and wealth, and hath given him power to
eat thereof, and to take his portion, and to rejoice in his labour; this is the gift of God. For
he shall not much remember the days of his life; because God answereth him in the joy of
his heart. — Eccl 5:19-20

This text states that if a man finds joy in his possessions, then he has actually received two
blessings from God, not merely one. His first blessing is his possessions. His second blessing is
the joy he has in them. These things do not automatically accompany each other, as can be seen
in the abject misery of many rich and famous people (whose case Solomon also considers in the
opening verses of the next chapter). God has answered the happier man — or answered his
prayers, obedience and generosity — by giving him a joyous heart. The effect is that “he shall not
much remember the days of his life” — referring to the inevitable days of sorrow and loss. These
do not oppress his mind because God has upheld his heart and his hope. Now if a man does not
have this, what does all else matter, and if he has it, then how can his case be improved?
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5) Sufficiency of Scriptures

It is a remarkable thing that large numbers of people in the modern world claim to be Christians
yet do not truly submit to the accuracy and authority of the scriptures. It is impossible to
reconcile these two positions. A true “Christian” is necessarily a follower of Jesus Christ as this
is what the name implies. However, there can be no doubt that Jesus Christ Himself esteemed
scripture to the highest possible level, always treating it as absolutely inerrant and authoritative.
In particular, He said scripture cannot be broken (Jn 10:35); that it was inspired by the Spirit (Mt
22:43), and that not so much as a jot or tittle of it could fail (Mt 5:18), but that it must be
completely fulfilled (Mk 14:49). Both He and His apostles habitually spoke of scripture being
fulfilled, always stating or implying that no other outcome could have been the case. Indeed,
immediately before His abduction, He claimed to have power to call upon legions of angels for
His deliverance, but rejected this alternative because it would contradict what scripture had
foretold (Mt 26:53-54). It follows then that the Son of God takes personal responsibility to
ensure that scripture will be fulfilled, and He would sooner die than suffer His word to fail. He
Himself expressly stated that one could more easily destroy the Universe than obstruct the word
of God: “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not pass away,” (Mt 24:35).

In nearly all disputes with His adversaries, Jesus replied with scripture, and both He and His
adversaries understood that a scriptural answer was a final answer to all matters. Even when
challenged by Satan, three times did Christ answer him by quoting from the Bible (Lk 4:1-13).
Now if Jesus Christ is what all true Christians claim, He needed not appeal to any authority to
establish His point. He is the only man ever that could act and speak entirely upon his own
authority. Notwithstanding, Jesus repeatedly referred to scripture in His defense, which plainly
shows He considered scripture to be nothing short of the very word of God, and it is a vain and
culpable claim to be His follower without taking exactly the same resolute position.

Belief in the Bible is therefore not a choice that professing Christians are truly free to make. It is
a choice only for non-Christians to make. The choice to be a Christian is simultaneously a
choice to believe the Bible, and the choice to believe the Bible is simultaneously a choice to be a
Christian. All claiming to be Christians but denying the reliability or authority of the Bible are in
fact pseudo-Christians because their claim of being followers of Jesus Christ cannot possibly be
true. Further, when Jesus gave His repeated and emphatic commandments to have faith in God,
He did not mean faith in humanly-fabricated notions of what God is, or what God should do, or
what God will do, but He meant faith in God as He is revealed in the Bible. Jesus never
recognized any book or any man as being absolutely reliable and authoritative apart from the
Bible and its inspired authors. Faith in the Bible implies faith in God and Jesus Christ, and faith
in God and Jesus Christ imply faith in the Bible.

Further, since all true Christians recognize Jesus as being the ultimate author of the Bible, it
follows that Jesus is the final authority on what is Bible and what is not. Unlearned and unstable
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men oftentimes promote other Jewish writings that were omitted from the Bible, suggesting that
the decision to omit these books was made by prejudicial men seeking to promote their own
agendas. The truth is that the books we have in the Bible were put there because the evidence
says that Christ and His apostles honored those books as being the inspired word of God, and
other writings were omitted because we have no evidence that Jesus Christ approved them.

Now for purposes of determining what the Lord would have our church practice to be, there can
be no doubt that scripture is intended as our sole rule and guide. This can be seen in Paul’s
important statement to Timothy:

All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for
correction, for instruction in righteousness: That the man of God may be perfect, throughly
furnished unto all good works. — 2Tim 3:16-17

Excepting the Lord Jesus only, no man has ever had a greater impact on civilization than the
author of this text. Few would have predicted this of Paul. He was of a conquered and
oppressed nation, rejected by his own people, initially doubted even by Christians, of meager
stature and unimpressive voice (2Cor 10:10). But he was an absolute master of the word of God,
as demonstrated by all he wrote, and he acquired the traits that always accompany assimilation of
the word, namely, confidence, boldness, resilience and resolve — things desired by all men, and
which they soon learn to feign, but do not so easily make real. This proficiency in the word was
the key to his power and to the Gentile revolution energized by the Lord through him.

This crucial verse claims that all scripture is by Divine inspiration. This implies it is the product
of an infinite mind, thus having no errors or oversights, being of the soundest conceivable
judgment, and therefore optimal in all its prescriptions, whether of doctrine, philosophy, personal
walk or church practice. Any departures from its judgments must therefore entail some loss of
effectiveness. It may be with the best of intents that a man pursues a different course, and his
strategy may have been carefully planned using the best reasoning his human mind can muster,
but it cannot be better than the one prescribed by God. To affirm otherwise either denies that He
is God or denies that the scriptures are in fact His word. So if we pursue any course other than
what is prescribed by the Bible, at some point or another, we are going to encounter unforeseen
and unintended consequences, defects or deficiencies that would have been avoided had the
scriptures been followed.

Many Christians will concur with what we have said in the previous paragraph, but the verse
makes another claim that is not so readily accepted: Not only is the Bible an inerrant and
optimal guide, it is also a complete one. It addresses every question that need be addressed for
the man who sincerely wishes to serve God. The scriptures were formulated in the infinite mind
of God such “that the man of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works.”
Since all Christians acknowledge that formal worship is one of the most important aspects of our
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service to God, then it is unthinkable that a book covering all needful things would have omitted
any important aspect of this particular thing. The claim that the Bible is a thorough furnisher
simply could not be true if it failed to give us definitive guidance on any important aspect of the
undeniably important business of worship. The same may be said of other primary church
functions. They are too important to have been omitted in a thorough furnisher.

The Bible of course is not a complete guide in secular matters, nor does it claim to be. It does
not tell us how to overhaul an engine, program a computer or fly an airplane. When it claims to
be a complete guide, it means with respect to the spiritual needs and obligations of man. Since
all of these needs and obligations are met in God, and since God has not changed, the Bible
remains a complete guide today. Since the church has first priority in the spiritual life of man, it
follows that the Bible provides all we need to know about it.

Since modern Christianity worships God in a multitude of different ways across its multiplicity
of denominations, and since it does this notwithstanding the undeniable reasoning of the prior
paragraphs, one would anticipate that all this diversity has its root in disagreement about what is
important. If the Bible is a thorough furnisher in all that is important, and if we are true to our
claim to be obeying it, then it should follow that our differences are only in things that are
unimportant, or else they derive from disagreement over what is important and what is not.
However, when we do a survey of Christians, we come to a surprising discovery: It is that,
notwithstanding all their differences in church practice, nearly all Christians are at agreement on
what is important. They nearly all agree that baptism is important, that communion is important,
that church music is important, that education of youth is important, that training of ministers is
important, that evangelism is important, etc. Now if we agree these things are important, but
have differing opinions concerning them, then it must be true that at least some of us are either
ignoring or denying that the Bible is a sufficient furnisher, or else there are differences in our
rules of interpretation that are leading us to differing conclusions.

Those who choose to ignore or deny the Bible are not apt to be influenced by what we have to
say. Unfortunately, many so-called Christians today fall within this class. These have a problem
much more fundamental than what this book addresses. But to those who properly consider the
Bible to be the ultimate authority, we hope to show there are objective rules that must be applied
when interpreting it, and upon so doing, the Bible will be found as a complete and definitive
guide in all matters of church practice.
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6) The Law Not a Rule of Practice

While scriptures are a sufficient rule of practice, it is of course necessary that scriptures be
properly interpreted. Paul told Timothy, “Study to shew thyself approved unto God, a workman
that needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the word of truth,” (2Tim 2:15). Paul’s
selection of the word “divide” to describe proper interpretation was no doubt partly motivated by
the need to distinguish between Old Testament and New Testament, or between law and grace.

Where Christians are found worshipping with practices having no basis in the New Testament,
they will oftentimes retreat to Old Testament Law in search of support. This will commonly be
the case when defending several things, including the use of musical instruments in worship, the
observance of Saturday Sabbaths, the observance of Jewish Holidays, and even in defense of
infant baptism or sprinkling, the argument is apt to be significantly based in the Law. Indeed,
most Christians do in some degree or another stumble at this point, including Christians who are
otherwise well-reasoned. It evidently does not occur to them that the very argument they offer in
support of their practice could actually serve to discredit it. The fact that a thing was done under
the Law does not imply it should be done in the church, and likely implies the very opposite.

What bearing then does the Law have on New Testament Christianity? All Christians
acknowledge that at least part of the Law has been done away, yet they agree that things such as
murder, theft, adultery, etc. are as wrong now as they ever were. In light of all Christ has done
for us, these things are even worse than before. So does this mean the Ten Commandments are
still of force, whereas other provisions of the Law are to be considered obsolete? Many
Christians have in fact drawn this conclusion, and have conveniently divided the Law into two
parts — one called “ceremonial” and the other “moral,” then they claim the former has been done
away while the latter remains of force. This reasoning is approximately correct and tends to
carry toward proper conclusions on many points, including especially the idea that the Law is no
basis for New Testament worship. But when a more precise understanding is sought, the case
against using the Law as a rule for the church is even stronger than this reasoning suggests.

For logical purposes it is necessary that a distinction be made between moral and ceremonial law
because of the different ways the Law applied to Jews and Gentiles. Both were under the moral
law but only the Jews were under the ceremonial. A Gentile could convert to the Jewish religion
and become a proselyte, in which event he too would come under the ceremonial law, but in
absence of this, the Bible did not obligate him to keep it. When considered as a composite unit,
the Law was only to the Jews, whether naturally born or converted. Though the moral law was
never a means unto eternal life in a practical sense, in a hypothetical sense it was, albeit by
nothing short of perfect compliance. This of course was something no man ever achieved, and
this fact was the primary point intended by the Law. Its success was in the realization of its
failure, and its failure was in the illusion of its success. The intent of the Law was to
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demonstrate its own inadequacy and the absolute necessity of another way. “Wherefore the law
was our schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified by faith,” (Gal 3:24-25).

This objective of pointing to Christ was common to both aspects of the Law. The moral law
demonstrated the necessity of Christ. The ceremonial actually promised Him and His sufficiency
through its various types and shadows. This will explain why the Bible curiously never makes
any explicit distinction between a moral and ceremonial law. These two implicit parts of the
Law are unified under a common objective, and are done away as one when that objective is
served. So Paul continues and says, “But after that faith is come, we are no longer under a
schoolmaster,” (Gal 3:25). An engine and a transmission are two separate parts of an
automobile, but serve toward a common objective, and become equally needless when that
objective ceases to be or is better served by another means.

However, theologians have long struggled with the fact that the Bible does not supply them with
a distinction that is absolutely necessary to support their reasoning. They insist that the moral
law is still of force whereas the ceremonial has been done away. If their view were accurate, and
the distinction as important as they claim, then surely the Bible would have somewhere
acknowledged it. Since the Holy Spirit has never faltered through oversight, the problem is not
with the Bible; rather, it is that something is amiss in the reasoning of the theologians. While
there is indeed a logical distinction between moral and ceremonial law, the distinction is no less
hypothetical to Christians than the salvation the Law purported to offer. When properly viewed,
the Law is not two separate covenants or contracts, but is a single contract made only with the
nation Israel for the purpose of demonstrating to it and all other nations the necessity and
sufficiency of Jesus Christ. Now as a single covenant, it is both ratified and rescinded in whole.

This will explain why the Apostles consistently described the Law as a composite unit that
cannot be accepted or rejected in parts. The Law is not two contracts. It is one contract.
Consequently, violation of any part of it constitutes violation of the whole. One must either take
all of it or none of it. Hence, Paul told the Galatians, “For | testify again to every man that is
circumcised, that he is a debtor to do the whole law,” (Gal 5:3). James said, “For whosoever
shall keep the whole law, and yet offend in one point, he is guilty of all,” (Js 2:10). Again, Paul
said, “For as many as are of the works of the law are under the curse: for it is written, Cursed is
every one that continueth not in all things which are written in the book of the law to do them,”
(Gal 3:10). Add to this: “And if by grace, then is it no more of works: otherwise grace is no
more grace. But if it be of works, then is it no more grace: otherwise work is no more work,”
(Rom 11:6). So Christ and the Law are alike in that neither can be taken in part. They both must
be taken in whole, which means they cannot be taken together. Hence, Paul said, “Christ is
become of no effect unto you, whosoever of you are justified by the law; ye are fallen from
grace,” (Gal 5:4), and earlier he said, “I do not frustrate the grace of God: for if righteousness
come by the law, then Christ is dead in vain,” (Gal 2:21). Thus, to compromise the grace of

Jesus Christ in any degree by a mixture of the Law is equal to a rejection of Christ altogether.
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Jesus Himself handled the Law exactly the same in His teaching on fasting (Mt 9:14-17). When
challenged by the Jews as to why His disciples did not fast, the Lord began by explaining that
one does not fast in the presence of the Bridegroom. It would be inappropriate for men to fast
while joyously in the visible presence of their Lord. But Jesus then added:

No man putteth a piece of new cloth unto an old garment, for that which is put in to fill it
up taketh from the garment, and the rent is made worse. Neither do men put new wine into
old bottles: else the bottles break, and the wine runneth out, and the bottles perish: but
they put new wine into new bottles, and both are preserved. — Mt 9:16-17.

By these remarks the Lord showed it was not His intent to merely patch the Law by adding
amendments or rescinding selected parts. Jesus was a revolutionary, not a mere reformer. He
came to replace the entire system. He gave an entirely new garment, not a patched up old one.
Similarly, He gave both new wine and a new bottle in which to put it. As He said elsewhere,
“The law and the prophets were until John: since that time the kingdom of God is preached...”
(Lk 16:16). Hence, His own system replaced the former.

Add to this the numerous declarations in the New Testament that Christians are not under the
Law. None of these state or even suggest that only a ceremonial law is meant:

For sin shall not have dominion over you: for ye are not under the law, but under grace.
What then? shall we sin, because we are not under the law, but under grace? God forbid. —
Rom 6:14-15

Wherefore, my brethren, ye also are become dead to the law by the body of Christ; that ye
should be married to another, even to him who is raised from the dead, that we should
bring forth fruit unto God. — Rom 7:4

For Christ is the end of the law for righteousness to every one that believeth. — Rom 10:4
For I through the law am dead to the law, that I might live unto God. — Gal 2:19

Wherefore then serveth the law? It was added because of transgressions, till the seed
should come to whom the promise was made; and it was ordained by angels in the hand of
a mediator. — Gal 3:19

Wherefore the law was our schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified
by faith. But after that faith is come, we are no longer under a schoolmaster. — Gal 3:24-
25

For purposes of exactly understanding the present role of the Law, no scripture is more important
than Paul’s statement to Timothy:
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Now the end of the commandment is charity out of a pure heart, and of a good conscience,
and of faith unfeigned: From which some having swerved have turned aside unto vain
jangling; Desiring to be teachers of the law; understanding neither what they say, nor
whereof they affirm. But we know that the law is good, if a man use it lawfully; Knowing
this, that the law is not made for a righteous man, but for the lawless and disobedient, for
the ungodly and for sinners, for unholy and profane, for murderers of fathers and
murderers of mothers, for manslayers, For whoremongers, for them that defile themselves
with mankind, for menstealers, for liars, for perjured persons, and if there be any other
thing that is contrary to sound doctrine; According to the glorious gospel of the blessed
God, which was committed to my trust. — 1Tim 1:5-11

This declaration that the Law was not made for a righteous man does much to explain its present
role. Since any blood-washed follower of Jesus Christ has been rendered righteous before God,
he is no longer under the Law. Yet the Law remains relevant for the unrighteous. The amount
of Law that has been done away for any man is exactly equal to the amount of Law that Christ
has fulfilled in his behalf (Mt 5:17-20). For the unsaved man, this means none of it, but for the
saved man, it means all of it. As Paul elsewhere said, “For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ
Jesus hath made me free from the law of sin and death,” (Rom 8:2). Hence, the Law has not
been repealed, and still bears upon some, but the people of Christ have been freed from it.

The fact that Christians are not under the Law can readily be seen in the deliberations of the
apostolic conference wherein they directly dealt with this very issue (Acts 15). In concluding
that they needed not burden themselves or other saved people with the Law, the Apostles stated,
“For Moses of old time hath in every city them that preach him, being read in the synagogues
every sabbath day,” (Acts 15:21). Hence, they considered the teaching of the Law to be of such
low priority in the church that they were willing to commit this business to the unbelieving Jews.
This will come as a real surprise to anyone failing to understand the meaning of Paul’s earlier
statement. The Apostles surely did not forfeit jurisdiction of the entire Old Testament to the
synagogue, but insofar as the Old Testament was a rule of conduct and worship, this they were
willing to leave to the Jews. This shows they did not consider that part of the Old Testament to
be relevant to them as Christians, though they did consider it relevant for others.

We therefore have no evidence that Christ or His Apostles viewed the Law as being divided
between a moral part and a ceremonial part, nor that they saw part of it as being current and part
of it as being obsolete. When they spoke of the Law being done away for Christians, their
meaning was that it was entirely done away, and not to be followed by them in any respect.
Rather, Christians are to aspire to the higher standard of Jesus Christ. It is important to
understand that it is in fact a higher standard. While Christianity does not follow the Law in any
respect, it fulfills the Law in every respect on this account.
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Christ said all the Law and Prophets hang on two simple principles, namely, that a man love the
Lord with all his heart, soul and mind, and that he love His neighbor as himself (Mt 22:37-40).
This statement is commonly construed as conveying the essence of the Law, but it would be
more accurately viewed as being a higher law of which the Mosaic Law was a mere corollary. If
a man has his heart set on these things, the commandments not to kill, steal, etc. will indeed be
fulfilled by his life, but they are inapplicable to him in the sense that they do nothing to govern or
bind his behavior. This is because he aims for an even greater goal. Paul said of himself prior to
his conversion that he was blameless as touching the righteousness of the Law (Phil 3:6). This
he meant in a comparative sense, not in an absolute one. Yet he elsewhere described his
unconverted state as disobedient, deceived, malicious and hateful (Tit 3:3). These two
statements are reconciled by understanding that he spoke relative to two different standards — the
lower standard of the Law versus the higher standard of the gospel.

In His famous Sermon on the Mount, Jesus said, “Ye have heard that it was said by them of old
time, Thou shalt not kill; and whosoever shall kill shall be in danger of the judgment: But | say
unto you, That whosoever is angry with his brother without a cause shall be in danger of the
judgment...” (Mt 5:21-22). Again, He said, “Ye have heard that it was said by them of old time,
Thou shalt not commit adultery: But I say unto you, That whosoever looketh on a woman to lust
after her hath committed adultery with her already in his heart,” (Mt 5:27-28). The authorities
here quoted of “old time” were Moses and other Old Testament writers, but in this sermon, Jesus
repeatedly followed them with the words “but | say unto you.” This shows that He was replacing
the old standard with a new one. The Jews were therefore astonished with His doctrine (Mt
7:28) because He assumed authority even over Moses. He was not merely giving a pure
interpretation of Moses. There would be no occasion for astonishment at this. Nor were the
Jews impressed merely with the power and confidence with which Christ taught. Their
astonishment was not merely in how He taught, but also in what He taught. They were
astonished with His doctrine because it replaced what Moses taught and assumed an authority
that God alone could have.

In every case, His new standard had demands at least as great as the old, to the extent that it is
the most daunting system of morality ever taught. It might therefore seem very strange that He
elsewhere claimed that His yoke is easy and His burden light (Mt 11:30). But the burden of it is
suddenly removed upon realization that His new standard is actually a heavenly standard, being
given to a blood-bought, heaven-bound people who are to be conformed to the very image of the
Son of God. For this reason, it is a standard defined in God Himself: “Be ye therefore perfect,
even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect,” (Mt 5:48). All this shows the gross error of
those who believe salvation is by human obedience, but think the New Testament has lowered
the terms to within human reach. The greater rigor is actually with the New Testament, but it is
pursued in joyous hope rather than in fear.
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The higher moral standard of the gospel can also be seen in: “For the grace of God that bringeth
salvation hath appeared to all men, teaching us that, denying ungodliness and worldly lusts, we
should live soberly, righteously, and godly, in this present world,” (Tit 2:11-12). Now one could
argue that the Law taught exactly the same things, but the grace of God teaches them in a much
more powerful way. When a man is told he must save himself by his own works, the carnal side
of his mind will then ask exactly how much he must do, not wanting to expend any more effort
than is necessary. But when a man is told that he has been outright forgiven and graciously
saved from eternal hell notwithstanding all his sins and errors, then his obligation to repent and
live in an appreciative way is without bound. In the parable of the prodigal son, the father could
have reasonably imposed rigorous terms on his son for being received back into his home, but
then the effect of the parable would have been destroyed. Nothing could more obligate the son
toward repentance than for the father to do exactly as he did in graciously forgiving him.

In further proof of these claims concerning the present role of the Law, consider Paul’s statement
to the Corinthians:

For though | be free from all men, yet have | made myself servant unto all, that I might
gain the more. And unto the Jews | became as a Jew, that | might gain the Jews; to them
that are under the law, as under the law, that | might gain them that are under the law; To
them that are without law, as without law, (being not without law to God, but under the
law to Christ,) that | might gain them that are without law. To the weak became | as weak,
that I might gain the weak: | am made all things to all men, that I might by all means save
some. And this | do for the gospel's sake, that I might be partaker thereof with you. — 1Cor
9:19-23

Observe his claim to be under the “law to Christ,” which shows that there is indeed such a law
and that it is distinguishable from the law of the Old Testament. This law of Christ was the ever-
abiding law over the life of the Apostle, whether in the company of Jew or Gentile. Itis a
dishonor to Jesus Christ to suppose that His law is inferior to the other, or that His law is
insufficient without being propped up by the other. The law of Christ is actually the ultimate
standard, and does in fact prop up the Old Testament Law by elucidating its intended purpose
and meaning. This is conveyed in the following crucial text:

Seeing then that we have such hope, we use great plainness of speech: And not as Moses,
which put a vail over his face, that the children of Israel could not stedfastly look to the
end of that which is abolished: But their minds were blinded: for until this day remaineth
the same vail untaken away in the reading of the old testament; which vail is done away in
Christ. But even unto this day, when Moses is read, the vail is upon their heart. — 2Cor
3:12-15
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Unfortunately, to hear the complex and confused arguments of some Christians today, whereby
they cleverly use the Law to dismiss the simple and plain speech of the New Testament, one
would think the exact opposite of this text to be true, or that there is a vail over the face of New
Testament Christians that is done away in Moses. The truth is that the Law of Moses is
subordinate to the law of Christ, and is to be interpreted in the light of it. In the prior text, Paul
claimed that, insofar as the law of Christ would allow, he adapted to the Mosaic Law when in the
presence of Jews to avoid offending them. This was in keeping with the law of Christ, who had
commanded his Apostles saying, “And into whatsoever city ye enter, and they receive you, eat
such things as are set before you,” (Lk 10:8). By this He meant that evangelists are to adapt to
the cultures of those they visit and not to demand the reverse. This would include the culture of
the Jews. But when in Gentile culture, Paul said he lived as without law, thus showing he did not
consider it the final rule of conduct, much less would he consider it a rule of worship.

No doubt much of the confusion on this issue has been caused by the overlap and similarity of
the two laws. When a nation rescinds an out-dated constitution and replaces it with another, the
two documents are apt to contain similarities, but in a court of law they are as distinguishable as
night and day. The new document is the absolute law of the land. The old document may be of
historical interest, and serve as an effective tool to an educator, but legally it is no longer of
force. Accordingly, Christians are in every sense under the new law of Christ. In no sense are
they under the Law of Moses. Confusion is also caused by a failure to distinguish the case of
those who are in Christ and those who are not. The Law is done away only in Christ. This is
true either of the moral or of the ceremonial. One should not be distracted by the fact that the
Jews have themselves done away with much of the ceremonial. There is no basis in scripture or
reason for their action. If they insist upon denying Christ, then there is no basis for supposing
that any of their obligations the Mosaic Law have ceased to be. The same is true with respect to
unbelieving Gentiles and their obligation to the moral law. When Christ is denied, everything
reverts back to the old, burdensome, fearful and hopeless state of affairs. This is why the
Apostles repeatedly and emphatically warned Christians that they wanted no part of it.

So the fact that a worship practice was used in the Old Testament does nothing to validate its use
under the New. While we have gone to some length here to demonstrate this, the error of such
thinking should be apparent from the inconsistency of those who advance it. Their habit is to
take from the Law what they want while leaving the rest. For example, they will eagerly justify
musical instruments from the Law, but be loath to take on its sacrifices. This reasoning will not
stand under biblical scrutiny. Paul warned the Galatians that in taking on part of the Law, they
were obligating themselves to the whole.

This inconsistent use of the Law by Christians has also played into the hands of those who are
critical of both Christianity and the Bible. Such infidels will commonly attempt to discredit the
whole book by pointing to aspects of the Law that are contrary to the norms of our society. Its

accommodations to slavery and its hard position against the Canaanite nations are common
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points of criticism. Now the norms these infidels take to be inviolable are in fact Christian
norms, and they have Christianity to thank for living in a society where such norms are observed.
New Testament Christianity had declared the Law obsolete long before these infidels were ever
born, and the New Testament had carefully explained that the Law was a deliberately hard
system under which all men were truly condemned slaves. Further, it had been the Divine plan
all along to replace it, as confirmed by the Old Testament scriptures themselves (Ps 89:20-37, Isa
54, Jer 3:16, Jer 31:31-34, Dn 9:27)

Further, the New Testament had explained that the purpose of the Law was to teach man the
futility of all ways apart from Jesus Christ. In this respect, God has carried religion along the
same path we travel personally. Practically all men having a hope in the Savior will concede
there was a point in their lives when they expected to attain Heaven by means of their own
obedience. Jesus Christ became meaningful to them only after they met with defeat in pursuing
this futile course. Accordingly, it is a plainly observable fact of reality that God will carry men
through hardship, suffering and defeat for the purpose of advancing them. He does this both to
individuals and societies. Infidels will object that these hardships are actually proof there is no
God, but their argument is ridiculous, and only proves there is no God that these infidels would
approve. We have no interest in imagined deities who comport with preconceived ideologies of
what a deity ought to be; rather, our interest is in the real God over the real world, which
happens to remain a place with many real hardships. The Law was a hardship imposed by God
for the purpose of advancing men, but it is done away in Christ.

Still, some Christians will argue that if a thing be under the Law, then we can at least be
confident in its decency, and therefore admit it to the church on that account. This argument will
be advanced with hypocrisy, because there are some things under the Law these same Christians
definitely would not admit. But the greater problem with their conclusion is that the Bible
records multiple attempts by uninspired persons to do these very things under much the same
reasoning, but in no case were their actions approved. Misguided Christians in the New
Testament attempted to add circumcision, Sabbath days, holy days, etc. on the basis that they
were done under the Law, but these efforts were rejected as inadmissible by the Apostles. We
have not a single instance where a modification was approved on the basis of it being part of the
Law. This truly speaks volumes about church practice in general. If the Apostles were unwilling
that the original form of the church be altered even by things approved under the Law, then how
much less for human contrivances having no authorization in either Old Testament or New? The
New Testament church is the very culmination and perfection of the plan of God for worship on
this earth. Any modification of it, whether from the Law or elsewhere, can only serve to degrade
it. “For the law made nothing perfect, but the bringing in of a better hope did; by the which we
draw nigh unto God,” (Heb 7:19).

In recent years, some have attempted to justify homosexuality and other vices on the basis of the

fact that the Law has been done away. These arguments are invalid because, when the Bible is
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properly interpreted, the New Testament will be found condemning the same behavior. But the
argument also errs in that it fails to consider that the Law has only been done away in Christ.
Unsaved people are as much under the Law as they ever were, and it is upon this account they
will be condemned and punished. Further, it is a dubious argument that says God has saved
anyone for the purpose of licensing them to a lower standard of morals. The opposite is true:
God has mercifully saved people for the purpose of His own glory, which is served when they
show their appreciation by living in an obedient, God-honoring manner. Those who teach
otherwise are described by the Bible as “turning the grace of our God into lasciviousness, and
denying the only Lord God, and our Lord Jesus Christ,” (Jude 4). The same false teachers are
said to be “raging waves of the sea, foaming out their own shame; wandering stars, to whom is
reserved the blackness of darkness for ever,” (Jude 13). They are aptly described as “wandering
stars” because they truly have no fixed moral standard or doctrine, but are ever-ready to adapt to
the ongoing social current. Jude is very clear that such people are eternally condemned.

Their error of perverting God’s word to justify their behavior does far more to condemn them
than their behavior itself. The homosexual who concedes his error, though struggling to repent
of it, can still look to Heaven in hope, but a self-justifying corrupter of God’s word has no basis
whatsoever for claiming he is saved. This claim is reserved for those who look to God in faith.
“Faith” surely does not mean to earnestly believe whatever one wants to believe. The wickedest
man in the world is both willing and able to do this. Faith means to believe and accept what God
has said, especially and necessarily as revealed in His inspired word, so that those who reject and
pervert the word can make no claim to faith and no claim to salvation.

The fact that the Law has been done away only in Christ creates an interesting predicament for
anyone who would presume to break the Law on that account. Lawless behavior is a mark of
one who is not in Christ, and therefore of one to whom the Law still pertains. James used this
very line of reasoning when warning Christians against despising the poor and those of lower
social class. Such behavior, being in violation of the Law, is a mark of one who is unsaved and
yet under the Law, in which event, the full burden of the Law falls upon them (Js 2:1-13). On
the other hand, loving and merciful behavior is a mark of one who is in Christ, and therefore of
one who is freed from the Law, and to whom love and mercy will be shown.

When a man is saved in Christ, His offences against the Law are forgiven, and the Law is
displaced with an even higher moral standard, which he is to pursue, not as a formula for
salvation, but, in appreciation and self-assurance of a salvation that can only be freely given.
Where displaced with the higher standard, the Law is no longer the rule of conduct, but it does
remain a test of it. It is in this sense that scriptures do in fact make an implicit distinction
between moral law and ceremonial law for the case of Christians. Both have been done away,
but the moral law remains as a test. A man who lives in violation of the moral law, and therefore
in violation of the lower standard, cannot possibly be in compliance with the higher standard,

and is therefore deficient in his appreciation for the salvation he presumes to possess.
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But the most important point for purposes of this section is that the Law, being a lower standard,
is degrading to Christianity when adapted by it either as a rule of conduct or rule of worship.

The quotes in the introductory section demonstrate how Christian thinking has degenerated in
this respect. Calvin condemned musical instruments in worship as having been borrowed from
Jewish religion. This was also a complaint of other reformers. Even early Christians claimed to
have omitted instruments because they considered them to be judaizing. All these Christians
understood that the Law, being a deliberately inferior and now-obsolete form of worship, is not a
rule of practice for the church. But modern Christians are apt to run straight to the Law to
defend their ways on this and other points. What was formerly considered as proof against a
thing has now been perverted into an argument favoring it.

39



7) Tradition Not a Rule of Practice

If Christians are sufficiently supplied in scripture, then it would of course follow they need no
other rule, but when the whole of professed Christianity is examined, one will find a rule of
tradition to be much more prevalent than a rule of scripture. What is worse, a majority of
professed Christians will justify themselves in this, resolutely affirming that tradition is actually
authoritative. Few things could be further from the truth.

This spirit of traditionalism is a problem with both conservatives and liberals. When it blinds
conservatives, they will impulsively object to anything departing from their narrow sphere of
familiarity. Very little thought is truly given to how scriptures bear upon the issue. The
automatic assumption is that things have always been done in a scriptural way, so that any
change from tradition must be unscriptural. This approach invests too much confidence in the
past, and can also err in assuming there is only one right way in which a thing can be done.
When traditionalism blinds liberals, they invest too much confidence in the present, being
disposed to approve anything for no other reason than that other people are doing it. In either
case, the actions of man have been made the guide, and the word of God has been laid aside.

Primary reasons for this tendency to supplant scripture with tradition are: Tradition is easy to
follow. It requires no knowledge of the Bible. Indeed, it requires little knowledge of anything
because it defends its practices with the most convenient of arguments, claiming those practices
should exist simply because they do exist or have existed. Accordingly, it automatically
vindicates those who seek to hand it to the next generation. And, because it originates with man
and not God, it is apt to be more accommodative to human preference.

The ironic thing is that there is no better way to destroy tradition than by following it. The
practice of following tradition is like a man attempting to walk a straight line by putting one foot
directly in front of the other. After making many steps, if he will look back on the path he has
taken, he will invariably find it is crooked. The same outcome will result for a man attempting to
plow a straight furrow by watching the furrow as it develops behind him. As Jesus said, “No
man, having put his hand to the plough, and looking back, is fit for the kingdom of God,” (Lk
9:62). Such a man will never plough in a straight line. To do this, or to walk in a straight path, a
man must set his eye upon a distant object and maintain a course directly to it. Even so, a church
or denomination following tradition will likely be left with no real tradition of any length, but
will meander between various doctrines and practices from one generation to the next. While it
may boast of walking in the “old paths,” the fact is that one may not have to be very old to
remember when things were different. Indeed, it seems to be a common habit of traditionalists to
pretend an orthodoxy that never actually existed. But if a church will faithfully follow the word
of God, it will walk in a straight and consistent path, leaving a trail of real and honorable
tradition behind it. A tradition can be a good thing to create, but not a good thing to follow.
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It is strange that anyone would boast of following tradition given the sharp denunciations that
Jesus made of this very thing:

Well hath Esaias prophesied of you hypocrites, as it is written, This people honoureth me
with their lips, but their heart is far from me. Howbeit in vain do they worship me,
teaching for doctrines the commandments of men. For laying aside the commandment of
God, ye hold the tradition of men, as the washing of pots and cups: and many other such
like things ye do. And he said unto them, Full well ye reject the commandment of God, that
ye may keep your own tradition. — Mark 7:6-9

So the Pharisees were sharply rebuked for making tradition an authority. They even gave it
priority over the word of God. Jesus said they had reduced their worship to vanity by doing this.
Now if we take the word “vanity” for its literal meaning, this would imply that the Pharisees
were accomplishing nothing by their worship, and would have been no worse off had they not
worshipped at all. This is a sobering thought, and should be sufficient to warn anyone that God
is not pleased with those who make tradition their rule.

Upon two occasions, Paul commanded the Thessalonians to follow tradition (2Thes 3:6 and
2:15), but context will plainly show he did not mean the uninspired tradition of many
generations; rather, he meant the inspired tradition of the Apostle’s generation only. So these
commandments represent no contradiction to what Jesus said, and do nothing to authorize the
practice of following tradition in the usual sense. Instead, they are unequivocal proof that we
should follow the scriptural precedent set by Christ and His Apostles.

Another irony of traditionalism is that those who are least guilty of it are oftentimes the most
accused, whereas those who are most guilty are never accused. Worshippers who closely adhere
to scripture will be accused of traditionalism because of their constancy and their resistance to
change. On the other hand, those who are more disposed to modernize will not be considered
traditionalists at all. The problem here is that nothing in the formal definition or common use of
the word “tradition” actually specifies the length of time or repetition that is necessary for a
tradition to be established. In fact some traditions are of very recent origin while others date to
the distant past. Consequently, a “tradition” is best defined as a thing that is done simply
because other people have done it, whether many times or few. Now a person who is truly a
follower of the Bible has no concern whatsoever about what others have done, so such a person
is not properly a traditionalist. On the other hand, while all modernizations do of course begin
with an innovator, they are thereafter imitated by others, oftentimes on revolutionary scale, in
what is primarily motivated by herd instinct or an accommodation to such. Such practices are
justified and adopted on the basis that other people are doing them, which truly make them the
products of traditionalism. Be sure it was exactly this form of traditionalism that Jesus meant
when He scathed the Jews, saying, “Full well ye reject the commandment of God, that ye may
keep your own tradition,” (Mk 7:9).

41



Traditionalism, as we have defined it, is also potentially dangerous, and this likely helps to
explain the passion of the Lord against it. When a society is not anchored in the solid,
unchangeable word of God, but chooses rather to follow the particular human opinion presently
favored by the most crafty debaters, then the outcome will be unstable, unpredictable and
perilous. There are no bounds on where a society can go when its people justify their behavior
simply on the basis that it comports with the opinions of others. Witness Nazi Germany of the
last century. Modern attempts to discredit, dismiss and pervert the Bible will eventually lead to
the ruin even of those who oppose and corrupt the book. Peter said the unlearned and unstable
wrest (i.e. “twist”) the scriptures unto their own destruction (2Pet 3:16). A potential example of
this can presently be seen in the pro-gay movement, where many have invented ingenious
interpretations of the Bible in an attempt to coerce the book into supporting their view. They do
not consider that a substantial percentage of their present supporters have been swung to their
view on little more than herd instinct, and could as easily be swung by the same to a dangerous,
opposing extreme. True New Testament Christianity is an annoyance to homosexuals because it
calls on them to repent, but true New Testament Christianity also condemns religious coercion
and persecution. Anyone anchored in it will still be annoying gays 10 years from now, but his
opposition will still be held in check by the word of God. Those who dismiss or pervert New
Testament Christianity are therefore sawing on the very limb that upholds them.

But before leaving this chapter, it is important to note that while tradition should not be
considered a rule of practice, it is nonetheless an important guide that all Christians would be
prudent to consult. This is because tradition is handed down from those who have fully lived out
their lives, made their mistakes and implemented their corrections from the word of God. This
cannot be said of the ongoing whims of the present generation. Also, present opinion is based on
the untested wisdom of only one generation whereas tradition is the cumulative wisdom of many.
So tradition is a thing that should always be consulted, even if not blindly followed, and there
should always be a healthy degree of hesitation before abandoning it.

Respect for tradition is also necessitated by the scriptural doctrine of the preservation and
perpetuity of the church. Paul called the church “the pillar and ground of the truth,” (1Tim
3:15). It could hardly be this if it had generally resided in error over the whole of its duration.
While even a Spirit-blessed church is capable of error, one should not expect it to persist in such.
So the things generally believed and practiced by the historical church must be considered in all
decisions we make, and to do otherwise is to take a path that will almost surely lead to regret.
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8) Christian Liberty

Errors in church practice can occur either by disregarding scriptural rules or by enforcing rules
that are not scriptural. Sometimes Christians can be very guarded against the first type of error
but have very little conscience about committing the second. The effect of these unauthorized
rules is to deprive of rightful liberties. The last two chapters can be unified as one subject in this
regard. Either to enforce the Law or uninspired tradition in the church is to infringe upon
Christian liberties by imposing rules having no New Testament authority. These types of errors
cannot be lightly dismissed because Jesus and His Apostles vigorously opposed them. Jesus
scathed the Jewish lawyers saying, “Woe unto you also, ye lawyers! for ye lade men with burdens
grievous to be borne...” (Lk 11:46). By this He was referring to the multitudinous rules of the
Jewish religion that were void of scriptural basis. In contrast to this, when the Apostles made
their important decree to the Gentiles, they prefaced it with the words, “For it seemed good to
the Holy Ghost, and to us, to lay upon you no greater burden than these necessary things,” (Acts
15:28). This shows a sharp distinction between the liberty of the New Testament and the
burdensome Jewish religion it displaced. Paul strongly warned the Galatians against reverting to
it: “Stand fast therefore in the liberty wherewith Christ hath made us free, and be not entangled
again with the yoke of bondage,” (Gal 5:1). These statements reflect the high value placed by
the New Testament on freedom and its resolve that it not be lost.

The freedom given to Christians is so extensive that there are several places where scriptures
warn them to use it prudently (1Cor 8:9, 1Cor 10:29, Gal 5:13, 1Pet 2:16). The fact that a man
has a right to do a thing does not imply that it is the right thing to do. It is therefore of great
significance that the New Testament opted to handle many such cases by teaching the prudent
exercise of rights rather than by denying them. This again shows the importance put on freedom.
Such being the case, it is a serious breach of the New Testament to deny rights that God has
given. It is also important to understand that rights are in fact given only by God. Modern
Americans have become careless in this respect to their own peril. It is not uncommon for them
to speak of government giving them the rights to free speech, religion, etc. When properly
viewed, governments do not give any rights. God gives rights, and governments either recognize
those rights or rebel against them. This important principle is stated in the opening words of the
Declaration of Independence: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights...” A primary
reason Atheists are averse to God is that they do not savor the idea of submitting to Him, but
they evidently do not consider that He is also the foundation of their freedom. If rights come
from man and not God, then which man do they come from: Me, you or who? These
considerations explain why Paul did not simply say to the Galatians to stand fast in liberty;
rather, he said to stand fast in the liberty wherewith Christ hath made us free.
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There are of course limitations on rights. Many of these are not only taught by scriptures but are
acknowledged by all honest men in all societies of the world. For example, all acknowledge that
one man does not have a right to deceive another, nor does he have a right to advance his own
cause at the expense of another without consent. Accordingly, he does not have a right to seize
control or take possession of what rightfully belongs to another. As basic as these principles are,
faithful observance of them is sufficient to guarantee absolute soundness in any Christ-loving
church. The church is the sole property of the Lord Jesus Christ, having been bought with His
own blood. He only has the right to define it. Any man seeking to redefine it is exercising rights
he does not have and is infringing upon the rights of another in the worst imaginable way. No
violation of rights could be more severe than that which treads upon the rights of Jesus Christ.
He alone has authority to determine what His church is to believe and advocate, what it is to do,
what it is to prohibit and what it is to allow.

Many Christians are too disposed to view a church as being their own property or as being the
property of a congregation. They errantly assume that a majority vote would legitimize almost
anything in their church. The congregation may in a sense own land, building, etc., and have a
right before both God and civil law to use their property as a pasture, department store, baseball
field, etc. But once they pin the name of Jesus Christ on it and represent it as a church, they have
taken on a franchise that carries obligations to Him whose name cannot be taken in vain. Men
should surely understand God’s demands in this since they reserve to themselves the same rights.
To properly be a church, it must teach what Christ taught, worship as He said to worship and be
under His law. Moses was one of the greatest men ever, yet not even he had the right to dictate
the laws of the church. When Christians impose the Mosaic Law, particularly for the purpose of
dismissing the plain precepts and precedents of Christ, they have effectively built one tabernacle
unto Moses and another to Christ. When Peter proposed the same error, his admonition from
Heaven was, “This is my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased; hear ye him,” (Mt 17:5).
Accordingly, while parents, grand-parents, etc. may be worthy of veneration, they have been
made objects of worship when traditions acquired from them are made the law of the church.

It would of course follow that neither is the present generation authorized to dictate the laws of
the church. Nonetheless, it is not uncommon for Christians to do this. Examples are numerous:
Some have imposed racial requirements for membership. The Bible gives no authority for this
whatsoever. Others have taken extreme measures to ensure a qualified membership, including
even minimum age requirements. While this rule may have been implemented with good intents,
it was in overreaction to churches that will admit almost any practice to gain a nickel or a nose.
The corrective measure is as void of scriptural authority as the practices being opposed. One set
of errors has been exchanged for another. There will be negative consequences for these
unauthorized amendments to the wisdom of God. As another example, consider churches who,
in justifiable suspicion of modern revised versions of the Bible, have done well to endorse the
King James Version, but have gone so far as to elevate this position to creedal status. The
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problem here is that neither the King James nor any other version contains a scripture that would
authorize any group of translators with monopoly rights. Such extreme and implausible
measures generally serve to weaken the very positions they purport to defend. The first step in
successfully defending any position is in choosing a position that is defensible. We believe the
King James Version can be defended as the superior translation, but a position denying any
possibility of a better translation cannot be defended by scripture.

Oftentimes an unscriptural rule takes the form of a bogus principle or argument that is enforced
by well-meaning Christians against things that are themselves unscriptural. So the unscriptural
practice is opposed by a line of reasoning that scriptures will not support. This then leads to a
predicament. While there might be good reasons for the objections these Christians make, those
reasons are not to be found in the weak and dubious arguments they offer. Invalid arguments
tend to eventually stumble over contradictions, and once these are found, all credibility will be
lost in defense of what might have been a defensible position. But the problem can become
especially severe if the invalid line of reasoning is legislated and enforced as a general rule,
because it then affects not only what was originally considered, but reaches out to produce error
in other things as well. The final effect will be bondage to a rule the Lord never required.

When unscriptural practices are opposed by unscriptural arguments, then both sides will of
course be in error. The outcome of this is not apt to be good. There are no worse disputes than
those which leave people without any proper side to choose. The choice between right and
wrong is clear. The choice between wrong and wrong usually is not. When the choice becomes
a matter of what error should be tolerated versus what error should not, people who are guilty of
neither error are apt to disagree and part ways. It is an unfortunate fact that many religious
disputes involve good and reasonable people being at odds with each other over others who are
not so good and not so reasonable.

So on one hand we have an unscriptural practice, but on the other we have an unscriptural
principle being presented in opposition to that practice. Which is worse? This is not an easy
question to answer, but be sure that both errors are formidable. Some might reason that even a
bad rule is better than no rule at all. This could be correct. Any kind of order is generally better
than anarchy. But a true follower of Christ must aspire to better than this. Never will one find
Jesus Christ being any more passionate than when denouncing the man-made, legalistic rules of
the Jews. His anger will be understood by anyone who has witnessed the strangling effects of
such rules on the spirituality of churches they infect. What is a legalistic church today will likely
be a dead church tomorrow. Also, because its man-made rules are usually unconvincing, such
churches will have limited effect toward stopping the unscriptural practices they oppose, and
because its man-made rules are unscriptural, those rules are very apt to be cast against other
practices that are in fact compliant with scriptures. All of this shows the importance of doing the
right things for reasons that are right, and reasons that are clearly understood and stated.
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A prime example of an improper principle is one that adamantly asserts that anything without
scriptural precedent is wrong. Such a claim may be right in its intents but is lacking in needful
precision. It is similar to the claim of opposing anything “not in the Bible.” Again, the intents of
this statement may be good, but the statement can be construed in so many ways that almost any
Christian could feel comfortable in making it, while at the same time, any Christian would be a
hypocrite for doing so if the statement were taken in its absolute sense. Suppose a penitent man
in church were to wipe the tears from his face with a cotton cloth. Now since there is no
precedent in the Bible for cotton, shall we condemn the man on this account? Only the most
contemptible legalist would do such a thing. Any spiritual conscience will surely know that such
unreasonable criticism is not in the spirit of Jesus Christ.

Even the most unyielding advocates of this rule will themselves be found doing things that are
nowhere in the Bible, including things that cannot be dismissed as mere trivialities. For
example, the Bible says nothing of religious periodicals, radio broadcasts, web sites, email
discussion groups, religious libraries, associations, baptisteries, musical notes in song books,
hand-shaking sessions, etc. Yet these are among things commonly admitted in the very churches
where scriptural adherence is emphasized the most. There may be no complaint against the
actual practices of these churches, either in respect to what they allow or what they disallow, but
it is a futile argument that claims all their decisions were based strictly on a rule of scriptural
precedent. Scriptural precedent is indeed of supreme importance in determining what church
practice should be, but prior action sets a precedent only when done with intent of establishing a
specification. One can be confident that the Bible never intended any specification as to the type
of cloth that a penitent man should use to wipe his face. The fact there is no precedent in the
Bible for cotton is therefore of no consequence.

A common error in respect to precedent is failure to distinguish a case without precedent from a
case that contradicts precedent. If a judge has a case without precedent, then he is freed or
forced, as the circumstance may be, to use his own discretion, but if he has precedent, then he is
expected to comply with it. Errors in church practice are commonly characterized as being
without precedent when it would be more accurate to say they contradict it. For example,
musical instruments are commonly said to be without precedent whereas they actually contradict
precedent. We know for a fact that music in the New Testament church was vocal. Most other
errors in church practice also are contradictions of precedent. If something is truly without
precedent, then this could convey liberty rather than prohibition. For example, there is no
precedent whatsoever for a church house in the Bible. This does not mean that church houses are
wrong. Rather, it means we are not held to any particular specification when building one.

A second errant rule is one that says it is wrong to teach the Bible in any organized context other
than church. This is a complaint that rigid conservatives can make against Sunday schools and
seminaries. Such a rule is very amiss because the Bible clearly gives the gospel minister broad

latitude in teaching the word of God. This may be seen in the fact that men in the Bible are
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found teaching in the streets, in homes, in places of public lecture, in schools, in jails, in Jewish
synagogues, in the temple, etc. The word of God is not bound (2Tim 2:9), and any means that
effectively teaches it is good. The problem with Sunday schools and seminaries is not that they
teach the word of God, but that they substitute the inferior methods of man for the superior
methods of God. There is little consistency in claiming that organized teaching of the Bible can
only be done in church while also complaining of it being barred from public schools. If this
bogus principle were true, then all Christian should rejoice that our degenerate government has
censured the Bible almost everywhere but church. This rule is also inconsistently enforced in
that its advocates typically have no complaint against the Bible being taught in periodicals, web
sites, email discussion groups, radio broadcasts, etc. — none of which are in church; none of
which have scriptural precedent; all of which are organized, and all of which are potentially done
with regularity. The idea that the Bible can only be taught in church is not scriptural, and is no
less objectionable, nor any less dangerous, than the things whereof it complains.

Nor is there merit in the objection that targets a thing on account of its organization.
Organization and order are the principal means by which the hand of God is known in both
nature and the Bible. We surely learn from both that “disorganization” is a word that can never
apply to God. Nor will one find Christ or His Apostles objecting to anything on account of it
being organized. The opposite will be the case. Paul complained of the disorganization at
Corinth, and corrected them saying, “Let all things be done decently and in order,” (1Cor 14:40).
If a thing is wrong in an organized form, then disorganizing it will only make it worse. The
objection that complains of organization is also generally guilty of inconsistency. The objectors
will themselves establish organizations for which there is no scriptural precedent. Associations,
religious libraries and publishing firms are prime examples of this. An organized thing may be
in error, but organization will not be its fault.

Some have carried the organization argument so far as to object even to pastor-led Bible studies
and organized preacher meetings. Of course, everyone knows that study of the Bible is itself
commendable and commanded, but in the search for fault, the organization of a Bible study is
seized upon as the distinguishing feature serving to condemn it. This argument is oftentimes
accompanied with the claim that the Bible can only be taught in church — an argument we have
already shown to be seriously amiss. But the error here is compounded by the fact that Bible
studies are a scripturally-authorized form of church. The essential difference between them and
the more familiar form of service is that they have dialogue as opposed to monologue. Now the
Bible expressly authorizes the teaching of scripture in church by means of dialogue, provided of
course it is done in an orderly and considerate manner. This may be seen in 1Cor 14. Also in
Acts 20:7, which relates how Eutychus fell from a window after Paul preached till midnight, the
Greek word for “preached” is the very word from which our English word “dialogue” is derived.
Hence the church was there having a dialogue session in which Paul was being presented with
questions by the congregation.
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“Now the Lord is that Spirit: and where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty,” (2Cor 3:17).
The rules and principles inspired by the Spirit will tend to liberty. The uninspired rules of man
can quickly lead to bondage. Churches must of course establish rules for the purpose of
maintaining order. There must be rules as to when the church meets, how automobiles are to be
parked, how its service is to be ordered, how contributions are to be taken, how items of business
are to be handled in conference, etc. Such things are necessary for obedience to the scriptural
commandment to “Let all things be done decently and in order,” (1Cor 14:40). Where the
scriptures have not specified how a necessary matter is to be handled, its silence can be
construed as authorizing the church to act as it sees fit, and all members should be subordinate to
such church authority. But before enforcing any rule or principle, the questions should be asked:
Does this rule or principle supplant or contradict any rule or principle already provided by the
Bible? Does it allow what the Bible prohibits, or prohibit what the Bible allows? Is the rule
actually commanded by the Bible, and therefore to be demanded of others, or is it simply a rule
we have chosen for ourselves? The church is the property of the Lord Jesus Christ. We must be
careful to submit to His authority wherever He has asserted it, respect all freedoms He died to
secure, and make a sharp distinction between what are His rules and what are ours.

48



9) Precedent and Precept

Most problems of biblical interpretation on issues of church practice derive from ignorance or
rejection of the fact that the Bible commands us both by way of precept and precedent. All true
Christians acknowledge that we are obligated to the explicit commandments, or precepts, of the
Bible, but the vast majority of Christians consider its precedents as being little more than
historical information. In this important chapter, we hope to prove that the Bible is deliberately a
“show and tell” book. It not only tells us what to do, but also shows us, and we are obligated to
carefully heed both.

Our obligation to scriptural precedent is actually explicitly stated in the Bible. Important verses
in this respect include:

Be ye followers of me, even as | also am of Christ. Now | praise you, brethren, that ye
remember me in all things, and keep the ordinances, as | delivered them to you. — 1Cor
11:1-2

In this scripture, Paul states exactly how the ordinances are to be kept. They are to be done “as |
delivered them unto you.” Hence, if Paul baptized by immersion, then this is exactly how we are
supposed to baptize today. If he baptized only professing believers, then it is incumbent upon us
to do the same. If he communed with real wine and unleavened bread, then the church should be
following him in this also. The commandment is so simple that it is impossible to
misunderstand. Even infants can learn by imitation, and this is in fact the first means by which
they do learn. Now the word “ordinances” actually means “traditions,” and refers to more than
what we typically call “ordinances” today (i.e. communion and baptism). The full extent of the
word can actually be inferred from the text itself: “Now I praise you, brethren, that ye remember
me in all things...” So the commandment to imitate him is comprehensive, having only one
qualification, namely, that he is to be followed in whatever respects he himself was a follower of
Christ. This at least means we are to be his followers in all things that are important, so that if
we consider baptism, communion, church music, etc. to be important, then we are either
following him or else we are disobeying the commandment. Logic allows nothing else.

This verse is immediately followed by instructions about length of hair, both in men and women.
He says that men are to have short hair and women are to have long. Since Paul was very
accepting of cultural diversity and was a great defender of Christian liberty, his commandments
concerning length of hair were given with unquestionable conviction. Further, there can be no
doubt that when he commanded to follow him, length of hair was one of the respects he had in
mind. Most Christians today would consider this issue to be of far less importance than
questions of how we baptize, commune, evangelize, etc., so nothing could be more unreasonable
than to suppose that his commandment to follow him did not include these things also.
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Consider also:

Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw
yourselves from every brother that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which he
received of us. For yourselves know how ye ought to follow us: for we behaved not
ourselves disorderly among you. — 2Thess 3:6-7

This text not only tells us to follow Paul, but also says we are to withdraw from anyone who
refuses to do so. In following him, we are to consider how he “behaved;” hence, we are
obligated to both his words and actions. That is, we are to follow both precept and precedent. In
the prior chapter he said:

Therefore, brethren, stand fast, and hold the traditions which ye have been taught, whether
by word, or our epistle. — 2Thess 2:15

This verse has special significance because it is in a context that treats end-time apostasy. It says
that before Christ comes there will be a great “falling away.” Now one cannot fall from the truth
unless they were first in it, so the text is prophesying the widespread corruption of Christianity in
the last days. Many will either depart Christianity altogether, or pervert it into a corrupt form
that is suitable to their worldly tastes and ideologies. The world has always been a cruel and evil
place, and has in many respects been worse in the past than it is today, so there must be
something particularly odious about end-time evil to provoke God to destroy the world after He
had long-suffered it before. A careful examination of scriptural descriptions of this evil will
show a definite pattern serving to explain this: End-time evil will have moved into the church, or
into what calls itself the “church,” and will so thoroughly pervade it that only a few true
Christians will be left in the world. Since the church is the salt of the earth, or the means by
which it is preserved, its corruption spells doom for the planet.

The above verse tells us exactly what we are to do when the so-called Christian world is caught
up in its corrupted trend to the end. We are to “stand fast, and hold the traditions which ye have
been taught.” So one should not think that because we live in a modern world these scriptural
commandments regarding precedent no longer pertain. They are as important now as they ever
were, if not more so, and they are the key to averting the end-time deception and corruption that
will so thoroughly consume the planet.

Even without these direct commandments, one should know that the Bible is a “show and tell”
book on the basis of its length and the general nature of its content. It could have been a book
that merely commanded us what to do, in which event it would have been much shorter, but it
actually went far beyond this in giving detailed accounts of the lives of a multitude of people,
who serve for us as examples, either positively or negatively. “Now all these things happened
unto them for ensamples: and they are written for our admonition, upon whom the ends of the
world are come,” (1Cor 10:11). “For whatsoever things were written aforetime were written for
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our learning, that we through patience and comfort of the scriptures might have hope.” (Rom
15:4). “Take, my brethren, the prophets, who have spoken in the name of the Lord, for an
example of suffering affliction, and of patience,” (James 5:10-11).

But the supreme proof speaks with such force and clarity that we would be content to rest our
entire case upon it: This is that the Bible is a book whose central and pervading theme is that
God Himself would come, or did come, to this planet as a man, and that He lived as all men
should live, thereby fulfilling the Law in their behalf, and then He died for them to answer the
demands of the Law against their crimes, and by these things He secured for them a home in
Heaven. The Almighty God could have merely commanded us what to do, but this was not
satisfactory to Him. He also felt it necessary to live among us and show us what to do. This was
so important to Him that He did what would otherwise seem unthinkable: He condescended to
men, laying His glory aside. Verily, He did it while knowing that the vast majority of men
would reject Him, making Him the object of their ridicule and persecution.

All Christians should rejoice to have a caring, compassionate God who can say more than,
“Obey me.” He rises in dignity and honor above the imaginary gods of this world in that He can
say, “Follow me.” These were in fact some of the most frequently used words of our Lord, as
can be seen in: Mt 4:19, Mt 8:22, Mt 9:9, Mt 16:24, Mt 19:21, Mk 2:14, Mk 8:34, Mk 10:21, Lk
5:27, Lk 9:23, Lk 9:59, Lk 18:22, Jn 1:43, Jn 10:27, Jn 12:26, Jn 13:36, Jn 21:19. This lengthy
list of scriptures ought to forever settle the question. The Bible is a “show and tell” book — a
book that gives us not only precept but also precedent, and is honorably distinguished above all
other religions of the world in this very respect. Consequently, few things could be more
unbecoming of the Christian religion than for its proponents to say, “This is what seems best to
me” or “This is what I like” or “I will do it my way.”

We should treasure every fragment of information that we can find about how the Savior lived,
preached, prayed, sang, taught children, etc., and we should do the same for what He also
communicated to us through the lives of the Apostles He taught and inspired. All understand
that if He expressly commanded a thing then we ought to do it, but we need to understand that
His instruction to us is not limited to what He expressly commanded. It is conveyed to us in both
words and actions. We can be sure that to whatever extent we depart from following either, our
effectiveness will be diminished. No thought could be more perilous than to suppose that our
ways are better than His and that we are wiser than Him. If this were the case, then we are
hopelessly lost, and our religion a vain exercise altogether.

We will finish this section with what may be its most important point. It is a general principle
we commonly, naturally and intuitively apply in all areas of life. Itis that: Precedent is the final
authority by which precept is interpreted. If we are confused about the meaning of a precept
because there are multiple ways to construe it, then of the various rules of interpretation whereby
we might resolve the confusion, all are superseded by any existing precedent.
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We will demonstrate this with a simple example: Suppose your employer were to give you a
commandment to build a fence in a particular place, but he then abruptly departed, leaving you
with a head full of questions as to the particulars of his meaning. You would be in a great state
of perplexity at the sight of his departure. Did he mean a wood fence, picket fence, rock fence,
brick fence, barbed-wire fence, or what? Then you are further perplexed by the fact that there
are various ways in which each of these particular kinds of fences could be built. You are
therefore overcome with a sense of uncertainty as to what you should do. However, as you
approach the place where you were commanded to build, you are overcome with great relief
upon seeing that the boss has already started the fence. You see where steel posts have been
driven into the ground at exactly 15-foot intervals; where exactly five strands of barbed wire
have been attached to each post, with the wires being spaced exactly ten inches apart. You now
know that a barbed wire fence was intended, and also know all the needful detail.

You should readily understand at this point that the pattern set before you supersedes any other
rule of interpretation you might apply to your employer’s commandment. This would be true
regardless of how reasonable that rule might seem to you. For example, you might reason to
yourself that a rock fence would be more durable, or that a wood fence would be in greater
conformity with the neighborhood and therefore more appealing to the neighbors. But it would
be presumptuous for you to undertake either given that a contrary precedent has been set.

Now suppose you are overcome with a deluded sense of confidence that your idea about the
wood fence is the better way to go, and you then proceed to build it, committing many resources
and many days of labor in the endeavor, and being so consumed with your work that you give no
further thought to the potential consequences of the decision you have made. Then one day upon
seeing the approach of the employer’s vehicle, your mind has an abrupt encounter with a few
realities it had not seriously considered before: The departure you have chosen from the
precedent he set will surely require an explanation, and the very nature of the case is that it will
require an explanation that he himself has never offered. Further, any acceptable explanation
must have its basis in the premise that you know more about how to build this fence than he
does. You nervously realize that the challenge before you is formidable, because the boss
happens to be a master fence builder who has never built anything but a flawless fence that was
perfectly adapted to the ends it was intended to serve.

In your rendezvous with reality, you further consider that even were the boss to find a wood
fence admissible, you have no idea he will be pleased with the particular wood fence you have
built, because he gave you neither precept nor precedent regarding a wood fence. You
reasonably conclude that your job might very well be at risk. The worst part for you will be the
realization that all this apprehension and fear could have been replaced with confidence and good
conscience had you simply built the fence according to the precedent that was set. Indeed, no
other methodology could have assured the commendation rather than the condemnation of your
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employer. The hard lesson you have learned is that precedent is the final authority by which
precept it to be interpreted.

Various Christian denominations have developed some ingenious schemes to justify their
departures from the precedents set in the New Testament. This is particularly true with respect
to baptism, but also applies to other points. Regardless of how clever or complex these schemes
may be, they mostly serve to fill the mind with fog. They obscure the otherwise simple and
undeniable principle here given — a principle none would dispute were it not for prior theories
they were bent upon supporting. While their complex arguments can be refuted, to even address
them would only serve as a distraction from this single, crucial point, and give opportunity for
obfuscation. Precedent is the final authority by which precept is to be interpreted, and any
contrary claim has been corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ (2Cor 11:3).

In completing this section, allow us to build yet further upon this example to convey another
important point: Suppose there were numerous other employees responsible for this fence. If
these were left to their own reasoning and preference, some would choose a rock fence; others a
wood fence, and yet others a chain-link fence. To this diversity we could add their varied
opinions as to the particulars of how each of these different types of fences should be built.
Clearly, the situation is a near-perfect scenario for disagreement and strife, and one would be
naive to expect anything else. There is in fact only one kind of fence that can be built under a
reasonable expectation of harmony among the laborers. It is a barbed-wire fence with steel posts
situated exactly 15 feet apart, having five wires, being spaced at ten inch intervals. Surely, this is
no trivial consideration, particularly if the boss left the employees with a strict commandment to
be at peace and agreement.
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10) The Regulative Principle

Much of the debate over how to apply the Bible to church practice has centered upon two
competing principles. One of these is called the “regulative principle” of worship, which says
that unless a worship practice is expressly authorized in Scripture it is implicitly prohibited.
Others have advocated the “normative principle,” which says that any worship practice is
admissible so long as scriptures do not explicitly prohibit it. The greater part of Christianity has
obviously tended toward the normative principle, though significant numbers of these have lately
found even this rule to be overly restrictive. These readily accept into their churches things
which are unequivocally prohibited by scripture, such as homosexuality, women preachers, etc.

The regulative principle is technically correct, and this should be obvious to anyone who has
read the Bible with an impartial mind. Everyone knows the Bible has no condemnation for any
man who thinks he has an improved way of saddling a horse, growing rice, baking bread or
building a fence. There is no sin in entertaining such thoughts or in pursuing them. Mankind has
obviously benefitted greatly from such innovations. But if a man thinks he can improve upon the
divinely-given specification for worship, he will find himself under the sharp censure of
scripture. This is true in either the Old Testament or the New. There were numerous instances
in both where uninspired men attempted to improve upon the plan of worship given by God.
Most of these presumed improvements were in the form of additions to what God had said. In
no case was their modification approved. Indeed, it was typically rejected outright. The Bible is
clearly absolute and literal in its claim to be a thorough furnisher in spiritual matters.

In the New Testament, uninspired attempts to modify church practice included: circumcision,
dietary rules, celibacy rules, other Jewish traditions, women preachers, long hair in men,
common meals with communion, unknown tongues, holidays, new moons, Sabbath days, angel
worship, teaching by means of fables and classification of church members by genealogy. All of
these were attempted additions to the pattern of worship given by Christ and the Apostles. All of
them were unequivocally rejected. This shows the foolishness of the normative principle. If an
uninspired man is free to add anything to worship provided it is not expressly prohibited, then
why is it that every attempt to do so in the New Testament was rejected? Verily, if only one such
attempt had been rejected, it would be sufficient to show the unreliability of the normative
principle. On the other hand, when we see all of them being rejected, any reasonable man should
conclude that the regulative principle was being enforced.

Indeed, it was a rare thing even for inspired men to modify worship from its original form. Only
two men in the Bible were ever authorized to do it on any meaningful scale. One was the Old
Testament David. The other was the New Testament David, or the Lord Jesus Christ Himself.
David of the Old Testament added musical instruments. He also obtained permission to have his
son build a temple in substitution for the tabernacle. Hence, only one mortal was ever authorized
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to significantly change worship from its original form. Other authorizations were only under
special or exigent circumstances, and were never intended to be permanent changes of policy.

Those who seek to modify church practice today commonly point to David in defense of their
actions. They seem undeterred by the facts that he was the only mortal who ever received such
authority; that he was an inspired man, and that he was a man after God’s own heart. Most
importantly, he was one of the strongest types of Christ in the Bible, thereby representing the
only man who has ever had an unquestioned authority to define or redefine worship. A man has
attained the very apex of arrogance if he presumes to construe David as authorizing him to
modify worship from the form originally given by Christ and the Apostles.

But it would not matter if we had found several men in the Old Testament making modifications
to the form of worship originally prescribed through Moses. The Old Testament specified a
deliberately inferior system of worship under a plan of obsolescence. It was given with the
ultimate intent of showing its own futility as a means of salvation. On the other hand, the New
Testament presents what is to be the final phase of religion on this planet. It is the very
culmination of the plan of God concerning worship. As Paul said, New Testament Christians are
those “upon whom the ends of the world are come,” (1Cor 10:11). No valid religion will ever
replace the Christian religion. Its rite of baptism will be blessed of God until the end of the
world (Mt 28:19-20), and its communion service will continue to show forth Christ’s death until
the day He comes (1Cor 11:26). This will explain why the numerous uninspired attempts to
modify the church were all rejected by the Apostles, and why any such attempts made since
those times should be rejected by all sincere Christians today.

The necessity of the regulative principle also clearly follows from observation and experience.
When men are left to hatch up their own form of worship, the outcomes will be as varied and
unpredictable as the imagination itself. Totem poles, voodoo dolls, shrunken heads, human
sacrifices, illicit sex, snake-handling, poison-drinking and only God knows what else has been
offered by fools thinking they were worshipping Him. These examples are sufficient to show
that man is very capable of deceiving himself into thinking that he is worshipping when truly he
is committing abomination. Accordingly, it is utterly naive to suppose that everything done by
professed Christianity in the name of worship is truly what they claim. It is for God to decide
what is worship and what is not, and surely none can fault Him for reserving this right.
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11) The Optimality Principle

Though the regulative principle of worship is technically correct, it is not the principle that
Christians should consciously pursue. It is deficient in that it pertains only to worship, thus
offering no guidance on other areas of church responsibility. But the greater problem is that both
it and the normative principle seek to determine where the lines of prohibition are drawn. A
spirit-filled, Christ-loving Christian should not think in such terms. Rather, he should be in
pursuit of such high objectives that the lines of prohibition, while perhaps being of theoretical
interest, are of no practical effect to him.

Consider a man who begins a day with a sincere and resolute commitment to live that day
putting the interests of others above his own. No practical purpose would be served by lecturing
this man about the prohibitions against murder, theft and adultery. His heart is set on such a
noble principle that there is absolutely no danger of him trespassing any of these prohibitions.
This is why Paul condemned teachers of the Law as having deficient understanding. The Law,
he said, was not made for a righteous man. Any man who is washed in the blood of Christ, and
who attempts to return gratitude by imitating his Savior, will so far exceed the demands of the
Law that none of its prohibitions will be binding restraints to him. The Law is on a lower plane
of principle than the one to which he aspires, and the Law could therefore become degrading to
his religion if not handled properly. This is why Paul said the Law is good “if a man use it
lawfully,” though he complained that some seeking to teach it understood “neither what they say,
nor whereof they affirm,” (1Tim 1:7-8).

A similar principle holds with respect to church practice. If a man sincerely aspires to proper
Christian objectives, he need not be concerned with what is prohibited. Such a man aspires for
what is best, and what is best is logically situated at the greatest conceivable distance from what
an all-wise God has prohibited. Our purpose should be to render service to God that best suits
Him, and best serves to accomplish the objectives He would have us achieve.

Once this is understood, the normative principle is readily seen as being fundamentally defective.
Even could it be shown that the innovations defended by this principle are admissible, this would
fall far short of implying we should want them. The normative principle therefore seeks to prove
too little. Paul acknowledged the liberties of the Corinthians, yet he warned them: “But take
heed lest by any means this liberty of yours become a stumblingblock to them that are weak,”
(1Cor 8:9). A similar warning was made to the Galatians: “For, brethren, ye have been called
unto liberty; only use not liberty for an occasion to the flesh, but by love serve one another,”
(Gal 5:13). So the fact that a man has a right to do a thing does not imply it is the right thing to
do. Itis therefore a misguided line of reasoning that attempts to discover the limits of
prohibition with the ultimate intent of indulging in every afforded liberty. The question is not
whether it is admissible but whether it best serves the objectives of God. A fig tree is surely
permissible, but God says if it does not bear fruit then cut it down:
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He spake also this parable; A certain man had a fig tree planted in his vineyard; and he
came and sought fruit thereon, and found none. Then said he unto the dresser of his
vineyard, Behold, these three years | come seeking fruit on this fig tree, and find none: cut
it down; why cumbereth it the ground? And he answering said unto him, Lord, let it alone
this year also, till I shall dig about it, and dung it: And if it bear fruit, well: and if not, then
after that thou shalt cut it down. — Luke 13:6-9

Christianity has been digging and dunging most of its uninspired innovations in an experiment
that is now several centuries old. It would not matter if these innovations were in fact
permissible. The question is: Where is the fruit?

On the other hand, the regulative principle seeks to prove more than is needful to establish its
intended point. While many of the practices this principle opposes should indeed be done away,
it is not necessary to show they are prohibited or sinful in order to establish this. We are
confident that many modern innovations have been introduced and supported by those who had
good intents. We would rather be doing the wrong thing with good intents than to be doing the
right thing with bad intents, or to be doing nothing at all. Some who practice the regulative
principle do so as a cold, legalistic formality. Who can confidently say that God would rather
have this than the practices these legalists oppose? We will also happily concede that some
degree of good may be accomplished by these practices. But the issue is not whether these
things are good, bad or indifferent — questions which can be left for God to judge. The question
all sincere Christians should be asking is whether these things are best.

The issue as to what is best does not suffer from nearly the same degree of ambiguity,
uncertainty and debate that oftentimes accompanies the question of what is admissible. A man
climbing a mountain may not certainly know the point at which he is half-way up, three-fourths
of the way up, etc., but there is no ambiguity whatsoever about where is the top. The best way to
do anything is the way in which God has told us or shown us to do it. If any man disputes this
point, one could justifiably question whether he is a true believer, much less would he be
qualified to render judgment about church practice. It is also clear that such a person is at least
partially driven by improper motivations. Who would deliberately choose anything for his
church that he knew to be inferior? The answer could only be someone with a perverted sense of
priority, and most likely someone who has put his personal judgment and preferences above
those of the Lord. Any sincere Christian should want what is best. Those who are not sincere
should be of no concern. Churches would be better off without them.

This then leads to what we think to be the proper general principle for governing church practice.
We will call it the “optimality principle.” It is a principle that applies not only worship, but also
all roles of the church. The principle is reasoned as follows:

1) God has not changed
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2) Hence, the best ways of serving Him have not changed, and since the spiritual needs of man
are completely met in God, then neither have these changed.

3) The scriptures, being inspired by God, are an infallible and comprehensive rule in all spiritual
needs and obligations of man.

4) The scriptures teach both by precept and precedent, with precedent being the final authority by
which its precepts are to be interpreted.

5) Therefore, in respect to the spiritual needs or obligations of man, where the scriptures have
given either precept or precedent, regardless of the times in which we live, these scriptural
prescriptions are the optimal means of fulfilling such ends.

Observe that the principle addresses only spiritual matters. The fact that Paul travelled by foot or
boat does not imply we should travel by foot or boat. The fact that New Testament churches
were illuminated with oil lamps does not imply we should use oil lamps. These are things
concerned with the physical needs of man, and are merely aids to what God has commanded.
Technological advance may enable us to better serve the physical needs of man today than in
biblical times. Those physical needs may also be subject to change. For example, the world
today does not accommodate travel by foot as it did in former times. There is a real need to
travel by automobile, plane, etc. But the spiritual needs of man are the same, and the God being
served is the same.

Next, the principle does not address matters wherein scriptures are silent. If the scriptures do not
address an issue, we can be sure its silence is not owing to any omission or oversight by the Holy
Spirit. Rather, the silence is deliberate, with the intent being to afford liberty to handle the issue
as circumstances require. This point is very important because it is commonly misunderstood,
even by those whose thinking on church practice is otherwise sound. These are apt to claim that
scriptural silence actually implies prohibition — the very opposite of what we have said. When
this rule is applied strictly to worship, it becomes the regulative principle we have already
discussed and endorsed. When it is applied even to activities apart from worship, the rule
becomes so stringent that very few could honestly claim to live by it. For example, the Bible
says nothing of religious periodicals, radio broadcasts, web sites, email discussion groups,
religious libraries, associations, conference meetings, singing schools, etc., yet these are all
functions and activities that are admitted even by those following the strictest rules of practice.
When the same people object to musical instruments, Sunday schools, mission societies, etc. on
the basis they are not in the Bible, obviously they do not offer a very credible argument seeing
they are themselves condemned by it. Their conclusions are generally correct, but something is
clearly amiss in the reasoning they offer to defend those conclusions.

The proper reason for objecting to musical instruments, Sunday schools, mission societies, etc. is
based as much in what the scriptures have said as in what the scriptures have not said. It is not
simply a matter of silence. The Bible is not silent about the issue of church music, nor is it silent
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about training children, nor is it silent about the issue of evangelism. In its precedents and
precepts, it has given a specification in all these activities — all of which are important parts of
Christian service, and must therefore be addressed by any book claiming to be a thorough
furnisher. The problem is that this specification does not include musical instruments or Sunday
schools. So the proper reason for objecting to these things has its basis in two criteria: First, the
Bible has provided a specification that surely would have included them had they been intended.
Second, that specification does in fact omit them.

If the Bible is truly silent about an issue, this fact actually conveys liberty, not prohibition. For
example, the Bible has said nothing of how a church house should be built. It is therefore of no
consequence whether the church has carpet, wood floor or tile. The Bible has said very little
about how a church is to handle its business meeting; therefore, the church is at liberty to create
officers and procedures to handle such meetings as it sees fit. Accordingly, the Bible has said
nothing of how to teach children musical notes. This fact conveys liberty to have a singing
school. The general principle is this: If the scriptures have provided a specification, then any
departure from it will be errant in the worst case or inferior in the best. However, if the
scriptures have not provided a specification, then we are at liberty, provided we remain within
the domain of general scriptural law.

Those who are bent upon practices that the optimality principle will not support must admit that
their methods are either unimportant or inferior. If they are important, then a thorough furnisher
would not have left them without a specification. On the other hand, if a specification has been
given by scripture but is not being used, then the chosen methodology must be inferior.
Christians cannot deny that the things at issue are important because they have divided into
countless denominations on account of them. Nor do they deny it. Though Christians are at
disagreement on many aspects of church practice, they are at almost complete agreement on
what is important. This being the case, they cannot consistently claim that the Bible is a
Divinely inspired and thorough book while also claiming that what it contains on these
admittedly important issues is merely incidental. It must rather be a specification of the optimal
means by which those things are to be done.
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12) Supplemental Substitution

Our expression “supplemental substitution” is inherently contradictory but deliberately chosen.
One thing surely does not supplement another when it is in fact substituted for it. But this
contradiction is so commonly observed in Christianity that one could consider it a near-law of
human behavior. The principle is that what humans introduce as being supplemental to the
commandment of God will almost invariably be substituted for it in the end. All Christians
should be wary of supplemental substitution because there has never been a more subtle way of
laying the commandment of God aside.

Easter and Christmas are prime examples of this. These holidays are nowhere commanded in the
word of God. Whoever introduced them was likely aware of this and therefore proposed them as
being mere additions to what God commanded. However, there are now millions of professed
Christians who evidently think their duty of church attendance has been reasonably met by
observing these two holidays. It is especially troubling what has been made of Easter. Setting
aside a day to observe the resurrection of Christ makes little more sense than setting aside a day
to breath air or drink water. These are all things that should be done on every day we live. To
substitute attendance on Easter for regular support of the church is to make the word of God of
none effect by displacing it with human tradition. We happily concede that Christian liberty can
admit holidays, but they surely cannot serve as alternatives to what God commanded.

The same can be said of baptism by sprinkling. Nearly all historians acknowledge that baptism
was done by immersion in the early church. Early Christian literature sufficiently documents
this fact. Sprinkling was thereafter added as an accommodation to exigent circumstances only.
But in progress of time, sprinkling almost altogether displaced the original mode, and there are
now Christians who will defend it even to the point of saying that immersion is in error.

A third example can be seen in Sunday schools. Its advocates would say it is not the intent of the
Sunday school to negate anything the Bible has commanded concerning the instruction of
children, but that it is merely intended to supplement those commands. As reasonable as this
may sound, such arguments are generally precarious, being adverse to the optimality principle.
The uninspired person advancing this argument has presumed to arrive at a good idea the Holy
Spirit never had. This is of course impossible, and once the uninspired plan is implemented, one
will invariably encounter unforeseen and unintended consequences that will explain why the
Holy Spirit never commanded it. The most probable consequence will be that what was intended
to supplement the Bible will ultimately prove to supplant it. It is an undeniable fact that where
Sunday schools and other such youth programs have proliferated, Bible teaching in the home has
tended toward neglect, and teaching from the pulpit has become less adapted to the needs of
youth. Biblical ignorance has reached disturbing levels in our modern times notwithstanding
unprecedented expenditures on youth programs and ministries. This is because these supposedly
supplemental activities have served to supplant the God-ordained methods of teaching youth.
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It is far more common to hear an older person relate of being profoundly affected by a pastor,
mother or father than by a youth minister or Sunday school teacher. Be sure the Holy Spirit was
aware of these facts when He inspired His book, and this is why He put nothing in it that could
be misconstrued as a substitute for these essential ways of teaching youth. The Holy Spirit was
also aware that the typical church would be sufficiently challenged to put a qualified Bible
teacher even in its pulpit, much less in its numerous Sunday school rooms. The fact is that most
of these teachers are unqualified, having read no more than parts of the Bible, and were
sometimes put in teaching positions only months after joining the church. Parents would be
outraged upon discovering that their children were under public school teachers having no more
qualification than this, but a standard that would never be accepted in secular education is
deemed adequate for the very word of God. If there is in fact a qualified pastor in the house, the
time would be better spent under his instruction, though modern churches have done exactly the
opposite, diminishing the time committed to him to allow more space for supplemental activities.

Musical instruments are an even worse case where the Bible has been supplanted by what
purports to be supplemental. When instruments were introduced to churches, there was a
vigorous and protracted debate as to whether they were permissible additions to New Testament
precedent. Now many pastors could only wish they were mere additions as it would be
laughable to call them such. They have arguably become the primary attraction of modern so-
called worship. Indeed, thousands of churches have cut back on time committed to preaching so
as to leave more space for musical performances. Church budgets have been reallocated to
finance these costly productions, leaving less money for evangelization and support of the poor.
Congregations have been partitioned in unscriptural manner along lines of musical preference.
Church music has also been reduced to a spectator sport where a large percentage of the
congregation only watches as professionals and semi-professionals vicariously fulfill the
scriptural duty of all to sing (Col 3:16, Eph 5:19). Finally, add to this the degradation that has
occurred in the music itself, with Bible-based hymns, well-designed to teach and admonish,
being replaced with shallow-minded compositions that are better adapted to entertain, and better
adapted to accentuate the skills of the performer than to teach the word of Christ.

One can scarcely think of any such human contrivance that has not had this effect to some degree
or another. This will explain why the Apostles repeatedly rejected them. Paul referred to all
such things as “will-worship” (Col 2:23), meaning that they have their origin in the will of man
rather than the will of God. They are things God never commanded, but are offered as being
supplemental to His commands. Paul said of such things that they have a “shew of wisdom,” and
on this account men tend to approve them, and even consider them to be commendable. But the
Apostle added that they in fact are not to any true honor, and upon closer inspection, they will be
found to be motivated, in whole or in part, by the flesh. This can be seen in the fact that nearly
all such innovations put someone in a position of recognition or authority that the Bible does not
expressly give, while relieving someone else of a responsibility that the Bible clearly commands.

61



The same errors were observed under the Law. Jesus said the Jews had set the word of God
aside to keep their uninspired traditions (Mk 7:6-13). Those traditions no doubt originated with
men who only intended to supplement what God had said, but they were in the end substituted
for it. Jesus said the consequence of this was that their religion was reduced to vanity, which
literally means it was of no positive effect in the best case, and of negative effect in the worst.

In the times of Zechariah, the Jews undertook to add special days to their religious service to
commemorate their sufferings at the hands of foreign powers (Zech 7). When the Lord was
consulted about this, He answered exactly as should be expected of a wise and omniscient God:
Those humanly-contrived holidays were not commanded by Him and did little to please Him.
Further, He pointed the Jews to the crucial but overlooked fact that had they obeyed what He had
actually commanded, foreign powers would have never prevailed against them, and there would
have never been any occasion to remember their sufferings from such. The Lord therefore did
not put His stamp of approval on their proposed activities, and said the Jews should be focused
on doing what He had actually commanded rather than trying to invent new ways of serving
Him. Even so, most innovations today, while pretending to be done in duty, are in fact a patch or
band-aide to cover some dereliction in duty.

Immediately after giving the Ten Commandments, the Lord gave one of the earliest of all
commandments concerning worship. There is a basic princip