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FROM THE EDITOR Dea n A. Thoroman 

One of the main goals of the originators of INTEGRITY was to deal with 
current problems in the Restoration Movement. At the present, we see no 
reason for departing from this goal. Thus, the special emphas i s we are 
giving to " Fellowship" in this issue. 

Justification for u s ing as much space in one issue as we do in publish -
ing Hoy Ledbetter ' s article is not difficult_ for those who are even slightly 
aware of strained relationships in the Christian brotherhood t oday. Do 
you know of a time wh en honest peopl e have been more concern e d about 
who really belongs in the fellowship of the saint s? Have you ever known a 
period of great e r distr ess over this matter in c hur c h es of Christ? Who is 
my brother in the Lord? On what basis i s fell owship begun and sustained? 
How much doctrinal error may be tol erated without breaking the ties that 
bind? Hoy ' s article tri es to a n swer some of these questions, and we print 
it for you r serious consid e r ation. 

A bit of background may a lso b e h elpful. According to schedule, awell-
p lanne d forum was conducted in Hartford (near St. Louis) Dec. 29 -3 0. 
Both Hoy and Frank Rester were invited to present views on Christian fel -
l owshi p. The s pecial articl e we are printing in this issue of INTEGRITY 
is one of these presentations. Perh aps a later issu e will feature Frank' s 
v i ews on this vital topi c . 

We anticipate some disagreement with points made in thi s paper, and 
continue to welcome thought-provoking res ponses to a ny issues raised in 
INTEGRITY, with the hope tha t permission will b e granted to publish note -
worthy mater ial. As is true with all enterprises s imilar to ours, the final 
decision as to appropriateness and use of articl es submitted for publica -
tion rests with a n editorial b oard. 

Any undertaking as ambitious a nd as old as th e Restoration Movement 
will a ttract p eople from many walks of life with p e rsonalities which have 
b een influenced by wide ly varying c i rcumstances . No one should be sur-
prised tha t such variety l ead s to s trongly opposing views. Further, we 
maintain that no one needs to be alarmed w h en differences are believed 
a nd expressed. Neither the holding nor the stating of an idea ought to 
caus e even the least bit of difficulty if we assume oth ers are as honest as 
we are. 

When motives are questioned and susp1c1ons are aroused, we find an 
ugly atmosphere prevailing. F ear and force all too often make an unwel -
come appearance. Unholy battles are fought in spiritual civil wars - in 
the name of purity and loya lty - to determine which sect is going to gain 
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and / or r e t ain contr o l. straw m e n and insignificant issues are brought 
forth to be b eaten into oblivion by " c ha mpions" of various groups. 

After the smoke h as cleared and the nois e of battle has ceased, spir-
itual iron c urtain s a r e erec t e d to emphasi ze our enmity and to e n s ure that 
each party will stay on its own side of the fence. Long-standing ties of 
fellowship and respect a r e broke n - in many instances to forever remain 
unmended. 

Under these ci r c ums tances , can we afford to ne gl ect the important topic 
of "Fellow ship" ? May we urge the careful analys i s of this theme. May 
we also str ongly encourage every att empt to find a closer walk with our 
Creator and His creatures. Is it possibl e that a serious attempt to define 
and to dis c u ss present cau ses of division might result in understanding 
whic h could l ead t o the truest form of unity and fellowship - spiritua l com-
munion based on l oving trust - in spite of our differences? 

A look AHEAD 
The d ecade we h ave just e nte red very we ll may be one of the most ex-

c iting ones of our lives. It certainly promi ses to be one of change - rapid 
c hange . We predict that there will be m u ch reli gious flux. There are 
numerous s i gns that c hu rches and private coll eges w ill h ave some trying 
times. The r e will b e increased emphasis on personal religion, which will 
go a long way toward breaking down denominational walls. And, unless 
some dr amatic changes take place, suspi cion of - and separation from -
the organized chur c h will continue to grow. More peopl e will feel a need 
to get out of the chur ch building a nd into the marketplace. 

What should b e the chur c h s r eaction to this decade of challenge? In 
coming i ssues INTEGRITY will a ttempt to d eal with what we believe the 
church of the seventies s h ould b e . W e are not at a ll pessimistic about the 
future of God's community, nor are we depressed by the c h a ll enges which 
confr ont u s . We believe that there is much work to be done and that many 
of our approaches must be changed; but we a l so believe the " Good News" 
is the answer and that more and m o r e people are l ooking for that a n swer . 

It is espec i a lly important that we give sober thought to what Jesus in -
tended for the chur ch to b e . INTEGRITY, therefore, proposes to devote 
considerable attention t o its natur'e and mission. We a re not iconoclasts, 
but we do believe tha t the raising of honest ques tions is the beginning of 
e ducation. Ques tions , however, can b e very troubling unl es s answer s a re 
provided Our primary emphasis will be on the answers. The noble wo rk 
of those who sought to restore New Testament Christianity is worth con -
tinuing, and it is the challenge of our decade . 
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THE walls COME tumbling DOWN 
Hoy Ledbetter 

In Acts 15 we read that the apos tle to the Gentiles made his way to Je -
rusalem from A ntioch on one of the gravest missions of his life , The 
brotherhood to which h e h ad given himself was facing it s most serious 
threat, It h a d survived the onslaught of Jewish persecution, only to be 
s orel y threatened with intern a l disintegration, The is sue whic h threatened 
to rupture this great fra t ernity can be stated in general t erms as l egalism 
vs, liberty i n Ch rist, Brethren from Judea h a d come to Antioch, teaching 
the converts there, Unless you are circumcised accor ding to the custom 
of Moses, you cannot be saved, paul and Barnabas had v i gorou s ly de-
b a ted with them, and fina lly it was d ecided that th ey, along with certa in 
others, should go up to J eru sal e m to the a po s tl e s and e lders concerning 
this issue. The outcome of thi s mission would b e of tremendous import -
a nce to the fe llow ship of God s people everywhere, 

T h e circums tances under which we meet h ere are not totally unlike 
those faced by Paul and hi s brethren centuries ago. The main difference 
i s that, wher eas they sought to prevent open division, our brotherhood is 
already sadly div ided, Wa ll s h ave been reared between u s that for m a ny 
decades have stubbornly resis t ed a ll our a ttempts t o remove them. The 
noble efforts toward unity in the past h ave in m a n y c ase s only inte nsified 
antagonism and reinforced party pos itions, Although the signs of the times 
are somewhat a mbiguous, I rejoice in the belief that the chips on the stream 
indicate it i s flowin g in the direction of oneness - that the fragments of the 
restoration movement a r e closer to unity now than they have been for 
many years. 

But that same old confli ct between l egali sm a nd liberty in Christ con-
fronts u s today. It comes in a somewh a t disgui sed form, but actually what 
we m u s t decide for ourselve s in this generati on i s substantially what Paul 
and the brethren in Antioch and Jerusalem h a d to decide when the church 
was a mere infa nt, My pr es ent concern, however, is not so muc h that we 
reach uniformity of opinion as it i s th a t we react to each other in a scrip -
tural manner wh en such uniformity e ludes us , 

THE Jerusalem DEBATE 

When Paul a nd Barnabas ar rived at Jerusalem, "certain ones of the 
sect of the Pharisees who had believe d, stood up, saying, 'It is necessary 
to circumcise them, and t o direct them to observe the L aw of Moses,'" 
This was the m atter the apostles and elders came together to "look into. 

Let's be sure we h a ve the situation in sharp focus. Involve d in this con-
troversy were two different views of how one can be saved, Some Chris -
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tia n s were attempting to bind the l a w of Moses, esp e cially circumcision 
on the Gentile c onverts. They thought that circu mcision was just as muc h 
a condition of salvation a s b aptism. They firmly belie ved that the Gentil es 
could n ot be s a ved without it, Since they held this conviction, they tried to 
c onv ince the Gentil es of thi s c onditi on of salvation , 

It shou l d n ot b e n ecess a r y to r e mind you tha t Paul ' s view of l aw and 
grac e a llowe d n o r oom for i m posing upon the G entil es any requir e ment s of 
the l aw of Moses , H e m a i n t a ined that the G entiles were fre e from l aw, 
and he ste a dfas tly re s i s t e d a ll a ttempts to bind i t upon them, So the con-
fl i ct b e tween these t w o elem ents in the chur c h wa s very serious . 

Ou r rec onstruc tion of what h a ppened a t J e r u s a len1 and A ntioch will d e -
p e nd on how w e h ar m onize the a c c ounts in Acts 15 and Gal. 2 . Since I b e -
lieve t h e two c h apte rs refer t o th e sam e i ncid ent , m y discussion will pre-suppose 
s u ppo s e this identity. T h us, wh en Paul arrive d at Jerus a l em, h e went 
privately to the l e adi n g b r e thren a nd s ubmitt e d to th e m the g o s p e l whic h 
he had preache d, a nd was c on t inui n g t o prea c h , a mong the Gen t ile s . But 
a n a tte rnpt wa s m.ad e t o h ave Titus , who had come with them, to be cir -
cumcised, This a ttem p t wa s not m ade by the br e thr e n " of r e putation, " h u t 
rath er by certa i n fa l s e brethren who h a d s n e aked in t o spy out th e ir liber ty 
in Christ, to b ring th e m int o bonda ge . Paul's s re s is t a nc e to t hi s e ffort i s 
indi c a t ed in Ga l. 2 :5: " Bu t we di d not yi e ld in subj e c tion to the m fo r e v e n 
a n hou r , s o tha t the truth of t h e gos p e l might rem a in w ith you . 

But wh a t would the l ead i n g br e thren do ? Would Peter J a m e s a nd J ohn 
g o a l ong w i th such efforts t o impose c i r cu m cision on the G entil es? Would 
they i ns ist, eith e r from c onv i c tion o r expedi en c y , tha t Titus b e circu m -
cised ? I t m u s t h ave b een an u n easy t i m e, 

The ques t ion w a s n ot s e t tl e d w i th ou t difficu lty . Acts 15 s tat es there 
was rn.uch d ebate. No a ttempt was n1ade to k eep any broth er from h avi ng 
his say, Aft er this p rol on ged de b ate , P ete r and J a me s a l so spoke, Peter 
defended the Pauline position, declar i ng t hat bot h J e ws and G e ntil es were 
saved through the grace of the Lord J esu s , J a mes a l so declared h i s c on-
viction that they shou ld n ot i;rouble tho s e who w er e turning to God fro.en 
among th e Gentiles . And evidently out of def er ence t o t h e Pharisaic 
party, h e decla r e d, " For Moses from anci e n t generations h as eve ry c ity 
those wh o p r each him, s i n c e h e i s r ead i n the synagogu es eve ry Sa b bath . 
In othe r wor d s, th e J ewish r egard for th e l a w w ould not b e a ff e cted b y the 
d ecision being m a de. T h e n a l e tte r wa s sent to the a ffecte d church es, in 
which, t o put i t s imp ly, the a p o s tl e s and brethren declared the ir position 
that the Gentiles we r e u nde r n o obligation to s ubmit to the l a w of M o se s. 

What Paul sought, and wha t he received a t Jerusalem, was the right 
h a nd of fellowship from the pillar apos tles. And what we seek today is the 
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extension of that same right hand of fellowship to the various elements in 
our restoration movement, and, indeed, among all believers in Christ. 
But some of us cannot see how we can ha.ve fellowship with those who teach 
doctrines which we believe are false and which we think will eternally ruin 
those who accept them. In our view, if we extend the right hand of fellow-
ship to those who teach things we do not believe, we are encouraging - and 
are in fact guilty of - perpetuating false doctrine. Acting upon this prem-
ise, we have gradually over the years tended to limit our fellowship to 
those with whom we are in doctrinal accord. As a result, since so much 
disagreement exists, our various communions have grown more and more 
r e stricted from the standpoint of doctrinal tolerance. 

But must I limit my fellowship to those whose points of view agree with 
my own? And if I must not so limit my fellowship, just how far can I go 
with those who disagree with me? 

Let's look again at the situation in the early church. It is apparent that 
the meeting at Jerusalem did not solve all the problems, that there con-
tinued to be a tendency toward two polarizations. The legalists not only 
disagreed sharply with Paul but they tried to convince the brethren every-
where that he was absolutely wrong, and their presence is often implied in 
his epistles. They regarded Paul as a dangerous liberal whose teaching 
must be frustrated. And their attempts were not limited to Jerusalem, but 
they sought to follow Paul everywhere he went. Thus they constituted a 
kind of self-appointed truth squad bent on stamping out liberalism in the 
church. And they were not just a minor irritation; they were formidable 
opponents. That they had more than nominal influence is indicated by 
what happened when Paul went back to Antioch. 

THE ANTIOCH epilogue 

I now turn to Gal. 2:11: "But when Cephas came to Antioch, I opposed 
him to the face, because he stood condemned. For prior to the coming of 
certain men from Jame s , he used to eat with the Gentiles; but when they 
came, he began to withdrawand hold himself aloof, fearing the party of the 
circumc1s1on. And the rest of the Jews joined him in hypocrisy, with the 
result that even Barnabas was carried away by their hypocrisy. But when 
I saw that they were not straightforward about the truth of the gospel, I 
s aid to Cephas in the presence of all, 'If you, being a Jew, live like the 
G e ntiles and not like the Jews, how is it that you compel the Gentiles to 
live like Jews? 

The situation at Antioch was an advance upon the problem dealt with at 
Jerusalem. The Jerusalem decision had merely allowed the Jews and 
Gentiles to go their separate ways. The Jews would retain the option of 
continuing to keep the law of Moses, and the Gentiles would be free from 
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it. But another very practical question was left unanswered, which only 
came to the forefront at Antioch. What relationship should the Jews have 
with the Gentiles? Could a Jew eatwith Gentiles who did not keep the law? 
Or, in other words, could there really be meaningful fellowship between 
the two without one side surrendering its position? 

When Peter came to Antioch he found the Jewish brethren eating with 
the Gentiles, with no barriers to free and open communion. He at first 
saw nothing wrong with this practice, and so he too ate with the Gentiles. 
But thatwas before the delegationfrom James arrived. When these repre-
sentatives of the circumcision party in the brotherhood came, Peter grad-
ually (as the imperfect tenses indicate) withdrew and held himself aloof. 
What he did, in effect, was to say to the liberated Gentiles, "You may be 
saved without circumcision, but you cannot have my fellowship without it. 
If I am to continue to eat with you, you will have to keep the law. Otherwise
wise, I will withdraw and hold myself aloof from you. 

The tendency of Peter s action - and undoubtedly the deliberate intention 
of the circumcision party - was to compel the Gentiles to submit to the 
law. If they had fully accepted the conclusions of the Jerusalem confer-
ence, and if they were aware of the implications of this withdrawal from 
eating with the Gentiles, it follows that they did not wholly accept the idea 
that the Gentiles did not have to keep the law. 

We need not question the sincerity of the circumcision party, but Peter's
ter's action was plain hypocrisy. His real convictions, like those of so 
many others who surrender to pressure, were belied by his hypocrisy. 
Paul says he stood condemned, condemned because he acted according to 
pressure and not according to conviction. The reason for his ugly behav-
ior is clearly stated: he was afraid of the party of the circumcision. He 
was afraid of them because they were in a position to exert strong pres -
sure. This fear caused him to be careless with the truth of the gospel. 
Paul's appraisal is given in verse 14: "I saw that they were not straight -
forward about the truth of the gospel. (The original is literally "walking 
straightly, and the sentence may be rendered, saw that they were not 
progressing in the direction of the truth of the gospel.") The issue a t 
stake was the truth of the gospel. 

Summary AND Application 

Now this is the way things stood. The problem of fellowship was a re -
current one in the early church. On one end of the theological spectrum 
was the circumcision party, closely associated with James (justhowclosely 
is a matter of speculation) . These were helped along on at least one oc -
casion, and probably on others, by brethren like Peterrrrr who allowed them 
to dictate their behavior, if not their convictions. On the other end are 
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Paul and those to whom we might refer as liberals, who held that salvation 
was not determined by law-keeping, either for Jews or Gentiles. And in 
between we may place those who allowed the Gentiles to remain free from 
the law, but could not conscientiously cease binding it upon themselves. 

In view of this situation in the early church, we must ask ourselves two 
questions. First, did these early Christians maintain fellowship in spite 
of their basic differences? Second, how serious are our differences in 
comparison with those which they had to face? 

My answer to the first of these is a resounding YES! They did main -
tain fellowship in spite of their differences. Once the questions raised at 
Antioch and Jerusalem were answered, the ONLY ones who discouraged fel-
lowship were implied extremists. When the pillar apostles extended to 
Paul and Barnabas the right hand of fellowship, that hand was never with-
drawn. Although the basic issue was never settled to everyone's satisfac-
tion, the division of thought never reached the point where one side re-
garded the other as having departed from the Lord. 

How basic were their differences in comparison with our own? The 
answer to that is to some extent a question of judgment. But it is my judg -
ment that we have never had a divisive issue in the history of the restora-
tion movement as fundamental as that which those brethren faced, with the 
exception of the conflict over genuine liberalism. Our divisions have gen-
erally been over procedures, but they were arguing over conditions of sal -
vation. We argue over approaches to worship and work, but they argued 
over approach to God. A group among us holding that baptism is not a con-
dition of salvation would be a fitting analogy to the first century situation, 

And let us keep in mind, too, the vigor with which they held their po-
sitions. Each side thought the other was absolutely wrong, and one side 
absolutely was. Furthermore , each side tried to convince the other of the 
error of his position, We today are no more convinced of, or determined 
to evangelize from, our viewpoints than they were , 

My conclusion is: If those brethren could extend the right hand of fel -
fellowship to each other in spite of their differences, we should be able to 
rn.a ke a similar extension today. We may not be sure of the outer limit of 
their tolerance, but we can say that they went so far as to remain in fel -
lowship despite differences on what we would call today "the plan of sal-
vation. 

Now I want to discuss briefly a couple of the later controversies in the 
New Testament. 

MythsIN THE PASTORAL EPISTLES 

In the Pastorals a clear distinction is made between myths and truth, 
Paul warned Timothy that certain ones "will turn away their ears from the 
truth, and will turn aside to myths." Myths are antithetical to the truth of 
the gospel, and they are completely repudiated, Paul had previously left 
Timothy in Ephesus "in order that you may instruct certain men not to 
teach strange doctrines, nor to pay attention to myths and endless geneal-
ogies, which give rise to mere speculation rather than furthering God's 
provision which is by faith." Evidently there was within the church a lively 
and general interest in a host of myths and genealogies. Paul warned that 
these do not further the divine work of salvation which is built upon faith, 
but rather lead to speculations, He continues: "But the goal of our instruc-
tion is love from a pure heart and a good conscience and a sincere faith. 
For some men, straying fro1n these things, have turned aside to fruitless 
discussion." (1 Tim. 1:3 - 6.) 

Timothy is further warned in 1 Tim. 4: 7: "Have nothing to do with 
worldly fables (myths) fit only for old women. .In the preceding verse 
these myths are contrasted with "the words of the faith and of the sound 
doctrine, Again, Tit. 1:14: "Not paying attention to Jewish myths and 
commandments of men who turn away from the truth. Here also myths 
and truth are opposed, and the myths are further identified as "Jewish, 
Their danger lies in the fact that they turn one away from the truth. 

Although we may never know the exact content of these myths, we can 
say in a general way that what was encountered was an early form of Gnos 
tic ism which had its beginning in Judaism, Whatever it was, this synthesis 
of Gnosticism and Judaism was dangerous for the Christians of that time. 
First, it distracted the minds of Christians from the simple faith of the 
gospel and led them into endless speculation which was devoid of spiritual 
profit, and which often led to quarrels, Second, there is also associated 
with them an element of human sensuality. A hint of this lies in the fact 
that they are called "worldly" (Greek bebeloi, which can include the con-
cept of that which is unholy in a moral sense); but they are also the stock-
in- trade of mercenary ministers who appealed to those who were bent on 
following their own desires. 

It might seem to us, therefore, that if anything would cause the apostle 
to hold for a breach of fellowship over doctrinal matters, these myths 
would be sufficient ground for such a breach, It is striking, however, that 
nowhere in the Pastorals is Timothy told to withdraw fellowship (to use the 
modern term) fro1n those who had taken up with these myths. To be sure, 
he is told that he himself should have nothing to do with the myths them-
selves; but there is no hint that those who hold the myths are to be excom-
municated. Whatever may be said elsewhere in the New Testament of 
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doctrinal deviation as a ground of rejection from the fellowship, Paul did 
not enforce the idea of weeding out of the church those who held to false, 
mythical views. In fact, in view of our commonly-held position that doc-
trinal disagreement is cause for excommunication, his instructions to 
Timothy are surprisingly lenient. Listen to 2 Tim, 2:23-26: "But refuse 
foolish and ignorant speculations, knowing that they produce quarrels, 
Timothy must not become involved in these discussions; they are ignorant, 
foolish, and breed quarrels , "And the Lord's bondservant must not be 
quarrelsome, but be kind to all, able to teach, patient when wronged, with 
gentleness correcting those who are in opposition; if perhaps God may 
grant them repentance leading to the knowledge of the truth, and they may 
come to their senses and escape from the snare of the devil, having been 
held captive by him to do his will." 

If I have accurately read the signs of the times, this passage simply 
does not fit in with our modern formula for handling heretics. There is no 
suggestion in it tha t the opposition is to be "disfellowshipped, On the 
contrary, they are to be corrected with gentleness, It is true that they 
are wrong, they oppose the truth, they nee d to come to their senses and 
escape from the snare of the devil, and they stand in need of repentance. 
But it is Paul's feeling that perhaps "God will grant them repentance and 
the ability to come to their senses and escape the devil's snare." There 
are some matters that must be left to God. Is it not possible that our 
building of walls between brethren today over honest doctrinal differences 
is in fact a presumptuous u surpation of God ' s prerogative? If we do not 
have the power to call one into our fellowship, since that is God's work, 
do we not tread on holy ground when we dismiss one from our fellowship 
without God's express instruction to do so? 

RESTRICTED Fellowship IN John 

John's writings contain some especially rich material. Not only does 
he give us some fine instruction about fellowship (or to use the Greek term, 
koinonia), but he a lso illustrates the outer limit of the Christian ' s tolera -
tion of false teaching. His statement in 2 John 10 is well known: "If any 
one comes to you and does not bring this teaching, do not receive him into 
yourhouse, and do not give him greeting; for the one who gives him greet-
ing participates in his evil deeds , " ("Participates" is the verb form of 
koinonia and means: "has fellowship" in his evil deeds, ) John makes it 
clear that the teaching of Christ cannot be abandoned without a breach of 
fellowship. 

But what is this teaching of Christ which one must bring in order to be 
received? Does this passage, after all, justify our traditional practice of 
refusing fellowship to those who disagre e with our various interpretations 
of scripture? None of us would say that it means that every false position 
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taken by another makes it impossible for us to fellowship him, because we 
all have our lists of doctrinal deviations which we can tolerate, With all 
of us, it is not a question of whether we can fellowship someone who is 
wrong; but it is a question of which subject he can be wrong about and still 
be in our fellowship. And that is the rub ! It is here that our thinking be-
comes fuzzy and is colored by our past experience and relationships. 

John's passage must be interpreted in the light of its context, Look at 
verse 7: "For many deceivers have gone out into the world, those who do 
not acknowledge Jesus Christ as coming in the flesh, This is the deceiver 
and the antichrist," Thus John states that we cannot welcome, greet, or 
share with those who deny that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh. The 
person who makes this denial has deprived Christianity of one of its funda -
mentals, and he must not be tolerated. With John there is a fundamental 
Christian confession which is necessary to the acceptance of a person into 
fellowship, One cannot be regarded as a believer without making this con-
fession, 

And with the confession is a concomitant standard of morality. This 
fact is indicated in the letters to Pergamum and Thyatira, which John re-
corded. The Thyatirans are chided as follows: " But I have this against 
you, that you tolerate the woman Jezebel, who calls herself a prophetess, 
and she teaches and leads my bond-servants astray, so that they commit 
acts of immorality and eat things sacrificed to idols. Those who held to 
the teaching of Balaam at Pergamum were likewise reproved. Such teach-
ing is identified with "the deep things of Satan and cannot be tolerated, 

Whenever in the New Testament we encounter a separation of profes-
sors of Christianity over doctrinal differences, one of two things may be 
said: either the doctrine involved amounts to a denial of the basic Chris-
tian confession, or it results in immoral behavior which promotes the 
work of and nullifies the minimum Christian consecration, 

THE BASIC Confession 

But what is that basic Christian confession? A fundamental passage in 
answering that question is 1 Cor, 12:3: "No one speaking by the Spirit of 
God says, 'Jesus is accursed' ; and no one can say, 'Jesus is Lord, ex-
cept by the Holy Spirit According to this passage, the man who says, 
"Jesus is Lord," is doing so by the Holy Spirit, The Greek preposition 
(en, translated "by") can be taken in two ways. It can be used instru -
mentally, "under the influence of the Spirit moved by the spirit This 
is the meaning conveyed by the standard translations and lexica. But it 
can also mean "in the realm of" the Spirit in a spatial sense, This is 
the position taken by Oepke in Kittel ' s Theological Dictionary. 
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The meaning is not r a dic ally change d b y the inte rpr e tation we ac cept . 
R e ga rdl e ss of whether it m e a n s "under the :lns pir a t ion of the Spirit o r "in 
the r e a lm produced by the Spirit the fact is that one who m a k es the fu n -
damenta l Ch ri stian confes s ion tha t "Jesus is Lord i s on the Lord's s ide; 
h e i s a Chr i sti an . Of cour s e, P a ul do e s not mean tha t no one e l se can say 
the w ords a nybody can but hi s point is that the one wh o r ec ognize s the 
l o r d s hip of J esu s m ust d o so b y the Spirit Thi s i s THE fundament a l d o c -
t rine in the New Tes tament . 

We m a y c om par e Rom. 10: 9: " If you c onfe ss with your mouth J esus a s 
Lor d, a n d b e l iev e in your heart tha t G od rai sed h im from th e dead , y ou 
shall be sav ed." A ga i n the funda ment a l bas i s of s a l v a t i on i s one ' s a c-
knowl edgm ent of the l or d ship of J esus. Chur che s of Cbrist t o day a r e n ot 
f a r from a d opting thi s fundamenta l creed , s i n ce the onl y c onfe ss i on w e r e-
qu ire of conv e rt s i s th a t th ey a cknowl e dge J esus Chris t as th e Son of God. 
Howeve r , w e bind a g r eat deal m or e u p on pe opl e a ft e r they a r e conver t e d . 

Returning to J ohn' s w r itings, w e read in 1 John 4 : 15: "Who ever c on -
f esse s that J esu s i s the Son of God, God abides i n him ., a n d h e in God . " 
W e s hould n ote tha t in r es ponse t o the Gnos tic h eresy John stresses t h e 
word J e su s, H e said in 1 John 4:2 - 3, "Every s pi r i t tha t c onfesses that 
J esu s Ch r ist h as come i n t h e fl e sh i s fr om God; and e very spi rit that does 
not confess J esu s i s n ot f r om God This simpl e b asi c conf es s i on w as the 
watc h wo r d of ea rly Ch ri s tia n i t y and th e h a llmark of apo s tolic pr each i n g. 

A P P L I CATION TO T H E Problems 

Now l e t' s see h ow thi s Ch r i stian confession fi t s in with the doc trinal 
que s tions to. whi c h we have r efe rred . In th e conflicts over b e liefs relative 
to the law of Moses and the circumc i s i on of Gentile conver t s, th ere ''.ras 
no necess ity of divis ion. The essen tia l. lordsh ip of J esus was not denied 
by e ither side of the di spute. The Jews could continne to keep the law, as 
they in fac t did , because there was no reas on why th e lordsh ip of Jesus 
should be denied by their legalism They were, of course, wrong; but 
this wrong was tolerable. The Gentile position coulc.l be accepted bythe 
Jews because i t did not deny tbe basic Chr istian confession, "Jesus is 
Lord. Although th e"e was a dispute over what we m i ght regard as "the 
plan of salvation, neither side denied the fu ndamental d octrine , and so 
th ey coul d b e i n fellowshir. 

In the Pastor a l s t h e m y ths c ould b e t ole r ated as l ong as they did not 
d is t rac t from the b a s i c Chri s t ian c onfe ssion. Thos e wh o h e ld them we r e 
w ron g , bu t as l on g as the fu ndam enta l s we re not d e nied, the wors t h arm 
tha t c ould c ome fr orn the m. was quarr e ling and a w i lde rness of w o r d s. 
Whil e these h a d their own da ngers , they w ere not within thems el v es suf -
fi c i e n t reas on to exp e l anyone from the fellowship. Hymenaeus and Alex-
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antler were a different matter, for they suffer e d shipwreck in regard to 
their faith and blasphemed, and blasphemy would certainly be the equiva-
lent of repudiating the Christian confession. Hence, they were delivered 
over to Satan (1 Tim. 1:19 - 20.) It is a lso said that Hymenaeus and Phi-
letus held that the resurrection was past already, but the record does not 
indicate that Philetus was delivered over to Satan 

The Gnostics in John's time could not be tolerated because they denied 
Jesus had come in the flesh; hence, ac c ording to their position, the re 
could be no incarnation or resurrection from the dead. They d e nied the 
basic Christian c onfession. Likewise, the immoral teaching of the Nico -
laitans, Balaam and Jezebel in the Asia n churches amounted to a denial of 
the lordship of Jesus, and they could not be tolerated. 

I would be greatly surprised if there is anyone here who will not rec-
ognize the lordship of Jesus over him, with all that expression implies. 
Hence, I doubt that there is anyone here whom I would not regard as a 
brother in the Lord worthy of my fellowship. Some, of course, hold posi-
tions which I do not believe are correct ones. To the extent to which you 
disagree with any of my firm convictions, I regard you as in error. And 
from that point of view, I regard you all as in error, since it is unlikely 
that any of you would agree with me on every point. But if you are in 
God's fellowship, you are also in mine. And I do not believe that you have 
to know everything I know or believe everything I believe in order to be in 
his fellowship. And that is the position on fellowship which I urge upon 
you all. 

ADDENDUM 

The question of whom I will fellowship must always eventually become 
a matter of subjective judgment. Even when the only condition is one's 
acknowledgement of the lordship of Jesus, each must decide for himself 
whether that acknowledgement has been made. No matter where we draw 
the line, there will always be cases wher e fallible human judgment must 
be exercised. It would be very easy for us to make the acceptance of our 
opinions a criterion for judging another s recognition of Jesus lordship. 
Hence, we need to be aware of our own imperfection. When David said, 

me fall into the hand of the Lord but let me not fall into the hand of 
man he was speaking for a race conscious of the limitations of its own 
judgments. 

Since our possibility of error is so great, let us render our judgment 
with the utmost charity toward all as well as with malice toward none. 
If we make a mistake, let it be on the side of charity. We should extend to 
others the same trust and fairness we expect to receive. 
the walls will surely come tumbling down. 
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If we will do so, 



letters 
PRAISE 

"I have heard much good and some 
bad about INTEGRITY. 'But these are 
the ne c essary risks of the game and 
will b e gladly taken by the man who 
believe s that to draw closer to the 
truth is more important than to be un-
touched by error. (Gerald Kennedy.) 
I am glad that there are some people 
within the brotherhood that do not op-
pose individuals for seeking the truth 
just because the search has brought 
about a different conclusion. 

GOOD Advice 
"Thank you for sending your pro-

vocative little journal. The spirit 
which animates it seems sincere. We 
need provocation, but not rancor. 
Love and good works is the desired 
end of exhortation. This, it seems to 
me, cannot be reached by poking at 
each other with sarcastic jibes in 
brotherhood journals. INTEGRITY 
by its very aame should be free from 
those elements which dis -integrate 
the church. So far, you wear the 
name well." 

GOODBYE 
"Please remove my name from your 

mailing list. We have no desire to 
any longer receive any of your mater -
ial until you are back in fellowship 
with the church. 

COMMENT 
The three letters which appear on 

this page are representative of much 
of the mail we receive. Most people 

who bother to write are in accord with 
our policies, if not our views. They 
are grateful that we are standing for 
"liberty in Christ (that expression is 
often used), and they wish to encour -
age us not to allow pressures from 
any source to deter us. 

Some readers fear that we will be-
come vituperative. They cite other 
journals of questionable taste, and 
urge us not to become like them. We 
don ' t intend to. We hope to be honest 
without being onerous; to relieve bur -
dens rather than adding them. We re -
que st your prayers in our behalf. 

INTEGRITY did not begin for the 
purpose of carrying on a local fight. 
Our readers include residents of 
about two-thirds of the states and sev-
eral foreign countries. The issues 
they are interested in are not local; 
they are universal. 

We are aware that some churches 
refuse to "fellowship" us (the leaders 
of one have so notified us). We are 
too tolerant of our "erring brethren" 
to suit their taste. We are not sur-
prised by this; in fact, we expected it. 
There was a time when we might have 
taken the same approach. Although 
we believe the ideas and methods of 
these brethren are not supported by 
the Bible, we are determined to love 
them and · defend their right to speak 
and act according to their convictions. 

We have made a practice of with-
holding names from the letters we 
print, This is because of our defer-
ence to the fears of some who write. 
Such fears seem to justify the exist-
ence of INTEGRITY. Some perse-
cuted (this is the correctword) saints 
evidently have a real need for psycho-
logical ventilation, and we do not wish 
to discourage them from writing. 
The vast majority of correspondents, 
however, indicate no reluctance to 
being identified. 

Voice FROM THE PAST 

Amongst Christians there is now, as there was at the be-
ginning, a very great diversity in the knowledge of the Chris-
tian institution. There are babes, children, young men, and 
fathers in Christ now, as well as in the days of the Apostle 
John. This, from the natural gifts of God, from the diversi-
ties of age, education, and circumstances, is unavoidable. 
And would it not be just as rational and as scriptural to ex-
communicate one another because our knowledge is less or 
greater than any fixed measure, as for differences of opinion 
on matters of speculation? 

Indeed, in most cases where proscription and exclusions 
now occur in this country, the excluded are the most intelli-
gent members of the society; and although no community will 
accuse a man because he knows more of his Bible than his 
brethren, and on this account exclude him from their com-
munion; yet this, it is manifest, rather than heresy (of which, 
however, for consistency's sake, he must be accused), is, in 
truth, the real cause of separation. 

If God has bestowed better gifts or better opportunities on 
one man than another, by which he has attained more knowledge, 
instead of thanking God for his kindness to the community, 
they beg God to take him away; and if he will not be so unkind, 
they will at length put him from them under the charge of 
heresy. In most instances the greatest error of which a 
brother can be guilty is to study his Bible more than his com-
panions - or at least, to surpass them in his knowledge of the 
mystery of Christ. 

- Alexander Campbell. 




