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Foreword

This work has been written and published in order to evaluate in light of the New
Testament the criticism leveled against church cooperation in benevolence and missions,
and the work of the church in general. Some brethren would institutionalize the church by
making it a worshiping society, separated from the community and the world, with a
philosophical word_gospel and a "faith only" attitude toward its mission and work. This
dangerous tendency, if allowed to grow, can do nothing but sectarianize and eventually
destroy the church and its influence. The arguments usually center around the methods
employed, but in observing their arguments about methods a negative attitude concerning
the church mission is usually discernible. Often good works have been stopped or greatly
hindered because of adverse criticism.

About the Author

Lewis G. Hale was born April 16, 1926 in Cowlington, Oklahoma. He attended
Freed_Hardeman and Abilene Christian College, graduating from the latter school with a
B.A. degree. Later he attended the University of Oklahoma and finished his class work
on a Master's in History. Brother Hale is married to Ruth Mallet Hale and is the father of
two sons, Michael and Barry. He preached for the church in Stigler, Oklahoma, before
coming to the church in Lorenzo, Texas where he now works.

Knowing Brother Hale's keen analytical ability and his regard for the Scriptures, I
approached him about his writing a short critique on this issue. In his characteristic,
unassuming manner, he accepted the responsibility with reservations. Part I of this work
is the result of his labor. He treats the subject, as you will observe, fairly, scripturally and
humbly, yet positively and forcibly.

Miscellaneous Articles

Several other articles have been included in order to hear from other brethren on this
important issue. It was felt that there should be one small book, easily accessible to all,
where different brethren could express themselves on this question. Read and evaluate
the articles in light of the Scriptures.

Use of the Book

This work should be in the hands of all Elders, Deacons, Preachers, Bible School
Teachers and other Christians who are interested in doing the Lord's work. The book has
been arranged for class use with questions at the end of each chapter. Excellent,
instructional classes could be arranged for the adults in every church, using this book as a
guide to the issue and the Bible as the authority in studying the question of the church's
work and the cooperating of churches together in discharging their God_given mission.



May this book abound to the glory of God and to the progress of his Kingdom. Thanks to
those who helped in a. financial way in making this publication possible and to Robert L.
Rouse, professor of Economics at Texas Tech, for carefully reading the manuscript and
offering valuable suggestions in structure as well as content.

Mont Whitson, Editor



HOW CHURCHES CAN COOPERATE
Chapter I
THE ISSUE

In recent years there has developed a great problem in the church of our Lord. Anything,
which causes dissension, disruption of good will and fellowship, and at times reaches the
point of division, must be regarded as being a serious problem. The problem concerns the
proper method of caring for the needy, proper means of doing mission work, and
cooperation among churches in general. There is not agreement regarding these matters,
therefore the need for careful and prayerful study of the issues involved.

Many brethren seem at a loss to know what the controversy is about. They seem to have
no clear idea as to what the issues are, or what principles are involved. In the paragraphs
which follow shall be stated briefly what the issue seems to be. If it is in error, then this
writer is among those to whom the issue is not clear.

There are among us many homes which have been erected to care for homeless children.
Some of these homes are under the oversight of the eldership of a church which has
complete charge of the home. Others have a board of directors composed of Christians
from a number of congregations. These homes are not subject to the supervision of any
church. They are controlled solely by the board of directors. Both types of homes receive
their support alike: Offerings are received from individuals, churches, businesses, etc.

Some of the children who receive care are without either father or mother. Some
have one parent living; some have both parents living. Surely the needs of a child cannot
be determined by whether or not they have living parents. If so, the question of caring for
them in private homes rather than public homes would be irrelevant. If children with
parents are not to be assisted, then they could not even be received into a private home.

The controversy over homes arises because of their very existence as well as the
operational methods employed in their management. There are brethren who oppose the
very existence of "orphan homes." They tell us there is no place for them, that the only
Scriptural way of caring for homeless children is to take them into private homes.

Others say that such a home has a right to exist, but only under the direction of the elders
of some one church, receive all its support from that one church, and care for that
church's needy children. Others believe that such a home may receive outside support as
long as it is to care for those who are the "peculiar responsibility" of that church. Others
as firmly believe that such a home should be privately owned and operated. A church
could then "buy the services" of such a home. This buying of services would consist of a



church's sending one (or more) of their needy children to be cared for and the church
would pay the bill for such care. This would be very much the same as the church's
buying the services of a hotel for the room and board of a preacher.

Other brethren believe that a home can be under the oversight of an eldership and receive
help from individuals and churches to care for children regardless of where they may
have been living. In other words, the children need not have been the "peculiar
responsibility” of the church which has the supervision of the home. Other brethren
believe that such a home may be supported in the same way and yet be under the
supervision of a board of directors, that it is not necessary to be under an eldership. It is
not difficult to see that there are a wide variety of ideas regarding the care of homeless
children. All these same ideas are found regarding homes for the aged.

Let us now notice the controversy as it pertains to means used to preach the gospel. There
1S a congregation among us, which presents a, nation_wide radio program weekly. This
church receives most of the support for the program from other churches. The entire
program is under the supervision of that church's elders. Whether or not it is, the elders
consider it to be the work of that church. There are hundreds of churches, which send
financial aid to help keep the program on the air. They have no part in the management of
the program. They have no part in the selection of the preacher, singers, nor sermon
topics. Their part is solely that of financial assistance.

There are good brethren who earnestly believe that such cooperation among churches is
sinful. They believe that one church may not send money to another church simply to do
a goad work, but only to relieve a church which is in dire need. They believe that the
elders which supervise the radio network program cease to act as elders, acting rather as a
board of directors to supervise the work of many congregations, thus paralleling the
Missionary Society. Such cooperation has not been confined to the nation_wide program.
For many years there have been numerous congregations among us who have conducted
similar programs on a much smaller scale. One such program has reached into as many as
seven states and received support from many churches and individuals.

There is another practice among us, which has been severely criticized. There are
churches known as "sponsoring churches." Feeling that they are not financially able to
carry on a certain program single_handedly, they invite sister congregations to share the
expense of the work. They receive funds from other churches and add these to whatever
funds they themselves provide for the work and they become wholly responsible far the
oversight of the work. This is particularly true of the support of many preachers in
foreign fields. The "sponsoring church" sends the missionary to some field and they have
complete oversight of the work in which he is engaged. This cooperation is opposed by
some on the basis that it "exists by a type of cooperation which is without scriptural
authority." It is asserted that the only scriptural basis for one church's contributing to
another church is for the contributing church to have an abundance and the receiving



church to be in want. The purpose of the gift must be to brine about an equality among
the two churches. It is also contended that by such cooperation with a "sponsoring
church," one church is simply engaging another church to do her work for her.

This chapter is not an attempt to give an answer to the problem, but rather to state
the problem. It has been well said that to understand a problem is half the solution. These
matters, with their implications, shall be examined in detail in the chapters which follow.



HOW CHURCHES CAN COOPERATE
Chapter II
THE NATURE OF THE CHURCH
Is Scriptural Organization Endangered?

There are those of our brethren who believe the purity of the organization of the church
of our Lord is being destroyed. They are persuaded that its original simplicity is being
corrupted. Many writings have set forth their objections to a number of present day
practices of our brethren. It is my firm conviction that much of the present controversy
stems from an improper view of the nature of the church.

That the church of our Lord should be today as it was in New Testament days does not
admit of doubt. We should strive to be what they were. The church belongs to the Lord
who bought it with His own blood. He is the King of His kingdom, the Head of the body.
To Him alone belongs the right to govern that body, His church. Man has no right to
introduce anything which would corrupt the purity and simplicity of the original church.

We are charged with having introduced things which are foreign to the Bible and contrary
to the Divine Pattern. This is particularly true with regard to the cooperative work of
many churches. As one brother has stated: "The impression that I get from large
centralized projects is the very antithesis of the impression that I get from the simplicity
of the New Testament methods." Again, "Frankly, I think that our interest in such
super_projects is a reversion from the simplicity of the methods used by the church in
New Testament times."

What does it require to constitute a "reversion from the simplicity of the methods used by
the church in New Testament times"? Is it valid reasoning to say that "I can hardly
conceive of the early church's having “thus and so""? I read nothing in the Bible of the
early church's having buildings of its own. Yet, we have beautiful commodious
structures, air_conditioning, beautiful pews, carpets, indirect lighting, educational
buildings equipped with modern aids_flannel boards, blackboards, slide projectors, etc.
We use graded literature. We have elevated baptistries with beautiful paintings and
lighting effects and also provide baptismal garments. We have nurseries, or "cry rooms."
None of these impressions is gotten by reading the Scriptures but who among us would
contend them to be antiscriptural? We are willing to defend the position that none of
these is a corruption of the original pattern. We believe these to be details regarding
which God has not legislated. There are many things which are essential and there are
many others which are incidental. We believe the above named to be among the
incidentals.



The injection of such matters at this point is for the purpose of demonstrating the
necessity of studying the nature of the church in order to determine the essentials of
church government and practice, especially as they concern the cooperation among
churches, and at the same time be able to learn what was incidental in the practice of New
Testament churches with regard to cooperation.

I am aware that we must exercise the utmost caution and wisdom to be able to determine
what was done because nothing else would have been acceptable and what was done out
of expediency. Let me illustrate: In every instance where any specific designation is made
of the place where the Lord's Supper was observed (including its institution), it was in an
upper room. Was this by design or was it a chance circumstance? Since there is nothing
in the Lord's Supper which bears any sort of relationship to the particular floor level of a
building, it is universally acknowledged to be a. matter of judgment and not of law. Also,
it would make our worship dependent upon the architecture of the people among whom
we might chance to travel. We conclude that the floor level was a matter of indifference.
What God has legislated, man has no right to alter. What God has not bound, no man can
rightfully bind upon us. This same principle is equally true with regard to cooperation
among congregations and among individuals as well.

Uses of '""Church"

The word "church" when used with reference to God's people under the New Covenant is
used in at least three distinct senses. To speak intelligibly of what the church may or may
not do, it must always be understood in what sense the word is used. What might be true
of the "church" in one sense would not be true in another sense. For example, it is correct
to say there is but one true church, but it would be very untrue if by "church" one means
some local congregation. "Church" may refer to: 1) the great mass of Christians, or the
universal church; 2) a local church; 3) a group of Christians in assembly for worship. Let
us now pass to an examination of the nature of the church in the light of these distinctive
uses.

1. The universal church, the mass of Christians.

It is generally recognized by all Bible students that the Lord spoke of the church in a
comprehensive sense when He said in Matthew 16:18, "Upon this rock 1 will build my
church." He most certainly meant more than some local church. It is used in the same
sense in Ephesians 1:22_23, "And (God) hath put all things under his feet, and gave him
to be the head over all things to the church, which is his body, the fullness of him that
filleth all in all." The local church is never referred to as a body. The body of Christ is
comprised of all the saved. When we read of the body of Christ it always refers to the
great mass of Christians, even_ the departed saints. There is "one body" but there are
many local churches. Again, "Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the



church, and gave himself for it; that he might sanctify and cleanse it with the washing of
water by the word, that he might present it to himself a glorious church, not having spot,
or wrinkle, or any such thing; but that it should be holy and without blemish." Ephesians
5:25_27. It is undeniable that this is the church in its largest sense. He will not present
some local church unto Himself. Christ has but one bride. Not any one local church is a
bride of Christ, but rather all the saved will be presented unto Him.

What Constitutes the Universal Church?

Of what does the universal church consist? The importance of this question will become
more apparent when it is seen that the most fundamental objection to current methods of
cooperation has its basis in a misconception of the nature of the universal church. That
misconception can be simply stated: the universal church is composed of all local
churches. We are persuaded that this is completely false. If such a conclusion is
untenable, then any proposition which rests upon it is likewise unreliable.

If the universal church is not composed of all local churches, what is its composition?
The universal church consists of all Christians without regard to local church
membership. Upon becoming a Christian, or obtaining remission of sins, one is added to
the church. It may be hours, days, or longer before he becomes a part of some particular
local church. Of what local church was the eunuch a member upon being baptized by
Philip? One preacher said, "The one back home." It is not at all certain that there was one
"back home" in Ethiopia. Yet, 1 Corinthians 12:13 informs us that we are all baptized
into one body. One is baptized into the one body, not a local church. This does not belittle
the necessity of the local church, nor one's work and worship therein, but first and
foremost a Christian is a part of the body of Christ. He sustains an individual relationship
to Christ. John 15:1_6; 2 Corinthians 5 :17.

What Are The Members of The Body?

There is yet another Scripture which demonstrates beyond any doubt the nature of the
church in its largest sense, 1 Corinthians 12:1_31. This chapter names the various gifts of
the Spirit. It tells how the gifts are diverse, but are of the same Spirit. These gifts were
given to individuals never to congregations. The reverse would be true if the body of
Christ were made up of congregations rather than individuals, for the gifts were
distributed to the members of the body. If congregational units are members of the body
of Christ, then the congregations received the gifts of the Spirit. "But the manifestation of
the Spirit is given to every man to profit withal. For to one is given by the Spirit the word
of wisdom; to another the word of knowledge by the same Spirit; . . . But all these
worketh that one and the selfsame Spirit, dividing to every man severally as he will. For
as the body is one, and hath many members, and all the members of that one body, being
many, are one body: so also is Christ. For by one Spirit are we all baptized into one body,
whether we be Jews or Gentiles, whether we be bond or free; and have been all made to



drink into one Spirit. For the body is not one member, but many." Verses 7_14. "But now
are they many members, yet but one body." Verse 20. This was not spoken from a
congregational standpoint. There is no question but that individuals were baptized. Also,
the manifestation of the Spirit was given to every man to profit withal. Again, "All these
worketh that one and the selfsame Spirit, dividing to every man severally as he will."

A Christian should be at work in a local church. He should be active in its program. But
even while actively engaged in local work, he at the same time sustains an individual
relationship to the Lord. One who views Christianity solely from the standpoint of his
relationship to the Christians who meet in some particular building has a very narrow and
sectarian view of Christianity. Particularly in large cities, many Christians living in the
same block may attend separate congregations. In some cities, there are Christians who
pass by two or three local churches of Christ while going to the one with which they
think it best to work and worship. Yet, these people in a given community are looked
upon by their denominational friends and neighbors without particular regard to their
local church membership, but all are regarded as Christians, members of the church of
our Lord.

In 1 Corinthians 12:14_30, it should be self_evident that the members of the one body are
individual Christians, not local churches. "For the body is not one member, but many. If
the foot shall say, Because I am not the hand, I am not of the bodys; is it therefore not of
the body? If the ear shall say, Because I am not the eye, I am not of the body; is it
therefore not of the body? If the whole body were an eye, where were the hearing? If the
whole were hearing, where were the smelling? But now hath God set the members every
one of them in the body, as it hath pleased him. And if they were all one member, where
were the body? But now are they many members, yet but one body." Verses 14_20. Did
Paul teach that one church is an eye, another is an ear, etc., and thus all churches together
compose the body of Christ? Obviously, he was discussing the function of individual
Christians. Neither did one congregation have the gift of prophecy, another the discerning
of spirits, another the gift of tongues, and still another congregation the gift of
interpretation of tongues. These gifts were bestowed upon individuals, not upon
congregations.

Is A Local Church The One Body?

Until recently, we have never had any difficulty in understanding what the "one body" of
1 Corinthians 12 is. It has been universally understood as referring to the church in its
widest sense. This view has been held without respect to denominational ties. Now we
are informed that it_refers to the local church in Corinth. As proof, verse 27 is
introduced: "Now ye are the body of Christ, and members in particular." That this is not
limited to the church at Corinth is amply demonstrated by the following verse (28), "And
God hath set some in the church, first apostles, secondarily prophets, thirdly teachers,
after that miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, governments, diversities of tongues." No



one would contend that God set the apostles in the local church of Corinth. That local
church did not even exist when the apostles were set in the church, the one body. Yet
these Christians of Corinth were members of the body of Christ in which the apostles had
been set. Let brethren face their own unanswerable presentation to the denominational
world of the absurdity of one head having hundreds of bodies.

Does It Make A Difference?

You may be wondering what bearing this matter may have on the question of church
cooperation. What difference does it make whether the church universal is composed of
congregations or of individuals? How could that possibly relate to the opposition to
current methods of cooperation? This: We are told that God has made no provision for
the universal church to function as a unit. We are further told that the methods of
cooperation being employed by our brethren brings congregations together in such a. way
as to attempt to make the universal church function as a unit, hence it is sinful. If these
two premises can be proved, the conclusion is inevitable. If it is sinful for the universal
church to function as a unit and if present methods of cooperation constitute a function of
the universal church, then without doubt we are in sin. However, if either of those
premises is false then the conclusion is also false. Actually, is there anything among our
brethren which even approximates the universal church as a unit? Two or more (even a
thousand) congregations fall far short of being the universal church, even if it were
constituted of congregations. If such a conception of the universal church were correct, it
would require every congregation to be bound together in a cooperative effort to have the
universal church to function as a unit. If a small segment of the great mass of Christians
may be thought of as the universal church at work, then one local church would be the
universal church at work. How many Christians does it require to "attempt to make the
universal church function as a unit"?

If any argument could be made from 1 Corinthians 12 regarding the function of the one
body as a unit, it could more nearly be shown that the body should so function than that it
should not. That perfect peace and harmony should exist in a local church is not denied,
nor that a local group should have the smooth functional unity of the human body, but 1
Corinthians is speaking of the body of Christ over which Christ is head and into which
people are baptized.

Does The Universal Church Function When
Individual Christians Cooperate?

Since the one body is actually composed of all Christians rather than all congregations,
would not a cooperative effort on the part of a great number of Christians more nearly
approximate a functioning of the universal church than would the cooperative effort of
two congregations? If not, why? Those who oppose the type of church cooperation in
which we are engaged have clearly expressed themselves as favoring cooperation among



individuals. Some of them have banded together to form publishing companies. They
often invite others to join them in their efforts by sending them money and they will send
literature to whomever may be specified. They are engaged in a religious work. One's
expressed purpose for existence is stated on the masthead thus: "Dedicated to the
Propagation and Defense of New Testament Christianity." The church of our Lord could
have no higher and holier purpose than is stated there. Since "God has made no provision
for the universal church to function," and since the universal church is composed of
individual Christians, is this cooperative effort on the part of many Christians an attempt
to make the universal church function as a unit?

If by "a function of the universal church as a unit" is meant the work of a small segment
of the universal church (such as the work of two or more congregations), then it is
emphatically denied that such a function is sinful. The churches of Galatia, Macedonia,
and Achaia worked together with each other (whether or not they worked jointly or
through one congregation would not affect the universal church aspect) to relieve the
poor among the saints in Jerusalem. If they were the universal church functioning as a
unit, then there is scriptural precedent for such. If they were not, then neither are we.

Those who oppose anything that makes "the universal church to function as a unit" could
have two possible meanings for "universal church." First, it could mean a fractional part
of the universal church, such as a group of Christians in a local church, or a group of
Christians from a number of local churches. We deny that a function on the part of such
people would be sinful. Second, it could mean all Christians joined together as a unit and
so functioning. We deny that any cooperative effort among us bears any resemblance to
such a unit. We do not stand guilty by either interpretation.

If the methods presently employed in cooperative work are wrong, they must be opposed
on other grounds than the universal church at work.

We Must Maintain Local Independence
Even While Cooperating

We are jealous of the autonomy of the local church. All are opposed to anything that
would destroy the independence of the local church. It must not become subordinate to
any conference, synod, or similar organization. We know of nothing among us which
resembles such in any way. If so, it should be vigorously opposed. There is a vast
difference in a church's assisting in some worthy work which has come to her attention
and in having some heirarchy inform her that she is going to support a work and has been
given a quota.

Some denominations want the name of congregational independence and at the same time
be bound together in a formal organization. They have attempted to defend their
"independence" on the grounds that it is not compulsory to accept the "suggestions" of



the conference or association. Such independence is more apparent than real. The
members of such an association realize that unless they conform, they will be cut off.
Anything which amounts to coercion does not leave true autonomy. There is no such
coercion in the support of any of the programs being conducted by our brethren. Each
congregation is free to act with reference to any work as she deems best. Failure to assist
in any particular work does not result in disfavor, much less in disfellowship. If a
congregation cooperates with another in a work, each maintains its congregational status.
It does not become subordinate to a "super organization."

Each congregation which assists in any cooperative work with which this writer is
familiar is left free to conduct her own affairs. She selects her own elders and deacons,
decides where and when she shall conduct worship, what buildings she shall construct,
selects her preacher, plans all her work in every sense of the word. No outside
interference tells her how to conduct her local program of work, nor dictates what work
she shall do outside her own locality. If there is something in our brotherhood today
which has destroyed this local independence, it needs to be exposed. It needs to be
pointed out in detail how a church has lost her right to direct her own business. We do not
need a general assertion that "churches are losing their independence." We need to be
specific. If there is a heirarchy among us, it is not sufficient to simply assert such, it
should be specified. Who is handing down orders? Who is brought into bondage? What
are the orders so given? How are they enforced? What are the demands of the hierarchy?

The Universal Church Is Not Formally Organized

God did not see fit to give the universal church an organization. We must be content to
leave it that way. He gave no one the authority to oversee it, as He has the local church.
For anyone to assume such authority would be presumptuous in the highest degree. For
congregations to voluntarily assist each other in doing works of benevolence and
evangelization does not hint of such presumption of authority. We have no desire to
organize the universal church. We would zealously oppose such, but would defend with
equal zeal the right to cooperate as individuals and as congregations.

2. The Local Church.

Some have thought of a local church as being the Christians in a certain locality.
However, there are numerous Christians in a given locality whose membership is to be
found in a plurality of local churches. Christians living next door to each other sometimes
go to different congregations, yet are in perfect harmony and fellowship. Of what does a
local church consist? It is composed of a number of saints who by mutual agreement,
work and worship together regularly. It is God's purpose that such a group shall have
overseers to direct them. Paul addressed "all the saints in Christ Jesus which are at
Philippi, with the bishops and deacons." This same salutation would apply equally well to
a plurality of congregations in Philippi or to a single church. Each church would have its



own officers, "And when they had ordained them elders in every church . . . ." Acts
14:23. These saints who meet together with their elders and deacons compose a local
church.

Similarities

The local church has this in common with the universal church: it does not have to be in
assembly to exist. Of course, a local church does assemble_and that with regularity_but
her members continue as members at all times just as they are Christians at all times. Of
course they are at liberty to choose the congregation with which they desire to worship.
The conduct of the members, whether at work or at play, will reflect either honor or
dishonor upon the local church. It will at the same time affect the estimation which an
outsider has of the church of Christ in general.

Differences

The local church differs from the universal church in that the universal church has no
earthly organization. There is no body of human officers to direct the universal church.
The local church is to have its elders and deacons. Their qualifications are to be found in
1 Timothy 3:1_13 and Titus 1:5_9. Their duties are found in these passages as well as in
Acts 20:28, 1 Peter 5:1_4; 1 Timothy 5:17 ; Hebrews 13:7; 17 and 1 Thessalonians 5:12.
Briefly, they are to take heed to the flock, to labor among them and be over them in the
Lord, to rule well, to exhort, to convince gainsayers, to teach, to watch for our souls, to
feed the flock, take oversight of the flock, and to be ensamples to the flock. An elder is an
officer of a local church. His oversight is confined to one congregation, the one which is
"among you." If an elder should move from one congregation to another, there is nothing
to indicate that he automatically becomes an elder in the church to which he has moved.
There can be no question but that Peter limited the oversight of elders: "Feed thereof." 1
Peter 5 :2. They are warned against overlording God's heritage. Much less should they
attempt to be dictatorial to the church as a whole.

We Must Make Right Applications of Right Principles

After having established a principle of church government, we must exercise caution lest
we proceed from that to something which cannot be established. Let us see how one
brother went yet another step: "All the authority they (elders) have is limited to the
congregation, the local organization in which the Holy Spirit has made them Bishops.
And if they try to oversee a work outside that local congregation, they are doing so in
some other capacity other than elders, because they cannot do it as elders for the Bible
has not given them that authority. Now if one congregation then undertakes to oversee a
work somewhere else, and the elders take it under their supervision, they obviously then
are operating in the capacity of a board of directors."



The basic error of this reasoning is a. failure to understand that if a congregation can do a
work beyond her own borders, then her elders can oversee a work beyond the confines of
the congregation without exercising oversight over anything other than the local church.
Would not a program of personal work among the unsaved of our own community be a
"work outside that local congregation” since the unsaved are certainly not within the
congregation? If it be said that such work is within the congregation because it is done by
members, then any work done by that church, even on the other side of the world, would
be a work within that local congregation.

The brother's reasoning would prohibit a church's doing a "work somewhere else" even if
unassisted by other congregations. In an attempt to deal a death blow to the "sponsoring
church," this brother would deal the same death blow to the same work done by a single
congregation. Let us illustrate: May a local church send a preacher to India, Japan, Spain,
or even to a neighboring community in an attempt to establish a New Testament church?
If such is a work of a local congregation, who shall direct it if it is forbidden to the
elders? If the elders do oversee such a work, do they do so as a board of directors?
Obviously not. They are overseeing the congregation in their work. They are no more a
board of directors for such a work than they are for the oversight of all other affairs of the
congregation. Why would they be any more of a "board" if part of the funds were given
by some other congregation? Does the source of funds determine whether or not a group
of elders constitute a "board"? If the elders do not oversee such a work, then someone
else must. They certainly would not be acting in the capacity of elders. Would they
comprise a "board of directors"? Many honest brethren have been led to believe
something is wrong because someone else gave it a bad name. To say that a group of
elders in a local church constitutes a board of directors sounds sinful! Essentially, what is
the difference in overseeing something and in directing it? In effect, are not the elders a
"board of directors" for a congregation?

Locally Organized But United In Christ

We are agreed that each local church should be independent of all other local churches in
the sense that no other has any jurisdiction over it. Christ has given to every congregation
the right to manage its own affairs, by its elders, of course. No congregation is subject to
outside control. Though each local church is an independent unit, all Christians should
enjoy unity in Christ. To be a member in any place is to be a member in every place. The
Apostles, Evangelists and people in general enjoyed great freedom in moving abort in the
various churches. Christianity enjoys the exalted conception of local church
independence and at the same time one great and grand fellowship of all Christians in the
body of Christ. Evidently the early churches received no censure for conferring with each
other in matters of great importance. The church at Antioch sent Paul and Barnabas to
Jerusalem unto the apostles and elders about the question of circumcision. We read that
they were "brought on their way by the church" and that "when they were come to
Jerusalem, they were received of the church, and of the apostles and elders." This must be



regarded as an intercourse between churches, yet neither of them surrendered their
independence in the management of their own affairs. Acts 15:1_4. It is possible to assist
one another in many ways without corrupting God's organization, the local church. We
must be cautious but we should not deprive ourselves of those privileges and blessings
which are rightfully ours.

Specify Your Charges

Let us all work diligently to preserve the purity of God's church in every respect. It must
be pure in its teaching, in worship, in work, and in organization. If the organizational
purity of the local church has been corrupted, let those who have detected the impurities
give us a. clear, specific, and detailed account of the departures. There can be no
vagueness. It will not do to deal in generalities. If there is a ruling class other than elders,
let them be exposed and we will join in the effort to correct them. If there are
congregations which have surrendered their right to govern themselves, name them and
point out clearly their bondage and we shall join in the attempt to persuade them to regain
their God given rights and duties. If there is a super organization composed of a
confederacy of churches, name its members and give its organizational structure, its
officers, its constitution and by_laws, show clearly how its actions constitute such a
confederacy and we shall assist in urging it to disband and resume congregational
activity. We know of no such super_organization of churches among us.

The Church Is Competent And Sufficient

We do know of some human organizations which have assumed the position of "riding
herd" on the churches of Christ to "protect”" them from error and departure. Apparently,
their promoters consider the church to be lacking in that which they delight to so glibly
refer: competency and all_sufficiency. One such organization publishes a journal which
carries an advertisement telling people "You Need " Also
"This i1s a sixteen page weekly journal devoted to the propagation and defense of New
Testament Christianity." Yet the writings found in its pages would lead one to believe
that the church is fully competent and sufficient to propagate and defend New Testament
Christianity. So do we. However, we do not use "church" in the local sense in such a
statement. The church, the great mass of Christians, is fully competent. We trust that
these men propose to do their journalistic work as Christians, hence a segment (but not a
local church) of the universal church at work.

The Church At Work

When Christians work, whether singly or in cooperation with others, the church is at
work. When Saul "made havoc of the church," he did not personally afflict every
individual Christian nor did he destroy some particular local church. He was "haling men
and women" committing them to prison. Acts 8:3. His wrath was against "saints,"



"disciples of the Lord," or those that called on the name of the Lord. Acts 9:1, 13_14.
These people could have been called "the church" in their work as well as in their
affliction. Whatever we do, individually or collectively, must be done in the name of
Christ. Colossians 3:17. This will include a journalistic effort, congregational work,
individual work, as well as cooperation among congregations. "Whether therefore ye eat,
or drink, or whatsoever ye do, do all to the glory of God." 1 Corinthians 10:31.

3. The church as an assembled group.

Sometimes the church has reference to saints who have met in assembly for worship.
Paul used it in this sense in 1 Corinthians 14:23, 28, 34, 35. The church in these passages
could not refer to the body of Christ. If so, since women are commanded to "keep silence
in the churches," she could never speak at any time because a Christian woman is always
in the church in its universal sense. Christians are in the universal church at all times and
in all places. Certainly Paul was not teaching that women should never speak at any time
or in any place. It clearly has reference to the public gathering for worship. The church in
1s reference made to the members? Not at all, but rather to an ecclesiastical organization.
In this case, it does not have the proportions of either the Roman Church or the English
Church, but simply a local congregation. However, the concept is basically the same: a
hierarchy and its subjects. That such a concept exists with reference to a local church is
demonstrated by the writings of brethren who frequently speak of what the church "as
such" can or cannot do in contrast to what the members can or cannot do.

"Individual Christians, any number, may scripturally engage in any worthy work, such as
running colleges, papers, orphanages, and other individual Christians may properly assist
them in every proper way; but no local congregation should be called upon, as such, to
contribute a thing to any such enterprises." Such reasoning makes the church to be above
and apart from Christian people. Such a philosophy would mean that the entire
membership of a local church could properly cooperate in doing such a. good work, as
long as they did not do so as "the church as such." But, to take the same time, Let us
quote from a reprint of an article which carried an editorial note, "This is a timely
article": money and energy and use it at the direction of godly, consecrated elders of the
church would be sinful! Who can believe it? Brethren deplore "Institutionalism," yet they
have institutionalized the local church.

There are two extreme views of Christianity: a radical individualism and exaggerated
collectivism. The one, individualism, would make Christianity a purely personal matter, a
matter between a man and God alone, a relationship in which there is no room for the
church. This would mean a religion apart from any fellowship with others who are God's
children. The other view, exaggerated collectivism, is to be found in various hierarchies.
The chief of these is the Roman Catholic Church. They believe there is no room for
individual activity apart from the organization. For example: "Now, the Scripture is the
great depository of the Word of God. Therefore, the Church is the divinely appointed



Custodian and Interpreter of the Bible. For, her office of infallible Guide were
superfluous if each individual could interpret the Bible for himself. That God never
intended the Bible to be the Christian's rule of faith, independently of the living authority
of the Church, will be the subject of this chapter." (The Faith of Our Fathers, p. 63.) To
them, the individual Christian can have no understanding of God's word apart from the
Roman hierarchy. To them, the Bible is God's word only when interpreted by the
"Church."

Both of these extreme views are derived by corrupting the teaching of the New
Testament. That a Christian's relationship to God and His Son is foremost an individual
one cannot be denied. The Judgment itself is based upon a personal relationship. "So then
every one of us shall give account of himself to God." Romans 14:12. However, we
believe that such a personal account will include what we have done apart from others as
well as what we have done in conjunction with others. To the student of the Bible, one
need not argue that much of the teaching of the New Testament is directed toward the
individual. However, when one sees only the personal aspect of Christianity, he becomes
an individualist. They take pleasure in saying one can worship God as well in the forest
as in the church. While we do not deny that there is the privilege of private devotions, no
amount of such private worship can remove the necessity of public worship.

The Church The Same As Christians

The New Testament teaching is clear that when one is saved, or forgiven of his sins, he is
added to the church. Acts 2:47. When one is born again, he is admitted to the Kingdom of
God. John 3:3_5. Baptism is for the remission of sins (Acts 2:38), yet one is baptized into
the one body, which is the church. 1 Corinthians 12 :13 ; Ephesians 1:22-23. To be a
Christian and yet remain aloof from other Christians was unknown to the New
Testament. Christians were strictly warned against forsaking the assembling of
themselves together. Hebrews 10:25. They met together on the first day of the week to
break bread. Acts 20:7. The fellowship of the saints was so sacred and held in such high
esteem that for one to be cut off from such company was likely to cause such an one to
"be swallowed up with overmuch sorrow." 1 Corinthians 5:11; 2 Corinthians 2:6_7.

When one becomes obsessed with the congregational aspect of Christianity to the extent
that he cannot comprehend individual action apart from congregational direction, he
develops the hierarchal concept of the church. Congregational activity does not preclude
the idea of personal responsibility. There is room for both. It would be more accurate to
speak of individual activity and ,group activity, rather than individual activity as
contrasted to church activity. Any work which a Christian does because he is a part of the
body of Christ is church activity.

The Seven Churches



A study of the letters to the seven churches of Asia, Revelation, chapters two and three,
will reveal that many of the things written to the "churches" could hardly apply in an
organizational sense. Such matters as: "patience," "repent," "Be thou faithful unto death,"
"be watchful," "I

I also will keep thee from the hour of temptation" could hardly apply to the churches as
units. It is clear that the acceptance or rejection would be on an individual basis.
Someone may object that the letters were addressed to the angels of the churches and not
the churches themselves. However, in each letter is given the command: "He that hath an
ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches." (Emphasis mine, L.G.H.). There
can be no doubt but that the things written were for the "churches," yet most of the
commands could not be carried out as a congregational function, or by the "church as
such." The promise is: "He that over cometh, the same shall be clothed in' white raiment;
and I will not blot out his name out of the book of life, but I will confess his name before
my Father, and before his angels." Revelation 3:5.

The church at Pergamos was told to repent, yet it is self_evident that a church could
repent only as the members repent. The messages to the seven churches of Asia cannot
possibly be construed as being exclusively to organizations, or "churches as such." Too
many of the commands are of a purely personal nature for such an interpretation. Yet,
they are to the "churches." The conclusion is that when Christians obeyed those
instructions, the "churches" repented, returned to their first love, were faithful unto death,
were kept from the hour of temptation, etc.

This is not to argue in any way against congregational work as contrasted to individual
work. It is simply to show that both are church work. Nothing is clearer than the teaching
regarding the organization of the local church. The local church is under the direction and
oversight of the elders and the members are strictly enjoined to: "Obey them that have the
rule over you, and submit yourselves: for they watch for your soul." Hebrews 13:17. We
are of the persuasion that their oversight includes the control and management of
property and finances of the church, as well as the spiritual care of the church. A fuller
discussion of these matters will be found elsewhere in this work.

While it can be demonstrated beyond a doubt that there is congregational activity as well
as individual activity, by what logic can a good work be defended when it is conducted
by an individual, or group of individuals apart from the congregational unit, yet
condemned when conducted by the same people under the oversight of devout and
experienced elders? The church is at work in either case.

"Ye also, as lively stones, are built up a spiritual house, an holy priesthood, to offer up
spiritual sacrifices, acceptable to God by Jesus Christ." 1 Peter 2:5. Are we lively stones
only when we act as a congregational unit, a local church "as such"? Obviously not. Let
us hasten the day when we cease to regard the church as an ecclesiastical organization



separate and apart from the membership. True, the church has elders to oversee it, but
that 1s quite different from regarding the eldership as the church. Paul did not regard the
elders of Ephesus as the church, but rather told them to "feed the church of God." Acts
20:28.

There is nothing to indicate that the oversight of elders is limited to what is done by the
church "as such." For example, it is agreed that personal instructions are given regarding
a husband's relationship to his wife and children, of the wife to her husband, and of
children to their parents. , "Husbands, love your wives," "Wives, be in subjection to your
own husbands", "Children, obey your parents." However, if a Christian husband should
begin to conduct himself in a sinful fashion with reference to his relationship to his wife,
who would deny that those that "watch for your souls" have the right and duty to go to
that husband and admonish him to correct his error? Whence came the idea that an elder's
oversight is limited to things conducted as a congregational unit? Not from the Bible. In
correcting an errant husband, an elder would be "tending the flock," the church of God.
The church is no less the church simply because an action may be of an individual nature.

For the foregoing reasons, we believe it to be incorrect to say: "This is church work, but
the other is individual work." It may be correct to say: "This work was done as a group,
that work was done by an individual." Both would be church work. When the individual
Christian works, the church works. We are of the persuasion that any righteous work can
be conducted by an individual, a group of individuals, a congregational unit, or by a
congregational unit assisted by other local churches and/or individuals.

Summary

To understand what is right and proper for a church to do, we must understand the nature
of the church. We need to know its government and its composition. We must strive to
preserve its purity and simplicity.

Church is used in at least three senses: universal, local, and the congregation assembled
for worship.

The universal church has no earthly organization, or formal government. It is composed
of all Christians without respect to local church membership. It is the "one body" and
individual Christians are members of that body. No local church is the one body, nor a
member of it. The relationship of its nature to the cooperation question is due to the
doctrine that God has made no provision for the universal church to function as a unit.
Some think that much cooperation among churches is such a function, hence, sinful. If a
function of the universal church as a unit requires the entire universal church to act on
any matter, there is nothing among us which resembles the universal church at work.
There is nothing of such proportions to be found among us. If a small portion of the
universal church at work constitutes the universal church functioning as a unit, then such



is widely practiced and there is ample scriptural precedent for such a function. In fact, the
members of a local church would constitute such a. unit.

Since the universal church is composed of all Christians as individuals, any cooperation
among individuals would constitute a function of the universal church as much as would
cooperation among two or more congregations. Cooperation in either case is simply the
church at work.

Although the universal church is composed of all Christians irrespective of local church
membership, every Christian should be subject to the elders of some local church. The
local church is a unit of work and worship under the direction of its elders. Elders have
no authority outside the church over which they are overseers. However, the work of a
church may extend far beyond the geographical location of the church, in which event,
the elders direct such work the same as they would some local project. The elders have
oversight of all the work of the church, both spiritual and material.

There is no work of benevolence or evangelism available to the individual Christian
which is not likewise available to the local church.

Even though we defend the right of local churches to cooperate in good works, with equal
vigor we insist that each participating church must maintain its independence.

The church is competent and sufficient to do the work God has given it. However, this
use of "church" is not confined to the local church, but includes individual work and
cooperative work. The church must not be thought of as being something apart from the
members.

God's work for humans is church work, whether performed by individuals (singly or
cooperatively) or by local churches (singly or cooperatively).

Questions

1. Distinguish between things which are essential and those which are incidental.

2. What are the three uses of the word "church" as used in this book? Illustrate.

3. Evaluate this statement using these three uses: "There is one true church."

4. What constitutes the universal church? What are the members of the one body?

5. Is alocal church the one body? Is a local church a member of the one body?

6. How is the nature of the universal church related to the question of church
cooperation?



7. Dues the universal church function as a unit when individual Christians cooperate?

8. Is there anything among us which constitutes the entire church functioning as a unit?
9. Does the universal church have a, formal earthly government?

10. Does anyone have the right to divide it into informal dioceses ?

11. Distinguish between the conception of the church as an ecclesiastical organization
and the conception of it as being identical with the members.

12. Is there any difference in elders being overseers and in being a board of directors
over the church?

13. What is the limitation of the rule of elders? Of what people and in what respect?



HOW CHURCHES CAN COOPERATE
Chapter 111
THE RIGHT TO EXIST

As long as work is being done there will be criticism. This is not to disparage
investigation nor criticism. We need to maintain a constant virgil to keep our actions
according to the Divine Pattern. However, we cannot afford to spend our entire time in
telling how something must NOT be done and thus fail to do anything at all. We may
become guilty of the sin of the one_talent man. He was so afraid of mishandling his
means that he buried his one talent. We cannot escape doing the wrong thing by doing
nothing.

There has been much criticism as to how needy children are being cared for, particularly
regarding some operational methods, financing, and whether children should be attended
to locally or be sent to a home in another locality. There have also been contentions
regarding what children qualify to receive assistance. Before we concern ourselves with
the HOW of operating or financing a children's home, we should be assured of its right to
exist. If such homes have no right to exist then no method of operation would be
scriptural. We believe wholeheartedly that such a right exists. The reasons for this
persuasion are set forth in the following paragraphs.

The Necessity of Means

It is generally recognized that where an obligation exists, some means must be provided
to fulfil it. For example, the church has an obligation to preach the gospel. The church
may acquire the services of a preacher in fulfilling this obligation. We also recognize the
right to purchase and distribute literature which aids the sinner to better understand the
Scriptures. This also includes the right to pay for advertising which is designed to
increase our opportunities to teach the sinner. Everyone agrees that the church has the
right to provide a place in which to meet while the gospel is being preached, to provide
comfortable seating, lighting, heating or cooling, rest rooms, etc. While these physical
arrangements are not actually a part of preaching the gospel, they are considered useful in
making the teaching program efficient. All such things must be considered as mere
expedients to the command to teach.

In order to relate these matters to the care of homeless children, let us carry the
expediency one step further. There is no disagreement that it is permissible to provide a
residence for the preacher. Sometimes such a house is completely equipped with
furniture. Very often the utilities are provided by the church. On what grounds? It is
another of the many means used to further the preaching of the gospel. Many
congregations feel that in maintaining a preacher and his family it can best be done when



they provide him a house in which to live. These provisions are made by the congregation
as a group, in other words, by the "church as such." Churches which realize that they
have a responsibility, as a group, to preach the gospel usually realize they have some
responsibility, as a group, to provide benevolence. Any group which is aware of a
responsibility to provide housing for a preacher should have no difficulty in perceiving
the rightness of providing a dwelling place in which to house children who have no
home.

To what extent may we rightfully go in caring for needy children? The brethren in
Jerusalem recognized a responsibility in feeding some widows. They were instructed by
the apostles: "Look ye out among you seven men of honest report, full of the Holy Ghost
and wisdom, whom we may appoint over this business" (Acts 6:3). Surely no good work
becomes wrong because sound, systematic, business_like principles are followed. Such a
group as "the Seven" would likely be referred to as a committee. That is what those seven
men constituted whether or not they were ever called that. A thing does not have to be so
designated to exist. Furthermore, it has never been wrong to call things what they are.

How Many Needs (and What Kind) Can We Meet?

As far as is revealed, the need of the widows of Acts 6 was only one of food. If housing
had been (or, was) one of their needs, who would deny that such would have been
provided on the same principle by which food was distributed? Just what kind of needs
can a congregation rightfully meet? Clothing? Nursing? Shelter? Food? Surely all such
needs could be relieved by the church. If all these needs existed in a group of widows and
the church provided for them, we would have a "widow's home." Some well_meaning
brethren have attempted to discredit the idea of an orphanage by asking: "Why not have a
“widowage'?" WHY NOT? Such a question takes for granted that a "widowage" would
be sinful. While many widows might prefer to live alone, or remarry, the right of such a
home to exist would not be invalidated.

By the same kind of reasoning, if the church can help needy children and they are in need
of food, clothing, shelter and care, the church would certainly be within its right to care
for all such needs. If to purchase property, provide food, clothing, and adequate
supervision is "Institutionalism", then I most heartily favor it. Such is no more
"Institutionalism" than to provide adequate classrooms, teachers, educational facilities
and subject matter for systematic Bible study on Sunday morning. One must not confuse
expedients with "Institutionalism."

May the Church Help the Fatherless?

Some brethren are of the persuasion that the care of the homeless is solely an individual
responsibility and that the congregational unit cannot make provisions for them. They
believe that individuals may operate an orphanage, but that a congregation may not. They



believe that individuals may help the fatherless outside an orphanage, but that it cannot
be the responsibility of a congregation to render aid whether the child is in or out of such
a home, "I have not found, in my study, any passage that charges the church as the church
with this responsibility of caring for orphans." "Since there is no example of the New
Testament church overseeing a permanent child care program for “the fatherless,' there is
no reason to assume that such is the work of the church." This is the sort of philosophy
which makes the church something different from its members. It reduces the church to a
worshiping society. In reality, when Christians are at work the church is at work.
However, is this demand for all specific details and specific examples for every type of
good work justifiable? Would it not be just as reasonable to demand the same details and
specific examples for individual action? Where is the example of an individual's caring
for a child in an orphanage? Yielding to these demands for details, no congregation could
assist a destitute man and wife, regardless of how severe their needs. If she were
widowed, aid could be rendered, but not as long as her husband liveth. It would make no
difference how badly disabled he is, she would not be a widow.

When Paul wrote the church of God in Corinth regarding the contribution for the poor
among the saints in Jerusalem, he reminded them that they would reap according to how
they sow. He taught them that God would continue to bless them. For one to withhold of
that with which God has blessed him is a sure indication that he does not have the faith
that God will bless him in the future as He has in the past. But Paul said, "And God is
able to make all grace abound toward you; that ye, always having all sufficiency in all
things, may abound to every good work" (2 Cor. 9:8). The church is mentioned many
times in connection with this offering for Jerusalem. Its connection is such that there is no
margin for argument but that the offering was made through the treasury of the
congregation. Yet Paul assures them that God's grace will so abound as to give them such
a sufficiency that they may abound to EVERY GOOD WORK. Whatever is a good work
cannot be denied to the church. It has never been questioned that caring for homeless
children is a good work.

Do Emergencies Set Aside Divine Law?

Some would discard the principle involved in the feeding of the widows in Acts G by
declaring that such was "an emergency." They contend that since this need was only
temporary, we have no right to practice something like it on a continuing basis. How
have brethren conceived the idea that Divine Law can be set aside in cases of emergency?
Such reasoning was the very basis upon which sprinkling or pouring was substituted for
baptism. A man (Novatian) was considered to be too sick to be immersed, therefore in
this "emergency" they poured much water over his whole body. Such an action is rejected
by all who accept the Bible teaching regarding immersion.

In a study of the cases where benevolent aid was rendered (Acts 6:11; 2 Corinthians 8
and 9 ) , we are told that we cannot justify such cooperation to meet ordinary needs



because these were cases of emergencies. At still another time, when such opponents
would contend against any other method of cooperation, we are informed that these cases
constitute a Divine Pattern. These brethren may not be aware of the inconsistency, but
these two positions cannot be reconciled. A man cannot be the exception and the rule at
the same time. If so. it is truly an exceptional rule!

Is the "emergency" contention valid otherwise? Granting that the need of the widows of
Acts 6 was a temporary one, what can one safely conclude? As long as a need existed, the
church could meet it. What if such a need should continue for as long as ten years? Then
we firmly believe that for ten years the church could rightfully meet that need. Rather
than talking about an emergency, it is more correct to say there were people who could
not meet their needs without assistance and such assistance was provided by the church.
Could not the church continue to provide such assistance as long as the people were
unable to meet their own needs? This same principle holds equally true whether it
concerns widows or homeless children.

What Did God Bind and Loose Regarding Care of Orphans?

"Pure religion and undefiled before God and the Father, is this, To visit the fatherless and
widows in their affliction, and to keep himself unspotted from the world." James 1:27.
That widows and the fatherless should be cared for does not admit of doubt. The
controversy arises over how to care for them. Many good brethren tell us that James was
speaking of individual responsibility altogether. There is no question but that it includes
individual care for such needs, but does it exclude congregational participation? If it
excludes the congregation from caring for the fatherless, it would of necessity also
exclude such care for the widows. The view is untenable since there is plain scripture to
the contrary. 1 Timothy 5:16.

When God commands us to do something, there is no room for controversy as to whether
or not it ought to be done. If He has specified how to do it, neither can there be any
argument as to how it ought to be done. What God has bound, no man has the prerogative
to loose. What God has loosed, no man has the right to bind. Has God prescribed any
particular method of caring for the fatherless? If so, let the informed produce the scripture
for it.

You may take an orphan into your home, adopt him as your own, train him and care for
him as you would if he had been born to you, then say that no better care could possibly
be provided for the child. To this everyone would agree. If you then should say, "This is
the way God requires it to be done," you could not show where God ever commanded to
do it in that manner, nor where anyone in the Bible ever did it that way, nor any
necessary inference for that particular method. Care for the homeless child in any way
you may, then you will be at a loss to give scripture for it to be done that way.



What is the inevitable conclusion? That God did command us to help them, but has not
bound any specific method of care. No one has the right to bind some particular way to
the exclusion of all others. Since this is one of the things God has loosed, any method of
care which does not conflict with some principle of scripture would be acceptable.
Expedients need not be specified in scripture but of necessity they must not violate any
teaching of the Bible.

Should All Fatherless Children Be Put in Orphanages?

This chapter thus far has been designed to set forth the right of an orphanage to exist. It
must not be taken as a recommendation that all homeless children be placed in an
orphanage. There are many homeless children which are adoptable and can be placed in
the home of some Christian man and woman who can properly care for them. We believe
such a placement to be the most desirable and advisable.

One of the sad results of the assault against the existence of orphanages is the regrettable
neglect to give God the glory for the great number of Christian men and women who
have taken children into their homes. It would prove most interesting if there were some
means of knowing just how many children have been adopted by Christians. I personally
know enough to fill a fair_size children's home. With very few exceptions they are in the
homes of people who are not opposed to orphanages. Those who oppose orphanages do
us a great injustice when they attempt to make us appear to favor care in an orphanage
above that in a normal home. Some are so rabidly opposed to orphanages that they leave
the impression that such is the only means employed by our brethren to care for the
homeless, at least that it is the major means employed to care for them. The number of
children so cared for are in a very small minority. This is a case of magnifying what one
considers an error to the extent of overlooking what he would approve, care in a normal
home.

It would be fitting to make another observation about care in a normal home. It is usually
admitted by those who have adopted children that they did not have the primary motive
of doing benevolent work but rather that they were interested in acquiring children for
their own joy and pleasure, much like those who want and have children by procreation.
Seldom do you see a couple who adopt what they know to be a handicapped child, one
that will be a burden to care for, one they know really needs them and will not likely
receive proper care and attention elsewhere.

Abuses or Misuses Do Not Invalidate Principles

Whether or not orphanages are supervised correctly, financed scripturally, receive
children who should be adopted, or corrupted in any other manner, none of these factors
invalidate their right to exist. The abuse or misuse of a thing does not argue that the thing
itself is wrong. If faults are found they should be corrected rather than abolish the homes.



That there are dangers is self_evident. Must we avoid everything that has potential
dangers? Everything potential for good is also potential for evil. The course to pursue is
one of caution but also one of ACTION.

It seems that it has been amply demonstrated that the existence of orphanages is not
inherently wrong. If they are to exist, how should they be supervised, financed, and
whom shall they receive for care; likewise, from where shall they receive them? Would
there have to be uniformity of operation and finance, or could two methods be within the
bounds of scriptural action? These are fair questions and must not be treated lightly.

How Shall a Home Be Supervised?

How shall a children's home be supervised? Honest and sincere brethren have said that
"orphan homes" can exist "provided that they be separate and apart from the church,
operated by board of Christian directors. These homes would receive no “contributions'
from church treasuries, but would be supported by Christians and interested civic
groups." This was recently published by a journal known for its opposition to homes as
they are now operated.

It has already been shown that the church in Jerusalem cared for some needy widows by
providing food. Acts 6. On the same principle, if shelter, clothing, nursing, and general
care were provided, the church would be operating a widow's home. The same provisions
for homeless children would make a children's home. Surely it must be agreed that the
church could care for one type of need as well as for any other, and that to provide for all
such needs would be comparable to operating an orphanage. Who shall be received and
the source of finance shall be discussed later. The point of inquiry at this time is one of
supervision. Certainly the elders of the church may supervise such care.

Must such a home be under the supervision of some local church? If not, may churches
contribute to it? Of all those who grant the right of orphanages to exist, this writer has
read of none who has opposed the existence of such homes apart from an eldership. In
fact, it seems that more would favor such homes. Such advocates propose that when a
church has a. child who requires such services, let the church send the child to the home
and pay for services rendered. This would be much the same as paying a preacher's hotel
bill. When the .child is no longer there, they quit sending any money. Could anyone
object to such a procedure? At the same time, can we with certainty say that it cannot be
done otherwise? Such a method has been compared to paying a poor man's grocery bill.
"Surely you can see the difference in paying a poor man's grocery bill and making a
contribution to the grocery store. Can't you see a difference in that? Well, that's exactly
the difference here. There's a. difference in buying the services, and paying an orphan
child's keep, and making a contribution to the institution that's keeping him." This
reasoning runs so close to the truth that I am sure the brother who presented it believed it,
also, that other good brethren believe it. It is fallacious, as shall be demonstrated.



Naturally one does not make contributions to a purely business enterprise. If the grocer
were distributing food to needy, not for gain, but for charitable purposes, what would be
the difference in paying the bill of one poor man and in paying the bill of fifty poor men?
Would the deference lie in specifying whose bill was to be paid? Would these brethren
approve of such support if a contributing church were to specify the child to be cared for
with the funds contributed? Whether or not the child would have to be the particular
charge of the contributing church will be discussed separately. The point here is one of
supervision. Of course the care would have to meet the standards of the contributing
church, but must it personally supervise the care? No one would so contend in case some
worthy couple should care for one such child with funds supplied by the church. Why
would it become necessary if they could care for fifteen children with funds supplied by
the church?

An argument has been made against a church's contributing to a home under private
supervision by comparing such to contributing to a publishing company. "The church can
buy literature_books, Bibles, song books, helps, etc., to use in doing her work, but she
cannot put the Publishing Co. in her budget." Is the publishing company in the budget of
a church which subscribes to a journal for its members? Or is that simply "buying
services"? Would it become sinful if the church paid for the subscriptions of people
suggested by the publishers? The brother quoted was actually in the publishing business
at the church's expense. He was "editor", styled so by himself, of a church bulletin. He
published a number of song books for use in vacation Bible schools. He also published
material for use in Bible classes. The above quotation was in a church publication, their
bulletin. These things are not said disparagingly, for this writer believes all those things
to be within the right of that church and its preacher to do. The brother, a good friend of
mine, did not see any inconsistency in his teaching and practice. That "publishing
company" was most certainly in that church's budget.

We should notice another objection to homes which are supervised by a board of
directors other than the elders of a local church. "Would there be any difference in
principle in a church contributing to a human organization through which to do its
benevolent work and in contributing to a human organization through which to do its
evangelistic work? If so, what is the difference? On what grounds will God's will allow
the one and disallow the other? I am against the church shifting its responsibility to a
human organization in the preaching of the gospel, and I am opposed, and on the same
grounds, to the church shifting its responsibility to a human organization in doing its
benevolent work."

May We "Employ' Someone to Do a Work, But May Not
"Contribute'' to Them to Do That Work?

Is it so very different to employ a human organization to do a work than to "contribute"
to a human organization to do the same work? Brethren have no hesitancy to make use of



a human organization, a hospital, to "visit" the sick. If a church were caring for enough
needy sick people to justify a hospital's devoting full time to their care, would it become a
"church hospital"? If all of a hospital's patients were receiving assistance from a church,
would the staff than have to be under the supervision of the elders?

I am confident that brethren who attempt to show a parallel between orphanages and the
missionary society are sincere in their arguments. We believe them to be mistaken. If
they are parallel, would it not be the same logic to say that one would have to oppose
buying the services of the one on the same grounds which he disallows the other? These
good brethren believe it would be scriptural to send a child to a. home supervised by a
board of directors other 'than the elders of some local church and which receives no
contributions from churches. Would these brethren be willing to buy the services of a
missionary society which is under a board of directors and which receives no
contributions from churches? Why would God allow the buying of services of a human
institution for benevolence and disallow such for evangelism? We do not believe them to
be parallel. To show that two things have some things in common does not prove them to
be parallel. The church of Christ has many things in common with denominations, but
who among us would grant that they are parallel? It is not enough to show that two things
have something in common, it must be proved that those things had in common are
wrong If such practices among us parallel the missionary society, why not content one's
self with using the arguments against such practices as one would in opposing the
missionary society? Why bother to establish a paralle]? Comparisons, analogies,
resemblances, parallels, and illustrations serve to clarify matters but never constitute
proof that something is sinful.

If brethren continue to believe that it is sinful for churches to support individually
supervised orphanages on the same grounds which they would oppose churches
contributing to the missionary society, they must either deny individuals the right to
operate orphanages (which they now believe to be right) or else allow that individuals
have the same right to operate a "preaching society" on the same lines. We believe the
missionary society to be sinful, but it is not the purpose of this work to deal with the
question of the society.

How and Where Shall a Home Be Financed?

Regardless of the proper method of supervision for a children's home, there remains the
question of finance. Since there has been no disagreement regarding the individual's right
to contribute to such homes, that question shall be passed over here. It has also been
generally agreed that if a church has a right to supervise a home to take care of the needy
in its midst, it has the right to assume the financial burden of such care. It is as generally
agreed that when a congregation is not financially able to care for the needy in its midst,
sister congregations may send funds to assist in meeting those needs.



Differences arise when we come to what some have been pleased to designate as
"brotherhood projects." For example, here is a home for children and is under the
supervision of the elders of some local church. This home receives children without
regard to the locality in which they formerly resided. Furthermore, the elders receive
money from sister churches to assist with the financial burden of caring for these
children. This involves both the matter of who may receive care and whether or not they
must be the particular charge of the church which administers the care.

A recent editorial stated some definite views of this subject. "It is the responsibility of the
church, according to its ability, in any locality to care for the fatherless who are it’s
obligation. (Emphasis mine, L.G.H.). This obligation would include, at least those
orphans whose parents had been faithful members of the church. If the father, a member
of the church, should die, survived by his wife and children, if the widow were a widow
indeed, it would be the responsibility of the church of which the widow is a member to
support her and her children. If the church where the widow is a member were unable to
support the mother and the children, another church or churches could send to the church
in need so it could care for the needy mother and her children.

"However, it is somewhat different from the above for a congregation to create a need by

receiving fatherless children from other localities and then to beg other churches of Christ
for money to support “your' orphans. Each church is to provide for its own; for those who

are its responsibility."

This lengthy quotation is justified since it states the objection so well. Let us carefully
notice some of the concessions granted in this statement. This is not an attack on the
editor. This writer has no reason to believe that the editor has anything but the deepest of
convictions of what he wrote. One does not have to be aware of concessions in order to
make them. How can one reconcile the statement, "Each church is to provide for its own;
for those who are its responsibility" with the statement that "other churches could send to
the church in need so it could care for the needy mother and her children"? Would the
receiving church really be providing for its own, or would the contributing church be
providing for them? We, too, believe that a church may properly receive such assistance.
However, is not this a concession that a church may support the poor who are not in their
midst or locality? To deny a church the right to receive such needy people from other
localities is to say that a church may support the needy from another locality but cannot
supervise such care. There would also be this inevitable conclusion: It would be right to
send the aid where the needy person is, but would be sinful to move the needy person to
the locality where the aid is supplied. It would be a mere technicality, but would brethren
be satisfied if a needy child (or, children) were moved to the locality where a church
cares for homeless children, let them become the "responsibility" and "particular charge"
of that church, then sister churches could assist that church to care for "its own"? We
think not.



Our brother stated that a church's obligation would "include, at least those orphans whose
parents had been faithful members of the church." He did not exclude others. How could
the needs of a little innocent child be determined by whether or not its parents had been
faithful members of the church? Also, how could its needs be determined by whether or
not its parents are living? Many times children have not the faintest idea where their
parents are. They are in need, nonetheless. The same sort of reasoning which would deny
the church the right to receive such children would at the same time deny an individual
the right to adopt them.

If children are to be received regardless of whether or not their parents were Christians,
what children would constitute the "particular charge" of any given church? In cities
where there are many congregations and whose members are greatly intermingled in the
city, who could draw lines and tell a church that all the homeless children within a certain
boundary would be considered the charges of a particular congregation? In Jerusalem
where the number of disciples was multiplied greatly and where they were "breaking
bread from house to house," there was one program for the care of the widows. Those
who sold their possessions to care for the needy, "brought the prices of the things that
were sold, and laid theme down at the apostles' feet: and distribution was made unto
every man according as he had need." Acts 4:34_35.

One of the most repeated objections to such cooperation is that it provides a means for
the universal church to function as a unit. All are in agreement that there is to be r_o
ecclesiastical structure for the whole church, but in effect these good brethren would erect
one by restricting a local church's responsibilities to a given vicinity. The Roman Church
has its formally organized diocese, we would have an informally organized one.

Since it is agreed that one church Tray send aid to another church to care for "its own
needy," it becomes a question of when does a person become one of a congregation's own
needy? Is it the time element? Must one have been there a year? six months? a week? Or,
1s it a geographical matter? Must they be from the same city? county? state? Or, is it a
matter of proximity? Must the needy one reside closer to one congregation than to
another? Or, is it a matter of lineal descent? Is it a question of where the needy one's
relatives attend church? Is it not rather a matter of a group of Christians who are willing
to assume the responsibility of seeing that the needy one is properly cared for under their
supervision?

Summary

For the reasons set forth in this chapter, we are persuaded that orphanages, widow's
homes, homes for the aged, etc., have a right to exist. We believe that such a home may
be operated by a local church under the oversight of its elders, or that it may be
supervised by another board of directors. We further believe that in either case, such a
home may properly receive assistance from both churches and individuals. Also, we



believe that children, widows, and aged people may be received into such homes without
regard to previous residence or locality.

This writer humbly recognizes that godly and learned brethren are in disagreement
regarding these matters. The foregoing is not intended to be an authoritative decree on the
subject. It 1s prayerfully hoped to provoke thought in the belief that it will survive the
critical examination given it. It is not presented in opposition to any person. The writer
recognizes that good brethren may differ and should study their differences charitably.

Questions

1. Would there be any value in discussing HOW to operate or finance a children's home if
its very existence were inherently sinful?

2. Does it require means to carry out most commands?

3. To what extent may we go in providing for needy children? Food? Shelter? Clothing?
Care? Supervision ?

4. Is the provision of all such needs "Institutionalism"?
5. Can the needs of a child be determined by whether or not its natural parents are living?

6. Can the needs of a child be determined by whether or not its parents have been
(faithful) embers of the church?

7. Does the church have any responsibility in caring for orphans?
8. Can Divine Law be set aside in cases of emergency?

9. Has God bound any particular means of caring for the fatherless? If your answer is yes,
be prepared to give scriptural authority.

10. Does a defense of orphanages mean that one favors putting all fatherless children in
such homes?

11. Would the abuse or misuse of such homes invalidate their right to exist?
12. Must such homes be under the supervision of the elders of some local church?

13. May churches "as such" contribute to such homes?

14. Is there any essential difference in contributing to a home to care for children, and in
paying for a specified child's care?



15. If an orphanage is parallel to a missionary society, why could a church buy the
services of one but not the other?

16. Is it right to send the aid to where the needy person is, but wrong to move the needy
person to where the aid is furnished?



HOW CHURCHES CAN COOPERATE
Chapter IV
COMPLETELY FURNISHED

One of the most fundamental principles in the re_establishment of New Testament
Christianity is that the Bible is an all_sufficient guide in all matters religious. It is
contended that whatever is taught by the Bible must be scrupulously observed and that
whatever it does not enjoin upon us must as scrupulously be omitted. Of course, this
principle is a scriptural one: "If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles of God." 1
Peter 4:11. "And whatsoever ye do in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus,
giving thanks to God and the Father by him." Colossians 3:17. "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." 2 Timothy 3:16, 17. "Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in
the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of Christ, he hath
both the Father and the Son." 2 John 9.

Both the Church and the Individual
Are Completely Furnished

These Scriptures should be studied very carefully. Our preaching has left the impression
upon people that these have their application in what a church may or may not do. An
observance of these Scriptures will keep a church from going beyond what is written and
also from falling short of what God expects: However, these statements are general, not
applicable to churches alone. An individual must do all, word or deed, in the name of
Christ. The Scriptures furnish an individual unto every good work, "That the man of God
may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works."

Its Relation to Cooperation

What possible relation could this principal have with the question of cooperation among
churches? What is the significance of the fact that the Scriptures as certainly furnish the
individual unto every good work as it does the church for all its activities? This: Many
brethren readily approve many good works when performed by a group of individual
Christians but as readily condemn the same work when done by a local church. On what
basis is such a good work denied to a congregation? Because "it exists by a type of
church cooperation which is without scriptural authority."

What reasoning would allow a group of individuals to engage in a type of cooperation for
which they cannot find command, example, or necessary inference, yet deny a group of
churches that right for the absence of the same kind of "scriptural authority"? If the law



of liberty allows an individual, or group of individuals, to do a good work, the details of
which are not given in the Scriptures, why would not that same law of liberty apply to a
church, or churches, for that particular work? This is with the understanding that such a
work is not contrary to any established rule governing the actions of a church. Certainly
the preaching of the gospel and the doing of benevolent deeds is not denied to a church. It
1s likewise agreed that such works are allowable for the individual to cooperate with each
other in such works? They are agreeable to individuals cooperating in the operation of a
children's home, the publishing of a journal, the operation of a "Christian college." By
demanding the same kind of proof they demand, we could conclude that such projects are
wrong because "they exist by a type of individual cooperation which is without scriptural
authority."

If 2 Timothy 3:16_17 is violated when a local church does a given work, why would
there not be the same violation in the case of an individual who does the same work? This
must be understood to be a case where God's Divine system of church government is not
disturbed. What about the case of the Pharisees: "And many other things there be, which
they have received to hold, as the washing of cups, and pots, and brazen vessels, and of
tables." Mark 7:4. It is recognized that such actions were altogether acceptable for
individuals to perform as acts of cleanliness but wrong to introduce into the worship of
God. Does this mean that such acts would be denied to the church? By no means. Who
would deny the church the right to send someone to the house of an incapacitated person
to clean the house and do the dishes and wash the clothes? These things would not be
introduced into the worship of God but nonetheless would be a work of the church.
Neither the individual nor the church has a right to introduce any foreign element into the
worship. What can a Christian do in cases of benevolence or evangelism which the local
church could not do? At least, could have done? This discussion does not concern those
matters which are wholly secular, such as operating a business for profit. However, there
1s no legitimate transaction of business which others perform for profit or gain which the
church could not do as an act of charity. For example, the church often gives groceries.
The grocer sells them. The church often gives clothes. The clothier sells them, etc.

Let the following illustration serve to clarify the matter: Many conscientious brethren are
opposed to a local church maintaining a children's home under the supervision of the
eldership of a local church, supported by a, number of churches, and which receives
children from a wide_spread area. However, many of the same brethren approve of a
children's home if not under the supervision of a local eldership and which does not
accept contributions from churches. Why is such a home condemned when supervised by
elders? Because the Scriptures completely furnish us to every good work and it makes no
provision for a church's maintenance of such a home. QUESTION: Where do the
Scriptures make specific provisions for such a home when not under supervision of the
elders of a local church? ANSWER: Such a home is simply an expedient to the command
to care for the fatherless. If it can be an expedient to the command for an individual, why
not for a church?



Must We Have Detailed Examples?

Do the Scriptures give all the detailed circumstances under which one congregation may
assist another in a work? Does the Bible ever tell of an instance where one church sent
another church money to help pay their preacher? No. We know Paul received help from
other churches while he preached at Corinth. There is no indication that he received it
through the church at Corinth. For lack of such a detailed example, shall it be forbidden,
or is the case of such assistance for the poor a sufficient example? We all believe it to be
sufficient. Never do we read of one church's sending aid to another to help construct a
building. We allow it on the same principle as help for the poor.

A Church's Work, or a ''Brotherhood' Work?

With few exceptions, our brethren recognize the right of a church to employ a preacher to
devote his full time to work among and with them. These same brethren recognize the
right of that same church to send a preacher to another field to do what is commonly
called "mission work." There are good brethren who raise no objection to that church's
receiving assistance to help maintain the preacher who labors among them. The same
brethren sometimes object to that church's receiving assistance to maintain the preacher
away from home. What is the basis for accepting one and rejecting the other? We are told
that one is to help a church to do "her own work" and the other is not, but is to do a
"general brotherhood work." It is evident that if such reasoning is accurate, then a church
which fully supports a preacher in a "mission work" is doing something other than "her
own work." Yet, everyone recognizes it as "her own work" if the church supports it
without assistance. If assistance makes a, mission work something other than her own
work, why would not assistance to pay the local preacher make that work something
other than "her own work"? If true of one, it would be true of both.

Summary

If the Scriptures completely furnish the church but not the individual, it should be proved
and demonstrated for the benefit of the brotherhood. If such a limited application is
erroneous, it should be pointed out. We believe that it has. One may be ready to say that
if the individual is completely furnished to all good works it would reverse our stand on a
number of matters. Let us first be concerned with learning truth, then be prepared to
accept whatever consequences follow, however sweeping they may be.

If this interpretation of 2 Timothy 3:16_17 is true, it is obvious that any benevolence or
evangelism I may do as an individual, the church may do unless the work by its very
nature or circumstances is confined to an individual; or, unless by the very nature and
organization of the church it cannot do; or, unless the church is specifically forbidden to
do. Any one of these conditions would limit an action to the individual. If objections are



raised, it must be on other grounds than: "That would mean that a church could do this"
or "That would mean that a church could do thus and so." Determine first if the principle
be true. Determine whether or not it violates any other portion of scripture. If the
principle is true, then is the time to determine what it allows and disallows.

The Scriptures do furnish us completely unto all good E works, whether those works are
performed individually or by a congregational unit.
Questions

1. Is the church "as such," or the man of God, said to be completely furnished unto all
good works?

2. On the basis of this, is it reasonable to demand scriptural details for every good work
done by a local church, yet the individual is not required to furnish such details for every
good work he does?

3. How much detail is required to have "scriptural authority" for doing something?

4. What scriptures are given as a. basis for individual cooperation in operating a
children's home? Publishing a journal? Operating a "Christian college"?

5. If Christians can act under general authority for such cooperation, by what logic can
the same be denied to local churches?

6. Sometimes individuals and congregations operate under one command, as, "Go teach
all nations." Are the same expedients available to both an carrying out such commands?

7. Is a church doing something other than "her own work" when she supports a preacher
in a "mission field"?

8. Is it her work if she fully supports it, but not her work if she receives assistance?

9. Would assistance to support a local work make the program something other than that
church's own work?



HOW CHURCHES CAN COOPERATE
Chapter V
RESPONSIBILITY

Every true Christian is interested in learning what are his responsibilities before God and
man. Having learned our responsibilities, we should be as anxious to perform them. The
problem of church cooperation is vitally connected with the matter of responsibility. It is
generally agreed that Christians have responsibilities as a part of some local congregation
and at the same time have responsibilities as individuals, without respect to local church
membership.

Its Relation to Cooperation

The question of responsibility is related to cooperation in this manner: There are brethren
who teach that one church may send a gift to another provided that the gift is to assist the
receiving church to perform a work which is her peculiar responsibility. It is further
contended that one church cannot assist another church to do a work to which both are
equally related. The work must be the responsibility of the receiving church and not that
of the contributing church.

To properly examine such cooperation, it becomes necessary to understand fully the
nature of responsibility. Also, there must be some means of knowing when something
becomes our responsibility.

The brethren who oppose most of the cooperation as it is being practiced among us have
written in a very clear manner as to the scriptural principle of responsibility. However,
we believe there has been a failure to make a right application of the principle after it has
been given. Let us notice a quotation from a prominent preacher who opposes such
cooperation: "After we have done our full duty as congregations or individuals, there may
still remain much to be done, but our responsibility is coextensive with our ability.
(Emphasis mine, L.G.H.). We have a responsibility to feed the hungry but when we have
reached the limit of our ability in that respect we are not held responsible for the millions
who may be just as hungry and just as deserving. In like manner there is a limit to the
ability of a local congregation and beyond this the Lord does not expect us to go.

To this, all should be able to give agreement. However, the implications of this principle
are broad. In fact, they are most destructive to the brother's stand regarding church
cooperation. The principle of responsibility applies equally well to churches and
individuals. Also, it applies with the same force with reference to a local responsibility or
to a mission responsibility.

Opportunity Plus Ability Equals Responsibility



In the event of doubt that responsibility is according to opportunity and ability, it would
be in order to study the parable of the talents (Matthew 25:14_30). In this parable, a, man
traveling to a far country called his own servants and delivered unto them his goods. He
gave to every man according to his several ability, that which he was capable; of
managing. It has long been recognized that this capability coupled with the opportunity
created a responsibility. In the absence of ability (or capability), one does not have
responsibility. God never requires one to perform that which he cannot do. In the absence
of opportunity (in this parable it was finance), one does not have responsibility. "For if
there be first a willing mind, it is accepted according to that a man bath, and not
according to that he bath not." 2 Corinthians 8:12. No individual or church is responsible
for more than it can do. No one (or church) has the responsibility to do that which he is
unable to do.

Doing One's Own Work

Let us hear from another brother who also opposes church cooperation as we practice it.
Regarding the Parable of The Talents: "How well this parable illustrates what God justly
expects of his church. The Lord has made each independent congregation responsible for
doing its own work to the best of its ability!"

With this understanding of the nature of responsibility, it is evident that no individual, or
church, requires the aid of another to meet his responsibilities. What I do not have the
means to accomplish cannot be my responsibility. When each means are made available,
then and not until then do I have the responsibility. What one requires aid to do cannot be
his peculiar responsibility. God will not regard something as a man's duty which that man
cannot perform. If the task cannot be done without assistance, there is no sole
responsibility. When such assistance is furnished so that there is now both ability and
opportunity, then one has a responsibility. It is clear that there can be no such
circumstance as sending funds to another church to help her to fulfill her "peculiar
responsibility.” In the absence of means, she has no responsibility to fulfill. Where is the
responsibility? Would there not be a responsibility on the part of a contributing church if
she has the ability and opportunity even though the need exists among those of another
locality? They have the opportunity and ability to provide financial aid. The receiving
church will then have the opportunity and ability to dispense such financial aid. This is
not a. matter of a church's turning over her work to another church to do for her. In this
case, the work of the contributing church would be that of providing aid. The work of the
receiving church would be that of dispensing aid. Each church would be doing its own
work, fulfilling its own responsibility.

Responsibility: Individual and Group



It is in order also to give notice to the matter of church responsibility and individual
responsibility. It is a point of agreement that there are duties which are of a personal
nature and other duties which are of a congregational nature. For example, it is the duty
of the church to conduct public worship, but I may have individual duties assigned me in
the program of worship. It may be that the work of the church will be identical with that
which an individual might do. For example, the church might assume the burden of
caring for a widow "indeed." However, "if any widow have children or nephews, let them
learn first to shew piety at home, and to requite their parents." 1 Timothy 5:4. The work
would be no different in either case. The responsibility of the church was not determined
by the nature of the work but rather by whether or not there were relatives to assume the
burden. There are duties which are specifically addressed to individuals: "Husbands love
your wives," "Children obey your parents," etc. However, nothing should be construed to
be of a strictly personal nature unless it is so specified or unless by the context or by the
very nature of the duty it is necessarily so. One must not arbitrarily draw lines of
individual duty and congregational duty.

Another duty which is fulfilled either individually or as a unit is that of teaching. Without
doubt the New Testament churches conducted programs of teaching (1 Corinthians 14).
At the same time, we find individuals teaching without respect to local church
membership (Acts 8:4). The individual is not competing with the congregation in
teaching. Rather, they supplement each other. One finds himself confronted with a dual
responsibility: teaching individually and as a part of a functional unit known as a local
church. In the broadest meaning of "church," he is at work in the church in fulfilling both
these responsibilities. "Unto him be glory in the church by Christ Jesus throughout all
ages, world without end. Amen." Ephesians 3:21. At the same time, we are enjoined:
"Whether therefore ye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ye do, do all to the glory of God." 1
Corinthians 10:31. We glorify God in the church by Christ Jesus in all that we do as
Christians, whether it be in our work or in our play. Christ_like conduct always glorifies
God. Since we are in the body of Christ at all times, all that we do is in the church. If by
"church" one means the local church, then preaching the gospel is not limited to the
church for we have a duty as individuals to teach God's word. The same would be true of
benevolent work. How then would such work be the "peculiar responsibility" of the local
church? How could it be said that another church was assisting such a church to fulfil its
"own duty"? How much of such work in a locality is the responsibility of the local church
and how much is the responsibility of the individuals?

Does the Church Have a Responsibility
To the Fatherless

Some have set forth the view that the support of the fatherless is wholly an individual
responsibility, that there is no command, example, or necessary inference that the church
should care for orphans. It is taught that James 1:27 concerns individual action altogether



because the context reads: "and keep himself unspotted from the world." That this part is
individual and personal is readily granted. Notice the complete reading: "Pure religion
and undefiled before God and the Father is this, To visit the fatherless and widows in
their affliction, and to keep himself unspotted from the world." There is no question but
that this includes individual care of the fatherless and widows, but does it exclude the
church in such care? We know it does not. Acts 6 gives an example of a church's caring
for widows. 1 Timothy 5 gives the command. Since James 1:27 includes widows, it is
certain that the teaching does not exclude the church in such care. Again, if this excludes
congregational activity, then nothing done in a congregational capacity can be considered
as pure and undefiled religion, such being confined to individuals! Pure and undefiled
religion would be limited to all deeds done on an individual and personal basis.

What Shall Determine a Responsibility?

The right of a church to maintain a home in which to care for widows or orphans will be
discussed in a separate chapter. However, if it has such a right, what persons shall be
considered as being her responsibility? How far does a church's responsibility reach
geographically? Can it reach past another congregation? Did the responsibility of
Antioch_reach unto Corinth? At the time Paul went to Corinth there were a number of
churches in Asia Minor, much closer geographically to Corinth than was Antioch of Syria
from whence Paul went. Who is willing to draw lines around any given church and say,
"You may care for the widows and fatherless within these boundaries, but no further?"
Also,"It shall be considered as your responsibility to preach to the lost within these
boundaries, but you must not exceed them"? Or, "You may receive assistance from other
churches to do a work within these boundaries, but if you go beyond them you must
support that work without assistance?" In many cities, members often pass by two or
three congregations in going to the particular place where they worship. How shall
several congregations divide their responsibilities?

With reference to responsibility and cooperation, we are told that a church may send aid
to another church to help care for the widows and fatherless who are their peculiar
responsibility. Who among us is willing to witness as to what constitutes the proper limits
beyond which a church has no duty? To assign a local church such boundaries would be
to do the very thing which all of us would protest: organize the universal church.

Are We Creating Needs, or Recognizing Them?

Sometimes brethren who have taken the widows and fatherless from far and near and
have received help from sister churches in caring for them have been charged with
"creating a need" artificially. There is a great difference in creating a need and in
attempting to make provisions for one which already exists. They have not created a
need, they have recognized one. One does not create a need simply by bringing a needy
person into our locality. There is a vast difference in moving a needy person and in



creating a need. To build a hospital does not make people ill, but provides adequate
means to care for those who are ill and those who will become so. A children's home
does not make orphaned children, but provides a place of care for those who are homeless
and those who will become so.

Do We Destroy a Sense of
Personal Responsibility?

It has been said that the "institutionalized methods" of benevolence have all but destroyed
the sense of personal responsibility. To be able to do some work representatively most
certainly does not mean that one can fail to render aid first_hand whenever it is possible
for him to do so. In the case of the Good Samaritan, the injured man was in need of
immediate help. The Samaritan rendered such aid. However, for some reason he
considered it best that he put the man in the care of an innkeeper and continue his
journey. He asked the innkeeper to do whatever was necessary and upon his return he
would pay the expenses. For many and varied reasons it is not always expedient to render
personal service, but it becomes necessary to find someone else who will attend to such
services and in return receive pay. Certainly if a church cares for either the sick or hungry
or naked, it must use means. These means may be some of the members of the local
church, the members of another congregation, perhaps a hotel, cafe, or hospital.
Whatever the means used, aid requires a medium of service. If such people requiring care
were of sufficient numbers and with such regularity as to require full_time workers, who
would deny that the church could rightfully maintain a staff to care for the needs? If it
had the ability and opportunity to alleviate distress, would it not become responsible? The
church in Jerusalem evidently thought it had a responsibility toward some widows (Acts
6) . Did that mean that the individuals must have lost their sense of personal duty when
such cooperative aid was required? We must have a willingness to render aid to those
who require it whether it be as a part of the congregation or a personal service.

Summary

When does one have a responsibility in any matter? When something good and right
needs to be done and one has both the ability and opportunity to perform the deed. j If
one does not have the means to achieve a goal, it is not yet his duty. If he has the ability
and opportunity to acquire the means, then it is his responsibility to obtain the means.
Having acquired the means, it then becomes his responsibility to perform the task.

All Christians have responsibilities to perform personally, they also have responsibilities
to perform in conjunction with others functioning as a local church. Others may be
relieved of their burdens but not their responsibilities. No one can fulfill another's duty
for him. There is no such thing as assisting another to perform his responsibilities. Two
or more people may work together in meeting their responsibilities. Everyone is
responsible only to 'the extent of what he can do. This principle is true whether applied to



individual action or to group activity. Let us close this chapter with this thought: If one
church can give to another church only to aid that church meet its own responsibilities,
then under no conditions could one church ever send an offering to another church. To
this no one would agree, and rightfully so. But why would this be true? Because no
church ever requires assistance to perform its duty. It has no duty to do what it cannot do.
What then shall we conclude? To receive assistance, a church need not have a peculiar
responsibility but rather an opportunity to meet a need. When it receives the means it will
then have the responsibility to meet the need. The question of need is discussed in
another chapter. Let us all seek to fulfill all our responsibilities, both congregationally
and individually.
*

Questions

1. In what two general respects do Christians have responsibilities? Distinguish group
and individual responsibility.

2. What is meant by "peculiar responsibility"?

3. What two factors bring about a responsibility?

4. Does God ever require more of man than he can do?

5. Is something "one's own work" which he is unable to do?

6.Does any person, or group, require assistance to fulfil his responsibilities?

7.In view of this, does one church ever send funds to another church to help it fulfil its
"peculiar responsibility"?

8.Is glorifying God confined to any particular phase of our lives, or does it concern the
whole of living?

9.1s it the peculiar responsibility of the local church to preach the gospel? To do acts of
benevolence? If so, could such be any part of an individual's responsibility?

10.Does a congregation have any responsibility to the fatherless?
11.Do we create needs by bringing orphans into our vicinity?

12. Does the maintenance of orphanages to care for some of the homeless destroy a sense
of personal responsibility?

13.Do we have the right to relieve others of their responsibilities?



14. Must a church have a peculiar responsibility before outside assistance to do a work?



HOW CHURCHES CAN COOPERATE
Chapter VI
REPRESENTATIVE WORK

The question of cooperation among churches and individuals could not be adequately
discussed without giving some notice to the matter of doing work representatively. Is
there ever a time when an individual or church may make use of an intermediate agency
in performing a good work? If so, to what extent?

Work "of" and ''for'' the Church

There are those who find occasion to distinguish between a work "of" the church and a
work "for" the church. A work for the church is one which is of such a nature that it need
not be performed by a Christian, the church may hire a sinner to do it. A work of the
church is one which must be performed by Christians. For example, the church might
employ a sinner to construct a building in which to meet. This would be a work "for" the
church. The church need not do such a work personally, it may have it done. The
preaching of the gospel is a work "of" the church because it is a work which must not be
delegated to others.

Because these terms have some merit, unless one exercises caution he might easily be led
into false conclusions. The general truthfulness of such a distinction is readily granted.
However, an unrestrained application of such distinctions is an indication of a very
limited view of Christianity. Too many people seem to think that Christianity affects only
certain phases of our lives. Actually, anything that contributes to the furtherance of the
cause of Christ is worthy of the greatest Christian diligence. For example, if the
construction of a building will facilitate the work of saving sinners and edifying
Christians, then it is worthy of the time and effort of Christians in erecting such a
structure. If the building is an expedient to carry out the command to preach and to
worship, then so is the construction of the building.

As the Members Do, So Does the Church

Let us examine the distinction of work "for" the church and work "of" the church. The
church in such usage refers to the congregational unit. It could not refer to anything other
than work thought of as done by the membership in unison. It could not mean an
exclusive work of the congregational unit. Certainly benevolence and preaching the
gospel are works of the church as a unit, but not exclusively so. The individual may do
both without any thought of his local membership. When he does so, is he trying to usurp
the work of the local church? He is only meeting his personal obligations. However, since
he is a part of the body of Christ, he is doing a work of the church. We must not consider



the church to be one thing and the members to be something different. What the members
do, the church does. Someone objects by asking, "If a member gets drunk, does the
church get drunk?" Is that so ridiculous in the light of the fact that the world finds its
estimation of the church in the life of its members? Did the church at Corinth throw a
drunken and gluttonous party? 1 Corinthians 11:21_22.

Is Preaching a Work "of"' the Church or "for'" the Church?

We are told that preaching the gospel is a. work "of" the church. If that means it must be
done personally and individually in all cases (cannot be done representatively), what
conclusion must one draw? The church as a group could never preach the gospel in this
manner. Everyone would be talking at once. They must necessarily have a spokesman, a
representative. If a work "of" the church cannot be done through a representative, then
preaching the gospel is not a work of the local church. If so, when a preacher gives a
discourse, it must be understood that the church is in no wise fulfilling her responsibility
to preach. They are paying him to do a work "for" the church! Is the preacher simply
meeting his personal obligations when he preaches? Or, since he is doing so under the
oversight of the church, is it also their work? When Paul told the Corinthian brethren that
he robbed other churches, taking wages of them while he had done work in Corinth, shall
we conclude that these "other churches" did no mission work, but that Paul alone (in this
instance) did missionary work? If these other churches were preaching in Corinth, it was
representatively.

*Can You Receive a Prophet's Reward?

The principle of representative work has the endorsement of scripture. "He that receiveth
you receiveth me, and he that receiveth me receiveth him that sent me. He that receiveth a
prophet in the name of a prophet shall receive a prophet's reward; and he that receiveth a
righteous man in the name of a righteous man shall receive a righteous man's reward."
Matthew 10:40_41. Notice in particular the matter of receiving a prophet. To receive a
prophet is to entertain him as a, guest and thus aid him in his mission. What does it mean
to receive a prophet's . reward? Does it not mean to receive the same reward which the
prophet receives? The evident meaning of the passage is: to aid a prophet in his work is
to be regarded by the Lord as doing the work which the prophet does, hence to receive
the same reward the prophet receives. "He that receiveth a prophet from no ulterior
motive, but simply qua prophet (ut prophetam, Jer.) would receive a reward in the
coming age equal to that of his guest" (McNeile). This is nothing short of doing work
representatively. John expressed the same idea: "If there come any unto you, and bring
not this doctrine, receive him not into your house, neither bid him God speed: For he that
biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil deeds." 2 John 10_11. Of course, one would
likewise be partaker of the deeds of one who brought the right doctrine.

This in no way intimates that a Christian could or should attempt to do all his work
through a representative. It is designed to show that at least a part of the Christian's work



is that of assisting others in a work and thus sharing in the work. The same is true of the
local church. When a church purchases tracts for distribution, is the person who actually
hands the tract to someone the only person who can be said to obey the command to
teach? Does the person who wrote the tract receive no credit in the sight of God? Does
the church which purchased the tract have nothing to do with any teaching which results
from the distribution of it? Who can be said to have done a given work? Everyone who
has a part in the work, including those who finance the work.

The principle of representative work is involved when a church sends a gift to another
church to assist in a work which it is doing. If the gift is to help pay the expenses of an
evangelistic effort, the contributing church is preaching the gospel just as surely as if it
had used those finances to have the preacher come to its own locality to do the preaching.
In either case, the church is preaching by means of a representative, the preacher.

Writing the Check

Most of the cooperative work among churches and individuals involves the principle of
representative work. Let us hear from a brother who opposes much of the cooperative
work among churches: "With the increase of centralized projects dependent on the
support of large numbers of other congregations, many smaller congregations begin to
feel that their responsibilities in mission work, benevolent work, etc., are fulfilled by
writing a check and sending it to some other congregation which is superintending the
work."

The implication of such a, statement is that no responsibility can be fulfilled by "writing
the check" and sending it to another congregation to assist in preaching or benevolence. |
know of no brother who favors current methods of cooperation who would take the
position that all responsibilities can be met by such efforts. Let us notice the
consequences of the brother's implications. If we must personally be on foreign soil in
order to do foreign mission work, then a church which wholly supports a given mission
program, superintends it, and considers such to be its work in every sense, is not doing
mision work. The church is not personally on foreign soil, only the representative is. This
would no more be mission work than to "write the check" and send to another
congregation which is overseeing such a work. It would be mission work by
representation in either case. The natural conclusion to such a position would be that no
one is doing mission work concept those actually in the field. On the other hand, if those
who supply the funds are doing preaching abroad. why would it not be just as true even if
the funds reached him indirectly ?

Who Does Benevolence?

These same principles apply equally well in the matter of benevolence. Who does
benevolent work? Can we benevolent work by supplying the needed funds, or we



personally administer the funds? This must not be interpreted to mean that one may do all
his work by way of finance, but it is intended to show that the financing is also a
benevolent work.

One brother has attempted to demonstrate that a superintendent of a children's home is
not doing benevolent work for he is simply performing a task for which being paid. There
1s much more involved than "so much work, so much pay" in superintending such a
home, but for the sake of showing the invalidity of the position in general, we will grant
this premise. It was asserted in the same manner that the matrons, cooks, etc., were not
doing benevolent work. They were doing a work "for' the church, not a work "of" the
church. The obvious design of such reasoning was to show that such a work is supposed
to be a work "of" the church and therefore any method of caring for children is sinful
when the method makes it a work "for" the church.

Does the Church Preach Representatively?

By the same method of reasoning, shall we conclude that since a preacher is paid for
preaching, as well as other duties, the preaching and other duties become work "for" the
church and not work "of" the church? The conclusion follows that since teaching God's
word is a work "of" the church, any method of teaching which makes it a work "for" the
church is sinful! Who is willing to accept such consequences? There is plain scripture to
the contrary : "Or I only and Barnabas, have not we power to forbear working? Who
goeth a warfare any time at his own charges? who planteth a vineyard, and eateth not of
the fruit thereof? or who feedeth a flock, and eateth not of the milk of the flock?" "If we
have sown unto you spiritual things, is it a great thing if we shall reap your*

Notice another inevitable conclusion of the teaching that carnal things?" (1 Cor. 9 :6, 7,
11).

one cannot do benevolence by "writing the check" and that those who are paid to
administer the needed help do no benevolence. If these two premises be true, in such a
case no benevolence is done! If those who pay the bills do no benevolence and those who
render the personal service do no benevolence, then who does? Yet it is self-evident that
in cases of need and the need is met, there has been benevolence administered.

Are Deacons the Only Benevolent People in the Church "'As Such''?

There is yet another statement of this view: "We have so institutionalized and centralized
benevolent work, that we don't know what deacons are supposed to do. I believe that the
primary work of deacons in New Testament times was to administer the benevolent funds
and care of the needy. Now we send the needy off somewhere else, and deacons don't
know what they are supposed to do."



If one must personally administer funds in order to do benevolent work, then by this
brother's logic the deacons were the ones to do the check" and thus benevolent work.
Those who "write provide funds for the deacons to administer have not actually been
benevolent. It is still true that "though I bestow all my goods to feed the poor, . . . and
have not charity, it profiteth me nothing" (1 Cor. 13:3). But what right have I to make it
mean: "Though I bestow all my goods to feed the poor and do not personally serve tables,
it profiteth me nothing"?

The principle of representative work is no different when one writes the check and a local
deacon administers it and when one writes the check and sends it to another church which
is caring for needy people and one of their deacons administers it. The one writing the
check does not personally administer aid in either case.

Does Administration Determine Who Is Benevolent?

Did the disciples of Antioch (Acts 11) do benevolent work in sending relief to the
brethren which dwelt in Judea? They did not deem is necessary to go and personally
supervise the distribution of that which they gave. It was sent to the elders by the hands
of Barnabas and Saul. How did they administer it? The Bible does not reveal it and it
would be presumptuous for anyone to contend for any particular way of their handling
such relief. Did the Antioch disciples "write the check" and let another church do their
work for them?

Summary

Every Christian should strive to do all that he can without the use of intermediates. When
possible, it is best to render services personally. Sometimes it becomes expedient to do a
work through a representative. To be expedient, it must first be lawful. That it is lawful to
do work representatively is illustrated in the case of the Good Samaritan (Luke 10), the
relief for Judea (Acts 11), and the bounty for the poor among the saints in Jerusalem
(Rom.1.5:25_26; 2 Cor. 8 and 9). These cases concern both individual and congregational
action.

We would be among the first to protest that a Christian can do all of his work with a
check_book. We are equally persuaded that those who provide funds do fulfil certain
responsibilities in evangelizing and benevolence.

"He that receiveth a prophet shall receive a prophet's reward."

Questions

1. Distinguish between a work "of" the church and a work "for" the church? Can strict
applications be made on the basis of the general truthfulness of such a distinction?



2. Is the use of a building an expedient to the command to assemble for worship? If so,
could the construction and maintenance of such a building also be an expedient?

3. Are preaching and benevolence exclusive works of the church as a congregational
unit?

4. When an individual privately does benevolence and evangelism, is he usurping the
work of the local church?

5. Is preaching a work "of" the church "as such"? If so, may the church make use of a
representative in preaching? Does this mean a work "of" the church may be done
representatively?

6. What does it mean to "receive a prophet's reward"?

7. Is any responsibility met by "writing the check" for a work?

8. Is a church doing any mission work when it pays the preacher in the mission field? If
so, would it be any less true when such pay reaches him indirectly?

9. Is it representative work when a member contributes to the local church and local
deacons administer such funds? Would the principle of representative work be any
different if such funds were sent to another church and its deacons administered them?

10. Does the actual administration of aid determine who does benevolence?

11. Is representative work allowed an individual but denied to a congregation? If your
answer is yes, be prepared to defend your answer with a "Thus saith the Lord."



HOW CHURCHES CAN COOPERATE
Chapter VII
IF SOME, WHY NOT ALL?

This book is not intended as a review of objections. However, in showing how our
practice is in harmony with both reason and revelation it becomes necessary to show the
fallacy of certain objections. Perhaps the most appealing objection to the general public is
this: "If it is right to do part of our work through another congregation, why not all of it?"
Since this reasoning seems to have such an appeal, it becomes necessary to examine it
both in the light of reason, revelation, and the practice of those who propagate it.

In order for the argument to have its full force, we shall give a direct quotation from one
of its most brilliant proponents: "If 1,000 churches can do radio work through one
church, all congregations could do their radio work through one congregation. Thus, the
church universal would be acting, and the eldership of one congregation would have
become a planning board to direct the radio work of the church universal. Similarly, all
mission work might be consolidated under the eldership of one congregation, and all
benevolent work under another. Remember: if churches may cooperate in "any good
work' by pooling their funds under one eldership, our brethren have now found what the
advocates of the missionary society were searching for_a medium through which the
church universal may work. The church universal could function through one
congregation! However, should this happen, how different it would be from the simple
New Testament plan for each independent church to do its own work.

"Those who argue that churches may cooperate in “any good work' may object that they
consider it 'inexpedient' for all churches to work through one on a given project.
However, this would be a tacit admission that they believe it would be scriptural for all
churches to work through one; for before anything can be expedient or inexpedient, it
must first be scriptural.”

The quotation is lengthy but without doubt it gives a clear exposition of the objection.
Another writer has stated the same idea more concisely: "It is obviously sinful for one
congregation to do all of its works through another eldership. If it is sinful to do all that
way, why not some." If this were sound reasoning, would it not be safe to conclude that if
it is scriptural to do some work through another eldership, it is scriptural to do all our
work through another eldership? To this, none of us would agree. However, it is not
debatable that some such work .was done.

By such reasoning, we could conclude that if it is right for one to spend any money for
benevolence individually (apart from the church treasury), it would be right to spend all



in the same way. The consequences of such reasoning are far_sweeping, so sweeping that
we seriously doubt that those who so reason will be willing to accept them.

We know of no one in the brotherhood who would oppose the practice of one church's
sending to another church to help build themselves a meeting_house, or if necessary, to
help support their preacher, provide them song books, etc. Shall we conclude that since
they can rightfully send part of their money to another eldership, why not send all to such
work? Is it reasonable to say that no work may be done representatively because it is not
right to do all work representatively?

Individuals But Not Churches?

It seems that the chief objections in the quoted statement is that relating to the universal
church. The writer says, "The church wuniversal could function through one
congregation!" He believes that anything which would make that possible must surely be
sinful. Let us see. No one would deny that an individual has the right to move to a new
locality and place his membership in whatever congregation he desires. Every Christian
enjoys that same right. If everyone exercised their right to have membership in that
particular congregation, then all Christians would have their membership in one local
church. That local church would be the universal church! You may say that it would not
be logical to do so, that it will not happen, that it would be most inexpedient. All this
would be true. But what principle would have been violated? None. Yet by the brother's
reasoning such would be sinful "because it provides an arrangement by which the “church
universal' may function through a single agency, one local church!"

The brother is of the persuasion that individuals may co_operate. Let us again quote him
and substitute "individuals" where he has "churches." "Those who argue that individuals
may cooperate in “any good work' may object that they consider it 'inexpedient' for all
individuals to work through one (individual) on a given project. However, this would be a
tacit admission that they believe it would be scriptural for all individuals to work through
one (individual) ; for before anything can be expedient or inexpedient, it must first be
scriptural." If this reasoning is good regarding groups, it would be equally good regarding
individuals.

Let us quote this staff writer's editor: "If one congregation is not financially able to care
for its own needy, then sister congregations may be asked for help and they may send the
help to the church in such need on the basis of scriptural teaching as 2 Cor. 8 and 9, and 1
Cor. 16:1, 2."

If "sister congregations" may send assistance, how many such congregations may send
help? Would not one church have the same right as any other church to send such aid? If
Galatia, Macedonia, and Achaia could send assistance to the poor among the saints in
Jerusalem, why could not every church do the same? On what grounds would they be



denied such a privilege? Shall we by the brother's reasoning conclude that such action
would be sinful on the basis that it would provide a medium by which the universal
church could function as a unit? Would not a church (he assumes that a church(es) in
Jerusalem received this aid) which is engaged in a solely local work but receives
assistance for it from all other churches provide a medium for the whole church to
cooperate on one project? Would the universal church be functioning as a unit? If so, we
must conclude that it is not sinful, per se, for it to do so. If not, then neither is it so
functioning by the "sponsoring church" method of cooperation.

A Ridiculous Situation

Let us hear from another brother, "If one church has the right to plan a program larger
than they can take care of, and then call on the rest of the brotherhood to help them
support it, every other church has the same right, so you would have the ridiculous
situation of every church planning larger programs than it could finance, and then having
field men out soliciting every other church who had likewise planned bigger programs
than they could finance, with each one grabbing for the other's money, and depending on
which one had the best press agent as to which one was the most successful. That's a
ridiculous situation, but if one church has the right to do it, every church has the same
right to do it."

The ridiculous situation is readily granted. Does the fact that something can become
ridiculous make it wrong? There would be no end of ridiculous situations which could be
imagined. For example, no one denies that it is the right of a church to be sending out
assistance to another church, yet receiving no such assistance from another church. Shall
we say that since one church may so do, all churches enjoy the same right? You would
then have the "ridiculous situation" of every church attempting to be a contributing
church but there being no receiving church.

If any brother has the right to operate a. "Christian college" every brother would enjoy
the same right. If every brother exercised that right you would have the ridiculous
situation of every Christian operating a school and thus leaving no other Christians to
attend! Thus, no brother has a right to operate such a school!

If the church in Antioch had the right to send Paul, Barnabas and certain other of them up
to Jerusalem unto the apostles and elders about the question of circumcision, then every
church had the same right to send men to that same meeting. "And when they were come
to Jerusalem, they were received of the church and of the apostles and elders . . . And the
apostles and elders come together, for to consider of this matter" (Acts 15:4, 6). Barnabas
and Paul were in that meeting. Verse 12. If this group could receive men from Antioch,
why not from all the other churches? If some, why not all? Who among us would deem
such a, meeting advisable? The apostles and elders wrote a letter unto the brethren of the
Gentiles in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia. They also sent chosen men with Barnabas and
Paul. This was not a case of just an apostle writing such a letter. This was not a case of



just an apostle writing such a letter. The elders had a part in it. If they could send such a
letter to a few churches, why not all? If they could send "chosen men" to these churches,
why not to all? To argue they acted under Divine guidance does not weaken the point, it
strengthens it.

Summary

The argument of "If some, why not all?" will not stand the test. On the surface, it appears
to have great merit. When applied to the great variety of things a church may do, it
becomes obvious that such reasoning is false. For example, if it is permissible for a
church to send part of its funds to another church to assist it to do "its work," why not
send all funds to other churches? If it is scriptural to spend some church funds for a
building, would it be right to never spend any money on anything else but buildings? If it
1s right to do part of our teaching in Bible classes, why not all of it? Even if permissible,
would it be expedient?

No good work should be discarded on the basis that it would be sinful, or even
inexpedient, to attempt to do all of our work by the same means.

Questions

1.May an individual spend any of his money for benevolence or preaching apart from the
congregation?

2.If it is permissible for an individual to spend some of his money apart from the
congregation, is it right to spend all in the same manner?

3.Is there a scriptural example of a church's doing some work through a medium? If so,
does that mean it would be right to do all work through a medium?

4.Is 1t permissible for an individual to do part of his work through a medium or
representative? If so, would not each and every Christian be privileged to make use of
that same medium? If they did so, would that provide a medium for the universal church
to function as a unit?



Chapter VIII
RELIEF FOR JERUSALEM
Can W e Assume A Basic Point?

The controversy concerning church cooperation has many interesting sidelights. There
have been many points which have been assumed without any proof whatsoever. This has
been true of proponents of either view. An assumed point is often used as a premise for
many other statements. This is not a safe course, regardless of the honor and integrity of
those who innocently do so.

Was the Relief for Jerusalem Sent To Any
Church(es) ""As Such''?

One such point is that the offerings which Paul and others gathered for the poor among
the saints in Jerusalem were delivered to "the Jerusalem church." Still others take the
stand that the offerings were delivered to a plurality of congregations in Jerusalem.
Actually, there is no intimation that Paul and the others ever delivered the funds to the
Jerusalem church or churches. There is not even a hint that he intended to do so. If so,
such should be forthcoming from those who reason from these assumptions.

How can this be used as an example of the circumstances under which one church may
contribute to another church until it is first proved that a church, or churches, in
Jerusalem received such offerings? This is used in the sense of money being taken from
one "church treasury" and put into another "church treasury." Some have asserted that
this is a pattern for churches sending to another church in dire need, and that one church
can contribute to another church only to produce equality. Proof is called for which
demonstrates anything in the case of relief for the poor among the saints in Jerusalem that
even intimates that funds were sent to a local church, or local churches.

Was the Church ""As Such" in Need?

Of this contribution, Paul said, "For it hath been the good pleasure of Macedonia and
Achaia to make a certain contribution for the poor among the saints that are at Jerusalem"
(Rom. 15:26). There is no intimation that all the saints in Jerusalem were in need. This
contribution was not for the "church as such," as brethren are fond of saving, but for the
"poor among the saints that are at Jerusalem." (American Standard Edition). Some have
objected that the offering must have been received by the church because Paul asked the
Romans to pray that "my ministration which I have for Jerusalem may be acceptable to
the saints" (Rom. 15:31). Saints may constitute a local church, but Christians are saints
without regard to their particular local church membership. Paul did much evil to the
saints at Jerusalem (Acts 9:13), but there is no indication that he ever persecuted local



churches "as such." He made havoc of the church. His wrath was not directed at some
particular local church, his attack was against Christians regardless of local membership.
He sought those of The Way, disciples of the Lord, those who called upon the name of
the Lord. Would not the contribution for the poor in Jerusalem be received of "the saints"
if it were received by a plurality of individual Christians? If not, why?

What Did Paul Intend To Do?

It can be demonstrated that it was the intention of Paul and his company not only to carry
the funds to Jerusalem, but to distribute them also. It can be reasonably demonstrated that
because of Paul's arrest in Jerusalem it would have been next to impossible for him to
have carried out his intentions. This does not erase the fact that he intended to do so, nor
the fact that the others of the company of Paul could fulfil their purpose without his
assistance.

""Administered By Us"

This writer makes no pretensions to being a scholar in the Greek language. Relatively
few people could rightfully make such a claim. One need not be a scholar in the language
to determine the basic meaning of a Greek word and the places in scripture where such a
word 1s used. That will be the extent of its use with reference to the relief for Jerusalem.

Such a study of the Greek words diakoneo and diakonia will prove most helpful in this
case. "And we have sent with him the brother, whose praise is in the gospel throughout
all the churches; and not that only, but who was also chosen of the churches to travel with
us with this grace, which is administered by us to the glory of the same Lord, and
declaration of your ready mind: Avoiding this, that no man should blame us in this
abundance which is administered by us: Providing for honest things, not only in the sight
of the Lord, but also in the sight of men" (2 Cor. 8:18_21). Paul says twice in this
reading, "which is administered by us." "Administered" is rendered from diakonoumene,
present passive participle form of diakoneo. It is variously defined as: To minister to,
attend upon, relieve, to wait at table and offer food and drink to the guests, supply the
necessaries of life, administer, care for one's needs.

It should be of benefit to read a great number of other places in scripture where this same
word is found and try to determine what is meant by "administer." It is with reference to
the same "abundance which is administered by us" of which Paul again speaks in Romans
15:25, "But now I go unto Jerusalem to minister (diakonon) unto the saints."

The same verb (diakoneo) is used with reference to the work of the Seven in the care of
the widows in Jerusalem. "It is not reason that we should leave the word of God, and
serve (diakonein) tables" (Acts 6:2). No one doubts what the work of the Seven was. If



Paul was related to the relief for Jerusalem as the Seven were to the work of relieving the
widows, then Paul intended to personally administer relief, or supervise it.

The same verb is used to describe the action of Peter's mother_in_law after she was
healed of a fever. "She arose, and ministered unto them" (Matt. 8:15).

It is used to described the work neglected by those who failed to help Christ by failing to
help others. "Lord, when saw we thee an hungered, or athirst, or a stranger, or naked or
sick, or in prison, and did not minister unto thee?" (Matt. 25:44).

It is also used to describe the work of one who attended a table. "Blessed are those
servants, whom the lord when he cometh shall find watching: verily I say unto you, that
he shall gird himself, and make them to sit down to meat, and will come forth and serve
them" (Luke 12:37). "Will serve" is rendered from diakoneseli, third person, singular,
future indicative of diakoneo.

This word 1s used to tell of the work of Martha. "But Martha was cumbered about much
serving (diakonian), and came to him, and said, Lord, dost thou not care that my sister
hath left me to serve (diakonein) alone? bid her therefore that she help me" ('‘Luke 10:40).

The use of diakoneo with reference to temporal matters is surely clear. These are cases of
personal help and service.

The case in Acts 6 should help us to better understand what Paul intended to do with
reference to the bounty of 2 Cor. 8 and 9. The Grecians murmured against the Hebrews
because their widows were neglected in the daily ministration. The twelve called together
the multitude of the disciples and told them to select "seven men of honest report, full of
the Holy Ghost and wisdom, whom we may appoint over this business" (Acts 6:3). These
men were to be in charge of the ministering to the widows. They were engaged in the
actual administration of benevolence. Yet the twelve said, "It is not reason that we should
leave the word of God, and serve (diakonein) tables." Paul, speaking of the relief for
Jerusalem, said, "I go unto Jerusalem to minister (diakonon) unto the saints" (Rom. 15:
25). Whatever is involved in the meaning of diakoneo is what Paul was going to
Jerusalem to do.

In view of the fact that it is nowhere stated, or inferred, that Paul intended to deliver the
bounty to churches in Jerusalem, is it safe to assume it since the case for a "Divine
Pattern" by which one church may contribute to another church rests on such an
assumption? Also, the argument of "equality" between churches rests on the same
assumption.

Did the Antioch Church ""As Such' Send
Help to Judea?



Someone objects that the pattern for a gift from one church to another does not depend on
the gifts from churches for the poor among the saints in Jerusalem. We are told that such
a pattern is found in Acts 11, that the church in Antioch sent relief unto the brethren
which dwelt in Judea and that such was sent to the church, or churches. Since the relief
was sent to the elders, it undeniably was received by a church, or churches. But, was it
sent by a church "as such"? "Then the disciples, every man according to his ability,
determined to send relief unto the brethren which dwelt in Judea" (Acts 11:29). Was this
relief gathered by the direction of elders in Antioch? Such can never be proved. It may or
may not have been given as a congregational unit. Since it cannot be proven either way,

is it safe to assume it to have been done a certain way, especially when that certain way is
so vital to a "pattern"? Can a pattern be established by what may have taken place? This
1s set forth in a published work as "NEW TESTAMENT PATTERN OF
CONGREGATIONAL COOPERATION (In which one church cooperates with many
churches)." The one church was Antioch. The many churches were Jerusalem, Bethany,
Joppa, Lydda and Emmaus. Bear in mind that "church" is used in such statements in an
organizational sense, not the broad sense of Christians even when acting independently of
each other. Can it be proved that such relief was "run through the church treasury"? It
cannot.

Three So_Called Qualifications for Scriptural Cooperation

The purpose of contributions from one church to another has been prominent in
discussions regarding cooperation. The following is in print: "To be scriptural,
cooperation must have proper action (a gift from one church to another) between proper
subjects (a church having abundance and a church in want) for the proper design (to
produce equality)."

How do the test cases of the New Testament meet the brother's qualifications? Not at all.
Notice the first: "To be scriptural, cooperation must have proper action (a gift from one
church to another)." There is not an action in the New Testament which can conclusively
meet such a qualification. Let those to the contrary prove a clear case of a gift from one
church to another church.

What of the second qualification? "Between proper subjects (a church having abundance
and a church in want)." Do we have cooperation between such "proper subjects"? In the
relief from the disciples in Antioch to the brethren in Judea, did a church having
abundance send to a church in want? It cannot be proved that the church in Antioch sent
the relief at all, not in the limited sense in which these brethren use the word "church."
They do not believe that what the members do, the church does. They use "church” in an
organizational sense. That such an organizational unit sent the relief to Judea cannot be
demonstrated. What about the contributions made by Galatia, Macedonia and Achaia for
the poor among the saints in Jerusalem? Were these "churches having abundance"? The



individual Christians in Corinth had an abundance (1 Cor. 8:14), but that does not mean
there was an abundance in the church treasury. Paul said, "Yet have I sent the brethren,
lest our boasting of you should be in vain in this behalf; that, as I said, ye may be ready:
Lest haply if they of Macedonia come with me, and find you unprepared, we (that we say
not, ye) should be ashamed in this same confident boasting. Therefore I thought it
necessary to exhort the brethren, that they would go before unto you, and make up
beforehand your bounty, whereof ye had notice before, that the same might be ready, as a
matter of bounty, and not as of covetousness" (2 Cor. 9 :3_5 ) . Someone may object that
when the bounty was collected, then the church had an abundance. To meet the brother's
qualifications, the gift would not only have to be from a church having abundance, but
must be received by a church in want. That there were saints in Jerusalem in want is_not
denied. That the "church as such" was in want is yet to be proved. If one could prove that
the church was in want, he would then need to prove that the church received the gift. It
1s not enough to assert such, we should like the reading where it occurred, or where it was
intended j to occur. The contribution was for the poor among the saints in Jerusalem. In 2
Corinthians 8:1, it clearly speaks of the churches of Macedonia, but in verse 4 where it
speaks of those helped, it simply refers to them as "saints," which expression does not
necessarily refer to the church in an organized capacity.

What of the third qualification: "That there may be equality"? "The proper design (to
produce equality of "churches as such." He expressed the purpose in another place as:
"To benefit the receiving church “that there may be equality' (2 Cor. 8:14)."

Much of the controversy has to do with the church in an organized capacity and the
Christian in an individual capacity. Evidently the brother used "church" in an
organizational sense. It cannot be proved that the church as an organization was any more
financially equal to the churches of Macedonia, Galatia and Achaia after distribution had
been made to the poor saints than it was before help was sent. This would be true even if
it should be granted that "the church as such" received the gift. Aid was not sent to help
an organization, but for the relief of the saints.

"For I mean not that other men be eased, and ye burdened: But that by an equality, that at
this time your abundance may be a supply for their want, that their abundance also may
be a supply for your want: that there may be equality” (2 Cor. 8:13, 14). Why did Paul
say, "For 1 mean not that other MEN be eased, and ye burdened: But that by an
equality"? Why not rather talk about "easing the church as such"? Someone may object
that the word "men" is not found in the Greek text. The American Standard version reads,
"For I say not this that others may be eased anal ye distressed.” "Others" is translated
from allois, which is dative, masculine, plural. It does not refer to other churches since
"church" is feminine gender. "The adjective agrees with the noun it qualifies in gender,
number, and case." (A manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament, H. E, Dana and
Julius R. Mantley, p. 116.). Since allois is masculine, plural, it is not strange that the
translators of the King James Version supplied the word "men." The question remains: If



the equality of which Paul spoke was an equality of churches, why did he not say, "I
mean not that other churches be eased, and ye burdened: But that by an equality"? An
inequality in 2 Corinthians 8 and 9 had nothing to do with an inferior program of the
church, but an inferiority in the personal circumstances of some of the saints in
Jerusalem. If the attempt to bring about an equality concerned equality of churches "as
such", to minister to the needs of the saints would fall short of the objective. It should be
obvious that to render aid to the poor among the saints would not alter any inequality of
the church "as such." The finances of the church as an organization would remain
unaltered. If inequalities existed between "churches as such" before aid was administered
to the poor among the saints in Jerusalem, those same inequalities would remain after
such relief was administered. Who will contend that the receiving church would have one
mite more than it had formerly? How then can it be said that equality has been brought
about between "churches"?

Gifts to a church to pay for radio network time are objected to on the grounds that such a
church is not in want and when such gifts are received, they exalt the receiving church far
above her sisters, thus producing inequality. By this reasoning, if the receiving church
had enough wealthy members to make the offerings which otherwise come from sister
churches, it would be wrong for them to give such offerings on the basis of exalting the
church above her sisters, thus producing inequality. If it would be inequality in the one
case, it would also be in the other. Actually, it is not a case of the receiving church's
being in want, rather, the want (of the gospel) is to be found among those the church
serves by such a radio program. Such gifts ARE to relieve want among those who know
not the gospel. Such gifts do NOT exalt the receiving church above those who contribute.
The money does not benefit the receiving church, it pays for radio time. This is true in the
same sense in which one church may send money to another church to help support their
local preacher. Perhaps they have not obtained the services of the preacher so much to
edify themselves as to work among the lost of their community. In such a case, the
support would not be primarily for the benefit of the receiving church, but for the lost of
that community.

Summary

Let us briefly notice again the "Divine Pattern" which some would impose upon the
brotherhood. "To be scriptural, cooperation must have proper action (a gift from one
church to another) between proper subjects (a church having abundance and a church in
want) for the proper design (to produce equality)." Equality of churches "as such" is of
necessity understood. Three qualifications are given before cooperation can be scriptural:
Proper action, proper subjects, and proper design. "Proper action must be a gift from one
church to another church." The Scriptures never give an example or command for such a
gift. How can such be a scriptural qualification? "Proper subjects must be a church
having abundance and a church in want." Not one case of New Testament cooperation
was between such subjects. How can this be a scriptural qualification? "Proper design is



to produce equality between churches." The proof cases are not cases of inequalities
between churches "as such," but, rather, help was sent for the poor among the saints.
Some of the contributing churches gave out of deep poverty, those of Macedonia.

The cases which are supposed to furnish the "Divine Pattern" which the brother has given
to the brotherhood do not meet any one of his three qualifications for scriptural
cooperation. Since none of the examples furnish his pattern, nor the qualifications he
gives, we are persuaded that neither his pattern nor his qualifications are scriptural. Until
the essential elements of the "pattern" are found in such examples, we refuse to be bound
by his "pattern."”

The relief for the poor among the saints in Jerusalem was provided by congregations but
there is nothing to indicate that such relief was received by a Jerusalem church. In fact,
the evidence is to the contrary, indicating that Paul and his company intended to

administer relief.

There is nothing to indicate that the church "as such" was in need, nor that all the
Christians in Jerusalem were in want. The relief was for the poor among the saints.

The inequalities which existed were not between churches "as such" but in the personal
circumstances of some of the saints.

In the cooperative work of relieving the wants of some saints, a number of churches made
use of a common medium, or representative, in the person of a brother to assist in taking
funds to Jerusalem.

A great deal of the cooperation controversy has centered around the relief for Jerusalem
and many of the basic and fundamental premises have been assumed and cannot be
proved.

Questions

1.Was the relief for the poor among the saints at Jerusalem sent to any church(es) "as
such"?

2. Was the church "as such" in need?
3. Does "saints" necessarily refer to Christians in an organized capacity?

4. What is the significance of Paul's statement, "this abundance which is administered by
us"?

5. Did the Antioch church "as such" send relief to the elders in Judaea?



6.1s there a specific example of a gift from one "church" to another?
7.1s there a specific example of a "church" having abundance and a "church" in want?

8. Is there a specific example of an attempt to produce equality among churches "as
such"?

9.Would the relief of individual Christians be a relief of the church "as such"?

10. When a church receives funds to pay for radio time to preach the gospel, who is being
relieved, the church, or those who are hearing the gospel?

11. Since the "church" does not keep the money, but pays for radio time with it, is she
being exalted above her sisters ?

12. If she were exalted by such and such exaltation is wrong, would she not be equally
exalted if such funds were provided by local Christians?



HOW CHURCHES CAN COOPERATE
Chapter IX
CHURCH AUTONOMY
Self Rule

Much of the opposition to current methods of cooperation among churches finds its basis
in a 1s understanding of the nature of the church, its work and organization, and its
limitations. One of the features of organization and function which has had a large share
of discussion is that of autonomy.

Autonomy is defined as: right of self_government. The self_government of a church
resides in the rule of the elders of a local church. It does not mean majority rule. We are
all in agreement that each local church is separate and independent in organization from
all other local churches. All of us are opposed to the destruction of the principle
autonomy. We are not in agreement as to what constitutes a violation of that principle.

Church Autonomy Defined

We would like to appropriate another's definition of church autonomy: "Church
autonomy includes and requires that the local church, under Christ, (1) control its own
resources, (2) exercise the oversight of its own work, (3) manage its own affairs, (4)
discipline its own disorderly members, (5) provide for its own worthy indigent to the
limit of its ability, and (6) govern itself in all matters of judgment and expediency." This
definition comes from one who strongly opposes "brotherhood projects" and
"institutional homes."

Yet, there is not one of the six principles which we would deny. We do not believe that
any of the
six conflicts with the type of cooperation which he opposes.

Control of One's Own Resources

What is meant by "control of its own resources"? Surely no one would contend that any
other church would have the right to wrest the control of another church's resources. No
one among us would favor an attempt on the part of any local church to lay claim to that
which belongs to another church. Does the necessity that a church control its own
resources mean that it can never, under any circumstances, give any of its funds to
another church and allow the receiving church to have complete oversight of the use of
such funds? Would such action violate the autonomy of the giving church since it would
lose control of its own resources?



Let us hear from the one who set forth those six principles of autonomy: "Many churches
sent funds to elders of churches in Judea, during famines in that area (1 Cor. 16 :1_4 ;
Acts 11:27_30; 2 Cor. 8 and 9 and many other passages). This was no violation of local
church autonomy, because the receiving churches and the contributing churches sustained
the same relationship to that work; but the churches in Judea, which received the funds,
bore a different relationship to that work." "The only way that other churches could help
the Judean churches in doing their work, was by doing just as they did; namely, send
funds to the elders of the churches whose members were in need, and then leave the
oversight of disbursement of these funds solely and completely to the receiving
churches."

The writer assumed some things which may not be so, but the point would remain the
same as far as autonomy is concerned. He does not consider that for a church, under some
circumstances, to send funds to another church to be used at the sole discretion of the
receiving church to be a violation of his first principle of autonomy: the local church
must control its own resources. Notice his qualification: The contributing church does not
lose its autonomy, though it loses oversight of funds, when it gives to a church to do a
work to which the receiving church sustains a peculiar relationship. If both churches are
equally related to that work, the contributing church loses its autonomy. Notice: "When
one church sends its money to another church for a work to which they are equally
related, then without exception the autonomy and equality of one of those churches is
violated. If the contributing church retains any control of that money after placing it in
the hands of the receiving church (as Brother Dixon claims), then the receiving church
surrenders its autonomy by permitting another to oversee its work. If the receiving church
becomes the sole authority over this work to which the contributing church and the
receiving church are equally related, then the contributing church surrenders its autonomy
"by simply turning its funds over to another for handling."

We believe the distinction is false. What would the matter of being equally related to a
work have to do with the loss of control of resources? Equally or unequally related, when
a church sends funds to another church to be used under the complete direction and
oversight of the receiving church, how much more completely could a church lose
oversight of its funds?

A church which contributes to any given work has not lost oversight of its funds when it
makes its own decision to support a particular work. If one church sends aid to another to
build a building, could the receiving church honorably and without sin use such funds for
any other purpose? Does such a receiving church, even though she has a peculiar
relationship to her building, lose her autonomy in receiving "ear_marked" funds? She
really has no choice as to the use of such funds. She should either use them for what the
contributing church gave them, or else return the funds to the contributing church. If the
plan to build the building is that of the receiving church, who would contend that such a
church could lose its autonomy in receiving gifts to erect their building? However, if



another church should say: "You need a building. We know you are opposed to erecting
one, but here is the money to build it, so build it whether you want it or not," to yield
would certainly be a loss of autonomy. For a church to give to another for some particular
work is not an actual loss of control of funds. Such a church has specified the work to be
done with such funds. This does not mean they have specified all the details. If such were
necessary, then for elders to oversee a church would likewise require them to specify all
details of a work which they give any member to do.

None of us would favor a church's surrendering its funds to another church to be used in
whatever way the receiving church sees fit. Such would be a loss of self_government and
evident shirking of responsibility to use one's resources. There is a. vast difference in
sending aid to do a work which requires assistance and in simply asking: "We have
money we don't know how to use. Here, you take it and use it in some good way."
Brethren are mistaken if they think we are ready to defend shiftless and irresponsible
churches looking for some escape from work. We favor cooperation to assist others and
relieve them; we oppose with equal vigor a practice of sending to others to relieve
ourselves. It is readily granted that cooperation can be abused and misused. Shall we
abandon all cooperation because some would find it an excuse to shirk their
responsibilities? Surely not.

Overseeing One's Own Work

Notice the second principle: A church must exercise the oversight of its own work.
Concerning the work in Africa, it has been rightly said: "The Johannesburg Church could
not maintain its autonomy, if it permitted the contributing churches to retain any control
in the disbursement of funds sent to it." At the same time, we believe the Johannesburg
church would misuse its autonomy if it takes funds given for a particular purpose and
applies them to other uses.

We most certainly believe that every church must exercise the oversight of its own work.
We do not believe that a "sponsoring church" can properly oversee the work of a church
in some mission field, or any other place. Neither would we believe it scriptural for any
church to do so, even though it might be supporting such a work without any assistance
from sister congregations. The question of autonomy for the receiving church would be
the same whether such a work were supported by the "sponsoring church" method with
many sister congregations assisting, or by one church unaided. Neither could scripturally
oversee another church.

When a church sends money to another church to help support a national radio program,
does it fail to exercise the oversight of its own work when the receiving church makes all
the arrangements and directs the program in every way? Would this be any more a loss of
oversight of work than to send such funds to a small church in a mission field for that
church to conduct a radio program and for the receiving church to have complete control



of that radio program? It will not suffice to say both are equally related to a national
program, but not to a program in a mission field. The fact remains that there is a loss of
oversight in either case. However, the contributing church does not lose the oversight of
IT'S OWN WORK. In both cases, the WORK of the contributing church is to supply
funds. It has complete autonomy in such a work of supplying funds. It makes its own
decisions as to where it shall send aid, how much aid shall be given, when it shall be
given, how often it shall be sent, for what purpose such aid shall be sent, as well as the
right to terminate such aid when it sees fit.

Managing One's Own Affairs

The third principle: The local church must manage its own affairs. Amen? Simply
because two churches may cooperate in a work does not give either the right to interfere
in any of the affairs of the other. Each church must be free from interference as well as
free from PRESSURE. Any church has the prerogative to point out the advantages or
disadvantages of a program, to make suggestions, to provoke others to good works, but
for any church to attempt to exercise any influence which amounts to coercion or
domination is sinful and an encroachment upon the autonomy of the one so influenced.

Disciplining One's Own Disorderly Members

The fourth principle: The local church must discipline its own disorderly members. To
this all must agree. At the same time, Christian fellowship is not confined to a local
church level. For this reason, whether or not a church has taken action against some
unruly or ungodly brother does not mean that Christians in other congregations must
continue to fellowship him until the local church of which he is a member takes action
and disciplines him. Would any deny the elders of a church the right to encourage the
elders of another church to do their duty? Surely we know of whole churches which were
disciplined by sister congregations because of some error, or perhaps for harboring
ungodly members. Attempts to discipline the members of another church are not limited
to churches, sometimes "our papers" attempt to usurp the right to discipline others.

Caring for One's Own Worthy Indigent

The fifth principle: The local church must provide for its own worthy indigent to the limit
of its ability. To this, we must all agree. The controversy arises regarding HOW to
provide for them. Also, there are sharp differences regarding the care of those not its
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owin.

There is no question but that help can be given to those who are not the particular
responsibility of the contributing church. This occurs when one church sends aid to
another church to care for the poor among the receiving church. No one objects to a
church's helping some worthy needy person from another locality. Differences arise when



the receiving church accepts money to care for those who are not its peculiar
responsibility. We are told that a church may scripturally receive help to care for those
among its own, but not to care for those they receive from another locality. We are of the
persuasion that one church may rightfully render needed assistance to another church to
accomplish any work that church has a right to be doing if it did not require assistance. If
it is not right for a church to accept and care for a person who is not its peculiar
responsibility, then it would be self evident that it would not be right for another church
to assist them in what is wrong. But is such the case? There may be those among us who
oppose a church's care of such people, but it has not come to our attention. If it is right for
a church to care for those not its peculiar responsibility, we see no reason why such a
church could not receive needed assistance to care for such people.

Let us illustrate with three churches: "A", "B", and "C". Let us suppose that there are
some needy people in church "C", and that church "A" desires to render assistance. If for
some reason it is deemed advisable and agreeable that these people should be cared for
by church "B", would church "A" lose its autonomy in sending funds to church "B"?
Would there be any more loss of oversight in sending funds to church "C"? If church "B"
has accepted the task of caring for these people, can it be said that churches "A" and "B"
are equally related to the work of caring for them? Certainly not. Someone may contend
that a church has no right to accept people they cannot fully support. One might as well
reason that no church has a right to accept a preacher to work among the lost of their
community unless they can fully support him, therefore he could not be supported in their
midst by outside help! By such reasoning, a local man could be supported with outside
fun