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Who Is Causing Division?
Or, Who Is Out On A Limb?

Garland M. Robinson

The same old tired and mis
used expressions keep on surfac
ing from the digressives against
the faithful: "You are sowing dis
cord," "you're causing division,"
"why won't you fellowship every
body" "you've gotten yourself out
on a limb," "you're in a dilemma,"
etc., etc. Such expressions are no
better now than they have ever
been. It is a jeer inspired of the
devil intended to cause one to

"back off" and let up the pressure
against error. However, the faith
ful must not let up! God doesn't
give us a license to relax when
the going gets rough and the lib
erals start whining.

The ploy used today is the
same as that used by wicked
Ahab well over 2,500 years ago.
Elijah was accused by Ahab of
stirring up trouble in Israel.

"And it came to pass,
when Ahab saw Elijah,
that Ahab said unto him,
Art thou he that trou
bleth Israel? 18And he
answered, I have not
troubled Israel; but
thou9 and thy father's
house, in that ye have
forsaken the command
ments of the LORD, and

thou hast followed Baal
im" (I Kings 18:17-18).

Elijah the prophet was a
faithful man and diligently pro
claimed God's Word. The "sting"
of his preaching was felt by Ahab

Those who veer offto
the right hand or the
left are the troublers in
spiritual Israel today.
The troublers are those
who wish to fellowship
everyone and turn a
blind eye to the many
errors in which they
and others are
involved! They are the
ones who cry for "unity-
in-diversity" which is
just as false as false
can be.

and, as a result, Elijah was hated
because of it. Surely, those among
"Ahab's camp" didn't like to be
around Elijah. You can only
imagine the sneers and taunts

that were uttered under breath
when Elijah would approach. Ah,
here comes that troubler! Watch
what you say. Don't let him know
what we are doing or he will
start preaching about it and we
don't want to hear that! Are not

these same sentiments expressed
today?

Elijah was not the trouble
maker! He simply proclaimed the
"whole counsel of God" as all
faithful preachers do (Acts 20:26-
27). If you find a preacher that
will not condemn error and those
involved in it, in public and pri
vate, then he is not a faithful
preacher (cf. Eph. 5:11; Rom.
16:17; II Timothy 4:2-4)! He is
the one causing trouble in the
kingdom. Such like him are the
ones troubling the church — not
those faithful servants who call
attention to error and those
upholding it.

Those who veer off to the
right hand or the left are the
troublers in spiritual Israel
today. The troublers are those
who wish to fellowship everyone
and turn a blind eye to the many
errors in which they and others
are involved! They are the ones
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Peter Was A

"ProoMexf' Preacher
John T. Polk, II

God knew what he had meant in the Old Testament and inspired Peter
(and the other Apostles) to explain it for those who missed it the first time.

The first recorded Gospel ser
mon preached by Peter (and the
rest of the Apostles) in Acts 2
was replete with Scriptural refer
ence: vs. 17-21 is a quotation of
Joel 2:28-32; v.30 alludes to the
statement found in Psalm 89:35-
37 which again is attributed to
David; vs.34-35 quotes from
Psalm 110:1, also written by
David.

Peter proceeded to show that
the events in the life, death, and
resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth
(Acts 2:22) prove that He is the
Lord and Christ (Acts 2:36). The
conditions of salvation are laid
down because of the Christ he

preached (Acts 2:38), and the
response of the crowd was grati
fying (Acts 2:41-42). Peter had
proved that Jesus is the Christ
(whom the Jews had long antici
pated) by (1) specific prophetic
reference; and, (2) present proce
dures of Christ's life which had
fulfilled the prophecies.

These questions come to
mind: Of what validity would
Jesus' miracles and claims have

been if there were no prophetic
prediction preceding such? What
anticipation among the Jews
would there have been? What
claim could He have made that

His miracles would have been
substantiated? In other words, if
the Old Testament had not
preached the Messiah prior to
His actual coming, who would
have believed Him (c£ John 5:46-
47)? Why did Peter quote from
the Old Testament to prove
who Jesus was if, in fact,
those Old Testament passages
were not direct, specific ref

erences to the Messiah? To

phrase it another way, what good
does it do to quote a passage to
prove a point if the passage cited
does not refer to the point for
which it is offered as proof? Peter
warned against "wresting"
(Greek, "to torture, twist awry,
put to the wrack") the Scriptures
in II Peter 3:16. Did he condemn

his Pentecost practice? Indeed
not! But he did if the contention
is true that the Psalms cited

were neither written by David
nor were Messianic references as
written. The Living Word
Commentary on Psalms by
Anthony L. Ash and Clyde M.
Miller (Sweet Publishing Co.)
makes this claim.

I. As to authorship, they
say,

"many scholars argue that
these New Testament ref

erences are simply reflect
ing the Jewish tradition
that associated the

Psalter as a whole with
David, "the sweet singer
of Israel." By this method,
to say "David said" was to
say material was from the
Psalms, regardless of the
true author" (pp.18-19).

Of Psalm 16, Ash says, "The
text itself gives little clue as to its
authorship" (p.72). Miller says
Psalm 89 was not necessarily
"written by a king" (p.310), thus
obviating David; and of Psalm
110 he says, "the psalm as a
whole was written about a king
rather than by one" (p.367). If,
as the commentary claims, David

certainly did not write Psalms
16,89,110; and Peter merely
taught the "first century use of
tradition which was fully in
accord with the customs of the
times" (p. 19); THEN there
would be little doubt but that
Peter taught without Holy
Spirit inspiration on that
point! But would our "scholars"
tell us what else of his sermon

was also merely a reflection of
human tradition? Every word
Peter uttered in that sermon was

of the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:1-4,7-
8,14-21,40), according to the
Scriptures.

II. As to the purpose of the
Psalms, the authors say,

"the OT must first be
understood in terms of its
own people and times.
This means that certain
psalms which the NT
cites as fulfilled in Christ
were yet not intended as
predictive by the Old Tes
tament" (p.29).

If the writers of the Old Tes
tament, the people to whom they
spoke, and the readers of their
writings did miss the original
import of some of these passages,
are we to assume the God who
inspired them did also? God gave
the plain statements about the
Messiah and those who were

misguided on the subject were
those who thought the Messiah
passages were bound by context
and thus applied to local events
and people! This misunderstand
ing is preserved today. Ash
declares of Psalm 16:10, "Howev-
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er Peter may have been guided
by God in applying this text, the
psalmist is not teaching resurrec
tion here" (p. 75). Miller says of
Psalm 89, "God's promise to
David is found inJI Samuel 7:1-
17 and is elaborated in this
psalm (vs.19-37)" (p.311). On
Psalm 110, he says, "Perhaps
verses 1 and 4 are prophetic ora
cles concerning David" (p.367). In
other words, according to
Ash & Miller, Peter took pas
sages out of their original
meaning (for the psalms he
cited had no reference to the

point he was making) and
merely "applied" them to
Jesus (and falsely so, JTP, II).
Thus, if the commentators are
true, Peter is the false one!

God knew the test of a true
prophet (Deut. 18:20-22) was
whether or not what he specifi
cally referred to in the future
came to pass. He inspired men so
that their specific references to
Jesus Christ would be unmistak
able when fulfilled, yet in lan
guage understandable to the
times in which it was given. God
knew what he had meant in the
Old Testament and inspired
Peter (and the other Apostles) to
explain it for those who missed it
the first time. Ash and Miller
have missed it again. Peter's
texts are proof, for the verses
cited were meant to teach what
he said they did. He only used
Messianic prophecies to preach
the Messiah. To argue with
inspired men over the authorship
of Bible books is foolish, not
scholarly. When God interprets
Himself, no "scholarship, school,
sheepskin, or study" qualifies
anyone to question it (cf. Rom.
9:20).

The commentary by Ash &
Miller questions the inspiration
of the Bible with its mis-handling
of its truth. If cars can be
recalled because something about
them is unsafe, so should com
mentaries.
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SHUCKING OFF THE DEBATE
GENERATION

Mac Beaver

To some ofthem the idea ofconfrontation
is unloving and so unnecessary.

The atmosphere in which some ofthese young
people have grown up has been one ofno
strong preaching, little or no exposure of

denominational falsehoods, and ofan
increasing liberal attitude in ethics.

In the January issue of the
Christian Chronicle, one of our
preachers was quoted as saying,
"In the brotherhood, there is a
giant ground swell to cordially
share what we believe is right
and shuck off the debate genera
tion."

It is so unfortunate that
many of our brethren are com
pletely out of touch with the Bib
lical concept of defending the
gospel, fighting the good fight of
the faith, warring the good war
fare (Phil. 1:16; I Tim. 6:12; 1:18;
II Tim. 4:7). Some of our "sol
diers" have become public rela
tion propagandists whose win
some ways are invested in the
creation of a better image of the
church within the minds of the
world. Their spiritual wrath is
felt only by those who see Christ
ian soldiering as involving the
exposing of heresy and the call
ing of men to real repentance.

No one that I know is justify
ing unrighteous temperament or
sinful brutality as the church
goes to war. But there is a sort of
"sweet spiritedness" among our
brotherhood cheerleaders that
betrays the spirit of war and
which indicates that these would-
be soldiers fail to understand the
serious distinction between the
opposing forces. Instead of the
picture of two opposing armies
clashing, one gets the impression

that some among us rather view
the situation as one involving a
walk in the park on which the
two sides merely discuss some
differences which are of little or
no consequence at all. This sec
ond picture painted is completely
foreign to New Testament autho
rization.

It is sad to think that some
among us think it better to
remove ourselves from a debate
mentality and to pursue peace
without it. The good soldier of
Christ Jesus fights in order to
secure peace. That is very differ
ent from ceasing to fight in hope
of peace. The first method is
authorized; the second is man-
made compromise.

I'm afraid many among us
are now ignorant of battles earli
er fought by which the cause of
Christ prospered. So many now
are unimpressed with and
unthankful for those tremendous
clashes with error that caused
the church to be recognized and
understood (to some degree) by
outsiders, and better informed
and strengthened within her own
ranks. Our brethren had preach
ers among them who were able
and willing to speak the truth
publicly and to expose any error.
And thousands have been
encouraged by such grand efforts
in personal attendance, in read
ing and studying the published












