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In recent years there has been much
discussion about a“Don’t Ask, Don't Tell”
policy adopted by the military of our nation.
It is an attempt to circumvent the officia
military regulation banning the practice of
homosexuality.

It occursto methat though | am not aware
of any such mindset in the church regarding
that particular sin, it does seem to be the
approach many take regarding other
“lifestyle’ sins. Thisisespecially evident in
casesinvolving adultery that aretheresult of
unscriptural divorce and remarriage.

Even somebrethren who preach andteach
vigorously against unscriptural remarriage
appear willingtoadopta“Don't Ask” policy
when someone in a questionable situation
comes among them.

Of course, I'm not suggesting that we
greet every visitor or prospect with
guestions about their marriage, but because
unscriptural marriage has become so
commonplace we do need to address the
matter before we accept them into our
fellowship. Otherwise we will likely find
ourselves in the same condition as the
churchin Corinththat theapostle Paul hadto
reprove (1 Cor. 5).

Societal attitudes toward moral issues
have changed so much in recent yearsthat it
is not surprising that most sectarian
churches, always yielding to the will of the
majority, have pretty well abandoned any
attempt to demand truerepentance. | haveto
wonder if the motivating force behind the
laxity on moral issuesisthe desirefor more
members, whichtranslatesinto moremoney
to support the elaborate facilitiesand highly
paid personnel.

What have surprised me are the brazen
attempts by some to continue in sinful
relationships while seeking to be part of

congregations of the Lord’s church. There
wasatimewhen our “stand” on theseissues
was so well known that seldom would
anyone even attempt to do so.

Just within the past five years, within the
congregationwhere| work and worship, we
have seen no less than four attemptsby five
erring brothersand sistersto continueinsin
while worshiping with us. One was an
admitted adulterer and the others were
openly enjoying, outside of marriage, the
benefits God intended for husbands and
wives. Had we adopted a “Don't Ask”
policy that “little leaven” might still be
leavening “the whole lump” (1 Cor. 5:6).

Believe me, | fully understand the
temptation to avoid the issue. There is
nothing | can think of much worse than
having to confront people on this issue. It
would be much more comfortable to look

ut fornication and all unclean-

ness or covetousness, let it not

even be named among you, as
is fitting for saints; neither filthiness,
nor foolish talking, nor ¢oarse jesting,
which are not fitting, but rather giving
of thanks. Tor this you know, that no
fornicator, unclean person, not
covetous man, whe is an idolater, bas
any inheritance in the kingdom of
Christ and God. Let no one deceive
vou with empty words, for because of
these things the wrath of God comes
upon the sons of disobedience.
Therefore do not be partakers with
them. —Epbesians 5:3

the other way, especialy when the people
involved are happy in their current families
and are otherwise spiritually minded. When
it becomes necessary to do so, | have to
remind myself that my comfortisnotwhatis
most important.

Nathan, one of God's prophets, might
have been more comfortable with a“Don’t
Ask” policy whenhewassent toKing David
to confront him with his sins (2 Sam. 12).
John, the baptizer, wouldn't have lost his
head had he employed that policy in the
“sticky” situation involving King Herod's
adulterous marriage (Mk. 6:17-18).

The Lord, Himself, lost a potential
follower when he “loved” a man enough to
tell himto get rid of the one thing that stood
in hisway of eternal life (Mk. 10:21).

Without doubt, we are in the midst of a
cultural war. Even if our nation becomes
more conservative politically, without a
significant spiritual revolution, it is very
unlikely that our society isgoing to become
significantly more conservative on moral
matters. That meansthat wearegoingtoface
increasing pressure to liberalize our views.
When we don’t, we will be labeled as
“bigots’ or some other epithet intended to
vilify us.

Therewill evenbesomefrom*amongus”
whowill try to convince usthat we arebeing
“judgmental” when we withdraw ourselves
from, or refuse to extend fellowship to
fornicators, adulterers and other
unrepentant sinners.

We must not yield to the pressure
(whether from without or within) to
“conform to this world” (Rom. 12:2).
Whether it be a moral issue or some other
sin, wearenot showinglovefor thesinner by
ignoring the matter and allowing them to
“enjoy the passing pleasures of sin” (Heb.
11:25) while maintaining fellowship with
God' s people.



Stumbling Over Baptism

By ANDY DIESTELKAMP

It has happened so many times that you
would think | would be used to it by now. It
has likely happened to you as well. Each
timeit happens| evaluatewhat | did, what |
said, how | saidit. | consider what | might be
doingwrong. | reexaminemy faith and what
| teach. | try to see things from another
perspective, andthen | look into God’ sword
and | am convicted al over again. Maybe
that is the reason that | have never gotten
used to the rgjection of God's clear plan to
save man.

What astumbling block baptismis! Oh, |
recognize that there are other aspects of
God'swill that are likewise rejected, but in
my experience no one thing is more often
refused than is baptism into Jesus Christ for
theremission of sins. Too oftenitisrejected
with very little scriptural defense. In other
words, it is rejected not because of some
scriptural conviction; but because, as one
woman wrote me, “1 know | am saved, and
there is absolutely nothing you could say to
me to convince me otherwise.” My heart
aches. It aches not because what | say is
being rejected, but because the “better felt
than told” wall of defenseisusually impen-
etrable, even by the word of God.

| have certainly had my share of disagree-
ments with people over the years with the
points they have taught me from God's
word, but | don't think | have ever used a
defenseremotely like the one quoted above.
May we never.

Ononeoccasionin Czechoslovakia, | had
avery long study withacouple. Finaly | had
to tell them that they were being irrational.
Imagine my surprise when they proudly
agreed that their faith was irrational. Obvi-
ously there was no point in trying to reason
with them. As they were leaving, they
shared why their faith was stronger than
mine. My faith was weak because it was
subject to change. It could be moved by
reason and argument. Their irrational faith
was stronger because logic and reason did
not phase them. Yikes! They were using
reason to explain the superiority of irratio-
nality.

Most people of faith would not admit to
being irrational and would have found this
couple not only unreasonable, but weird.
Yet, their admission to being irrational is
really no different than saying, “there is
absolutely nothing you could say to con-
vince me otherwise”

Occasionally, scriptural effort isput forth
to show reasons why baptism is not for the
remission of sins. A popular form of argu-
ment isto show that itisby gracethat weare
saved and not by works. Baptism is rel-
egated to the realm of works and thus

marginalized asimportant, but not essential
to salvation.

A text recently used against baptism in a
correspondence with me was Philippians
3:7-11. Paul contrastshisown righteousness
that has no ability to gain Christ with the
righteousness “that is through faith in
Christ, therighteousnesswhichisfrom God
by faith.” Baptism is not even mentioned.
However, those against baptism for the re-
mission of sinsseeit in verse nine. To gain
Christwecount all thingslossfor Christ (vs.
7) and count them as rubbish (vs. 8) and are
then found in Him. We are found in Him
“not having [our] own righteousness which
isfromthelaw.” Inother words, itissaid that
we don’'t get into Christ by our own righ-
teous actions.

What isinteresting isthat somany classify
baptism into Jesus as “a righteousness of
[our] own derived fromtheLaw.” Many say
that teaching baptism into Christ for the
remission of sinsisworks-based, an effort at
perfect law-keeping and an attempt to de-
pend on our own righteousness. Nothing
could be farther from the truth.

Theproblemwith the suggestion that bap-
tismis our “own righteousness’ and there-
fore has nothing to do with being “found in
Chrigt” is that it doesn't harmonize with
Scripture. Havethey not read, “ For asmany
of you aswere baptized into Christ have put
on Chrigt” (Gal. 3:27)? We do not put on
Christ by our “own righteousness,” but we
do put on Christ in baptism. Therefore, bap-
tismisnot our “own righteousness.” Just as
surely as we are sons of God through faith
(vs. 26) we clothe ourselves with Christ in

baptism. Aswecannot rightly becalled sons
of God without faith, neither can we put on
Christ or be in Christ without baptism.

Baptism is presented in Scripture in the
context of grace, faith and the removal of
sin. Romans 5:20-6:15 isagreat example of
this. Law makes it obvious that we are sin-
ners.Y et, God’ sgraceisgreater thanour sin.
The contrast between justification by law
versus justification by grace is common in
Paul’ swriting. Justification by law requires
perfect law-keeping (Gal. 3:10,11). Justifi-
cation by grace isfor the imperfect.

Paul does not present baptism into Christ
as our “own righteousness.” He does not
classify it as something we do because we
are “under law.” It isby God's grace alone
that baptism washes sinsaway (Ac. 22:16).
Baptism is not for those who trust in them-
selvesandtheir perfection, but for thosewho
trust in God.

Paul writes that we are “buried with
[Christ] in baptism, inwhich [we] alsowere
raised with Himthroughfaithintheworking
of God, whoraisedHimfromthedead” (Col.
2:12). Baptisminto Christ is presented con-
sistently asanact of faithinGod, notinH,0O,
my perfection, or my works. Saving baptism
(1 Pt. 3:21) for the remission of sins (Ac.
2:38) into Christ’ sbody (1 Cor. 12:13) isnot
“a righteousness of our own derived from
thelaw,” but apart of “therighteousnessthat
comes from God.” Saving baptism isan act
done in faith in the working of God. It is
nothing over which to stumble. It isarigh-
teous act of faith to which we must submit.
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Some Thoughts on

Friendship

By RICK LIGGIN

What kind of friend areyou...really? Are
you the kind of friend who influences his
buddysin theright direction—onewho will
taketheleadindoingwhatisgoodandright?
Or areyouthekind of friend whoinfluences
in the wrong direction—one who will take
the lead in doing what is wrong? Which of
these two kinds of friends are you...really?

Or maybeyou' rethekind of friendwhois
afollower—onewho will follow inawrong
direction or alow yourself to be led in a
wrong direction. Or maybe (and this really
isn’t muchbetter) youwill only follow inthe
right directionif you havesomeonewhowill
lead you in the right direction? Y ou’re not
strong enough on your own to choose what
is right; you have to have someone to lead

you—or elseyou just won't go there. Isthis
the kind of friend you are?

And...what are you looking for in a
friend? Areyoulooking for afriendwhowill
helpyoudowhat isright, or onewholetsyou
do what is wrong? Or maybe you are just
looking for anyone—anyone at all who will
be your friend, without considering his or
her moral or ethical standards?

Theapostle Paul oncewarned: “Do not be
deceived: ‘Bad company corrupts good
morals.’” (1 Cor. 15:33). Doyoubelievethis
God-inspired statement? If you do, then
have you given consideration to what kind
of friend you should be looking for? And
have you thought any about what kind of
friend you are?

824 - 19th Street, Rockford, lllinois 61104
e-mail: rcliggin@juno.com




Discernment Based on
Biblical

Prindple

By RICK LIGGIN

It concerns methat I’ m hearing more and
more of us make decisions about what is
right and wrong based on our own opinions,
rather than on what the Word of God says.
Some practiceis questioned by aconcerned
brother and the response is, “Well, | just
don’t see anything wrong with it; | feel that
it' sokay.” No passageof Scriptureisoffered
to defend the practice, and no Biblical prin-
cipleisappealedto—"1 just think it’ sokay.”

Butit’ snot just happeninginthedirection
of justifying questionable practices. It also,
amost as frequently, occurs in the other
direction. Some of us are willing to rule
certain practicesout asbeing wrong by sim-
ply saying, “Well, | fed it is inappropriate
behavior, and soyou shouldn’tdoit.” Again,
no passage of Scriptureor Biblical principle
isreferenced—"1 just think thisisinappro-
priate behavior.”

Now, | fully recognizethat the Bible does
not give us an exhaustive (specific) list of
every right and wrong action. | also know
that God expects us to use our spiritua
senses to distinguish between “good and
evil” (Heb. 5:14) and to “ approve the things
that are excellent” (Phil. 1:9-11). And since
thisis so, | understand that we will have to
make “judgments’ about whether or not
some unspecified action is right or
wrong...or only unwise. And in making
these“judgments,” wemay not alwaysseeit
exactly alike. But what we cannot and must
not fail to seeis that God expects us to use
His word to make these decisions (Heb.
5:11-14; Jn. 12:48; 1 Pet. 4:11). Hedoes not
simply leave it up to an opinion based on
worldly wisdom.

So, if youfed that thereis” nothingwrong
with” someactionthat another brother ques-
tions, that’ s okay—aslong asyou base your
conclusion on somevalid Biblical principle
and are willing to show why you think the
action is al right—using the Biblical prin-
ciple! And the same is true in the other
direction! If you believe an action is inap-
propriate, show the Biblical principle that
led you to that conclusion.

The religion of Christ is not based on “I
think so” and “opinion,” but on the revela-
tion of God. Defend your actions with the
Bible or stop doing them until you can!
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By DAVID DIESTELKAMP

Some Christians are stuck with markings
and numerous holes in their bodies due to
tattoo and pi ercing choi cesthey madebefore
they came to Christ. Current fads and pop
culture are luring Christians back to the
world represented by some tattoos and
piercings.

There will be some who, simply upon
seeing thetitle of this article, will roll their
eyes and not read on, assuming that others
just want to condemn their choices. Jesus
warned that therewoul d bethosewho would
refuse self-examination to their personal
loss (Matt. 13:15). That is not the spiritual
minded approach to anything, nor isit keep-
ing the commitment of “whatever youdoin
word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord
Jesus’ (Col. 3:17). We always must think
beforewe act, considering who has made us
and what He willsfor us to do.

Here are some questions that must be
answered by a Christian while making the
decision about getting tattoos or piercings:

Whose body is it? We belong to God,
body, soul and spirit—and we are respon-
sible for keeping them pure for Him (1
Thess. 5:23; 1 Cor. 6:20). Wemust not try to
make the argument, “I1t's my body, I’ll do
what | want.” What we put in, on, or around
our bodiesmust bedonein recognition of the
fact that our body is not really our own, but
God' s possession to be used to His glory.

Isit modest? M odesty touchestwo impor-
tant areas: 1) What it says about us, and 2)
Lust. First,what weputin, on, or around our
bodiesistobemodestinthesensethat it does
not draw undue attention (1 Tim. 2:9). In
otherwords, itisnottobeoutlandish, bizarre
or extreme. Weareto chooseto put thingson
our bodies that are in keeping with persons
who“professgodliness’ (1 Tim. 2:9). If any
atentionisdrawntousitistobeour “hidden
man of theheart,” our spirit, and good works
that makes us distinct from others, not what
we put on (1 Pet. 3:1-4). Some of the main
reasons given for tattoos and piercings in-
volve drawing attention and self-expres-
sion. Theseareimmodest reasonsand do not
reflect the goals of a spiritual and godly
mind. 2) Lust. M odesty al so meansthat what
weput in, on, or around our bodies must not
belascivious (lust causing). L asciviousness
isawork of the flesh and those who engage
in it will not inherit the kingdom of God
(Gal. 5:19-21). Therefore, anything that
draws sensual attention is also immodest.
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Some tattoos and piercings are improper
because of their actual form (lewd pictures,
sayings, etc.), location (body partsimproper
toshow in public), or socia stigma(cultural
sexual connotation). Sensual pictures or
sayings will never be the choice of those
who “flee youthful lust, but follow righ-
teousness, faith, charity, peace, with them
that call on the Lord out of a pure heart” (2
Tim. 2:22).

What about religious statementsand sym-
bols? Some have tried defending tattoos as
religious reminders, confessions or “wit-
nesses’ to others. The Lord has not asked us
to mark up our bodies, but write Hislaw on
our hearts (minds—see Rom. 2:15). Others
are to see Christ in us as we speak God's
wordsanddoHiswill (1Pet.2:12;4:11). We
shouldn’t have to write it on our bodies or
wear religiousjewelry for othersto see and
learn from our faith and faithfulness.

Isit expedient? Paul wrote, “ All thingsare
lawful for me, but not all things are helpful;
al thingsarelawful for me, but not all things
edify” (1 Cor. 10:23). Thereisavery good
chance that there will be those who will be
offended by a Christian getting tattoos and
piercings. This may be attributed to differ-
encesinstyleor age, but offenseoccursnone
theless. Inall thingsaChristian will choose
apath that helps and builds up others, never
one that ignores or tramples on the con-
science of others.

Why? The majority of people seem to get
tattoos or piercings simply because they
want to or like them. Little defense beyond
this is usually given. For the most part,
tattoos and piercings are permanent and
thereforerequire very serious consideration
—not something done on awhim because of
afad. We need to be warned that it is very
easy to deceive ourselves when we already
want todo something. Wemay secretly want
somethinginorder to beliketheworld or for
even an immodest reason whiletelling our-
selves and others a less offensive motive.
Thingslikeloneliness, confusionandlack of
self-confidence may blur spiritual thinking,
tempting usto giveintothepressuresof fads
to reach out in desperation for attention and
friends.

What is the real reason for tattoos and
piercings? Instead of asking for someoneto
show these arewrong, we need to show they
arecertainly right, expedient, andinkeeping
with a spiritual mind before we do them.

240 N. ElImwood Drive, Aurora, lllinois 60506
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Benevolence is NOT the “Mission” of the Church

By AL DIESTELKAMP

In gospel sermons, debates, articles and
class materials we have long been led to
believethat the mission of the church of our
Lord is three-fold, consisting of evangel-
ism, edification and benevolence. At the
risk of being viewed asa“heretic,” | would
suggest that thereal mission of thechurchis
two-fold, and that benevolence, though an
authorized work within certain God-given
limitations, can hardly be classified as a
primary mission.

There is no question that the church has
been charged with the task of preaching the
gospdl asfar and wide as ability and oppor-
tunity allows. For that reason, the church is
described as the “pillar and ground of the
truth” (1 Tim. 3:15).

An equa partner in the church’s mission
is edification, which includes, but is not
limited to, assembled worship and study.
Indeed, the church was designed to cause
“growth of thebody for theedifying of itself
inlove’ (Eph. 4:16).

Just as Jesus came “to seek and save that
which islost” (Lk. 19:10), His church has
been charged with bringing thelost to Christ
and helping them to grow so as not to fall
away. That's evangelism and edification.

This is not to minimize the need to “re-
member the poor” (Gal. 2:10), and therelief
of needy saints. When legitimate emergen-
cies arise, the church is there to give the
needed relief. However, evenin such cases,
because it is not the primary mission of the
church, when other remedies are available
they certainly should be pursued so that the
churchisnot “burdened” (1 Tim.5:16). This
isso that when areal emergency arises, the
ability will be thereto help.

| have come to believe that church be-
nevolence should be limited to emergency
situations. Whenyoulook at theexamplesin
the New Testament involving church
benevolence it is very noticeable that in
every case it involved circumstances
beyond the control of the recipients. Natural
disasters (such as famines) prompted
response from the churches. There were
likely somethat wereplacedin jeopardy due
to persecution. Others, as in the case of
widows who were “really widows’ (1 Tim.
5:1), were poor because of the death of the
sole wage earner.

There are still natural disasters, cata-
strophic illnesses, and loss of employment,
rendering some Christiansdestitute through
no fault of their own. When that has
happened, brethren have been good to come
to the aid of such needy saints. Please
understand that | am not questioning these
and other emergencies.

However, too many timestheonly criteria
for determiningwhether church fundsought
to be used in benevolence is whether or not
the ones “in need” are Christians. Just as
important is the reason there is a need.
Church benevol ence should not beextended
to those who simply refuse to live within
their means. Nor was it designed to help
peopleliveinthemanner towhichthey have
grown accustomed.

Affluence has trained many people to
view luxuriesasnecessities. If they don’t get
help from the church they won't be able to
pay for cable TV, or they may haveto get by
with only one car, or they won't be able to
“eat out” as often.

Even when there is a legitimate emer-
gency, it needs to be determined if other
remedies have been exhausted before we

burden the church. First response ought to
come from other family members. If they
can't (or won't) help, then is when the
church ought to be approached.

To upgrade benevolence from simply an
authorized work of thechurchin emergency
situations to the status of a mission of the
churchwouldrender thechurchincapabl e of
doing anything else. Even our Lord said,
“For the poor you have with you always...”
(dn. 12:8).
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