Do Your Children
Know Where You Are?

A graduate student, working on a study
about juvenile delinquency, reported in a
sociology seminar that he was having diffi-
culty collecting data. Hisproject wastotele-
phone adozen homesaround 9 p.m. and ask
the parents if they knew where their chil-
dren were at that hour. “My first five calls,
helamented, wereanswered by childrenwho
had no idea where their parents were.”

~Readers Digest
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Divide and Conquer

By AL DIESTELKAMP

There is little doubt that one of Satan’s
tactics, in hiseffort to “kill and destroy” (Jn.
10:10), isto divide and conquer. He knows
that if he can get Christiansto “bite and de-
vour one another” (Gal. 5:15) that he will
not only win the parties involved, but will
also turn others away from Christ.

Satan doesn't care whether the division
among Christians arises from personal dis-
putes, cultural differences, or doctrina is-
sues. He'swilling to use any and all avenues
of driving wedges and splintering the body
of Christ, one congregation at atime.

Knowing thisto be one of Satan’sdevices
should motivate Christians to foil his plan
by being determined to “be of one mind” (2
Cor. 13:11). Of course, in order to do this
wemust have “compassion for one another;
love as brothers, be tenderhearted, be cour-
teous” (1 Pet. 3:8).

Diverse personality traitswill sometimes
provoke disputes among brethren. When that
happens we need to remember that we are
commanded to “ pursue peace with all men”
(Heb. 12:14). That meanswork at it! Other-
wise, itisboundto result in bitterness, which
will “cause trouble, and by this many be-
come defiled” (Heb. 12:15).

The handling of doctrinal differencesis
another areain which we need to work hard
in order to maintain, if at all possible, peace
among our brethren. There is no doubt that
wemust bewilling to “ contend earnestly for
thefaith” (Jude 3), but we can do that with-
out being contentious. Our defense of the
truth must be accompanied by a sincere de-
sire to “keep the unity of the Spirit in the
bond of peace” (Eph. 4:3).

Please do not interpret what | am saying
to mean that we should compromisetruthin
order to maintain unity. The “divide and
conquer” technique is not Satan’'s only de-

vice. Hewill happily abandon that approach
if heseesthat we arevulnerableto his* peace
at any price” appeal. We must be watchful
that men do not creep in with teachings and
practicesthat involve usin error. Also, | need
tomakeit clear that | am not suggesting that
when brethren disagree that both are right,
and for that reason, discussion and study on
the issue(s) should not be avoided.

However, not every disagreement among
brethren requires total agreement in order
to maintain unity. Knowledge and under-
standing of God’sword isagrowth process,
and we are not al at the same level. Who
among us has not changed his convictions
on some subjects over a period of years of
study? If there be any who have never
changed, | would suspect that somewhere
aong the way they stopped open-minded
study of the Bible.

The same inspired apostle who pleaded
with brethren to “all speak the same thing”
and to, “be perfectly joined together in the
same mind and in the same judgment” (1
Cor. 1:10), in another letter acknowledged
differing levels of faith over “doubtful
things’ (Rom. 14:1). These commands are
not contradictory. In the one, Paul is plead-
ing for Christians to maintain unity by go-
ing to the same source of authority, and in
the other, he is commanding forbearancein
the application of that authority.

However, my brethren and | have diffi-
culty determining which “issues’ to place
inthe“doubtful things® category. Certainly,
no strongly-held beliefs that | have belong
there! But maybe they do. When brethren
who have the same respect for the authority
of the scriptures arrive at differing applica
tions, it might fit into the category of “ doubt-
ful things.”

Some suggest that only “matters of opin-
ion,” and not “convictions,” belong in the
“doubtful things’ category. This may be a

matter of semantics, but | make a distinc-
tion between opinion and conviction, and |
don't taketoo kindly when anyonerelegates
my conviction down to the level of an opin-
ion. However, | am not so dogmatic in some
of my convictions that | refuse to consider
my brother’s differing conviction.

So, can brethren with different convictions
work together? The answer depends on
whether the differencesresult in causing one
or the other to sin. There are some excep-
tions, but most of the issues wherein breth-
ren disagree, do not require a breaking of
fellowship. History will confirm that most
of the issues which have produced wide-
spread division in congregations, if breth-
ren had been considerate, could have been
resolved in a way in which no one's con-
science was violated.

Of course, there areafew issuesinwhich
divergent views may necessitate a break in
fellowship within a local congregation.
Some of the views regarding remarriage af -
ter divorce result in some insisting on ac-
cepting into fellowship personsthat | believe
to be adulterers. Since we are told “not to
keep company with anyone named abrother
whoissexually immoral” (1 Cor. 5:11), this
would be a situation which | could not con-
tinue in without violating my conscience.
Fortunately, most controversies among
brethren do not place us in that kind of
situation.

In our battle against Satan’s devices, let's
not give him an advantage by needlessly
splintering the body of Christ. None of us,
in an effort to maintain unity, should claim
that “Your convictions must conform to my
convictions,” but each of us should be sen-
sitive to the convictions of others and dili-
gently seeking away to work together with-
out any of us having to make the choice be-
tween violating one's conscience or break-
ing fellowship.



Evolution vs. Design

By ANDY DIESTELKAMP

The current public debate over the legiti-
macy of varioustheoriesontheorigin of life
and whether or not they should be taught as
scienceishealthy. At least in debatethereis
the opportunity for ideas to be considered
and compared; which is something that most
atheists, agnostics, and even somereligion-
ists are apparently not willing to tolerate in
the context of a science classroom. Why?

The National Academy of Sciences ex-
plainsitsview in the conclusion of its 1999
publication, Science and Creationism: “The
claim that equity demands balanced treat-
ment of evolutionary theory and special cre-
ation in science classrooms reflects a mis-
understanding of what scienceisand how it
is conducted. Scientific investigators seek
to understand natural phenomena by obser-
vation and experimentation. Scientific inter-
pretations of facts and the explanations that
account for them therefore must be testable
by observation and experimentation.”

TheAcademy further clarified: “ Creation-
ism, intelligent design, and other claims of
supernatural interventionintheorigin of life
or of species are not science because they
arenot testabl e by the methods of science....
This contrasts with science, where any hy-
pothesis or theory always remains subject
to the possibility of rejection or modifica
tionin the light of new knowledge.”

That last quote seems so aobjective and
open minded. Yet, those who contend that
the spontaneous generation of lifefrom noth-
ing is good science are quite intolerant to
suggestionsthat we are here by design. They
claim that their intolerance is because de-
signer theories are not science which can be
observed and tested. Yet, the Academy also
wrote: “Science is not the only way of ac-
quiring knowledge about ourselves and the
world around us. Humans gain understand-
ing in many other ways, such as through
literature, the arts, philosophical reflection,
andreligiousexperience.” Isit possiblethat
there arethings outside of their narrow defi-
nition of sciencethat might actually be help-
ful to science?

There are essentialy only two possibili-
tiesfor theorigin of life: accident or design.
The spontaneous generation of something
from nothing has never been observed, and
repeated testing does not support it, infer-
ring that spontaneous generation is not good
science. Yet, that leaves only the alternative
of acreative act of adesigner. Atheistic sci-
entists, however, presume there is no de-
signer and are, therefore, forced to the un-
scientific and untenable conclusion that life
spontaneously arose and evolved by acci-
dent. Therefore, by their own narrow defi-
nition of science, atheistic scientists should

logically concludethat any discussion of ori-
gins and/or the historical mechanism used
to bring about life are beyond science.

Nevertheless, many insist that efforts to
explain originswithout design are scientific
but that attempts to explain origins as the
result of design are unscientific. The Acad-
emy tellsus: “Biological evolutionisthe best
scientific explanation we have for the enor-
mous range of observations about theliving
world.” Yet, no biological species has ever
been observed to evolve into another spe-
cies. This fact does not keep evolutionists
from making huge presumptiveleapsin their
own faith.

Observe how a hypothesis evolvesinto a
fact according to the Academy: “Scientists
most often use the word ‘fact’ to describe
an observation. But scientists also use fact
to mean something that has been tested or
observed so many times that there is no
longer a compelling reason to keep testing
or looking for examples. The occurrence of
evolution in this sense is a fact. Scientists
no longer question whether descent with
modification occurred because the evidence
supporting the idea is so strong.” Atheists
have observed evolution within aspecies so
oftenthat they confidently declare evolution
from one species to another a scientific
“fact” without any observation or testing.
This, we are told, is sound science. Yet, to
observe the design of the human body from
the blueprint of its DNA and suggest that it
had a designer is somehow unscientific.

“Every houseisbuilt by someone, but He
who built all thingsisGod” (Heb. 3:4). That
is a factual observation, with a plausible
deduction violating no science. Itisnowon-
der that the purveyors of the doctrine of evo-
lution do not want design taught in a sci-
ence classroom asapossible cause. For they
would then have to explain why believing
something camefrom nothingisamore* sci-
entific” and sensibleinferencethan acknowl-
edging that design demands a designer.

Those who believe in God should have
no difficulty believing that with Him all
things are possible (Matt. 19:26). Thisfaith
frustrates the atheist who thinks that such a
view quenches zeal for scientific inquiry
(and sometimes it has). However, the athe-
ist believesthat withtimeall things are pos-
sible. Time is the god of atheists. Observe
what Nobel prize winner, George Wald
wrote: “Timeisin fact the hero of the plot.
The time with which we have to deal is of
the order of 2 billion years. What we regard
asimpossible on the basis of human experi-
ence is meaningless here. Given so much
time, theimpossible’ becomespossible, the
possible probable, and the probable virtu-
aly certain. One has only to wait: time it-
self performsthe miracles’ (“ The Origin of

Life,” Scientific American, August, 1954).
If Wald could theorize things of history hap-
pening which are “impossible on the basis
of human experience” and call it science,
then it would seem that one could also theo-
rize adesigner and call it science.

It is only the atheist who needs vast
amounts of time to explain how something
came from nothing and eventually evolved
into intelligent life. By the way, Wald's 2
billion years has since been increased to 5
billion years. Why not? Do | hear 10 bil-
lion? Will anyone give me 10?

My concern is not with scientists who
actually employ the scientific method in
their research. It is with those who make
inferences about the past using data gath-
ered from the present whileinsisting that an
atheistic interpretation isthe only thing that
can be called science. If God isnot allowed
to beaviableoption, and unlimited time has
unlimited potential, then of course the data
must beinterpreted to allow enough timefor
the otherwise impossible to happen. No
wonder atheistic scientists glibly postulate
millions and billions of years. To them time
isasunlimited and flexible asit needsto be
to alow for their impossible theories.

Brethren, | become concerned when, in
an attempt to be scientifically open minded,
wefollow in the paths of atheistic pied pip-
ersand accept their historical inferencesand
timetablesthat are clearly based on the need
to uphold theories which demand an un-
imaginable amount of time to accomplish
the impossible.

Dr. Patterson, the Senior Principal Scien-
tific Officer of Paleontology at the British
Museum of Natural History, gave the key-
note address to the American Museum of
Natural History in New York City on No-
vember 5, 1981. In that speech he repeated
a question that he had recently asked his
peersin science: “Can you tell me anything
you know about evolution, any onething that
istrue?’ Hewent onto say, “I tried that ques-
tion on the geology staff at the Field Mu-
seum of Natural History, and the only an-
swer | got wassilence. | tried it on the mem-
bers of the Evolutionary Morphology Semi-
nar inthe University of Chicago, avery pres-
tigious body of evolutionists, and all | got
there was silence for along time, and even-
tually oneperson said, ‘I do know onething.
It [evolution] ought not be taught in high
school.””

If design should not be taught in public
school science classes because it does not
qualify as science, then neither should the
general theory of evolution be taught be-
cause it does not qualify as science either.
We' reon solid ground, brethren. Stand there!

323 E. Indiana Ave., Pontiac, lllinois 61764
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‘OF SUCH IS THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN’

By FRANK VONDRACEK

Jesus, the King, said, “Suffer little chil-
dren, and forbid them not, to come unto me:
for of suchisthekingdom of heaven” (Matt.
19:14). In another place, the Bible records
Him to say, “Except ye be converted, and
become as little children, ye shall not enter
into the kingdom of heaven. Whoever, there-
fore, shall humble himself asthislittlechild,
the same is greatest in the kingdom of
heaven” (Matt. 18:3-4).

There can be no doubt to the discerning
reader that little children were used by Jesus
to illustrate aspects of the kingdom He was
sent by His Father to establish and build up.
“Thou art the Christ, the Son of the Living
God,” confessed Peter, and Jesus responded,
“Upon thisrock | will build my church, and
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it”
(Matt. 16:16-18). On the day of Pentecost
the Lord kept His word, “And the Lord
added to the church daily such as should be
saved” (Ac. 2:47). The apostle Paul later
wrote, “to the saints and faithful brethrenin
Christwhich areat Colosse,” that God “hath
delivered usfrom the power of darknessand
hath trandlated us into the kingdom of His
dear Son: in whom we have redemption
through His blood, even the forgiveness of
sins’ (Cal. 1:2, 13-14). So, without adoubt,
Jesus Christ has a church in existence, and
it shall remain on earth uninterrupted until
He returns (Dan. 2:44; Isa. 2:2-4; 1 Cor.
15:24-28).

What isthere about little children that the
Lord was so impressed by their example
with reference to the kingdom of heaven?
In Matthew 18:3-4, it seems to be the hu-
mility of little children that attracted the at-
tention of Jesus. Little ones may be bullies
towards their peers, but for lack of sheer
strength against bigger foes, they submit to
power. They seem to redlize their helpless-
ness against that which is obviously more
powerful than themselves. Soit iswith those
who would becitizensin heaven’skingdom.
Humble submission to the power, but even
more so, to the will and authority of God
arerequirementsfor entrance into the king-
dom of God's dear Son. Jesus said one's
conversion will come as he submitsto God.
“Of such isthe kingdom of God.”

In Matthew 19:13-14, the apostles appar-
ently tried to prohibit what they perceived
as a bother to their busy Master when they
rebuked thosewho brought children to Jesus
for ablessing. But the Lord returned the re-
buke to His disciples for intruding into the
effort of others to come to Him. Consider
why it is that people come to Jesus (Matt.
11:28-30): Spiritual needs; lovefor God and
truth; forgiveness of sins; because Jesus
loves us and died to save us; comfort in the

heartaches of life. Who is there that recog-
nizes aloving, kind, generous, caring, per-
son more quickly than a child? To whom
does a child gladly go back time and again
but to one who he believes is trustworthy,
and who cares about him and hisevery need?
“Of such isthe kingdom of heaven.”
Brethren, even though we realize that

His people to grow and develop spiritually,
let us understand that the direction of our
growth and developments must bein the di-
rection of becoming more childlike in hu-
mility, submission and dependence on Jesus
Christin our lives. After all, the Lord said it
best: “ Of such is the kingdom of heaven.”

1822 Center Point Rd., Thompkinsville, KY 42167
e-mail: frankv832@alltel.net
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5 GO
* KILL
A BEAR!

By LESLIE DIESTELKAMP

No doubt, most readers have aready
heard the following story:

A very largeman and avery small man
were talking. Admiring the size of the
larger man, the smaller one said, “Man,
if | wereashigasyou, | wouldn’t be afraid
of anything. I’d go out in the forest and
find the biggest bear and tear him limb
from limb.”

The large man replied with a smile,
“Thereare alot of small bearsin the for-
est, too, you know. Why don’t you go
tackle one of them?”’

The story has a point that is badly
needed right now among the people of
God. Many Christians stand on the side-
lines and tell what they would do if they
wereasstrong as others. Someliketo tell
what they would do if they were elders of
the church. Otherswould surely do abet-
ter jobif they werethe song leaders. Some
would sureliketo get into that pul pit and
‘tl it likeitis!”

Some preachers boast of what they
would do if they were preaching for the
big church on the hill instead of thelittle
one in the valley. Other preachers insist
on telling us just what they would do if
they ever got into one of those new fields
of theworld! But thereiswork intheking-
dom for everyone. There are a lot of us
little fellows who need to quit coveting
the strength of others and who need to go
out and tear some little bears apart!

An additional thought needs to be in-
jected right here. How can one ever
qualify himself to fight big bears if he

other words, as A
Christians, how canwe V5550

ever expect to succeed W2

in great battles for truth and righteous-
ness if we haven't learned to do the
smaller thingsthat seem somewhat insig-
nificant? Most of us could start on the
road to success by just bravely facing up
to the tasks that already are atogether
suited to our “size,” spiritualy.

The lesson herein also applied to
churches. Some congregations may be
doing almost nothing except “keeping
house for the Lord” because they think
they are not big enough for greater things.
They may look upon the large congrega-
tionswith envy, and they may be satisfy-
ing their consciences by reflecting upon
what they would do if they were big like
some other congregations.

But the big church can’'t do any more
than thelittle church, proportionately. The
church is people, and a few people can
each do asmuch aseach onein thelarger
groups.

Together, the few can do just as much
as the many in proportion to their num-
bers. Perhaps the church where you wor-
ship needsto simply go out and find some
small bears to engage in battle for truth
and holiness.

Try it. You'll likeit!

This article first appeared in THINK,

Volume 4, Number 5, dated July, 1973




Worship Services

Just Who Is Serving Whom?

By RICK LIGGIN

It is not uncommon for usin churches of
Christ to refer to our regular worship peri-
ods as “worship services’—and | person-
ally do not have a problem with that. Ad-
mittedly, itisnot aBiblical expression; there
is no place in Scripture where an assembly
of saintsiscalled a“worship service.” But |
do believe that the phrase does express a
Biblical concept. When the church as-
sembles itself together for worship, it does
offer up aserviceto God! We do serve God
in our worship! And so, the point of this ar-
ticle is not to oppose the use of this legiti-
mate phrase.

My concern is that some of us have de-
veloped a wrong view about the “worship
services.” In fact, there's a real sense in
which, | fear, that some of us have gotten
things completely inverted...or turned
around!

You see, when we normally think of “ser-
vices,” we think of buying the services of
some company or taking advantage of (us-
ing) the services offered by someinstitution.
The point is that when we speak of “ser-
vices,” we most often think of servicesren-
dered to us. And that'swhere my concernis
raised.

| am afraid that some of us have cometo
think of “worship services’ as a time of
worship when we are served!

Now, it's not that we think that we are
worshipped! We know better than that! But
the point is, | fear, that some of us get the
aim of the“worship services’ invertedin our
minds: we begin to think of “worship ser-
vices’ asbeing something designed to serve
us! And folks, that's just not the case!

“Worship services’ are not designed to

serve us, nor are they designed to provide
us with some kind of “service.” Sure, we
will be edified if we worship God accord-
ing to His design and instructions. But this
primarily is a by-product of our “worship
services.” We need to understand that wor-
ship isnot something that happenstous! It's
something that happensto God...something
we do to Him! We serve Him in our “wor-
ship services’—not the other way around!
And yet, this seems to be the idea circul at-
ing in the minds of some.

Too many seem to be satisfied to cometo
“worship services’ just to sit there and “let
it happen”! They see worship as a kind of
“spectator sport,” which is supposed to do
something for them. If you don’t think this
iss0, just listen to how many folkscomplain
about “not getting anything out of it.”

Don't you dare look at the worship pe-
riod as a time when you come to be “ser-
viced” or served in some way. Worship to
God isnot a“ spectator sport”! It'snot some-
thing that happens to us! It's something we
doto God! We must never forget just who is
serving whomwhen it comesto worship. In
our “worship services,” we serve God! And
that, folks, takes energy and activity and
zealous participation on the part of all those
who claim to be worshipping.

Make no mistake about it: God islooking
for true worshippers—spiritual people who
will worship Him “in spirit and in truth” (Jn.
4:23-24). If you're looking for a church
where the worship services somehow serve
you, then you'll need to go find another
church. Why? Because in the church of our
Lord, the “ worship services’ are for serv-
ing God, not ourselves!
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