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EDITORIAL 

Wi th this issue, we begin the debate between the edi tor 
and bro ther James P. Need ham. Brother Needham will 
begin in the May issue of Torch wi th the first installments 
of our debate on eat ing in the church building. 

I suppose this is the fi rst time this issue has been 
discussed by either of us in a written debate that is 
published . I certainly have en joyed discussing il. It has 
helped me 10 see what is not rclavent to the issue and what 
the real "meat" of the issue is. I suppose in e\'ery debate 
one sends out "feelers" on certain things to test his 
position, test the o ther man's, and try to see what is feall y 
fight or wrong with an argument, and in total, with a 
posi tion. 

I apprec iate James for entering this discussion with me. I 
would hope that it wi ll help LIS sec clearer, unders tand one 
another be ller, and perhaps, get closer together. I know we 
are sti ll divided, bu t perhaps as these mailers arc discussed 
openly and honestly, we can soon find whether one is 
gui lty of binding human judgment, or whe ther the o ther 
has been guilty of loosing where God has bound. I should 
hope that the whole mailer is merely a misunderstanding of 
what the other is actually doing. 

Wri tten and oral debates can and have done much good. 
I sincerely hope and pray that th is one will be productive of 
on ly good. I am sure the reader wi ll study, read, and reread 
bo th speeches and then ascertain the truth . May the truth 
prevail and error suffer, always! - RH 

TH E SC RIPTURAL USE OF ME ETI NG HOU SES -
(Conlinued from Page 1) 

Ihe private Christian place of meeting, as contrasted with 
the temple. The meaning is not that every disciple broke 
bread in his own house, but th at they broke bread at the 
house where Christia n assemblies were held, whether one or 
more ... The lin k of connect ion islhe Q.T&.lI'T) or love·feast , 
which formed an important part of the K01:vwvCCl, or 
common life, of the early Christians. The whole descnplion 
is a beautifu l picture of Christi<ln uni ty, piety, love, and 
joy." H.D.M. Spence <lnd Joseph S. Exell , The Pulpil 
Commef/((Jry, "The Acts o f the Apostles," by A.C. Hervey 
(Grand Ral)ids: Wm. O. Eerdmans Publish ing Co., rep., 
1962), Vol. 18, p. 55. 
3/c Who is breaking bread and ea ting meat? The church. 
Where? In private homes. But, the church met in private 
homes! We meet in buildings today . May we do in o ur 
buildings what the church did in private homes that were 
10<lned or borrowed for the church to mee t in ? Certain ly we 
may. 
3/d If buying a building means we can no longer meet and 
eat in the building, then I suggest we go back and restore 
New Testamen t practices! 
3/e It appears from Jude 12 the church observed loye 
feasts. Vine says of Jude 12 and 2 Pet. 2: 13, "These 
love·feas ts arose from the common meals of the early 
church." W. E. Vine, An Expository Dictionary of New 
Testamen t Words (Old Tappan, N. J.: Fleming H. Revell 

Co., 17 rep., 1966), Vol. III, p. 22.Thayersays:' a.ycitra..1., 
-(;hi, agapae, love·feasts, feasts expressing <lnd foster ing 
mulUallove which used to be held by Christians before the 
celebration of the Lord's supper ... " Joseph Henry Thayer, 
"Greek·English Lexicon of the New Testament (Grand 
Rapid s: Zondervan Publishing Co., 4 th pr., 1965), p. 4. 
Arndt and Gingrich state, "a love ·feast , a common meal 
eaten by early Christians in connect ion w. their church 
services, for the purpose of fos tering and expressing 
bro therly love." Wi ll iam F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, 
A Greek·English Lexicon of the New Testamen t (Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1957). p. 6. 
3/ f When the Corinthian church met, they apparently 
were eating a common meal, 1 Cor. 11 :20·32, although they 
had allowed it to ge t out of order and mixed it with the 
Lord's su pper. No clmrch to my know ledge docs wha t Paul 
conde mns in that passage. When Paul me t with the church 
in Troas, he ate the Lord's supper wi th th em, AC!s 20:7, 
and then partook o f a common meal, verse I I . H. Leo 
Boles says of this verse, " It seems beller to conclude that 
this was not the Lord's supper, but tha t it was a common 
meal which Paul ate in prepara tion for h is expected 
departure." H. Leo Boles, A Commentary on Acts (Nash· 
Yi lle: Gospel Advoca te Co., 1960), p. 320. Here the church 
met, worsh ipped, and then ate toge ther. All in a bu ilding 
ei ther borrowed, rented, or bought by the church . 
3/g These passages prove the church ate together. AI· 
though Acts 2 and 20 do no t say the elders called the 
church together in the differen t homes, neit her docs it say 
they ca lled the church to participate in the Lord 's supper, 
study the apostles' doctrine, or pray. I believe this would be 
suffic ient to prove the elders may call the church together 
for the purpose of eat ing a common meal on the church 
grounds or in the church bui lding, said meal being for a 
social or recreational purposc. 

I'raclice of our Brethren OYer the Years and a t Present 

A·4 My opponen t recognizes that in the past bre th ren 
have ea ten a common meal on church property . There was 
a time when brethren thought nothing of haYing a "dinner 
on the grounds." If it was scrip tural then, we wonder when 
and (or wha t reason it became unscrip lUral? Our opponent 
also recognizes that a I) reachcr may take his lunch to the 
church building and cat it during the lunch hour. If Ihis is 
scriptural, at what point does it become an unscriptural 
practice? Two saints? Three? Ten? F ifteen? Twenty? 
Perhaps he can tell us. Our Anti·Bible class brethren argue 
that a woman may teach when a leaching situation occurs 
"accidentally." May members eat in the church bu ilding if 
they "accid en tall y" bri ng thei r lu nches and decide to 
remain over the lunch hour? 

What is the Issue Between Us? 

A·5 What actually is the issue between use? Is it because 
we uy the elders may call the church together? If Ihis is the 
issue, perhaps it can be solYed by all the members deciding 
among themselves, withou t saying anyth ing to the elders, 
tha t they will bring thei r lunches and remain oyer to cal it 





difference between callins the church together to sew, work 
around the building, or on the bu lletin, and calling it 
together for "social and/or recrea tional purposes." Does he 
really believe that sewing for the need y, or working around 
the bui lding or on the bulletin are "for social and/or 
recrea tional purposes"? 

The elders "can caUthe church together" to do anything 
essential to the work of the church : evangelism, edification 
and benevolellce. I deny, and my opponent canno t prove, 
that "a common meal.. . for social and/or rec reational 
pu rposes" is essen tial to the accom pli shment of these 
works. Elders cannot scripturally call th e church IOgether 
to do an unscri ptu ral work. 

Thus, bro. Hawk is obligated to prove, ei th er: ( J) That 
elders can call the church together to engage in some thing 
which is not the work of the chu rch, (recreation), or (2) 
Tha t "social and/or recreat ional" functio ns arc essen lialto 
the work of t he church. I Prophesy th at he will do neither, 
and thus, must surrender hi s proposition. 

A-3 - Members May Eat on Chu rch Property 

In this section our brother tries to find scriptural 
authority for his proposition, I shall take up his ev idence as 
he gave il: 

(1) Earl y church ale where they met: Bro. Hawk reasons 
that early Christians met in private homes. They ate in 
these private homes, therefore they ate where they met, so 
we can do the sa me. Is he argu ing lhat the church can do 
anything on church properl y that the members can do in a 
private home? So goes his logic! Members can have an 
hootenanny in a private home, can th e elders call the 
church toge ther and have one at the build ing? If bro. Hawk 
proves his proposition , he will have proven such to be 
scriptural, along with a thousa nd other such activities. He 
has proven too much, therefore nothing! 

(2) Acts 2:42, 44, 46: I can adm it everyt hing he says 
about these passages an d sti ll he has not proven thaI these 
SUPI)Osed common mea ls were "for social and/or recrea· 
liona l purposes." Bu t no tice: v. 46 says thaI while they 
assembled in the templ e, they broke their bread (common 
meals) "At Home," bro. Hawk's qu ota tion from Hervey to 
the contrary notwithstandi ng! 

He then asks, "Can we do in our build ings what the early 
church did in private homes that were loaned or borrowed 
for the church to meet in ?" My answer is yes, bu t in this 
question he assumes thai they met on church property for 
common meals " for social and/or recreational purposes. " 
His proposition obligates him 10 prove it, nOI assume it. He 
has no t proven it! 

(3) lude 12; 2 Pet. 2: 13 - AGAPE - Love feasts : Bro. 
Hawk nex t seeks proof of his proposit ion in the AGAPAI, 
or "Love feasts" which he assumes were feasts held on 
church property " for sodal and/or recreational purposes. " 
That is a rather large assumption! The Lord 's supp er bemr 
mee ts the demands of these two passages (Sec Albert 
Barnes' Notes on Jude 12). All of bro . Hawks info rmation 
about the " Love feasts" being common meals on church 
properly must be gained from Uninspired sources, but even 
these do not fit his proposition. l et us call upon some 

witnesses: 
In a book en titled "Earl y Christians Speak," (A compila· 

t ion of uninspired post N.T. writings with commen tary) , by 
Everett Ferguson, professor at Abilene Christ ian College, 
(and inci dentall y, a bro ther who almost certainly agrees 
with bro. Hawk's position), comments as follows on page 
133, 

"I t is an AGAPE because it benefi ts the needy; special 
considera tion is shown for the lowly. The sharing of food 
by the weal thier with the poorer was an important means 
of charity. The host provided food for th ose chosen who 
sometimes did no t ca t at h is house, but received the food at 
home or accepled it to take home." Doesn 't sound li ke 
they ate it on church property, does it? 

International Standard Bible Encyclopedia says the 
AGAPE was "a common table at which the wants of the 
poor were suppl ied out of th e abu ndance of the rich (Acts 
6 ,l ff)"(p. 70). 

Guy N. Woods says, ' 'They (AGA PAljpn) appear to have 
had their origin in the practice of wealthier members of the 
congreg.ltion providing food for the poorer ones, and eating 
wi th them, in token of their brotherliness" Commentary on 
PeL, John , and Jude, p. 395) . 

Bro. Hawk quoted one short excerp t from Thayer in 
reference to AGA PAI; just enough to leave the impression 
thaI they were held on dlurch property . I am disappointed 
in him. I hate to accuse him of manipulating quotations, 
and defi nitions, but his practice is leaning in that direction! 
I now give the rest of the quot,lIion from Thayer so the 
reader can sec what bro. Hawk did 10 Ihe poor fe llow: 
" .. .feasts ex pressing and fostering mutual love which lIsed 
to be held by Christians before the celebration of the 
Lord's Supper, (This is where bro. Hawk Slopped !!! jpn). 
and al which the poorer Christians mingled wi th the 
wealthier and partook in common with the rest of food 
provided at the expense of the wealthy. Jude 12; 2 Pet. 
2 :13." Thus, Th ayer is my witness, not his! He has 
perverted Thayer! 

Thus, bro. Hawk can not prove his proposition by 
AGA PE. I would endorse, promote and pan icipate in an 
AGAPE feast on church property, if such be needed. In 
fact, I have done so many times in the Ph ilippine Isl ands. 

(4) I Cor. 11 :20·32: Bro. Hawk says, "When the 
Cori nthi an ch urch met, they apparen tly were ea ting a 
common meal. " Right! But Paul la id them to SLOp it! 
"What, have ye not houses to cat and drink in ?" (v. 22 ). "If 
any man hunger, let him eat (It home; that he come not 
togelher unto condemnation" (v. 24) . 

Bro. Hawk thinks they had mixed a common meal with 
the l ord 's Supper, but he cannot prove it. The co ntex t 
indica tes that they had turned th e Lord's Supper into a 
"common meal... fo r social andlor recreational purposes." 
Thus bro. Hawk is in the ackward position of affirming Ihat 
such a meal "on chu rch property" is scriptural, when the 
only time such a meal is mentioned in the scriptures, it is 
condemned! Bro. Hawk can say any thi ng he pleases about I 
Cor. II, bul I predict that everything he says wi ll be a 
boomerang to his pos ition. This text fits h is proposition 
about like a cow hide would fi t a canary bird ! 

(5) Acts 20:7: On this passage our brother quotes H. 



Leo Boles to the effect that a common meal was eafen by 
Paul (no te that) "in preparation for his expec ted depar. 
ture." Bu t to help his cause, bro. Boles should have said, 
"For social and/or recreational purposes. " He cannot prove 
that this meal was ea ten by the congregation, or that it was 
eaten on church I)roperty . 

Our good bro ther then claims that he h<ls proved his 
proposition! For sh<lme ! Imagine that! Le t the reader judge. 
Nobody would have guessed it had he not told us! 

A4 - Practice of Our Brethren Over the Years and at Present 

Having failed to prove his proposi tion by the scriptures, 
agape, Pulpit Commentary, H. Leo Boles, Thayer, and Vine, 
ou r brot her now grabs for the last straw: the "practice of 
ou r brethren over the years and at present." I don't believe 
his proposition S.lyS anything about "t he pract ice of our 
brethren." I deny that he can prove his proposition by "the 
prac tice of our brethren over the years" (historically), and I 
challenge him to try it. I admit that he can prove it by them 
"a t present," else , why this debate? But that is not what his 
proposition obligales him to do. He is supposed to prove it 
by the scriptures, but he has not, will nOI, and canno/! 

I shall ignore his prejudicial reference to "our Anti 
Bible-class brethren. " It is unworthy of him, and should nOI 
be dignified with a reply. 

A·5 - What is The Issue Betwee n Us? 

The issue between us is simple: He affirms that church 
property, and thus money , can be used for "social and/or 
recrea tional purposes," and I deny it. Eating in the church 
building as social fellowship (they call it Christian) is jusl a 
very com mon way brethren practice th is error. 

A-6 - Quest ions For My Opponent 

submitted this reply to bro. Hawk's first affi rmative 
without answering his questions, since it is nOI the 
prerogative of the affirmative to question the negative, 
especially before he has said anything in the debate, and 
more espec ially when no provisions were made fo r such in 
the rules. I wrote bro. Haw k and to ld him Ihis, but agreed 
to answer his questions if he agreed fo r me to do so in 
excess of the regu la tion six pages per aniete st ipu lated in 
the rules. He repl ied that I could ha\'e a seventh page for 
thi s purpose, if he could have a seventh page to reply to my 
answers. I agreed to this, but reluCiantly because it gives 
him a slight adva ntage which I sha ll explain later. 

The reader shou ld understand that when the affi rmative 
resorts to such questioning, he is not sa tisfi ed to be in the 
affirmative, for he is trying to get in to the negative. You 
sec, it is bro. Hawk's position lhat is on trial in this debate, 
no t mine. But he wanls me to affirm my posit ion, SO he can 
examine (negate) it, and thus I wi ll then spend my lime 
defending my position, rather than ex amining his. My 
opponent is willing to gran t me an ex tra page to reply to his 
questions, and would no t send me his second affirmative 
unt il he learned if I would reply to his quest ions. He wants 
to go bac k and re·wr ite the rules before we proceed! I don't 
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know his heart, and I shall not 'attempt to judge ii, but I am 
very suspicious of such maneuverings. Could it be that he is 
aware that in his first affirmative he has failed to sustain his 
proposition, and now hope to find someth ing in my 
position thai wi ll SEEM to justify his? 

I shall refer to his questions by nu mber, and ask the 
reader to refer to his fir st affirmative for their content: (1) 
No, if you mean a common meal sponsored by the church 
"for social and/or recreationa l purposes," and as a work of 
elders. (2) No. It says they ate their meals "a t home." (3) 
Yes. Because "hospitali ty one to ano ther " is enjoined in the 
scriptures (I Pel. 4:9), but this does nOI justify "social 
and/or recreational" events on church property as church 
work, any more than announc ing th at bro. Jones is in room 
204 at 1\lemorial Hospita l justifies a church hospital on 
church property as church work . Will bro. Hawk affirm that 
the church may have anything on churc h property as 
church work that c<ln be announced on church property ? J( 

no t, why this question? (4) Yes, but no t as a work of the 
church. Brethren some times discuss golf games, fi shing trips 
and political elections, etc. on ch urch property , but not as a 
work of the church. Docs bro. believe such events can be 
church sponsored? If not, why this question? (5) I believe 
Christians can have fellowship in everything in which the 
Bible says they can have it. Bro. Hawk, where docs the N.T. 
usc the word fellowship to mean common meals, to say 
nothing "ror social and/or recreational purposes"? Until 
you produce such a paSs.lge, your question is meaningless. 
Most of your questions are based upon false assumpti ons. 

B·l Definition of Proposition 

I·a. My brother is disappoin ted over my defin itions of 
sociul and recrealioll. AClually it all boils down to him 
being disappoin ted because I did not say what he wanted 
me to say. Since Ihe words arc not fo und in the Bible , I 
used Webster 's Dic tionary. I selec ted the meaning from 
Webster's that fitted wha t we do when we cal. In re·typing 
my first affirmative I did no t type all the definition for 
sociul, bUI acc idently left our several words. The comp lete 
quote is, "of or having to do with human beings li ving 
together as a group in a situation requ iri ng that they have 
deal ings wi lh one another." Webster , p. 1722. 
I·b. My opponen t admits: The scrip tures teach (a) the 
elders, (b) may call , (c) the church, (d) 10 ca l a common 
meal, (e) on church property, (f) namely in th e church 
building or on church grounds! He will affirm that! 
l -c. Now, back to Webster's defini tion of socia l. Was the 
church in Jerusalem, Acts 2:46 , eating "together as a group 
in a silU<lti on req uiring that they have deal ings with one 
another"? W<l5 th is recreation (refreshmen Is or food)? 
l ·d. j\'ly bro ther states, "This is nOI what I meant by 
social. .. " Yet, I am no t affi rming what he believes the 
word means. The anti·Sunday school man defines Bible 
class as "a Sunday school organ iza tion separate and apart 
from the church ," but docs it because he so defines it? He 
said in his Introduction, " I am not obliga ted to affi rm 
anything," yet here he is affirming for me what social and 
recreation mean! 
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1-e. Our brother says he agrees the church may cat on 
church property "when such is necessary to il.s function." 
He will probab ly evade this question by say ing his position 
is not on trial, but we woul d all be interested in seeing a 
passage whi ch has the church eating in the building when it 
is necessary to its func tion and sa id meal nol be "a 
situation re{luiring that they have dealings with one 
another" or not be "food" eaten! 

8 -2 Elders Calling the Church Toge th er 

2-a_ My opponent agrees th e elders may call the church 
together in the church buil ding 10 ca l a common meal 
"when such is necessary to its function." He wants Ihe 
words social and recreation to mean "fun and games." I do 
not rcad of the church having fun and garnes, using 
restroorns, drinking fountai ns or smoking on church pro­
perty, but I do find it eating together, Acts 2:46. 
2-b. My bro ther says, "Elders cannot scrip turally call the 
church toge ther to do an unscri ptural work_" AMEN! The 
elders Me no t calling th e church into an unscriptu ral 
practice when they call it together to cal. fo, ly opponent 
agrees to this. I suppose he wants to make our eating 
together in to an orgy? 
2-c. My opponent said I would have 10 prove two things. I 
have already shown, and my opponent has agreed, that the 
church may practice eating food toge ther. I t is as simple as 
that! 

B·3 Members May Eat on Church Property 

3·a. My estee med brother tries to wa ter down the force of 
my argument here by saying, " 15 he arguing that the church 
can do any thing on church property that the members can 
do in a priv,lte home? So goes his logic! Members can have a 
hootenanny in a private home, can the elders call the 
church together and have one at the building?" 
3·b. My brot her, the elders may call the church together 
for a common meal on chu rch property . You agree! They 
may call the chu rch together in a private home too. I am 
no t arguing nor does my proposition cover it hootenanny. 
Do you actually believe the elders may call the church 
together in a private home borrowed from a member so the 
church can throw a hootenanny under the oversight of the 
elders in thai loaned to the church building ? We wou ld like 
to hear more on that! 
3<. The bro ther's answer in the affirmalive to my 
question, "Can we do in our buildings what the early 
church did in private homes that were loaned or borrowed 
for the church to meet in?" Good. The church in Acts 2:46 
met in private homes to ca l. The ci ders may ca ll the church 
together today in the church bu ild ing to do what the 
church did in privale homes in Acts 2:46. Than k yOIl, my 
brother. That is exac tly what we do today! 
3-d. My brother says I assume agape feasts were in the 
building, then he argues that they were in the building 
because they were the Lord 's Supper. I can't tell which way 
to meet my bro lher because he nics off in two differen t 
directions! He cites BARNES' NOTES on Jude 12 to prove 
it's the Lord's Supper and then in the next fou r paragraphs 

uses Ferguson, The I.S. B.E. and Guy N. Woods to prove it 
wasn't! He says the agape feasts were celebrated in the 
bu ilding but not in the building; it was the Lord's Supper, 
bu t it wasn't the Lord's Supper! WOW! Wh ile we are on 
these quotations from these sources he introduced, when is 
the last time you, my bro ther, knew of a congregat ion on 
your side of th is issue feeding the poor in the church 
building? 
3·f. Thank you brother for quoting the rest of Thayer. I 
left it as quoted in my first affi rmative hoping you would 
quote the rest. We practice in our bui ldings what my 
opponent refuses to practice but says he would. We practice 
these passages: Acts 2:46, 20: 11; Jude 12 and 2 Pet. 2: 13. 
Some sainLS who are poor partake with the rich. Yes, this 
quote sustains and proves my proposition , for this is what 
we pract ice. Thank YOll brother. My bro ther says he would 
"endorse, promo te and partic ipate in an AGAPE feast on 
church properly, if such was needed." He said in one place 
it was th e Lord's Supper. I r 50, is that needed? He practiced 
common meals in the Ph il ippines, will he do so in the 
U.s.A.? 
3-g. On I Cor. I I my opponent argues the practice here 
was condemned only because it was a common meal. Not 
so, bUI the practice of (1) drunkenness, (2) making the 
Lord's Supper inlO a common meal, v. 20, 21, (3) nOI 
sharing in what was suppose to be the Lord's Supper which 
they were perverting, and (4) eating and drinking damna­
tion to themselves. I know of no church today which 
practices what Paul was condemning in this passage. 
3-h. Paul ale a .:ommon meal in Acts 20: I I. My opponent 
thinks Ihe church d id not eat. Yet he admi ts thaI it is not 
wrong. If one (Paul) could eat, all could cat. Would it be 
righI, afler services, for my brother to continue to talk 10 
the brethren while he sat and ate and they sat around and 
listened to him talk in between bites? Alright for him to 
eat, but sinful fo r them? Consistency, thou art a jewel! 

B-4 Pra ctice of Our Brethre Over the Years and at Present 

4·a. Did you notice how my brother evaded the prac tice 
of by·gone years where brethren once a te "dinner on the 
grounds" and my opponen t eating in the church building? 
Surely he can do beller than that! 

B·5 What 15 The Issue Between Us? 

5·a. My bro ther misses it again . Members bring the food to 
the building just as he brings his sack lunch to the building 
10 cat. He makes much ado over "social fellowship." What 
do you brethren call it when you stand around in the foyer 
fifteen minu tes before services, between Bible classes and 
worship services, and fifteen to twenty minutes after 
services "visiting"? 

B·6 Answers to My Questions 

1. My brother answers "no" if 5.1 id meals are "sponsored 
by the church 'for social and/or recreat ional purposes' and 
as a work of elders. " My brother would no doubt have 
objected to the meals in Acts 2:46; 20: 11 and other places 



and hidden behi nd the phrases, "sponsored" and "work of 
the ciders" as smoke screens. 
2. My brother agrees here to that which he replies against 
in No. I. 
3. My brother says the elders may call the church together 
in the Community building for a common meal. He quotes 
I Pet. 4:9 an d says "hospitali ty" is enjoi ned upon the 
church/saint. Is hospitality a work of the church under the 
oversight of the elders? 
4. The game of golf may not be sponsored by my brother, 
but il seems he will allow money to be paid out of the 
church treasury for the liglllS and heat-air condit ioning 
while brethren stand around talking about their golf game. 
That's scriptural according to my opponent's logic. But, let 
one or two of tho'>C bre lhren bring along a drumstick 10 

practice Acts 2:46 and cat it while they arc showing 
"hospitali ty" and it becomes "social and/or recreational per 
my opponent's definition and therefore sinful! 
5. My brother believes "fellowship" is every thing the Bible 
says it is. The church ate a common meal together, Acts 
2:46; 20: I I; Jude 12. Thcrefore, the Bible shows this is a 
way of having fe llowship - all things common. 

B-7 Questions For Opponent 

7-a. My brother will not answer my qucstions unless I give 
him an extra page or sevcn pages. I havc so done! Howcver, 
where, in any of the rules on debate docs it sa)' the 
affirmative speaker cannot ask hi s opponent questions? I 
SUPI)OSe if I had not put them under a head ing but simply 
asked them wi lhin the body of a paragraph, he wou ld nol 
have objecl.ed! My wOrlhy opponent agreed to six pages per 
speech, margins set al 75 characters and Dilly 26 lilies /0 
each page. Yet , my opponent had 28 li nes on page I, 30 
lines on page 2, 29 lines on page 3, 30 lines on pagc 4, 30 
lines on page 5 and now he takes not only d 7 th page to 
answer my questions, bllt uses an extra 8 lines over the 
regulation 26 to do tha t! And he talks about me wanting an 
advan tage! Shame on YOLl brother! He used 25 extra li nes, 
plus one extra page to answer my fi rst affirmative speech 
which conta ined 2\ li nes less than six pages! I have 
answered his seven pages plus 25 extra lines (that 'S almost 8 
pages) in less than 6 full pages! He no doubt will be hard 
pressed to answer my 5 pages plus 20 lines in 6 pages. 

B·8 Conclusion 

8-a. (1) My proposition only calls fo r common meals per 
my definition from Webster. 
8-b. (2) We use rooms already avai la ble. 

I also share my brother's fee lings on deba te. However, it 
becomes necessary to ferret out error and th is is our 
purpose. Find truth and renounce error. 

NEEDHAM'S 
SECOND NEGATIVE 

WHAT IS THE ISSUE? Bro. Hawk still is con fused 
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abou t what is thc issue between us. IT IS NOT: ( I ) Eating 
in the church building. I believe such is scriptural if it is: (d) 
To feed needy saints, and/or (b) essential to scriptural 
church funct ion. I have praCliced it, and would do so again 
anywhere, even in U.s.A. (2) Whcther the early church ate 
where they mel. Just as a matter of fac l, he has not proven 
that it did (except I Cor. II) bot even if he cou ld, he must 
then prove that it was for "social and/or recreational 
purposes." But, the only time he can find the church doing 
that, Paul told them to stop it (I Cor. I I). The Issue Is: 
What is the work of the church? The scriptures te,lCh it is: 
(a) Evangelism, (b) Edification, and (c) Benevolencc to 
needy saints (Eph. 4: 12). Bro. I-Iawk will agree with this, 
bot then he wants to add another, namely, SOCIAL and 
RECREATIONAL func tions . He has not produced scrip­
lUral authority for such, and will not. 

Bro. Hawk is right in theory - wrong in practice: He 
rightly says Bible authority is established by: (a) "Com­
mand," (2) "Example," and (3) "Necessary inferencc" 
(Def. of Prop.) I said I wou ld lake ei ther for his practice. 
He has given neither. 

Bro. Hawk's "Proof": (I) Inco mplete and inadequate 
definitions of words. He knew before the deba tc that I 
believed it is right to cat in thc church building under 
scriptural circumstances (Lener to him 12-22-72). For that 
reason I refused 10 sign his proposi tion withou t the phrase: 
"For social and/or recreational purposes." I sa id I would 
affi rm it wi thout this. He was willing 10 add th is, obviously 
thinking he cou ld get by with perverting definitions. He 
shall not succeed. He says I am disappointed because he 
didn 't define the words to suit me. I am dis.lppoi nled 
bec.luse he didn't define them in their accepted senses. He 
is afraid of these word s, and he knows il. Where he preaches 
they have common meals on church propert y for social 
and/or recreational purposes in the accepted '>Cnse, but Ray 
is relUclan t to admit it in this debate. He has almost 
abandoned thesc two wOfds, but the readers know full -well 
what they mean in the contex t of the proposition and Ray 
cannot conceal it by sophistry. Ray, wh"t is the purpose of 
the meals in your building? 

(2) Elders can ca ll the church together: But he agrees 
they cannot do so for unscriplural purposes, but he has not 
proven common meals on church property for social and/or 
recreational purposes is a scriptural work. 

(3) Scriptures wh ich don't say what he ciles them to 
prove. (a) Acts 2:42, 44, 46. These ver'>Cs say the Jerusalem 
church mel in th e temple and ate "AT HOME." R"y uses 
them to prove thcy ale where they met. He is unable to sec 
that "in the temple" and "a\ home" arc two differen t 
local ities. (b) Jude 12; 2 Pel. 2 : 13 - AGA PE . In his second 
affirmative, he tr ies to show that I contradicted myself on 
AGAPE. J did not. I distinguished between N.T. f\GA PE 
(which could well have been the Lord's Supper and which 
certainly would have been on church property). and the 
AGAPE described in post - N.T.literature. (Which mayor 
may nOt have been on church property). I-Ie did no t and 
can not prove Iha t N.T . AGA PE was not thc Lord's Supper, 
so hc made no effort ! He canno t prove that N.T. AGAPE 
was a common meal on church property " for social and/or 
recreational purposcs." He cannot cven prove that about 





















social andlo r recreatio nal purposes," which he cannot do. 
Furthermore, he cited this passage also in connectio n with 
his sta tement th at " ... a co mmon meal may exped ite 
ed ifica tion .. . " So, 1 can admit h is assumption that Acts 
20: 11 was a church meal, and accept his conLCnt ion that it 
expedited edification, and still deny his p roposition. Ray, I 
never saw anyone get himself into so much troub le!! 

4. I Cor. ,, : Like a heritic caplain, Ray has determined 
to go down with the ship on this passage! Everything he has 
said has boomeranged on him as I prophesied it would. He 
keeps coming back and tr ies to patch up the leaks! In the 
course of his voyage his ship got so fu ll of holes that to 
abandon ship would have been wise, but Ray was deter­
mined to be a dead "nero"!! 

He starled ou t by affirming that I Cor. 1"1 was an 
example of his proposition, of all things! I pointed out that 
the Corinth ians were eating a "social andlor recreational" 
meal in connection with church work, and Paul to ld them 
to stop it. Thus, I have contended thai the only time Ray 
can find a N.T. church engaging in what he is defending, 
Paul told them to stop it! He has not been able to overcome 
this devasta ti ng defeat. He tried to salvage his boat by 
sayi ng Paul was only condemning the abuses, not the mere 
fact that they were eati ng on church property. I have tried 
to gel Ray to tel l us why Paul di dn't just tel! them to stop 
the abuses, rather than telling them to "eat at home" (v. 
34). Wou ld Paul burn down the barn to get rid of the rats? I 
have maintained that part of the abuse was eating a "'>Dcial 
andlor recreational" meal in connection with spiritual 
work. Pau l's telling them to "cat at homc" is my proof. But 
Ray came back and said that if Paul wcre condemn ing all 
meals on church property , he wou ld condemn my eating 
my lunch in the bu ilding, and the meals I wou ld defend as 
being essential to scri ptural church function . But who said 
Paul is condemning all meals on church property? I contend 
that he condemns the kind of meals my OPI)Onent is try ing 
to defend. Ray also cited this passage in connection with 
his stalement that " ... a common meal may expedite 
edificat ion ... " Can you believe it ? I Cor. 11 ;s an example 
of a church meal expediting edification, but Paul told them 
to stop it!! For pity's sake, Ray! Don't you wish now you 
had listened to me when I warned you to le t I Cor. alone? I 
really hate 10 see a brOlher gel himself in such an absurd 
posi tion. To think, this discussion is going to be pub lished! 

5. The elders judgment: This defense of Ray's proposi­
lion is typical of him and his brethren. If they can't prove a 
thing is " scriptural" in somc other way, Ihey will try to slip 
it in the back door by contending thaI it is a matter of 
judgmenl, and God has given the elders the right to decide 
such maLters. So Ray says that if the ciders judge that 
spending thousands of dollars of the Lord's money to build 
and equip a fellowship room will "expedite edification," 
tha t makes it scriptural. Ray, I know some elders who have 
decided Ihat a ball team will expedite edi fication and somc 
others who decided thaI a car wash in the name of the 
church of ChriSI would cxped itc evange li sm. I also know of 
some elders who once decided that in strumental music 
wou ld expedite the singing, and missionary soc ieties wou ld 
expedite thc Great Comm ission. Some elders arc now 
deciding that darkening the auditorium lighls and spcak ing 
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in tongues exped ite sp irituality. So, Ray , don't oppose any 
of these things or you will be array ing your judgment 
against God's elders, and making your opinion "thc law in 
the churches of Christ." To be perfectly frank , Ray was 
gran standing when he tried to put me in the position of 
arraying my judgmen t against thc ciders, and making my 
opin ion "the law in th e churches of Christ." But I doubt 
that thc applause will be very loud when the readers 
remember that lilis melodrama was played by one who has 
affirmed a proposition that allows the church to practice 
that which he has miserab ly fai led EO scripturally authorize. 
Was not 1·laman hanged on his own gallows? 

Thu s Ray has gone down in dcfeat. He has nol sustained 
his proposition by the scrip tures . I have negated every 
argument he has based upon scripture. In this final article I 
am not rep lying to any of hi s absurd quibb.les about the 
preacher's lunch, the cafeteria, the o ld dinners o n the 
ground , what the members happen to discuss at the 
assemblies, his efforts to confuse the issue, etc. etc. His 
proposition obligates him to prove his practice by the 
scriptures. The du ty of the negative is to defeat his effort 
along that line, which I have done, so I have not wasted 
time and space on his quibbles. 

In conclusion I love and respect brother H;1Wk. I have 
somet imcs pressed my points rather hardl y, but Ihis has nOI 
been a manifestat ion of any animosity toward him as a 
person . I love him as a broth er in Christ, but I do not love 
the error he espouses nor the division and stri fe il has 
wrought in a once united brotherhood. I ask only that the 
reader slUd y the5c mattef5 with an open mind , and be 
swayed only by the truth. I pray that only good will be 
accompl ished through th is effort . 

BAPTISM IS NOT THE FIGURE 
Richard E. Black 

The sectarian conlen tion thJ.t baptism merel y "figures" 
or pictures in an ou tward action the inner spiri tual 
regeneration Ihal has been experienced at some IHior time 
has been handily exposed by the b iblical evidence of Ihe 
good confessio n which the inspired writer says is made 
"with the mouth" and is "unto salvation." (Rom. 10:9,10). 
Such a passage declares that the confession is Ihe visible and 
vocal announcement to the world that one is embarking on 
the life in Christ; hence, the attempt to pJ;1ce baP tism in 
this office is meaningless for it would amoul1I to God 
having demanded two actions to accomplish one purpose. 

"Antitupon" 

The inspired Peler wrote: "The like figure whereunto 
even bap tism dOlh also not save us (not the putting away of 
th e fil th of the flesh, but the answer of a good conscience 
toward God,) by thc resurrection of Jesus Chri s!." (I Peter 
3:21). The clear understanding of this text depcnds on one 
being ab le 10 determ ine what is meant by the word, 
"figure." Wh at is the figure? The contention by th ose who 








