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CLOSED COMMUNION - WHAT WE BELIEVE
by Pastor Cecil Fayard
I Corinthians 11:17-34: “Now
in this that I declare unto you
I praise you not, that ye come
together not for the better, but
for the worse. For first of all,
when ye come together in the
church, I hear that there be
divisions among you; and I
partly believe it. For there
must be also heresies among
you, that they which are
approved may be made
manifest among you. When ye
come together therefore into
one place, this is not to eat the
Lord's supper. For in eating
every one taketh before other
his own supper: and one is
hungry, and another is
drunken. What? have ye not
houses to eat and to drink in?
or despise ye the church of
God, and shame them that
have not? What shall I say to
you? shall I praise you in
this? I praise you not. For I
have received of the Lord that
which also I delivered unto
you, That the Lord Jesus the
same night in which he was
betrayed took bread: And
when he had given thanks, he
brake it, and said, Take, eat:
this is my body, which is
broken for you: this do in
remembrance of me. After the
same manner also he took the
cup, when he had supped,
saying, This cup is the new

testament in my blood: this do
ye, as oft as ye drink it, in
remembrance of me. For as
often as ye eat this bread, and
drink this cup, ye do show the
Lord's death till he come.
Wherefore whosoever shall
eat this bread, and drink this
cup of the Lord, unworthily,
shall be guilty of the body and
blood of the Lord. But let a
man examine himself, and so
let him eat of that bread, and
drink of that cup. For he that
eateth and drinketh
unworthily, eateth and
drinketh damnation to himself,

not discerning the Lord's
body. For this cause many are
weak and sickly among you,
and many sleep. For if we
would judge ourselves, we
should not be judged. But
when we are judged, we are
chastened of the Lord, that we
should not be condemned with
the world. Wherefore, my
brethren, when ye come
together to eat, tarry one for
another. And if any man
hunger, let him eat at home;
that ye come not together unto
condemnation. And the rest
will I set in order when I
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This article is one in a
series of messages preached
by Forrest Keener, at Bethel
Baptist Church in 1985, and
transcribed for use in The
Baptist Watchman. The
essence of purpose, in
preparing and delivering this
series of messages, is not
eschatological, but rather to
seek an overall biblical view
of the vast doctrine of the

kingdom of God as it is
r e ve a l e d i n th e New
Testament. It is my hope and
expectation that eschatology
will then fall into place rather
easily. It is my prayer that
God will bless this brief work
to the edification of His
people, wherever it may
reach. (E. L. Bynum)
Open your Bibles tonight to
the gospel of Matthew,
chapter 24, to the book of
II Timothy, chapter 3, and to
the gospel of Matthew,
chapter 13. I want you to have
all of those passages readily
available when we begin to
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come.”
INTRODUCTION
Historic Baptists, true
Baptists, have believed in and
still believe in closed
communion. Baptists impose
upon themselves the same
restrictions that they impose
on others concerning the
Lord’s Supper. Baptists insist
that it is the Lord’s table, not
theirs; and He alone has the
right to say who shall sit at
His table. No amount of so
called brotherly love, or
ecumenical spirit, should
cause us to invite to His table
those who have not complied
with the requirements laid
down plainly in His inspired
Word.
Should we as Baptists
ignore the restrictions made
by our Lord and Master? NO!
When we hold to the
restrictions placed upon the
Lord’s Supper by our Master,
we are defending the "faith
which was once delivered to
the saints" (Jude 3).
That the Lord’s Supper is
rigidly restricted will appear
in the following facts:
IT IS RESTRICTED
AS TO PLACE
A. I Corinthians 11:18 says,
"When ye come together in the
(Closed continued on page 6)
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read. I will not stay with all of
them throughout the entire
evening, but I want to lay
the m be for e you as
foundational scriptures for the
message tonight: Matthew 24,
II Timothy, chapter 3, and to
Matthew, chapter 13.
In Matthew chapter number
24, I want to read to you just
verses 12 through 14, and I
want you to try to remember
the basic content of each of
these passages as I speak to
you tonight, because they
need to be put together
somewhat in your mind.
“And because iniquity shall
abound, the love of many shall
wax cold. But he that shall
endure unto the end, the same
shall be saved. And this gospel
of the kingdom shall be
preached in all the world for a
witness unto all nations; and
then shall the end come.”
Look if you will then in the
second epistle to Timothy at
chapter number 3 and verse
number 1:
“This know also, that in the
last days perilous times shall
come. For men shall be lovers
of their own selves, covetous,
boasters, proud, blasphemers,
disobedient to parents,
unthankful, unholy, Without
natural
affection,
trucebreakers, false accusers,
incontinent, fierce, despisers
of those that are good,
Traitors, heady, highminded,
lovers of pleasures more than
lovers of God; Having a form
of godliness, but denying the
power thereof: from such turn
away. For of this sort are they
which creep into houses, and
lead captive silly women laden
with sins, led away with divers
lust.”
And then in Matthew
chapter 13, verse number 33:
“Another parable spake he
unto them; The kingdom of
heaven is like unto leaven,
which a woman took, and hid
in three measures of meal, till
the whole was leavened.”
This evening, I want that
verse to be my text; I want
you to re-read it and just keep
it in your mind, and I will
show you later on what the
application is:
“Another parable spake he
unto them; The kingdom of
heaven is like unto leaven,
which a woman took, and hid
in three measures of meal, till
the whole was leavened.”
In the series that I have been
bringing on the Mysteries of
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the Kingdom, I have come to
the area dealing with issues of
eschatology. Now, that is a
big 50-cent word, and for
those of you who may not yet
kno w wha t the word
eschatology means, it simply
means the science of, or the
study of, or the knowledge of
last things. Essentially, when
we use it biblically, we are
talking about those events
surrounding the second
coming of Christ. That is not
the beginning or the ending of
it, but that is what we usually
are talking about.
Obviously, the second
coming of Christ does not end
all things. If you are a
premillennialist you believe
that after the second coming
of Christ there is a 1000-year
reign here upon the earth, after
which Satan is loosed for a
little season, to do his last
dirty work upon the earth.
During the 1000-years, of
course, he is bound, then he is
loosed for that little season.
And then he is cast into the
lake of fire. So obviously
there are some things that
occur after the second coming
of Christ. Of course, all
schemes of eschatology hold
that other events follow the
second coming. Yet, when we
say eschatology we are
usually talking about the
second coming of Christ.
Now, the issue before us
tonight is, What shall the
Kingdom be in the future? I
pointed out to you, in the
previous messages, that it is
not always the same thing.
What will the Kingdom be,–
Listen now!–in its future and
in its last stages? That is the
issue now before us. We have
learned in studying simple
facts about the Kingdom, and
as we have studied through
the pr e vio us ei ght e en
messages which I’ve brought
on this subject, that in the
past, the Kingdom was not
what it is now; and in the
future it will not be what it is
now. Or I might say it in a
different way, it is not what it
will be in the future. As time
passes there are various
ordained changes in the
Kingdom. One of the
questions that is frequently
asked by the amillennialist, of
the premillennialist (that is of
the premillennialist who
believes in the literal 1000year reign upon the earth) is:
How can you speak of a 1000year Kingdom, when

according to the scripture it is
His everlasting Kingdom?
Now, if you did not know
anything else, that might be a
legitimate question, because
the Bible very definitely
reveals that His Kingdom is
an everlasting Kingdom, a
Kingdom of which there is no
end, and yet we say it is a
1000-year Kingdom. Well, we
are talking about only one
stage of the Kingdom. In other
wo r ds , t h e m i l le nn ia l
kingdom, that is the 1000-year
Kingdom, is a Kingdom here
upon the earth, but that
Kingdom does not end when
the 1000 years end. It goes on,
after undergoing certain
changes, to become an eternal
Kingdom. It does not begin
when the 1000 years begins,
because that Kingdom is in a
sense present even today. Are
we to seek, as a priority, the
Kingdom of God? Yet when
He talks about seeking first
the Kingdom of God, He is
not talking about looking for
the second Kingdom of
Christ. “But seek ye first the
kingdom of God, and his
righteousness; and all these
things shall be added unto
you.” Is He simply saying to
that person, Look for the
second coming of Christ? No!
He is talking about seeking
the Kingdom of God and
being in subjection to that
Kingdom in your present
status, it is HERE! And yet, it
is future. There will be a
1000-year reign. And after
that there will STILL be a
Kingdom of God. And so we
need to talk about the stages
of that Kingdom.
When we come to the issues
of eschatology there are
basically three divisions of
thought. Now, there are within
those divisions several other
divisions, but there are
basically three divisions of
thought concerning the second
coming of Christ. Of course,
this does not include the areas
of modernism, where they do
not believe in the second
coming of Christ, or where as
I mentioned tonight in the
Training Union, they believe
it is only a spiritual
appearance, or something of
that sort. We are not talking
about that,–we are talking
about those people who
believe in a literal return of
the Lord Jesus Christ, and
among those there are
basically three divisions of
thought, as we mentioned last
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we e k. T h e r e a r e t h e
premillennialists, who believe
that the coming of Christ is
before the millennium, that is
what premillennial means.
T h e r e
a r e
t h e
postmillennialists–and some
say they WERE the
postmillennialists, but I
maintain they ARE the
postmillennialists–who
believe that the second
coming of Christ is after the
millennium. And then there
are the amillennialists, and the
term ‘amillennialist’ simply
means that they do not believe
in a millennium. Now, that
does not mean they do not
believe in a reign of Christ,
nor does it mean that they do
not believe in a return of
Christ, for most of them most
certainly do; but they do not
believe in a literal reign of
Christ here upon the earth, and
so there are those divisions of
thought.
Tonight, I want to address
myself to probably the
smallest group, and that is the
group
called
the
postmillennialists. You have
often heard someone say, he is
post-mill, or He was post-mill,
and there are a lot of men who
were post-mill who are not
any longer. They died and
went to heaven, and God
straightened them out–now
that was supposed to be
funny! But basically there
have been a lot of men down
through the ages who have
been postmillennialists, and
the doctrine has much less
popularity today than it had
then. I want to talk to you
tonight about four things–I
shouldn’t keep you very long.
I will, but I shouldn’t. First of
all the belief of the
postmillennialist: What does
he believe? Secondly, What
are the scriptures, and I should
say what is the nature of the
scriptures that he uses because
I could not deal with all the
scriptures tonight, either from
the angle of my ability nor in
the amount of time that we
have. Thirdly, What are the
postmillennialist’s problems,
that is, the inconsistencies in
their teaching? And finally I
want to make a statement
wherein I hope to show you
that postmillennialism is
compatible with modernism. I
do
not
say
that
postmillennialism is
modernism, because many of
the conservative preachers of
(Mysteries continued on page 3)
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Introducing
The Reaves
Family
Missionaries to the
Czech Republic
Dear Pastors,
The Bible Baptist Church of
Brandon, Manitoba, Canada,
home of The Baptist Pillar,
highly recommends Bro. John
and his family to you for
consideration of daily prayer
and monthly support to assist
us in getting them to the field
of the Czech Republic.
Bro. John has laboured over
6 years in this church. He has
held many positions in his
training: youth director,
printer in our print shop,
school principal, teen choir
director and for the last 3
years, Assistant Pastor, not to
mention over 5 years in our
Bible Institute.
It has been my great
pleasure as his father and
pastor to train him for the
gospel ministry. The church
and I have truly seen God’s
hand upon him, from his
calling to even the Lord

providing him with a wife,
Rachael, and now a daughter,
Kyndall. He is a solid
Independent Baptist from the
K.J.V. 1611, to the local
church onl y with its
ordinances, close communion
and authority baptism. Bro.
John is committed to planting
Independent Baptist Churches
in the Czech Republic. We
need your help in getting him
and his family to their field of
service as soon as possible.
He will be calling you soon.
Please give this your most
prayerful consideration in
having them come and present
their field in your church.
Thank you for your
consideration concerning The
Reaves Family to the Czech
Republic.
In Christ,
Pastor John Reaves
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word he used, but he stated
that they were gone because
the evidences of the condition
of the world, that were shown
by the war in such things as
the holocaust, were too great
for the postmillennialists to
live with. Well, of course, an
easy argument that would not
even have to come from the
Bible might be, that if that
could do away with the
doctrine, the forgetting of that
could bring it back. And it
would eventually be forgotten.
You understand that or
course. Those things are
forgotten in time. but the fact
of the matter is that the
postmillennialist is not gone.
It has been said that he has
given over to the
amillennialists. The fact is,
that the postmillennialist
essentially came out of the
amillennialist’s camp because
of inconsistencies that he saw
there. Many of them have

the gospel of past years, who
in their time were
conservative men, have been
postmillennialists. It would
not be fair and it would not be
accurate to say that. I do not
want to say that, but I want to
show you that the doctrine
itself is compatible with
modernism in what is–at least
to me–a very frightening way.
I. The Belief of the
Postmillennialist
First of all, in as brief a way
as I know how: What is the
belief of the postmillennialist?
It is thought by some that
postmillennialists are just
gone forever, that they gave
way to other views and no
longer really exist. In fact, I
was reading in a book I
believe this last week, which
said, With the passing of the
second World War, that the
Postmillennialists simply went
out of style. That was not the
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In our last issue of The
Baptist Pillar introducing
the Reaves family to the
Czech Republic there was a
very important typo error
concerning the ordinances.
It should have read closed
communion not close. We
are as closed as closed can
get.
Pastor John Reaves

If you would like the
Reaves family to come
and present the Czech
Republic to your church
please call
204-7265806 or e-mail John at
czechjr@techplus.com

returned. In fact, most of them
returned to the amillennial
camp because of problems
that they saw with the
postmillenial view, and they
will return to the
postmillennial camp as they
view once again problems
with the amillennial view.
They will vacillate, because
the scripture produces too
many problems for them, in
my opinion at least, and, of
course, that must be right.
Amen? Come on, say
something! If nobody says
Amen, I had better go on to
the next page. In any event, in
my opinion the scripture will
produce so many problems,
for the amillennialist and the
postmillennialist if they take it
seriously, it will produce so
many problems for him that
he will vacillate from one side
to the other, or he will come
to premillennialism. Not too
many of them do that, I am
sad to say, but some do. The
fact of the matter is, however,
that there are always going to
be postmillennialists until the
Lord comes back; and then, of
course, there won’t be any.
“Postmillennialism” simply
means “after the millennium.”
That is, they believe that the
thousand-year-reign, or the
millennium, will come into
being before the Lord returns.
Not all postmillennialists hold
to the literality of the
thousand-year-reign... some of
them do. There are differences
among them, as well as
among ‘premillennialists’ and
‘amillennialists.’ But if they
believe in the literal return of
Christ, they believe it will
transpire after the millennial
Kingdom passes. Their
position, as it relates to cause
and effect, is essentially in
this order. The Holy Ghost by,
or through, the church is
converting the world. They
believe that there are crisis in
this Kingdom work; they
believe that there are setbacks,
but they believe essentially,

and they have believed since
the inception of that view of
eschatology, that the Holy
Ghost will, through the work
of the church, and that Christ
through the work of the
church, will convert the world.
And with almost total
agreement they would state it
or believe it this way, that
Christ in the NONFORESEEABLE FUTURE–
not in the foreseeable future–
no postmillennialist that I
know anything about would
tell you now, or would have
told you at any given time in
history if you could go back
(now, there are some who
wrote that in forty or fifty
years the world might be
converted) but none of them
would say that in the very near
future, especially they would
not say that Christ would
return in the very near future,
and especially they would not
say the return of Christ was
imminent, or that in the
immediate future He might
return. To them it is in the
UNFORESEEABLE
FUTURE that Christ will
return to a world, that is
essentially prepared and ready
f o r
H i m .
T h e
postmillennialists are basically
divided into two groups. And I
want you to get the word
‘basically,’ when I say there
are differences of opinion, and
I say they are basically
divided this way. When I say
there are groups and they are
basically divided this way, be
sure to hang onto the word
‘basically.’ You are going to
meet one day with a
postmillennialist or an
amillennialist who says, What
Forrest Keener said is not true.
That is not what I believe.
You have got to remember
that no matter what kind of
division of doctrine you take,
there are going to be divisions
within the division. And so it
is here: there are divisions
within the postmillennialists,
(Mysteries continued on page 4)
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and there are divisions within
their divisions. but they are
basically divided this way:
First of all, there are those
who have a Unitarian
philosophy. I do not mean that
all of them would be members
of a ‘Unitarian’ church, if
there could be any such thing–
there could not be, but if there
could. I do not mean that is
what they are, but I mean that
they basically have that
philosophy of man that has
inherent good prevailing in
the world. The man who was
the propagator of the
postmillennialist view, as far
as I can understand, at least as
far as any widespread
acceptance of it, was man by
the name of Daniel Whitby.
He was a man who was
Unitarian in his... should I say
his theological view of man.
He believed in the inherent
good of man, he believed that
there was a spark of divinity
in man, and he believed, as
some believe, that truth will
win out. He believed that truth
will triumph. I want to show
you something. Does anybody
know where the song “I’ve a
Story to Tell to the Nations” is
in our hymnal? I intended to
jot is down in my notes, I
thought I had, and I think I
haven’t. Does anybody know
the number of that song? I
believe it starts out with the
word ‘I’, if you want to look
for it. Number 188? I want
you, if you will, to just listen
to the words of this song and
you can get my point. Now,
you say, Why, we sing that
song! Sure, we sing that song,
it is a good song, but it is very
definitely postmillennial. If
you want the view of the
postmillennialist listen to the
words of this song:
“We’ve a story to tell to the nations
That shall turn their hearts to the
right
A story of truth and sweetness,
A story of peace and light,
A story of peace and light,
For the darkness shall turn to
dawning, And dawning to noonday
bright,
And Christ’s great Kingdom shall
come on earth,
The Kingdom of love and light.”

I will come back to that
chorus, but listen to the other
words of the verses:

“We’ve a song to be sung to the
nations
That shall lift their hearts to the
Lord,
A song that shall conquer evil
And shatter the spear and sword,
And shatter the spear and sword,
We’ve a message to give to the
nations
That the Lord Who reigneth above
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Hath sent us His Son to save us
And show us that God is love,
And show us that God is love,
We’ve a Savior to show to the
nations,
Who the path of sorrow hath trod,
That all of the world’s great people
Might come to the truth of God,
Might come to the truth of God.”

Now listen to the chorus, and
it simpl y in essenc e
summarizes all that the verses
have said:
“For the darkness shall turn to
dawning,
And dawning to noonday bright,
And Christ’s great Kingdom shall
come on earth,
The Kingdom of love and light.”

When we talk about the
darkness turning to dawning,
and dawning to noonday
bright, are we talking about a
radical, an immediate, a
militant entrance of the
Kingdom? No, we are not!
We are talking about a gradual
evolving entrance of the
Kingdom. And how is the
song implying that the
Kingdom is to be brought to
pass? By this story being told
to the nations! Is there any
truth in that song? Yes, there
is! There is a lot of truth in it!
But the total view of it is not
right,–it is the postmillennial
view. They believe that the
world is going to be
converted. Some of them
believe that it will simply be
by the inherent good that is in
man prevailing through the
good teaching that the Word
of God would give them.
There are others who are not
that modernistic or Unitarian
in their thinking, and some
men that are very able Bible
writers
have
been
postmillennialists, who have a
different view than those, and
they are those who interpret
the scripture as teaching
Christ’s victory over the
world. Does the scripture
teach Christ’s victory over the
world? Yes, it does! How then
are they in error? Well, as far
as I am concerned they are in
error in that they teach
through the efforts of the
church.
II. The Scriptures They Use
What then, are the scriptures
that they use? And really we
could name many, many
scriptures because they use
many, but I want to just give
you a few that are typical of
the interpretation, I think they
would give you. Typical may
not even be a good word to
use here, but they will give
you an idea of the manner in
which they interpret these
scriptures. Consider the text
that I read tonight: “Another

parable spake he unto them;
The kingdom of heaven is like
unto leaven, which a woman
took, and hid in three
measures of meal, till the
w h o l e
w a s
leavened.” (Matt. 13:33)
Most places in your Bible
where you find the word
‘leaven’ used, it will be
almost universally agreed by
commentators that it has
reference to sin. But the
t yp i c a l p o s t m i l l e n n i a l
commentator will almost with
one consent give this word
‘leaven’ a different
symbolism. It will be a
symbolism of either the
gospel or the church,–either
one is okay by him. in other
words, the gospel is placed
into the world, and by the
force of the gospel, that is, the
story being told to the nations,
the world will be converted to
Christ. Or to put it another
way, the church is placed into
the world, and by the efforts
and the Godgiven success of
the church the world will be
basically converted. These
men are not all modernists.
Many of them would say that
the church could do nothing
except it is by the power of
God. They would agree one
hundred percent with what
Christ said, ‘Without me you
can do nothing;’ they would
agree with that. But they
believe that the scriptures
reveal that the purpose of God
is to, through His church,
convert the world to Himself,
and make the world ready for
Christ’s return.
Now, that is the basic
principle
of
the
postmillennialist’s view,–I do
not have time to talk about all
of the different ideas that they
would have, but I think that
gives you a bird’s-eye-view of
what the postmillennialist
believes. The scriptures that
he
uses
are
like
Matthew 13:33, that I have
just read. Another one would
be I Corinthians 15:22
through 28, and we might
quickly take a look at that.
I Corinthians 15, and begin to
read with verse 23:
“But every man in his own
order: Christ the firstfruits;
afterward they that are
Christ's at his coming. Then
cometh the end, when he shall
have delivered up the kingdom
to God, even the Father; when
he shall have put down all
rule and all authority and
power. For he must reign, till
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he hath put all enemies under
his feet. The last enemy that
shall be destroyed is death.
For he hath put all things
under his feet. But when he
saith all things are put under
him, it is manifest that he is
excepted, which did put all
things under him. And when
all things shall be subdued
unto him, then shall the Son
also himself be subject unto
him that put all things under
him, that God may be all in
all.”
Both the postmillennialists
and the amillennialists will
take this passage of scripture
and use it in such a way so as
to indicate that today Christ is
subjecting the world to
Himself, and that the ultimate
fulfillment, which we do
indeed see in this passage,
when all things shall be put
under His feet, is coming
about by what is taking place
today. They take the context
of I Corinthians 15 and make
it seem very logical to their
adherents. They do not come
to this conclusion without
scripture, but they come to it,
in my opinion, by very clear
and definite misuse of
scripture. Would you believe
that one of their favorite
passages is Matthew chapter
28, verses 18 through 20:
“... All power is given unto me
in heaven and in earth. Go ye
therefore, and teach all
nations, baptizing them in the
name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Ghost:
Teaching them to observe all
things whatsoever I have
commanded you...”
He says, I have sent you, I
have the power to make you
successful, go and teach all
NATIONS, baptizing them,
etc. Now, that is a pretty good
argument, isn’t it? You take
that and follow it through, and
you listen to it in their view
and in their light, and this is
the conclusion. If He is allpowerful and He sent us to
teach all nations,–when are all
nations taught? When they
have learned. When will all
nations be taught? When they
obey, for He said, Teach them
to observe. You see, it comes
out sounding pretty good,
especially if it is all you hear
on the subject. Now in many
of these areas they will join
hands with the a-mills, and
there will be the crossing back
and forth. They see a present
and progressive existence of
the Kingdom of God, and they
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also spiritualize, so far as I
can tell, with one consent, all
that pertains to Israel. Now,
once again, there will be
variations among the a-mills
and there will be variations
among the post-mills,–but
they would with one consent
spiritualize most of the
promises of God to Israel, and
apply them to the church in
our day. I have generally
thought and observed that the
doctrine of a universal church
and the doctrine of
amillennialism HAD to go
hand in hand, however, I have
observed some men in the last
few years who hold the
amillennial position of
eschatology who seem, at
least on the surface, to hold a
solid position concerning the
church,–that is a local
definition. I cannot see any
unity in that, but with one
consent they basically both
will spiritualize the promises
made to Israel. So the
postmillennialists, many of
them, are men who very
definitely believe what they
believe because that is the
way they interpret the
scripture. So don’t get the idea
that all postmillennialists are
people who believe that the
world is getting better and
better, and because they
believe in the inherent good in
man, that they are post-mill.
Many of them hold to their
position because it is their
interpretation of the scripture.
I do not say they have a right
to it, I just say it is theirs.
III. The Problems with this
View
Thirdly, what are the
problems
that
the
postmillennialists have? What
are the inconsistencies with
their interpretation? What
may we cite as evidences that
they are wrong–and I think
they are. You say, Bro.
Keener, do you think they just
might possibly be right? No!
No, I don’t! I make no
apology. As far as I am
concerned they are clearly
wrong. What are the problems
that they have as far as any
continuity in their doctrine?
First of all, in my opinion
once again: they have a
problem with all of the
scriptures that teach a
progressive apostasy upon the
earth. We read a moment ago
from the book of II Timothy
an account, a statement, by
Paul that indicated that the
world would not get better
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and better, but that the world
would grow progressively
more evil. We see that today
in evidence, but the Bible very
clearly teaches
it.
Furthermore, they have
problems with all of the
scriptural examples of God
calling out only a
comparatively few. Now
listen to me! The Bible
reveals God calling a few out
of the multitudes. But the
postmill sees God calling out
the multitudes! There are a lot
of problems among pre-mills
in that area today, but what I
am sa yin g is this:
premillennialism basically
holds to–and MUST hold to if
they are at all consistent–the
idea that God will call out a
remnant, that God will call out
of a condemned world a
people for Himself, which is
not a majority, but a minority,
which is not the main body of
humanity but a remnant,
whereas the postmillennial
doctrine with one consent
must hold to the philosophy
that God will eventually
convert the masses, that the
world will be converted. Is
that not what the song said?
That is EXACTLY what their
philosophy will have to be,
and it is a real problem,
because if I read my Bible
rightly, it NEVER implies
that! Now, I’ll tell you
something: it is awfully good
psychology to get a church on
fire and to get them going. In
its prime this doctrine was one
of the great battle cries. And
did you know that it is being
heard again today?
Philosophically first, and then
doctrinally. History from the
time of Christ’s first coming
certainly does not indicate a
percentage of gain, does it?
Are a greater percentage of
people converted to Christ
today than they were then?
And I would say to you that if
you would go back to the time
of Saul of Tarsus, that a much
larger percentage of the
earth’s population was truly
christianized then than today.
There is no question in my
mind about that. In many
cases this philosophy, not the
doctrine, but the philosophy
permeates and frustrates
premillennialists. I have seen
some young men–and I
suppose some older ones–that
just became very frustrated
because they said, Hey,
brothers, we are losing
ground! People are being born

into the world faster than we
are converting them! Have
you ever heard something like
that? The earth’s population is
increasing much faster than
Christianity is increasing.
W e ll, wit h ve r y f e w
exceptions in time this always
has been true. I do not mean
that we should not be
concerned about the fact that
the gospel is not reaching
every tent and every hut in the
world,–we ought to be
concerned about that, and we
should be concerned about the
implications and the
ramifications of it. But if it
frustrates us that percentages
are not on our side, then we
have accepted the philosophy
of the postmillennialists, and
we are going to be frustrated
about a lot of other areas of
our work. What is happening,
they say, we are losing
ground! Let’s get a good,
practical program, where
‘everyone wins one’–did you
ever hear anything like that?
Let’s institute a program in
which we get everybody in
this church to go out and win
one, and we get everyone that
they win to go out and win
one–what do they say: the
earth will be converted to
Christ in a certain length of
time? Listen, I have heard
strong fundamentalists, I have
heard firm premillennialists
say that very thing. They do
not realize it, but they are
e m b r a c i n g
t h e
postmillennialist’s
philosophy. Now there is
nothing wrong with their zeal
in getting people to go out and
win people, but I have news
for you: if they could get
everyone to win ten, they are
not going to convert the world
to Christ UNLESS THIS
BOOK IS WRONG! Because
this book says it cannot be,–
that when Christ come back
He is going to find a world
that is arrayed against him,
and not a world that is ready
to meet Him. That is where
the postmillennialists run into
trouble! Listen to me,
beloved! He is looking for
what HE thinks ought to be,
and not what the Bible says
shall be. I am not being a
fatalist,–please do not think I
am in that group, but I am
saying, We had better look at
the Bible and see what the
Bible has to say.
IV. POSTMILLENIALISM
IS COMPATIBLE WITH
MODERNISM
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Then in closing, let me say
that the doctrine–perhaps I
should say the philosophy–of
postmillennialism (and I do
not know that I can really
separate them) is indeed
compatible with modernism.
That is not to say that all
posmillennialists have been
modernists. That would not be
true. It would not be kind, it
would not be accurate, it
would not be charitable, but
above all it would not be true
to say that. What I am saying
is this, that the doctrine itself
becomes compatible with
modernism in that it takes the
direction of reasoning which
is humanitarian and not
biblical. Do you follow what I
am talking about? Let me give
you an illustration: Back in
the early years of my ministry
I did contract work. When I
first began to pastor the
church here, I worked for the
first few years in contract
floor covering. I was working
in a lady’s home one day and
I was talking to her about the
Lord. She told me that she
went to a Presbyterian church
here in the city, and she
seemed like a nice lady. She
lived just a short distance
from where I live now, and
went to the little church right
at the corner that burned down
a few years ago. She seemed
like a very decent person, and
she was a person who was
somewhat frustrated by what
she was seeing compared to
what she had been taught.
Now, if I would have said to
her,
Are
you
a
premillennialist, or an
amillennialist, or a
postmillennialist, she would
have said, Ahhh..., and I
would have thought she was
an amillennialist. But she
really would not be saying
amillennialist, she would be
saying, Ahhh.. I do not have
any idea what you are talking
about? What are you talking
about? She did not know
about that, but she was talking
about the problems in the
world, the problems in the
churches, and so on, and then
she said to me, Things ARE
getting better... aren’t they?
And I said, No, Ma'am, not as
far as I know. And she said,
Well, doesn’t the Bible teach
that things will get better and
better? And I said, Where?
And she said, Why, that is
what I have always been
taught! Now, I am not going
(Mysteries continued on page 6)
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to get into that and say that all
Presbyterians believe that,
because they certainly do not.
There would probably be
more Baptists numerically
who believe that than
Presbyterians. But the point is
that this lady had been given
this idea, and she did not get it
at the ladies’ swimming
classes down at the YMCA,
she got it at church. And a lot
of Baptists... and I will tell
you something,–some that you
folks would consider great
Baptist writers, that are quoted
and copied by ardent
fundamentalists today, are
men who were ardent
postmillennialists. I am going
to throw this comment in, I
am not sure that it is the right
place for it, but I am going to
do it. In the days of J. Frank
Norris who was a tremendous
influence in fundamentalism
back in the forties, he was in a
great battle especially before
the second World War with
some of the great leaders
among the Southern Baptist
Convention over various
issues of modernism, but one
of the great issues he had with
them was the issue of
premillennialism as opposed
to postmillennialism... he was
a premillennialist. At the same
time he became great friends
with T.T. Shields, who was at
that time the pastor of a great
church in Toronto, Ontario,
Canada, and the head of a
great school there, but he and
T.T. Shields broke fellowship
over the fact that Shields was
an amillennialist. All of these
are men–and I won’t mention
all of these men that Norris
was fighting with in that day
and time–but they are men
who will be quoted, and
copied, and eulogized by all of
the fundamentalists of our
day. So don’t you get the idea
that this thing has always been
one-sided down through the
years. And don’t ever get the
idea that all post-mills are
modernist. But I say this, there
is a compatibility here with
modernism because of the
philosophy that is inherent
within it. Let me show you
what I’m talking about:
If we believe that the earth
must get better and better,
then we MUST believe it
somewhat on the basis of what
we see, not just what we read
in the scripture. We must see
it somewhat borne out. Now,
if the Bible very clearly taught
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that the earth would get better
and better–no questions about
it–then we might say, No
matter what we see, no matter
how much evil we see, we
know that it is getting better
and better. But it does not
teach it that clearly,–in fact, it
does not teach it at all. There
are, however, verses of
scripture that could be
INTERPRETED that way,
and those verses coupled with
a philosophy that believes
that, could allow a person–I
do not think it could lead him,
but could allow him–to go on
in that philosophical or
religious direction. But what
must that person come to
believe? As time goes on he
must believe that the world is
not really as bad as it seems;
that things are not as bad as
they look, that darkness is not
really as dark as it once was,–
that at least day is dawning. If
that is true, then what about
the rampant homosexuality,
and promiscuity, and murder,
and rape, and theft, and
terrorism that we see in the
world today? What must he
say about that? And the fact of
the matter is that over a period
of time either he or his
adherents must come to some
measure of acceptance of the
philosophy that everything is
beautiful in its own way. Do
you see what I am talking
about? What will that lead to?
You listen to me! It will lead
essentially to the very
philosophy that has fostered
and has nurtured the new
morality of our day. They are
inseparable. The philosophies
are essentially inseparable,
and though he may not start
out doctrinally in a direction
of modernism, he is going to
have to go in that direction
sooner or later, because he has
to say this: If the church is
progressing, then these
apparent sinners within the
church, these people in the
church that seem to be so
ungodly rather than godly,–if
the church is progressing they
must really be part of it, and if
they are saved, then what they
are doing must not be as
comparatively evil as it seems
to be. It presses them in that
direction. Now, to them the
conservatives who criticize
the world of today are nonprogressive, narrow-minded,
religious fanatics that cannot
see good in anything except
themselves. Do not be
surprised if you get described

that way. I hope you are not
that way, I hope you do not
have that self-righteous
attitude, but they will think of
ANYTHING being bad as far
as you are concerned, if you
are one of those narrowminded people who cannot
see spiritual progress in the
world today. For instance, one
of the things that they would
be harsher with you about
than anything else today,
would be any kind of an
obj ect i on t o reli gi ous
ecumenicalism. Do you
understand what I am saying
to you? Why, you mean that
you are against all of the
religions getting together?
Why, you must not believe in
brotherly love! What kind of a
kook are you? What kind of
an intolerant dumbhead could
you possibly be not to believe
in THAT? And this doctrine
basically has to lead in that
direction. We have a biblical
exhortation,–in fact, we have
many of them, but one
particular one–as to what we
are supposed to do in this day
and time. I want to call your
attention to II Timothy,
chapter 4, verses 1 through 5:
“I charge thee therefore
before God, and the Lord
Jesus Christ, who shall judge
the quick and the dead at his
appearing and his kingdom;
Preach the word; be instant in
season, out of season;
reprove, rebuke, exhort with
a l l l o n g s uf f e r i n g an d
doctrine.”
Now listen:
“For the time will come when
they will not endure sound
doctrine; but after their own
lusts shall they heap to
themselves teachers, having
itching ears; And they shall
turn away their ears from the
truth, and shall be turned unto
fables. But watch thou in all
things, endure afflictions, do
the work of an evangelist,
make full proof of thy
ministry.”
Beloved, listen, this world is
not going to get better and
better. It is not going to get
ready for the Lord Jesus
Christ. When the Lord comes
back He is going to come to a
world that has not been
converted to Him! Hear me
tonight: WE ARE NOT
GOING TO CONVERT THE
WORLD FOR CHRIST,–HE
IS GOING TO CONQUER
IT FOR US!! Got it? The
meek will NEVER conquer
the earth, they will INHERIT
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the earth. There is a difference
in Bible teaching and human
philosophy. Do you see what I
am talking about? And I want
us to know tonight, even
though this may seem like a
mere philosophical or a
shallow religious matter of
opinion, it is related to some
very, very serious issues of
our philosophy, as to what the
world is, as to what the church

(Closed continued from page 1)

church." This does not mean
the church building; they had
none. In other words, when
the church assembles. The
supper is to be observed by
the church, in church capacity.
Again this does not mean the
church house. Ekklesia, the
Greek word for church, means
assembly. "When ye come
together in the church," is
when the church assembles.
B. When we say church we
mean an assembly of properly
baptized believers. Acts 2:4142: “Then they that gladly
received his word were
baptized: and the same day
there were added unto them
about three thousand souls.
And they continued stedfastly
in the apostles' doctrine and
fellowship, and in breaking of
bread, and in prayers.”
The church is made up of
saved folks who are baptized
by immersion. In the Bible
belief precedes baptism.
That’s the Bible way.
Acts 2:41: “Then they that
gladly received his word were
baptized: and the same day
there were added unto them
about three thousand souls.”
Acts 8:12-13, “But when they
believed Philip preaching the
t hi ngs conce rni ng the
kingdom of God, and the name
of Jesus Christ, they were
baptized, both men and
women. Then Simon himself
believed also: and when he
was baptized, he continued
with Philip, and wondered,
beholding the miracles and
signs which were done.”
When we say properly
baptized, we mean immersed.
No unbeliever should have the
supper, and no non-immersed
believer should have the
supper. Those who are
sprinkled are not baptized and
cannot receive the supper. The
Greek word for baptize is
baptizo, and it always means
to immerse.
"In every case where
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communion is referred to, or
where it may possibly have
been administered, the
believers had been baptized
(Acts 2:42; 8:12,38; 10:47;
6:14-15; 18:8; 20:7; etc.).
Baptism comes before
communion, just as
repentance and faith precede
baptism". (Hamilton)
C. The Lord’s Supper is for
baptized believers in church
capacity: "When ye come
together in the church," again
not a building but the
assembly of the properly
baptized believers.
D. The fact that the Lord’s
Supper is a church ordinance,
to be observed in church
capacity, is pointed out by the
fact that it is for those who
have been immersed and
added to the fellowship of the
church (Acts 2:41-42).
E. The Lord’s Supper is
never spoken of in connection
with individuals. When it is
referred to it is only referred
to in reference to baptized
believers in local church
capacity (Acts 2:42-44; I Cor.
11:20-26). Again I want to
quote Dr. W.W. Hamilton,
"The
individual
administration of the
ordinance has no Bible
warrant and is only a relic of
Romanism. The Lord’s
Supper is a church ordinance,
and anything which goes
beyond or comes short of this
fails for want of scriptural
example or command".
The practice of taking a
little communion kit to
hospitals, nursing homes, etc.
is unscriptural for these
practices do not follow the
scriptural example.
IT IS RESTRICTED TO A
UNITED CHURCH
A. The Bible in I Cor. 11:18
is very strong in condemning
divisions around the Lord’s
table.
(“For first of all, when ye
come together in the church, I
hear that there be divisions
among you; and I partly
believe it.”).
There were no less than four
divisions in the Corinthian
church.
I Cor. 1:12: “Now this I
say, that every one of you
saith, I am of Paul; and I of
Apollos; and I of Cephas; and
I of Christ.”
Because of these divisions,
it was impossible for them to
scripturally eat the Lord’s
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Supper. Deep division in the
local church is reason to hold
off observing the Lord’s
Supper.
B. At this point, I want to
ask these questions: Are there
not doctrinal divisions among
the many denominations? It is
not our doctrinal differences
that cause us to be separate
religious bodies?
IT IS RESTRICTED BY
DOCTRINE
A. Those in the early church
at Jerusalem who partook
"continued stedfastly in the
apostles’ doctrine" (Acts
2:42).
B. Those who do not hold to
apostolic truth are not to
partake. This means there is to
be discipline in the local body.
How can you discipline those
who do not belong to the local
body? You can’t. The clear
command of scripture is to
withdraw fellowship from
those who are not doctrinally
sound.
II Thes 3:6: “Now we
command you, brethren, in the
name of our Lord Jesus
Christ, that ye withdraw
yourselves from every brother
that walketh disorderly, and
not after the tradition which
he received of us.”
Rom. 16:17: “Now I
beseech you, brethren, mark
them which cause divisions
and offences contrary to the
doctrine which ye have
learned; and avoid them.”
To commune together
means to have the same
doctrine.
I John 1:3: “That which we
have seen and heard declare
we unto you, that ye also may
have fellowship with us: and
truly our fellowship is with the
Father, and with his Son Jesus
Christ.”
II Thes. 2:15: “Therefore,
brethren, stand fast, and hold
the traditions which ye have
been taught, whether by word,
or our epistle.”
II John 10-11: “If there
come any unto you, and bring
not this doctrine, receive him
not into your house, neither
bid him God speed: For he
that biddeth him God speed is
partaker of his evil deeds.”
Friend, you cannot honestly
say that you can have open
communion and have the
same doctrine.
CONCLUSION

(Closed continued on page 8)
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COALITION ON REVIVAL:
BUILDING A CHRISTIAN SOCIETY
By David W. Cloud
The Coalition on Revival
(COR) has announced a series
of conferences through which
it hopes to promote unity and
social/political effectiveness
in the "entire Body of Christ."
The COR was founded in
1984 by Jay Grimstead. The
first of these conferences is
scheduled to be held August
18-23, 1996, at Campus
Crusade's Arrowhead Springs
Hotel in California. D. James
Kenned y wi ll be the
moderator. Grimstead said he
desires to see "delegates from
all the major denominations,
schools,
churches, and Christian
organizations" to come
together and "arrive at a broad
consensus within the Body of
Christ on a number of
important issues which now
divide the Church."
How can truth come forth
from a stew of error? How can
pure Bible doctrine come out
of the hodgepodge of
doctrinal
confusion represented by "all
the major denominations,
churches, and organizations"?
It is impossible.
The COR is an extremely
dangerous organization with
an unscriptural goal. In the
summer 1995 issue of the
COR paper, Crosswinds, that
goal is spelled out plainly:
"A New Reformation is
being born. ... We expect this
embryonic renewal to keep
growing until it becomes a
spiritual/social 'avalanche,
tidal wave, and force fire' to
impact every nation where
Christians make it happen by
the power of God and the
winsomeness of truth. ... In
each nation thus awakened,
Christians could advance the
Kingdom of God on earth and
indeed work together to
make a better world and take
it as far as we possibly can
prior to Jesus' return.
Crosswinds writers are
committed to that kind of
Christianity and that kind of
civilization-changing goal,
without always agreeing about
how far we really can take it.
Everyone in our orbit has
the freedom to be a pre-,
post- or amillanialist, or to
be a calvinist, arminian,
charismatic,
non-

charismatic, high-church, or
low church person, and so
on.”
The COR publication
complains that Christianity
since 1830 has become
“Defeatist and pessimistic,
rather than optimistic, about
Christianizing society in this
age ... escapist and rapture
oriented, rather than eager to
have 'God's will done on earth'
now ... Inclined to consider the
Kingdom of God as primarily
'spiritual' during this age,
rather than a real, active,
kingdon on earth now, which
God intends to have
permeate, influence, and
ultimately overcome all other
societies, 'kings,' states and
continents for His glory."
In a two-page letter in July to
COR friends and co-workers,
Grimstead said, "... those
involved in various cities are
seeking to identify leaders who
could join together around the
large dream of Christianizing
their own city and state and
encourage them to form
themselves into the 10
committees for Law,
Government, Economics,
Education, Medicine/Family,
The Media, The Arts, etc."
Beware of this type of thing.
True Christian unity is a local
church matter. Consider these
key passages on unity: Rom.
15:5,6; I Cor. 1:10; Eph. 4:3;
Phil. 2:2. All of these
commands in regard to unity
are directed to churches. Only
in the local church can
Christians be "perfectly joined
together in the same mind and
in the same judgment" (I Cor.
1:10). Only in the local church
can Christians "stand fast in
one spirit, with one mind
striving together for the faith
of the gospel" (Phil. 1:27).
Further, the New Testament
does not instruct the churches
to build the kingdom of God
on earth or to attempt to set up
a Christian society. That is the
type of error which produced
the Roman Catholic Church
and the Protestant state
churches. The church is not a
political institution; it is a
spiritual entity composed of
baptised believers, organized
according to the New
Testament pattern, and
committed to the whole
(Coalition continued on page 8)
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Hello, my name is... I came
across your page on the
internet. I really enjoy your
“Baptist Pillar” articles & I
believe you have a newsletter.
Could I please be put on your
mailing list. I believe I could
learn much from it. Thank
you.
GHGH

In Christ,
B.S.
Boaz, Ky

Dear Sirs,
I recently saw a copy of your
newspaper, “The Baptist
Pillar,” and was very
impressed with it.
Would you please send me
subscription information, as I
would like to receive it
regularly. Thank you.
GHGH

In Christ,
C.R.
Meaford, ON

Oct. 22/98
Dear Sirs,
A friend shared a copy of The
Baptist Pillar and we very
much enjoyed it. We would
like to order a subscription for
one year. Please mail it to...
Thank you very much,
J.E.
Harbor Beach, MI

Editor's Note:
In The Baptist Pillar we use
articles taken from many
different publications and
written by many different
authors. Please realize that
this does not necessarily mean
we agree with the doctrinal
position of the publication or
the author of the article, but
that the particular article presents a scriptural truth we do
agree with.
If you would like to receive
The Baptist Pillar, please
write and request one. Also,
feel free to copy it and hand it
out.
See our Web Site at:
www.techplus.com/bkjv1611/

counsel of New Testament
doctrine. It's work is the Great
Co mmi s si on o f wo rld
evangelism, not political/
social kingdom building.
Five times the risen Lord
Jesus Christ repeated and
e mp h a siz e d t h e G r e at
Commission (Mat. 28:18-20;
Mk. 16:15; Lk. 24:44-48; Jn.
20:21; Acts 1:8).
When the disciples asked
Christ about the kingdom, He
replied, "It is not for you to
know the times or the seasons,
which the Father hath put in
his own power. But ye shall
receive power, after that the
Holy Ghost is come upon you:
and ye shall be witnesses unto
me both in Jerusalem, and in
all Judaea, and in Samaria,
and unto the uttermost part of
the earth" (Acts 1:6-8).
There will be no kingdom
building until the King comes.
That is not what time it is on
God's calendar. The Apostles
did not attempt to Christianize
the Roman Empire, except to
preach the Gospel and plant
churches and to influence
society spiritually through
changed lives.
Certainly it is not wrong for
the individual Christian to be
involved in the political
process, to vote and pray and
work for political change. But
this is not the same as
attempting to build the
kingdom of God on the earth
or to Christianize society or to
form
ecumenical
sociopolitical change
coalitions. The primary
command given to the
Christian in this age in regard
to political activity is to pray
"for kings, and for all that are
in authority; that we may lead
a quiet and peaceable life in
all godliness and honesty" (I
Tim. 2:1-2). Why does God
want us to pray for a tranquil
society? "For this is good and
acceptable in the sight of God
our Saviour; Who will have
all men to be saved, and to
come unto the knowledge of
the truth" (I Tim. 2:3,4).
Christian, are you praying for
your country?
This is the testimony of
Robin Kalhorn a man who
attended one of their
meetings.
In the fall of 1989, I
attended a meeting of the
Coalition On Revival (COR)

in Santa Clara, California.
Among the Reconstructionist
luminaries present were Jay
Grimstead (COR leader),
David Chilton, and Gary
DeMar. I was a new Christian
at the time, and didn't know
anything about the
Reconstructionist movement.
I attended because I thought
these people were biblical
Christians, dedicated to
restoring Christian morality in
America.
My suspicions were first
aroused when Jay Grimstead
(during the morning part of
the conference) continually
referred to COR's opponents
as "Amalekites". This implied
a desire to exterminate such
people (I Sam. 15:3), although
no open threat was made.
Grimstead then described
the kind of "Christian"
fellowship he sought to
organize in the San Francisco
Bay area: a small "core" group
of believers who would agree
to be 100% accountable to
each other. There would be no
privacy in this group
regarding a member's thought
and actions. All must be
revealed to the brethren, and
scrutinized without mercy.
Grimstead symbolized this by
holding an open Bible to his
breast, saying, "Look at me,
then look at this, and you tell
me if they match. If my
conduct doesn't exactly match
what's written in here, at ALL
times, then tell me. Don't
accept any excuses. I will do
the same for you." It sounded
so much like a cult that I
decided not to put any further
trust in this gentleman.
The afternoon part of the
conference was devoted to
various classes and
workshops. I knew some of
the teachers were sound (they
soon broke off all relations
with Grimstead and COR),
but others were not. The first
class I went
to was advertised as a
wor kshop on pers onal
finances. In reality, it was an
a d ve r ti s e me nt fo r t he
"services" of Don Flecher.
Flecher was a "self-employed
businessman" who taught
people how to "save money"
by taking advantage of "tax
exemptions." Supposedly, all
you had to do was declare
yourself to be self-employed,
then write off everything you
did (from driving your car to
dining out) as a "business
expense." I was naive enough
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to believe this was only a halflie. He made weird references
to some sort of racial
migration between Israel and
England (British Israelism). I
discovered a lot more when I
met Flecher a second time, but
I'll save this for a future
installment.
The second class I attended
was a "spiritual warfare
workshop." This consisted of
a Pentecostal pastor telling
everyone to start speaking in
tongues (which produced a
great torrent of noise, but no
one even suggested an
interpretation). He did make
some good points about not
underestimating the devil, and
he decried the stupidity of
Christians mocking Satan in
their own strength, but that
was pretty much it.
The evening part of the
conference featured a speech
by John Eidsmoe. Then came
the "entertainment." A bunch
of children entered onstage
and danced to some really
awful "Christian rock" music.
They wore white robes and
green camouflage headbands.
The boys carried swords, and
swung and brandished them
like samurai. The girls just
followed them around,
stomping in circles. All the
while, the lyrics spoke of war
and killing. The musical
number ended with the boys
raising their swords over their
heads and ROARING LIKE
LIONS. Thunderous applause
from the audience. Jay
Grimstead then stood up and
said, "Wow! That makes me
feel like taking a sword and
smiting some Amalekites!"
There is far more
information on this than we
can fit in the Pillar, we urge
you to do some research.

(Closed continued from page 7)

It is wrong for us to declare
that our doctrinal beliefs are
one at the table and then
continue in our separate
church capacities to maintain
the difference in our faith.

