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EVANGELISTS 
vs. 

ELDERS 

By 

P. H . LILLY, JAMESPORT, Mo. 

REVIEWED BY 

A. M. MO RRIS, WINFIELD, KAN. 
/ 

/ 

"He that is first in his own c.ause seemeth just; but his neighbor 

cometh a~d searcheth him." (Prov. 18 :17. ) 
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INTRODUCTORY 
D EAR READER: I herei1~ undertake the review of a tract or book

let written by P. H . Lilly , of Jamesport, Mo. I have known him 
and the church at Jamesport for more than twenty years. I knew 

intimately and well J. F. Jordan and Dr. Hutchinson, two elders of the 
church at that place, and ever r espect ed each and all of them. The writer 
has held more ptotract ed meetin gs in Jamesport than any other man, 
and thus has · h ad ever y opportuni t y to know whereof he speaks. It is 
from a sense of justice to all parties concerned that I write. I ha ve spent 
weeks at a time in Bro. Lilly's home, and could I be persuaded that the 
chmch there, and the eva ngelists who aided it, had received justice in his 
booklet, old friend ship would impel me to lament with him and condole 
him. But truth and fairness demand that I speak, and, unfortuna tely, 
duty is again st Jong-cherished fri encl sl~ip, and I expose. the one- sidedness 
of his tract . 

My exposure is intended to supply the vital points omitted by the 
author of "Evangeli sts vs . Elders," ·a ll of whi ch are against him and his 
charge again st three faithful eva ngeli sts tha t they destroyed Jamesport 
church. 11/illillg hands are r eady to help scatter hi s literature. Tf you 
will notice, however, we have several inst a nces in the Bible of the doc
trine, "Surely the wrath of ma n shall prai se thee ; the remainder of 
wrath sh alt thou res train" ; and of t hi s a lso, " The wrath of man worketh 
not the righteousness of Goel." H aman was hanged on his own gallows. 

If I am not in error, the tract under review was written by an inter
ested party to make people believe he is innocent of wrong-doing as elder, 
nnd tha t the • evan geli st s a re guilty. The case is thus ea sy to see. 
First, P. H. Lilly aimed to give some facts, suppress or omit others, do a 
whole lot of specia l pleading, a nd win out. Second, But candid rea ders 
a re not to be convinced in that way. They wi sh to get all the fa cts in 
the case and decid e for themselves ; hence his ingenious, one- sided ; tory 
is exposed to the merciless ligh t of truth in the following pages, and h is 
pa rtial, ex parte, treatment of t he case is made very plain. 

I think the united t estimony of Floyd M. E dwards, vVm. J. vVha ley, 
. Chas. I-I. Owen, T . L . Gray and Daniel Sommer, supported by that of 
some half a hundred members of the Jamesport church , ought to be con
clus ive proof on any single matter of fact. And it is my a im in the fol
lowing pages 'to show to every unprejudiced, fair-minded reader the cause 
of the trouble and final division in the Jamesport chmch. In deference 
to the age of Bro. L illy (and I w ill persi st in calling him brother, though 
he dispen ses with t he u se of th is t erm entirely in speaking of brethren 
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i'Jommer, Gray and Gilbert, as though they were a li ens, in hi s attempt 
to fasten od ium on them; yet he and they are my· brethren, even t hough 
there is injistice · to be righted); I a im, I say, in deference to his age a nd 
experience, to poin t ou t with kindness h is error s, expose his sophi stry 
an d supply much that he has studiously left out of hi s tract. It is need 
less to say that one regrets to lrnve to poin t out the omissions in such a 
one-sided document, written by a broth er in Christ, one who has served 
a congregation for years as elder , and with whom the writer has been on 
friendly terms for more than twenty years. Bu t I wri te solely in the 
ir,terest of truth and justice, regardless of earthly friendship. The tract 
was written, howeyer, as a n assault, . it seems especia lly, against the 
reputation of one brother in Chri st, and is bei ng industriously ci r culated 
t o the injury of hi s work fo r the :waster. If the elder (chief witness for 
himself) had exercised that candor aJ,ld frankn ess which the facts in t he • 
case demand, this review would have been unnecessary. But for one to 
conceal a ll the facts that condemn hi s own course, put foyth just such 
things as could be made to appe'.lr unjust treatment against h im, and 
suppress the very facts, p lain a nd plentiful, that would explain this 
apparent injustice, demands exposure. Such a ·course, I am sorry to say, 
was adopted by our venerable au thor; hcnpe t h_e imperative demand that 
some impartial person or mutual fri end, with nothing to gain by the 
attempt, should point out the m anifest errors, the cr im inati ng omiss ions, 
the bitter r eproofs of others, that were prompted by h is one-sid ed views, 
mistaken views of them and of their t eaching and practice, and thus 
furnish the whole trnth to all interested parties. 
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REVIEW BEGUN 

IN his "A Fore \Vorel" Bro. Lilly says: " I bespeak for the matters 
presented in th is little booklet a. car eful readi ng, especia lly by the 
fa ithful di sciples of Christ; and may the Lord g ive all such under

stand ing to judge righteous juqgmen t, t ha t they ma y place the blame for 
the destruction of the chmch in Jamesport, ::Vlo. , where it rightfully 
belongs." 

Then, in clos ing his review of the case, page 30, he says: 

"There is much more that might be said concern ing the ongm a nd 
progress of the Jamesport church trouble, but I forbear. · Suffice it to say, 
the Church of Chri st in J·amesport is in ru ins." 

I h ,w e read rt ncl studied this stat ement and hi s tract carefully, but 
not once ·clo I find tlmt J; e admits tlrnt he was either directly or indirectly 
to blame in either the origin or progress of the trouble. I could not but 
recogni ze it as an un cl esigned but imperative call to d uty each -time I 
re ,tcl hi s statement, '· There is much more that mi ght be said concerning 
the origin and progress of the J amesport church trouble." 

The " remini scent" features of the t ract und er r eview are in the main 
good. But, agreeable to m y sense of · justice, he should have sai d more 
on a few points. On page 3 he says : 

"After t hi s meet ing, monthly preaching by an e,·a ngel ist was given 
a trial. As a result of neal'ly two ~-ears' effo rt in this kind of evangel
istic work, the church found itself in debt, \Yith an empty treasury; and 
aside from t.he fi r st meet ing of fou r weeks' duration, n ot a soul had been 
led to obey the Gospel. The experi ence of the chm ch in the 'mollthly 
preaching' method of eva ngeli zi ng \\'RS so discouragin g- a nd b anen of prac
ticrrl r esults in reaching the people with the -Gospel t lrnt furthe r effort in 
tlrnt directi on was aballclon ed, a ncl from that time (1888) until now has 
11 ever been resumed ." 

Next he enumerates t he p reachers who held from one to a dozen 
meetin gs for Jamesport church , a nd in that li st you will fi nd the names 
of A. Elmore and A. C. Crensl ,aw. H e should have told u s that Bro. A. -
Elmore wa s a strenuous advocate of t he so- call ed "order of worship," 
was a promi nent evn ngelist and sowed the seed of that doctr ine plenti
fu lly. The " no preaching to the a li en \\·oriel" on Lord's clay morning 
feature was adopted and faithfully cultivated by the vener able brother 
under review, who was at all tim es the rnling elder in J amesport congre
gation, and t his may justly be called t he " origin" of the Jamesport 
church -trouble. I doubt whether· an evangelist ha s visited t hi s congrega
tion for twenty year s who did not have more or less di scussion with P. 
H. Lilly over this ques tion. This is a very important omission on his part! 

He should have inform ed hi s readers also that A. C. Crenshaw, of 
" order of worship '' notoriety,_ held two protracted meeti ngs in Jamesport. 
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The people in central Kansas, a t least, would have known, without any 
further expla na tion, th a t if t he _trouble over the " no preaching a t the 
eleven o'clock service on Lord's dny" had not yet developed, the church 
t here had a man of unquestionable abili ty in that line to develop it, a s 
a ll t he churches know that a re famili a r wit h his work . 

By introducing thu s early in hi s trnct th ese two men and their labors 
in J amesport he would have paved the way for u s t o see dist inctly the 
"origin and progress" of t he church troubles, wh ereas hi s omi ss ions leave 
t he impress ion that t he trouble was of recent origin , and of very rapid 
progress. Another omission by the elder ! 

The fact is stat ed clearly enough in hi s int erpretation of Acts 20:7, 
" ·hich I append, but one in rea ding his story concerning t he fruitless 
effor ts of some preachers in their monthly meeti ngs, a nd t heir subsequent 
adopt ion of another more effect ive method of gett ing the Gospel t o t he 
,Yorld, is deficient, in t hat he omits the fact that he took a stand on Acts 
20: 7, a lso Acts 2:42, whi ch he has resolutely, if not obstinately, main
ta ined in t heory an d general pract ice ever since. Such a statement in the 
beginning would h ave ma de it pla in as noonday t ha.t t he posit ion of 
Bro. Lilly on these t wo questions-monthly preachi ng a nd preaching a 
ser mon to a lien sinners on Lord's day at t he communion hour-have been 
agitated in Jamespor t church fo r a quarter of a cent ury. Anot her im
portant fact omitted, as you see! 

Read below h is latest and most nrnture i nterpretation of Acts 20:7. 
H e says of t ha t scrip ture : 

"The charge t hat I have not regard ed this scripture in its most evi 
dent meani ng (see Sommer's letter of Dec. 31, Hl09) is not true. I have 
considered t hi s scripture carefully and prayerfully, from every conceivable 
point of view. Its most evident meaning is t hat it was a meeting fo r 
the edification of the d isc iples at T roa s. Thi s scripture justifies no 011e 
in making_ t he meeting to 'break bread' an evangelistic service, to which 
t.he world is invited to hear t he Gospel. Such practice is a.n unwar ranted 
change in the djvinely appoi nted purpose of t hi s meeting." 

But a nother important omission is found on page 4 of his tract : -

"For t wenty-five yea rs there were always two, and par t of t he time 
three, men in t he eldership, Bro. J. F . Jordan being assoc iated with Dr. 
H utchi nson and myself in t he work, and between a ll of whom t here was 
never a substantial disagreemen t in con t inui ng the work. The relent less 
hand of death removed Bro. Hutchi nson and Bro . Jordan, leaving but one 
in t he eldersh ip. There a re good and scri ptu ral reasons why t he vacancy 
was not fi lled, t hat I will not mention here." 

:( t hink this is inexcusably m isleading. (1) Bro. Jord an moved with 
h is family to Gallatin, l\lo., many y ea rs ago a nd dropped out of practical 
church work entirely, and his fa mil y took up with t he Chri stia n church. 
Thus he had severed a ll active con nection wi th the Jamesport church 
several years before h is death. The statement concerning his elder ship, 
g iven by Bro. Li lly, leaves t he impression t hat he Jived and di ed in t he 
Jamespor t eldershi p. Why this omission ? (2) Dr. H utch inson, through 
a ll t he years t lwt I kn ew h im (some twenty yea rs), was never a pprecia 
bly active in t he e!dershi p. He d id not bel ieve in Bro. Lilly's t heory of 
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" no preaching at the commun ion hour," but as he was engaged in pro•· 
fossiona l duties, and was of a quiet, submi ssive, retiring disposition , he 
moved on to th e end, virtually resigning the management a nd control of 
t he church over to Bro. P. H . Li ll y and contented himself by occasional 
express ion s of di sapproval. I respect the memor y of these deceased breth
ren too mnch to invoke fmther the aid of th eir hi stor y in refu t in g the 
only survi vi ng eld er. ( 3) It wou ld be no news to t he brethren in .fames
port to state the reasons why tlwse vacancies were not filled- none of 
the brethren were <7ua lified, according to Bro. Lilly's repeated declaration. 
You may readily see th at Bro. L illy was in a dilemma. I think it is no 
reflection agai"n st the scripture knowled ge, the piety, the zeal, the humil
ity or Chris tian manhood of the brethren in Jamesport to say that none 
of them could peaceably serve with Bro. Lilly in the eldership. You 
shonld know ere this, what will be plainer in t he sequ el, that no active 
elder ip Jamesport could avoid clashing with Bro. Lilly, unless he chanced 
to be one of t hose very rare men who adopts the theory set forth above 
by him concerning Acts 20:7. The man ca n not be found in Jamesport , 
and the only way .possible left open to him to continu e the practice of 
his theory on the death of Dr. Hutchinson was for the only surv iving 
elder, Bro. Lilly, to k eep out every other m an. So he was deaf to a ll 
entreat ies on that subj ect and would neither conse nt for one to be ap· 
pointed e ither to succeed or to a id him in hi s official work. So mu ch for 
the statements he gave u s concerning t he eldersh ip . These facts are 
omitted in t he one-sided t ract un der review. The matters omitted are 
phin in their bearin g on hi s case. 

THE DEAD CENTER. 

Jndge Arch B. Davis, t he. amiable gentl eman who had t h is case in 
hand, w,ts em inently fair in hi s rulin gs. I take him to be a man of fine 
legal abili ty. He i s not a good Bibli cal exegete, however, as an y one can 

readil y see by even a casual glance at the Scriptures cited, if at a ll 
acquainted with the pos ition of th e Church of Cl1r ist . I will not take 

- the time or spRce to point out many of hi s indefensible positions on 
scriptural subjects, for they are not wholly germane to t h e issue in hand. 
The judge decided t he case on other ground s. namely, the fact of Bro. 
Li ll y 's bei ng deposed from the eldership in Jnmesport church, as, subse
q1;ent ly, lie was deprived of church membershi p. , Vaivi ng, for t he p resent, 
therefore, all that m ight be said here on these po ints upon which t he 
legal dec is ion was rendered, I wish s imply to state tlrnt Judge Davis 
rnw, what everybody else of any experience ,,.ith Jamesport church has 
seen, that th e church split over Bro. Lilly's th exy. I call thi"s " the dead 
center." The Judge hi t i t a t remendously kud blow. H e, of course, 
couldn't decide such a question and compel either s ide to y ield. Hence, 
he simply st,ited what the troubl e was over and wisely dropped the ques
t ion. His only legal question to decide was, as we sha ll see, in regard to 
the official relat ion ship of· P. H. Lill y and others to the church. Noti ce 
what he says: 
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"The rock on which the members of this church split was as to 
whether or not they should have preaching, when an evangelist was pres
-ent, at the eleven o'clock hour on the Lord's day, the co_ntroversy being 
as to the proper construction to be placed on the seventh verse of the 
twentieth chapter of Acts, which is as follows: 'And upon the first day 
of the week, when the disciples came together to break bread, Paul 
_preached unto them, ready to depart on the morrow; and continued hi s 
speech ·until midnight.' 

"Defendant Lilly and his associates contend that a proper construc
tion of this scripture required that at .this service the evangelist, if pres
ent, should take his place among the di sciples, and should speak or teach 
as a disciple; although, if the evangelist so present desires to do so, he 
may speak from a text, assuming a position in the pulpit and speaking 
as long as he may choose, bemg called upon by the elder after the other 
-disciples had participated in the mutual exhortation service, which it was 
u sual to hold at that hour. ,vhile the plaintiffs and their associates 
-contend that when an eva!1gelist is present he should be permitted to 
preach a regular sermon at the eleven o'clock service. 

"Neither, however, believed in having a regular preacher, or that one 
should be paid any regular salary, or otherwise than by voluntary con
tributions." 

The judge presented the gist of the matter here in a clear statement. 
This is the whole thing in a nutshell. Read it over carefully. Pick out 
the "rock" on which the church "split." It was over P. H. Lilly's refusal 
to allow a preacher in good standing to preach in Jamesport church at 
eleven o'clock Lord's day mornings. Just what nearly all other churches 
of Christ do he forbade or prevented. Just what evangelists did all over 
the country, in this particular, they were forbidden hy Bro. Lilly to do 
in Jamesport. This state of things continued for some six years, as will 
be seen below. I cited the judge's clear statement concerning the " rock" 
on which the church "split," and in corroboration of tha t statement I 
_produce a few facts-not convenient'for Bro. Lilly to give us in his tract. 
It was important for him to omit them! 

EVANGELISTS WHO WERE REFUSED. 

vVm. J. W'haley, Floyd M. Edwa rd s, F. M. Gilbert, Chas. H. Owen 
( deceased) and others were refused the privilege of preaching at the 
eleven o'clock Lord 's day meeting. ·This was against the will and protest 
of the church! I wish you to note distinctly that Bro. Lilly confuses 
this subject. Upon the very face of matters there was trouble in James
_port church. It was brewing for years. It was a smouldering volcano. 
Dissatisfaction was general, almost universal, chiefly over Bro. Lilly's 
theory. He was not generally admired or very highly esteemed by many 
of the disciples on various grounds, but the feeling was intense on this 
question. The "split" came ultimately and the "rock" on which the 
,church was destroyed has been pointed out by Judge Davis. The breth
ren endured the tyranny of conscience for years. It was not a sudden 
impulse. Bro. Lilly's tract indicates that a furious and violent storm 
:broke on his head unexpectedly. Had he cited the facts which I have 
already given, and others that are yet to be submitted, one could better · 
.see the "origin and progress of the Jamesport church trouble." He 
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omitted them. 1Vhy? Was it necessary to suppress these miitters in 
order to blame the other man ? 

NUMBERS CONSIDERED. 

There were at the time of th e division some eighty-five names on the 
church book. Lilly says : 

"About seventy -five of th ese could be reckoned on as active members. , 
Out of these there was an average attenda11ce on the first day of the 
week of about fifti disciples, and at that time, so far as I had knowledge, 
pea ce and Chri stian fellowship prevai led. Such was Jamesport congrega
tion in the month of May, and year of our Lord 1909." 

After makin g this statement our venerable brother proceeds to give· 
Ern.ngelists Gilbert, Sommer and Gray th e bitter and partisan arraign
ment t ha t he saw fit to publish to t he world. To read his tract, without 
knowing of its omissions, one might be led to t hink tha t the trouble was 
of very recent origin, and that outside par ties were wholly t o blame for 
it. This is a good way to excite sympathy, but not the best way to 
let th e . unpreju diced public know the facts . Bro. Lilly's tract is an 
i 11 genious appeal to the manufa cturers of "Somm eri sm," and _is evidently 
ii•tendecl to awaken the rnble coll ege advocates, the belligerent editors, 
the men who nurse a grudge against Daniel Sommer (and who are not 
difticnlt to locate) , to united action. Thi s is nothi ng new in history . A. 
Campbell had to endure the uni ted enmi ty and persecution of a horde of 
priests and sectari es of injmed prestige and favor with the people. 
Benj. Franklin, the lion-hearted, was the central figure in the furious and 
unscrupulous assault of a mbitious editors and designing pastors, anu the· 
aristocrats fought for innovations against the truth and faithfulness of 
thi s revered defender of the Bible and the sacredness of the New Testa
ment Chmch. I would be surpri sed not to learn that there is concerted 
action today in the ranks of the ambitious and designing champions of 
modern departures from t he Bible, and that they will uphold any one 
and every case in opposition to tbe 0. R. Hence we are not surpri sed 
t o find t he tra ct on every" hand, scattered by some one who h as quite a 
li st! See? But, nothing daunted, we confident ly appeal to th e honest
heartecl for truth an d justice. W"ho sent y ou Bro. Lilly's booklet 't 
1Vhere did he get t he names of a ll the brethren ,vho h ave received it, 
north, south, east. and west? He is not an editor! Are the editors 
working at the same business? 1Vell, it is a good plan to ask yomself a 
few questions, snch as t he following: Do I kno,Y P. H. Lilly? Do I know 
the seventy -five active members at J amesport ? Do I know any preache1· 
or editor who 1s con demning Daniel Sommer and T. L. Gray in this 
matter who has ever been to Jamesport or who knows personally any 
more about the case than he has got out of P . H. Lilly's tract? 1Vere not 
these editors, professors and preachers enemies of Daniel Sommer and the 
0. R. before they ever heard of P. H . Lilly or his tract? May it not be 
an opportunity tb pay off an old grudge against the 0. R. editor, which 
makes some men so active in circulating literature and denouncing t he 
0. R. staff? 
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A few questions of t h is character will aid you i n. getti ng down to 
·bedrock, where you can decide the case on its meri ts~just the s.,me as 
tl,ough the names of t he elder and the evangel ist were not known to you. 

Four men and the ir ,,,ives upheld Bro. Lilly in the divis ion. The 
youngest ma u was sixty and the elJest over ei~hty years of age. They 
were not very talented or experienced. One of t hese elderl y brethren has 
died s in ce, reducing the number of old brethren to three who stood w ith th e 
elder. One of these men came into the church in 1906. To t hese must be 
added t he cider's wife , hi s <laughter (non-resident) and his step-daughter, 
and some three or fou r other women. Si nee he went t h rough t he farce of 
withdrawing church fellowship from fift een brethren and s ister s, as de
scrihccl later, the so-called '·church" has dwi11 dlecl down unt il it is now 
com posed, it seems, of the elder, hi s wife a nd daught er a nd one man. 
These were a.11 who were present Lord 's day, Sept. 24, a Jetter of r ecent 
date i11 fo rms me. Some six or seven walked out with h im when he with
drew fe llow ship from fifteen brethren in one bunch. Were t hese four old 
brethren, th eir wives, th e three · or four sisters and P. H. Lill y a nd fami ly 
the church ? 1¥here are th e seventy-five act ive members he tells us were 
in Jmnesport in May, 1909? Nearly half a hu ndred of them cons t ituted 
the '·fact ion," as he calls them! 

These t wo bodies of people met in private houses in J a mesport for 
nearly half a year wh ile he had their meeting house locked up. There 
were nin et een men in t he "faction," tw elve men a nd their wives. These 
are men in mature l ife, store- keepers, farmers an d active men . So it is 
with hobby ists . Half a hundred disciples, who ·were fa ithful according 
to the eider's own statement in the opening, have been sacrificed with 
t he friendship of nearly a ll the earnest, active members of the chm-ch, in 
ord er for one to reta in the eldership! These d iscipl es , aga inst a ll oppo
s ition, maintained the worship of God, a nd compare favorably with a simi
lar number of disc iples in any other congregabon ; but t hey are by him 
called "the faction." Now, to show no favoritism, g ive a n ·impar tial view, 
outline t he "origin and progress of t his J a mesport church trouble," Bro. 
Lilly should have told u s that the whole church ha d opposed h im for years 
on t his matter of "no preaching to a l ien sinners at the commun ion hour," 
but t hat visiti ng evangel ist s had nearly a ll, if not a ll, tried to prevent 
th e inevitable "tear-up." J~vangelists who knew Dro. Lilly's tempera
m ent, his dogmatic way, h is iron wi ll, t r ied to coun sel submission a nd for
bearan ce, and to them, very largely , is clue the fact that Jam esport church 
was not in ruins years ago. T . L. Gray a nd Daniel Sommer, when justice 
is fina ll y done t hem, ·will receive credit as peace-makers in Jamesport dur
ing many years of imminent clanger . Conditions were c01isiclered a lmost 
intolerable, by man y in th e congregation, for years before the final out
.break, a nd all t he united energy and influence of the eva ngel ists could 
sca rcely restra in the di saffected ones from open r evolt. It was chiefly 
over this questi on, th e judge says, was th e " rock" on wh ich they "split." 
The evangel is t s all liked Bro. Lilly, respect ed h im h ighly for his long-con
t inued battle agai nst sect isrn, and regretted sincerely his att itude on this 
•ques tion. But it was · hoped that he wou ld modify h is vie,Ys on the ques-
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tion, make necessa ry contess ions to the brethren, a nd a ll would nlt imate ly 
work ou t fo r t he bes t . But it was vi r t ua ll y '·hope agai nst hope," as l 
kn ow from perso11:1l exper ience, as well as by obser vat ion, that at no t ime 
i'n the last t wentr :'ea r s has Bro. L ill y had t he congregat ion at James
po rt convinced t hat he was. r ight in h is interpreta t ion of Acts 2 :42 a nd 
20 :7. They were submissionist s. He has ' ·dinged it int o our ears," as one 
would say, unti l i t has become monoto nous. It was at this point he lost 
his hold of the congregation! H ere· he broke down u tterly, the brethren 
u lt imately revolted, b rought charges, a nd fo ught aga.in st hi s •dominat ion 
longer over t he church . . I " ·ill cite a fe \\· witnesses, in ha rm ony ,Yith t he 
task I un de r took in t he begi nni ng. to show t here a re overwh elmin g proofs 
to t he matter of fact t hat the church ' ·split" over a certain "rock." Addi
t iona l proof is a lso thu s affo rded t hat h is iron rule on t his one poi n t had 
caused t roubl e in t he chu rch fo r se1·eml years. · 

I n r esponse to some questions addressed to ]3ro. '\Vm . J. '\Vhale;-·, he 
says: 

" I ha ve been in Ja mesport, ).[o .. seYeral times. As I now remember. 
I have preached th ere twice on Lord 's cla ys . t he last t ime being, perh aps, 
i n t he fa ll of 1905. I was r equ ested by P. I-I. L ill y not to preach at 
eleven o'clock ser vice. Th ere \\·as fri ct ion in that co ngregation at t hat 
t ime over t h e ques tion of preaching .at t h e eleven o'clock se rv ice. P. H . 
Lilly, as e1L1e r of t hat cong ;·egation. objected to me preaching at t hat 
hour, a.nd I wa s infonn ed t hat he also r efused other p reach ers t he privi 
lege of preaching at that service. On t his poin t the Jamesport church 
was different from a ll oth ers " ·h ere I lia.Ye preached. I have never been 
fo rbid den, on doctr inal grou nds, to prea ch a.t t he eleven o'clock service 
in any other c011g regation except Jamesport, Mo."-'\Vm . J. vVhaley. 

Thi s wa.s a ll omitted. Can yo u fai l t o see why such fac t s were not 
r evealed? 

Bro. Floyd ).l. E lhrn rds , r eply ing to t he sa me q11est ions, says : 

" In 1907, I t h ink it ,ms. B 1·0. P. I-I. Lill y, as elder of Ja.mespor t 
chu rch, wrote me :1 11 i nYitntion to co me to .James por t, but 'don't expect 
to preach on Lord's day rnon,i ng. a s t hat t i me w ill be taken up in tlt e 
worship a nd mu t ua.l exlt ortati on . Yon 11· ill be expected t o ta ke pa.r t just 
1.he same as f!ll ~' other disciple. bnt you ca n preach Sat"urclay and S un day 
nightR.' T hese a re as nea rly hi s exact 11·ords as I can r ecall. '\\Then Bro. 
Lilly a.sked me to accept remun eration I refused and asked h im how he 
coul d suppor t a m a n i n preach ing someth in g he d id not 'believe, as he 
bad said . 'Yonr bre,td a nd b u t ter depends on yo ur tea cl1ing; tlrn.t is t he 
reason t hat You do it.' I fi na ll y took i t as he was vexed. I a dvised the 
b ret hren to ·bea r \l·ith him a ll· t hey could wi th out sacrific in g prin ciple. 
Br o. Gilber t 11·ill l ikeh ~ r emember t he statement I m ade to him when he 
,ms go ing to Ja mespor t. t hat he wa s goi ng into t rouble; a nd h e r epli ed 
to ·me, 'You clou't k now Bro. L ill y .'" Another self-condemning omission ! 

Bro. Chas. I-I. Owen (deceased) held a meetin g in J a mespor t a nd \\·as 
accorded t he sa me trea t ment, accordin g t o a statement signed by four 
of th e leading brethren at Ja mesport-that is, he was not permi tted by 
P . H . Lilly to preach at 11 o·clock Lo rd 's cl a~· serv ice, :ts he rtlways did in 
other churches. 

Bro. F. M. Gilbert is g i1·en a consp icuous not ice in t he t ract , some two 
,column s on pages 4 and 5 be ing devoted to h im. lfo is said t o ha.Ye l ived 
i n J amesport some two yea rs . He was pos it ively fo rb idden to preach at 
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the 11 o'clock service, but when present was permitted to t,1ke part in the·· 
mutual exhorhitions, like a ll the res t. H e was in good st a nding. Bro_ 
L illy says: 

"On all these occasions appointment \\'Ould be made for him to preach 
at night; and for s uch labor h e was on every such occasion paid the sum, 
of ten dollars from the ch ur~h treasury." 

Bro. Gilbert lived in ·Jamesport for some t\\·o years, talked frequently 
with t he elder, r easoned with him out of the scriptures, but never drew 
any concessions from him on this question that for so long had worn out 
the p a tience of the brethren. It \\'as his mi sfortune to be in Jamesport 
during the culmination of this long drawn -out controversy, and he was 
active in the defense of the brethren in their contention. Bro. Lilly tells 
us in column 2, page 4, th e 

"Jamesport congregation numbered about eigh ty -fi ve souls. About 
seven ty-five of these could be reckoned on as active members. Out of , 
the se there was an average attendance on the first day of the week of 
about fifty disciples; and at tha t time, so far a s I ha d knowledge, peace 
and Christian fellowship prevailed. S uch was Jamesport congregation in 
the month of May, and y ear of om Lord 1909." 

This he add uces as evidence of the so-called ' ·schi smati c course" of 
Bro. Gilbert, and the "satanic work" of Br o. Somm er, ,d,ich he seeks im
m edi ately to m a ke appear. But let u s sum up som e of the phiin facts in. 
t he case already cited, note the omissions he made, and it will be very 
evident that he was too anxious to convi ct t he other nrnn. 

1. }fonthly preaching was discont inued after a two years' trial in. 
1888. The experience was no t satisfactory. By t h is aclmission we see · 
that the subject of monthly preaching ,ms forc, ·er settled for Jamesport 
twenty-three years ago. 

2. Ero. Lilly's idea of the evident m eaning of _.\.cts 20:7 wa8: 

" This scripture justifi es 1,0 one in making the meeting to 'b reak 
brea d' an evangelistic service t o which the world is invited to hear the 
Gospel. Such practice is an unwarranted change in the divinely ap
pointed purpose of this meeting." 

To this interpreta.tion, evangelists, elders and all m embers, mal e and. 
f e mn.le, must y ield in Jamesport. Thi s wa s hi s " Gibraltar." 

3. A. Elmore early in the church's hi story sowed the seed of that 
doctrine, and it was cu ltiva t ed by P . H . Lilly, aid ed by A. C. Crenshaw in 
b1·0 protracted meetings, and by the elder consta ntly. vVitness his dis
cussion wi th J. C. Frazee, n'ow in tract form . Omitted ! 

4. vVm. J. vVhaley says there was trouble OH that question in J a m es
port in the fall of 1905. H e ha d to bow to t he iron scepter and was for
bidden to preach. This was fi ve years before t he actual divis ian. Omitted! 

5. Floyd M. Edwards was forbidden t o preach, as indicated, by P. IL 
Lilly as elder, in 1907. Omit t ed! 

6'. Chas. H. Owe n (now deceased) was accorded the same treatment. 
by P. H . Lilly dming a meeting he h eld in that congregation. Omitted 
by h im ! 

7. Forest M. Gilbert was l ikewise posi tively _forbidden to preach there· 
11. single time at the commu nion hour during a resid ence in Jamespor t cov-
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.ering two years. He " ·as in good standing then (is now, as far as I 
know, with all but Bro . Lilly, who became so grievously offended at him, 
T. L. Gray a nd Bro. Sommer). But, while refusing him to preach to the 
,alien world, at 11 o'clock Lord's day, Bro. Lilly was willing he should 
preach at night. He had nothing against him. Bro. Lilly says: 

"Occasionally, whe.1 wi thout appointment to preach elsewhere, he 
would meet wiLh the church a nd engage, so far as a ny one· knew, heartily 
in its services. On such occ::tsions he was always given an opportunity to 
preach, and use as much time as he desired in addressing the church unto 
-edification. On a ll these occa sions appointment would be made for him 
to preach at night, and for such labor he was on every such paid the su m 
.of ten dollars from the church treasury." (Emphasis mine.-A. :M. :M.) 

Then he was not forbidden to preach on Lord's day mornings because 
there· was no money in the cln&ch t reasury, nor because he was unworthy, 
but because of the eider's interpretation of Acts 20:7. This was likewise 
trne of a ll the other evangelists mentioned above as forbidden to preach 
.by the e lder at the 11 o'clock service Lord's day. Is this to rnle within 
t he law, or is it ruling against the law of Christ? On the same principle 
.might not a n elder forbid a sinn er to be bap tized at the 11 o'clock service? 
I s not preaching to si nners the gospel of Chri.st a part of the apostles' 
teaching? Has any eld er the scr iptural right to decide what pa rt of the 
·word a n eva ngeli st shall preach and what parts he shall not preach at 

, that servi ce? Is not a n elder ass uming authority h e does not possess when 
.he forbids a n evangeli st to preach to si nners the gospel of Christ a nd give 
them an opportunity to obey it at the 11 o'clock or any other service? 

8. Judge Arch B. Davis says : "The rock upon which the members 
.of this church split was as to whethtlr or not they should have preaching, 
when an evangelist was present, at the 11 o'clock hour on the Lord's day." 

9. The whole congregation quit Bro. Lilly on this point, excepting 
four old brethren and t heir wh·es (h eld ev id ently as much or more through 
social t ies as anything else, as ,rnre all that were identified with him ), 
some few s isters (three or four ), and hi s wife and two daughters. Thi s 
is natural enough. 

10. All thi s is enough to convince any unbiased person that brethren 
·Gra'y and Sommer were just ified in all they said about trouble, of long 
standing, being in the J amesport church, and, I trust , that all this has 
,enlightened us quite a good deal on the vital points left out by B,ro. Lilly 
in his omissions, from his "Reminiscent" paragraphs, in which he was giv• 
ing us the "origin and progress of the Jamesport church trouble," and will 
a id us in " placing th e bl a me " ·here it rightfully belongs." 

THE SO-CALLED ENDORSEMENT. 

Bro. Lilly made much ado ornr an article written by Bro. Sommer at 
·his house whi le in a meeting th ere in October, 1907. The 0. R. of Nov. 5 
following contains the article of nearly two columns' length, under the 
·heading, "vVill You Read T his?": "Thirty -four came forward in course of 
the meeting-fourteen to be b:ipt ized, and all the others were rece ived by 
letter, statement of their rel ation, or by confession of wrongs, according 
to their several cond it ion s." He returned in March, 190S, and assisted the 
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brethren in a good mce t i11 g . Bro. Lill:· a lhules to these meeti ngs, m en
tions Bro. Somrn er's a rti cle, qu otes some ext ra ct s from it a nd another 
note or two of his in 0. R.- one of :Vlarch, HJllil , another of Aug. 3, 1909,. 
with usua l omissions. I think it ,-:i ll only be necessary to make tw o points 
clea r in this connection for the, whole tru t h to be brou ~·h t ou t on this sub 
ject. Half-truths a nd specia l p leadi ng coYe r up the issue. h eep the "rock" 
in s ight. ~ 

L T he manner of worship in the Jamesport church was not in con
troversy. There was no friction over· that. _lll was lmnnon ious on that 
subj ect , fo r all t he ch m ch had y ielded t o th e ord er t ha t J>. H . Lilly had im
posed. Tl1 e subject has not been agitated eith er by t he ··faction" or by 
Gilbert , Gray or Sommer as evangeli sts. T J, erc w,1s a. great trouble the re, 
but it was not over the worship, as such, nor over t he order of worship 
th ere on ordinary occasions , 

2. The trouble in Jamesport, as I have macle it pla in to the reader, 
by g iving Lill y 's om iss ions, wa s over the scriptural right of an evangelist, 
when present on Lord's day, to preach, after the usual manner in nearly 
a ll other churches, at the comm1tnion service. T hi s is tl,e ·' rock" on which. 
t hey ··split." 

1Vith these two points clear in mind, the read er will see that Bro. 
Lilly 's tra,ct is " we,i k as water" on th e poi nt of ha.Ying Daniel Sommer · 
c, m]orse h im , on " number two," when he only endorsed him on "number 
one," of t hese items. lt is worse thnn wea k! 

The fact is eas ily clecicl erl one ,my or the oth el'. It r equ ires no la.bored 
effort to settle this phase of t he matt er . But, inasmuch a.s Bro. Lilly 
is so positive t ha t Bro, Sommer endorsed his 11·ork, cdi j;_orially, the edi
torial should have been reproduced. Did Bro. Sommer t urn a religious 
somersault '? Bro . 1'. II. L illy grow,; sarcast ic a nd vitrioli c agains t him on 
the assumption that he is a t1trn-coat. From a n endorser t o a persecutor _ 
is a. rndica.1 ch ange, and I grant you t hat , if Bro . Sommer proved to be a 
t raitor and a hypocrite with P. H . Lill y on thi s qu es tion, he deserves a 
~e verc rebuke. But, fortu nately for all pa rti es concern ed, the ar t icle is a.t 
hand. I kn ow you will g ive it a carefu l reading. I qnote a ll of it ~hat 
bears on this controversy, 01 1l y premi si ng its int rncluction \Yith t hi s fact
t he article ·was written to show the prnpriety of dividing congregations into 
classes t hat ea.ch m ay lrnve t eaching con espo11ding to a.ge and atta inments. 
Bro, Lill y ha.cl th is article before him when he wrote his tract. He alludes 
to the itemized order of services, b11 t does not quote it. iVhy ? The tenth 
i t em was practised or observed by Bro . Sommer in Jamesport! Brn. Lilly 
said later, when pressed on the quest ion , it wa s beca use of his all_il it y and 
experienre. If Daniel Sommer could preach in Jamesport as elsewhere, 
and wrote out the whole itemized servi ce- is that an cnclorseme11 t of P. I-I. 
Li lly 's position so repeatedly given aboYe as the " ro~k" on which the 
chu rch " spli t" ·? I dare say t his "rock" would J,a.1·e been r ,,,moved ent irely 
if P . I-I. Lilly could have been induced to allow 1Yhale,v , Edwards, Owen , 
Gilbert, Gray and other evangeli sts, wh en present, to observe item ten. 
It was the eid er's per sistent refusal, in so many inst a nces, to observe item 
ten, founded on Acts 20:7, that wa s th e prim ar y cau se of the whole trou-· 
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.ble. Dani el Sommer never, in pe rso n nor in t he Review, took t he s ide of 
Bro. L illy on tha t point. :1\ e ith er has he bee n a traitor to hi m. And a ll 
that Bro. Lilly ins inuates 011 that ques tion is pure soph ist r y . I hes it a t e 
no t t o say t hat a more base less a t te mpt to · incriminate a brother has • 
n ever been know n to me than the attempt to show t hat Bro. Som mer was 
h is fri end because he endorsed him and his theory, a nd turned to be his 

. enemy because he repudiated h is theory later. I u nh es it a t ingly affirm 
there isn ' t t h e lea st shadow of tru th in t he stat ement t hat Dani el Som
mer endorsed t he pet theory of P . H . Lill y i n Jamespor t, then proved 
traitor a nd repud ia ted h is t heory, on occas ion, some two years la t er. 
These are p la in words, but truth a nd candor demand t hem because of the 
fa ct t hat t he whole a rgument of P. ,H. Lilly is fo und ed u pon this baseless 
assumption, a nd when i t is r emoved a ch ild can see that h is b itter words 

. a nd hot invect ives leveled against Bro. Sommer were a ll uncall ed for, un
provoked, a nd i11 excusable. 

Bro. Sommer was in J a mesport, it seems, over fo ur Lord's days . He 
prea ched t here every Lord's day as a t oth er p laces. He knew Bro. Li lly's 
' ·Gforaltar." H e k new nearly the whole hi sto ry of t he chu rch. H e poured 
oil on t he t roubled wate1·s. H e h ad no obj ectio 11 s t o th ei r mann er of 
worshi p- but deligh ted in it. H e occupied the hour usua lly given to mu
tua l edificat ion, or to ·'socia l meeting," and preached a d iscourse. Th is 
a ll t he chu rch deligh t ed in-except, perch ance, Dro. P . H . Lilly, who suf 
fered it in deference to h is abil ity-and experience. But other evangelists 
were not a ccorded this privilege, as I have conclusively shown above. Bro. 
Sommer endorsed t he one a nd repud ia ted the other. He was ki nd, con sicl 

.erate of Bro. Li ll y's feelings a nd erron eous not ion s, but did his dut y and 
preached t he Gospel, wrote a n account of the complete serv ice, in cluding 
the preachi ng, pub lished i t, a nd t ha t 's the whole of t he matter. H a d he 

.been sat clown on b_y the elder (as were 1Vha ley, Edwards, Owe n, Gilbert 
.and other evangelist s), a nd t hen lrnYe wr itten a 11 u nqua l ified endorsem ent 
of t h e serv ices, specify ing t hat h is item t en was not tolerated in James
port a s i t usua ll y is in other chu rches, but t ha t h e was a friend of E lde r 
Lilly a nd endorsed h im, a s h is method wa s better , then, t ruly, t he cha rge 
of hy pocri sy again st him , or of s imple-mi ndedness, would have been well 
fou nded. But when fra nkn ess, ca,nclor, sincerity shine f or th like t he su n, 
in Bro. Sommer 's work at Jamesport i n h is meet ings and in hi s emi nently 

•clear hi sto ry of t he mut ua l effor t ma de, I kno w not how justly to cha r 
acter ize t he labored effo rt t hat is mad e in th e tract to carica t ure him 
as a hypocri t e in t h is m atter. T he a rt ic1e fo llows-t he item ized account 

. of Lord's cl ay services : 

1. "All t he members of t he church wh o can be in duced t o do so come 
toget her a t t en o'c lock each Lord's cl ay morn ing, and bring a ll t he chil

. dren t hey can induce tc acc:m1pany t hem . 
2. "Af t er t wo son~s a re sun g on e of t h e elder s r e~ ds t he chapter 

tha t is the lesson fo r th e occasion, and eith er leads in prayer h imself or 
ca lls on some on e else to do so. 

3. "Then another song is sung, after which th e chi ldren go t o t he 
·back part of the house, a nd a s is t er goes wi t h th em t o be t hei r te,icher. 

4. "An elder of th e church arises and opens h is Bi ble a t th e lesson, 
, and perhaps every other member opens the Bibl e at the same place. 
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5. "The elder who leads in th e investigation then ca lls on that one· 
of the members who sits at one end of t he congregation to rea d the first 
Yerse of the lesson, and when that member ha s don e so, the elder calls 
for that one's comment, or asks a question concerning i t for that one to-

• answer. The question thus asked sometimes is refcn ed to the entire 
audience. This procedure is continued for about t hree-quarters of an · 
hour. 

G. "In the meantime the sister who is teaching in another part of 
the house is questioning her · pupil s after t he sa me manner in another part 
of t he New Testament- the first part, which is easiest understood by 
children. 

7. '·Both of' these a udi ences exist a n(] ar e· in structed thus because 
the scripture say s, 'Always abound ing in t he work of t he Lord,' and 'He· 
tha t ha t h ears to hear, let him hear. ' 

8. ·:1-Vhen the hour of eleven is indi ca tecl the servi ce is then changed 
without a dismissal of any kind. The children go to their parents, or to• 
some part of the hou se t hat their parents or guanli ans may approve. 

9. "Another song is announced and sun g. The n the preEiding elder 
states t ha t the time has come for mutua l teach ing a nd exhortation, and 
the 111embers are given a n opportunity to rea d and lead in prayer, teach 
or exhort , as they may be able to do. This is co nti1111 ecl, probably, three
quartern of an hour, a nd then the cont ribution is attended to. Next the 
Lord's Supper is ai;tended to, and th en a verse is sung a nd t he congrega
tion is di smissed. (I emphasize the next number.- A: M . ]\if.) 

10. "If a preacher, or any other brother from any other congregation, 
is present who is known to be capable of teaching the entire congrega
tion, he is invited to occupy the time that is generally given to mutual 
teaching and exhortation." 

I have been thus explicit and painsta king in letting t he light in on 
this ques tion because it reveals much to the reader. 

1. It shows that Dani el Sommer did in Jamesport on Lord's clays, 
11 o'clock service, just what h e always does in his meetings at other 
places-he preached the Gospel. This wa s om itted. Damaging to quote! 

2. It shows that the brethren in J a mesport a.ppreciated Bro. Sommer 's. 
"·ork, for he held them two grand meetings and left t here with the most 
cordial relations existing between himself and Bro. Li lly, as well as the 
church in general. 

3. It shows conclusively that Bro. Lilly c<!uld have conceded, with
out the sacrifice of principle, just what the brethren, now styled the "fac
tion," demanded-a sermon by the evangelist a t the 11 o'clock service. 
This is concealed in the tract. 

4. It shows beyond all controversy that nil the bitter a nd acrimonious 
sayings of Bro. Lilly against Bro. Sommer we,·e unprovoked, in that he· 
never swerved a hair's breadth in hi s after-tenching a nd practice from his 
t eaching and practice while in Jamesport, as· to the points in controversy 
in Jamesport church trouble. 

5. It shows, with noon-day clearness, that Daniel Sommer is griev
ously misrepresented in the tract under review, and tha,t P. H. Lilly, from 
some unexplained motive, is trying to manufacture a fictitious Daniel 
Sommer to antagonize the real Daniel Sommer. He labored· with great in
tensity of purpose to give a pen-picture of a wily, crafty, cunning, "satanic" 
Dani el Sommer, and thus to impeach his veracity. The sole reason he did 
not succeed was that he didn't have the material from which to make the 
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picture! He sought to a n ay Dani el Sommer in J·amesport meeti ng, Oc
tober, 1907, again st Daniel Sommer in hi s letters of _1909. But the reader 

.of the?e lines kno,r s, as ,rell as t he writer, that the article quoted above 
is the same man in tearhing and pract ice in J a mesport in 1907 as he was 
two years later in hi s letters. He never faltered in 1907 nor temporized 
nor compromised with Bro. Lilly, as a ll plainly see by hi s article. 

6. It is clearly e,-ident, t herefore, tha t the author of "Evangeli sts vs. 
E lders," in anaying h imself against practically the whole Brotherhood at 
la rge on the "no preachi ng to aliens at the 11 o'clock se1~vice on Lord's day,'' 
must bear the BLAME FOR THE CONSEQUENCES, sad as they are, a nd 
t ha t he CAN NOT BE EXONERATED. H is effort in self-defense falls 
fruitless to the ground. His effort, bom of desperation, to fasten the 
-odium on Bro. Somn1er, is objectionable from every standpoint, and will 
not be effectiYe when the facts a re clearly known and fa ithfully consid-· 
erecl. 1Vhy did he conceal all this testimony? Do you see why? 

CORRESPONDENCE. 

July 24, 1909, Bro. Lilly joined the brethren in a letter to Bro. Som
mer of two columns' length r equesting : 

" If it be poss ible, for you to vis it J amesport some tim e in t he near 
future a nd assist in adju sting a d ifliculty tha t has grown up in t he con
gregation." 

In this letter Bro. Lilly says : 

"Bro. Gray came, and so far a, I know labored faithfully and earn
estly to restore order. The only t hing lacking in accompli shing this was 
in locating the responsibility for the trouble. Gi lbe1't admits he was the 
ca use of t he divi s ion, but cla ims it \Yas a jus tifiable one, and charges t he 
s in and wi ckedness of the schism wholly upon myself ; while I di scla im 
a ll the responsibility for t he schismatic course of F. vV. Gilbert. Thus 
t he ma tter stands, and if it can not be settled without my accepting 
responsibility for Gilbert's wicked a nd schismatic course, it never will b e 
settled in th is world." 

Thus there was trouble likely never to be settled, when he first called 
Bro. Sommer! 

The fact is plain that both evangeli sts, Gray and Sommer, were ac
cepted as faithfu l brethren at this time. The "division" had virtually 
-come, the "split" on t he "rock" of " no preachin g at 11 o'clock Lord's day" 
was imminent. Bro. Gra y wa s on t he ground laborin g "faithfully a nd ear
nestly," but Bro. Sommer hadn' t been in Jamesport or had anything to 
do with the church for about a year and a half. Surely this whole s9hism 
a nd divi sion can not be laid at h is door, but must be the final outbreak 
again st the tyrann y of t he elder in fo rcing his pet "theory" longer upon 
the church. 

Bro. Lilly says: 

"At the time t hi s letter was written I b elieved Daniel Sommer to be 
·my friend and I addressed him as such. Our acquaintance and fri endship 
had extended over a period of more than twenty years. When in James
port he a lways made my house his home, wh ere he was always a welcome 
and honored guest. In October, 1907, during a meeting of weeks, and 
, d1ile in m y hom e, he wrote a most commendatory article concerning the 
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\\·ork of Jamesport congregation, and read it to me befo re sendi1~g it to, 
the 0. R. for publi cation." Omitted to give article! 

So you· see., dear reader , that Bro. Sommer was in h igh esteem with 
Bro. L ill y a t this time. He next (in hi s tract) proceeds to show Bro. Som 
mer \\-a s a h y pocr ite and tra i tor, as I exa m in ed above und er the sub
head ing of ,·the so-called endorsement." I showed the s imple fa.ct that 
e ,·ery e ndorsement that Bro. Sommer eYe r gave of J .1rnespor t servi ces on 
Lord 's clay demanded the free and full use of the evangelist when present. 
In other words, he tli d not have one law for Jamesport and a different law 
for other places. B ro. Lilly, fo r some in ex pli cable r ea son, labors hard to 
fa sten such in con s istency upon him, a11 d th us justify himself in rejecting 
Daniel Somrne1.- s repea.tecl over tures to him t hat follow . It is a s manifest 
as light that hi s whole objection t o ·hi s frie nd of twenty years' s tand in g 
,m s fou nded on a n en tirely imagi nary bctsis-if he ha s given us h is objec
tion in the t ract, and in t he so-ca.lied ··endorse ment." 

But, from he nceforth, he t rea t s Bro . Sommer w ith sca n t cointesy, a nd 
I thi 11k worked desperately and unscriptma ll y ag.1inst t he on ly possibl e 
settlemen t of the trot1ble in Jamespor t . I , nor you , reader , are final 
judges in t h is sad affai r, b ut we are called upon by Bro. Li lly's tract to 
j ustify him a nd condemn Sommer, Gilbert, Gray a nd tl1e va st majority ot 
the active m embers of that church- ,,-hich h e said in May, two mont hs. 
befo re this, consist ed of seventy-five active members. You re member this. 
You wil} keep in mi nd a lso that Daniel Som mer ,m s in India na ·and had 
nothi ng whatever to do w it h J·amesport church si nce h e held two grand 
meet ings there two years or less before. Yet he, fo r sooth , is to be the 
scape-goat to bear t he mighty load of si n that bel ongs to som ebody for 
ruinin g Jamesport church . Bro. So mmer has proven a n ,1libi so far , a nd the 
church is on the verge of fo rmal di sruption, or , a s Bro . L illy says, "a vio
len t attempt to force me from the eldership" was th en bei ng made. Noti ce· 
t\\'o or t hree points here: 

1. Bro. Lilly d id not obj ect to hav in g eYa ngeli s t s aid in settling the· 
J a m esport trouble, for he wrote for one to com e on t hat very mi ssion (to. 
Bro. Daniel, July 24, 1909), becau se he thought he was his friend, but soon 
recalled th e invitat ion. Why? 

2. I'J;e had no fears of Dani el Sommer, 01· "Sommeri sm," when he· 
wrote his letter, but ha d known him for more tha11 twenty year s, the· 
most cordial relations existed between them as friend s, and he was a l
ways .a welcome a nd honored gu est in hi s home, whil e in Jamesport, Mo. 

3. You can not have fai led to noti ce how bitterly and severely he· 
speaks of "Sommerism"-"irruption of Somm eri sm," and how intensely 
he can denounce on e who, up to that t ime, was on such cordial relations, 
with himself a nd the church that a ll were di sposed to have him to aid 
them in settling their "church trouble." But in "Not es a nd Annotations," 
b y Bro. Somm er , in 0. R. July 27, 1909, was som e advi ce given which upset 
Bro. Lilly's equanimity. It was just after hi s letter written to Bro. Som
m er, July 24, inviting him to come to Jamesport a nd assist in settling the' 
trouble. Immedia t ely . he wrote Bro. Sommer not to com e to Jamesport, 
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thi s letter bea ring date July 28, 011 e day late r th a n th e ar tic'e a nd four 
days lat er tlrnn h is i nvi t a t ion. T he ··N otes" were as follow s (some im
por tant poin ts in wh ich , by t he way, Bro. Lilly omi t ted in hi s qu ota t ion 
in " E va ngel ists vs . Elders" ). I t h ink thi s is li kely t o a id one in getting 
t he t ruth, so I will quote t he ori ginal "N otes'.' in t heir enti rety : 

Church es sometimes have t rouble w ith a n elde r · and don't seem t o 
kn ow wha t t o do in handling h im. An experie nced evangel ist should be 
ca lled to deal with eld ers. Bu t elders ough t to know enough t o un der
stand wh en they a m unfit for office and dea l w it h themselves. They 
ough t not t o cling to their offi cial posit ion any longer t ha n t hey cau 
ser ve the chmch acceptably . T he good of t he church should be t he e nd 
in view, a nd elders should set a n example in working for t h is end. 

E ver y eld er who is r ega rd ed un fi t fo r hi s pos it ion· should be k indly 
requested to res ig n. Th e church chooses its e)ders by r eason of t heir 
supposed fi t ness for t he posi tion to whi ch it calls th em . If a n elde r fi nd s 
h imseif, at a ny t ime, to be unfit for th a t posit ion', t hen he should resign 
of his own accord. For instance, if hi s wife be~omes a sla nderer , or h is 
ch ild ren become unruly , or he cannot cont rol hi s t e mper, h e ough t to 
r esign. If he will not resign , he should be kindly requested to do so. 
If he will not do so, cha rges should be preferred aga in st him. T hen a n 
experien ced evan gelist should be called a nd requ ested to try th em . 

An elder ma y sometimes hesita te t o res ign becau se he fears t hat 
t he church will go into innovat ioni sm if i t be left without some one in 
offic ia l posit ioH to check its d isposition in tha t direct ion. But he cannot 
a fford t o r efuse t o do h is duty in ·order to avoi d some oth er evi l. "Let 
us do evil that good ma y come'' was a slander when cha rged agai 11 st P a ul. 
He would no t do evil in order to accompli sh good . Neith er should we. 
A n elder who is " soon a ngr y" is no t more fit for t he elclershi p tha n a liar, 
a thi ef or a drun kard is fit fo r membersh ip in a church of Chri s t. 

I do not und er stan,d why e lder s a nd deacon s should ernr beco me· 
self-will ed or should ever come to the conclusion that th ey don' t n eed 
a ny coun sel. Common sense, common law and the t eaching of the "com
mon salva tion," of which th e a pos tle Jude wrote- all th ese require that 
officer s sha ll be candid in dealing with t he congregation that t hey are 
select ed to serve. I know a church that has not had the least troubl e nor 
misu11 derstanding for many year s. It has a bus in ess meeting on ce a year 
to elect trus tees, a nd then th e treasurer ma kes hi s report. A t t ha t meet
i ng all other bu siness affairs a re con sidered as they pertai n to the con
gregation. The clerk keeps account of money matters with the treasurer , 
even of the Lord's clay contribution. Before each bus in ess meetin g the 
t reasurer request s that some on e be appointed by the congr egation to 
look over his accounts, so tha t he may make hi s repor t wi t h confi de nce. 
Di sc ipli nary matters are considered in the busin ess meeting, and at other 
times a s occasion requ ires. As ·a resu lt, that church has not been ,having 
t roub le, nor even fri ction, for m any years. All the officers and member s 
seem to understand each other. Th is is common sense, common la w and 
according to Acts 6th chapter and 2nd Cor. 8th chapter. 

I notice in Bro. Lilly 's comment on t hi s he sa ys: 

' ·The whole 'mess' breathes a spirit of evil that cannot dwell in nor · 
come from a clean h eart. The presumptuousness di splayed in g iving in
struction s about 'handling an elder' are both vicious and shoeking. 
Comi ng as it did, in the midst of a v iolent attempt to force me from t he· 
eldership , I could not fail to understand that t he article was c!irectecL 
against me." Why did he not quote it accurately? 
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Here are several important facts: (a) An ~lfort was being made in 
J amesport to get P . H. Lilly out of the eldership- he calls it a "violent 
effort." Evid ently it was a sincere effort . (b) He recognized that Bro. 
Sommer's article, while, in the main, of general appli cat ion, was virtually 
an open letter to Jamesport church. Nothing secret in it, any way. (c) 
That letter held resignation, vo luntary resignation, up before the elder as 
his way out; second, the brethren should kindly request an unfit elder to 
resign. Lastly, charges should be preferred against him and an experi
-enced evangelis t called and r equested to try him. This teaching of general 
application .made the elder in Jamesport angry, it seem s. 

1Vell, barri ng t he latter statement, which I will consider later, his 
advice seems to me to be soun d and of easy application in a ny case. Not 
to discuss, in this connection, church government, but to admit t hat a 
man who is "unfit fo r office" can voluntarily surrender it, what is offens ive 
in the abo ve advice? lViust a man hold office when unfit for it, knows that 
he is, or when his brethren know that he is "unfit for office" and kindly 
request him to r esign? When he assumes the office of elder does he do so 
fo r life , or merely while he or his brethren, or both, recognize his "fitness 
for office" ? Evidently t he latter. · 

As much capital has been made of this " note" jn t he 0 . R., I simp ly 
suggest that Bro. Lilly has not improved his :fitness for oflice by spur ning 
this eminently sound advice. His quiet resignation would ha ve sa ved 
almost the whole of the troubles that fo llowed, and he might have had 
the satisfaction today of knowing that he served the church as elder for 
twenty-five years, and in deference to the wishes of hi s brethren, the larg
est majority of the active church of seventy-five members, and in deference 
to hi s friends Sommer and Gray (the first of whom he believed to be his 
"friend" and had been on the most cordial terms with him for a long 
period of time), he res igned hi s official relation to the church. This is 
no new or unh eard-of precedent! But this he resolutely r efused to do. 
His letters and conduct indicate that he r egarded the effor ts of his " friends" 
as the work of "enemies," and he considers their urgent requests as so 
many formal demands to resign, even a~ the very fir st. T hus, it see ms, 
he effectually bm'recl the way fo r any peaceable settlemen t of the di ffi 
culty, and t he church grew more and more determined to assert t he ir 
r ight to select oJ!icer s to preside over th em and to break what they, a fter 
years of toleration and submission, now openly condemned as a yoke of 
tyranny, and refused to submit to his iron rule-or "lording it over God's 
heritage" longer. vVhy should he not have resigned quietly? Read what 
brethren Gray and Sommer wrote him. Bros. Somm er a nd Gray urged, 
upon Bro. Lilly to resign. For instance, Bro. Gray said: 

"But I was made acquainted with t he sr.d s ituation near about my 
first visit to J amesport, and on every occasion I have tried to calm the 
troubled waters. But now I a m called to meet you and th e church and 
h ear ch a rges against you as an elder. This is painful to me, and allow 
me to suggest this one thing, if the church doesn't wish you to serve as 
its elder any longer, you resign and continue to work with them. If th is 
is not done, I fear the cause of Christ will suffer at Jamesport. I wonld 
not serve any congregation as its elder if a small number was opposed to 
m e. I am sure of one thing, and that is this: Yon cannot serve the 
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church at Jamesport as e ld er with the consent of the church. 1 I don 't say 
by this who is in the wrong. But if the church was ca lled to call some
one to the elclership th ey would · !lot call you. In view of the salvation 
of precious souls a nd the good of the church look into this, a nd m,ty God 
bless you, and remember that I have written thi s "with love a nd the best 
of fee ling for you. '\Vith love for your family, your brother in Christ
T. L. Gray," Dec. 14, 1909. 

And this from Bro. Sommer : 

"That you have done much, in t imes past, by way of helping to save 
the church in Jamesport, a ll will admit who are acquainted with the 
facts in the ca se. But many other elders have clone the same at other 
places, and t hen have damaged their work by holding to their officia l 
position too long. I do not wish you to be nun1berecl with such, and 
th erefore entreat you -to res ign your eld ership next Lord's day, if you 
have not a lready clone so. I entreat you to do this for your own sake 
and fo r t he sake of all who feel kind ly disposed toward you, especially 
for t he sa ke of the name of Chri st, which you have so Jong endeavoretl 
to honor . 

··Hoping to receive word from you early next week tha t all differ
ences 3,re settled in t he church at Jamesport, I remain your brother in 
the Lord- Daniel Sommer." 

Another bun ch of "Notes" were g iven in the \>· R. by Bro. Sommer, 
Aug. 3, 1909. He sets forth clearly in these how carefully and prayerfully 
men should deal with the established order in any congregation. You will 
observe what he says about hi s di sposition in t he matters in ha nd, espe· 
cia ll y the preaching on Lord's days. Note especia lly th e last paragraph 
a nd discover, if you can, a nything wrong in either the sentim ent or spirit 
of tl~e "Notes." Bro. Lilly picked out nine Jines of thi s endorsement a nd 
wilfully omitted all that Bro. Sommer said about preaching on Lord's clay. 
Such a method of h andling the Bible would prove th ere are oxen in the 
kin gdom of h eaven. '·Thou sha lt not muzzle the ox that treacleth out the 
corn"-"for of such is the -kingdom of heaven." You will see, without my 
pointing it out, that Bro. Lilly w ilfully omitted to quote Daniel Sommer 's 
"notes"_ in which he condemned his hobby on preach ing, but m isquoted him. 
and thus made h im endorse him. Do you wonder that Jamesport church 
was in trouble? H ere is Elder Lilly's report of those notes : 

Npt only was Dani el Sommer in harmony with the work being done· 
in Jamesport (if we may jticlge him by h is word s) , but was opposed to 
any interference with the orderly workings of churches in· general. 
Hear him: 

"I never censure a church , nor try to ch ange the order in a church, 
tha t attends to all th e acts of worship in a n orderly manner. I know 
the importance of forbearance and the danger of disturbing a church. 
'' " " vVoe unto those who d isturb a church and cause offenses, except 
when th e Sacred Text so requires. See Matt. 18:7."-0. R. Aug. 3, 1909 .. 

And here are those "notes" fully copied: 

"vVha t is your order here?" 
" \Ve have the preaching before the communion." 
This ques lion and answer may be often heard where disci pl es meet to . 

worship. The only reason for such a question and answer is that certain 
pre:1chers have been technicctl about a "special order of worship," a11cl have
led cer tain churches to adopt it. '\Vhen I first heard of that "special 
order" I was pleased with it. But when I learned that its t endency was. 
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to break down the outside hear ing on Lord's 
recons ider it. Then I fou nd that to preach th e 
s in ners is to att end t o the apostles' t eaching. 
favo r that "special order" whi ch rules ou t 
mor11i ng. · 

clay morn ing I began to 
Gospel to either saints or 
As a result, I ceased to 

preachi ng on Lord's day 

And why should any one be contentious on thi s subject ? Several 
scriptures must be taken together in order to fi nd au t hori ty for s ing ing, 
reading and praying. Then why not take several others together in order 
to fl nd author ity for a ll the other acts of worship? "W"herefore, b reth 
ren, when ye come togethpr to eat, tarry one for another." ( 1 Cor. ll,: 33.) 
W' hi le we are tarrying we 'llay do some teaching, or nearly a ll of it , for 
tlrnt occas ion . A Gospel sermon would be in place if we have some one 
present wh o can preach such a sermon. Certainly to preach a Gospel 
rn rmon is in obed ience to a part of the t eaching of Paul. See 2nd 
Tim.4 :1-4. 

But we need not to spBncl mu ch time on t hi s question . In Eph . 4 :2 
we lear n that Paul exhorts us to fo rbear "one a nother i n love." By so 
do ing we shall be enabled to k eep "the unity of the Sp irit in the bond 
-of peace." T hu s far I h ave never met with a church that d id not a llow me 
to preach before t he breaking of bread, or preach after wards before t he 
ell(] of the meeti ng fo r worship. T h is is righ t. The Lord d id not g ive a 
ntual fo r t he meetings of the church, and we shoul d not make one, but 
should consider t he importance of keeping the u nity of the Sp irit, whi le 
obeying the teachinrs of the Spirit . 

I never censure a church, nor try to change t he order in a church, 
.tha t attends to a ll t he acts of worsh ip in a n order ly mann er. I k now 
the impor t a nce of fo rbearance an d t he danger of distu rbing a rhurch . 

·--w hen it is once settled in i ts order of worship i t should not he d isturbed, 
except when. i t is, in some respects , i n pos itive error. For instance, if I 
should move to a place where a ch urch of Chri st is established in the 
practice of only making u se of a n evangelist on Lord's day m orni ng; after 
t he communi on, I would not even suggest a cha nge, lest in so doin g .I 
mi o·ht disturb t hat church and cause · di ssens ion. vVoe unto t hose ·who 
-distu rb a chu rch and cause offenses, except when the S:tcred T ext so 
requires! See Matt. 18:7. 

Are these the words of a church di vider or disturber ? To ask this 
-quest ion w ill su!iice. 

1Vhen I am convinced t hat a man has to hold th e office of elde r after 
appoi n t ment a s long as he belongs to t he congregation over which he was 
appointed, t hen I wi ll a dmit that Bro. L illy's fr iends m istreated h ijn, ill 
ad vi sed- h_im here; but not till then. It is pass ing strange to the writer 
that he could not see a nd know t hat the li fe of the chn rch was in h is 
hands, and his imperative duty was plain. No man can take t he overs igh t 
of a congregation by constraint. _T he same qual ifications that put a nrn1~ 
i n offce ma in tain hi m in office, _and a bishop "nrnst be" a certain character, 
·clearly defined, "must have" certain v irtues and character istics. W hen 
these, or any of t hese, are absent, he, by virtue of t hi s fact, loses h is 
,eligi bi lity to otlice, either to be put in or to be retained, and he should r e
spect t he wishes and judgment of hi s brethren, and his "friends" of long 
stand ing, and cease to act in official capacity. Thi s much I say w it hou t 
a t t empting e ither to prove or disprove a ny fo rmal charges that might later 
be brough t in . In E lder Lill y's case t he trouble was acute, the di ssatis
fact ion genera l w it h h im as elder, and it certainly would have been w isdo m 
,on h is par t to exercise t he p rivilege, and r ef use longer to serve t he chun·h 
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.as elder. Th e church ca n and d id exis t without a ny elders (whei1 the re ib 
no scr ip tural ma t eria l in t he congregat ion ), as uea rly a ll in fa nt churches 
n ecessu iiy do. If P. H . L ill y had seen t he fo rce of t he scr ipt ures, their 
evid ent bea ri ng on t he su bject of t he relati on of t he elder to h is flock, he 
wou ld have qui et ly and peaceabl y r esigned. T hen t here would have been 
11 0 church t ri al, no cour t tr ia l, no ··E vangelists vs. E lders" document , no 
.d ivided church in Jamesport , and no disgrace of our plea for .New T esta
m ent Ch]·ist iani ty. As it is, we ha ve a ll th ese r esul ts, a ucl a grea t judg
ment day is coming wherein t he whole bla me will be fa it hfu lly pl aced 
where i t belongs. If he would not li st en t o th ese fr iends of long s ta nd ing, 
to whom would he have l ist ened? Such frie nds were soon t egarded a s ene
mies by him. 

I have no need t o con s ider in detail a ll the letters passed between t hese 
.brethren, and I om it entirely the u rgent lett er s sent by the so-called " fac 
t ion" to breth ren Sommer a nd Gray, urg ing t hem (du r ing th e six month s 
bet ween t he da t e of Bro. Li ll y's firs t letter of in vita tion, July 24, a nd h is 
las t letter t o Bro. Sommer, Dec. 11 , a nd hi s las t to Bro. Gray, Dec. 17 ) t o 
·CQme to J a mespor t . Th e whole ma.tte r is bri e (l y sum med ·u p, a nd r ight
fu lly, by say ing breth ren Som mer and Gray end eavored by every r igh teous 
mea ns to hold the b reth ren back, a nd u rged t h em t o be pati ent, forbearing 
in t he ma tter, a nd to do uoth ing hast ily or rashl y in dealing w ith t he ir 
troub le, a nd especia lly in hand ling t he ir troubler , P . H . L illy . In t he 
meant ime they urged u pon Bro. Lilly , by correspondence, t o resign h is 
-eldership as t he on ly pparent means of settii ng t he t roubl e among them
selves. T his he d id not see fit t o do, a nd called fo r script ura l a uthor it y for 
an elde_r resigning, or for an eva11geli st aski ng hlln to resign, and 111a in

cain ed with cha ract er istic v igor h is righ t to rul e in J amespor t chu rch . The 
letter s a re not s ignifi ca nt fur the r tha n t o develop t hese points. Th e eva n-
6elists knew th e inevi t abl e fact t hat Bro. L ill y would have to make con 
cessi ons or most l ikely he wo uld ha ve t o be gotten out of t he elder ship, 
and they urged and ent reated him, u s in g every a rgu ment know n to t hem, 
to induce him t o y ield to t he all but una nimous desire of t he breth ren a nd 
Tesign. H e m a in ta.in ed, wi t h a rgum ents more or less plaus ible, and with 
g reat an ima t ion , bordering at t irnes on scorn , th a t he would never r es ign 
or y iel d h is pos it ion as elder of J a mesport chu rch. Thu s ma tter s stood 
Frida y eveni ng, Dec. 17, 1909, when, in obedience to a t elegram as foll ows : 
"New developments ; come at once !" T . L. Gra y a nd Dani el Sommer went 
to J am esport. T he b ret hren sent urgen t , r epea t ed letter s t o Bro. Sommer , 
1rnlf a dozen t imes or more du ring t he si x month s elaps ing between the 
t ime Bro. L ill y sent h is letter of inv it at ion, July 24,-and t he t elegram . 
T hey sent a pet ition signed by thirty -three m embers, asking him to come, 
a nd fin a ll y sent a t elegr :1 111. I thi nk even a p rejudi ced m a n ough t to see 
Oiat it was t he church and not Daniel Sommer t h a t dema nded thi s iu ves
t igation of t he· eider's rule. Bro. Sommer was carefu l and very slow ahou t 
even goi ng to J amesport, hoping that the brethren could settle their trou
b le without th e presence of himself or any other eva ngeli sts . T he church 
would no lon ger bear wit h t he condi tion of t h ings a nd wired l1 im as above. 

T hese evangeli st s went and foun d t ha t t heir presence wa s a nti cipated as, 
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I • 
wh en breth ren T . L. Gray and Daniel Sommer a rrived in J a mesport, Bro. 
R N. Gardner, of Odessa, Mo. (at B ro. L illy 's behes t) , was a lrea dy t h em
a s an evangelist t o aid an d a dv ise h im . 

THE FAIR PROPOSITION. 

"Jam espor t, Mo., Dec. 18, 1909. 
"vVe, t he under signed m embers of t he Church of Christ in J a m esport,. 

2\fo. , agree t o ca ll a mut ua lly chosen trib un a l of evangel ists, who have not 
t hus far been connected wi t h the existing disagreemen t in t he church 
here, to hear a nd decide upon the m eri ts of t he di sagreement. By a 
m u t ua ll y chosen t r ibunal, we mean t hat the accused shall choo.se one 
evangelis t in good sta ndiug wit h the Church of Chri st wh er e he ; i s kn own,. 
a nd t he accusers sha ll choose one of the same k ind , a nd t hese t wo sha ll 
choose a t hi rd evangel ist, and t hese three sha ll hea r t he cha rges that may 
be preferred, a nd decide upon t hem, and we whose na mes are a ppe nded 
to t his agreemen t agree t o a bide the decis ion of t hat t ribun al." 

(Submitted by Daniel Som mer and T. L . Gray. ) 

This propos it ion , the mai n on e offered h, m , Bro. Lilly does not even 
quote in his t rac t . You have learned his method . of self-defense before 
t hi s- t o omit wha t t he other man sa :d. Here h e om its t o quote the propo: 
s ition-then he om it s the chief poi nt in i t as far as t he eva ngelists a re 
concerned; that t hey, t he three evangelists, should be men "who ha ve not 
thus fa r been connect ed w it h the existing disagreement in the ch urch here." 
Do you see why he omi tted t o pu blish the propos it io11, garbl ed it, a nd left 
t he · impressi on t ha t he wa s giving it substant ia lly ?. H is t ract was wri tten 
t o exon erate self a nd condemn the ot her m a n. This one sentence took all 
the pith a nd point out of his charge against these brethren, a nd he was 
afra id to Jet h is readers see how disinterested a nd fa ir t he eva ngelist s were 
in dealing with him. A man ca n prove t hat he is all right b y t he omission 
m ethod. How cum1ingly the vener a ble elder used it on a ll vi tal poin ts ! 

Sp.:iaking of t he period just preceding t he comi ng of t he evangeli s t s, 
Elder Lilly said, page 11: 

" At thi s stage of t he diffi culty r epeated offers were m ade t o vV. L. 
Arnold, one of the deacon s who wa s acting as a 'go-between,' to submit 
the w hole m a t te r to on e or more com petent a nd fair-minded m en, wh o• 
could have no selfi sh inter est in t he case, other tha n a righteous a djust
ment of t he di fficu lt y . All these offer s were r eject ed, a nd I was fi nally 
t old th a t fur t her effort s in tha t di r ection would not be considered." 

vVhy , then, did he turn clown thi s propos ition of the evangeli sts which 
t hey presented t o him e,trly t he fir st morning a f ter going to Jamesport 
and urged upon him for three cla y s? H e cla ims th a t the oth er . s ide had 
been refusing h is offers for a n impar tial , t ribuna l to submit th e whole ma t
ter to-yes, a n impa rtia l tribuna l-'-a nd Bro. Arnold wouldn ' t hea r t o it, 
though asked repeatedly to do so, a nd now Bros . Sommer an d Gray urge 
the ver y same thing upon Bro. Lilly and he turns it clown! I s that con
sistent ? It is a m atter of grave importa nce, so notice the foll owing fac~s 
clea rl y wrapped up in it. The proposi ti on is not even quoted in " E van
geli sts vs . E lder s ." Why this studied artd wilful omission? 

1. Bro. Lilly said in a letter to Bro. Sommer , Dec. 8, just t en clays 
before th is : 
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"I am w ill ing t o m eet any charge the church a t Jamesport, or any 
part of it, may make against me, but I can not meet a charge until one 
is made. After 011e or more is made, I am j ustly entitled t o 1mm a fa ir, 
impartial a nd competent tribun al to conduct th e hearing. And, ill.ore 
t han t hi s, I lrnve an unquest ion a ble right to a vo ice in the selection of 
those who "am t o try the charge,; . All of these self -evident rigbts you 
a rbitrarily set aside and propose to come to Jamesport, at the bidding 
of a faction in the church, and ,conduct the hea ring to suit yourself. This 
is sp iri t ua l anarchy and can not result otherwi se than in evil." 

A great dea l of cap ital was made by Bro. Lilly and others over the 
•·trib nnal" (whatever tha i is) , th e fa ir and impar tial tribunal. It is in
s isted upon t hat he was a la mb in t he midst of wolves- by the way, an 
express ion of his. Now, in all frankness, I confess the point is t oo dim fo r 
my eyes i.ght-I can not see i t . Nine days before b rethren Sommer and 
Grny vi sited J a mespor t he was ready for an impartial tribunal to t ry him. 
He made repea t ed off'ers t o Bro. Arnold ·' to leave t he whole matter," so he 
says, to '·one or more compet ent, fai r -minded m en," a nd, strange to say, 
i h is tenib le man Sommer and hi s ab le associate Gray urged t his very mat 
ter upon him, a nd he posit ively and repeat edly refused to do· it! The 
whole ma t ter of "impartial tribunal," a nd a ll that he made out of it, falls 
i o the ground with a dull thud like so much soft soap, when we read a nd 
study this first proposit ion and Eider Lilly's resolute r eject ion of it. Th is 
whole ma tter was li kewi se left in obscurity in h is tract! His memory 
i s too defective to enable h im to wr ite h istory, he is too charitable to self. 

2. Da nie l Somm er and '.t. L. Gray proposed t hat t he matter be thus 
takei, entirely ou t of their hands a nd be referred t o a mutually chosen 
tribunal. Th is would have left them out, wi thout any sembfance of undue 
offic iousness in the case, and he knew i t \\·hen he wrote t he tract, as you 
know it now. But he omitted it. ·why? T h is would have put the whole 
nrntter ,Yi icre Bro. Lilly sitys he proposed r epeatedly to put it bu t was 
ref used, nnd would have given him a vo ice in the selecti on of t he tribunal, 
the accus in g brethren a voice, a nd would have relieved evangelists Gray 
and S ommer of any fu r ther effort to se t tle the t rouble, as t hey were 
careful to specify that point in the ir eminently fai r propos ition. For some 
time they had urged him to r esi gn, but to no avail; now they u rge upon 
him to submit the matter to a mutually chosen tribuna l, tha t ha d not 
been connected with t he t rouble in Jamesport, a nd t h is is spurned and 
rejected. Had he don e so he cou ld never have written "Evangelists vs. 
Elders" a nd have " wrung the clrnnges" on "im par t ial tr ibunal," "spir it ua l 
a na rchy" and other simila r sta tements. It is not to be forgotten t hat 
Sommer a nd Gray, in °behalf of t he long-suffering church, urged t his propo
s iti on upon Bro. Lilly fo r t h ree day s, a nd he absolutely and finally refused 
to submi t the case to a rbitration by any such tribunal. WHY DID HE 
NOT QUOTE THIS PROPOSITION! 

3. Bro. Li lly offered t ha t Bros. R. N . Gardner a nd T. L. Gray should 
hear the case, and "when these brethren shall have come to a decis ion, let 
them ma ke it known to all concern ed, a nd admon ish t hem in' error. T he 
future action of t he one or ones in enor will determine wha t action t he 
church should take in t he future. I n order to hasten matt ers, I am will 
ing to a llow Bro. T. L . Gray and Bro. R. . N . Gardner to t ry t he case, and 
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suggest tha t we begin t he investigntion at 9 o'clock tomorrnw morning. '" 
This was his co unter proposi t ion. This one he prefened to the oth er. R. 
N. Gardner was strictly fo r P . H . Lilly, as he well knew. T. L. Gray was 
presumnb ly for t he " faction," so-call ed, and b oth men had their m inds 
made up a lmost to a certainty. Bro. Lilly evid ently knew t his, a1~d that • 
they would not likely agree, a nd thus that noth ing would be done. He 
was safe in having one part isan any wtty, a nd also in that he nor any one 
else was not b ound to a bide by anythin g th ey did. T hi s was hi s method
his prnpos ition was a makesh ift to avoid leavin g the matter to impart ia l 
men. He didn 't want men \Yho had never been connected with the case, 
three of them, but t wo partial men , to le rw e it to t hem '/ Kay, veri ly , but 
rather to have t hem hear t he case and report t o the chmch. H e kn ew, 
eYidently, t hat they could not settle the trnuble. \¥hat a contrast between 
th is partiality and th e selection of men, all of whom were wholly disinter
es ted, chosen by both sides, and the whole nmtter to be left to t hem t o 
arbitrate, as proposed by t he hYo eYangclists whom he now brands with 
partia!;ty. -On e prnposition wou ld settle t he whole matter, the other 
would no t , as he mi gh t \Yell know, and as all impartial readers can see. 
Diel he fear that he could not make his case of partiality stick if h e 
quoted t he proposition ? 

4. I submi t, in conclusion on th is point , t hat ever y charge of "i ncipi
ent popery," "eccles iastica l tyranny," and that Bro. Li 1ly cou ld not have 
an "impartia l t ribunal" to try him, is unfair and m islead ing. 1V"hen the 
facts are known i t is as evident as a mathemati cal dcmonstr:,tion t hat fo1· 
six months a nd more th e church in J·,unespor t sought reli ef in a n ear nest 
and urgent mann er from hi s so- ca lled iron rule. For months Breth ren Som 
mer and Gra.y r efused to go t o Jamesport, declin in g the repeated soli cita
tions of the church (exclusive of Brn. Lilly a nd the few hi therto poi n ted 
ou t as holdin g with h im) . For ,yeeks th ese Goel-fearing men urged Brn. 
Lilly to resign to save th e church at that place. A nd finally th ey worked 
earnestly, praye rfully, sorrnwfully fo r three days to induce him t o leave 
t he matter that threaten ed the immedia te di sruption of the church to a 
mu t ua ll y chosen tribun al of t hree m en (th emselves exclud ed) , dis in terested 
men, wholly so, and a ll efforts, includ ing th e last, were r ejected, and the· 
only remaining a ltern ative was for the church to a ssert its liberty in Christ 

' a nd br ing chlu·ges aga in st him in t he onl y m anner, ·apparently, left open 
to them. Thi s, dear reader, wa s the last resort, th e final action, and while· 
contemplated as a fin a l necessity fo r some mon ths , 1:s •is true in the case· 
of every in stan ce of di scipline of either church office r s or unoffi cia l mem
bers, i t was postponed thrnugh charity un feigned on t he part of a ll, until 
uni ted and protracted efforts were made, as seen above, to effect a settle
ment of the trnuble by some other means, and had been reject ed by P. I-I. 
Lilly. It beggars description! I hesitate to attempt to characte rize the· 
base effrnnt~r y of any man who would accuse the church and these evan
gelists of haste, of Jack of charity, of di sregard of patience, of parti a lity,. 
of persecution. How manifes tly absurd for Bro. Lilly now to claim he was. 

forced to trial before a parti a l tribunal and had no opportunity for de
fen se ! He h ad opportunity to choose one of the tribunal, the accusers to, 
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select anoth er , a nd t hey the thi rd . He says h e made repeated offers to 
leuve t he whole matter to di sin teres ted men before t hese men came in 
obedience to t l, e tel egram from the brethren- then , dear reader, he broke 
down utterly when he forsook thi s position with a written propos it ion in 
hi s hand , with three days in whi ch to sign it, securin g hi s own sort of a 
tribmrnl. His whole long-drawn-out statement of partial t r ibun a l is 
sum med up in this stutement : HE ABSOLUTELY REFUSED TO HAVE 
ANY OTHER KIND. Dani el Sommer and T. L. G1·ay showed h im impar
tial ity in proposin g to drop out of the case entirely and leave it unreserv
edly in the h ands of the proposed rnutnal ly chosen tribunal. ·whi ch leaves 
hi s whole p lea like a clock withou t weights, an uu to without an engine, a 
fl y ing machine with out a propell er, a charge without foundation. Why did 
he make thi s omission ? 

THE TRIAL. 

A short t im e before Sommer's anival in J·amesport on hi s lawl ess 
mission th e followin g note was .lrnndecl me by t he opposi tion. It shows 
they were t rying, to the best of t hei r abi l it y, to cany out t he in st ructi on s 
g iven t h em in 0. R. From lack of fam il iarity w ith such "o ITi cia l" pro
cedure , t hey fa iled to either date or fu rnish signatures to t he ir p roduc
tion. Hern it is : 

" Ina smuch a s P. J-I. Lill v is soon an gr y, and self-w illed, a nd lords it 
over God's l, eri tage, we, t hc"'members of th e Church of Christ at J ames
port , :Mo., kill d ly ::ts k hi m to r es ign tl1e eld er sh ip." 

• 
These are cha rges, g iven in wr it ing by the "opposit ion," to P. H. Lilly 

a short t ime before Somrner 's a rri val in Jamesport. Th en he knew what 
t he charges were? Oh, yes ! But, on ft techn icali ty (they were not s igned 
or elated beca use the brethren were unfa m il ia r w ith such "official" proced
ure ), he treated them w ith contempt . No new charges were made later, 
however, when s igned and delivered to h im. 'rhu s m ay be seen the futili ty 
of hi s attempt to make it appear that he didn't know what charges w ould 
be made against him wh en. the m ut ua lly chosen tribun al 'ivoulcl examin e 
hi s· case. H e h ad t li"e cha rges in wri ti ng in h is possession before Brethren 
Sommer and Gray r eached Jamespor t, and knew posit ively t he seri ou s 
naturn of t hem. Th us hi s tract is mi sleading, and makes a plea for sym
pathy on t he grou nd that he was ignorant of the cha rges, when they were 
in hi s possess ion and lie had commented upon them at length a nd read 
t hem, both privately and publicly, on Lord's day, when the church was 
assembled for worship. , ,v hat shall we say of a man rejecting repeated , 
urgent offer s of se lectin c.- an impa rtia,l t rib11 nal to try him on the ground 
that he mu st first have th e charges ? T rue, t he brethren would better have• 
elated and s igned t he charges, but they made them in a formal manner and 
specified wha t th ey had against him as elder, a nd sai'cl to him personally,. 
"1V"e h uve charges aga inst you, a nd here t h ey are." Diel you ever learn 
from the Bible that cha rges have to be written at all , not to say s igned and'. 
dated, to be valid? I s it absolutely necessary to write charges at a ll ? Are 
a ll t he charges written , Bigned and dated in every case of church discip
line? I s it this failure, on the part of the brethren, tha t was so objection
able to P. H. Lilly? It was not the ch a rges themselves, it seems, but the 
marn1er of presenting them without date or signature that destroyed his 
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confidence in the brethren's abi lity to bnng charges again st him. He stood 
on civil ity, courtesy, on a custom, reasonable enough itself, but not neces
sa ry to tlie validity of action. He had the charges i1't writiug, knew the 
brethren would back them up, and yet r efused to submit_ to a n impartial 
.t ribunal and gave as one reason, at first, that no charges-his style of 
charges, signed-were pre fen ed. 

At once such charges were handed him. Read them carefully, as given 
below, an d you will no te t he fact that the brethren did11't spring any new 
issue on him, but simply reiterated the ir written charges whi ch he a lready 
ha d in hi s possession and had full and compl ete knowledge of, therefore, 
all the time. These, as you will see, were lmnded to t he aecused elder on 
Satmday evening, Dec. 18-the same day that Evangelists Sommer and 
Gray first offered him the proposition to select tl1e mut ua ll y chose n tri
bun a l. He had no long and tedious wait for -them. They were not ditlicult 
to obtain. So he ab solutely refused for th ree days to have a fair and im
partial tribunal to hea r these \\Ti tten and signed charges, t he same that 
he had in h is possession before th e brethren came · to Jamesport. He was 
not as ked to play '· blind man's buff," but to submit to a fair and impartial 
examination of t hese charges. These are the unva rnished facts in t his 
mat ter and show us that t he church was " try ing to the best of their abil
ity" to settl e this trouble before an "impartial tribunal," and were fair 
and patient with the accu sed. Kotice th e charges were as specific as the 
scriptures t hemselves. H e r efused to have the charges t ri ed- it was the 
charges that hurt, not t he manner of presenting them unsigned! undated! 
H e had th em verbally mid in \\Ti ting for week s! 

Th e charges called fo r were first handed t o me Saturday evening, 
Dec. 18, 1909, and were as fo llows : 
"To the Brethren Selected to H ear Charges Again st Elder P . H. Lilly: 

"VVe, the unders igned members of the Church of Chr.ist in Jamesport, 
in behalf of ourselves and others, regard it our solemn duty to prefer 
against Elder P. H. Lilly, of thi s church, the followi ng genernl ch a rge~ 
and specifica tion s : 
"General Charae-

"He is not fit for the eldership of thi s church . 
"Specifications-

" l. He is soon angry. 
"2. He is self-willed. 
' '3. H e acts the pa r t of 'lord over God's heritage in Jam esport.' 

(Signed) " H . K BOND, 
" ViT. J. PEASLEE, 
"M. A. SCOTT. 
"H. H. J USTUS, 
"S. B. CROPPER, 
"J. vV. HAMPTON." 

As to the trial i tse lf, I may offer a few suggestions. Offending breth
r en are often " withdrawn from" without any written charges being pre
ferred against them. Th e elders of the church that expels them usually, 
if not always, know of their guilt before the " trial" or day of disfellow
shiping them. The accused, having been visited and entreated repeatedly 
to repent, is kn own to the elders to be unworthy of fellowship, and it can 
not be justly charged that they are "partial" or "popes" or . "ecclesiastical 
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t y rants" if they execu te the law of Christ, lrnving given prev ious not ice to 
t he a ccused and a ll parties concerned that his case would be u p for fina l 
settlement at a certai n date. T o assume that because t he bishops have 
virt ually made up their minds, or actuall y done so, as to the guilt of a man, 
i s to do what Paul did concerning the incestu ous man in the Corinthian 
church , and in t he same document that· he m ade the charge he assessed 
the penalty, ordering the brethren to execu te it- "'iVhen ye a re gathered 
together to deliver such a n one un t o Satan * ,. * put away 
from among you rselves t hat wi cked per son." It is not apparent to me, 
therefore, t hat one is di squali fied from executing fina lly t he law of Chri st 
in any given ca se because h e has been familiar wi t h t he offender's conduct 
and has his m ind w ell made up concerning hi s gu il t, having been, as elder s 
u sually are, both witn esses and judges of th e conduct of t heir flock a nd 
impartia l defeµders of the truth of heaven . At times, they must violate 
their fleshly fee lings a1id disregard t heir emotions in ord er to perform 
sacred du ty, a nd t hu s exer cise disciplin e upon the ir own k indred. But 
they know the offenders a r e deeply sensib le of t h ei r unwor thiness, and, 
painful as the duty · is, t hey discharge it in order no t to forfe it their loy
a lty to our Lor d and :Master . Can any fa ir-minded person deny this? 
That Dan iel Sommer and T . L. Gray, as evapgeli sts, possessed the feelings 
of our common huma ni ty, and acted in thi s ca se solely from a sense of 
duty, must be admitted, if we are to rememb er thei r long-cheri shed friend
ship for Bro. P. 1-1. Lilly, their urgent, almost pathetic, letters to h im 
urging hi s resi gna tion, the ir fin a l per sonal appeals to h im to submit t o an 
imparti a l tribtina! of mutual selecti on (and leave them entirely out of the 
case), and t hat, as a last resort, under an imperative sense of duty to the 
church, t hey y ielded to the dema nds of th e ch urch (th e m a jor par t of it,. 
as shown above at length) a nd on Dec. 20, 1909, formally excluded P . II. 
L illy from the el<fership of Jamesport church. This act was judged to be 
the last poss ible rem edy for existing trouble in that congregation. The 
m eeting was a nnounced, the accused was notified in writing of the time 
a nd p lace, the nature a nd solemn import of the m ee ting, the written 
charges a s shown above ha d been di scussed publ icly b y him, a nd t he• 
signed charges were in hi s possession, and had been for clays a lso. He
ignored t he church a nd the evangeli sts, stayed away from the meetin g, had 
~he church door locked, a nd then, as previously stated, stoutly m a in tained 
t hat he an d the few who upheld hi s a ction and subm itted to hi s rule were 
the church in Jamesport, and tha t he was not subject to discipline by the, 
"faction" and these evangelists. 

Jt is poss ib le tha t Bro. Lill y, with hi s b itter nncl cleep- ~eatecl fee l
ings of di strust again st hi s brethren in the congregation who opposed him, 
his specia l dislike for t he young preacher, Gilber t, an d his extremely par
tisan feelings against Bre thren Sommer and Gray, who knew a ll these facts 

and more of the hi story of Jamesport church trouble, may have felt as he 
has expressed it. He says : 

"Nor did this coterie, composed of members of t he Octographic Re
view sb. ff, ·with Da ni el Sommer in t he lead, cease th e; r on slaught until 
tl1e once peaceful and prosperous church at Jam esport, Mo., was a piteous 
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and di storted mass of r uin s. Dani el Sommer, peradventure, may haYc 
fri end s and supporters who " ·ill uphold him in such satan ic work, a nd . 
jus tice may never overta ke him in t hi s li fe; but, certain as fate, he will 
sm ely have to answer at th e bar of God for the ruin a nd desolation 
wrought in 'Zion' by his lawless course in J·arnesport." 

Th is is belligerent, but it is co11 cei vable, I admit, that Bro. Lilly voiced 
hi s hones t express ion of judgment in the above a nd rnnch more that he said 
concernin g the evangeli sts . But he ought to have bee n more moderate 
and Jess bitter in hi s statement concerning the judgment " ba r of Goel." 
That trial will be fai r a nd impart ial., and justice will be meted out to a ll 
at that '·tribunal." I sincerely deplore th e fact that ,we do not have b efore 
u s at all t imes t he subduin g consciousness of the fact t hat "God shal] 
bring every work in to judgment, with e very secret thing, wh ether it be 
good or whether it be evil." Nothing will be left out t here. All of Bro. 
Lilly's carefully planned omissions will be jn evidence there. 

CHURCH FELLOWSHIP WITHDRAWN. 

On Viled11 escl ay eYening, Dec. 25, t hree deacon s, a treasurer and a 
"clerk" were chosen, and three trust ees w ere elect ed. On the 29th a formal 
demand wa s mad e by th ese men upon Bro. Lilly (by these trustees) fo r 
the key to the meeti11g l1ou se. · Thi s he r efu sed. The same evening, at the 
regul a r prayer m eetin g serv ice, F. \V. Gilbert read a paper charg ing P. H . 
Lilly with insubordination, an d the question of withdrawal of fe llowship 
from him was p u t to Hie church. I am not in possession of t he hi story of 
the case upon th is cli sfe llowship fea t u1e, a nd declin e to speak. Bro. Lilly 
characterizes t he meet ing as on e of " violence a nd di sorder," "one of vio
lence and lawlessness, withont a semb 1an ce of auth or it y of a ny kind, save 
that of tlt e 'thug' or assassin." Neither you, clear read er, were there, so 
w e can neither verifr nor modify t h is s tatement of the ,case . Yet, on t he 
face of it, there is exaggerati on. H e makes it out as wholly one-sided. 
Omits his side. It is scarcely credibl e t ha t there were either " thugs" or 
"assassins" in evidence. Th ere probably was some disorder, as neith er s ide 
recognized the authority of th e other to occupy the t ime. But the disorder 
arose out of the co nfli ct ing interests involved , and wn.s not a ll manufac
tured by the preacher a nd hi s helpers, manifestly, for th ere had to be 
opposition to create disorder ; hence, it is self-evident that if the elder and 
his fo ll owing would have remai ned s il ent there would h~ve b een a n or
derly withdrawal of fellowship from him. I have never r ead the cha rges 
as then made, did not h ear them from any of the brethren , and know 
nothing further con cerning thi s so-called turbulent meeting furth er than 
the statement of the brethren that Bro. Lilly and others supporting him 
i11 his claims m ade it a ' ·rough hou se." I have little doubt that it was an 
unpleasant meeting fo r both si des, and mutual c1;j mination followed, each 
blaming the other for the di sorder. The fact remain s that after this elate 
there was no fe llowship r egarded between these brethren, and :ts this was 
Dec. 29, 1909, and the house was lock ed three clays later, or the following 
Lord's day, Jan . 1, 1910, and r emain ed closed till the middle of May, when 
it was opened by order of court, we need follow the parti es in detail no 
further. Bro. Lilly was clisfellowshiped on Dec. 29, and he posted the fol-
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lowi n(l' ··notice" on the church house door Loni 's day fo ll owi ng, J a n. 1, HllO. 
This, ns you will see, made it 11ecessary fo r the brethren to ' ·go to court," 
as 110tice was give n that ··tJ,i s house is, and will remain ; closed until the 
matters in coutroversy be legally and scripturally settled"-tbe only other 
alternative being for them to give up their place of meeting, forfeit a ll 
right to the church property and ret ire from t h e couflict, or t.tke the Jaw 
iu to th ei r ow11 ha uds and break open the door. \Vhether they acted wisely 
or not, each must decide fo r him self . The notice was as follows: · 

'·NOTICE. 
··[n vie\\" of exist ing disJrder a,nd lawlessness in the fi '1ction assumin g 

nud elaimiug to be the Church of Chri st in Jam esport, ,i ncl in v iew of the 
arb itra ry a nd u11 scriptura l cou r se of sa id faction i11 a ssum ing to excom
municate, expel an d deprive of the ir rights and privil eges as members of 
the congTegation worshiping in this house for tw enty-seven yea rs pa st, I , 
as 011e of the grantees in said deed conveying t l, e same, act in g fo r all the 
gra ntees in sa id deed, a nd s t ill having cont rnl of the property, do hereby 
give 11oti ce t lrnt this house is and will remain closed un til t he matters in 
co11trnversy be legally a nd scripturally determined. 

' ·P. H . LILLY, Trnstee." 

Trial was had in tl1e ci rcu it court of Daviess Co. , Mo., Judge Arch B. 
Davis presiding. I deem it neith er p rofitable nor necessary t o burd en these 
pages with hi s op ini on and decree, necess itatin g the labor of pointing out 
t he mi sapplications and m, sinterpretations of Scripture given u s by t he 
learned judge. It is :t superfl uou s task, moreover, inasmuch as t he case 
presented in tJ, is pamphlet is rt church matter, a religious affair , a nd t h e 
judge's decis ion is a legal matter having to do wholly with the rights of 
property. Jt would not have been 11ecessa ry to atta ch th e judge's decis ion 
to Bro. Lilly's tract only fo r the fa ct that t he j udge passed adversely on 
the t riburnil proposition and tried to expound tl ,e New Testament on poi nts 
of cl1urcl1 government, cri ti cised the work of Breth ren Sommer a nd Gray, 
and quoted copiously from letter s, editorials and ot her av,iilable testi
monies th ose things whi ch upheld t he contention of P. H . L ill y on the lega l 
poi nt in volved, namely , t he valid it y of hi s expulsion from the eldershi p, 
hi s later expul s ion from church membership, a nd t he e lection of trust ees 
a nd deacons by t he so-cal led "fact ion." I think it worthy of remark in 
closing, however, to s tate t hat Daniel Sommer n nd T. L . Gra y have made 
t he study of the Bible- t he la w of God- their li fe-work, while t he hon
oniblc judge ha.s ma.de t he civi l law hi s busin ess . H e is good in hi s lin e, 
but a secta ri a n interpreter of the Scriptures and thu s an unre liable expos
itor. He is emin ently fair a s a tr ial jndge, and deser ves and receives crecl it 
for hi s impartiality , but the pres nmptive evidence is tha t on New Testa
ment t eaching, affecting vitall y t he peace and prnsper it y of the Church 
of Chri st , he would not be a s competent to decide a s Eva ngelists Sommer 
a nd Gray . It is but justice to a ll parties concerned to s,iy t hat his opinion 
concerni ng the poli ty t hat govern s t he Church of Chri st does llOt carry the 
weight of that of th ese evangel ist s. Vilherever hi s views of t he .Scriptures 
cited condemn th e views of these brethren, one should excuse his inac
curacy, if he be in fault (and he genera ll y was) , by the remembrance t hat 
he is not a member of the Church of Christ, ha s obscure ideas on ma11y 
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phases of doctrine that govern it, and labors at a great di sadvantage in 

seeking to fe rret out in a cour t of law t he whole t rut h of the Gospel on 
any question that ma y come before him-such as the quali fications and 
duties of elders, thei r t enure of office, how and by whom th ey may be t ri ed, 
t he extent of their rule ov~r the flock, and the Scriptures relat ive to the 
ma nne_r of appointment, fields of labor, privileges and du ties in general a nd 
particular of eva ngelists. So, on the whole, i t is with a sense of the 
impropriety of attempting a formal review of t he judge's opinion tha t I 
pass t he document, except to say tha t he strangely omitted all r eference 
to, and all nse of, the fair proposition we have above di scussed. 

My aim h as been to show plain ly many things omitted by Bro. L illy 
in hi s attempt to narrate the "ori gin a nd progress of the Jamesport church 
trouble" i11 "Evangelists vs. E lders." All of these omissions show liim to 
be entirely too par t ia l and cha ri tabl e to himself! Supplyi ng these omis
s ion s a ids the candid reader in placing t he blame for the troubl e where it 
ri ghtfully belongs. The decis ion of the judge did not settle the t rouble. 
It is as bad, if not worse, in Jamespor t today than it was before there was 
any tria l, a melancholy testimony to the fact that a n obstinate man, in 
holding legally it may be, though not scripturally, to an office in the 
church, can des troy its power for good, as we shall see in the sequel. 

The civil court put the brethren right back where they were before 
t here were any church trials or discipline exercised, and each side paid 
one-half t he cost s. Thus t he "rock" on whi ch the church "split" was not 
r emoved, and the elder seemingly felt no rebuke, but continued as before. 
He could not engage peaceably in the work and worship of a ny church of 
Chri st that has "monthly preach ing" and "preach ing to t he world at the 
communion service," but this is ignored, a nd his op inion is law on these 
subj ects in J a mesport, for he is elder by civil appoint ment. So t he church 
is "split" over th e compulsory observance of hi s notion s, h is self-willed a nd 
a rbitrary rule. Elder Lilly cou1d have settl ed peaceably th is whole trouble 
at any time by doing either one of two things. First, he could h ave con
sented for the brethren to have two or more elders, himself included. Sec
ond, he could have res igned a nd given hi s successor active support in t he 
eldership. Ei ther of these actions would have bee n acceptable to the 
brethren. But thei'e's the ,r ub! T hi s meant for him to surrender li is dar
ling theory, hi s cherished vie,Ys on the quest ion s involved, wherein James
port differed from nearl y a ll other churches of Chri st, both in teaching an d 
practi ce; hence the tenac ity with which he clings to the eldership a nd 
rejects a ll others. If a man has no partner he can run t he whole busi ness ; 
but when he has one or more equal partners, a ll have to be consulted . But 
the eldership in Jamespor t is like the "Evangelists vs. Elders" booklet
a strictly one-sided affair. Just as competent men, in a ll of our congre
gations, who have no hobbies to mainta in, are anxious to have help and 
strength afforded them by the a ppointment of other men to t hat responsi
ble position, and manifestly it should have b een so in Jamesport, Mo. 
Instead of this rule prevailing there, however, the elder has been treasurer, 
"clerk," trustee, song-leader, Bible class t eacher , and has been averse to the 
appointment of l),ny more elders or to the r etirement to private di scipleship 
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of the one they alrea dy have. Almost a ny other elder known to me would 
have done chee rfully eit her of th e above t hings. E nt they have no darling 
hobby to main tain different from t he rest of their b reth ren, both at home 
and abroad. 

EVANGELISTS' AUTHORITY. 

I fi 1icl Timoth y has two charges, both very similar-! Tim. 5:2 1 and 
2 Tim. 4:2. One is to ' ·preach the ·word, reprove, rebuke; exhort"; the 
other is to '·observe these t hings without preferring one before a nother, 
doing nothing by partia lity ." The passage in i Timothy fo llows : 

"Against an elder receive not a n accu sation, but before two or three 
witnesses. Them that sin rebuke before a ll , t hat others a lso may fear. 
I clrnrge thee before God, a nd the Lord Jesus Christ, and the elect a ngels, 
that thou observe these things without preferring one before a no~her, 
doi11g nothing by partiality. Lay ha nd s suddenly on no man, neither be 
partaker of other m en's sin s; keep thyself pure. Drink no longer water, 
but use a li ttle wine for thy stomach 's sake and thine often infirmities. 
Some men's s in s are open beforehand, going before to judgment; ancl some 
men they follow after. Likewise a lso the good works of some are mani
fest beforehand, and they t hat a re otherwise cannot be hid ." 

1. vVho ordained deacons and elders? The preachers.- Acts 6 : 3, 6; 
Acts 14:23; Titus 1: 5. 

2. The elder must have cer tain r evea led qual ifi cat ions before he can 
scr iptura lly become an elder, bi shop or overseer, and it is self-evident that 
if he '1must be" a certa in character to get into official work he must main
ta"in that character in order to retain his position. This is a necessary 
inference, for otherwise on e would be appointed to office for life, regardless 
of subsequent conduct. 

3. It is necessary to observe t hat bishops a r e not appointed fo r a 
-term of years, defi nitely pointed out; as ,;,ere the priests of the old cove
nant; nor for li fe, as were the kings; but the length of their tern1 of office 
is determined by the nature of thei r qua lifi cations, by their continuing to 
be what they '"mu st be"-wbat they have to be as mBn to be bishops. A 
bi shop who disqualifies himself can no longer lay scriptural. claim to the 
office. An u nfit man can r efuse to accept the ofl' ce when first tendered to 
him, the cvnngelist can refuse to appoint him, or the brethren can refu se 
to have him appointed. If he is disqualified later it is the same ~s 
t hough be was unqua l ified at the first; t he same power that put h im in 
has power to put h im out. 

4. Who is to r eceive an accusa tion against an elder? THE BIBLE 
SAYS THE EVANGELIST. How many witn esses n,re necessary to estab
lish h is guilt? Two or three witnesses. This calls up Deut. 19: 15, also 
~fatt. 18: 15-22, both of which teach judicial action, the first under the law, 
the second under the Gospel. The eld ers, 1101· the congregation, did not 
receive such a cha rge as Timothy- a nd I ,,,ish to know how this scripture 
can be obeyed if t he evangelist is now FORBIDDEN TO DO WHAT PAUL 
SOLEMNLY CHARGED HIM TO DO? He was in a uthor ity to reprove and 
r ebuke (see Titus 2:15) and was to show no part ia li ty. 

1 Tim. 5: 17, 18, descr ibes t he honorable elders and 
verses lD-25 the dishonorable elders and their puni shment. 
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Even if verse 



22 me;int " ordination ," thi s fact is not altered. But most likely that verse 
does not refer to ordinat ion. The lesson is not a bout how to ordain elders, 
but how to treat elders already in office. 

1. E lders who labor in wo rd a.nu doctrine- double honor-supp ort 
when necessary . (Verses 17 , 18.) 

2. Sinful elders are next (verses 19-25 ) treated of as follows: (a) 
Evangelist authorized to receive the accusation, not to have a ny ,partiality; 
(b) the legal witnesses, both in number a nd character , two or three; (c) 
the gui lt of the elde r estab ii shed; (cl ) the judgm ent observed in the most 
fa ithful m a nn er; ( e) t he eva ngeli st kept pure by a cting unselfishly ; (f) 
t he d ifferent cases require different degrees of carefuln ess in th e inquiry
some sinners are brazen and impudent, some are secretive and s neaking, 
but impartiality must p revail and t he trnth w ill be upheld _-

THE REBUKE. 

Eva ngel is t s had authority to rebuke (T it us 2: 15), a nd this authority 
extended to the rebuking of an el der la\\'fully convi cted of sinning. How 
are w e t o det ermin e t he extent of that r ebu ke ? By t he' Scri ptures; these 
are self -interpretive, ·wh en a man sin s, .the violated law determin es t he 
severity of the penal ty. For in stance, 1 Cor. 5: 11: "But now I have writ
t en 1111to you not to keep co mpan y, i f any m a n that is call ed a brother be 
a, forni cator, or covetous, or an idohttor, or a r a iler, or a drunkard, or an 
extor t ioner; with su ch a n one no not to eat. For what li ave I to do _to 
judge them also that a re \\"ithout? Do not y e judge them that ar e 
within ?" 

l. H ere a r e s ix classes unworth y of th e company, or fello,vship , of 
t he Church , and they must be judged :we! dealt w ith- t he Church must 
"purge 011t, therefor e, the old leaven." The apostle had bee n speak in g at 
length, however, of one class of sinner s- for ni cator s- a nd a not or ious 
case at that. ln givin g hi s method of dealing wit h h im , he shows how t o 

, deal w it h a ll the otl1 ers-'·Therefore pu t away from a mong yourselves t hat 
wi cked perso n." Then see Titus 3 : 10, 11: "A ma n that is an heretic, after 
t he first a nd second ad m oni tion, reject; kn owing that he that is such , is 
s ubverted and si nn eth, being cond emn ed of himself." \Ve ca n see that th is 
"hereti c" ma y be a n elder (a s Pa1il \\·a rnccl the bishops at Ephesus-Acts 
20 :30), or a preacher (2 T im. 2:16-18 ), or a ny man (1 Tim. 6:3 -5) . 

2. l~lders, or b ishops, can not be appo inted or retained as scriptura l 
elders in a con gregat ion wh en th ey s in a nd destroy their qualificat ions. 
The evangeli st's r ebuke of e ld er s, like the rebuke of the man wh o "ha d hi s 
fathe r's wife" in Corin t h, is regulated by the nature of th e s in committed. 
"Let him that thinket h he staacleth take heed lest he fal l." Jud as fe ll by 
tran sgression from th e apostleship, otherw ise call ed "bi shopric." Demas 
fell becau se he loved t hi s present world. Diotrephes fell through love of 
pre-emin ence. And many have fal len, Achan-like, through covetousness. 
Some fa ll through being lifted up in pride-som e through being soon 
a ngry-some b y being self-w ill ed (obstinate and h eady )-some through 
ambition to be elder, and taking or holding office by constraint ( or com
pulsion ) , and other s by lordi ng it over God's heritage. Some fall by set-
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t ing a bad example in going into places of revelry, by practicin g games of 
chance or patron izing lotteries, or by betting on horse races, or by foo li ng 
away precious homs in playin g pool, bilii a rds, cards or other fasc inat ing 
games, and by learning to cheat in them. Some fa ll by being like the 
world in enthusiasm over ball games, over po li tics, over silly fashion s in 
d ress, or by lac k of circumspection in many things. By these a nd such like 
they are seen to be the opposit e of sober , grave, temperat e, an d not a n 
example to the flock, nor in good stand ing with them that are w ith ou t . 
So the rebuke of an elder by an evangelist is for correction of the wrongs 
committed. And the fa ct of proven guilt in an eid er 's case, like the fact 
of proven sin in any other case, is one thing, th e first t hing; but the pen
.alty for the sin is st ereotyped, and must be the measure of the r ebuke 
.such sinner must receive if the Scriptures are obeyed. 

·we should not forget tlrnt t o be appointed a bishop a man must 
:IJOssess certain qualification s. There a re some person al attainments in 
knowledge, and in the abil ity to impart it-'·apt to teach"; some moral 
.qualities-sober, grave, temperate, just, and the like; some social- such 
as a Jover of good m en, a Jover of and given to hospital ity; and some are 
domest ic, having to do w ith hi s fami ly , as he is t he husband of one wife, 
r ules well Iris own house, having his ch ildren in subj ect ion wi th a ll grav
ity; a nd he is in otlice by t he will or consent of the chmch, not by con
s traint (or compuls ion ), and then he is . to be an example to the di sciples, 
no t a lord or arbi trar y ruler over them. Th ey are li ke Gideon (Judges 
8: 22). If, therefore, a bi shop sins and disqualifies h;mself for office, h e 
may, or he may not, forfeit his ch,i m to th e fe ll owship of the church. H e 
may sin in t hose part iculars onl y which disqual ify him fo r office . His wife 
may be a scandal-monger-his children may be unruly and profane, riotous 
a nd a di sgrace to h im, and thus disqualify him fo r holding t he position of 
elder. It _is self-evident t ha t if a n elder " must be" a certain c_.h a ra c,t er , then 
w henever he forfe its that character he can no lon ger be a scriptural elder, 
although he may live and die a Christian. Hi s famil y may be hi s official 
ru in. The penalty in every case is t he scr ipture penalty, and is not diffi
cult to locate when one's guilt is established. But hi s disqualification may 
b e hi s misfortune and not his fault-loss of speech, unrul y, r iotous chil
dren, wife a slan derer, or the like. 

Acti ng upon I Tim. 5 :17; Titus 1:5, 2 :15; 2 Tim. 4: 1, 5--all of which 
a re scripture au thor ity fo r the evangeli st to act-Daniel Sommer an d T . L. 
Gray, act ing with and for t he church in Jamesport, tried P. H. Li lly on the 
charges a lready given and dec la red the scrip t m e penalty against him. 
T hat scripture penalty forbade him to be a b ishop in the congregat ion! 
An evangel ist CAN NOT APPOINT AN ELDER over the scriptural protest 
of hi s brethren, even t h e small es t minority of. t hem. And he CAN NOT 
REFUSE TO RECOGNIZE .HIS UNWORTHINESS FOR OFFICE when the 
church, by two or three lawful witnesses, by the law of Chri st, prove him 
to be an unworthy officer, a.nd t he admon ition, "Let no man despise thee," 
makes it exceedingly hazardous to despise the evangel ist when he is doing 
his scriptural duty in such matters. I have said t hey act ed "with :;tnd for 
t he church," meanin g th ereby that th e church demandecl t h a t he should 

35 



no longer serve a s eld er when h is guilt of the cha rges was es t abli s):ied, ,ind 
that Bro. Li ll y and h is ha ndful of supporter s in thi s work were li ke Paul 
prophesied would come. See Acts 20 :29, 30. And , while they (L illy and 
hi s compa ny ) were in the con gregation, t hey were a faction accord ing to. 
a ll right rules of definin g a fact ion . 

I wish it distinctly underst ood, however, t ha t those four elderly breth
ren and their w ives, respect ively, together with Bro. Lill y's wife and two, 
daugh ter s and t he t wo or t h ree ot her women who went out w it h them, 
were probably held by socia l as well as r eligious ties. Thi s furni shed him 
some encouragement and ga ve him ·an opportunity t o cling to t he elder ship. 
Of course, in nearly every instance some folks will cling to a di sci plined 
member of the church and uphold h im. But the church, a lmost as a n 
ent ire body, r epudiat ed him as an u nscriptural elder- in that he is "soon 
angry," "self-willed" and "lords it over God's heri tage." The Bi ble ought 
to make it pl ain who was ri ght here . Such a man can not be a scriptural 
elder ! The wit nesses said P. I-I. Lilly was guilty of such actions. What's 
the u se of denying the fact, tha t when one's si n is proven by competen t 
witnesses, and th e law of Chr ist is enforced, he is scripturally put out of 
the eldership? Do you say t he evangelists should not hear the cha rge or 
accu sation ? P a ul comm anded them t o do so! If they had not done so in 
J a mespor t , what shoul d have been done? Do you know? DO YOU KNOW 
OF ANY ONE ELSE WHO COULD HA VE HEARD THE CHARGES BUT 
AN EVANGELIST, ACTING FOR T HE CHURCH AND WITH THE 
CHURCH, AS THESE MEN DID? 

P. H. LILL Y'S METHOD. 
Sept . 3, 1911, on Lord's day m orning, w it h th e commun ion t able spread 

before hi m, but t he worship n ot observed, the so-call ed elder aTose, read a 
paper cont a ining notice, cha rges, specifications a nd wi t hdrawal of church 
fe llowship from fi f teen members-a deacon, 1V. L. Arn old, and hi s w ife , and 
t hir teen others-without any previous notice. H e picked up hi s Bible and 
hat and walked out, some six or seven follo,ying hi m . At t he door he· 
t urned and a nnoun ced m eeting fo r aftern oon, whi ch he accordi ngly held. 
The brethren r emained in t he hou se and continued t he worsh ip as u sual. 
S uch manifestati on s of zeal ( ?) are to be explained by some abl er ma n 
than th e wr it er. It seems to m e tha t such conduct is ca lculat ed to forfeit 
the last degree of confidence tha t any one could _have in Bro. Lilly as a 
man fit to be in the eldership. H as an elde r the right t o "depose," a nd 
especia lly without noti ce, a deacon who has charge of the emblems, is a 
B ible teacher by t he eid er 's appointment , and living so as t o r eta in the 
confidence and est eem of hi s brethren, and generally r espected by a ll who 
know him as an hon orable Christ ian gentleman ? The fact t ha t vV. L. 
Arnold opposed P. I-I. Lilly, as an unfit man for the eldership, was the· 
groul)d of oppositi on to him, as plainly as if Bro. Lilly had said: 
"You have leadership in you and I a m afraid of y ou, for your charact er is 
above r eproach, and I will humilia t e you by disfellowshiping you without 
cha rges, eith er signed or un signed, being furni shed to y ou befo rehand." 

Thou tha t sayest I must have an impartial t r ibun a l, why dost thou 
r efu se to others an impartia l tribun al ? Thou tha t sayes t I must have 
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,charges beforellanct, . written, s1gued a nd dated, why dost thou not furnish 
written cha rges, signed and da t ed, in exercising discipline? Thou that 
makes t t hy boas t of the law, that the judges had their minds made up in 
thy case, that a lamb was in the midst of wolves, d ishonorest thou the 
law by having thy mind made up, thy charges signed and t hy discipline 
.exercised withont previous not ice of thy in tentio11s being given the 
accused? Thou t ha t sayest I have an inalienable righ t to have a voice in 
selection of the tribunal that shall t r y me, refusest thou thy brethren 
their inalienable right to be heard, but readest thou thy paper only, p ickest 
up thy Bible and hat a nd walkest out from the communion table? I s t his 
thy "example to the flock" ? Thou t hat preachest t hat one should not lord 
it over God's heritage, dost thou lord it over God's heritage? Thou that 
chargest " lawless m iss ion" against others, dost t hou practice lawlessness 
and professedly with draw church fe llowship from fifteen of the best mem
bers in Jamesport church, includ ing a deacon and his wife, without notice, 
specifications or charges having been given them, a nd simpl y read them 
out of t he church? In view of the fact that thou hast not previously with
-drawn public fe llowshi p from any of the flock for many years, is it not 
plain as noonday that thou d idst exercise th is discipline because t hou didst 
fear that these brethren would exercise di scipline against thee as they had 
previously done, for lording it over God's heritage, being self-willed, soon 
,a ngry, and holding to the elder ship through constraint ? Inasmuch as you 
have left out the things that show your guilt as to the "origin a nd progress 
-of t he J a mesport church trouble," y ou may fi nd it exceedingly unpleasa nt 
to r ead, as it' is for me to write, things which you omitted in your tract, 
"Evangeli st s vs. Elders." But inasmuch as your document has been sent 
broadcast, and is incomplete and mis leading in so many particula r s, as I 
have attempted to point out, my unpleasant task has been a matt er of 
-duty, not of choice. 

The Jamesport church is said t o be in ruin s. Any other church will 
go to pieces very likely under' such leadership . It is a melancholy test
imony to the fact that the spirit of hobbyism is intolerant and tyrannical. 
P ut a hobbyist in power in a congregation, and sooner or later t hat con
gregation will b e "a piteous and d istorted mass of ruins." As time ad 
vances the hobby becomes more a nd more important, a,nd a ll adviser s, 
,counsellors, teachers, friends and brethren are esteemed or he ld in doubt, 
or as enemies, owing to their att itude towards this hobby . It is the 
religious thermometer t hat guages thei r attainments in the divine life. 
It registers t he degree of confidence to be put in the preacher, or other 
public teacher. Any one who is not humble enough to heed the voice of 
t he church and defer to their judgment in particulars where no principle 
is involved, and no rights are v iolated, will live to see hi s folly. It will 
be as ceTtain as truth tha t no congregation will cherish love and esteem 
fo r one who seeks to lord it over them, nor reta in confiden ce in an elder's 
example or teaching who is both elder, Bible teflcher, treasurer , song
leader, clerk, and arbitra ry man ager of the church, when they know t hat 
many men a re qua lifi ed to do much of this work in a cred itable manner . . 
It is too one-sided! It is assumin g too much authority. It is lording it 
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over God's heribtge. It is treat ing men of marked intelli gence ,1nd ab:Jity ,. 
of zea l a ll(l humili ty, as though th ey were children and in competents. It 
is, so to speak, the manifest effort to keep self and pet th eory to the· 
front, a nd to be able oITiciall;r to rese nt an ything bord ering on a proposal 
cf a divi s ion of work, or a r ecognition of the methods of the brethren all 
over t he land in conducting Lh e services on Lord's days , when a preacher 
is present in good st a.nding and full fe ll owship. Grad ually, as intol era nce 
of critici sm develops in the elder, Bible teacher , song-le,td er , t reasurer, 
clerk, trustees pa.rt, the ir opposi tion becomes more pron ounced a nd is t o 
be r eckoned with, and the whole controver sy becom es so acute tha t th e· 
formal cha rges a re writte n nnd ha nded to t he elder in author ity n.nd he is 
kindly asked to res ign the eld er ship, as a bundantly shown ab ove. 

I submit, in closi11g, th e follo"·in g- suggestion s, knowing t lrn t Dan iel 
Sommer has ma ny enemi es , ed itorial a nd othen,·ise, and t hat Herod and 
Pi.late made fri ends against .Jesus, t hat all sectarian s join lrnnd3 a.gaim;t 
t he church of Christ, an d . tha t all the e11 emies of Bro. Sommer would 110t. 

care t o vin dicate him in th is m att el'. I,nowi ng tli ' s I state that "Evan
ge li s t s vs . Elders," was written . as it see ms to have been, t o aid i11 ''cre,i t 
ing public sentiment" agai nst ·· Sornrner ism.'; But t he document has to be 
tried on its merits. And in thu s tryi ng it we find that ,tll the fac t s show 
that P. H. L illy was th e ci,u se of the trouble, and that he refused to have 
the church to t ry the clrnrges which they p referred against h im; refu sed 
to have a t ribunal mntually select ed to try him, when urged for three 
clays to do so ; refused to have en1ngelists Sommer 9,nd Grny to try hi m; 
r efu sed to resign ; and is still hammering away, trying to be an elde r. 

CONCLUSION. 
"I charge thee, th erefore, before Goel, a nd the Lord Jesus Chr ist, who 

shall judge the qu ick Rnd t he dead at hi s appearing and his kin gdom, 
preach the word, rnprove, r ebuke, exh ort w ith all long-suffer ing and doc
trin e." (2 Tim. 4 : 1, 2. ) "Again st a n elder receive not an accusation but 
before [under] two or three w it nesses . The m that s in reb u ke before all, 
that others a lso may fear. I cha rge t hee before Goel and t h e L ord Jesus 
Christ a nd the elect a ugcls tha t thou observe t hese th ings without pre
ferring one before a not her , doi ng nothing by partiali ty." (1 Tim. 5 : Hl -
21.J " Th ese th i11gs speak, a nd exhort and rebuke with all auth ority ; 
let no man despi se thee." (T it us 2:15 .) 

D iel Paul, w ith t he other a postles, have authority to t each us t he "al l 
things" we are to " observe"? T hen here is a u thori ty from P a ul , speaking 
in view of the final Judgm ent, nn cl the r ewards in the everlns tin g kin g
clorn, fo r t he evangeli st to do certain things. If he is a n ew,ngeli st by 
ocri pture ri ght t hen he must preach t he ViTord, m ust r eprove, r eb uk e a nd 
exhor t, AND MUST HEAR AN ACCUSATION AGAINST AN ELDER 
UNDER TWO OR THREE WITNESSES, and must rebuke h im. Just so 
long a s e va ngel ist s have a uth ority to preach th e "\Vorel, to 'reprove and 
rebuke, with all authority (let no man despise thee), just so long THEY 
MUST DISCIPLINE THE ELDERS THAT SIN (elders . a r e specially 
pointed ou t), and they have no option in the matter .of repr,wing and 
r ebukin g, wit h a ll a u t hority, the d isobedient. Th e admoni t ion is given: 
''Let no mau despise t h ee," al so a nd thus SJ~ecial solemnity is a ttached to 
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llow one treats the ir rebukes. It is a supremely dangerous t hing to set 
.aside the plain law of Christ either as to how to come into the church, 
or into the eldership. Heaven 's own law decides both. And the same law 
prescribes how one can remain in th e fellowship, and how one qan be con
tinued in the eldership. The word of God makes the distinction between 
a bishop and one who is simply a Christian. None can be scripturally put 
into the bi shopric who lacks the qualifications; neither can one be re
tained in office who does not maintain th e special qualifi cations, that he 
possessed wh en selected, any more than one can be retained in church 
fellowship who has forfeited hi s right to it by d isregard for the law of 
fellowship. Heaven made t he law by which to try elders, and the ·evan
·geli sts and elders should remember that Paul commanded the evangelist 
to hear the charges against, and rebuke, the sinful, elders. This must be 
heaven's own rebuke, a nd its nature and degree of severity a re deter
mined by t he nature of the si n, and the law will never be compli ed wit h 
except where the scripture penalty is ei1forced. This is heaven 's own 
rebuke, fa ithfully and impartially ad mini stered before all , t hat others a lso 
m,iy fea r. No scripture a ut hor izes a man to confer wi t h. flesh and blood 
io screen a friend , to punish an enemy unduly, or to have regard to per
Bons. But the comman d mu,t be obsen-ed in view of the great Judgment, 
.and without part iality. 

A Precaution: 1. No man ca n show from the New Test a ment 
that any one but an evangeli st can ord ain an elder and set in order the 
t hings wanting. 

2. No elder was ever commanded t o receive an accusation against an 
elder, before two or three " ·itnesses, and to rebuke him. The same is t rue 
of all un offi cial memhr rs. Th e eYangelist was the only one commanded 
to do so, in the most solemn manner we ever read of on any subject. 

3. No man can fa il to see that the evangel ist who knows h ow to put 
,lll elder in office on his qualificationB, can put him out of office on his dis
qualifications, and that when the two or t hree witnesses establi sh his 
guilt the eld er's future rela tionshi p to the eldership, or to the church, or 
both, is pred icated upon th e particular sin or sin s of which he is proven 
guilty . The evangelist is t he only man appointed to deal with him, either 
as to ordination into office or as to si nful conduct, and as he is charged 
in the most solemn manner possible to receive accusations agai nst him 
before [under] two or three wi tnesses, and to "rebuke with a ll authority," 
it follows t hat he must "set in order t he things that are wanting" and 
see that sinful elders a re not tolera ted to preside, as lawless men, over 
God's · heritage. Thi s he nrnst do as fa r as possible by his teaching, re
proof a nd rebuke and exhortation. And any man who clai ms t ha t evan
gelists Sommer and Gray exceeded t he scri ptural au thority vested in an 
evangelist will h ave to sho\\· where ANY ELDER OR OTHER PERSON is 
aut horized, by t he New Testa ment, to sit in judgment upon the testimony 
of witn esses as to t he gu ilt of an elder , judge him gnilty of sin anrl " re
buke" him! i ,Vhen a case is fo un d where this was ever done in apostolic 
<lays, or wh ere a comma nd was given to do so, it will be time for evan
.gelists Sommer and Gray to- confess to t he si n of having usurped au t hor-

39 



ity over the elde r. But, such case nor comma nd can not be found. There
fore the scripturalness of the procedure of t hose evangelists at .Jamesport, 
as shown above, is self-evident. They acted within th e law of Christ, and 
to question their authority to act thus, is to impe;ich the wisdom anrl 
authority of the apostle Paul who comnmnded the evangeli st to do sucl1. 
\vork. 

4. It is t ime som e ca,·eful study was given to the subject of r eck
lessly ::iccu sing humble, God-fea ring m en, of "popery," " ecclesiastical t y r
a nnv" and ·' lawless ness" because thev, as eva ngel ist s, obev the solemn 
c·.hai:ge g iven to evangeli sts : not only. to ·'preach the word,;, but also t o 
"reprove a11d rebuke with ~J I long-snffer ing and doctrine," and "aga inst 
an elder rece ive not an a.ccustion but before two or t h ree witnesses-them 
t hat sin rebuke before .all that other s a lso may fea r." This evidently wab 
done fa it hfully in J,unesport by the eva1igeli sts, and should be observed 
without preferring 011 e before another, doing nothing by partiality in all 
church es of t he saints. See 1 Tim. 3 : 14, 15. 

The evangeli sts who are authorized of heaven to pre;ich th e vVorcl , to 
reprove nn<l rebuke with a ll authority, to set in orcl er the things that are 
\\·a nting, to ordain elders, lrnve much to do and of very solemn import, 
iu doi ng t he work of an ev;ingelist, ma king full proof of hi s ministry. Not 
all men are qu a lifi ed to act as evangel ists, and none should he a uthorized 
or appornted by t he congregations who are incompetent. But to claim 
that evangelists can preach th e , Vorel, bapt ize, presid e at t he Lord's table 
ai 1cl look after a n infant co ngregatio n until t hey develop men who lrnve 
the qualificat ion s for elders, then onlain t hem, but that they dare not re
ceive an accusation against an elder before [under] two or three witnesses, 
and t hem t hat sin rebuke before all, is to set aside the revealed will of 
heaven on this subject. For the same man who wa s cha rged to do the 
former, r ecefred ::i special charge to do the latter. vVh en was t his law 
repea led a nd by whom? Vllien was it divided? It is no use to cite cases 
,Yhere justice miscarri ed, where an eYa ngeli st abnsed his power, where 
one evangeli st fo llowed anoth er ;ind a tternp ted to 1·everse hi s work, where 
evangeli sts could not agree, and such like~-for if the la w is r evealed no 
Yiolat ion s of it, or di sregard for i t by nny number of people, nullifies the 
law. As well say t hat two eld er s nrny disagree, or t he elders of one con
gregation disregard the di scipline exercised by th e cider s of another con
gregation a nd take in to the fe ll o,Yship without repentance ancl confes
si on excluclecl members, a nd by such li ke d isr ega rd of the lawful 'disci
plin e nullify it. Th e fact remain s tha Goel aut hor ized the discipline, 
both of sinful disciples and si nfnl elde rs, and whoever igHores t he disci
pline after it has been scri1'iturnl1y observed ignores Goel a.ncl not the 
el der, or the evangeli st, as t he case may be. All such "offences" will come, 
but/ t here is nothin g in the law of Christ , to encourage one in such con
tempt fo r his fai thful serv:1 nt s in the humbl e di scharge of t heir duty. 

Some disciples will ignore a ll disciplin e, start up new congregation s, 
assu1n e to "reorganize," and so:ne evnn geii sts, elders and others ,vili enw 
courage them thus to set aside God's law. But t hey would better b~ 
careful that they do not "fight against Goel." So, on t he whole, it may 
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be sai d t lrnt , however faithfu lly a nd impartiall y offender s in ·t h e church 
may be dealt with, some will ignore t he Scriptures a nd uphold the otTen 
tler s. But thi s does not a rgue any imper fect ion in th e law, or that di sci 
plin e should not be fai thfully exercised by all who love t he puri ty of the 
Ch urch a nd seek th e eierua l welfare of t he s inful member s, including the 
eld ers of t he churches. Th e church is composite, m a de up of both offi cia l 
and non-officia l m embers. The church may exist witl ,out elders or deacons 
in th e event tlrnt no nroper m a t eri a l can be found in the congr egation for 
these offices. But t he divine provis ion fo r the growth a nd effectiveness of 
t he church r equi res these offices t ha t the greatest good may be accom
plished . The fac t t hat evangeli sts have a defi ni te wor k , th e elders a 
defini te work , t he deacons a definite work, does not decrease, but rather 
i li crea ses, the work of the church , because th ese_ offices supply certain 
fun ctions in the church , a nd ena ble it to work more effectively. '\Ve should 
110t think of t he ·chu rch as one th ing, and t hese offices as independent of 
it; but rath er, the chmch acts t hrough its elders, deacon s, and evan 
gelist s. Er1ch congregation when fu l ly se t in order for work a nd wor ship 
has th ese offices, and t he congregation tlrnt at first liacl non e of them, but 
bter h as a ll of t hem, is s im ply developed in to t he power and efneiency 
contemphted in t he New Testament. 

Some extremists have cla imed that th e ch11 r ch lost a ll authority for 
elder s, deacons or evangeli 3ts when t he miraculous age ceased . Som e reli
gionists assum e t hat " off'cia I grace" bas been lrnndecl clow n in ",1postolic 
auccession ," a nd t hat none, not offic ia lly baptized by a r egula rly onlai necl 
officer, can be an officer in t he church. M uch of the ecclesiastical machin
ery of t he m odern church is foun ded on thi s baseless ' assn mption. Other 
extremi sts would reta in the elder s a nd deacons, but rul e out the evan
geli sts. Otl0 er s would ru le out t he evangeli st s as d isciplinarians of the 
elders-te1ling u s it is a. new doctr in e. Other s say it is part of the 
apostasy. I have not written for extremists, nor Catholi cs, Epi scopa l ian s, 
Mormon s, Jews nor pagan s, bu t fo r t l{ose who r ecogni r.e the church of 
Christ when fa ithfully set in or der, a nd workin g n nder divin e teaching. 
as heave n's own ana ngement, fully adequate to meet a ll the emergencies 
0£ li fe. I deem it scarcely necessary to add t hat one passa ge of scripture 
is enough on a ny subject, wh en inspirat ion has g iven no more. For in-
8t.ance, the m eet ings fo r "breakin g bread" every fi rst day ( Acts 20 : 7) ; the 
con t ri_bution every fi r st clay (1 Cor. 16:1 ); the co nfessio n before baptism 
(Acts 8:37 ) ; t he method of dea ling with a broth er who has t respassed 
aga inst a nother (l\Ia.tt. 18 : 15) , or the matter of r ebnking a n elder by the 
chm ch through the evangeli sts (1 T im. 5 :19-21) are ca.ses in point. T he 
fact that t he eldeis are active in di sc iplining ·t he u noffic ia l m ember s of the 
church does not signify t hat they are a bove the church , superior to the 
chu rch , bu t s imply expresses t he will of Christ actin g t hrough the New 
Testament upon the church. The church is not independent, one class : 
the elder s ind ependent, a noth er class; and the evangelists independent, a 
t hird class; but t he church , the evangelis t s and elder s ar e inter-clepenclent, 
and a ll working to one a nd the sam e encl, when scriptmally ha rmonized. 
T he church acts in ever y in stance, wh ether in the a ppointment of elde rs, 
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Qr the di scipline of unruly . members, even of the elders. The church 
through its elders executes the law of Chri st in withdrawing from every 
brother that walketh disorderly, and the church through the evangeli sts 
Bxecutes the law of Christ in disciplining her elders. The same inspired 
authority that qualifies elders for th eir work qualifies evangeli sts for their 
work, and each class are servants of the church, work with a nd for the 
church, not indepen dently of the chu rch. The church, by the mini stry of 
t he evangeli sts, appoints her elders; and the church, by the same ministry, 
r ebukes the sinful elders. The church, subject in a ll t hings to the law 
of Chri st, has 1:ights which elders and evangeli st s a like a re t o uphold 
a nd ma inta in. The church is responsible to God for calling an evrtngelist 
for a Lord 's day, for a 1)rotr acted meeting, to appoint elders, or to " re
prove, rebuke and exhort," No ev::.ngeli st is independent of the church, 
even as no elder is independent of the church. 

Some evangeli sts may go beyond their scriptural ri ghts, and force 
themselves upon the churches, but this is ma ni fest ly an abuse, and not 
the legiti mate u se, of their scriptural authority. Everything divine, as 
well as huma n, in being interpreted by mankind, is liabl e to perversion. 
But every evangelist who knows his place, and honors Chri st, will not be 
a meddler in affairs that do not concern him. The fact that a n evan
geli st is called from a distance to preach the vVord, to reprove, rebuke, 
exhort with a ll authority, does not militate again st him. T imothy, as 
evangelist, was not confin ed in his l_ab or s to Lystra and Derbe. Titus was 
left by apostoli c authority in the Island of Cr ete to ordain elders in every 
city, a nd to set in order the things that were wanting. It is not impor• 
tant to h ave the offcial grace spoken of above-the apostolic succession of 
oflicials, but t he >ipostolic sanct ion fo r the office, which dem ands the spe· 
cial work of the official that occupies it, is indi spensable. No scriptura l 
evangelist will foist h imself upon a church , for a protracted meeting, or 
even one sermon , bad ly as h e may think it needs hi s services. T he har• 
mony of purpose and uni ty of effort between the church, her elders, dea
cons a nd evangeli sts, when governed by the in spired r ecord , are t he fruits 
of divine wisdom. The law of Chri st, however , provides not only fo r the 
reception of members in t o t he church, but for · their r ejection. The la w . 
is a mple to m eet all emergencies, and t hrough th e eldership of the church 
di sciplines unruly and disorderly members, and , through t he evangeli sts' 
co-operation establi shes the guilt of elders and dea ls w it h them. 'Ihe 

elder is not to be screened by his breth ren , his s ins winked a t, neitber 

is he to be rebuked without good and sufficien t crtuse. T he work mus t 

neither be hasty, rash , premature, n or di latory and partial. T wo or three 

wi tnesses must establish t h e guilt of the s inning elder s, t heir unworthiness, 

their unfitness for the eldership it may be, or even their unfitness for 

Christi,rn fe ll owsh ip. If it is necessary to exercise discipli ne against di s 

orderly members, and the elders take the lead, the church is back of 

the work , and not simply approves it but carries it on through the min

istry of her elders. If the chm ch who appointed eld er s through the evan

geli sts needs and asks fo r the assistance of the evangelists later in admiu-
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istering the rebuke of heaven agamst a sinful elder, and he is put out 
cf the eldership, or out of Christian fellowship, it is the church that does 
the work. The church is not independent of the evangelist, nor the evan
gelist independent of the church, but both are mutually wolking to the 
same end. The eld'trs do not discipline disorderly members, only as serv
ants of the church. Likewise evangeli ts in all that they do are servants 
of the church·. They a re not a "court," a "tribunal"· inferior or superior, 
but are- a divinely called, qualified and commissioned class of men, with 
solemn and imperative duties to perform, and, as servants of the chnrch 
that called them, are to exercise all authority in preaching ( the revealed 
word), in reproving, r ebuking and exhorting, and in receiving an accu
sation against an elder, under two or three witnesses, determining his inno
cence or guilt, a nd in dea ling with h im according to the word of God; 
and the church thus keeps herself pure, honors the Jaw of Christ and pro
cla ims aloud that "righteousness exalts a nation [or congregation] but 
sin is a reproach ,to any people." To oppose the elders when executing the 
discipline of Christ for the church , or to oppose the evflngelist in exercis
ing hi s scriptural functions , is to sin against Christ himself. 
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