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First Affirmative - Keith Sharp 

(I) I appreciate Brother Mike Willis for being willing to 
publish this discussion and Brother James P. Needham for 
being willing to engage in ii. I hope the unity of the Spirit in the 
bond of peace will be the result. I am willing to extend the right 
hand of fellowship to those who believe that Jesus was fully 
God and fully man and was tempted to sin as a man. For those 
who believe Jesus sometimes used His own divine attributes 
while on earth, I think you arc mistaken, but since we both 
agree on His deity and His humanity, our disagreement should 
not affect our fellowship. 

(2) Proposition: Resolved: The Scriptures teach that the 
Son of God, in the days of His lksh. emptied Himself of the 
use of His own peculiarly divine attributes. 

(3) Definitions: "The Son of God": Jesus Christ, the 
divine. incarmttl' Word. "in the days of His llcsh": for the 33 
years I le lived as a man on earth. "cmplicd": to be dclincd in 
course of argument. "t-lis own peculiarly divine attributes": His 
char.tctcristics thnt sci Wm ;ipart as deity. I neither at'lirm nor 
hclieve He emptied Himself of lhc possession of these 
attributes hut lhal He emptied Himself of their use. 

Questions fur Brother Needham: 
(I) Must one hclievc that Jesus used all His own divine 

allrihutcs while on earth to he s;ived'! 
(2) Did Jesus have ;1 hunmn spirit? 
(3) Could Jesus have sinned'! 
(4) If so. why didn't I le'! The Scriptures affirm that 

Jesus is God (e.g .. John I: I). While on this earth He was "G0t.! . 

. l 



Sharp-Needham Debate 

with us" (Mmthew 14:23). 

(5) God has certain characteristics which He shares with 
none of His creatures (Isaiah 46:9). They are peculiarly His and 
arc the distinguishing attributes of deity, expressing His divine 
nature. God exists in "the form of God" (Philippians 2:5-6). He 
is eternal (Psalm 90:2)~ unchangeable (M;ilachi 3:6), perfectly 
free 10 do as He wills qob 23: 13): omnipresent (Psalm 139:7-
12); omniscient (Psalm 147:5); omnipotent (Isaiah 40:28); 
infinitely holy. i.e .. cannot be tempted lo sin (Revelation 4:8; 
James I: 13); and glorious (Psalm 113:4). He is distinct from 
humans in that He is an invisible, immortal Spirit (Colossians 
I: 15; I Timothy 6: 13-16: John 4:24 ). 

(6) Because God has perfect freedom, He can limit the 
use of His divine attrihutcs without ceasing lo he God, deity, or 
divine. He no longer crcales worlds (Genesis 2: 1-3), bul He is 
still the Creator (Acls 17:24). He will never again destroy the 
world hy waler (Genesis 9:8-15), but He slill retains the power 
to destroy the world (2 Pel er 3: I 0-12 ). Hl' no longer imparts 
mirade working power lo llis people (I Corin1hiuns 13:8-13). 
hul He is still all powerful (Rcvela1ion 4:8). To deny this tru1h 
is to deny one of the peculiar attrihu1cs of Gud. His perfect 
freedom to do as He wills. 

(7) The Scriptures also affirm thal Jesus was a mun. 
Isaiah prophesied the Messiah would be .a "Man of sorrows" 
(Isaiah 53:3). Jesus called Himself u "Man" (John 8:40) in the 
sumc conversation in which He claimed to hi! "I AM" (John 
8:58). The .apostles called Him "a Man" (e.g., Acts 2:22). The 
divinl! Word hecame a man by the miradc of 1hc virgin birth 
(Manhcw I: 18-23). 



Sha~'s First AHirmative 

(8) For God to llccome man. He had to empty Himself. 
The apostle Paul exhorted the Philippitms to have the mind of Christ. the 
mind of humility. To hoth explain and illustrate his lesson, the inspired 
apostle explained how Jesus hecmne a man. 

l<'I thi.\' mi11d be• i11 you wliicli was al.w i11 Christ Jesus, 

who, beillJ.: in tlw form r~l Goel, die/ 1101 nm ... itla it robbery lo '"' 
<''flllll with Goel, 
but nwde Hims<'{f t~/'110 rc·1mta11'tm. taking 
rlre form <~fa S<'rwmt, mu/ t'l1t11i11g in tlw like11ess of men. 
And being found in e111pee1rm1ce t1s" num, He Jrumblecl Himse/j; 
<111d bc1ct1111t! oheJie11t ro tllt• poi Ill of Jee11h, even the dec11h of the 
cross (Philippians 2:5-8). 

(9) The term "form" means "rlu· <'.rtt·rne1/ appecmmce" (Thayer. 
418) and further "signilies the form as it is the utterance of the inner lifC; 
not 'heing,' hut 'mode of llcing,' or hetter. 'mode of existence"' (Trench. 
262). This form is something which 1.:an he changed (cf. Mark 16: 12). 

( 10) The phrnsc "m.idc llimsdf of no reput.ition" is translated 
"emptied himself' in hnth the American Standard and New American 
Standard versions. The vcrh me;ms "10 cmp1y" (Vine. 2:25), "to empty. 
make empty" <Thuyl'I". 34-l; so Arndt & Gingrich. 429). 

( 11) The term trnnslatcd hy the negative conjunction "but" (verse 
7) is "an advcrsative participle indic<1ting a difference with or contrast to 
what pn.>ccdes" (Arndl & Gingrich. 37). For exmnplc, in l Corinthians 6:9-
11, when Paul indicated the Cminthians had formerly heen immoral, "but" 
were then "wm;hed," "sanctified," and "justilicd." he W<IS indicating they 
were no lnng1..•r one (immoml) hut were the other (washed, sanctilied, 
justified). The same grmnmalical construction is used in the same way in 
the immediate contexl to stutc the point that Jesus' humility illustrates 
(Philippians 2:3). 
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( 12) So the apostle Paul teaches that Christ emptied 
Himseff of the two things in the clause hcfore the conjunction 
"but" (the form of God and equality with Goel) and, in contrast 
"took the form of a servant," and being in I hat form He did 
something. "He humbled Himself," and that humility extended 
to the point that He was obedient, obedient 10 the point of 
<lci11h, "even the death of lhe cross," that is, the most shameful 
death of all (cf. Galatians 3:13). 

( 13) This docs not mean that Jesus "in the days of His 
llesh" ceased being lk·ity. Rut lk did empty Himself of the 
form of God and that which went with it. equality with God. 
(c{ 2 Corinthians 8:9). 

( 14) The longest passage in the Bible on the nature of 
Christ is Hebrews chapters one and 1wo. Immediately after he 
had aflirmed the deity of Jesus (Hebrews chapter one), the 
inspired writer affirmed He became i1 "man ... the son of man" 
( Hehrcws 2:6.9). He who was "so ntlll'h heller than the angels' 
(I khrews I :4) "was nH1lk a lillle lower than the ;mgcls" 
(Hebrews 2:9). ~le hccame one with us. hecoming our brother 
(lkhrews 2: 11 ). As our hrnther. Hl· worshipped and trusted 
Ciod (I lchrews :?.: 12-1 J ). "Therefore. in ;ill rhings lk had to be 
made like His hrethrcn" (Hehrcws 2: 17). 

( 15) Jesus did nut just enter a lleshly hody~ He "became 
flesh" (John I: 14). "Flesh and hlood" (Hebrews 2: 14) is a 
figurutivc expression for man with his hurmin nature (Matthew 
16: 17: Galaliuns I: 16). Jesus fully shared our human nature 
(Hebrews 2: 14 ). To deny thal Jesus hccmne truly and fully 
hmmin mHI was tempted to sin in the smm: ways we arc is to 
deny Him as Savior aml High Priest (Hchrews 2: 10-11,17-18). 
It is to he antichrisl CI John 4:2-3: 2 John 7). 

(l 



Sharp's First Affirmative 
( 16) Just as God has pcculh1r divine anrihutes, humans have 

characteristics that are in contrast with the divine attributes. It is a logical 
contradiction for both sets of attributes to be in us simultaneously. Just as 
it is a denial of the deity of Christ to deny He possesses the divine 
attributes, it is a denial of His humanity to deny He possessed human 
attributes. 

( 17) Which characteristics did Jesus use in the days of His flesh, 
human or divine? He who existed "in lhe form of God" took "the form of a 
servant" (Philippians 2:7). He Who is "from everlasting to everlasting" 
was "born of a woman" (Galatians 4:4). The unchangeable God became 
suhject to change in hoth hody <md spirit (Luke 2:52). The perfectly free 
Word became the servant of God and men (Philippians 2:5-8). The one 
Who is present everywhere was limited lo a local prei:ence (John 10:40; 
11: 1,7.17-21 ). The Being whose "understanding is infinite" "increased in 
wisdom" (Luke 2:52). The One who "Neither faints nor is weary" was 
"wearied" (John 4:6). He who ''cunnol Ile !empted hy evil" "was in all 
points tempted as we arc" (Hebrews 4: 15). He emptied Himself of the 
divine glory (John 17:5 ). The invisihlc God was seen of men ( 1 John 1: 1-
3 ). The immortal God died ( Hchrews ::!: 14-15 ). He Who was Spirit took 
on a llcshly existence (Luke 24:39). The attributes Jesus used while in the 
tlesh were all human characteristics, not divine. They included attributes 
of the spirit as well as of the llcshly hody. He did not cease to possess the 
divine attributes. hut the attributes He used were human. 

( 18) This formulated urgument will demonstrate the humanity of 
Jesus of Nazareth. (I) It was the will of God that the Son of God, in the 
days of His flesh. act in lhe role of a servant (Isaiah 52: 13). (2) The Son of 
God. in His role as a servanl, was a man (Isaiah 53:3).(3) The Son of God, 
in the days of His llesh. always did His Father's will (John 8:29). (4) 
Thercli.lre. the Son of (ind. in the days of I lis llcsh. acted in the cap•tcity of 
a man (cf. Philippians 2:5-X). 

( 19) This is nol ~•denial of the dci1y of Christ: it is .in aflirnmlion 
of I lis humanily. Though we 1m1y never fully comprehend hl;W Jesus l:nuld 
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both be fully human and fully divine, we must not deny either. 

(20) Jesus Christ, in the days of His flesh, was God as 
He is and man as he ought to be. The Scriptures teach that to 
attain this dual nature He emptied Himself of the use of His 
own peculiarly divine attributes to employ human attributes. 
Therefore, the Scriptures teach that the Son of God, in the days 
of His flesh, emptied Himself of the use of His own peculiarly 
divine attributes. 
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First Negative - James P Needham 

I. Introduction: This discussion came about as the result of the 
editor's inviting me to submit some material on what is popularly known 
ao; "the Welch heresy," namely. that Jesus in the flesh was just an ordinary 
man, dispossessed of His Deity. Keith sent me his booklet on "The Son," 
published by the Welch organization, which caused me to wonder why he 
wanted to defend Welch, since he does not agree with what Welch has 
been advocating. In fact he says he would have disassociated himself from 
Welch long ago had he not apologized for saying that Jesus gave up His 
deity. Keith's defense of Welch, then, is based upon that apology, which 
implies that he and Welch now agree which, really, is not the case. Keith, 
feeling that my articles would misrepresent what he thinks Welch believes, 
ao;ked for equal space to reply or for a written debate. Mike and I agreed to 
a written discussion. In a letter dated to me March I 0, 1997, Keith said, 
"J"hn Welch ha.v been apt>logizing for ,1;even year ... for saying Jesus gave 
up His deity." Welch needs to do more than apologize, he needs to repent 
and bring forth its fruits. If Welch's apology 7 years ago for his unfortunate 
statement equals repentance for his false doctrine, why has he engaged in 4 
or 5 debates in which he hao; defended his original idea?--not his original 
wording. There is a difference between apologizing for an unfortunate or 
poorly worded statement and repenting of a false doctrine. Keith says he is 
determined to put this issue hehind us. Wonderful! But we can do that 
scriptur.dly only hy agreeing with what the Bible teaches on the subject. 
Sweeping it under the rug, won't put it behind us. 

2. Keith states that "cmy de11ittl of the deity of Christ is "heresy," 
cmtidrrist" ( Pllr. J 5 ), and "blmcmt infidelity" (Letter Marc:h JO, J 997). He 
says, "I !rave never ,1mitl, either in print or orally, that Jesus emptied 
Himself <!f the po.v.'iession of His divine attribute.\·, or t/rtll He ever c:eased 
being fully divine. Nor have I ever believed .rnd1" (Letter Marc:lr JO, 1997). 
I can appreciate this, but I believe Keith is still in error. 
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3. Ambiguous language in his proposition. Keith's 
proposition affirms that Christ "emptied Himself of the use of 
all His own peculiarly divine attributes" (par. 2). This is 
ambiguous, and at best anguished English. "Use" is a verb 
indicating action. One can restrain himself from an action, but 
it is awkward to say that one can empty himself of the use of an 
action. In my judgment, Keith is here making provision for his 
use (misuse) of the word "empty" in Phil. 2:5-8. While his 
misuse of it differs from those who have denied Christ's Deity 
in the flesh, I believe he is, nevenheless, in error. To show his 
misuse of this passage is to destroy both the Welch position 
anctKeith's. Keith occupies a middle of the road position 
between that of Welch and others and the truth. While Welch 
ha.'> affirmed that Christ emptied Himself of all His divine 
attributes. Keith says he didn't empty Himself of these 
attributes, but of the use of them. More on this later. 

4. Keith's questions: "(I) "Must one believe that Jesus 
used tlll His own divitw e111ributes while on t•arth to be st1ved?" 
No. Keith wanted me to affirm this, but I refused. He said this 
has been affirmed by Connie Adams (letter March 10, 1997). 
Connie can deal with that, hut as for me, since I don't know all 
of Christ's "peculiarly divine attributes," I don't know if He 
used all of them or not. All I have to do to defeat Keith's 
proposition is prove that our Lord used just one such attribute 
because he affirms that He "emptied Himself of the use of ALL 
of His own peculiarly divine attributes." (Emphasis mine, jpn). 

5. "(2) Did Jesus hllve" humtm .'lpirit?" No. In Keith's 
hook, "The Son," he says Christ had but one Spirit (p.40). But 
since Keith believes Christ never divested Himself of any of 
"His own peculiarly divine attributes," and since the possession 
of the Divine Spirit is one of "His peculiarly divine attributes," 
then Jesus retained His Divine Spirit while in the flesh, but He 
didn't use it. But if He didn't use His Divine Spirit, He had to 
have a human spirit to animate His body, therefore Keith is 
forced to believe that Jesus had two spirits, hut used only one! 
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rlis divine Spirit lay dormant in His body for 33 years! If that is correct. 
why did Jesus say on the cross. "Father, into thy hands I commend my 
spirit." not spirit[S]? (Uc. 23:46). Which spirit did He give up on the cross. 
Keith? And tell l;JS where was the other Spirit during His three days and 
nights in the tomb? Furthermore, since Keith's position forces him to the 
conclusion that Jesus had two spirits, and since Christ was "made in all 
points like unto his brethren" (Heb. 2:17). then all men must have two 
spirits. I hope he will tell us about this. If Jesus had two spirits in the flesh 
and man has only one. then Christ was not made "in all point like His 
brethren" (Heb. 2: 17). Things that differ arc not alike. Be sure to clarify 
this for us. Keith. 

6. "(3) Could Jesus ht1ve si1111ed?" No. If Jesus could have sinned 
He would have made the Father a liar. becaui;e He sent Him to earth as a 
perfect sacrifice for man's sins, and Jesus could not have sinned and 
remained a perfect sacrifice. If He could have sinned He could have 
nullified God's "eternal purpose," His "determinate counsel," and His 
foreknowledge and thus made Him a liar. Jesus wm; "a lamb slain from the 
foundation of the world" (Rev. 13:8), "without blemish and without spot" 
(l Pet. l: 19). This was foreordained. He wns "delivered by the determinate 
counsel ant.I foreknowledge of Gud" (Acts 2:23). This has reference to His 
sacrifice for sin. This sacrifice could he effective only if it was "without 
blemish and without spot." Since the sacrilic~ was by the "foreknowledge 
of God." "from the foundation of the world" and since it had to be 
"without blemish and without spot," then God foreknew that Christ would 
not sin, therefore He could not have sinned without making the Father a 
liar. 

7. "( 4) {f so, why tlit/11 't /fr'!" Two reasons: (I) Because the Father 
foreknew that He would not, and (2) Because He always did His Father's 
will (John 8:29; 6:38). 

8. Phil. 2:5-8: In his par. 8, Keith finally gets around to the one 
passage which he must appropriate (or misappropriate) to his position for 
it to survive. In par. 10. Keith finds his favorite word "empty." These 
beautiful verses tell us that Christ existed in the "form" of God. which 

II 
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Keith correctly says is "the external appearance" and a "mode 
of being" and "existence" that "can be changed." Even his 
quoted definitions def eat his misuse of this passage as we shall 
see. 

9. In par. 11, he says, "but" (v. 7) is "an adversative 
participle indicating a /lif!erence with or contrast to what 
precedes" and cites Arndt and Gin1:rid1, p. 37. With this I find 
no problem, but what is contrasted is the question? Keith thinks 
it is Christ's pre-flesh possession and "use of all His own 
peculiarly divine attributes" and His possession and non use of 
them in the flesh. There is no way to correctly get this from this 
passage. This is Keith's assumption and his depanure from the 
context of the passage and his own quoted definition of "form." 
If it is a "mode of being" and "existence" that "can be 

changed," then it ha'\ no reference to all of Christ's "peculiarly 
divine attributes," hut to only one, the mode of His pre-flesh 
existence, a form that wa .. changed. What is contrasted is what 
was the subject under consideration in this passage, namely, the 
"form of God," the "mode of existence" and not "all of His own 
peculiarly divine attributes," but to only one, the mode of His 
pre-flesh existence, a form that was changed. What is 
contrasted is what was the subject under-consideration in the 
passage, Ramely, the "form of God," the "mode of existence" 
and not "all of His own peculiarly divine attributes." Jesus 
emptied Himself of that "form" which was "equal with God" in 
form, that is Spirit, and that is contrasted with the "form" He 
took on as a man, a tlesh, blood, and bones body. 

10. The obvious subject of this passage is "form." The 
words "form," "likeness," and "fashion" that run through the 
whole passage all indicate that the subject is the "FORM" that 
Jesus had before He came in the flesh; He wa'i equal with the 
Father in "FORM," contrasted with what He was "made" when 
He came in the flesh. Then we are told'He "emptied Himself," 
Of what'? Of that which is the subject of the pa'isage, "THE 
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FORM OF GOD." He changed His form, as Keith's quoted definition of 
the word indicates, not "His own "peculiarly divine attributes," but the 
"form" in which He previously existed. We are then told what that 
changed form wao;, it was "the form of a servant," it was "in the likeness of 
men," it was "in fashion as a man," all having to do with what appears to 
the eye in harmony with Keith's quoted definition. It was a flesh and blood 
body like ours. When we keep the passage in context rather than 
misappropriating it to some preconceived idea, there is no problem with it. 
The only "peculiarly divine attribute" of which Jesus emptied Himself was 
the "form" in which He existed before taking on the "form" of the 
"likeness of men." 

11. Changing the form of something does not change or divest it of 
its inherent attributes. 1 have in my garage some plastic, leather, steel, and 
rubber which exist in the form of an automobile. These elements once 
existed in another form, but the manufacturer changed their form into an 
automobile, hut the plastic is still plastic, leather is still leather, steel is 
still steel, and rubber is still rubber. They all maintain their essential 
attributes and continue to function in accordance with their inherent 
nature. All that has changed is their form. So it is with Christ. All that 
changed was His pre-flesh "form," not the "use of all His own peculiarly 
divine attributes." The only divine attribute Jesus lost in the incarnation 
was the "form" in which he had existed. The only thing he gained in the 
flesh was a body like ours. 

12. What proof docs Keith offer that Christ "emptied Himself of the 
use fif e11l His own pe<.·uliC1rly divine cmributes"? He cites passages that 
prove that Jesus bore the characteristics of a man which I don't deny. I'll 
accept anything the Bible says about Christ's Godhood or His manhood, 
but passages that prove that He was a man don't prove that He did not use 
some of His "own pi:culiarly divine attributes" any more than proving that 
He used some of His Divine attributes proves that He didn't use some of 
His human attributes. In Par. 16, Keith says. "It is" logiccd c:ontmdictimr 
for btJtlr .'>et.'> of attribute.\' w be itr use .\·im11ltw1em1sly." What is the proof 
for this assertion? Keith gave none. This is his opinion, and it does not 
comport with the truth. 

13 
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J·3. In Par. 14, Keith says "To Jt•11y 1/w1 Je:ms became 
1ruly m1dji1/ly lmnum and wt1s lempled to,.,;,, in the sC1me wt1ys 
we ure is to deny Him w; St1vior tmd High Priest (Heb. 2: JO-
I I, 17-IX). It is to he t111tid1rist (I John 4:2,3; 2 Jn. 7)." I do not 
deny that Jesus was in His flesh fully human, but I do deny that 
He was "tempted in the same ways we are" if by that Keith 
means that Jesus had illicit desires or thoughts, or that He 
found sin appealing. I cannot accept this because of its 
consequences to the truth and the purity of our Saviour. If Jesus 
was tempted in the exact same ways that all men are, then He 
mu~t have looked upon a woman to lust after her, as some men 
do, and therefore committed adultery in His heart (Mt. 5:28). If 
He·had a foolish thought as all men do sometime in their life, 
He sinned (Prov. 24:9). Jesus was tempted in all points like as 
we are in the sense that Satan tried or rested Him in all areas of 
temptations that all men endure, "the lust of the flesh, the lust 
of the eye, and the pride of life" (I John 2: I 5, 16), but without 
sin (Heh. 4: I 5). To he without sin He had to he free of evil 
thoughts. There is no indication whatsoever that either of these 
areas of trial appealed to our Lord. I can't imagine such a thing, 
and ii denigrates our Saviour to think otherwise. Satan tried our 
Lord, hut nothing he offered appealed to Mim in any of the 
same areas that he tries all men (Ml. 4: 1-11 ). 

14. Proof that Jesus used a divine :iuribur.e: ( l) To 
accept worship is •m allrihute neither of men (Acts 10:25,26) 
nor of angels (Rev. !9: 10) hul is an EXCLUSIVE attribute of 
deity (Mt. 4: 10; Rev. 19: 10). Jesus accepted worship on many 
occasions, in foci, He never refused ii (Mullhew 2:2; 15:9; 
2: I I; 8:2; 9: 18; 14:33; 15:2: 28:9; 28: 17; M<irk 5:6; Luke 
24:52). Therefore Jesus used a "peculiarly divine attribute." 
Keith agrees th•1t Jesus used human aurihules. In Par. 17. Keith. 
was Jesus' acceptunce of worship a hunmn or •1 "peculiarly 
divine attribute"'! Kcilh says the divine allrihutes Jesus evinced 
were given Him hy the Holy Spirit like the apos1les. Did He 
also borrow this ullributc of accepting worship from the Holy 
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Spirit'! The Holy Spirit is subordinate to Jesus (Jn. 16: 13, 14; I Cor. 15:24-
28), yet He "emptied Himself of His own peculiarly divine auributes," and 
borrowed some from His subordinate. I agree that He used human 
attributes, and I have proven thtll He used a divine one. So, Keith's 
assumption is without proof, and contradictory lo the truth, therefore. his 
proposition is defeated. Certainly, Jesus used no "peculiarly divine 
attribute" in any way that would interfore with His earthly mission as 
servant and Savio_ur. But that's a far cry from saying He used no 
"peculiarly divine attribute." 

15. I will introduce further evidence that Jesus used "His own 
peculiarly divine attributes" l<itcr, but one is all that is needed to dclCat 
Keith's proposition. Ruther limn introduce more al this point. I will lirsl let 
Keith deal with this one. Tell us, Keith, pleusc. wus Jesus' ucceptan<:c of 
worship a human attribute? 

16. Keith coins the catchy phrase that, "k.rns Christ. in tl1t' days tf 
lfisjlt'.~h. was (im/ as Ht• is wul mcm e1s he' 011gh1 w be•" (Par. :!0), this 
sounds good but it's not true if Keith is talking uhoul God the F.athcr. In the 
days of Jesus' llesh He was not as God the Father is. God the Father is •ind 
always has been Spirit (Jn. 4:24). That's the "form" or which Jesus emptied 
Himself when He came in the llesh. How could Jesus in the flesh he as 
God the Father is, when God is Spirit and Je_sus was flesh? Furthermore, in 
the flesh Jesus was not "as man ought to he" unless Keith is willing 10 

stick with his two-spirits-in-Jesus belief and admit that man ought In have 
two spirits. If Jesus in the llcsh had two spirits mul W<ts "as man ou~hl lo 
he." then man ought 10 have two spirits. 

17. So Keith has failed to prove his proposition and I have proven 
it to he unscripturnl. 

l:'i 



Second Affirmative - Keith Sharp 

Proposition: Resolved: The Scriptures teach 1ha1 the Son 
of God, in the days of His flesh, emptied Himself of the use of 
His own peculiarly divine attributes. 

(A 1) I am encouraged by several points of agreement. 
We concur that to affirm Jesus guve up the use of pcculi<1rly 
divine attributes is not 10 deny His deity. that to aflirm He didn't 
use His divine attributes isn't to deny He possessed them and 
that Jesus emptied Himself of the use of the divine form. We. 
agree on the grammatical construction of Philippi<ins 2:5-X. We 
agree that the phrase "nmde Mimsclf of no reputation" me<ms He 
emptied Himself. We cnm:ur that R.C'. Trench correctly delincs 
the word "form." We agree th<1t "Jesus horc the l'haractcristics of 
a man." What difference docs ii make whether Jesus gave up the 
use of l\ome or all of His divine attrihutcs. as long as He was 
fully God and fully man'! Whal difforcncc docs it make whether 
he sometimes used them or never used them'! Which attrihutes 
did Jesus have to use to he deity"! Will Brother Needham dehatc 
those who deny Jesus gave up the use of anything'! Will they 
claim Brother Needham doesn't believe in Jesus' deity'! Why am 
I branded as a false teacher'! 

(NI) I will not he turned aside from aflirmation of the 
proposi1ion 10 name calling and personalities. This leads 10 
binemess and confusion. Brolhcr Needham and I arc "popularly 
known" as "Antis." My motive in this dchatc is lo defend whal 
I believe to he divine truth. Please produce the quote in which 
John Welch denies the deity of Christ. Please reud his statcmenl 
in Faith & Facts (fan .• 1997, pp. 49-50~ For :1 free copy of this 
statement, write or cull F&F, PO Box 681275, Indianapolis. IN 
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46268-7275; l-800-42FAITH.). The Negative acknowledges I have never 
denied the deity of Jesus nor the fact He possessed all the peculiarly divine 
attributes. We don't have to agree on every abstruse detail of the nature of 
Jesus. We must agree He was fully divine and fully human (Hebrews 
chapters 1-2). 

(N4; question 1) Thus, to preach we must believe Jesus used all 
His divine attrihulcs while on earth to he s;ived is to preach opinion and 
make it equal to divine truth and a condition of salvation. ls ii acceptable 
to make opinion a condition of salvation'! (Galutians 2:3-5) When will 
Brother Needham dchate Brother Adams'! Why docs he overlook his 
difforence with Brother Adams •md misrepresent Brother Welch? 

(N5; 4ucstiun 2) I sent Brnthcr Nccdlmm a free copy of my hook 
The Son (avuih1hle from F&F. $2.95 plus shippin~) so he would 
understand my position. The hook teaches. "Jesus hud one spirit. not two 
(Lk. 23:4h), and that spirit was suhject to all the limitutions of His fleshly 
existence" (p. 40). II fu11her stutes: 

Wt1s t/1<1 .\'fJirit oj'Jt:.'lll.\· /111111c111 or dfri11c• '! That clt'/>t'llU.'i "" 
t/1<1 1wrspc•ctiw t1f thl' qm•.'iticm. He• wet.\' bu/c•c•c/ "'/111mc11111C'I'. which 
i.'i trcmsle1tc•d. 'Gt1cl with us"' (Matt. 1:23). /fr WC/.\' "'My I.ore/ ancl 
my <iocl!'" (J11. 20:2X) llut 

/11a:m111cl1 a.v the c:/1iltlrc•11 lww 1mr1t1kc•11 1~/Jl<'slr and 
blt1t1cl, He Him.wdf likc·wi.,·c• sl1t1n•d in the· ,,·wm• ... ( Ht'I>. 
2: /4). 
T/1t•rc'.fcm•. in all tirings Ht• had to he• mmle like 
Iii.\' hre1/rrc•11 ... (Heh. 2: 17). 

Tire• ,,·pirit witlri11 m•vt•r n·a.'ic:cl bci11.~ .Ji11/y clil'iw, /mt i11 a frt't' act 
c!f cli\•im• :~<'ij~limitatio11 lie• t•o/1111tarily m'<'t'/'1<·d all the· limitatim1s 
of lmmcm 1wt11re in body, soul, mu/ .\'/>irit. 111t• .'if'irit t!f.lt'.\'11.\' Wtl.\' 

hot Ii divinl' mul /111111t111, ''"''" tl."1 .lt•.m.\' llim.,·c·(f WCI.\' hotlr dfrim• 
mul lumum. ~f' we• /Jy faith ecru t1ff<'f'I that "tlr<· Word bt'ct1mt• 

jlt:slr.@ U'<' 

17 



Sharp-Needham Debate 

shoultl by fi.litlr ac:n'/Jt that th(• .\1Jirit «~l Christ was both 
l11mum and divine (pp. 44-45). 
Why did Brother Needham ignore my explanation of 

the nature of Jesus' spirit and charge me with a position he 
knows I do not believe'? 

(A2) The words "divine" and "human" describe the 
natures of beings. Jesus' divine nature is expressed by peculiarly 
divine attributes; His human nature is expressed by peculiarly 
human auributes. To deny He possessed the divine attributes is 
to deny His deity; to deny He possessed the human attributes is 
to d.,~ny His humanity. God is a divine spiril with divine 
4ualities. A human has a human spirit with human qualities. For 
example, a human spirit is limited in wisdom (Psalm 139:6), 
subject to temptation to sin (Ephesians 2:3), and dependent on 
God at the moment of death (Luke 16:22). Jesus was limited in 
wisdom (Luke 2:52). was tempted in spirit to sin (Matthew 4:8-
9), and depended on God at the moment of deuth (Luke 23:46). 
Jesus had a human spirit. 

. 
(A3) In "all lhings He had to be nmde like !His) 

brethren" (Hebrews 2: 17). This included spiritual alll'ibutes. For 
example, He worshipped (Hebrews 2: 12; cf. Matthew 26:30) 
and 1rusted God (Hebrews 2: 13 ). Jesus had a human spirit. To 
deny Jesus had a hunrnn spirit is lo implicitly deny His 
humanity. 

(N6; 4ucstinn 3). Brother Nccdhmn im1dvertcn1ly 
lcm:hes Calvinistic predestination. Calvinists affirm: 

Tire Scriptur('.'i not only tead1 that God pr(•c/e.o;tined 
certain imlivid11als unto et(•rnal lifi!, hlll that all t'l't'tlts, 
both small ct11d gn•at, come about as the result of God's 
t•temal tlt•cret' (Five Points. 37). 

God's foreknowledge docs not climinah! unc's freedom to 

IX 
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choose his own course (Joshua 24: 15). God foreknew and foretold that 
Judas would betray Christ (Acts I: 16-20). Did Judas have to betray Christ? 
Could Judas have been faithful'! ls God responsihle for Judas' hctrnyal? 
When I watch a movie the seconcJ time, I know how it will end, hut my 
foreknowledge' doesn't make the movie end that way. God has already 
seen the movie. 

(A4) Brother Needham's answer denies Jesus' human free will and 
eliminates Him as our example. When we are tempted to sin, we can 
succumb and sin. If He could not sin, how is He our example'! ( I Peter 
2:21-22) 

(AS) The argument on foreknowledge is the same argumcnl 
brethren with whom Brother Needham associates use to contend thm we 
have to sin. These same hrelhrcn teach that we can he fi.>rgiven of sins or 
ignorance wilhoul turning from them. This is the mot of the <.."ontrnvcrsy 
over the nature of Christ. Brethren misunderstand the nature of man. and 
this leads them lo deny the nuturc- of Christ mul 10 minimize sin. 

(N7: question 4) llC' confuses "would not" with "could not." 
Because fosus refused to sin in His 33 year life doesn't mean He couldn't 
have sinned·. In my. 32 years of marriage. I have refused 10 commit 
udultery. Could I have commiltcd adultery'! 

(NR-9) I used several passages to show that Jesus gave up the use 
of His divine attributes (John l: 14; 2 Corinlhiuns 8:9; Philippiuns 2:5-8; 
Hebrews 2:4-18). Trench gives u double me•ining lo "form": both "the 
external appearance" an<l a "mode of being" and "existence." These urc not 
equivalents. The fuller quote of Trench expluins that the word "signilies 
the form as ii is the uncrance of the inner lilc" (261 ). This contrasts with 
"appearance," (v. 8). which means "his whole outwurd presentation" (262). 
When the Son of God bec•unc: rtcsh. He entered u new "mode of being" 
and "existence," a new "inner lilc." 
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(N 10) If all Jesus did when He became llcsh was to 
exchange 1he appearance of God for a human body, then He was 
not truly and fully man. If He retained the full use of all the 
other peculiar divine anributes, He could not have grown in 
wisdom, been a Servant, been limited to a local presence, 
become wearied, or been tempted to sin. The Negalivc 
argumentation denies the humanity of the Lord. Jesus did not 
just enter a ncshly body; He "hcc&1me flesh" (John I: 14). "Flesh 
and blood" (Hehrcws 2: 14) is a ligumtiw expression for man 
with his human nature (Matthew 16: 17; Galatians I: I 6). Jesus 
fully shared our human nature (Hchrews 2: 14). To deny that 
Jesus became truly and fully human and was tempted to sin 
in the same ways we are is to deny Him as Savior and High 
Priest ( Hehrews 2: I 0-11.17-18). It is to he antichrist (I John 
4:2-J; 2 John 7). 

(N 111 Form follows function. You can't use a ruhhcr 
hall for a car lire nor a l"rowhar for an cnginl'. Ami thL· "form of 
a Servant" is possessed by one who serves. i.e .• a human (lsuh1h 
52: 13 - 53: 13; Philippians 2:5-X). 

CN I 2) How could an all wise hcing grow in wisdom"! 
How could one who cannot he tempted to sin he "in ull points 
tempted as WC arc'"! Think! Two mutually exclusive sels of 
attributes (one divine. one human) cannot function 
simultaneously. 

(NI J) Who ever wught "that Jesus had illil'il dcsin•s or 
thoughts. or thal I le found sin .appealing"? This is u s1rnw man. 
Illicit desires &ind 1hough1s arc sin J>t'r ,,.,. (Malllww 5:'.!X). Eilher 
ksus h&td .all lhe inherent. nor111&1I. universal hum&m desires. or 
He was not fully hum.an. Men arc lempled 10 sin in 1hrcc ways 
(I John 2: 15-17 ). and ksus w&1s IL'mplcd lo sin in 1hcsc 1hree 
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ways (Matthew 4: 1-11 ). For temptation to sin to t•1ke place, there must be 
desire from within and enticement from without (James 1: 14). Even 
blessed people are thus tempted (James l: 12 ). The one so tempted is 
neither sinful nor evil unless he succumbs to temptation und sins (James 
I: 14). The devil tempted Jesus to sin (Matthew 4: 1-1 I). Jesus wus hungry, 
i.e., He had innocent desire that could be prostituted to unluwful 
fulfillment (verse 2). The devil enticed Him to turn stones to bread, which 
He could have done (verse 3). He overcame the temptation by appealing to 
the Word of God, not inward divine power (verse 4). He is thus both our 
example of how to avoid sin and the case in point to demonstrate we do 
not have to sin (Romans 8:3). Does Brother Needham believe, as some 
affirm. that Jesus wus only tempted as God'! ls 1-lchrcws 4: 15 in his Bible'! 

(N 14) Satan al'ccpts worship (Matthew 4:8-9). Herod accepted 
worship (Acts 12:20-23). God •llone has the right !n demand worship 
(Matthew 4: 10), and Jesus in the days of His llesh never demanded tlmt 
anyone worship Him. He could not have refused worship voluntarily given 
Him without denying Himself (2 Timothy 2: 13). The Holy Spirit is 
subordinate to Jesus in this age. In the days of His llesh. Jesus was led hy 
the Spirit (Matthew 4: I). 

(N 16) I k•1rned llmt "Jesus Christ. in the days of His llesh. was 
God •1s He is and man as he ought to he" from Brolher Elmer Moore. It 
means Jesus had the same essenli<il nature as God, the s:une essenlial 
m1ture as man. and achieved m•in's highest spiritual pntL'ntial. It is the 
uninspired cquivalcnl of lhc inspirL·d trulh "Jesus Christ is lhc Son of 
God." 

(A6) The NL·gative c4m1tes the divine Spiril of Jesus with 1 lis 
form as Go<l. But He •1grees Me cmplicd Himsdf of 1his form. Thus. hy the 
Neg.alive argument. I le had no divine spirit. But he ;1lso denies Jesus had a 
human spiril. Wlml kind of spiril did I le h•1vc'! Or w;1s I-IL- a hn1.ly wilh no 
spirit"! Was He a wulking UL'<ul 1m111'! 
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(A7) lfthe Negative argument on ksus not heing a 
Spirit as God is means anything, it means Brother Needham 
does not believe Jesus was divine. He emptied Himself of the 
use of the attribute, not its possession. 

Queslions for Brother Needham: 
(I) Does man have to sin'! 
(2) May a sincere Christian be forgiven of a sin of 

ignorance without coming to a knowledge of I hat sin and 
repenting or if! 

(3) Must one believe lhal Jesus used some of his own 
divine attributes while on earlh to be saved'! 

(4) Did Jesus perform miracles by His own divine 
power or by the Holy Spirit'! 

(5) Does Jesus' 1estimony to His own idcntily prove He 
used one of His own divine attrihutes'! 

(6) Did Jesus forgive sins by llis own divine m11hori1y or 
by authority derived fr(>m the Falher'! 

(AK) The Negative misunderstands bolh the nature of 
man and the nalure of Jesus. To allempt tu blunl the force of the 
Affirmative, he has implicitly denied bnlh lhc humanity and 
deity of the Lord. I believe in both His deity mlll His lu11m111ity. 

Works CilCll 

New American Standard Hible. 
Steele. David N. &md Curtis C'. Thomas. The J<'ive Points of 

Calvinism. 
Trench, R.C. Synonyms of the.New Testament. 
Vine, W.E. An Expository Dictionary of New Testament 

Words. 
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Second Negative - James P. Needham 

( I) Keith wonders if I will debate Connie Adams who disagrees 
with me on this matter. He uccuses me of "ol'erlooki111: ... cliff<·re11e<'.\' ivitlr 
Connie." How could I overlook something I didn't know existed? I will 
discuss any Bible auhject with anyone under honorable conditions. I might 
learn something! 

(2) He charges me with misrepresenting John Welch. One can't 
represent John without misrepresenting him, or misrepresent him without 
representing him! He has been :ind continues to be ull over the landscape 
on this issue. Even his latest apology is highly suspect. Sec article by Gene 
Frost in Gospel Truths, June 1997, p 15-17. 

{3) TllE SPIRIT OF JESUS: Keith seeks.to escape his dikmnrn 
concerning the Spirit of Jesus by saying the Spirit of Jesus was both 
human and divine. though he produced no proof. It's just his opinion and 
he doesn't believe in preaching opinions! lie uses llEB. 2:17 whid1 says, 

· ''W/1ertfort• in al/ tlli11xs it bt•lu11•etl him to /,,. 11uult• like 111110 { llis I 
brelhrni ... " But he doesn't really hclicve his use of this verse. for it would 
mean that ewry MAN must have :l spirit tlmt is "hoth human and divine" 
exactly like he says Jesus has with the divine pnrl hcing dornmnl and the 
human part aclivc. Even !hough Wckh's somclimes-pnsition lhal ksus 
abandoned. gave up. divested 1 limsclf of all Mis llivine powers and 
prerogatives is wrong. ii is more consislent with his schcmc.lhan Keith's is 
with his. John hus ridiculed the idea thal Jesus was "lia~f"num. partial/.\• 
11um." Welch has said that "Jesus didn'I give.~ up His divinity for :n years, 
He gave ii up for ull limc ... for all timf'." So John and Kcilh arc (or were) 
at odds at this poinl, I lhink! 11 lkpends upon whil'h d<iy und which 
apology John is using or repudiating at the moment! 
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( 4) I did not intend to ch.irge Keith with something he 
doesn't helicve concerning the Spirit of Jesus. I used his own 
logic to show that the consequence of his position necessitates 
Jesus' having two spirits. He denies the two-spirits-in-Jesus 
position. hut the consequences of his logic.: puts him there; 
remember I said the consequence of his logic, not his position. 
There is a difference. Keith says Jesus in the tlesh retained all 
his "peculiarly divine attrihutcs." lie just didn't use them. (I 
pointed out that even this is not true because Jesus gave up. 
emptied Himself, of the "form of God," a "peculiarly divine 
attribute." when He came in the llcsh Phil. 2:5-8). But Keith .,. 
believes Jesus retained His Divine Spirit. and he says Jesus had 
a. human spirit (A2). Well. if lie ret.iincd Mis Divine Spirit 
(though inactive). and yet had a human spirit. that makes two. 
Now to try to escape this dilcmnm Keith says .lcsus had one 
Spirit. part humun and part divine. whkh he didn't hothcr to 
prove. and which Welch lms ri<lkuled. Keith, is the one Spirit or 
Jesus half human aml lmll' divine'! Or Llid he have two whnlc 
spirits--Tcll us <1n.d prow ii hy God's word. If ii h<is two halves, 
mid the Divine was inactive. then Jesus' llcshly hmly h.id only a 
half Spirit! Nnw. was He nmdc "in all points like .is we are." 
meaning that we arc _just like Him, having a hair spirit'! 

(5) Keith and others have made a lot ul' the fact tlmt 
Jesus grew in wisdom. The L>ivine Spirit l'an do whatever lh.• 
chooses to do'! God can choose to know .i thing or not to know 
it. He tested Abraham hy commanding him to ort'l·r Isaac to sec 
if he feared God. When he rniscd the knife to take Isaac's life. 
God stopped him and said. "NOW I know Ihm 1/w11f<'t1n•s1 God" 
(Genesis 22: 12). Di<l God not have the power to know this 
hcfore putting Ahr<1hmn through such agony'! Surely! But did 
He have the power to choose NOT to know it until Ahrnhmn 
was tested'! Did God grow in knowledge'! If God could grow in 
knowledge Jesus could grow in wisdom. But the Divine Spirit in 
Jesus never sullied Mis Divine mission. It :1l·tcd as a human 
)o,pirit when that was approp1fate. Will anyom.• tll.'ny th:11 ii lmll 
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the power thus lo do'! 

(6) Calvinism: Keith accuses me of Calvinism hecuusc I said Jesus 
could not have, sinned because Gvd foreknew that man would sin and 
predestinated the death of the "Lamb without spot" as its remedy heforc 
the foundation of the world (Acts 2:23: Rev. 13:8; I Pct. I: 19). God cun 
read history before ii happens, and since He foresaw and foreknew lhat 
Jesus use His free will to choose not sin. it w;is impossihle for Him to sin 
without making God a liar. If God has the ability to read hislory hcfore it 
happens, then it happens according to how He reads it. II has nothing to do 
with impinging free will. God foreknew Jesus would use His free will to 
choose not to sin. If He h:id sinned, lhen Gml would have misread the pre­
history. therefore would be unreli:illle. That would Ile like denying 
prophecy as do the Premillenni:ilisls. I do not confuse "would nu1" and 
"could not" us Keith charges. Prejudicially miscalling this C&ilvinism 
doesn't answer it. Keith doesn't believe in n:une calling! That's why he 
called me a Calvinist und un "antichrist" ! Kcilh seems nol lo know whal 
Calvinism is! If this is Calvinism. then the Bihle tead1cs Calvinism!!! 

(7) KEITI I'S QUESTIONS: I lintl lJllcstions from lhc affirmative to 
the negative inappropriate sincc it is the <1flirmative's position that is on 
trial. Such questions can deprive the negative of the time or spm:e needed 
to ex•1minc the arguments of the affirmative. I will. ncvcrlh~lcss. 
accommadatc him with a brief answer without quoting his tiuestions: (I) 
no. (2) I don't know. that's God's husincss. I plc<1d God's l•1w and leave the 
rest to Him, (3) Like Jesus. I'll answer this one with a 4ucstion. Keith, docs 
one have to believe that Jesus in the tlcsh used NONE of His Divine 
attributes to he saved'! (4) By the Holy Spirit (MAT. 12:28; ACTS I0:38). 
(5) No. (6) Jesus did everything by authority given Him by ihe Father 
(John 5:30). 

(8) Keith says the hrcthrcn with whom I nssoc:iatc believe that "11·e 
nm ht• forgivt·11 of ... ;,,_., of ig11ora11c1• wi1/1011111m1i11g from 1l1t·ii1" and that 
these same hrcthrcn "11.n• 1o rolll<'llll 1/w1 "'"" '"'·"' 1o ."Oi11.@ lk's huildin~ •1 
strnw man. I don't know of a singk hmthcr wi1h whom I ":1ssoL·ia1c" that 
hclicvcs this. so if Keith knows this. he knows lllOl"l' ahout my ;issol·ialcs 
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(whoever they are) than I do! False accusations deserve an 
apology. 

(9) Keith says I have "implicitly denit~d both the 
humanity and deity <?/'the Lord." Poor me! If he hudn't told you, 
you wouldn't know it! 

Keith asks, "~/w evc·r taught 'that }£• • .;us had illicit 
desires or tlumglrts, or tltat Ht• jimml sin Clflf'""li"g'? This is a 
strC1w man. Illicit desires or tlwughts are sin f'l'r se." Then in 
the same paragraph he says, "for tc'll1ptlllim1 to sin to t<1kc· 11/ace, 
tire re must he desire from within and emicc·nu·nt from without." 
So, since Jesus was templed in all points like as we arc, then He 
had "d£·sir" .fi-c1m within and <'lllicemt'nt from without." So, 
Keith, did Jesus have "dc'.\"irc•from within mrd e11tict•mc·11tfmm 
witlwut"'! Did Jesus desire lo worship the devil, leap from the 
pinnacle of the temple, ·~md tum stones to hreud'! If not, then, 
uccording to Keith. He was not tempted! 

(I 0) In my lirst negative I advanced a negative argument 
that Jesus' acccpt•mcc of worship was a divine aurihutc, 
therefore He used a "peculiarly divine altrihulc." Keith's reply i:­
that hoth Satan and Herod accepted worship. so this doesn't 

·prove that Jesus used a "peculiarly divine ullrihutc." Now here 
arc the logical consc<1ucnccs of Keith's argument: (I) Herod and 
Satan accepted worship. (2) Jesus accepted worship, (3) 

Therefore, worshipping Jesus was parallel. to worshipping Satan 
and Herod. For shame! Keith foiled to tell us where God ever 
commanded angels to worship Herod and Satan, or the apostles 
as He did in lhe case of Christ (lleh. I :6) I can show where the 
Apostles and angels prohibited it in their cusc (Acts 10:26; 14; 
Rev. 19: IO: 22:9). Docs this mean that since Satan am.I Herod 
didn't prohibit it, it was acccplahlc'! 

( 11) NEGATIVE ARGUMENT#::?.: In the days (~rm.~ 
_/1t•sli. Jesus claimt'd tile· 1wu-1•r lo lay dmm //is ml'll Nk mu/ to 
take it up again (./o/i11 /0:17,/X). lfthat is nut ;i "peculiarly 
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divine attribute," let Keith 1cll us whal it is. If Jesus was just like the 
Apostles, let him show us where they had this power. 

NEGATIVE ARGUMENT #3: Jesus /rad power 011 earth to 
JorgiVt.' sin.\' .. Keith explains this in his book, The Son, he says, " ... Thi ... is 
not to say Jesus remilled sins in tire .mme wt1y His apostles did (John 
20:21-23),for they only wielded this authority tlm>uglr preaching the 
gospel (e.g., Acts 2:37-3X), whereas Christ cwtually spoke f1t1rclm1 to Ille 
sinner (Mall. 9:2; Mk. 2:5: lk. 5:20). The Mas/er did not deny lhe Jt•ws' 
ussertion that rims.forgiving sins was a prerogative that belonged to God 
alnm• (Matt. 9:X: Mk. 2:6-11; Lk. 5:20-24). Howhdt. tlic· multi111ch·s 
d£'ducedfrom tlli.,· tlwt 'Gm/ ... luu givt•n .'<uch /"1wer to"'""' (Matt. 9:H), 
mu/ the Lore/ clit/ 1101 t·orrt•ct rhi.\" cm1d11sio11 dtlin. Ncrther. ffr cm~/rrmecl 
tlrat 11<'./tJYgllVL' sins by cmtliority cll'fegat<•tl to Him hy rlw Fathc•r wlrt'n HL' 
taught 1/w11hc• powa fie <•xc•rcist•d lo impt1rl <'lt'YIUl/ l(/i•. i.e .. .fi1rgi1•c• sins 
(Rom. 6:23), Wll.\' giw·n lo him by llisjillha (.In. 5'.·2-1-26). Tims lt'.\'11.\' did 
twl c•mploy Hi.\' ow11 intrinsic powc•r to_Ji1rgivc si11. /mt ratl1u tlt'IC'g<1/L'1/ 
ttutlrorily." (Tile S""· I'· 41 ). Keith's admission tlwl ksus' forgiving sins 
was difforent from the Apostles' is fatal to his proposition. He says Jesus 
did His works hy the power of the Holy Spirit like the Apostles. hut His 
l't.>rgiving sins was difforent from the w;iy tocy did it. Jesus was like the 
Apostles. hut He was difforent from them! Please! Keith has surrendered 
his proposition--period! C'losc the debate! 

( 13) Keith says, J\ft>T.~ivt•11c•ss 1~f si11.'i ... tlid 1101 "''gate Iii.\· 
hummriry.@ absolutely. but it certainly confirmed that He was using one of 
"His own peculiarly divine attributes," because the Scribes said, "Why cloth 
this I mlllr I tlrll.\' .\JJ£•ak hla.\'f'lremies? wlro nm forgfre si.'l.'i /Jiii Gocl 011/y ?@ 
(Mark 2:7). Keilh argues that since Jesus did not refute the Scrihe's 
deduction that "God .. .lms given such power (to li.,rgive sins jpn) to man" 
thal Christ did not forgive sins by "His own pe<.·uliarly divine attrihutc," 
(lhough it was different from 1he way the apostles did it!), hut hy divine 
power God gave to a MAN. A person has to he despern1e to prove u poinl 
when he uppcals to misguid<.~d comments of ksus' enemies. If Keith is 
willing to accept the 
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conclusions of Jesus' enemies that God has given MAN the 
power to forgive sin, therefore Jesus didn't do it by His own 
power. why will he not also accept the Scribes' conclusion that 
"God alone can forgive sin." and since Jesus forgave sins, and 
that different from the way the apostles did it according to 
Keith, therefore He used one of "His ow'n peculiarly divine 
attributes"? What's holding you hack, Keith? Will you accept 
the Scrihc's deduction that Jesus was guilty of hlasphcmy'! 

. I 
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Proposition: Resolved: The Scriptures teach that the Son of God, in 
he days of His tlcsh. emptied Himself of the use of His own peculiarly 
Jivine attrihutes. 

(A I) Thank you for honestly, thoughtfully studying this exchange. 
Both Brother Needham and Brother Willis huve lost loved ones to death 
Juring the time these articles were being written. My heart goes out to 
hem, and I pray that the God of all comfort will comfort them in their 
losses. 

(A2) This dchatc pruvcs 4 points: (I l ksw .. was fully hum;m as 
.veil as fully divine;('.!) our disagreement is owr the humanity of Jesus, 
mt His deity; (3) those who accuse me of denying the deity of Christ urc 
~rossly inconsistent in 1h:11 nmny of thcm leach the sume things I do; and 
4> this issue is a result of nco-C;1lvinism. 

Fully I luman /\s Well /\s Fully Divine 

(N3) I spl·nt 3 parngrnphs (NS, J\2, J\.~l. ~OX words. citin!! lh 
~crscs, explaining and proving that Jesus' Spirit was both human and 
.livinc. Yet thl·_ Nl't:U•tive, without allcmpt inµ to answer the arguments. 
1ecuses me of assuming without proof th;ll Jesus' Spirit was hoth lu11m111 
md divine and of preuching my opinions! No, Jesus' Spirit was not half 
n1man and half divine. As I stated in hoth previous affirmatives, He was 
'fully God and fully man." He had IOO'ih of 1h1.· human allributes (Hebrews 
?: 17) hut kept 100% of the divine ullritmtes (unused: Hebrews I: 1-4; 
13:8). I didn't say we arc like Him: I said Mc w:1s like us. He was hoth 
Jivinc and hum:in: we arc only hum;111. 

(NS) Brother Needham makes my urgumcnt. God grew in 
mowlcdgc hccause He limited Himself. This dill not make Him ;my less 
Jt~d. Jesus limited Himself to he M~m. /\s u hum:m child He grew in 
,visdom just lL" other children (Luke 2:52). Limiting llimsclf tu the use of 
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human attributes did not make Jesus any less God. 

Disagreement Over Humanily Not Deily 

(A3) Brother Needham denies Jesus had a human spirit. 
was tempted to sin, or could huve sinned. These arc human 
attributes. He thus inudvcrtently denies Jesus possessed human 
narure. an inadvertent denial of His humanity. an antichrist 
position (I John 4:3). Hebrews 2: 17 and 4: 15 seem 10 be 
missing from his Bible. 

(N9) Of course Jesus had "desire from wilhin mul 
enticement from wilhout." Brother Needham confuses sinful 
desires with innocent, human desires through which Satan 
tempts. Jesus "was in all lpointsl tempted as twel larcl. fyetl 
without sin" (Hebrews 4: 15). Jesus wus hungry (Matthew 4: 1-
4). Satan enticed Him with unluwful fulfillment of innocent 
desire. Thus, Jesus W<IS tempted (James I: 14 ). I le could have 
turned stones to bread. Jesus could h;ive sinned. 

(N 10) RecaUSl' it h•1s members in the com:lusion not 
li.mnJ in the premises. the Negative's syllogism is invalid. Su1m1 
and Herod ill'Cepled worship; neither wa~ divine: thus 
acceptanl:e of worship is not a divine attribute. In :1cccpting 
worship. Jesus was passive. exercising nothing. God alone has 
the righl to demand worship. a divine prerogative (Deuteronomy 
6: IJ-15 ). In the days of His flesh Jesus never demanded 
worship. Jesus. Brother Needham and I all agree that Jesus did 
everything by delegated. not original, authority (Matthew 28: I 8; 
N7 (answer to question 61). 

(N 11) The power/authority (t•xo11sia) Jesus cxen.:ised to 
take up His life was not His own hut given 10 Him.by His father 
(John 10: 18; cf. 5:30; Matthew 28: 18). 

JO 
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(N 12) The forgiveness of sins hy Jesus and Mis apostles w<1s 
parallel in that both used derived. not inhcrcnl .iulhorily. Jesus received 
His authority from lhc Father (Juhn 5:26; Matthew 28: 18); lhc aposlles got 
theirs from Jesus (John 20:21-23). The forgiveness was different in the 
manner exercised. 

(N 13) The conclusion I :accept is the one Jesus conlirmcd. 
Sometimes even the scribes got it right (Matthew 23: 1-3 ). God alone has 
the inherent right to forgive sins. but He can delegate th<it authority 
(Matthew 28: 18; John 5:26; 20:21-23). 

(A4) Brother Needham concedes I do 1101 deny the deity of Jesus 
Christ (first Negative, par. 2). None of us denies Jesus' deity. M:iny 
implici1ly deny His hmmmity. 

Inconsistencies 

(NI) The Neg.alive wrilcs, "Mow could I overlook somelhing I 
didn't know ex.isled'!" He kncw hy March, 1997 (Neg. I. P;1r. 4). Why no1 
dchalc Brother Adams'! 

(A5) I askcd lhe Negative, "Did Jesus li>rgiv1..• sins hy llis own 
divine authority or hy m11hnrity derived from the Falhcr"!" His ;answer: 
"Jesus did everything hy authority given Him hy the f-;1ther (John 5:30)." 
Amen! All the "powerl:luthority" ("ex.ousi;1") He used was derived from 
the Father, not Himsclf (cf .. M;illhew 28: 18). Did I read something about 
"Close the debate!"? 

(l\6) By failing to respond, the N1..·g;t1i\'e rnnccdcu this cru...-ial 
point: "When the Son of God hecame llesh, He entered a new 'mode of 
heing' and 'existence.' a new 'inner life."' This means Jesus was changed in 
Spirit, which Brother Frost denied and Brother Welch affirmed. He 
implicitly concedes Brother Welch's proposition. But Brother Needham 
warns of the "Welch heresy." Will Brethren Needham and Frost dchatc"! 

.H 
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(A 7) Brother Needham failed Lo respond to the following 
important argument: 

Tiu.' Nt•gatilte t•qtwle.\' tht• dil>iflL' S/Jirit of Jt•.m ... 
witlr I/is form as God. /Jut He agn•e.\· He L'lll/JlieJ 
Him ... e~/'t~f thisf(Jrm. Thus, by the Negative argument, He 
lutd 110 tlfrim' spirit. Hut he• al.WI cln1it•.\' ),.,..,,,,. Juul fl 
/iu11u111 :rpirit. Whttt kine/ of spirit JiJ He lww? Or Wtt.\' 

He" hm~v with 1w spirit? Wtt.\' He ct wttlking dectd mttn? 
Either Brother Needham contends that Jesus guve up possession 
of the divine form, a divine allrihutc, or he agrees with me (N4). 
Brother Frost agrees with me that Jesus could not he deity 
wi1hou1 possession or the divinl' :111rihu1es. Will Brethren 
Ncc'tiham ;and Frost dchalc'! 

(AX) I asked, "Musi one hi.'licvc lhal Jesus used some of 
his own divine :ittrihutes while on cai1h to he s:1vcd'!" Mis 
:mswcr: "Keith. docs one lmvc lo hclievc that ksus in the lksh 
used NONE of I lis Divine :illrihutcs to hl· s:ivctl'!" I :mswcrcd 
this in the lirst paragraph or my lil"St :iflinnalivc: 

I w11 willi11.i: to c•xtnu/ tlw right Jumtl t!f'.li•l/ows/iip to 
those wlui bdic•vt• that Jc.ms "'"·'".fi11/y Ciotl mul ji1/Jy "'"" 
anti wtts tt•mptt•cl to .\'i11 ti.\' a """'· For tho ... ,. "'"" bdit•1•t• 
lL'.m.'t .\·011wtimc•,., "·"""//fa 011•11 1/fri11t• a11rib11tc· ... 11·/ti/c• 011 
ear1h. I tlti11k you art' mistakt•11, /mt sill<'<' wt• both agrt•t• 
011 His deity mu/ I/is /111111t111i1y. 011r 1/i:mgrc•t•111c•111 .'O/w11/cl 
IWI t~f/i'ct rmrft'llow.'tltip. 

This dehate wus 1m1de necessary hcc:iusc other hMhren. not I. 
drew lines of fellowship over their opinions (Galatiuns 2:3-5). 
Brother Nt•cdham. please answer the <1uestion. 

(A9) I asked. "Did Jesus perform mirm:les hy Mis own 
divine power or hy the Holy Spirit'!" His Answer: "By the Holy 
Spirit (MAT. 12:2X: ACTS 10:38)." Brother Willis argues these 
pussages just teach the unity of the Godhead (Guardian of Truth. 
July I, 15, I 993 ). lie doesn't tell us why the phrnsc "hy the Spirit 
of Clod" means thl' unity of the Godhead or what lie me;111s hy 
the unity of the Godhead. Docs I le mean thL' Pat her, Son. mul 



Sharp's Third AHirmative 

Holy Spirit are manifostations of one divine Being (oneness Pcnlecostal 
position) or that the Son worked hy power from the lloly Spirit (my 
position and the plain meaning of the h!XI)'! Will Brethren Needham •and 
Willis dehate'! 

(A 10) I <L'iked, "Docs Jesus' testimony lo His own identity prove He 
used one of His own divine altrihutcs'!" Mis Answer: "No." Brother Willis 
says yes. He assumes without proof that Jesus' self-knowledge was an 
extension of His preincarnate awareness (!hid. March 6, 1997. :?4). Again, 
Brother Needham and I unite in opposition 10 Brother Willis. Will 
Brethren Needham and Willis ddmte'! 

(N:?) If Brother Wckh llip llops on this issue. why is every llUole 
Brethren Needham. Frost and others cite l•akcn from 1990 or hcfore'! 
Brother Welch confessed that his concept. not just his words. lrnd heen 
wrong. since he was sepamting Christ's deity and divinity (Faith & Facts. 
Jan., 1997. 49). What confossion of Brother Welch have Brethren Frost. et. 
al. ever accepted'! Brethren. do you not realize that "with what jmlgment 
you judge. you will he judged" (Ma1thew 7:'2.)'! 

(A 11 I Brethren who accuse me nf te:adting hl'rl·sy disagree with 
one ;mother on critical points ahout Jesus. They l'irn1l;1te slalemellls 
Brother Wekh has puhlicly repented of for y.cars. Sl•vcrnl now a<.'<.'use us 
of heing heretics for teaching the s;1111e thing I hey formerly 1m1gh1. For 
example, Bro1her Frost wrote. "But Jesus emplied Himself. and did not 
retain lhc prerogatives of Deity. 10 <.·omc to earth •1s :a man" (The 
'Onencs.o.;' Uoctrinc ol' Pentecostalism and llu• Hihlc Doctrine of thl• 
Godhead. 45). Some hrethrcn need to repent of hatred and the party spirit 
(Galatians 5: I 9-21 ). 

Neu-Calvinism 

(N6) The Ncg.itivc still has the "have lo" wrong. Since "God cannot 
lie (Titus I :2). He had to tell the truth ahout Jesus' sinlessness. Jesus' 
sinlessness was the cause; God's slatemcnl thl' cffel'I, nol vil'e versa. 
Think. How could Jesus use free will not to sin if He couldn't sin'! I had a 

.U 
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pet dog named Dixie. Dixie couldn't whistle Dixie. She had no 
choice. I neither called Brother Needham a "Calvinist" nor 
"antichrist." But his argument is Calvinistic and his conclusion. 
if logically followed. would lead one to he antichrist by denying 
the humanity of Jesus. I may not be expert in Calvinism, but I · 
quoted Presbyterian theologians defending Culvinism. 

(A 12) I asked. "Docs man have to sin'!" His answer: 
"No." In the March, 1991_Gospel Truths, Brother J.T. Smith 
nm and endorsed an article hy Brother Steve Cawthon affirming 
man has to sin to fulfill scripture. The argument that man has to 
sin so as to fulfill scripture is parallel to Brother Needham's 
argument that so as to fulfill scripture Christ could not sin. Both 
arguments arc Calvinistic prcdcstim1tion. Why doesn't Brother 
Needham agree with Brethren Cawthon and Smith'! The "have 
to sin" issue is the root of the humanity/deity issue. When a 
hrulhcf challenged mo in 19H5 to name one 1m1n·w1to had ever 
liwd sinlessly. I repliL·d. "Jesus Chris!." His :mswer: Jesus 
doesn't count since lie is the Son ol'Gnd. I replied, "Bui lk w<is 
templed as a man." Ncilher these hrethrcn nor Brolhcr Needham 
hclkw ksus w:1s tL'lllpled tn sin :1s a man. I ll'11n•ws 4: I~ is slill 

not in lheir Bihles. 

(A I J) I .iskcc.I. "May a sinL·ere ( 'hrist ian he fmgiwn of a 
sin of ignorance wilhoul coming In <i knowledge of lhal sin :ind 
repenting of ii'!" l-lis answer: "I don't know, that's God's 
husincss. I plead God's law and leave llK· rL'sl to Him," Why 
didn'I Brother Ncedlmm tell us what God's law is? Brothel' J.T. 
Smith wrote, "We will he forgiven of our sins when we repent 
or known sins and confess them, ask God lo he mel'ciful to us :1s 
sinners and forgive us of sins of which we nmy not he ~•ware" 
(Torch. Septcmhcr 1988, 5). Brother Smith also wrote. 
"repentance and conversion involve a change of will resulling in 
a l'Cformation of life" (Smith-Lovelady Debate. 42). Thus. 
Brother Smith promises 

J4 
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forgiveness of sins of ignorance devoid of hihlical repentance. Brother 
Spears. a Gospel Truths staff writer, affirmed the continuous cleansing 
position and defended Mark Nitz in his fellowship of the Christian Church 
(The Complete Dunaway-Spears Exchange). Continuous cleansing (The 
Sower. January, 1982) led to "have to sin;' (lhiJ. May/June, 1985. 4). and 
those who teach continuous cleansing have led rhe attacks on John Welch. 
Keith Sharp and others, hccausc we teach lhat a Chrislian who sins in 
ignurnnce must come to a knowledge of his sins. repent. conlCss his sins, 
and pray for forgiveness (Acts 8: I X-23; I John I :9). 

(A 14) Some who do not accept loose views on sin •md fellowship 
have nonetheless joined the atlack on those who write in Fuith & Facts. 
Brethren. whether inadvertently or intentionally. you have hecome "hewers 
of wood and drnwers or waler" for those who te:1ch continuous cleansing. 
"In the day that you stood on the other sit.le ... Everi you I were) as one of 
them" (Ohadiah 11 ). 

( 'nndusinn 

(A 15> I lmvc no •mimosity toward Hrethren Nccdhmn. Willis. 
Adams. Frost. Smith. '''· ct/. I have looked up lo and admired them for their 
works' sake. If they hclicve 1h.u Jesus is fully God, fully man and was 
tempted as a man. then we should nol he divided over the nature of Jesus 
Christ. I think those who insist Jesus used His own divine anrihutes while 
nn earth are mist:1ken. hut s·ince we agree on His deity and His humanity, 
our disagreement should not .affect our fellowship. 

(A 16) The Son of God, in the days of His llesh. was God :1s I le is 
and man as He ought to he. "The grncc of the Lord Jesus Christ. and the 
love of God, and the communion of the Holy Spirit [he) with you :tll. 
Amen" (2 Corinthians I J: 14 ). 



Third Negative - James P Needham 

My lh•mks 10 lhe edilor for printing lhis lll·hale in a 
single issue of lhe magazine, &tnd lo brother Sharp for his 
p•anicipation. and atlitudc. 

Keilh says the ddl&ite has proven four things, 
(I )lhat Jesus is fully human &ind fully divine. I thought 

1ha1 was a given. I've not known &tny hrother in my lifotime. that 
denied 1his hcfore John Wdl'h. 

(2) Keilh says the dehate has proven that our 
dis:'1grcemen1 is over the hunmnity of Jesus, nol I lis Deity. If 
"our" includes Keith ;111d his follow-travdlers, ii is not true 
hccause 1he dehales wilh John Welch have heen over his denial 
of lhc Jesus' Deily. In fol'I this whole controversy was spuwned 
hy John's saying thal Jesus was "an ordinary guy like you and 
me." He has apologizetl for his wortling. hut nnl his concept, 
Keith's claim to lhe t·ontrary notwithslanc.ling. In my humhle 
opinion Keith lahors hartl lo salvage John from his error. 1101 hy 
rebuking him. hi11 hy trying tu lind a position lhal dot•sn'I sound 
as hlasphemous, hut essentially amounts to the smne thing. Just 
what is the essential difference between Jesus' not having His 
Divine Allrihutcs, and having them but not using them'! This is 
an odd, awkward and an unsc:ripturul position. 

(3) Ht• says the deh:llc has proven that those who accuse 
him of denying the deity of Christ an~ inconsistent hecause they 
leach the same thing he docs. Keith often is assumptive &md 
amhiguous. It is dirlicult to gel his point. !\s ii slands. lhe ahuve 
statement is nol lrue. 

(-1) I k says h1..· has proven llwt "this issu"· is a result of 
neo-Calvinism." This is pure nonsense! I said previously lhal 
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Keith doesn't seem to know what Calvinism is. He claims he docs hccausc 
he quoted a Calvini;m creed! Some proof! His quoted creed doesn't say 

1
what I said, nor does it mean it. I challenge Keith or any of his fcllow­
travellers to nm11e any brother that· took their position before John Welch 
did in 1990. Were all our hrethrcn previous to John Wckh nco-Calvinists'! 
Neu-Calvinism has hecomc a huzz word that these hrcthrcn throw around 
indiscriminately. It is a prejudicial foist• dmrge. 

Keith thinks the Father's use of I lis omnisciem:e to foresee and 
foreknow that Jesus would use His free morn! agency to choose not to sin, 
therefore could not sin without making God a liur. is neo-Calvinism! I 
showed this is exactly what the Bible teaches. so Keith must think God is a 
neo-Culvinisl ! During the last ulmosl 50 years I haw prem:hc<l against 
Calvinism mnong some of the most rahid (';tlvinists in the world (the 
Dutch Reformed). I lmve dehated (';ilvinists, and studied with them in 
their homes. I have devoured their creeds, ;md researched their literature, 
and I don't believe or teach one thing that is ;a 42nd cousin to anything 
peculiar to Calvinism and for Keith to insinuall' that I do is a travesty on 
truth. comes close tn an insult. uml rcllcl'ls his lack of knowh:dgc of · 
Calvinism. 

Keith diargcs that I deny th;1l ksus w;is tl'lllpted to sin ;1s a man'! 
He cites Heh. 4: 15. mid wonders if ii is in my Bihlc. I wonder if my 
explanation of lhis passuge was in Kl·ilh's l'npy of my ncg;itiw. I know it 
is mine, and it was in his when thl!y left my desk! 

Keith s;1ys he prowd 1ha1 Jesus' spirit w;is "fully hmn;m ;111d fully 
divine." Keith c;111'1 make a single argumenl without mecling himself 
coming hack or colliding with John Wekh wllllSl' herl·sy hl' is trying to 
defend. Keilh should have shown jusl how this works oul. The hody of 
Jesus. accordin!! 10 Keilh. was inhabited by only one spirit which was 
"fully human and fully divine," hul thl· "fully Divine" part was inactive. 
If ii was "fully human mul fully divine," lhen your good frit•1i{t John 
Welch says that's ::mocx, and an ahursdity. Arc you going to dehule John'! 
II' Jesus' spirit was "fully hum~tn ;111d fully divinl•" that is equal 10 two 
fully indcpcmk-nt spirits. The "fully l>ivi1w" spiril had 10 he c 
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apable of "fully" functioning. and the "fully Spirit" certainly 
was unless Jesus' body was animated by a half spirit. Keith 
doesn't like the two-spirit positon, but his position logically 
lead'> to it. If the "fully Divine" Spirit was inactive during 
His earthly sojourn. then He was animated by a "fully 
human" Spirit'! Two full spirits: l + I =2 spirits, or is it l/2 + 
l/2= I spirit? No, it is one fully Divine Spirit that acted like a 
human spirit when it w.as appropriate :ind harmonized with 
Jesus' earthly mission as servant and Saviour. Will Keith 
deny that Jesus had the power to so do'! 

Keith says Jesus "had 100% of the human attributes 
(Heb. 2: 17) • but kept I 00% of the divine attrihutcs (unused: 
Hebrews l: 1-4; 13:8) . "This is what he says. hut l proved 
1hat Jesus used Divine Attributes in having the power to 
cftcct His own resurrection. accepting worship. and He had 
power on earth to forgive sins (Mark 2: 10). Keith replies 
that Jesus never demanded worship hul was pt1ssive in it. So 
what'! The Falher demanded it (Heh. I :ll). Should Jesus have 
refused whal His F:1ther commanded'! Wus 

I k• nut worthy of whal 11 is F;il her 1:u111111:mdl'd'! Is tlrnt 
Kl'ith's point'! His replies on this point insinmttl' tlmt 
somclhing was inappropriate ahout worshipping Jesus, and 
lhal ii WttS'CllllHI to worshipping Herod! Where did the Fatlll'r 
ever comnmnd the worship ol' Herod, or an apostle, or any 
other nhjcct hut Deity'! If God conunmuk·d all llis an!!ds to 
worship Jesus in the llesh docs not prove Jesus used :1 Divine 
Attribute, I mn :11 :1 !oss lo know what would. All I needed to 
llefoat Kt•ith's prnpt~sition is proof that ksus tlSClljusl lllll' 
Divine Attribute. I have proven that He used :1t least three! 
Keith even admitted that Christ's forgiving sins was different 
from the t1postlcs! That was a fotal &1dmissiu11! l k thus 
surrendered his proposition! He tried to p:uch it up. but his 
patch doesn't stick. 

JX 
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Keith thinks my admission that Jesus limited Himself in that He 
grew in knowledge. is making HIS argument. All sensible Bihle students 
know that Deity sometimes limits Itself; to deny that It can do so is to limit 
lhe power or Deity. I don't even deny that Jesus could have limited all His 
divine attributes as Keith argues. hut the question is, DID HE? I have 
proven that He did not. and Keith has failed to prove that He did, so his 
proposition fails. Jesus did not allow any of His Divine Allributes to sully 
His earthly mission. I showed that the Father limited His knowledge in 
commanding Abraham to ofter Isaac, thus the limit.it ion or knowledge 
doesn't prove Jesus used no Divine Attribute. 

Keith contends that since Jesus did all His works by delegated 
authority. this pmves He used none of His own Divine Allrihutcs. No. it 
only proves the hicrnrchy of the Godhe.id. The F;ither h<1s prim<1ry 
authority. Christ and the Holy Spirit have dekg•tll'd authority. If Christ's 
.using delegated authority proves He deactivated all I lis own Divine 
Allrihutcs. it also proves the smne IC.lr the Holy Spirit sinl'C I le loo 
exercised only delegated authority (John 16: 13.14: 14:26)'! And what about 
the upostlcs'! They loo had only delegated authority'! Docs this me.in they 
emptied themselves or the use of all their human aurihutcs'! What proves 
too much proves nothing! 

Kl'ith's final <1f1irmativc is largdy wasted p:ipcr. ink ;md 1:ffor1. All 
, his 4uihhlcs and quotes <1huut some supposed dis<1grcemcnts I mi~ht have 
with this brother ur tlmt, cut nu ice with me. mlll prow his dcspl·r:1tion and 
that he hus a party spirit which is a work of the llesh (G;1I. 5: I lJ-~ I). I huvc 
not consulted with any p:1rty hnsses (since I know none) in prcp•1ration for 
this dch:11c. Keith knows more ahou1 the beliefs or the hn.:thrcn he 
mentions thut I Jo. I h;1vc .answered his quibble once and for all. I s;iid I 

· would he gl:id to discuss the Bible with any hmther under honorable 
circumst:mces. This reply alone answer~ ahuut h<1lf or his third aninnativc. 

Kl•ith claims to he working. for unity whik li11t1l'nli11g division. lie 
h;is unsuccessfully tried lo put me in some party. htll lw h:1s faill•d. I don't 
fil into partics--newr h:1vc. I am my own 111:10 and I do my own thinking. 
If he W<llllS unity. lhl'll let him purge himsdr or lhl' party spirit. 
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Keith is anxious for me to answer his question about 
whether ·one must believe Jesus used some of His Divine 
Allrihutcs while on earth to bL' saved. Keith is playing 10 the 
grandstand here. He has said I hat since hoth of us believe in lhc 
Dl·ity and hum•mity of Jesus our differences should not affect 
our fellowship. His magnanimity may not be as warm and fuzzy 
as it appears since he is the one who challenged for a debate. 
When my comments on the Welch heresy appeared in lhis 
periodkal. Keith .iumped to the defense of Wekh and 
challenged for a dehalc. His question is like the sectarians' 
ask inµ. "Do you think that just you •md your littk· hunch arc 
goiJJg to be s•1ved." It is pre.judicial. I have prnven that Jesus 
used some of His own Divine AttrihulL'S while on earth. 
Whether one has to hdievc tlmt to be saved is•• matter for God 
to decide. I don't try to lend to God's business. I ple:.1d His law, 
:and lc:.ive the rest to Mim. Keith wondered why I didn't giv1.• lhc 
law. I thought he knew it! A better 4ueslion is, can one be saved 
who sows discord among brethren :.md divides churches with 
false doctrines (Proverbs 6: 19), then tries to cover his tracks 
with hogus apolpgies. Keilh preaches unity while sowing 
discord! The conservative churches arc not growing outwardly. 
•ind ilrl' llcing dcvoun•d from within hy factions and parties :md 
foolish controversies. 

Keith's dcfensL' of Welch :at the l'XIK'nse of truth and 
fa1.·ts is obvious. He has not learned, seemingly, that we should 
not think of men ahow that whiL·h is written (I C'nr. 4:6). Ile 
says John confessed he had been wrong not just in word but in 
concept. Then why did he s:1y in his most recent debntc with 
Cicne Frost, "/'// apologi:.t• lo yo11./(1r any ll'ortl i'l'l' tl.\·ecl. Fitrt•. 
l<•t's gt'/ ricl of"it. Ilia. llmtll<'r Frost, I believe the smnc thing. I 
lu11·1·11'1 shi/it'd." I Emplrnsis mine. jpn ). ( Frnst-Wekh Deh:itl'. p. 
'JI. ..J1h p;1r. ll'l't l·0Ju111n. June l1J1J5) .lie askl·d whid1 Wdd1 
apolo!-!y has Frost ever accepted'! Welch's apologies :.tre hard 10 

accept because Ill" n:pudi:.ites them hl'fun: onL' has time to accept 
1hc111! Gene tried to al·ccpt thl· apolu~y Wl'ld1 made following 
the Luuis\'ilk 1khatl". hut the ink w:1sn't dry hl'1(1rl' Wl·lsh 
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Jblicly w;is repudiating ii. (sec m1iclc hy Gcne Frost in Gospd Truths, 
muary 16.1997, p.16-19 Cf. His follow-up article June issue p.15-17). 

Conclu~ion: This Jcb•tlc has been frustrating lo me. I am 
mgrinned lhal at this late dale we are spending our lime ;ind cncrJ:!y 
~hating the m1ture of' our blessed Saviour while the world gm•s 10 hell in a 
mdhaske1! I cmmot unJcrstand why or how those brethren who arc 
anding wilh anddefcnding the Welch doctrine cannol sec that he has 
ade false apologies, and supposed repcnl•mccs. only lo continue to 
~fend his original error. If he has changed the substance of the position he 
ok in his Shively. KY sermon, and has repented of both his words and 
s concept. why docs he continue to defend his original position and deny 
al he has "shifled"'! What arc all the debates ahoul if Wt.' all agree'! 

Keith seems to feel that the brethren oppost.•d to 1hc Wdd1 
1ctrine are hard-hearted. mean-spirited. and hell-bent on hilling on John 
rdch and his li:llow-travcllcrs. Nonsense. Cil'nt.• frost's article trying to 
·cept Wckh's latest "apology" was a genuine offer of his he.in and h;md, 
1d I 11m sure nrnny others, were delighted to think this mighl end this 
olish controversy. lk pcrsonally wmll' Wl'ld1's dcl~ndl·rs and askt.·d 
em 10 commit to Welch's supposcd ch;mgc. only to reccivc not a single 
ply. Before the ink was dry in Gene's article. Wl·kh puhlidy was 
ncging on his supposl•d change and acn1siug others of sln:tchini; his 
1ology beyond his intention. 
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