
















































































































































































found a change. Now brother Frost doesn’t like those
definitions. Ladies and gentlemen, when | signed the
proposition, that's what I meant by it.

Now then he put up this char. He said the other
night, "What's the diference?" And he says over here
on the (I don't know what side it is for you, but it's my
lef) the divine nature of God." He says, God limited
his use of divine power. He says that's what he be-
lieves. But he says John believes, God stripped. Now
I've used the word stripped, but | didn*t mean what he
says here, that he did not have any divine power, char-
acteristic, prerogatives, qualities, etc. How do | know |
didn't mean that? Well, he's seen this be¥re too. He
saw it one year ago. If he didn't read it, and I guess if
aybody read our magaiine he reads it pretty well. This
was published in April, 1992: “If you hear someone say
that Welch teaches that Jesus gave up all his attributes,
be advised that | do not know what all the attributes
were. He could not give up those attributes of deity
which are jointly shared. He did give up, in the sense,
that he did not use all those traits which would have
prevented his being Flly in body and spirit our example
as a man." He knows and has known all through this
debate that that's exactly what I mean. Now why, back
up that one, go back to 18. Why does he misrepresent
me with this chart and say Welch believes he gave them
up, didn't have them, stripped of them? Because he
would rather fight a straw man. It's easy to fight a straw
man. -12). It's easy to Fght a straw man. It's hard to
deal with a fellow who's teaching you what he's been
teaching Fr the last Fur years. It's a lot easier just to
ignore him and run around churches all over creation,
do you know how many times | have been told or asked
by people, "John, do you deny the deity ofJesus?" That's
the most ignorant question | could imagine. | confessed
the deity of Jesus when | was ten years old in this city. |
still believe it. | believe he was deity be®re, during, and
afer the time he was here on this earth. | believe he
limited his use of his attributes.

Let me show you the diference between brother
Frost and myself. John Welch says Jesus limited the use
of his divine power, characteristics, prerogatives, and
qualities. He proves this claim by showing that Jesus
limited his omniscience. He did not know all things. In
Isa. 7:15-16 "Before the child shall know to refuse the
evil, and to choose the good." | proved it to you.

But Gene Frost says, he says Jesus limited the use of
his divine power, characteristics, prerogatives, quaities,
but he proves that claim by showing Jesus did not limit
his omniscience. He showed you three charts teaching
you Jesus knew all things. Now Fiends, wherein did
Jesus limit himself? How did he limit himself ad know
al things? What kind of limit is that? Can you limit
yourself and still have it?
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John Welch sas, Jesus limited the use of his divine
power. He proves that claim by showing Jesus limited
his not being able to be tempted Games 1:13). "God
cannot be tempted with evil." Jesus wa tempted. He
was tempted with evil. He was encouraged, solicited to
do evil. We found that easily and clearly. Oh, if you
believe it, you know it, you've believed all your lives.

Gene Frost says he limited himself but he proves
that claim by showing Jesus did not limit himself so as
to be tempted. He had no desire. Do you remember
his telling us that? He didn't have any desires to be
tempted. Though brother Frost claims Jesus limited
himself, we have yet to see one example where it actu-
ally took place. Wherein did he limit himself? It's kind
of hard to see. |1 need my M pointer. | think I leF it
down there, or I'm — aw, it's over here —1 don'teven -
know where my head is.

Here's the quotation we've looked at Fom Jack
Holt. {105). Switch? There you go. "Did the babe in
the manger know the worldis round? That Feshly baby
in the manger didn't know the world was round. That
one who was in that baby knew the world was round."
I don't believe you've seen this other portion of brother
Holt's sermon. "Jesus increased in wisdom, stature, ad
in Fvor with God and man. He grew in his humanity.
Deity doesn't grow. Deity is absolutely perfect. I don't
know where my brethren have been that they don't
know that one. Nobody can add anything to God.
Nobody can take anyhing from God. He's absolutely
perect in and of himself. Deity is not going to school
in a learning process. When it speas about Jesus learn-
ing it speaks of his humanity."” Brother Frost, when he
debates the Pentecostals, argued exactly the opposite.

Recording: "Can the same being, the same mind,
know something without knowing it at the same time?"

"Can the same being, the same mind, know some-
thing without knowing it at the same time?" Brother
Frost says that's ridiculous. In Fct, he says that's the
Nestorian position. Most of the Pentecostals (hang on,
Wayne, thank you). Now most of the Pentecostals take
the position that there are two natures in Christ. If you
have two natures that would be the Nestorian position.
He ridiculed the whole concept. Was Jesus a schizo-
phrenic? Taking about a schizophrenic mind, the same
mind, part of it doesn't know, part of it does know.

The fellow sitting next to him, by the way, Jack
Holt was one of his Frmereditorsand | believe he would
describe him as one of his good Fiends, or a best Fiend.
Brother Dudley Ross Spears says, "His outward appea-
ance was simply outward adornment and really had
nothing to do with his internal substance."” Brother
Spears says he was just wearing a disgise. Do you see
why | say he has robbed me of my Savior? Robbed me
of it. It was a sham when Jesus came here. It was a



disguise. He surrendered nothing, He gave up nothing.
He made no change. He limited nothing, brother Spears
says. That’s the man advising brother Frost and sitting
on his left hand. Dudley Ross Spears, right there. He
taught that at Florida College.

Now brother Frost has fussed at Welch. Welch is
just lying about all of this. Welchis notlying. You get
thebook and read that. Has hegottenanythingup here
from Dudley where Dudley says he doesn’t mean that,
that he doesn’t believe that? You know we’ve been
quoting this statement of Dudley’s for alongtime. Now
he’s telling us Jesus surrendered, limited nothing. He
just put on an outward disguise that lasted during the
time he was in the body. Jesus wasn’t like me, ladies
and gentlemen. Hedidn’tlearn anythingand he couldn’t
be tempted because he knew all things.

The fellow sitting on his right hand, brother Maurice
Barnett said, “Jesus was not tempted in the sense of James
1:13-15.” I’'m tempted that way. We studied that Tues-
day night. You’re tempted that way. James 1 says ev-
ery man is tempted that way. It says every man is drawn
away of his own lust and enticed. Aren’t you? It wasn’t
sin, wasn’t sin until it had conceived and brought forth
death. Now that’s the fellow sitting on his right hand.
Now did I misquote that one? You know he said that
in 1991. We’ve quoted it. We have fussed about it.
We’ve argued about it in article after article. Nothing’s
changed! Don’t let him get up here and say, well now,
Welch is just lying to you about that. No, Welch is not
lying to you about that.

We’ve got a document over here that you are wel-
come to that has the full text of many of these articles.
Get it and take it home. Brother Frost, most of those
people, we quoted, agree, many of them, agree with the
things I’'m saying. Why are you afraid of that? Why
are you afraid to let these people read it>? Why do you
act as if Welch is just absolutely always a liar? Maybe
he is scared to death to have you read it> We’ll provide
you the full text of any document or any tape we quoted
in this debate. Ask us for it. Listen to it and see if we
lied. Now I said in the Bowling Green debate, yes, I
suppose I may have taken something here out of con-
text. Idon’t know what it is. Youknow, brother Frost,
in all of his fussings has found one quote that had one
letter wrong in it, and he knows and knew before he
fussed about it, it was a typographical error. That’s the
“all those contextual errors.” Ooh, just awful, isn’t it?
Ladies and gentlemen, that’s what these men believe.
That’s why we’re having the debate.

His proposition says the spirit was unchanged.
Why? Well, because that’s what he believes. Jesus
couldn’t be tempted. Temptation reachesinto the spirit.
Now they say, well, he could be tempted enough, his
human side could be limited enough that he could have

to learn things. Well, ladies and gentlemen, if he could
be tempted enough that he had to learn, or could be
limited enough that he had to learn, why couldn’t he be
limited enough that he could be tempted? Aaaaahhh,
because brother Frost knows he’s got a big problem
there. He knows that would reach right square in the
heart of you and Jesus and it would be real clear, there
had to be an alteration. There had to be some change.

Brother Ken Green, and by the way, that document
quotes this entire article by Ken Green. Read it all.
This was in his paper. Why are we quoting him? Be-
cause, ladies and gentlemen, in 1979, Ken Green and
me, were teaching the same thing. Ken Green and I
were teaching the same thing. Idon’t know, I haven’t
talked to brother Green. You hear all sorts of rumors.
I’m not going to pass the rumors on. Ask him whether
he believes the same thing. It’s not important to me.
But this wasn’t heresy. Nobody was trying to cut off
his support in 1979 and, lo and behold, Gene Frost was
printing his articles. Now days there’s a quarantine by
some brethren. They’re not going to print your ar-
ticles unless they can fuss about it.

Well, Ken Green said, “He became like us in his
temptations. He was subjected to the same daily frus-
trationsand temptations we are all subjectto. Asayoung
person he was tempted. As a man he was tempted. As
one in business before his teaching ministry he was
tempted. Probably the greatest temptation was that of
forsaking his mission.” Do you remember what I said
the key to this debate is? Did Jesus place himself at
eternal risk? Ken Green said he could have forsaken his
mission. Now then, would that have placed him at risk?
Would that have been a sin?

I’'ve got to move on. I want you to turn with me.
Brother Frost says that tonight he’s going to Philippians
2. Boy, I hope he does. I hope he does. I'd like to hear
it. Philippians 2 is at the key and heart of this thing.
Turn over there, if you’ve got a Bible. Black that screen.
You got it black?

Youknow, ladies and gentlemen, the strangest thing
about this whole argument and the bitterness that has
been involved in much of it is that it has been over a
passage that encourages us to love one another and to
have the same mind that Christ had toward one another.
Can you imagine we’ve had a fight over a passage about
love? “Fulfill ye my joy, that ye be likeminded, having
the same love, being of one accord, of one mind. Let
nothing be done through strife or vainglory; but in low-
liness of mind let each esteem other better than them-
selves. Look not every man on his own things, but ev-
ery man also on the things of others. Let this mind be
in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: Who, being in
the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal
with God: But made himself of no reputation, and took
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upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the
likeness of men: and being found in fashion as a man, he
humbled himself and became obedient unto death, even
the death of the cross. Wherefore, God also hath highly
exalted him.” You know good and well that one of
these verbs is that he emptied himself. He emptied him-
self. What does that mean?

Brother Frost has told us he believes that Jesus lim-
ited himself. Let’s see if he says that’s what emptied
means tonight. Does he believe Jesus limited himself or
not? But there’s his passage. Tonight, ladies and gentle-
men, Jesus limited himself to the point that he could
suffer. How much time?

“We see Jesus, who was made a little lower than the
angels for the suffering of death, crowned with glory
and honor; that he by the grace of God should taste
death for every man.” Arndt & Gingrich say “that which
is suffered or endured suffering. The suffering Chris-
tian stands in close relation to the suffering Christ. He
suffers as Christ did.” We want to know tonight did
this suffering reach beyond his physical body. Did it
reach into his heart, in his spirit? Did he sorrow and
grieve in spirit? Was he troubled in that? We want to
know that. If, ladies and gentlemen, he was troubled in
spirit, it was a change in his spirit because, friends, God
is not troubled.

“It became him, for whom are all things, and by
whom are all things, in bringing many sons unto glory,
to make the captain of their salvation perfect through
sufferings.” Does a perfect deity need to be made per-
fect? Obviously not. And therefore, there must have
been some limitation in Jesus when he came to this earth.
In Hebrews 2:13 (want 295) again, “I will put my trust
in him and again, behold I and the children which God
hath given me.” A.T. Robertson says, “The author rep-
resents the Messiah as putting his trust in God as other
men do. Certainly Jesus did this constantly.” Trust in
God! “Faith cometh by hearing and hearing by the word
of God.” Jesus was subject to faith, to trust in God.

Ladies and gentlemen, the scripture tells me that
when I get to heaven I’ll not have to lean on my faith
any more. Faith will be made sight. The scripture tells
me in 2 Corinthians 5, we walk by faith, not by sight.
Jesus, if he had all the attributes of deity, fully function-
ing, was not walking by faith. He walked by sight. But
this passage says he trusted in God. “I’ll put my trustin
him.” Brother Barnett recognized that in his booklet
on the Jehovah’s Witnesses. He says, “Commend means
to place with someone in trust, commit, hence Jesus
trusts that on the third day God would restore the power
of life and would raise him from the dead.” He had to
trust for that, ladies and gentlemen. He didn’t know it.
Brother Barnett recognized the power of that trust and
faith, at least he used to. '

“In that he himself hath suffered being tempted, he
isable to succor them that are tempted.” To be effected,
to have been effected, to feel, have a sensible experi-
ence, to undergo. He hath suffered, being tempted.

“Though he were a son, yet learned he obedience
by the things which he suffered.” Ken Green again said,
“We need to be impressed with the fact that he suffered.
He did not come to this world as a super hero. He
surrendered the glories and privileges of being God.”
Now, ladies and gentlemen, if I had used that word sur-
rendered, these fellows would be on me like a flock of
hungry vultures, saying Welch believes that Jesus didn’t
have any of the privileges of being God. Ken Green
said it and he said it in this magazine that brother Frost
used to publish. Now you see why I’'m showing you
the quotes? He wasn’t a heretic. Nobody leaped to any
conclusions about it.

You know, I don’t know, I doubt if he apologized.
I don’t see any reason for him to apologize. I made a
couple of statements. Brother Frost said, hey, John,
these were the reason we had this problem. I’ve apolo-
gized for five years for it and I’ve apologized twice dur-
ing this debate. I’m not going to apologize any more.
Brother Frost, it’s a lot easier to get God’s forgiveness
than yours, a lot easier. You told me they were at the
core of this discussion and I've apologized for them.
You told me they were at the core. I'll take the Lord’s
forgiveness. He forgave me five years ago. I don’t know
if Gene Frost ever will. That’s his problem.

Ken says, “Some seem to have the idea that Christ
becoming man just involved taking on our physical ap-
pearance.” That’s the fellow sitting next to you believes
that. Just a disguise. “But listen to what Hebrews 2:17
says about that, “Wherefore in all things it behoved him
to be made like unto his brethren.” He became like us
not just in appearance but in all things. This would
include human infirmities. He became hungry. He
became thirsty. He became weary.” Not a heretic. Ken
Green was writing for brother Frost’s paper right up to
the last. He never had to apologize. There was never a
retraction. He never had to repent and the full text of
that’s over in that paper. Pick it up and read it.

“The elders which are among you I exhort, whom
am also an elder, and a witness of the sufferings of Christ,
and also a partaker of the glory that shall be revealed.”
Brother Earl Robertson, he was here the other night, I
don’t know if he’s back, said, “By having become just as
much human as any human being he could know the
trials and burdens that all men have.” Brother Frost
believes he could know those trials and burdens just as
easy, ladies and gentlemen, from heaven. He never
learned athingbecause of his experiences here. He knew
it all to begin with. Brother Holt, his best friend, said
he never went through a learning process, only the hu-
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man side did, and that died. These fellows are going to fuss at me. Think about what
His trials and temptations were real because he was I said.
human. I've got to stop — I wanted to get a lot further.
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John Welch affirms — "Resolved:
The Scriptures teach that when Jesus
came to earth His spirit was
changed."

What was changed?

Spirit of God Godhead

Person of God Substance of God

Essence of God Nature of God
Being of God

3

“Brethren, any being has two elements, at least. They
are his (1). person/spirittessence and (2). his powers,
privileges and prerogatives.” (Faith and Facts, Oct. 1990, p. 340.)

Welch: “The fulness of the Godhead was always in
Jesus.”

GF: “Now what do you mean by ‘Godhead’? Define
it.”

Welch: “The fulness of the person, spirit, or essence
of Jesus.” (Beaver Dam, 1/8/91)

“The word substance, nature, and being are syn-
onymous with essence.” (Bowling Green, 3rd Neg.. 8/2/94.)

He asked if this is sufficient. I said, “Yes, if it is sincere
and if you will accept the consequences of it in giving
up those contentions that contradict it.” Later, he came
over and got down on his knees and he said, “Is that
enough?” In the first place, your repentance needs to be
toward God and not man. I think it is interesting that
he brings Jesus down to the status of man and wants to
lift me up and repent to me as though I were God. The
repentance needs to be sincere, shown by correcting all
the false notions that grow out of that blasphemous state-
ment. Just saying it does not correct it. Remember
Jesus told the Pharisees to bring forth fruit “meet unto
repentance” (Matt. 3:8).

So John agrees with me on the immutability of the
essence of God. By “essence” we mean the spirit, per-
son, the being of God. Look at chart 241.

Chart 241, next column.

Here be says these words are interchangeable.
Unchangeableness is immutability. Spirit equals essence.
So, if Jesus is unchanged in His spirit, He is unchanged
in His essence, vice versa. He is immutable in His spirit;
He is immutable in His essence. Now I think every-
body in here understood that he was saying that Jesus
did not change. He agreed with me. Itaught that Jesus is
immutable. Now compare this statement; keep it in
mind. [Aside to the projectionist]: You might put it back
and forth now, statement 242, every so often. Com-
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pare the statement now with this that he said on Tues-
day night. Now take 244,

241

| Agree With Brother Frost
Synonyms

Unchangeableness = Immutability
Spirit = Essence

“Brethren, any being has two elements, at
least. They are his 1. Person/spirit/essence. And
| use those three terms interchangeably in this
context, and there's your word ‘essence.” So |
think | did define exactly what | meant by deity.
Jesus did not give up his essence or spirit or
person.” —Beaver Dam,

“l just went through the dictionary and took
the synonyms. If you'd like to bring up some more
synonyms, feel free. Just bring them all up. We'll
talk about them all.”

John Welch: 244

Now brother Frost, my contention is, and |
thought going into this debate your position was,
that Jesus limited his attributes. And yesterday,
in various quotations and in statements, you told
us that Jesus was not omnipotent, he gave up
the power. He was not omniscient because we
quoted you over and over again saying he didn't
know the time. He’s not eternal for he died; he
gave up immortality to be mortal. We’'ll talk more
about that this week if you want. He sure wasn’t
invisible. He could be seen. He wasn’t omni-
present. You told us he limited himself in place
and time. He was not incomprehensible; you
could understand him. And he was not immu-
table. There's the attributes that you and | say
he limits.” (Third Negative.)

On Tuesday night, he said, “Now brother Frost,
my contention is (this is what he believes), and I thought,
going into this debate that your position was, that Jesus
limited his attributes. And yesterday, in various quota-
tions and in statements, you told us that Jesus was not
omnipotent, he gave up His power. He was not omni-
scient, because we quoted you over and over again say-
ing he didn’t know the time.” Now that’s his conten-
tion. “He is not eternal for he died he gave up immor-
tality to be a man. We will talk more about that this



week if you want. He sure wasn’t invisible. He could
be seen. He wasn’t omnipresent. You told us he lim-
ited himself in place and time. He was not incompre-
hensible; you could understand him. And he was not
immutable. There’s the attributes that you and I say he
limits.” Now he took it back. OnMonday he says that
“Iagree with you that God is immutable.” Then he says
concerning Jesus, “He isnotimmutable.” Andthen, again
(that was in the third negative), in his fourth negative,
he says:

245
PROPOSITION: “Resolved: The scriptures teach
that the inner being of Jesus, His Spirit, was
unchanged when he came to earth.” John
Welch, denies.

MONDAY

“Brother Frost, | agree with you on the immu-
tability of the essence of Jesus. Yes sir, | do!”

TUESDAY

"He was not incomprehensible; you could un-
derstand him. And he was not immutable." (Third
Negative.) ‘

“Now ladies and gentlemen, do you know why
we're arguing about temptation? We're arguing
about it because brother Frost knows good and
well, if Jesus could be tempted it reached into
his heart and affected his spirit and that's differ-
ent than the nature of God. There had to be a
change. He knows it.” (Fourth Negative.)

“Now ladies and gentlemen, do you know why
we’re arguing about temptation? We’re arguing about
it because brother Frost knows good and well if Jesus
could be tempted it reached into his heart and it affected
his spirit, and that’s different from the nature of God.
There had to be a change, and he knows it. A change in
his spirit.” But he told me he agreed that Jesus in spirit
was not changed, that the spirit of Christ was immu-
table. Now bhe challenges God’s own word:

Chart 247, next column.

God says, “Iam the Lord; I change not.” John Welch
says, “He was not immutable. There had to be a change.”
We are back where we were at the beginning. And all
of that protestation that “I agree with you,” “We’re in
agreement on this,” getting down on his knees and: “will
you accept it?” I said I would if you were sincere, if he
shows some fruits of it. I am easily reached and I will be
glad. I’ve written over and over and over, begging you
brethren to give this heresy up. And I will be the first
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247

God Says

“l am the Lord, | change not.”
Malachi 3:6

John Welch Says

“And he was not immutable.”
Tuesday night, third negative.

in line to embrace you on it, to receive you back and
accept you. But just a feeling of love does not over-
come error. And that was his plea when he first got up
here. “We need to love one another,” and that’s true;
we need to have love. But I'll tell you what, my love
for God and love for truth outweighs any sentimental-
ity for others, for any human being. God comes first.

Now, compare what be said with what he had on
his charts. He had four doors that he gave me, one of
four choices. Well, I don’t particularly care for his
choices. I showed him a chart wherein I had the four
positionsand Itold you exactly where I stood, so there’s
no problem. Give his chart, please, number 717.

Welch Chart 717
Brother Frost's Choices

=3 o T T -
- .~

spiritin |
essence P
il +Limited
vl to human §
iR attributes 3

o

Frost Welch

0d

Frost Welch

a0

Frost Welch

ad

Frost Welch

He says, “The truth: divine spirit and essence lim-
ited to human attributes.” Itold you what I believed on
the nature of Christ when I referred to those four points.
Now John is slipping back and forth on essence and
attributes, as though God can still be God without di-
vine qualities and attributes. John had a chart here the
other night. I wanted to refer to it the other night, but
I never got a copy of it. I believe it was number 3, the
one where you had a circle there. Does that sound about
right?> We didn’t have a copy of the chart so we couldn’t
do anything with it. What is happening, you see, you
brethren are holding the charts. We’re giving you ours
asthey are used. We didn’t get these tonight till twenty-



five minutes after. We’re getting a whole bundle at once,
and we went through it, I couldn’t find it. I went home
and I looked for it, and I still couldn’t find it. Do you
have a chart number 3? You had the core. No, no, no,
you had the core. Double circle ... yes. What number
is that? Would you put it on please?

Welch Chart: 759

"l, Jehovah, Change Not"
Malachi 3:6

Jehovah s ..

Q
39’.

‘ Merciful %.
Limited the Righteous %,
Divine Spiritual Love Gracious
Attributes Faithful Holy

Intrinsic Nature; Not Acquired

All right now, notice. (Give me the one where he
says he didn’t accept the chart that I had, where Jesus
supposedly gave up all of His attributes.)

Now he says here is what He gave up: the outer
circle. Here is what He retained: on the inside.

Welch's Chart: 760, next column.

I want you to look down here at this corner to the

right. “He gave up immutability.” But Ithought he said,

“Brother Frost, I agree with you on the immutability of

the spirit of Christ.” But He gave it up! Now this really
puzzles me. Unchangeableness, something that cannot
be changed, cannot be given up. How in the world do
you give up the un-give-up-able? How do you change
the unchangeable? That’s what he is saying. He has to
in order to get to the conclusion that Jesus was just a
man. He was stripped of those divine qualities that dis
tinguish him from other human beings. ’

We have asked him, what would be the difference
between, say, the apostle Peter and Jesus? “In that they
were both men,” he says, “there is no difference.” So
you see he flips back and forth. He puts the landing
gear down and takes it up, and then he puts it down
again. He says that it is and he says it isn’t. Itold you
the other night, he is a hard man to deal with because he
is hard to represent. You can’t represent him without
misrepresenting him, and you can’t misrepresent him
without representing him, because he says most every
thing both ways. So he is hard to corner. You catch

62

Welch Chart: 760

"l, Jehovah, Change Not"
Malachi 3:6

Jehovah ls ...

Merciful
Righteous

Love Gracious
Faithful Holy

Intrinsic Nature; Not Acquired

him here and he flips over there; you go there, and he
flips over here. He says it both ways.

Well, one time he says essence is godbood, godhead,
the state of being God, all that God is, including his
powers and characteristics. Next time, he says, it is a
spirit without the powers and characteristics. Now, John,
that is equivocation, to take a definition and shift back
and forth. I used chart number 63.

The Welch Concept: 63
The Essence of God
SPIRIT

The Attributes of God

God is still God
even without Divine
attributes.

He can give up the
qualities of being
God to become a
man at eternal risk.

Eternality
Omniscience
Omnipotence
Omnipresence
Righteousness
Holiness
Etc.




John pretended that this is what I believe, that we agree.
He talked about it the last of his speech; he said, “We’re
in agreement.” [No, at the very top it says, “Welch’s
concept.”] And he tried to come back tonight, and said
that was my concept that he was representing.
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The Essence of God

According to Welch:

SPIRIT
The "100% God"
that was in Christ.
The Attributes of God
According to Truth:
SPIRIT

Eternality
Omniscience
Omnipotence
Omnipresence
Righteousness
Holiness
Etc.

The "100% God"
that was in Christ.

Now the truth of the matter is, those attributes that
belong to God, that characterize God as God, he says
He surrendered, He gave them up. And he talked about
it tonight. If T had said Jesus surrendered His attributes,
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Does John Welch Agree?

I believe that —

Jesus continued to possess
all attributes, characteristics,
and properties of deity while
a man on earth.

John Welch: The above statement is:

(J True
O] False

His qualities, everybody would have screamed. Youdid
say that and we’ve got proof for you on that.

I am going to ask tonight for a plain, unequivocal
answer. Is this statement true or false? “I believe that
Jesus continued to possess all attributes, characteristics,
and properties of deity while a man on earth.” Now
this gets to the heart of it. Do you believe that while on
earth, Jesus continued to possess «// attributes, charac-
teristics and properties of deity while a man on earth?

In stripping Jesus of divine powers and characteris-
tics he strips Him of His godhead, the state of being
God. He argues in a way that the conclusion is inevi-
table. He says God cannot be tempted, and he went
into that area last night. I want to look at that at this
time. Give me chart number 197.

197

Syllogism

Major Premise: Deity cannot be tempted;
Minor Premise: Jesus was tempted;
Conclusion: -.Jesus is not Deity.

Contradiction
| state unequivocally here and now that | do be-
lieve in the deity of Jesus, before, during and after
his period of time on earth. — Beaver Dam, 9/18/90.

His argument leads to the conclusion, inevitably,
that Jesus is not deity. These brethren, from the very
beginning, used the statement: “Deity cannot be
tempted; Jesus was tempted,” and concluded, therefore,
“Jesus was deity.” Now look at a syllogism. You have
a major premise, a minor premise. You have the sub-
ject and the predicate divided by a middle term. I have
put the middle term in red. When you have the middle
term joined to a predicate and the subject, then the sub-
ject goes to the predicate for the conclusion.

Deity cannot be tempted.
Jesus was tempted.
Therefore, Jesus is not deity.

There is no other conclusion one can reach. Again,
I will say, John, if you would take philosophy, course
101 in logic, again you would flunk. To say that God
cannot be tempted; Jesus was tempted; and therefore
Jesus was God; that’s illogical. It is a violation of rea-
soning. It is totally unreasonable. The conclusion can-
not follow.

Chart 179, next page.

I want to ask you some questions here. Tell us:
Can a spirit being be God without a divine nature, i.e.,
without the divine attributes, powers and characteris-
tics? (Chart 180, next page.)
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93

Tell Us!

Can a “spirit being” be God without a
divine nature, i.e. without divine attributes,
powers, and characteristics?

( ) Yes.
() No

180
Tell Us!

Is God in the state of being God, in full
perfection of the divine nature, without His
divine attributes, powers, and character-
istics?

(
(

) Yes
) No

And then again: Is God in the state of being God, in
full perfection of divine nature without his divine pow-
ers and characteristics?> Now, John, you want to strip
Him of some of those and still you want to say, “Well,
I believe in the deity of Christ.” You can’t have it both
ways.

Now he says, “God’s spirit cannot tempted.” The
Bible does not say that God cannot be tempted. Get
your Biblesopen. Turn to James 1:14. In thefirstplace,
God can be tempted. God was tempted. Heb. 3:8-9,
“Harden not your hearts as in the provocation in the
day of temptation in the wilderness when your fathers
tempted me, proved me and saw my works forty years.”
Acts 15:10, “Now therefore why tempt ye God to put a
yoke upon the neck of the disciples which neither our
fathers nor we were able to bear?” “Why tempt ye God?”
The Holy Spirit is tempted. Acts 15:9-10 “And put no
difference between us and them, purifying their hearts
by faith. Now therefore why tempt ye God, to put a
yoke upon the neck of the disciples, which neither our
fathers nor we were able to bear?” The Bible doesn’t
say God was not tempted. He was. Well, does God
have to lose his attributes to be tempted? John said
Jesus couldn’t be tempted and have the divine attributes.
God was tempted. Did He lose his divine attributes in
order to betempted? That’sabsurd. The textsaysthat
God cannot be tempted “with evil.”
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Man's Spirit Is From God

When Jesus, the Word came to earth, He was made
flesh (John 1:14). The Bible says a body was prepared
for Him (Heb. 10:5). A spirit was not prepared for Him.
He was already the eternal Spirit after whose image man
was made. Now there wasn’t a spirit made — a body
was prepared, a body was made for Him. Now if Jesus
was tempted in His spirit (look at 95) with a lust for evil
from whom did he acquire it?

Chart 95, next page.

One of your writers said in your paper, and I guess
if it is in your paper that means you believe it — that’s
what you’ve been saying about the paper I published; I
had to agree with it. One of your writers said, “By the
inspired definition of temptation, Jesus desired to do evil,
but he refrained.” There had to be that evil desire there.
That’s what these brethren really believe. John Welch
said, “It is @ buman reaction and is normal.” We were
discussing whether Jesus lusted after a woman, down in
Beaver Dam. Isaid I don’t believe Jesus ever had a lust
for evil. I don’t believe he ever lusted after a woman.
John said it is a human reaction and everybody in here
has it. I denied it. He went to say, the Bible says your
own lust is something normal. No it is not — not to
lust after evil. Now since man is made in the likeness of
God’s spirit and lusts for evil, it must have come from
God and that’s rank Calvinism. I am afraid these fel-
lows have been reading too much after Calvin, so much
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Spirit Flesh
in His image peculiar to man
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created formed
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Evil is not inherent
in our flesh

Evil is not inherent
in our spirit

Jesus demonstrated that man can live with-
out sinin the flesh. Neither the flesh nor the
spirit necessitates sin.

His purpose, however, in living a sinless life
was not to prove one can live a sinless life,
but to provide a sacrifice for our sins.

that they’ve perhaps adopted some of his concepts of
man.

I have observed that their concept of man is untrue
to the Book. How could they reason that the spirit of
God had to become a human spirit, that God the Word
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Was Evil In The Body?

GOD

created and

formed Al of the appetites of the body

are good, needful for the
wellbeing of the body. e.g.

Hunger
@ Thirst
Sex
with physical gt g,

appetites

Man can satisfy every appetite of
the body without sin. Does he by
nature (as created) desire to do evil?

had to be made in the likeness of man, after the image of
Him who is already in the image of God? What did
God have to take on in order to be like man? Heis a
spirit in whose image man is. Their idea is that if He
was as He is, then He would not have that lust to do
evil; He couldn’t sin. I don’t believe my Lord ever had
a lust to do evil. I don’t believe that this is what God
created us with. I don’t believe that the little child is
born with a lust for evil.

All the appetites of the body are good and needful
for the well-being of the body. God is the source of
what we are, therefore God has created us so that we
can satisfy every appetite of the body without sin. All
the appetites are good for man.
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Strong Desire (emiBvpia)

Normal Appetites | |Good Satisfaction| | Evil Satisfaction

Hunger Food Gluttony
Thirst Water, milk, juices Alcoholic drinks
Feeling of Well-being Rest, tranquil setting Drugs
Sex Marrigge Fornication

Luke 6:45 — A good man out of the good treasure of his heart bringeth forth
that which is good:; and an evil man out of the evil treasure of his heart bringeth
forth tht which is evil; for of the abundance of the heart his mouth speaketh.

Mark 7:21-23 — For from within, out of the heart of men, proceed evil thoughts,
adulteries, fornications, murders, thefts, covetousness, wickedness, deceit,
lasciviousness, an evil eye, blasphemy, pride, foolish : all these evil things
come from within, and defile the man.

Did Jesus Ever Develop An Evil Lust?

John 8:29 — And he that sent me: the Father hath not left me alone; for | do
always those things that please him.

John 14:30 — Hereafter | will not talk much with you: for the prince of this
world cometh, and hath nothing in me.

“Jesus did not fear Satan because Satan had no claim on him. There was
nothing in Jesus' character or action that could be used against him. Satan
had no valid accusation that could be used as a leverage to divert Jesus from
the will of his Father. His obedience had been perfect, and he intended to
complete the Father's purpose irrespective of what it might cost him.”
{Expositor's Bible C ary, Frank Gabelein, ed., vol. 9, page 149)

But man acquires a desire to do evil. When he first
goes contrary to God’s law, not because he is desiring
to do wrong, but because of the way of satisfying de-
sires. It is not a craving after evil. He finds the satisfac-
tion in the evil. Now, he acquires an appetite for evil.
He acquires, he develops an evil desire. The more he
engages in evil, the more depraved he becomes with evil,
the appetite grows and develops. Jesus said, “out of the
heart proceed evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, forni-
cations, etc.” He talks about some having eyes full of
adultery and who cannot cease from sin (2 Pet. 2:14).
Jesus never acquired a desire for evil.

Jesus’ heart was never anything but good. “A good
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man out of the good treasure of the heart bringeth fo
good things and an evil man out of the evil treasure
bringeth forth evil things.” That’s why Jesus said, John
14:30: “Hereafter I will not talk much with you: for the
prince of this world cometh, and bath nothing in me.”
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GOD is Father Devil is Father
of of
GOOD EVIL
John 8:44

He encourages man to

satisfy his good desires in
Intellect an unlawful way.

Will When man first suc-

F cumbs, thedesire is notfor

Ability theevil of it but to fulfill nat-

Emotions ural desire.

Once evil is experienc-
ed, there is acquired a lust
for evil.

Jesus never acquired
a desire to do evil

Matthew 15:19
2 Peter 2:14

| Agood man out of the good treasure of
the heart bringeth forth good things:
and an evil man out of the evil treasure
bringeth forth evil things. (Matt. 12:35)

Why couldn’t the devil reach Jesus and cause him
to sin? Because the heart of Jesus was never corrupted.
He never had an appetite to do evil. He never desired
to do evil. That’s the reason brother Barnett said that
James 1:14 doesn’t apply to Jesus. That’s talking about
the man who lusts to do evil. And the explanation of it
is to be found... (where is that reference to a publication
that I think John will recognize? Do you have that num-
ber?) Why did Jesus never sin? I will quote another
one of the fellows that he ought to listen to:

“Why did Jesus never sin? Was it because he wasn’t
tempted? No, he was tempted in every way we’re
tempted. Was it because he was not in the flesh? No,
he was in the flesh of man made in all points like as we
are, made in all points like unto his brethren, Hebrews,
chapter two. Why did Jesus never sin? Because His
heart was perfect before God. There was nothing wrong;
there was no way the devil to get to Him.”

Exactly right. Exactly right.

You know when you debate, there is one problem:
it is not your opponent, it’s your time. There is so
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much I want to cover and I felt like I needed to cover
that particular matter.

“Can you limit yourself and still have it,” he asks.
“Can you limit yourself and still have it?” You know,
he misuses and he redefines the word “limit.” By “limit”
he means you don’t have it. Yes, one can still have and
limit, or limitand have. Forexample, God has all power.
Can He limit himself and still have it? Does God have
the power to create worlds? Does God have the power to
create man? Does He curtail that power? Now when
He limits that power, it doesn’t mean He doesn’t have
it. It doesn’t mean He surrendered it. It doesn’t mean
He gave it up. Yes, you can have power and curtail it.

He said, why are you afraid, brother Frost, to let
people read these articles? Idon’t know what he is talk-
ing about. Iam not afraid of you reading anything he
has to say. In fact, I have even suggested to people to
get what he says and read and see what was being said.
There’s no fear there at all.

He said I only presented one case of mis-
representation. I had a whole slew of them there to
show you if I had the time. You remember in your
publication saying that Gene Frost says, “I have no cor-
rection to make”? And “it must be wonderful for a
man to be so perfect he has no' correction to make.”
That’s what you accused me of. And yet, that was a
part of a statement in which we were talking about a
particular matter, a particular quotation, and he said,
“What was that?” He said, “I’ve made corrections.” I
said, “Well, I have no correction to make because that
statement was accurate.,” 1 have no correction to make
about that statement. And they put in their publication:
Gene Frost says he has no correction to make. He never
makes a mistake. He has no correction to make. Now
that’s a misrepresentation. Over and over again, we
have to put up with this sort of thing.

Well, we will get to Philippians, chapter 2, and also
we want to get to this matter of essence and attributes.
His proposition, or his contention, hinges upon two
things. I am going to start giving attention to these two
areas. Philippians, chapter 2. He has to make out that
the word “empty” means to completely devoid of, not
possess, as he illustrates a jug of water: you empty it,
you pour it out. You don’t have it any more. Now
that’s the position. And yet he gets up here and says,
“Oh, I believe he had them, just didn’t use them.” Then
what did He empty? or what does empty mean? If you
still have them, how did you empty it, according to your
definition and use of the word “empty”?

He also tries to make a distinction between an es-
sence and attributes; and yet he comies around and says,
“but essence means spirit.” So he equivocates; he shifts.
We’ll get into this further. We still have some time left.



Second Proposition —

Second Affirmative
By John Welch

One of the difficulties with working with this par=

ticular chart is I can’t write anything on it. I wish I
could. This chart says, I think is representing man’s
spirit, that our spirit is in God’s image, a created spirit
and that the flesh is peculiar to man in form. And he
says, evil is not inherent in our spirit and evil is not
inherent in our flesh. The problem with this is, he keeps
saying well, Jesus never had any evil lusts. Who said he
did? Who said that he did? If anybody has implied that
Jesus had evil lusts I can assure you if he has written in
Faith and Facts, I'll be glad to provide you the fact that
he never intended that and provide you with the docu-
ments that will establish it.

Is there someone else that has said that Jesus had
evil lusts? The question that we have is, is this represen-
tative in any way of Jesus? The scripture says, what we
want to know is, did Jesus have a choice in that spirit?
Brother Frost, you’re telling us he never had a choice.
You’re telling us he never made a choice. Iam not born
with evil lusts either. Atsome point in my life, though,
I have to make a choice. Make a choice. Now will you
be willing to make a choice? Did Jesus make a choice,
or was he created with a different spirit than me when
he came to this earth? Was he created with a different
spirit than I am when he came to this earth? No evil
isn’t inherent in our spirit or our flesh. But Jesus had a
different spirit, ladies and gentlemen, than I do, accord-
ing to brother Frost’s theology.

(243). He gave me about forty-eleven of these true-
false statements. I really don’t have them all. I don’t
have time to consider them all, but I've said all through
this week that Jesus continued to possess all these at-
tributes. We’re discussing the limitation of their use, so
I believe this is a true statement. Are any of you shocked
at that? Have you learned something in that true state-
ment that you didn’t know earlier this week? I’ve said
it all week. Why isn’t brother Frost happy? He says
Welch said I agree with him. Why isn’t he happy? I
think he realizes that I agree with him on the immuta-
bility of the essence of Jesus, but I don’t agree with him
on the nature of the limitation of that attribute, or those
attributes of Jesus.

He says in chart 64, according to Welch, the 100
percent God that was in Christ and he’s got a blank
circle. And then, you know he put up my own charts.
Ladies and gentlemen, when I put up my own charts
(le’s black that out) I put up his chart. I started out
with his, “I, Jehovah, Change Not.” Andthen I showed
him that what limitation means and implies. Here are
these attributes of deity that had been limited. Now,

tell me something. Are they still inside that outer circle?
Did I take any of them out of that outer circle? Nope.
They’re all still there. God still has the ability to de-
stroy the earth by water but he limited his use of it. In
effect, brother Frost says, he’s without it. Ken Green
says he surrendered it. And brother Frost says I use the
same word. Well he says I'm a heretic and he doesn’t
have any fellowship with me. You got any fellowship
with Ken Green? Is he a heretic when he says surren-

der?

They’re still possessed by deity. That’s my chart,
ladies and gentlemen. I’'m trying to explain to you the
nature of the limitation. He limited the divine attributes.
Now, yes, his spirit was immutable. He still has those
attributes but. there has been a change, a limitation of
his nature. So yes, I agree with you on the immutabil-
ity of the essence of Jesus. But there was a change within
it, a modification, a limitation. You do remember that
definition, don’t you? He still has those attributes that
are shared with man. Now, (chuckles).

Let’s see 197. Now, ladles and gentlemen, he’s put
this syllogism up here two or three times. And perhaps
you’re getting the impression that I wrote this syllo-
gism. Ididn’t. Ididn’t write it. But I did, one of the
courses I did take in college, happens to be logic 101 and
I didn’t flunk. I made a C (laughter). I took it just
many years ago, just down the road here in Lexington.
Dr. Shacone, a little atheist Cuban guy from Harvard,
pounded logic into my head with some degree of diffi-
culty. And Dr. Shacone wouldn’t have liked that syllo-
gism because there are some problems with it.

Let’s see A-26 over there. Here’s the syllogism as
brother Frost wrote it for me. Same syllogism, I be-
lieve you can see. There are some problems. We’re
going to, there’s a problem with one of those words.
Deity cannot be tempted. Well, you’ve got to modify
it. You know when you say deity cannot be tempted
out in a big article you can explain it. But when you put
it in a syllogism it takes some explaining. You’ve got to
put an adjective in there somewhere to explain what
you mean by that. So what we mean is unlimited deity
could not be tempted. Brother Frost said he could be
tempted. Didn’t you see those charts he put up here
showing you deity can be tempted? Brother Frost says
he can be tempted, in spite of the fact that he’s got a
problem there in James 1:13 that says God cannot be
tempted, and so there’s another problem. That word
tempted in that thing has to be modified too. That’s
equivocation, ladies and gentlemen. When you putina
word and do not satisfactorily explain it so that it leads
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people to the wrong conclusion it is the error of equivo-
cation. You will find that in your logic 101 book.

He cannot be tempted with evil. Of course God
can be tempted, but he cannot be tempted with evil in
James 1:13. Jesus was tempted with evil. What in the
world is Matthew 4 about if it is not an encouragement
to Jesus to do evil? Ken Green said, “He could have
forsaken his mission.” Would that have been evil or
was that good? Therefore, now Jesus was not unlimited
deity. You’ve got to work on the terms just a little bit.
There was a limitation to his deity.

But let’s go to the other side of this, brother Frost.
Let’s look at some more syllogisms. Only man could
be tempted. Jesus was tempted. Therefore, Jesus was
only aman. You told me that was asyllogism you wrote
for me the other day too. Man is not the only one who
can be tempted, brother Frost. Angels can be tempted.
Deity limiting its attributes can be tempted, can’t it?
You know in your chart only man, you’ve got another
equivocation, brother Frost. By that first man, you
mean mankind. But you know but that last man in
your conclusion down there you don’t say only man,
Jesus was only man, you say he was only a man. He
was only a person. That’s equivocation, brother Frost.
You changed the meaning of that word in the syllogism.

Let me give you a proper syllogism that will ex-
press what my position is on this subject.

Deity emptied of divine privileges can be tempted
(Phil. 2:7). By the way, did you notice something? Did
you hear Tuesday night that we’re going to hear about
Philippians tonight? Do you know when we’re going
to hear about Philippians? We’re going to hear about
Philippians his next speech so you don’t get to hear any-
thing I’ve got to say about Philippians till tomorrow
night and he’s hoping most of you’ll go home. Now
that’s one of those stunts you pull debating. What you
heard about tonight was nothing I said in my first speech.
It was all about Tuesday night. He was going back and
scotching up Tuesday night on temptation. We’re not
talking about suffering you know, because he’s not talk-
ing about that tonight and I've got a strong feeling we’re
not going to get to it in brother Frost’s speech. But
deity emptied of divine privileges can be tempted.

He emptied himself of his privileges taking the form
of abond servant coming in the likeness of men. That’s
the marginal reading in the New King James Version.
One of those privileges, brother Frost, is not being
tempted. Is that too hard? Is there something hard
about that to understand?

Jesus was tempted (Heb. 4:15). Jesus was tempted.
“We have not an high priest which cannot be touched
with the feeling of our infirmities but was in all points
tempted like as we are yet without sin.”

Therefore, Jesus was deity emptied of divine privi-
leges. That’s the problem.
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You know brother Frost says, Oh, Welch, you got
all these problems. You keep butting these passages
together. Oh, let’s move on. I want to talk about suf-
fering.

Let’s go to 305. Brother Paul Earnhart,I don’t know
if he’s here tonight, I can’t scan quick enough. I saw
him the other night from afar, said in Christianity, “Still
some today, even of his disciples, have felt that the sinless
perfection of Jesus is somehow flawed by his deity even
though the scriptures plainly state that his temptations
were the same as our own. We find it difficult to be-
lieve that he did not have an advantage over mere men
like ourselves.” We have trouble with that. Brother
Frost’s having trouble with that. Brother Frost thinks
he had an advantage over us. He puts that chart up here
and shows what happens to man. Man has a spirit and
he has flesh but the spirit of Jesus was different than
mine. He couldn’t be tempted. He couldn’t learn any-
thing.

What happened in the garden of Gethsemane? You
know they’ve been a lot of people written up one side
and down the other on this. You haven’t written on
this, I don’t believe, in this controversy. What hap-
pened in the garden? (How much time?) “He took with
him Peter and the two sons of Zébedee, and began to be
sorrowful and very heavy.” What does that sorrowful
mean? Arndt & Gingrich say it means “to be sad, to be
distressed, to grieve.” Did that involve his spirit?

What does that “very heavy” mean? It means “to
make sorrowful, to affect with sadness, to cause grief,
to throw into sorrow.” Deity, ladies and gentlemen,
does not sorrow as man does. Yes, I realize that there
are some passages that speak in an anthropopathetic way
about Jesus, as deity, and God is deity, having emotions
as we do. You know the Bible talks about God writing
on the wall at the feast of Belshazzar with his hand. But
we talk of that as an anthropomorphism. Now is that
all Jesus was?

The word for sorrowful is not used with reference
for Jesus. Deity is not surprised. Deity does not need
our response. Deity does not suffer spiritually as man
suffers. Acts 17:25 (Excuse me, there’s a typo here.
Martha, [laughter] you’ve got to do better with my
speeches.) Martha didn’t type this one. “Neither is
worshipped with men’s hands as though he needed any-
thing, seeing he giveth all life and breath and all things.”
God doesn’t need us. He doesn’t sorrow as we sorrow.
Deity needs nothing. In Psalms 50, “I will take no bul-
lock out of thy house nor he-goats out of thy folds. For
every beast of the forest is mine and the cattle on a thou-
sand hills. ... If I were hungry, I would not tell thee:
for the world is mine, and the fullness thereof.” He
does not suffer as man does. “Hast thou not known?
hast thou not heard, that the everlasting God, the Lord,
that created the ends of the earth, fainteth not, neither



is weary? there is no searching of his understanding.”
God doesn’t suffer; he doesn’t grow weary. “Thus saith
the LORD, The heaven is my throne, and the earth is
my footstool: where is the house that ye build unto me?
where is the place of my rest?” God doesn’t need rest.

“He took with him Peter and the two sons of
Zebedee, and began to be sorrowful and very heavy,” to
be in anxiety and to be distressed, troubled. Trouble?
This is the strongest of the three Greek words in the
New Testament for depression. Do you realize what
was happening in the garden of Eden, ladies and gentle-
men? “To be much troubled, distressed, perhaps from
a (negative) and damon (knowing) the compound there-
fore originally suggesting bewilderment.” What do you
think he was doing in the garden? This man would
have us to believe that the all powerful omnipotent spirit
of God walked into the garden and was bewildered and
depressed and sorrowful and heavy. Now was there a
change? Had there been a change in his spirit?

“He taketh with him Peter and James and John, and
began to be sore amazed, and to be very heavy.” Mark
has the startling phrase “greatly amazed,” and sore
trouble, a feeling of terrified surprise,” A.T. Robertson
says. “To be struck with amazement, to be thoroughly
amazed, astounded. Now Jesus himself feels amazement
as he directly faces the struggle in the garden of
Gethsemane. He learned from what he suffered.” No,
hedidn’t! Brother Frost says he never learned anything.
He didn’t go to school. He didn’t go through a learning
process. We want to know something. Suffering teaches
me things. What did it teach Jesus? He knew it all. It
taught him nothing. He’s robbed me of my Lord. He’s
robbed me of Gethsemane. I understand what he was
going through in Gethsemane. Idon’t understand what
in the world brother Frost thinks happened there.

“He learned from what he suffered. This new expe-
rience enriched (here’s your Calvinist for you. He be-
lieves he had two souls) the human soul of Jesus.” Very
sad, “My soul is exceeding sorrowful, deeply grieved.
Being in an agony he prayed more earnestly and his sweat
was as it were great drops of blood falling down to the
ground. Severe mental struggles and emotions. Agony,
anguish! Nope, just on the human side. The divine side
never had any troubles. Does that make any sense to
you? “To denote severe emotional strain and anguish.
He left them and went away again and prayed the third
time saying the same thing three times. He prayed, “Let
this cup pass from me.”

“In the days of his flesh, when he had offered up
prayers and supplications with strong crying and tears
unto him that was able to save him from death, and was
heard in that he feared.” Thayer says that is “fear, anxi-
ety, dread, so most probably in Heb. 5:7.” Dread.
Trench says, of the word in Hebrews 5, “Eulabia occurs

only twice in the New Testament. On each occasion it
means piety contemplated as a fear of God. This usage
is based on the image of the careful handling of some
precious, yet fragile, vessel that might be easily broken.”
When I was a boy, my mama, I was down at my
grandma’s in Mississippi and my mama and my grandma
gave me six quart jars of home canned pickles and said
carry them to the car. And friends, I dropped them and
busted every one of them. My mother, I am now older
— a lot — I'll be fifty next year, my mama still doesn’t
trust me with anything in my hands. (Laughter) “Such
caution in conducting affairs springs partially from a
fear of failure that easily exposes it to the charge of ti-
midity. It is not surprising then that fear came to be
regarded as an essential element of exlabia and some-
times as its only sense. For the most part it is not dis-
honorable fear (Jesus wasn’t in terror) that is intended
but the fear that a wise and good man might maintain.”

“Now is my soul troubled; and what shall I say?
Father, save me from this hour: but for this cause came
I unto this hour.” What does that trouble mean? My
soul is troubled. My soul is troubled! “To stir up, to
disturb, to unsettle, to throw into confusion.” An un-
limited spirit of God. Now did he have two souls,
brother Frost? One of them that could be thrown into
confusion or is the spirit of God, the all powerful, om-
niscient spirit of God, thrown into confusion or was he
limited and can we understand and sympathize and draw
power and strength from this man who went through
in the garden what we go through?

Was Jesus troubled like other men? Here’s how
the word is used. “The disciples were troubled and cried
out for fear.” Zacharias was troubled. The angel said,
“Fear not.” “Let not your heart be troubled,” Jesus said,
“Neither let it be afraid.” “Be not afraid of their terror,
neither be troubled.” Jesus was troubled. “To trouble,
to strike one’s spirit with fear or dread,” in John 12.
“Now is my soul troubled.” H. Leo Boles says, “Jesus
in the flesh had a body like ours and suffered as we suf-
fered. It was but natural for him to shrink from the
torture and from the death when he was about to die”
(shrink from the torture and death). “His sufferings
enable him to sympathize with a long train of martyrs
who follow in his steps.” Brother Frost says it didn’t
touch his spirit. Didn’t touch it! God always suffered
like that. What did he come down here for? He was
just wearing a disguise.

We’re told that he began to be sorrowful and sore
troubled. It seems that a sudden wave of emotion swept
over his soul and almost engulfed him in sorrow. The
expression “sore troubled” has been defined by Bishop
Lightfoot as meaning, “A confused, restless, half de-
structed state which is produced by physical derange-
ment or mental distress.” You ever been there? It’s
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tough! It’s temptation at its blackest bottom! And Jesus
was there! But no, brother Frost doesn’t believe it.
Nothing could touch his soul; nothing could touch his
spirit.

G.C. Brewer says, “How should we poor mortals
look to Jesus as a friend and sympathizer in our fear of
death when the shadow approaches? If Jesus had shown
a dignified disdain for death in his own experience, then
how could the sin bearer of the human race, the sympa-
thizer with suffering humanity, the big brother of all
the children whom God has given him, be so far supe-
rior to us as never to experience the emotions which
tear our souls?”

Roy Lanier says, “His humanity shrank from suf-
fering and death as does all humanity. He prayed as any
man would pray for any other possible and consistent
conclusion. He prayed as any other dedicated man
would pray, the Father’s will would be done and it was.”

In Searching the Scriptures, brother E. Ray Coats said,
“It is evident that the will of Jesus, the man, the human
being was not the same as the will of the Father.” Brother
Frost told us the other night that they were interdepen-
dent. One just couldn’t work without the other. La-
dies and gentlemen, that’s a Oneness position. If they
were so intertwined, then all three died for us. But they
weren’t intertwined. They were separate persons. That’s
what our proposition all through these years has been
with the Oneness Pentecostals. But he’s not going to be
debating any more of them. None of these men are.
They can’t debate them any more. And Jesus wanted a
change, if possible. The spirit wasn’t changed?

The entire spectrum of human emotions, needs, and
desires is traversed by the carpenter’s son. Jesus emp-
tied himself of the rights of deity and accepted the limi-
tations of humanity. He suffered humiliation and deg-
radation and deprivation. Isay it, I'm a heretic. That
was published in Gene’s paper and it’s never repudi-
ated. Now is this man right or wrong? There’s one of
your true-false statements.

Modify suggests a difference that limits. It limits.
Yes, he still had the attribute of immutability. Yes, he
still had the omniscience, but he had limited it. Andall
that was left of use were the attributes that men have.

“He knew his mission was to die for the lost,” W.W.
Otey says, “yet when the ordeal of shame and suffering
drew near his soul was greatly troubled. He prayed for
deliverance if there was any other way to save man.
Truly,” he concludes, “never before in all his life had he
shown any fear, shown any hesitation, nor after he came
from the garden did he show any hesitation. Truly in
the garden of Gethsemane is witness the greatest battle
of all times.” Uh-uh. Uh-uh. No battle. No battle. No
choice to be made. There was nothing in him that had
to battle. There was no struggle. Oh, brother Frost.
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You either got two spirits or you don’t have a Jesus like
me.

“It is a weakness of many Christians . . .” No,
brother Frost, we don’t agree. Obviously. We don’t
agree. This man doesn’t believe that Jesus suffered as I
do. It didn’t reach his soul. “It is a weakness of many
Christians today to emphasize so strongly the deity of
Jesus. They tend to forget that Jesus Christ was fully a
man as well. Since we are flesh and blood and often
enslaved by the fear of death, Jesus shared with us this
nature in order that he might relieve us of this terrible
fear which chains all humanity.”

Brother Mike Willis said, “We must be careful not
to picture this as an apathetic prayer. He did not have
the attitude of, I'd really rather not go through with
this but if you want me to it won’t bother me too much
to do it.” All he was giving up was a body prepared for
him. His spirit had never really been attached to it.
Temptation couldn’t reach him, didn’t have to really
learn anything. He was just wearing a disguise when he
learned things. He wasn’t tempted any more than he
was tempted up in heaven. That’s what he told you.
He was tempted the same way on earth he’d always been
tempted. He could have come down here or not come
down here. It didn’t make any ‘difference. He didn’t
suffer. The body suffered. His spirit was omnipotent.
An omnipotent spirit doesn’t suffer.

“The writers depict the intense emotion of Jesus’
prayer. He did not want to endure the sufferings of the
cross.” Where’s your wanter, brother Frost? Where is
that thing? That’s in your spirit. “His will was not to
endure such horrible . . .” His willl Where is that?
“Was not to endure such horrible sufferings. On the
other hand God’s will was that Jesus die on the cross.”
Thank God. “As the atonement for the sins of man-
kind.”

I wanted to talk with you about so much more.

(63). Here’s the issue. Here’s our difference.
Brother Frost believes, now he’s saved Philippians 2.
He’s going to propound to you about Philippians 2 be-
cause you’ll be gone tomorrow maybe. Many of you
will. You won’t hear what I've got to say. He planned
it that way. Let’s see if he responds.

Here is the issue. Was the son of God, did he sacri-
fice for me? Did he, was he, willing to put himself at
risk for you and me? Brother Frost has taken away the
sacrifice. What he’s got him sacrificing is something he
never had before. He never had before he came to this
earth; he had it for thirty-three years. Nothing in it
that truly affected the body, ever affected his spirit. How
could it? He never learned anything. His experiences
never taught him anything. But, ladies and gentlemen,
I believe he was at risk and a lot of my brethren used to
believe that.



Second Proposition —

Second Negative
By Gene Frost

Gentlemen moderators, John Welch, ladies and
gentlemen.

It is a pleasure to be with you and continue the ne-
gation of the proposition that has been read. John would
take away those attributes of God from Jesus, that dis-
tinguish him from other men, as being God manifest in
the flesh. It sounds like they have been transferred to
John. He knows what I do and why I do it, what I do
on purpose and what I don’t. He states what I believe
and what I don’t believe, whether I say it or not.

For the most part, this speech that he gave, emo-
tional as it was, misses the mark in that he says that I
say that Jesus could not be tempted. I never said any
such thing. He says that I believe that God cannot be
touched. I never said any such thing. Man is made in
the likeness and image of God. God is an emotional
being. He pictures God, in the person of Jesus, as a
being that cannot grieve, that cannot be sorry, that can-
not have any feeling. John, are you not aware of the
fact... (I thought perhaps you did this last night, and I
had a whole string of these quotations. I don’t need a
whole string.) Listen to this one.

In Gen 6:6, “And it repented the Lord that he had
made man on the earth and it grieved him in his heart.”
God is grieved by the sins of man.

In 1 Sam. 15:11, it says that God regretted that he
had set Saul upon the throne.

Yes, Jesus experienced the human experience. He
grieved. He was sorrowful. He experienced through
the flesh what you and I experience.

He (Welch) has God as an insensitive being. That’s
what he said early in this controversy: that if Jesus didn’t
become like us (and he means in spirit, just a human —
some of his brethren say that Jesus had a human spirit,
that the divine spirit was surrendered to a human spirit),
then He would be an insensitive God. You mean that
the God that created us doesn’t know us, and Jesus had
to come and be nothing more than a man, just a man?
And he denies that He was just a man, but, you see,
when he ends up He is just a man. He denies it, but
then he affirms it. Andif He is anything more, then He
is not like you and me. See, he has it both ways. And
he has Jesus coming, being just like us and had to be: it
is to experience and to know what it is to live in the
flesh. Heb. 5:8-9 said, “Though he were a son, yet learned
he obedience by the things which he suffered.” He
learned obedience. John thinksthat meansthat he didn’t
know what obedience was. You mean he was disobedi-
ent and he had to learn to obey God? The prophecy
said I’ve never rebelled against God. The prophecy
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shows that Jesus has always been obedient to the Fa-
ther. “I came to do the will of the Father.” He always
did the will of the Father. He never rebelled. And yet
he learned? He didn’t know anything about obedience?

That word “learned” is not the word ginosko. It is
not the word that you have to inquire “information”
and “knowledge” about. That’s the word “experience.”
He learned obedience by the things which he suffered.
You know, a person may say, “Oh, I obey God.” Well,
to what extent to you obey God? “Well, I obey God.”
Let the trials come and someone may turn from God.
When one goes through the suffering, one jeopardizes
his life, he suffers beatings or imprisonments and even
death. Now he has learned obedience. Now you’ve
learned it. That just means you have experienced what
it is to be obedient. Sometimes we really don’t know
until we “learn” it. You may say you obey God, but
you learn when you really do, when you pay the price.
He learned obedience by the things that He suffered.

All of this talk about Jegus, if He was “fully God,”
and all the attributes of God were there... I believe Jesus
was tempted. I believe Jesus suffered. And in all these
things, he says, “Now Gene doesn’t believe this.” I told
you, don’t believe everything he says and attributes to
me. I won’t believe everything he says about you. Let
me say it.

Can God be persuaded? Can God be reached with
human feelings? Well, certainly. Was not God ready
to destroy the children of Israel and Moses intervened
and prayed to God, and God changed His will? Cer-
tainly. Doesn’t James say “the effectual prayer of a righ-
teous man avails much”? Avails with whom? God.
Certainly God can be reached. You mean when Jesus
came in the body, because He was in the body, that He
couldn’t be reached, but out of the body He could be
reached? Who takes a position like that? That’s what
he says I believe. I don’t believe any such thing.

He is right about this: we don’t have the same Jesus.
We don’t worship the same God. He worships a
stripped-down God. Jesus was worshipped here on this
earth. Now if He was just a man, that is, there was not
that deity there, then men were worshipping a man.
That’s blasphemy, but not if he was truly, fully, the
fullness of Godhead bodily. He hasn’t dealt with those
passages has he? Iput passage after passage up here. He
said, “I’m in the affirmative,” and he left them. He has
tried to put me in the affirmative.

I’ll proceed. Ithink we need to do some Bible teach-
ing. You’ve heard a lot about what men believe. There
are two areas that we need to set straight for brethren to



understand this issue. First of all, I want to show that
God cannot be divested of these attributes, as he says,
and still be in the state of being God.
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GOD Godhood
0€0S =y Oc0oTNS

Abstract Noun

The quality of
of God-being

Divine Divinity
feLos = OeLoTns

Adjective Abstract Noun
(With art. to Tewov, used
as a noun = the divine
being.)

The quality of
being God-like

The -tns suffix in Greek indicates the quality of the root
word:

“Abstract noun in mngs.

“These are nearly all formed from adjectives in -,
with the result that the suffix otngs is regularly attached to
the consonantal stems as well.

“From nouns in -0-: 8g01t1g ...

“From adjectives in --: ... fetotns ..." (Moulton-Howard,

Grammar of N.T. Greek, vol. 2. p. 367.)

“The termination -tns ... denotes quality, and is at-
tached to adjective stems.” (Samuel G. Green, Grammar of
. Greek Testament,
p. 145; cf. Robertson-Davis, Short Grammar, p. 174.)

The Greek word for God is Theos. I think most of
us know this and I will mention these terms from the
original language in order that you might understand
what word I’'m talking about because when you are go-
ing from words that may be somewhat interchangeable,
that is — a translation may use the same word for two
different Greek words — you need to understand the
difference. I will make it as simple and clear as I can.

“In the Sept. theos translates (with few exceptions)
the Hebrew words Elohim and Jehovah, the former in-
dicating his power and pre-eminence, the latter His
unoriginated, immutable, eternal and self-sustained ex-
istence.” (W.E. Vine.) Vine adds, “In the New Testa-
ment, these and all other divine attributes are predicated
of him.” Now God is the non-corporeal Being, Spirit-
being, with all the attributes that are ascribed to God. 1
gave you the chart earlier in this meeting that showed
Jehovah: who Jehovah is and all the descriptions (God
says, “I AM”), and all the things that belong to God.
These are those things and qualities and powers that
belong to God. When you use the word “God,” you are
talking about: not God stripped of this and stripped of
that and stripped of the other. God cannot be stripped.
We don’t worship the same God. I don’t worship a
stripped-down God, a god of pagan proportions.
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Now the word theios, translated divine, is an adjec-
tive. It is used when one is describing God. It is used of
those qualities that belong to God. We talk about di-
vine power, divine wisdom, an adjective to describe all
that characterizes God. Now with the article “the” and
using that adjective, tos theon, the pagans used to de-
scribe the sum total of powers or qualities or character-
istics that belong to God; and yet none of their gods had
all these qualities. They had gods with some qualities
and others with some qualities. They didn’t have all of
them, but in order to express the sum total of all that
God could be, they used that term. Ifind it very inter-
esting that Paul uses that in Acts 17:29, when he talks
about the Godhead. He told them about the God that
he worshipped, and he used the word that described
“God,” that they didn’t have any gods that fit it. And
he was saying, then, that “the God that I worship has all
of these characteristics.” That’s the God that I worship,
the God that has all the divine characteristics. Idon’t
worship a God that has lost part of them, even for a
time. I don’t believe in God risking Himself for a time,
that God came down here and lost His powers, His privi-
leges, his characteristics so that He was in jeopardy. Do
you realize that it could have been that Jesus could have
been lost lost forever, had God not decided to bring
Him back to His state? And if Jesus could lose all of
His powers, could not the Father and could not the Holy
Spirit? And suppose they decided to divest themselves
of Their power, where would we be? We would have
no God, except we could make up gods like the pagans
did.

Observe that we have two other words. We have
the word “godhood,” which is derived from “God,” and
it simply means “the quality of being God.” We have
the word “divinity,” from the word “divine,” the adjec-
tive, and it becomes an abstract noun. I want you to
notice the ending of it. You have a “tes,” as we would
anglicize it. And we are told that the suffix “t-e=s” (tau
epsilon sigma) signifies or indicates the quality of the
root word. It is the “hood” or “ness”: the “godness,” or
“godbood,” divinity or the divineness.

We have these three terms principally. I've men-
tioned four but we have the principal terms. We have
the term “God,” “Godhead,” and “Divinity.” Divinity
means the quality of being “God-like.” So when we
talk about divinity, we are talking the being like God.
We talk about godhead or deity and we talk about the
quality of God being. You see the difference between
the state of God-being and then the quality of being like
God? Now these are the things we want to look at and
study at this time.

“God” refers to the personality of the One who is
eternally existent. Theotes. Some lexicographers make
no distinction in the pronunciation, and some use this.



And I think I will use this so that we can see the differ-
ence: theh-ot™a-ce and thi-ot>a-ce. Theotes [theb-ot*a-ce],
or deity: the state of being wherein one is God, or the
quality of God being. Theiotes [thi-ot"a-ce, divinity, is
defined as the attributes or qualities that constitute the
state of being God, the quality of being God. Now let’s
look at these terms in particular and define them.

51
GOD Title, designation, name of the
feos eternally existent One.
Godhood | An abstract noun expresses a
Beotns quality considered apart from

concrete existence:
The quality of God-being; the
state of being God.

Abstract Noun

/[\

Correlative
terms

V

Divinity
fetotns
Abstract Noun
(With art. To
Tewov, = the di-
vine being.)

Correlative: reciprocally depen-
dent.

The quality of being God: the di-
vine attributes that inhere in God.

Cremer points out that the word means “that which
God is ... that which is of God.”

Parkhurst says it is the “divine nature.”
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Cremer: “6eorns = that which God
|Godhood| is, feoms = that which is of God.”
(Biblico-Theological Lex., p. 281.)

Parkhurst: “divine nature.” (Greekand
English Lexicon, p. 364)

Reymond: “'the being as God,' or
‘the being of the very essence of
deity." Putting these two words to-
gether ... 'totality of all that is es-
sential to the divine nature."” (Jesus
Divine Messiah, p. 250)

Correlative
terms Robertson: “the very essence of

God.” (Word Pictures in N.t., p. 491)

Robinson: “deity, Godhead, the di-
vine nature and perfections...”
(Greek and English Lexicon, p. 334.)

Schneider: “'deity, the rank of
God." (Exegetical Dic. of N.T., v. 2, p. 143.)

v

Divinity
Betotns

\
Thayer: “deity, the state of being
God, Godhead” (Greek-Eng. Lex., p. 288)

Et. al.

Theotes (Godhood). Men who have studied the lan-
guage, have ascertained its usage among Greek-speaking
people, — from the early developments of the Greek
language, through the classical period into the koine
period, in which time the New Testament was written
— have given us English definitions of the original terms.
I am referring to published works. Now in my study,
to be absolutely sure that my understanding is correct
— you see when I study, I don’t study to find words
that I might lift out, and have selected definitions that I
might use to try to prove a point. I study to try to
understand what God is telling me. Now when you
study, when you study definitions, you take it all. You
study all the words that are involved to try to get the
understanding, the concepts. In order that I might be
sure that I am reading these lexicographers correctly, I
wrote and received 26 letters from scholars of major
universities, men who are authors of lexicons themselves,
on translation committees, authors of books on the sub-
ject, and many are teaching professors. I have them,
written throughout the United States and to Canada
and to England. Iam certain of my position.

Now the word theotes is defined by the lexicogra-
phers and scholars (chart number 52).

Reymond: “’the being as God,’ or ‘the being of the
very essence of deity.” Putting the two words together
... [it is] ‘the totality of all that is essential to the divine
nature.”” Incidentally, essence means the “quality or
qualities of a thing that gives it identity; the intrinsic or
indispensable properties of a thing,” “that which makes
something what it is,” according to American Heritage
Dictionary.

Robertson says it is “the very essence of God”.

Robinson says it is “deity, Godbead, the divine na-
ture and perfections...” Being God is in that state
wherein all the perfections, all the qualities of God, re- .
side. Now, if one is not in a state where all of the quali-
ties of being God reside, he is not deity. That is the
reason we have accused them of not believing in the
deity of Christ, because they claim that Christ is not in
that state of having all the divine qualities, all the char-
acteristics, all the perfection that belong to God. They
take that away from Jesus, and yet they double-talk theo-
logical nonsense: “We believe in the deity of Christ, but
he was stripped.” Impossible! It doesn’t make sense.

Schneider says deity means the “rank of God.”

Thayer: “deity, the state of being God, Godbead.”

We have a composite definition then.
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A composite — we will take all they have said here
— and it is the rank or state of God; that which God is; the
being as God; the very essence of God; totality of all that is

essential to divine nature: divine nature and perfection.” It
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Godhood| Composite Definition

The state or rank of God;

That which God is:
the being as God;
the very essence of
God;

Correlative

terms | Totality of all that is

essential to the divine
nature:
divine nature and
perfections.

IV
Divinity
BeLomns

GOD-BEING

is simply God-being.
Now let’s look at the word “divinity,” theiotes.
Chart 54, next column.

Robertson says, Theiotes is from the word theos:
“quality of theos ... Divine Nature and properties”.

The Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament says:
“divinity, divine quality”.

Rienecker and Rogers, who have The Linguistic Key
to the Greek New Testament — they wrote in order for
translators to understand words in their translation —
they say it means the “divine nature, a summary term
for the attributes which constitute deity”.

Vincent: “The attributes which constitute God’s
nature”.

Vine: “the attributes of God, His Divine nature and
properties”.  Pardington: “The Divine Attributes are
those essential, permanent, and distinguishing charac-
teristics”.

A composite definition would be: Attributes of God
are those things that constitute God’s nature: His essential,
permanent and distinguishing characteristics, divine nature
and properties, divine qualities; a summary term for the
attributes which constitute deity.
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Robertson: “Theiotes is from theios
(from theos) quality of theos ... Di-

vine Nature and properties (word pic-
tures in the N.T., v. 4, p. 328-329)

Godhood
feotns

A

Schneider: “'divinity, divine qual-
ity'” (Exegetical Dictionary of N.T., v. 2, p. 143.)

Rienecker / Rogers: “divine nature,
a summary term for the attributes

which constitute deity” (Linguistic Key

Correlative| © Geek N-T.p.349.)
terms Vincent: “The attributes which con-

stitute God's nature” (word Studies in
N.T., p.329.)

Vine: “the attributes of God, His

Divine nature and properties.” (Ex-
pository Dictionary, v. 1, p. 329.)

Pardington: “The Divine Attributes
\/ are those essential, permanent, and
Divinity | distinguishing characteristics” (out-
"""" === jine Studies in Christian Doctrine, p. 77.)
Et al.
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Godhood
Beotns

Composite Definition
N\
Attributes of God which
constitute God's nature:

— His essential, perma-
nent, and distinguish-
ing characteristics;

— Divine nature and

properties; divine quality;

Correlative
terms

A summary term for the at-
tributes wich constitutes de-

ity (Beotns).

V

Divinity
Tt T

BEING GOD

Now, obviously, even from the definitions, deity
or godhood (theotes) and divinity (theiotes) are correla-



tive terms. Correlative simply means, “having or in-
volving a mutual relationship; reciprocally dependent.”
That means one depends on the other; you cannot have
one without the other. When you have the state of be-
ing God, you have God with all the attributes. When
you have all the attributes, that is the state of being God.
These are correlative terms, and so we are told: (Chart
number 56.)

Strong says, “Since attributes and substance are cor-
relative terms, it is impossible to hold that the sub-stance
of God is in Christ, so long as he does not possess divine
attributes.” That is what this man (Welch) is saying:
that you have the substance of God without divine at-
tributes. These are correlative terms. It is impossible
to hold that the substance of God is in Christ and not
have these divine attributes. But that’s what he is say-
ing. Strong says it is impossible.

Hurley and Meyer say, “Essence, in our usage, is
the unobservable, natural reality of being, whether ma-
terial or immaterial, behind the attribute.”

The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia: “We
cannot separate the essence and the attributes.” They
are correlative. “We cannot separate the essence and
the attributes. Where the essence is, there the attributes
are; they are merely the determinants of the essence.
And where the attributes are, there the essence is”.
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Correlative: reciprocally

Godhood dependent
Beons
Harris: “What Paul does affirm,
however, is that ‘in him (Christ)
there dwells in bodily form the to-
tal plentitude of deity (vav To
mAnpwpa TH 6BeotnTo)’ (Col. 2:9),
meaning that Jesus possesses all
Correlative| the divine essence and attributes.”
(Jesus As God, p. 288.)
terms
"""" ~——2> Reymond: [fulness of deity] “Put-

ting these two words together, Paul
is saying something about the ‘to-
tality of all that is essential to the
divine nature.” (Jesus Divine Messiah, p. 250.)

Robertson: “All the attributes of
God dwell in the Son of God who is
also the Son of Man, the Incarnate

Son of God.” (Paul and The Intellectuals (Epistle
to Colossians), p. 119.)

\ 4
Divinity
Betotns -

Harris says: “What Paul does affirm, however, is

that in him (Christ) dwells in bodily form the whole
plentitude of deity ... (Col. 2:9), meaning that Jesus pos-
sesses all the divine essence and attributes.” You cannot
have one without the other. It is just nonsense to talk
about “here is God stripped of his attributes.” You can-
not have deity without divinity. You don’t have any
divinity without deity. One is God-being, the other is
being God.

Reymond says: “Putting these two words together,
Paul is saying something about the ‘totality of all that is
essential to the divine nature.”

Robertson: “All the attributes of God dwell in the
Son of God who is also the Son of Man, the incarnate
Son of God.” All the attributes are in him. If he is God,
if He is deity manifest in the flesh, if the fulness (not
part of the Godhead) is in Him, if the fulness of deity is
in him, then all the attributes are in Him. This man
(Welch) says that is not so. Now he defies all the schol-
ars. He makes up his own definitions. He defines his
own terms. He does selective defining: takes a word
here and there.
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Correlative: reciprocally
dependent
Schippers: “It must mean deity,

Godhead, entirety, the sum total of

divine attributes.” (Dictionary of N.T. Theol-
ogy, v.1,p.740.)

Godhood
Beotns

Strong: “The attributes of God are
those distinguishing characteristics of
the divine nature which are inseparable
from the idea of God which constitutes
the basis and ground or his various
"""" =% manifestations to his creatures.” sys.
tematic Theology, vol. 1, pages 244-246.

Correlative

Strong makes four points to clarify the re-
lation of attributes to the essence:

“(1) The attributes have an objec-
tive existence. ...

“(2) The attributes inhere in the di-
vine essence. They are not separate
existencies. They are attributes of
God... We cannot conceive of attributes
except as belonging to an underlying
essence which furnishes their ground

v
Divinity
Belotns

The Dictionary of Theology: “It must mean deity,
Godhead, entirety, the sum total of divine attributes.”
Do you believe that? You [to Welch] don’t believe that,
do you?

Strong makes four points here — I may come back
to that, but we need to just move along. Let’s go to 62.
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62

GOD Godhood
0€0S =———> Beco7Ts

l Abstract Noun

Divine Divinity
Beros —=> BeLoTns

Adjective Abstract Noun

(With art. To Tewov, used
as a noun = the divine
being.)

The quality of
of God-being

The attributes

that constitute
being God.

There can be no Godhood (state of being God without
the attributes (divinity) that constitute it.

To deny the existence of one is to deny the existence
of the other.

Therefore, to deny either the existence of feotns (De-
ity) or fewons (Divinity) is to deny the existence of 8eos
(God).

It is pure sophistry to argue Deity as existing
apart from Divinity.

I want you to observe again that both “Godhood”
(theotes) and “Divinity” (theiotes) are derived from the
word “God.” The one being the state of His being and
the other the attributes that constitute His being. You
see, there can be no Godhood or deity, the state of be-
ing God, without the attributes, the Divinity that con-
stitutes it. To deny the one is to deny the other. To
lose the one is to lose the other. To divest of one is to
be divested of the other. To surrender one is to surren-
der the other. To limit (John defines that to mean you
don’t have it — that’s the term he used) and not to have
the one is not to have the other. Not to be one s not to
be the other. There is no state of being God without
the qualities that constitute the being of God.

You know, I was amazed when this controversy
came up and I heard this kind of talk. I'said that doesn’t
make sense. Brethren talk about, “Here’s God, but he
doesn’t have his attributes.” That’s a pagan concept.
This is John’s concept. (Look at chart number 63, and
then 64.)

Chart 63, next column.

We might take himself, it is just as well. He putsa
few [attributes] in there, but he strips Him when He
comes to this earth; He did not have them. When the
pagans spoke of their gods (give me 62), not being in
one absolute state of being, they admitted their gods
were not the God of the Bible.

Chart 62, at top of page.
Paul talks, in Gal. 4:8, of those “who are by nature
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The Welch Concept: &
The Essence of God
SPIRIT

The Attributes of God

God is still God
even without Divine
attributes.

He can give up the
qualities of being
God to become a
man at eternal risk.

Eternality
Omniscience
Omnipotence

Omnipresence

Righteousness

Holiness

Etc.

not God.” He was talking to these people that wor-
shipped their idols, and they worshipped those who by
nature are not God. Well, what’s the nature of God?
The nature of God is all the divine attributes.
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The God Of The Bible
One Deity: one state of being God

a

Divinity:
all of the attributes
which constitute
God's nature

The Divine Attributes are
those essential, permanent, and
distinguishing characteristics,
which cannot be separated from
the Being of God.

JIOI¢

Holy
Spirit

€

The gods Of Paganism
Many deities: different states of being god

Attributes differ: no qualities are

@ “ absolute, and vary in degrees (some
' @ stronger, or wiser, or more benevolent,
etc.). The gods acquire and lose at-

OOO tributes; are brought into being and

even cease to be.




I want to just simply show the concept of the pa-
gans. God has all the attributes. Now the pagan gods
differed. There were no two pagan gods alike. One
would be a god of the sea. One would be the god of the
mountains. Remember how the Syrians said, “Well,
we lost when we fought in Israel, but you bring them
out on the plains and our god will prevail; He is the
God of the mountains”? That was their concept. You
had a goddess of love; you had a god of power; you had
a god of messages. None of their gods had all the per-
fection. And when you take Deity, and you strip down
Deity, then you strip Him down to pagan proportions.

113

“God” of the Welch Concept

If God does not know everything, He is not omni-
scient. Only the Father knows the time of Jesus' re-
turn. Therefore, Jesus is not omniscient ... neither is
the Holy Spirit. :

Omniscient |
Omnipotent !Three
Omnipresent
Unchangeable
Holy, etc. Personalities
lin three
| states of
Divested .
of all characteris-| being ...
tics of Deity!
Dimicen_ |how many
-Omnipotent—
. |
Omnipresent / e
IDeities?
Holy, etc. :

We are told that Jesus didn’t know everything (Matt.
24:35-36). I call your attention to the fact that in that
very passage that Jesus said, “No, not the angels, but
my father only.” The Son doesn’t know; the Father
only. The Holy Spirit didn’t know. Now he says that
the fact that Jesus didn’t know proves that He didn’t
have the divine attributes. What does that do to the
Holy Spirit? Now you have three persons that differ.
You have God, the Father, with all the attributes. You
have Jesus that “gave up” most of His attributes. You
have the Holy Spirit that didn’t have the attribute of
knowledge. You have three states of being, and when
you have three states of being God, what do you have?
You have three deities — that is the meaning of the word
“deity.” They reduce the Godhead to three deities! May
I suggest to you, the Lord our God is one Lord (Deut.
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4:6). A united one. What characterized the Father char-
acterizes the Son. What characterized God in heaven
characterized Jesus on earth. What characterizes the
Holy Spirit characterizes the Father and the Son.
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The Distinction Between GOD And

Pagan gods
GOD Pagan gods
ALL Whatever
Attributes Attributes
Qualities Qualities
Characteristics Characteristics
Prerogatives Prerogatives
Etc. Etc.
Intrinsic Acquired and lost
Perfect None Perfect
The Nature of God By Nature, Not God
2 Peter 1:4 Galatians 4:8

When men strip Jesus of His divine
nature and attribute to Him an acquired
nature, they rob Him of His Deity! They
make Him to be a god of pagan propor-
tions!

They talk about the different functions They have;
They don’t function in the same area. Well, certainly.
There is an interdependency of God. There are differ-
ent roles. And when Jesus came down to this earth, that
(chart shown) shows that God has all the attributes and
this is the intrinsic nature of God. And we, having re-
ceived our image from God, are like unto God. We
don’t have the attributes unto perfection, and we don’t
have those things that are peculiar to God Himself, the
eternality, of course. But, do you realize that these breth-
ren are saying that when Jesus came, He gave up His
eternality? He really wasn’t any different from man.
And my problem is, if Jesus stripped, limited, gave up,
surrendered these attributes and was still God, then why
aren’t you and I (who do not have these attributes) and
we are the same as God, why aren’t we God? Someone
said, “Well, it is because he was eternal.” No, he gave it
up! He gave it up.

What is the difference between Jesus and Peter and
other men? John says there is no difference: they’re
just men. No difference. We don’t worship the same
Jesus, that’s right. We don’t worship the same God.
Now these brethren have been trying to go across the



country and say, “Well, there is really no argument; there
is no difference. We are just saying the same thing. It is
just a matter of semantics. We’re just saying the same
thing in a different way.” I am glad you said tonight
there is a difference. There is. We’re not worshipping
the same God.

These brethren have taken a position that divided
the Presbyterians years ago, same theory. Go back and
read. You preachers need to go to the library. You
need to look up and study some of these things. The
same arguments are being made that they made; they
fought it. They ended it when they showed that their
idea of emptying was wrong and showed that when they
robbed Jesus of His power there was not one there to
sustain and uphold the universe. He says, “Well brother
Frost, it was upheld by the word.” John, law or word
" has no power without the one behind it. You can pass
all the laws you want to and if there is no government
to enforce it, you don’t have any laws. Icould make a
law, but it would be of no benefit, there would be no
viability to it at all, because I don’t have the power to
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enforce it. And if Jesus lost His power, then the word
lost its power, and that word by which it is upheld will
no longer uphold. And when they saw it, they surren-
dered; they gave it up.

I am sorry this has come to this. Ifear that we have
some brethren who have gone out from us because they
are not of us. They’ve introduced a concept that di-
vided the sectarian world. I think it is pathetic. Idon’t
know why it is, our brethren are always late. Sectarians
have these ideas and they fight them out and they go
on. We pick them up some where, read some of their
books, and we think we’ve got something new, and will
introduce it among the brethren. We will identify our-
selves and distinguish ourselves by showing that here is
something with a little different view on it. And we go
through the same roads that they did. We suffer the
bitterness and division.

John, I do wish you would say, “I believe in the
immutability of God” and mean it; that He did not
change, could not change, was not changed, and accept
the consequences in all of its applications.



Second Proposition

Third Affirmative
By John Welch

It has been a pleasure to be here this week. I would
be remiss if I did not express my appreciation to the
congregation here for hosting this debate. Having been
a part of congregations that have hosted similar debates
on various occasions, it is both a pleasure I’'m sure for
you and an ordeal. Iknow I heard several of the breth-
ren at the local church saying they had been up work-
ing and answering the telephone and setting up electric
wire and all the things involved with it for many hours.
I notice that you are in the process of building and I’'m
sure that having these large crowds is an inconvenience
and I’ve noticed many of what must be brethren from
the congregation here helping parking and all the things
associated with such a discussion. I appreciate your in-
terest in this discussion. I appreciate your interest in
the truth and I appreciate your attendance at the de-

- bate. It was very generous of you and we appreciate the
opportunity to be here and the fact that you have pro-
vided such a very nice facility for the discussion. You
have been very generous to me personally in a number
of provisions and I appreciate that very much.

I would also be remiss if I did not express thanks to
the many people who have helped me in preparing and
putting on this show that folks keep talking about. In
study and in preparation, several brethren have been a
big help. Brother Wayne Greeson has been a tremendous
help to me in his efforts. Brother Ronnie Milliner,
brother Jeff Asher, many of you know, of course, who
have been helping me, and my moderator brother Harry
Lewis. They have been friends and supporters. They
are kind and good and generous men. They are zealous
and powerful. They are knowledgeable and good Bible
students and I appreciate them and have thrilled to know
them and thrilled to be engaged in many, many works
through the years with them.

Some of the other folks that have helped me an awful
lot are my kids who have been most of the bearers of
burden around here and have put up with their Dad’s
short temper and a lot of things associated with it and
my wife who bears an awful lot of burdens associated
with me. And a special thanks to Martha Milliner for
writing all my speeches. But (laughter) anyway it has
been an enjoyable week and it has been good to be here
and I appreciate it.

We have studied throughout this week, four points.
We didn’t have to prove, we didn’t have to enumerate
all the changes in Jesus. I'm certainly not capable of
that. We did not really have to prove that there were
four areas of change in the spirit of Jesus. We did set
out though to prove that there were four areas where

his spirit changed. By change we do not mean that it
was somehow diminished or erased or ceased to exist.
We do not mean that he gave up in the sense that he did
not possess. We explained to you at the beginning of
the week that we could identify the spirit by identifying
the will, by identifying knowledge, by identifying emo-
tion and where we could find those things we could
identify spiritual activity. We further defined change as
a limitation, an alteration, a modification in the spirit
of Jesus. .

In doing that we suggested four areas. We suggested
to you that Jesus’ knowledge when he came to this earth
was different. It was different. We knew that because
of prophecy that he would have to learn things. We
knew that because of statements in the gospels that he
increased his knowledge. We knew that because there
were things that he should know as God that he did not
know. And, the responses to that have been that there
was no change in Jesus. There was merely a disguise, he
merely appeared to not know certain things. He merely
appeared to learn certain things or, in fact, he had two
spirits so that he knew and did not know at the same
time. Clearly a Pentecostal position.

We moved on Tuesday night to discuss the tempta-
tion of Jesus. Temptation strikes at the core of the hu-
man spirit and Jesus was tempted, Hebrew 4 says. He
was tempted in all points like as we are. Hebrews 2 says
he was made in all things like his brethren. You and I
were created with lusts. Lust, not evil lust, but desires
that require us to make a choice between good and evil.
Adam was that way. Every man and woman since has
been that way and Jesus had to make choices clearly.
This has been taught by brethren in the church of Christ
and taught throughout the New Testament for as long
as there have been gospel preachers.

Brother Frost responded to that by saying that Jesus
was not tempted to sin. He was not solicited to do evil.
For thus clearly it would have required a change in his
spirit, but, in fact, he was merely tempted, leave off the
with evil. He was tempted in a way that God is always
been tempted. God cannot be tempted with evil, James
1:13 says. But there are passages that talk about God
being tempted. He invited the Israelites to test him.
But then Jesus responded to the Devil, “Thou shalt not
tempt the Lord, thy God.” And so God, Jesus, when he
came to this earth was no different than he had always
been. Sin could not reach him. He could not be tested.
He had to make no choice. He was not at all like you
and me. I have to make choices. Jesus did not have to
make any choices. His nature was different than mine.
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His spirit was different than mine. He made no choices.

Then, last night we spoke of the suffering of Jesus
and pointed out to you that the Bible teaches that expe-
rience reaches and teaches the heart of man. And we
wondered whether the experiences of Jesus reached into
his heart. And we found that God does not suffer. The
experiences of God do not cause him trouble, do not
cause him bewilderment, do not cause him to suffer, do
not cause him to be depressed. Yes, he’s disappointed
in us and, yes, the Bible speaks of his grieving over our
sins, but are we really talking about the bewilderment
of God, the fear of God? Are those the things that we’re
discussing in that regard? Brother Frost’s response was,
“Well, God’s always suffered.” Friends, you know what
we studied about the garden of Eden. Has God always
gone through what’s described in the garden of Eden?
The Bible saying over and over again it was reaching
into his soul. :

And tonight we want to speak to you about death
itself. Death constituted a change in the soul of Jesus,
and it constitutes a change from several standpoints. It
constituted a change from immortal, that is, not subject
to death. Jesus was immortal, before coming to this
earth. That is one of the attributes of God. That is one
of the immutable attributes of God. God is immortal.
He only is immortal. But Jesus became mortal, subject
to death.

God before coming to this earth, Jesus, changed. He
was spirit before coming to this earth. Now then, we
want to know tonight. Did the Son of God die for us?
Quite simple. Or was it just a body that died. You
know all the heresies that are associated with that simple
question. You know all the people who have taught
that the spirit never died and never was there, that it left
right before death or right after death, that it was only a
body that died on the cross. You know those heresies.
We want to know.

Immortality was a spiritual attribute. Are we say-
ing Welch is saying that he didn’t have it?> No sir. Welch
is saying he limited it. That’s something brother Frost
keeps telling us he believes. He says he believes that
God can limit his powers but he doesn’t limit them
enough that he doesn’t know all things. He doesn’t
limit them enough that he can be tempted with evil.
He doesn’t limit them enough that he can avoid suffer-
ing asa man. And he doesn’t limit them enough, appar-
ently, we’re going to find out from brother Frost to do
anything about that immortality.

We want to talk about Jesus as the change in that
spirit from never having experienced death to being one
who could taste death. He tasted death. Did that expe-
rience reach into his soul, his spirit? And finally, he
was one who was self-reliant. The one who made the
statement, “I commend my spirit to another.” God
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commendeth his love toward us in that while we were
yet sinners, Christ died for us. The Bible says Jesus
died. Did Jesus’ spirit experience death? That’s our
question.

Hebrews 2:9, “We see Jesus who was made a little
lower than the angels for the suffering of death, crowned
with glory and honor, that he by the grace of God should
taste death for every man.” How do you think he did
that? With his body? With his tongue? Or did he taste
that death, is that a figure of speech for something that
occurred in hissoul. We’re told by Vine it is used meta-
phorically of Christ tasting death “implying his personal”
— does personal involve the spirit —“personal experi-
ence in voluntarily undergoing death.” Thayer says “it
is to feel, make a trial of, experience.” The Expositor’s
Greek New Testament says, “Actually experience death’s
bitterness.” Robertson says, “a bitter experience, not a
rapid sip,” ladies and gentlemen. Roy Lanier says, “The
death of Jesus is another proof of his humanity. God,
pure deity, is not subject to death or decay and the fact
that Jesus suffered agony in the garden as well as on the
cross is proof of his humanity.”

Brother Frost has fussed all this week that we have
quoted brethren. Perhaps we should have been like
brother Frost and we should have quoted Presbyterians
and Lutherans. You remember all those times he’s fussed
on us and said, “Welch, you just keep trying to prove
everything by quoting brethren. You need to get back
to reading good commentaries by the brethren.” And
what does he offer you as proof? Why there’s been more
German names on his charts than you can imagine. He
spent all his time quoting Lutherans and Presbyterians
and Episcopalians.

And he said to us, “You know, the Presbyterians,
why they had a problem with this and they solved it.” I
don’t doubt they did have a problem with it and I know
how they solved it. You know the Presbyterians not
only have a difficulty understanding the nature of Christ,
they have a little difficulty understanding the nature of
man too. They think that man s sinfully inherent. Why
do you suppose they don’t want to say that Christ was
like us? Because they think that we are inherently evil.
They solved that problem. We should be like those
Presbyterians. We should solve this problem, huh.

We’re quoting these men, ladies and gentlemen,
because they’re brethren. We’re trying to show you
that what we’re teaching you has been taught and be-
lieved in churches of Christ for a long time. It’s not
new. Brother Frost keeps saying, “Well, Welch, you’ve
just thought of this anew and you’ve lied about every
one of these.” No, we haven’t. Now I’'m not saying
that brother Frost has invented his ideas. His ideas have
been around among members of the church of Christ as
well. He didn’t invent it. It’s nothing new either. But



the things I’m teaching you have been around too. And
we’re not going to decide either one by sitting them on
some scale and saying, “Whoo, I've got more scholars
than you do.” But you know when he gets up here and
tries to say, “That rascal Welch, he just come up with
some new crazy idea from reading those Presbyterians,”
friends, he’s nuts.

Just put simply, have you been reading, have you
been paying attention to the things we’re telling you?
He’s run them in his own magazine. For years he’s run
them in his own magazine. He used to believe them.
He used to make fun of the Pentecostals. “Can you
know something and not know it at the same time?”
That’s a schizophrenic God. And he got up here the
other night and said, “Why, whoo, over there in Mat-
thew 24, why if the Holy Spirit didn’t know.” He said,
“That’s just ridiculous to think the Holy Spirit didn’t
know. Then you’d have three gods.” We’ll talk about
that a little bit more later. What was he telling you? He
was telling you Jesus knew. Does Jesus know or not
know? Quite simple. Did he know with half of his
brain and not know with the other half? There is a
simple question, brother Frost. Just one little bit of
information. Did he know or not know? You told us,
why if what you teach, Welch, is true, the Holy Spirit
didn’t know. Idon’t care. It’s not a great thing to me if
two beings, you told us that deity can limit its attributes.
Can two beings in the Godhead limit their attributes?
You told us God’s been doing it all the time. You never
have been too specific about just when and where he
was doing it. That doesn’t bother me.

Brother Frost said death literally means separation
and denotes the separation of the spirit or soul from the
body. He added, “In the flesh, Jesus was a man. The
fact that Jesus died in the flesh is proof that he had a
body subject to corruption though God did not permit
the body to corrupt in the grave but raised him from
the dead (Acts 2:27,31). The word mortal means sub-
ject to death. Now, brother Frost, are you telling us
Jesus was mortal? Was the Son of God mortal? Or was
he immortal and mortal at the same time? Now tell us.
You wrote that he was mortal. Immortality is one of
those attributes of deity. And you used Acts 2. We're
going to go there in a little while. The scripture says,
“Unto the king eternal, immortal, invisible, the only
wise God, be honor and glory forever and ever.” Says
he’s immortal.

The scripture says in 1 Tim. 6:16, “Who only hath
immortality, dwelling in the light.” No, ladies and
gentlemen, you and I are not immortal. We hope to be
someday, but we’re not immortal, we’re subject to death.
He only hath immortality. Did Jesus sacrifice some-
thing for us? Deity is immortal. Only deity is immor-
tal. Brother Frost said “man is mortal. He is subject or
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liable to death.” Now what was subject or liable to
death when Jesus was here? Just a body? Just a body?
Was the body the only thing died? Immortality is
deathlessness. Since death signifies separation, deathless-
ness means a state where there will be no parting of the
soul from the body.

That two spirits did not inhabit and share a com-
mon body is demonstrated by the death of Jesus. The
body without the spirit is dead. Jesus died when his
spirit (not spirits) left the body. There’s a change, ladies
and gentlemen. He became different in one or more
respects without becoming something else. He was dif-
ferent in some particular. In Hebrews 2:9, “We see Jesus,
who was made a little lower than the angels for the suf-
fering death, crowned with glory and honor.” That was
the very reason Jesus became a man. Wouest says, “The
reason why the Lord Jesus became incarnate is that he
might die.”

“Man will put off his mortality,” brother Frost says,
“his being subject to death. He will put on immortal-
ity, no more subject to death. There will be no more
separation. Man will be fitted for an eternity and so
man will forever abide in that state.” I want to know, is
that statement true? (416). If that statement is true,
man will put off his mortality, why isn’t the opposite
of it true? So Jesus put off his immortality, no more
subject to death. He put on mortality, his being subject
to death. There was to be a separation. Jesus was fitted
for an earthly state and so he abode 33 years in that new
state.

The complete expression of death is in Eccl. 12:7.
“Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was: and
the spirit shall return unto God who gave it.” The body
is corruptible, the dust. The spirit is entrusted to God.
That is death. In death the spirit separates from the
body and the spirit returns to God, brother Frost says.
He’s using the same passages we’ve been showing you
(Eccl. 12:7).

Now in Acts 2:26, “Therefore did my heart rejoice,
and my tongue was glad; moreover also my flesh shall
rest in hope: because thou wilt not leave my soul in
hell, (Hades, the revised versions say) neither wilt thou
suffer thine Holy One to see corruption.” Body and
soul were affected in that death. The soul went to Ha-
des. The body went to the grave or corruption. Jesus
experienced it fully. His soul was not left in hell nei-
ther did his flesh see corruption. Matt. 27:46, “My God,
my God, why hast thou forsaken me?” What did he
forsake? What was it God forsook? The body or the
spirit? Now tell us.

Brother Frost has defined the Godhead as interde-
pendent, they’re intertwined. Is that part of the spirit
of God? Then, what did he forsake, brother Frost? Did
he just forsake that body and stay hold of the spirit?



The cry that was issued came from the heart of Jesus.
In Psalms 22:14, “I am poured out like water, and all
my bones are out of joint: my heart is like wax; it is
melted in the midst of my bowels.” The inner man, the
heart, the mind, the will, the heart. Theheartisasimile
of fear and despair in his spirit. “Deliver my soul from
the sword; my darling from the powers of — deliver my
soul from the sword.” That’s a Messianic Psalm, Psalms
22. How could those things be true withoutachangein
his inner being, a limitation, ladies and gentlemen?

When Jesus had cried with a loud voice He said,
“Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit. Brother
Frost is going to get up here and try to tell you that
death only involves the body. Spirit was unaffected.
Spirit was controlling all things by the word of his
power. Remember his argument on that the other night?
But Jesus said he was entrusting God with control of his
spirit. He was giving it up. He sacrificed himself for us,
ladies and gentlemen. Himself, not just hisbody. Him-
self! Just like you do when you come to die. Is it just
the loss for a Christian of this physical body you fear?
Or is it that you are no longer directly controlling your
own spirit and you must finally, and at last, trust the
Father with everything there is about you?

Having said thus, brother Frost says, “Can anyone
honestly believe that Jesus said to himself that he would
commendhimself to himself? Brother Frost knows what
that means. “Into thy hands I commend my spirit.” He
wasn’t commending himself to himself, was he, brother
Frost. That’s what you said when you debated Pente-
costals. “No conclusion can be drawn than that Jesus
commended his spirit unto another personality,” brother
Frost, that’s a change, “namely the Father.” Brother
Barnett sitting next to you said “Commend means to
place with someone, entrust, commit. Hence Jesus trusts
that on the third day God would restore the power of
his life and would raise him from the dead.

“Then shall the dust return to the earth as it was:
and the spirit shall return to God who gave it.” How
could Jesus commend his spirit to God’s keeping with-
out achange in his spirit? How could he do that? “Jesus,
crying with a loud voice, said, Father, into thy hands I
commend my spirit: and having said thus, he gave up
the ghost.” He gave up the spirit. How did he do that?
He was controlling all things by the word of his power.
Not the law — that’s ridiculous. Why, if he died the
world would spin off.

You ever heard of a will> You ever heard of the
family of God was there to enact the will? Now did
Jesus die or not? Who died? The body, or the spirit?
Did Jesus the son of God sacrifice himself for us or was
the body the only thing that was sacrificed. “I will be
glad and rejoice in thy loving kindness for thou hast

seen my affliction. Thou hast known my soul in adver-
sity.” Another Messianic Psalm. “Have mercy upon
me, O Jehovah. I am in distress; mine eye wasteth away
with grief, yea, my soul and my body.” Isaiah 53, “It
pleased the Lord to bruise him; he hath put him to grief:
when thou shalt make his soul an offering for sin.” Not
just the body, brother Frost. The soul too. The whole
being of Jesus. The complete expression of death. He
shall see his seed.

His soul was offered for our sins. “I will divide him
aportion with the great. He shall divide the spoils with
the strong because he hath poured out his soul unto
death.” He was numbered with the transgressors. In
what sense could he pour out his soul unto death if there
was no change in his inner being?

Brother Hugh Walton, who prayed the other night,
said, “Jesus humbled himself and set aside the privilege
and power of deity. He allowed the mob to nail him to
the cross. He gave himself.” Is that just the body? “He
gave himself to complete the plan of salvation for you
and me.” No, I don’t think brother Walton agrees with
us. But that statement agrees with what I’'m teaching.

450, Wayne. Jesus suffered death in his spirit as
well as his body. There was a change. God is a spirit.
God cannot die. You understand, I told you the other
day the limitations on those statements. Did the spirit
of Jesus suffer death? Is this not a change in the spirit of
Jesus? When, when? How did it happen? Explain it to
us. You’re the one teaching us no change in his spirit;
he always was upholding all things. Always conscious,
he always knew all power. It’s a change of his spirit in
situation. Luke 23 says “into thy hands I commend my
spirit.” He wasn’t that way before.

In location in Acts 2:31 he was in Hades. He wasin
Hades. It was a change in his experience. He was for-
saken. “Why hast thou forsaken me.” The change in
the spirit of Jesus; he was changed from immortal to
mortal, from never having to experience death to being
one who could taste death from self-reliance to, “I com-
mend my spirit to another.” In Hebrew 2:17 “In all
things it behooved him to be made like unto his breth-
ren.” Jesus had to be madelike unto his brethren to be
tempted. We’ve been talking about that. Brother Frost
said God’s always tempted like that. In
1 Corinthians 10:9 it says, “Neither let us tempt Christ
as some of them also tempted, and were destroyed of
the destroyer.” Jesus was tempted in the sense of tried
in the Old Testament. He didn’t even have to come to
earth for that. Therefore, Hebrews 2:17-18 cannot be
referring to that type of temptation because he had to
become a man to be tempted in the sense in Hebrews 2.
Think about that, ladies and gentlemen. Listen to
brother Frost.
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Second Proposition —

Third Negative
By Gene Frost

John Welch, gentlemen moderators, ladies and
gentlemen.

We are making progress. We are appreciative for
this opportunity. And I suppose I need to follow suit
in offering my appreciation, not only to this congrega-
tion but also to those who have assisted me in this de-
bate: in the preparation and the delivery of it. I will not
take the time to identify all that are involved. I want to
thank my moderator, Maurice Barnett; Bill Robinson,
for handling the charts, and Willie Ramsey for distribut-
ing them to them [Welch's assistants]; and Dudley Ross
Spears for his invaluable assistance as we have made our
preparation and delivery.

We are making progress. (Would you get his chart
number 407 ready and put it up when I ask for it?)

We entered this debate to discuss the Spirit, the Being
of God. John Welch claims that Jesus is God, that He is
deity, yet tonight he says that God only is immortal.
Would you show that on the screen please? “Only de-
ity isimmortal.” Then he stood before you tonight and
said, “But Jesus is mortal, including his spirit.” What
conclusion can you reach from that? He said He was
changed. Now He was immortal, but He was changed
and became mortal. He was deity, but is He deity? How
can He be?

Welch Chart: 407

1 Timothy 6:16

Who only hath immortality,
dwelling in the light which
an approach unto;

I'am going to say this in all candor. I would like to
have thought, I desired fervently, that we could have
this discussion and we could come together, that through
a good Bible study we could look at these passages and
have an exegesis of them. We could have a Bible study
and open the Bible. But every time we engage these
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men in discussion they take a new tact. They shift to a
new position, and frankly instead of getting closer to
the truth, you [looking at Welch] are moving farther
and farther away. A materialist couldn’t make a better
argument tonight. John Welch, I would advise you,
from henceforth, don’t meet any Pentecostals in debate.
You will embarrass us all.

Proposition For Debate

"RESOLVED: The Scriptures teach
that when Jesus came to earth His
spirit was changed."

John Welch, affirms.
Gene Frost, denies.

This has been a rather strange affirmation, one that
seeks first of all to prove its case with negative argu-
ments. John Welch was to define his proposition. He
hasn’t defined his proposition yet. Ithink I know why:
because he gives his own definitions. I asked him be-
fore, in writing, let’s put down our definitions, write
them out. He said, “Well, we can define our definitions
as we use them in the debate.” Iam not concerned how
you use them; I want to know what are legitimate defini-
tions.

He said I complained because he quotes brethren. I
don’t mind him quoting brethren if he would quote them
correctly and properly. I have letter after letter from
brethren that have written me and stated that John
quotes and misquotes and misuses. I don’t have time to
follow the trail and point out every person and every
misrepresentation. That’s what he wants me to do. I
stated that I would deal with two main stays of the theory
that John Welch espouses — an interpretation of
Philippians 2 and a misuse of the terms deity and divin-
ity as found in Col. 2:7 and Rom. 1:20. Last evening we
examined the terms deity, Godhead, and Divinity last
night. And he has had all evening and all day to come
up with some sort of response to it. But it goes unchal-
lenged. And he says I complained about the brethren,
but / used Presbyterians and Lutherans and Baptists and
all. Ido not refer to them for their theological ideas or
understandings. I refer to them, not because they are
Baptists, Methodists, or otherwise, but because they are
scholars, knowledgeable of the Greek language. That’s
the only reason I go to them because they have looked



back into the usage of the language to understand, to
give us a definition. I don’t reject an English Dictio-
nary because the author might have been a Baptist, a
Methodist, or Catholic. Idon’t know what he is. As
long as he is expertise in the things he is dealing with,
dealing with words.

I gave you reputable lexicographers. That’s why I
went to them. Of course, I could have done what John
does; I could just tell you what I want them to mean
and just take off and say now, “Here I have proved my
proposition. I use this word to mean so-and-so.” He
doesn’t say it that way. He just gives you the definition
and goes with it.

Well, since he hasn’t answered that argument; he
hasn’tsaid a thing about Philippians 2, and these are the
two areas this whole theory rests upon. These are the
" mainstays. He has to prove that Jesusemptied himself,
divested, gave up — and that’s the interpretation they
usually put on Philippians 2. I don’t know what they
will do now, since he has shifted and shifted. And they
have to show that deity can be deity without the at-
tributes of deity. Ihave taken that away from him and
he hasn’t introduced Philippians 2, and I am in the nega-
tive. Iam to follow. I have no obligation at all to say
anything about Philippians 2, but I am not afraid of it.

I will just give a brief explanation and if he wants to
go further into it, then I will give a fuller exegesis of it.
In Philippians 2:1-7 (you mightlook at your Bible) Paul
introduces the subject, talking about condescension, how
that we ought to esteem others higher than ourselves,
to defer to others. He gives Jesus as an example: “Let
this mind be in you that was also in Christ Jesus, our
Lord, who being in the form of God, thought it not
robbery to be equal with God, yet made himself of no
reputation but took upon himself the form of a servant
and was made in the likeness of man. And being found
in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, even unto the
death of the cross.”

Now you can do what Jesus did. You cannot change
your nature. You cannot devoid your spirit. You can-
not change your spirit. And the example here is not
that you might follow Jesus in somehow changing your
spirit, but you might humble yourself like He did. And
that’s the truth of it.

Some translations render this, instead of “made him-
self of no reputation,” “emptied himself.” And notice
what it says. He “emptied himself.” Now these breth-
ren have been saying, “Well he emptied himself of ...”
It doesn’t say He emptied himself ofanything. He emp-
tied Himself. They say He emptied himself of the at-
tributes and that’s the way they’ve been arguing until
this week. Now they are saying He just emptied Him-
self of the use of them. None of those terms are found
in the text. Look at your Bible. Does it say that Jesus
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emptied Himself of the use of attributes, divine attributes
or Jesus emptied Himself of divine attributes? It says
He emptied Himself. That just simply means that He
abased Himself. He didn’t magnify Himself. He emp-
tied Himself, and it is a term or an expression that sim-
ply means just like the King James Version renders it,
and these scholars understood that phrase means, “he
made himself of no reputation.” Now you can do that.
You can abase yourself. Don’t lift yourself up and try
to be somebody. Condescend to your brethren.
Humble yourself before others. Abase yourself. Make
yourself of no reputation. Now if John wants to go
further into this we will be willing and pleased to fol-
low him.

Now, as he entered into this discussion he says there
was a change in the spirit of Jesus. Did you hear that?
In fact, I was just amazed at things I heard tonight. I
have been wondering, and several have asked me, are
you going to publish this? Well, I am just wondering,
would it be of any real benefit. Well, I think now, this
probably ought to go into print.

Malachi 3:6 talks about the immutability, and John
has, heretofore, defined immutability. He says it means
not to change his plan or purpose. Well, the word
immutability doesn’t mean that. It just simply means
not subject to change. Now what is not changed has to
be filled in. You have the verb, now what’s the object
of that? Well, where you don’t have an object (and he
always supplies one — says always means you don’t
change the plan or purpose). No, when you don’t have
the object of the verb, then the verb turns upon itself or
remains with the subject. It becomes intransitive. So,
God is that which doesn’t change and He says, “I am
the Lord, / change not.” John says, “Oh no, I don’t
change something.” No, “I don’t change.” And there is
the idea and we have talked about that.

He says that Gene says that Jesus just appeared to
know and to learn, etc. and he had two spirits. I never
said any such thing. I don’t believe Jesus had two spir-
its. I've met the Pentecostals and I have answered that
and pointed it out to them. He says Gene says of the
Pentecostals, they’re schizophrenic. Well, yes, they are
because they believe in a dilutation of God, the spirit.
That is, God is so spread out in the universe that God
over here doesn’t know what God over here is doing
and God has a great communication system within Him-
self so that He has to talk to Himself and tell Himself
what it is all about. I don’t believe any such thing as
that and that is what I was answering. I asked him the
first night — he said you know you can quote a fellow
correctly, but if it is out of context he can be wrong.
Well, you can quote me correctly, but you are taking
everything I am saying along the Pentecostal line out of
context. Iam talking to Pentecostals. I am not talking



on this subject. And they are perfectly in harmony,
both subjects. So that’s just a pretext.

He says Gene Frost says Jesus was not tempted to
sin, but then he came back and said, “Well, he means
with evil.” That’s what we pointed out. Certainly Jesus
was tempted. But was He tempted with evil> And he
wants to make out that is the way all men are tempted.
Weareall tempted with evil. No, unless you were born
with it. Now when you first sinned, the first sin you
committed, was that a temptation to do evil> Was there
already an evil desire in you? Did God create in you an
evil desire? That’s Calvinism. Now man develops an
evil desire. Well, are all men tempted to sin with evil?
No, righteous men do not have a strong lust to do evil.
James 1:14. (Give me chart 246, please).

246

Lust and James 1:13-15

“According to Romans 7, God's law makes known to man
the fact that covetousness is sin. But the lust is there whether
man knows it to be sin or not, and the lust is not from God
but is from the man himself. 'Let no man say when he is
tempted, I am tempted of God; for God cannot be tempted
with evil, and he himself tempteth no man: but each man is
tempted when he is drawn away by his own lust, and en-
ticed. Then lust, when it hath conceived, beareth sin: and
the sin, when it is fullgrown, bringeth forth death.' (James
1:13-15). No man can justify his lusts and covetings on the
basis that this is the way God made him. The man permits
himself to exercise these evil desires, and then he himself
permits these evil desires to evolve into the sinful act which
eventually brings death and eternal punishment.”

—Robert Welch, Commentary on Romans, p. 107.

John Welch, do you accept or reject this
explanation of James 1:14?

You need to learn what James 1:14 says. Hereis a
fellow that has written a commentary, and he is pretty
close to John, and he points out (you see in the con-
text): “That no man can justify his lusts and covetings
(and he is talking now about James 1) on the basis that
this is the way that God made him. The man permits
himself to exercise these evil desires” (the what kind of
desires? What’s James talking about? Evil desires) “and
then he himself permits these evil desires to evolve into
the sinful act which eventually brings death and eternal
punishment.” We have called this to their attention over
and over again. They ignore it. Now you’ve got some-
body right here in the audience you need to get straight-
ened out on that before you come and look to us about
this matter, and we are in agreement with that.

He says, “Has God always suffered what occurred
in the Garden of Eden?” Well, God was grieved at the
sin of man. I suppose he does grieve at the sin of men

and continues to do so.

Jesus was immortal. John, I was just amazed. I
cannot believe what I heard. He took the materialist
position. You need to read, not just to get quotes or
little statements that you can pull in there and try to
put together and try to make somebody look foolish.
You need to study these things I have written on this
subject. The word mortal means “subject to death.”
But death means “separation.” “The day ye eat thereof,
ye shall surely die,” that is, they would be separated
from God. “She that liveth in pleasure is dead already,”
that is, separated from God. That physical death is the
separation of the body from the soul. The soul without
the body, or the spirit without the body is dead (James
2:26). And then to ask, can Jesus die? Well, certainly
He died. The spirit separated from the body. Now, the
only way what you are asking makes sense is when you
take one element. You see, you take two elements in
mortal — a separation. And the only way it makes
sense to talk about the spirit dying is to have the con-
cept that it is annihilated. That’s the materialist’ view.
John, I really am ... I am surprised. You need to do a
little more study on these particular subjects.

He says death is something that occurred in the soul.
“Occurred in the soul.” What occurs in the soul? What
separation occurs in the soul? Or, do you mean annihi-
lated; something happened there, it was annihilated?

That pretty well deals with what he had to say so I
want to just continue on here. When this controversy
began the issue was over whether Jesus divested or was
divested of His divine qualities and powers. John Welch,
from the beginning, contended that Jesus surrendered,
divested, had given up His divine powers and qualities.
And I, from the very beginning, contended that Jesus
retained His deity (Col. 2:9), “in him dwells the fulness
of the Godhead bodily” and only limited the powers as
they would prevent His role as a servant. He came down
to this earth, not to walk in the role of God, that people
could behold and say, “look, there goes God.” He came
in the role of a servant. He was made in the likeness of
man. Butin that body was the Spirit of Almighty God.

Men looked upon him. They saw the outward form:
they saw the body. But spirits saw deity. The devils,
spiritual beings, saw Jesus: “thou Son of God, hast thou
come to torment us before our time?” Now from the
beginning, Welch’s friends recognized the difference.
(Chart 155, and get 156 ready, please).

Chart 155, next page.

One writing concerning the discussion we had down
in Beaver Dam, Kentucky, back in September 1990,
wrote in the next issue, the October issue, of his paper;
he said, “If brethren are going to test anything about
what John Welch is teaching here is the point at which
to meet him. This is where Welch differs with” —I sup
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The Heart Of The Issue: 1990

“If brethren are going to test anything
about what Welch is teaching here is the
point at which to meet him. This is where
Welch differs with the common explana-
tion of the incarnation. Welch is arguing
that Jesus truly emptied Himself, whereas,
it seems that we have for the most part
been arguing that Jesus retained the
attributes of Deity and took on, in addi-

tion, the attributes of humanity.”

— Jeff Asher, Faith and Facts,
October 1990, page 333.

The Positions

Welch Frost

Jesus did not have any
divine attributes

Jesus had, but limited His
use of divine attributes

pose he meant “from” — “the common explanation of
the incarnation. Welch is arguing that Jesus truly emp-
tied Himself, whereas, it seems that we have for the most
part been arguing that Jesus retained the attributes of
Deity and took on, in addition, the attributes of hu-
manity.” We were arguing that He retained these at-
tributes and John said He gave them up. Now if you
want to meet him, here is where to meet him. And
that’s exactly where we met him. After I spoke at Bea-
ver Dam, and I suppose I did a pretty good job because
the next time we met he had taken my position. He
had shifted. (156).
Chart 156, next column.

And I pointed this out. Idetected it when he first
said it. I wrote an article in the magazine [Gospel An-
chor]and Ishowed and documented thisshift. He shifted
from not having to not using. He took the position
that Jesus did not have any divine attributes. I taught
that He had but limited His use of divine attributes.
Then he tried to shift, and justified it on the basis, there
is little difference between saying that Jesus cannot use
a thing and saying that Jesus did not have it.

Look at chart number 188.

Chart 188, next column.

Now his chart number 10 is a reproduction of my
chart. He says that from the beginning he has contended
that Jesus possessed, but limited the use of His powers
and that I have created a straw man. I said he was
stripped. I created a straw man. He had never taught
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156

Welch Tries To Shift His Position:
October 1991

In the October 1991 issue of Faith and Facts, John
Welch began using the expression “not use” instead
of “not have,” by which he meant “foregone, stripped
from, abdicated, given up, surrendered, divested.”

Welch Shifts To Frost's Position:

Welch

Welch Frost

Jesus did not have
any divine at-
tributes

Jesus had, but lim-
ited His use of di-
vine attributes

Welch tries to justify his “shift on the basis:

“There appears little difference between say-
ing that Jesus cannot use a thmg and saying
that he does not have it.”

—Faith and Facts,October1991, page 59

cf . Gospel Anchor. December 1991, page 68

188
| WHAT'S THE DIFFERENCE? |

The Divine Nature of

Did not have any
divine power, char-
acteristics, preroga-
tives, qualities, etc.

The Divine Nature of

Limited use of His
divine power, character-
istics, prerogatives,
qualities, etc.

anything like that. (Give me 251, 252, and 253). Now
here is what John Welch has said. (Kind of keep me
posted on the time — how much? Oh, I've got to move



along.)

Here is what he said, going back to his book, The
Word Became Flesh, “Whatever qualities and charac-
teristics had been his as divine were foregone. What-
ever privileges and powers there might have been were
stripped from him.” Did I make that up? John, were
you being honest and fair with these people when you
said I made that up, that you never said anything about
Jesus being stripped, and I built a straw man? Who said
that? John Welch. “Jesus was a man who had given,
limited, surrendered, abdicated, divested the privileges,”
etc. “While upon this earth he lived as a man, an ordi-
nary man, not a super man.” Well, I don’t have any
time. I’ve got chart after chart here, and my time is
running out. I want to move on to something else.

251
Jesus Did Not Possess Divine Attributes

“Whatever qualities and characteristics had
been his as divine were foregone. Whatever privi-
leges and powers there might have been were

stripped from him. He was a man. —John Welch,
The Word Became Flesh, p. 14.

“Jesus was a man. He had given up, limited,
surrendered, abdicated, or divested the privileges,
prerogatives, and powers of the divine Son of
God. While upon this earth, he lived as aman, an
ordinary man, not a superman.” —John Welch, Faith
and Facts, October 1990, vol. 18, no. 4, p. 52 (352).

“Jesus abdicated his position for reasons
which seemed good to him (the human race he
loved). He became part of a subject race. He was
given blessings and power on this earth, but it
was only those which other men had. He had
given up all the power and privilege of the son of
God. Because he was the son of his Father he
could still be described as the Son of God and
Emmanuel (God with us), but he had become in

full point of fact a man.” —John Welch, The Word Be-
came Flesh, p. 14-15).

I have not misrepresented the man. He has made
his shift and he is shifting even further. He is going
now into the materialist’ movement and I predicted this
years ago, if these fellows don’t stop and turn around. I
pray they will. I have begged them over and over. If
they don’t repent of this, what they have now admitted
as error and been teaching it for five years ... error/ —
and just now they have made a correction of the state-
ment.

Well, John said, he apologized Monday night.
Neighbors and friends, I accepted it on condition that
he s sincere. You know, he hasapologized and retracted
so many statements that he takes back, and he uses them
again, I have become leery of his apologies. When he

said, “I apologize. I was wrong.” I said, “I appreciate
that admission.” I accepted it. “We knew it was wrong
when he first made it. This is the statement that brought
about this controversy. If he had corrected it when he
first used it and we called it to his attention, there would
have been no debate here tonight. And if he had fol-
lowed the consequence of that correction, he wouldn’t
be taking the position that he is going to be taking in
this debate.” If he is sincere in saying that he was wrong,
he couldn’t have continued in this debate.

I said, “Now, we have some further work to do in
order to show the consequences when he admits that
what I have affirmed is true. This false statement is
heretical and the concept it espouses is responsible for
the bitterness and churches dividing. John, what you
need to do now is to repent for creating the contro-
versy and ask forgiveness ... if you are sincere. I would
hope that you are.” Then the next night, John came
over here and got down on his knees, and said, “Please
forgive me of this wrong,” talking about the error of
this statement. “Please forgive me of this wrong.” And
I said, “Okay, if you will get up there and correct the
errors and the division.” It didn’t dawn on me that the
audience didn’t hear that. And John stepped back, “Oh,
you mean there is another one?” He pretended that I
had told him, “no.” Some of the people left here, think-
ing that I had not accepted the apology. I accepted it on
the basis that he is sincere and that he will accept the
consequences of what he has confessed and make the
proper corrections.

You know, this is suspicious. Before he started that
night he had Bill Robinson move out of the way. He
said, “I'want thatspot.” He hadalready planned it down
there. He knew — itdidn’tdawn on me — he knew the
audience wouldn’t hear my statement. And when I
stated it, he jumped up, “What another one?” (Yeah, I
would shake my head, too.) Ithink it is disgraceful. I
really do.

Now he talks about Jesus and God being at risk.
(Give me 255.)

Chart 255, next page.

When he debated down in Bowling Green (his chart
number 79), down there he says, “There are two immu-
table things: God’s word, he cannot lie. Once God’s
word has been given, His immutability will not allow it
to change.” But he says in this debate, “I believe, ladies
and gentlemen, sincerely, that Jesus Christ changed his
spirit to such a point that he put himself at eternal risk
when he came to this earth.”

Now in his speech Monday night, he says, “Proph-
ecy proves that God had an unchanging plan on this
earth. Every argument that we present in this debate is
going to involve the prophecy that went before Jesus
Christ. God’s immutable plan and purpose never

87



255

Two Immutable Things
God's Word--He Cannot Lie

* Once God's Word has been given, his
immutability will not allow it to change.

—John Welch, O'Neal/Welch Debate, chart #79.

“| believe ladies and gentlemen, sincerely, that
Jesus Christ changed his spirit to such a point
that he put himself at eternal risk when he came
to this earth.”

—Frost/Welch Debate, 1st Affirmative, June 22, 1995

Where Is The Scripture?

changes.” (256). What was God’s plan and purpose?
What were His prophecies? Would they never change?

256

Psalm 119:89

“For ever, O Lord,
thy word is settled in heaven.”

Isaiah 42 — (1) “Behold my servant, whom I up-
hold; mine elect, in whom my soul delight-
eth; | have put my spirit upon him: he shall
bring forth judgment to the Gentiles.

(4) "He shall not fail nor be discouraged,
till he have set judgment in the earth: and
the isles shall wait for his law.”

Isaiah 50 — (4) “The Lord God hath given me
the tongue of the learned, that | should know
how to speak a word in season to him that is
weary; he wakeneth morning by morning, he
wakeneth mine ear to hear as the learned.

(5) "The Lord God hath opened mine
ear, and I was not rebellious, neither turned
away back.

(7) "For the Lord God will help me; there
fore shall | not be confounded: therefore
have I set my face like a flint, and | know
that | shall not be ashamed.”
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Isaiah 42: “Behold my servant (a Messianic proph-
ecy) whom I uphold; mine elect, in whom my soul
deligheth. I have put my spirit upon him: he shall bring
forth judgment to the Gentiles. ... He shall not fail nor
be discouraged...” At risk? God says He will not fail.
Oh, but He might! You know, when you talk about:
“here is God, who cannot lie; He is immutable in what
God’s plan is; it will not fail,” that is about his talking
about a changeable immutability — a contradiction of
terms. This fellow is hard to meet from the standpoint
that it is hard to corner him. He won’t take a stand. He
won’t come up with clear definitions. You hit him here
and he runs over here. I told you the other night, you
can’t misrepresent him or represent him. When you
represent him, you’ve misrepresented him. When you
misrepresent him, you’ve represented him because he
takes both sides. He just says whatever, it seems, that
fits the moment.

“The Lord God has given me the tongue of the
learned [that’s the “disciple,” otherwise it may be trans-
lated) that I should know how to speak a word in season
to him that is weary: he wakeneth morning by morn-
ing...” Did He know what to say? Did Jesus come and
didn’t know, and he had to learn? The prophecy said
that he knew. “The Lord GOD hath opened mine ear,
and I was not rebellious, neither turned back.” At risk?
That’s prophecy. At risk? “For the Lord GOD will
help me; therefore shall I not be confounded: therefore
have I set my face like a flint, and I know that I shall not
be ashamed.” No, he didn’t — He was at risk. He didn’t
really know. The whole thing could have failed. For
thirty-three years it was all up in the air. The fact is, he
likens it not to a sure plan, but a sport. It is like a game,
a wager, a hazard. It could fail or it could succeed. That’s
what he means by “risk.”

Chart 257, next page.

At risk? “I do not believe that He gives up, in the
sense that He does not have, all the qualities of being
God, the attributes of God. I believe he limits those,
but it is that last small phrase down there that brother
Frost put on this chart that is the crucial issue between
us, and it is crucial. I believe, ladies and gentlemen,
sincerely that Jesus Christ changed his spirit to such a
point that he put himself at eternal risk when he came
to this earth.” Eternal risk; at risk? When he says, “I
shall bring forth judgment,” “I shall not fail,” “I shall
not be discouraged,” “that he should know how to speak
a word,” “he will hear as the learned,” “he was not re-
bellious,” “would not be confounded,” and He had “his
face like a flint ... shall not be ashamed” — at risk?

He refers to Isa. 7:14. He wants to know about
that, and said that is proof that Jesus had to learn some-
thing. Here is the prophecy: “the Lord himself shall
give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear
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“I do not believe he gives up in the sense that he
does not have at all the qualities of being God, the
attributes of God. | believe he limits those. But it
is that last small phrase down there that brother
Frost put on this chart that is the crucial issue
between us. And itis crucial. | believe ladies and
gentlemen sincerely that Jesus Christ changed his
spirit to such a point that he put himself at eternal
risk when he came to this earth.”

Frost/Welch Debate, 1st Affirmative, June 22, 1995

AT RISK?

Shall bring forth judgment.
Shall not fail.

Shall not be discouraged.
Should know how to speak a word.
Will hear as the learned.

Was not rebellious.

Shall not be confounded.

Will set His face like flint.
Shall not be ashamed.

a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.” That is Jesus,
isn’t it?> “Butter and honey shall he eat, that he may
know to refuse the evil, and choose the good.” Now
the context has reference to Ahaz overthrowing the
Syrian powers. And the time would come: the choos-
ing of good and evil. It doesn’t say now that the Lord
doesn’t know. In fact, many understand that this part
is not even referring to the Lord. Matthew quotes the
first part, verse 14, to the Lord. I don’t find any in-
spired man taking the second part for the Lord. Now,
if you know more about this, you let us know. You
know more than Matthew or others would know.
Matthew took verse 14 to refer to the Lord. And you
need to learn something about prophetic language. You
don’t just take everything in a prophetic passage, wheit
is written within a particular situation, and refer it all
to the fulfillment of prophecy concerning the Lord.
Did you notice his spin on the immutability, that
God’s plan doesn’t change? He talks about learning.
The word learn, as in Heb. 5:8-9, doesn’t mean to ac-
quire knowledge. It is not that word. I told you that

“Learn”

pnavBavw “to learn by use and practice, to acquire
the habit of, be accustomed to, e.g., Phil. 4:11; |
Tim. 5:4, 13; Tit. 3:14; Heb. 5:9.” Vine, Expository Dic-
tionary, p. 324.

1 - “Not that | speak in respect of want: for | have learned, in
whatsoever state | am, therewith to be content.” Phil. 4:11.

2 - “But if any widow have children or nephews, let them
learn first Jearn to shew piety at home, and to requite their
parents: for that is good and acceptable before God.” | Timo-
thy 5:4.

3 - “And withal they learn to be idle, wandering about from
house to house; and not only idle, but tattlers also and busy-
bodies, speaking things which they ought not.” | Timothy
5:13.

4 - “And let ours also learn to maintain good works for nec-
essary uses, that they be not unfruitful.” Titus 3:14.

5- “Though he were a Son, yet learned he obedience by the
things which he suffered.” Hebrews. 5:8.

the other night. It is not the word ginosko. It is a word
that means to experience. Here is another word, as we
find in Phil. 4, 1 Tim. 5, and Titus 3, the word mantbano:
“to learn by use and practice, to acquire the habit of, be
accustomed to.” For example, “Not that I speak in re-
spect of want,” Paul said, “for I have learned in what-
ever state I am therewith to be content.” Somebody
had to teach him — huh? Give him information? No,
he experienced it. “If a widow have children or neph-
ews let them learn first to show piety at home and to
requite their parents, for that is good and acceptable
before God.” Let them first learn at home. Oh, you
mean they didn’t know to show piety to their parents?
Somebody had to instruct them thusly? No, that means
to experience. You do this. When you learn a thing,
John says, you don’t know it to begin with. Is that
right? Paul didn’t know to be content? Somebody had
to instruct him to be content with such things as he
had? “Let us also learn to maintain good works for nec-
essary uses that they be not unfruitful.” Well, you can’t
maintain good works, until somebody ... (time). I want
some more time. I will take another thirty minutes.
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Second Proposition —

Fourth Affirmative

By John Welch

Well this is my last chance to speak to you. Brother
Frost used this chart. Isuppose he’s trying to say that
these people didn’t learn anything, that Jesus already
knew everything that he learned when he came to this
earth. He just came down here and his teachers just
reminded him of it, that when he was in the cradle that
his mother was just reminding him of things he already
knew before he got here. So, when this passage in
Philippians 4 says, “Not that I speak in respect of want,
for I have learned in whatsoever state I am, therewith to
be content.” Did Paul before he learned to be content,
. did he know to be content? Is that what you’re saying,
that he always knew to be content?

“If any widow have children or nephews, let them
learn first (learn — ooh, that’s a typo) to show piety at
home.” Did they not know that? Brother Frost says,
“Oh, they already knew that.” Why, brother Frost,
we’ve worked for about forty or fifty years to teach
that to some folks. They didn’t know it already. We’ve
worked pretty hard to try to teach them that.

“Withal they learn to be idle.” Now that’s talking
about sin. Were they born with the knowledge of idle-
ness? Were they born with that sinful gossiping, tat-
tling, busy-bodying, speaking things which they ought
not?

“Let ours also learn . . .” Brother Frost, what did

you put this up here for? Were you trying to tell me
that Jesus never learned anything? That was our argu-
ment on Monday night. This thing doesn’t teach that.
It teaches exactly the opposite of that.
- Now, brother Frost, you put up 256. You put up
256 and said, Welch, you’ve got to learn about this.
Brother Frost, you don’t believe either one of these pas-
sages. This passage says in Isaiah 42, “I have put my
spirit upon him.” It says in Isaiah 50:4, “The Lord hath
given me the tongue of the learned.” You believe he
had it already. He didn’t have to be given anything.
But now, you come down here to verse 4 in Isaiah 42
and you say “He shall not fail nor be discouraged till he
have set judgment in the earth.” And you say, “Well,
now that proves that Jesus couldn’t fail.” It’s impos-
sible for him to fail. He wasn’t at risk. He couldn’t fail
or be discouraged because there was a prophecy made
about it. Well, now there’s an interesting thought. You
know the Lord knew that somebody was going to be-
tray him. Does that mean Judas had no choice in the
matter? He was born to betray him. You might think
about that.

You know, we sing a song every now and then, “I
Am Resolved.” Are we saying the Lord God will help

me, “Thereforeshall I not be confounded. I’m resolved.”
“I'm going to finish my course,” Paul says. “I've fin-
ished the course.” Is this language somehow different
from that?

Some young lady walked up to me, brother Frost,
and I do not know who she was. She was a teenager,
unknown to me. Idon’t know where she goes to church;
I don’t know if she is a Christian. But she handed me a
note. She said, “Hey, I got a question about this,” and
just handed it to me and walked away before I could say
anything — had my mind on other things. But it’s a
good note. It says, “God said that Jesus will not fail.
God also said that all sin and fall short of the glory of
God. Does this mean that man has to sin?” A little
teenage girl. “By the same token does God’s statement
that Jesus will not fail mean that Jesus couldn’t fail?”
Teenage girl. I hadn’t even thought of this. That is a
dandy argument. I don’t know where you are, honey,
but that’s a dandy. If the scripture would allow women
preachers, you ought to start getting some training.
(Laughter)

Jesus did not possess divine attributes. (251). Thisa
quote of me. Now, brother Frost, I have apologized,
repented of (it was error), two statements I made. I
have done it for five years — two statements. They
weren’t any of these. I'm not apologizing for these.
Up here I say in quote number 1. Idon’t claim all my
wording, by the way, is always good. Idon’t even claim
it is always smart. If you want to debate whether John
Welch ever changed, I'll sign along with you. I changed
a bunch. I've learned a whole lot of things, brother
Frost. I've learned to word things better. I've learned
not to use such figurative language or guys like you will
jump right down my throat. Kind hearted fellows like
you. Easy fellows to get along with.

But I wrote back here, “His divine powers, or what
characteristics had been his as divine were foregone.”
Now a little bit later I said they were stripped from
him. Nobody took them from him. This was a volun-
tary act on the part of Jesus. He limited himself. Isaid
down here, “Jesus was a man. He had given up, limited,
surrendered, abdicated or divested the privilege, preroga-
tives, and powers of the divine Son of God.” In my
mind, brother Frost, those are all synonyms. Now I
probably used too many. But it seems to me they are
all synonyms. And limited is a word you and I both
have been throwing around this week.

(637 — black that out). Here it was. “Whatever
qualities and characteristics had been his as divine were
foregone.” I'm sorry I said that, brother Frost. You
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don’t like it. Would it be okay if I said it this way?
Could I say it this way? “He emptied himself of the
equality he had shared in the Godhead. Hendricksen
submits that he divested (that’s one of those words you
don’tlike, isn’t it?) He divested himself of riches, heav-
enly glory, authority of his omniscience.” Ken Green
said that in your paper. That’s the same Ken Green
yesterday that we quoted using another one of those
words, surrendered.

Now down in this other one it says (back to yours,
Jeff. Excuse me. I’ll bounce back and forth a little)
“Jesus abdicated his position.” An abdication, brother
Frost, is a voluntary act. It is something Jesus chose to
do. It says down here in the middle of this, “He had
given up all the power and privileges of the Son of God.”
He gave them up. Now, brother Frost, that’s language
exactly like language you’ve used, and Ken Green, and
everybody else. Now I probably wasn’t clear enough
and I’'m gradually learning how to say this, but Ill just
have to do my best.

Brother Frost, (156, Jeff). you put this up and you
said “Welch tries to shift his position.” You’vesaid that
a bunch — said Welch is trying to shift his position.
Brother Frost, I haven’t just taught this for five years.
I’ve taught this for as long as I've been preaching. I
learned it from my Dad. He taught me. It’s not original
with me. I’ve taught to preach the sermons on this sub-
ject. It’s not just a five year thing. Ilearned it from my
dad. He says he learned it down at Freed—Hardeman
and that a whole bunch of other people preached it too.
But they were all probably Jehovah’s Witnesses down
there.

Brother Frost, if I've shifted, I've apologized for two
statements. I'm sorry for those two. If there is some-
thing in my language, I’'m not going to defend my lan-
guage; I’'m not going to fight with you over any word I
ever used. I wouldn’t go to the mat with you and say,
“Hey, this word has to be there” unless it’s in the Bible.
I'll apologize to you for any word I've used. Fine, let’s
get rid of it. But, brother Frost, I believe the same thing,
I haven’t shifted. But if I am shifting, why aren’t you
happy? Why isn’t it pleasing you at all if I'm coming
closer to you?

Now you put up this next chart (246). Now, brother
Frost, why did you bother to black out this name? This
is my Dad’s commentary. You said, “Faith and Facts
Publisher.” Well the only commentary on Romans we
publish that I’m aware of is my Dad’s, for goodness sakes.
He’s sitting right over there. You boys been passing
around a rumor. By the way, it really irritates him.
You’ve been passing around a rumor he’s senile.
(Laughs) You passed around a rumor that the man has
Altzheimers. The man’s tough as a brick. He works
harder than you do every day. Does physical work, it

tires him out a little bit, preaches two or three sermons
on Sunday. It’s kind of tough. It takes a lot out of him.
He’s, I guess, retired from preaching, but he works
harder or as hard as he ever did.

Brother Frost, he probably could have said this bet-
ter. I wouldn’t defend my Dad against anybody and he
wouldn’t defend his language as long as it’s not in the
Bible. But, brother Frost, this section in Romans 7 is
talking about covetousness. That is an evil desire. He
quotes James 1:13-15. (I don’t know how to point at
anything, I didn’t bring my laser pointer.) But whatI
want you to see here is, I sat down and talked with him
and said, “Dad, I want to make sure exactly what you
did mean about this.” We talked about the word lust in
this sentence here. “No man can justify his lusts and
covetings on the basis this is the way God has made him
(James 1:14).” That’s what we said the other night. This
word lust right here refers to this word lust up here in
this quotation. “Every man is tempted when he is drawn
away by his own lust and enticed.” Then the man per-
mits himself to exercise these evil desires. Here’s evil
desires here. Here’s evil desires down here. He exer-
cises these evil desires. Brother Frost, my father intended
this to refer to that point at which lust conceives and
bringing forth sin and finally evolves into these sinful
acts that brings forth death. He’s not referring to the
evil desires as being his own lust up here, never intended
it. Probably could have said it better. Maybe if he had
of checked with you, I don’t know what you believe
about that but, anyway.

Brother Frost, Tuesday night we talked about quotes
a bunch and how we quote one another. Brother Frost,
(167) you put this up here. You said, “Hey, Welch, you
said it again.” And you put this quote from the Bowl-
ing Green debate. You quoted one sentence. “He was
just a man in the garden, brother O’Neal.” You said
you’ve retracted your apology. You didn’t mean a word
of it; you’re insincere. Ahhh. I suppose I'll have to
erase that from my memory banks, but, brother Frost,
I asked you at the time would you please look up on the
tape and quote the next two sentences. You’ve had three
speeches. This is the third day since then to fix this.
Youleft the people with the impression that at the Bowl-
ing Green debate, I taught that Jesus was only a man.
Isn’t that what you were trying to do with this quote?
You’ve had three speeches to fix it. I challenged you, I
said, brother Frost, there’s all sorts of ways to misrep-
resent a man besides an ellipsis. One is taking it out of
its context entirely. Now, brother Frost, did you look
it up? Did any of you fellows ever get the tapes out?
Brother O’Neal is sitting behind you. When he quoted
it, I believe he quoted me right. But here is what I said
in context. Isaid, “Jesus had limited himself, hadn’t he?
He was just a man in the garden, brother O’Neal. No,
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I’m not denying the deity, brother O’Neal, I just be-
lieve he limited himself.” (798, I think — You get it up
there? Good.) “No, I'm not denying the deity, brother
O’Neal. I just believe he limited (there’s another just
for you — I probably use that word too much. I believe
Ido.) I just believe he limited himself. I believe he lim-
ited himself. If you get the idea I'm denying the deity,
you are dead wrong.” Three speeches you had to fix it
and three days you had to look it up. Brother Frost, I
wasn’t teaching he was only a man and you know it.
You knew it when you quoted me. Now you ought to
look into your heart. I gave you three speeches. I've
had that quote ever since last night. I'said, “Well, maybe
next speech he’s gonna fix it.” Just give him, you know,
got busy, couldn’t get up to it. But we’re out of time. I
don’t believe you were going to fix it. You were going
to misquote me. You were going to misrepresent me
and let it stand, weren’t you brethren?

Here’s what Gene Frost used to teach about
Philippians 2. Now, youknow debating is a tough game.
And you try every trick in the world, a lot of folks do.
But one of the things you do sometimes is you leave
your whole explanation to the last speech. Now, am I
going to have any opportunity to respond to what Gene
Frost says about Philippians 2? Friends, it’s going to be
in your hearts and minds. Is he very confident about
what he’s going to teach you about Philippians 2? Is he
just a little nervous about it so he had to save it to his
last speech so nobody could say anything? But here’s
what he used to believe and here’s why he saved it for
his last speech. (559). “Jesus gave up something in or-
der to take on a new role, that is he gave up the glory,
the position, the role that he had with the Father.” (560).
“He gave up that equality with the Father to take a sub-
servient role in the redemption of man.” He says, “M.R.
Vincent points out ‘this form (morphe) not being iden-
tical with the divine essence but dependent upon it and
necessarily implying it can be parted with.” You know,
if I had said “parted with,” ladies and gentlemen, he
would have ripped the hide off of me. Wouldn’t you?
“It can be parted with, or laid aside.” Ooh-wee! My,
goodness. “Since Christ is one with God and therefore
pure being, absolute existence, he can exist without the
form. This form of God, Christ laid aside in his incar-
nation.” That’s Gene Frost.

Robertson Nicoll says, “Instead of appearing among
men in the divine morphe and thus compelling them to
render him homage which was due, he emptied himself
of that divine morphe and took the morphe of abondser-
vant.” He says, “Christ could have come down to this
earth and had the radiance (the doxa) that belongs to
God and he’d been honored. Every door would have
openedto him. Everything the Lord wanted. He would
have had every kind of advantage, but he emptied him-
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self, he gave up the status. He gave up his glory.” Those
are attributes of deity. Thayer, on morphe, “who al-
though he bore the form of God (this is a quote by the
way, Gene Frost quoting Thayer) yet did not think that
this equality with God was to be eagerly clung to or
retained but emptied himself of it so as to assume the
form of aservant.” I think he’s going to get up here and
tell you he didn’t empty himself of anything. “In that
he became like unto men and was found in fashion as a
man. This equality is in nature and not relationship. In
no other way was salvation possible for man. For this
reason Jesus was willing to empty himself of the pre-
rogatives of deity.” Whoo! “To come to earth asa man
fitted to his sacrificial mission.” Do you see why he
saved it for his last speech? You beginning to get the
idea?

Now he told us Tuesday, “We’re going to talk about
this on Thursday.” Got too busy. Did you all hear that
last speech Thursday night? Man, he was busy, wasn’t
he?

(26). “Calvinist Scholars.” “When Christ came he
gave up the form of God.” But wait a minute, wait a
minute, Whoa. He didn’tstop there. “Not really.” Not
really? “He gave it up in appearance.” He didn’t really
give it up. He gave it up in appearance. Dudley told us
Jesus was just down here in disguise. Now Gene is say-
ing he gave it up, but not really. Do you see why we’re
saying, “Brother Frost, are we talking about two spirits
here? Are we talking about the Lord trying to fool us?

He then goes on to say over at Silver Street, across
the river. He says, “It doesn’t say he emptied himself of
anything.” Now, brother Frost, which is it? Please,
please explain this to me. What do you believe?

Recorded: “... that of anything.”

Welch: He didn’t empty himself of anything,
brother Frost?

Recorded: “When Christ came he gave up the form
of God, not really, he gave it up in appearance.”

Welch: Brother Frost, aren’t you the same guy who
taught us that he gave up something?

Recorded: “Jesus gave up something.”

Welch: Aren’t you the one who said,

Recorded: “. . . he gave it up in appearance.”

Welch: Oh, Oh, okay, I'll get that right eventually.
Aren’t you the one who said he gave up equality with
God?

Recorded: “He gave up that equality with the Fa-
ther.”

Welch: That sounds . . .

Recorded: “Not really. He gave it up in appearance.”

Welch: Not really? But wait a minute. Aren’t you
the one who said he laid aside the form of God?

Recorded: “This form of God, Christ laid aside in

his incarnation.”



Welch: Oh!

Recorded: “Notreally. Hegaveit up in appearance.”

Welch: Oh, wait a minute. You don’t mean it. Oh,
he emptied himself of that divine morphe.

Recorded: “He emptied himself of that divine
morphe and took the morphe of a bondservant.”

Welch: That’s good, that’s good. I like that.

Recorded: “Not really.”

Welch: Oh! He gave up his glory. Didn’t you tell
us that one time?

Recorded: “He gave up the status. He gave up his
glory. Not really. He gave it up in appearance.”

Welch: Oh! I'm beginning to understand how this
works. Aren’t you the one who wrote a while back
about those Pentecostals. “He emptied himself of the
prerogatives of deity?”

Recorded: “Not really. He gave it up in appearance.”

Welch: Now I understand where we are, brother
Frost. AndIreally understand why you waited for your
last speech to explain Philippians 2. I think I got this
one down.

Brother Frost (chuckles), that was kind of fun,
wasn’tit? (Laughs). Ladiesand gentlemen, it was funny,
but it’s not funny.

Brother Frost, I’'m sorry I asked brother Robinson
to get out of the way. Yes, I planned to do that. Itold
you the night before if that’s what it took, I'd do it. If
we could solve this problem now by my apologizing
for all the words I've ever used, I"d do that. But brother
Frost, I’'m not going to stop believing that Jesus limited
himself when he came to this earth and he was a man.
I’'m not going to do that.

Here’s your difference. I agree with you. We’re in
agreement on this. This is quoting you. “And getting
down on his knees, ‘Will you accept it?” Isaid ‘T will if
you are sincere. If I see some fruits of it. I'm easily
reached and I’ll be glad, I’ve written over and over beg-
ging you brethren to give the heresy up and I'll be the
first in line to embrace you on it and to receive you
back.” Brother Frost, I never went anywhere. Ibelieved
this, have taught it, a long time and so have a lot of
these folks. You used to. Brother Frost, I never went
anywhere. And, brother Frost, the Lord forgave me
for those two statements. He forgave me five years ago.
I suppose he forgave me when I prayed to him. It may
have been he forgave me when I printed it in my maga-
zine. It may have been the other eight or nine or ten
times in public places when I apologized, brother Frost.
It may have been then. But I'll be dead set sure, brother
Frost, when I asked you two times to do it and both
times you came up with some new requirement. You
know you’re pretty hard to apologize to. “I’ll receive
you back and accept you.” Ooh my! Thank you!

You know there’s a lot of other preachers that are
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in trouble around here in Louisville. Brother Ken
Chumley, he’sgoing to have to be banned in Louisville.
You may have to receive him back. “Some have writ-
ten to the effect that Jesus had an extra advantage over
us that we don’t have today. And that advantage, what-
ever that is, 1s what enabled him to resist the devil and
to live above sin like he did. I’ll tell you one thing, you
sure can’t prove that from Matthew 4.” Brother
Chumley, my goodness, you’re in trouble. Brother
Frost, if he’ll take that back, will you receive him back
and accept him?

You know I want to move on to 746. Brother J.F.
Dancer preached in a meeting over here at Taylorsville
Road in 1989. You know right about that time, I was
preaching in a meeting down at Shively. ‘Bout the same
time. Brother J.F. said, “the thought is that when the
time came in the existence of the Lord that according to
God’s plan it was necessary that he give up the form of
God. He gave up the equality with God and that he
become a human being, that Jesus was generous enough
he was willing to give up that.” My goodness! You
going to receive him back if he’ll take that back. And
accept him? You going to keep him out of all these
Louisville churches? Cut off his support?

Brother Ken Green — my goodness, we’ve read from
brother Ken Green so much — “He became like us in
limitation of knowledge.” You don’t believe that. You
going to receive him back? He used to preach over here
at South End.

You know brother Julian Snell wrote, “Recogniz-
ing limits to his knowledge does not detract from the
deity of Christ. To the contrary this inquiry empha-
sizes the reality of his humanity, the omniscient Jesus
emptied himself of the divine as such was needful to
become the true likeness of men.” You going to receive
him back if he’ll take that back, apologize for all this
heresy he’s causing?

Brother J.T. Smith, he wrote, “The meaning here is
that even though Christ possessed equality with the
Father, the right to be worshipped by men and angels,
being omniscient, omnipotent, and omnipresent, his
attitude was one of being willing to lay aside all this.”
Brother Frost, you think Welch thought up something
new? This a new idea John has — crazy nut. Brother
Frost, you’re the one who told us he had sexual desire.
He knew sexual desire. You remember telling us that?
You going to receive yourself back?

Can you imagine if one of these other preachers
went around saying in their pulpits these days, “Jesus
had sexual desire.” How in the world did he manage
that? Wouldn’t that have been a change in his spirit?

Brother Rodney Miller says (he used to preach over
here at Wendell, you remember Wendell) “We can live
a life (that’s where I was baptized) we can live a life that



glorifies God. Don’t claim we can’t. Jesus Christ came
in the flesh just (just!) as you and I and he glorified the
Father. If in the flesh he could do it, we too can do it.”

Brother Donnie Radersays, “The Lord himself faced
great temptation. Temptation itself is notasin.” Looky
there! He quotes James 1:14. “It is that which leads to
evil or entices to wrong doing.”

Brother Allan Turner: “I believe he could have
sinned.” That’s eternal risk, brother Frost. Eternal risk!
“I believe he could have denied the cross. I believe he
could have failed.” Brother Frost, eternal risk! “As Jesus
learned obedience his free will made all these things
possible.” You going to receive him back if he retracts
ir?

Brethren, you see this isn’t just John Welch. It’s
writers for his own paper. It’s writers all over the city
of Louisville and preachers. If they don’t please Gene
Frost, if they don’t word it just the way he wants, it
doesn’t matter to him if they get down on their knees
and beg him to take back the things that they may have
said that sounded wrong, or that might have been wrong
" or that were wrong. He’ll come up with a new rule for
them, unless they’re his buddies — unless they’re his
buddies. And then, it will just be okay. He under-
stands.

Aw, we could look at Paul Earnhart and Connie.
We could look at old Bob Buchanan, but you’ve seen
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the quotes. I've got to move on. :

Brother Frost has made four responses to our four
points of change. He said to us that God has always
limited his knowledge. No change. He said to us God
has always been tempted. He said to us God has always
suffered. And I don’t know what he said about death.
The best I can tell, he doesn’t believe Jesus’ spirit ever
died and man’s spirit never dies. He has established that
Jesus never changed because he was always like us in
knowledge, he was always limited, he was always like
us in temptation, he was always suffered as we did, his
spirit is eternal as ours is. He has established that Jesus
was a man. He was always a man. He’s established that
men are just like God except for their physical bodies.
We’re limited. God is limited. We’ve just got a physi-
cal body. That’s the only difference.

Here’s the point. Yes, Jehovah has all these at-
tributes he has limited. They’re still in the circle. There
is some sense in which Jesus still had them just as God
still has the ability to destroy the earth by water, but he
limited them, ladies and gentlemen. And he could sac-
rifice and the sacrifice be real, real, the blood that he
shed was real. The soul that he poured out was real.
And Gene Frost, ladies and gentlemen, and his doctrine
are taking that away from me and you. My example,
the man who was tempted as Iam wasn’t really tempted
the way I am.



Second Proposition —

Fourth Negative
By Gene Frost

I am very pleased to be back before you. I know
this can be very tiring. It has been a long week. We
have spent many hours here in discussion. I appreciate
so very much your presence, the good attention. We’ve
had a good audience, very orderly and I commend you.

I want to take brother John’s speech from the very
beginning. He began by ridiculing “Jesus already knew
everything.” Give me his chart number 250, I believe it
is. Or maybe its ours — yes, its ours.

250

“Learn”

pavbavw “to learn by use and practice, to acquire
the habit of, be accustomed to, e.g., Phil. 4:11; |
Tim. 5:4, 13; Tit. 3:14; Heb. 5:9.” Vine, Expository Dic-
tionary, p. 324.

1 -“Not that | speak in respect of want: for | have /earned, in
whatsoever state | am, therewith to be content.” Phil. 4:11.

2 - “But if any widow have children or nephews, let them
learn first learn to shew piety at home, and to requite their
parents: for that is good and acceptable before God.” | Timo-
thy 5:4.

3 - “And withal they /earn to be idle, wandering about from
house to house; and not only idle, but tattlers also and busy-
bodies, speaking things which they ought not.” | Timothy
5:13.

4 - “And let ours also learn to maintain good works for nec-
essary uses, that they be not unfruitful.” Titus 3:14.

5- “Though he were a Son, yet learned he obedience by the
things which he suffered.” Hebrews. 5:8.

And he referred to this: “and Jesus knew everything,
already knew it.” I will say this. He knew His Father.
He knew His purpose. And if you will look at the...
(Give me the one on “just learn.” I think its the one
before John ... the word “learn”). That’s all right.

John says, “Lord you know everything.” Now, that
is an inspired man’s evaluation under inspiration. John
[Welch] ridiculed the idea “Jesus knew His Father,” “He
knew His purpose,” “He knew why He came.” We
went through all this before. “But how can he know
everything and then learn?” Well, we pointed out in
the body He underwent the human experience. I talked
about this the other night. He went through the pro-
cess of learning how to write Greek letters, I suppose,
and other things. To undergo or experience the human
experience. John says, “Well how can this be? How
can this be? How can Jesus have access to all wisdom
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and at the same time go through the learning process,”
etc. Idon’t know. Idon’t know. I’'m not God. Butto
say that God cannot do this is to say God cannot do
anything I can’t understand. That’s the modernist view
and that’s their problem. They’re theologians. Every-
thing has to be submitted to human understanding. You
remember I talked to you about this? Strauss says that
“nature is the standard, and reason is the guide.” If it
doesn’t fit within your human experience and what we
know, and you cannot understand it, then it didn’t hap-
pen. And everything about God you have got to sub-
mit to this particular rule. And, therefore, there are a
lot of things you don’t know about God, and they deny
those things that do not come within the realm of hu-
man experience. I cannot give you all the answers. I
am not God. I would have to be God Himself to know
all about God. That’s no problem if you have faith; no
problem at all.

He said, “You don’t like the words like ‘divest’ and
‘surrender.”” And he just laughed about it: “you don’t
like those words.” Those are good words, good words
when used correctly. I will tell you what I don’t like. I
don’t like it when they express concepts used against
my Lord and say that he was divested of His deity.
Words that would amount to that conclusion, that He
surrendered those attributes and those qualities that
belong to God. You cannot have God without the at-
tributes of God. We talked about this last night. What
has he said about it? He’s had all this time to work on
that and look at. He’s been preparing for this long be-
fore I prepared for it. Silent as the tomb! He’s your
leader.

He said, “Brother Frost, I've been sorry for two
statements.” I know you are because you were caught
on them. But what you need to be sorry for John is for
the concept. You said the statements were in error, not
just poor statements. You said the statements were in
error. What they expressed was error and that’s the-
whole point. That’s what brought this about because
you taught error and we called you on it and we ques-
tioned it. First of all, we tried to reach him and reason
with him on it. He said, “that’s what I believe,” to
brother Doy Moyer. On that basis then, Doy wrote
the article that exposed this particular doctrine.

As we would meet in meetings down at Beaver Dam,
two meetings of several hours duration, he maintained
the same position, the same concept, but then he began
to say, “I am sorry for this statement. I will take back
this statement.” He never took back the concept. Itis
not enough just to take back statements. That doesn’t



correct anything, That doesn’t correct a thing. The
apology needs to made for the error that was taught. I
thought he was apologizing for that error. You see the
reason why I said I am kind of reluctant, just kind of
leery; I just don’t really know when he apologizes? Now,
apparently he’s taken it back, that it was just the state-
ment that was wrong. But you said it was error. Well, it
was error. John, I really do wish you would repent of
the error. I wish you would just take that error and
remove it from your mind, don’t believe that any more,
and then take the consequences and work back through
all these things you’ve been teaching, and give them up.
We can be brethren. Ilove you. You don’t think I am
going through all of this all of these years, dealing with
this, because I don’t have any regard for your souls? I
have a list — we’ve gone into this matter of heresy — I
" was going to show you, how many times I have pleaded
over and over and over and over. I guess at least, prob-
ably at least a dozen times in my magazine. Give it up.
I will be the first to embrace you. I want you to give it
up.

He talks about love. What’s motivating us? It is
love. But itis not a love that will compromise. That’s
not my definition of love. Ilove the Lord and Ilove his
word, and I love you on God’s basis of fellowship, on
God’s basis of being united. I will not compromise the
word of my God in order to express some kind of a
relationship with you. Ijust can’t do that.

He got up here and said, “You’ve accused my dad
of being senile,” etc. John, I never did any such thing.
Are you saying that to prejudice this audience, to make
them think that I’'m that mean, ugly-spirited kind of a
person you said that I was? I think these people know
me, many of them do. Those that know me know I’'m
not mean and vicious. We were very gentle as we ap-
proached this thing. And when we first approached, I
can’t say that we had a response as gentle as we tried.
When I first heard what you were teaching, I said, “I
don’t believe he is teaching that.” We had to have fur-
ther evidence. And only when I read that statement
that you said He gave up, He surrendered, He divested
His godhood, 1 said, “That’s heresy. That’s deity;
Godhood is deity.” And we’ve tried all of these years to
get you to give that up. It is not so.

Brethren, churches are now being divided over this
doctrine. It isinexcusable. All because a man wants to
answer an argument concerning that man has to sin. I
don’t believe man has to sin, but I will tell you what: I
don’t have to strip my Lord of His deity to prove it.
And I think it is disgraceful to strip my Lord of the
attributes that belong to God which constitute his de-
ity. You cannot have one without the other. And yet
he wants to say He has the deity and yet He was stripped
of all the attributes; He didn’t use them; He was changed.
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And on his chart... (I believe it was the last one he
showed, the double circles.) The outside ring was what
He changed and in that was immutability. That just floors
me. Il just tell you, I cannot understand the mental
process that can picture an changeable unchangeableness.
That’s his position.

He said, “Brother Frost, the man in the garden.”
(Give me number 168. Ithink that’s the one he put up.
Was this chart used? I'm not sure. Okay, we don’t
want it then. It just has the picture, has the quotation,
but he has referred to it. I guess I could refer to it, but I
don’t want to breach any order here.) “He was just a
man in the garden.” He said, “Brother Frost, you’ve
had three nights to show what follows.” You see, he
wants me to... Every time he quotes something, I've
got to go and show all about it, and he wants me to do
it. And what he showed in the other statement was he
says he still believes in the deity of Christ when he makes
that statement. I have never said otherwise. I know he
says it both ways. He says, “He was just a man.” And
then he says, “I believe He was deity.” That’s our prob-
lem; has been all the time. At the very time that he is
denying the deity Christ he says, “But I believe in the
deity of Christ.” “He was just a man” — that’s what I
showed. That’s what that statement means. What did
he say? “Jesus was just a man.” What does that mean,
“just a man?” Doesn’t that mean only a man? And to
come back and say, “Oh, I believe he was more than
that.” Well, then He wasn’t just that, was he? That’s
contradictory language; it is confusing language.

You know, when I came to this debate, I told some
of the brethren, I said, “I've got a hard job to do. Truth
has to make itself clear. Error doesn’t. Error can con-
fuse, and win. If an audience leaves confused: ‘I can’t
understand all of that; must not be anything to if I can’t
understand it” Or, ‘this is confusing; I might as well
stay where I am and believe what I do’.” You meet
sectarians, you meet false teachers over the country, and
that’s their tactic. Confuse the audience, throw it out
there, get them all confused — “what’s going on?” I
want to ask you, brethren, in this debate who has re-
sorted to scriptures to prove what he believes? And
who has referred to men?

He refers to Philippians 2 and said, “Well, I guess
now he’s really going to preach on Philippians 2.” I
don’t need to. He says, “Well, he said he was going to
deal with it.” Idid. I don’t have to go into a long exege-
sis. I told you the truth about it. He hasn’t countered
it. It doesn’t mean He emptied Himself of those charac-
teristics that belong to deity, which would mean He
emptied Himself of deity. It doesn’t mean that. The
King James translators had it right: “He made himself
of no reputation.” I thought I would give a lengthy
dissertation on it because I thought he would introduce



it. He has to have it, his perversion of it, in order to
uphold his doctrine. He has to make a distinction be-
tween attributes, divinity, and the deity, but he didn’t
make it. I've answered both of those. I've looked at
what they have to have in order to uphold their doc-
trine. He hasn’t introduced either one of them. He’s
been in the affirmative. He wanted me to get in the
affirmative. He said, “He’s going to deal with that.”
Then he thought he would get up here and answer it.
He said, “Now, I guess now he will deal with it.” I have
already dealt with it. You haven’t touched what I said.
And if you think you have something, why didn’t you
present it? I am not in the affirmative. I follow you.

He quotes me from a sermon that I preached. He
takes a few words, and he plays them back; here a few
words, plays them back; and then he throws in a ques-
tion; and then here’s a few words. You know what it
makes me think of? Some of these unscrupulous politi-
cians. Anybody can do that. That’s one of the cheapest
tricks. I could have done that to him. I can take any
number of statements: take a few words out of it; play
the next question; and play it back; answer another ques-
tion; play it back. “Isn’t that fun?” We’re not here for
fun. There’s your problem. You brethren sometimes
treat this like a carnival event. You did it down in Bowl-
ing Green. I’ve been disgusted. You get over there and
you laugh, and you are just having a big time. You get
up here and say, “Oh, this is so serious.” I can’t buy
both of those. Iam not sure that God is up there laugh-
ing with you. I can’t believe this kind of presentation
before intelligent people in an effort to prove a proposi-
tion. I have met other men, far more honorable in this
way than what a brother is supposed to be. John, I can
see you are a brother in error and you need to come out
of it. I cannot accept you where you are. What you are
teaching is heresy.

He admitted to me it was error, but I want to call
to your attention that what he said was error was blas-
phemy against my Lord. Blasphemy means to speak in-
juriously. He blasphemed. A group formed around
him and that’s what a heresy is. It is the creation of a
party.

He said what he did over here, “I tried to apolo-
gize,” but I set forth a new requirement. Idid not. I
accepted your statement on the basis that you were sin-
cere and if you would repent and bring about the cor-
rections necessary. Those are not my requirements. It
is the Lord that says to repent. It is the Lord that says
bring forth fruit meet for repentance. That is all I was
asking you to do. You misrepresented this before this
audience, that I wouldn’t accept your apology. If you
are sincere and you will give up that error and the con-
sequences of it, bring forth fruits meet for that repen-
tance, you repent of it, not before me but before God

with a godly sorrow, I will accept you. Everybody in
here will. But I don’t think many people are of the
disposition to accept you with this kind of an attitude.
John, you have shifted; you have deceived. People
thought you were saying one thing and it turns out you
say somethingelse. This has characterized your presen-
tation all through this discussion, this controversy. We
think we understand him, and he says, “Oh, no, no. I
mean so and so.” Well, okay. “No, I mean so and so.”
You are as slippery as anyone I have met and you are
goodat it. Igrant you, you are good at it. You put on,
as you say, agood show. We are notinterested in show-
manship. I wish you were a little more scholarly, a
little better Bible student, and less showman.

Hesaid, “Gene says Jesus knew sexual desire.” Well,
certainly He did; He was in the flesh. He felt those
normal desires. He could have satisfied those desires in
marriage, which He could have done. He never had an
evil desire to fulfill them. What I said down in Beaver
Dam: Jesus did not /ust after a woman —epithumia, strong
sexual desire. I don’t believe He had that strong sexual
desire, as Matthew talks about it, that the Lord con-
demned because the man commits it already in his heart.
And you know what he said when I made that point,
that Jesus did not lust after a woman? He said, first of
all, “Don’t you?” I said, “not in that sense that Jesus
talked about.” He said, “Why its normal. Every man
in here, we all, have it.” I deny it. I don’t think every
man has a burning lust for women.

Then he talked about the death of the soul. I was
hoping he would come back and talk about that. That’s
another blasphemy. The death of the soul; the death of
the spirit of Christ; Christ died. I have been amazed. I
kept asking, am I hearing right? Has something gone
wrong with my hearing? What’s going on? Is the man
saying what I think he is saying? I think this audience
has been instructed enough concerning death, immor-
tality, mortality to recognize readily the error that has
been taught from this pulpit tonight by my opponent.

Let’s look at number 240. How much time do I
have Maurice. Good.

Chart 240, next page.

We began this discussion by affirming that Jesus was
unchanged in His spirit when He came to this earth. We
referred to Mal. 3:6, “I am the Lord; I change not.” In-
transitive verb: the action of the verb goes back to the
subject. The subject is God. God doesn’t change! That’s
my proposition. I didn’t have to say any more, really.
If you understood that passage, I could have gone home
after the first few minutes of this debate, and would
have proved and been successful in my affirmation. That
hasn’t been touched. John didn’t refer to it.

Then we referred to Heb. 1. “Thou art the same.”
Same means never different, not changed, immutable.
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240
l_Affirmative Evidence From Monday Night

Malachi 3:6 — “l am the LORD, | change not.”
Intransitive verb: it is God Himself who does not change, is
altered or made different.

Hebrews 1:10-12 — “thou art the same.”
“Same” means never different, not changing, immutable.
Heaven and earth will perish, but God remains the same.

Hebrews 13:8 — “Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and
to day, and for ever.”

Jesus didn't change before, during or after His time on

earth.

Psalm 90:2 — “from everlasting to everlasting, thou art
God.”

Isaiah 9:6 — the child Jesus is called “the mighty God.”
In 2 Timothy 3:16 He is called “"God manifest in the flesh.”

John 10:30 — “l and the Father are one.”
"One” means a “united one," unity of nature or equality.

He said, “Heaven and earth will perish but God remains
the same.”
the original language means continues. He remains ever
the same; no change. He [Welch] says He changed.

Hebrews 13:8, “Jesus Christ the same yesterday,
today, and forever.” The same. What was He before?
What is He now? He was the same right here on this
earth. That spirit — now he will say, “but he was in the
body. That’s achange.” We understand that’s a change,
but not in the Spirit. See? He shifts gears. He thinks if
he can find some changes in the body that proves that
God changes in His Spirit. No, it doesn’t. It just sim-
ply means: that unchangeable spirit moved into the
body. He changes location, yes. He changed roles, yes.
But His spirit didn’t change! His Being didn’t change.
He was still the Word; he was still God; but, as Paul
says, “He was God manifest in the flesh.”

We looked at Psalm 90:2: “From everlasting to ev-
erlasting, thou art God.” Micah points out (Micah 5:2):
“But thou, Bethlehem Ephratah, though thou be little
among the thousands of Judah, yet out of thee shall he
come forth unto me that is to be ruler in Israel; whose
goings forth have been from of old, from everlasting.” I
am talking about the everlasting God, neighbors and
friends; the Creator of heaven and earth. He remains
the same.

Isaiah 9:6, the child Jesus is called “the Mighty God.”
Now, you can laugh and ridicule about the child and
the mighty God being in that child. You know why
people laugh at it? Because they don’t understand it.
They cannot understand how the God of heaven can be
in a body. Well, I don’t know all about that, but I be-

98

“Remains”: present tense. Present tense in

lieve it. You see, to me nature is not the standard. The
Bible is the standard. Reason is not the guide. Faith is
the guide. There’s the difference. Not nature and hu-
man reasoning, but God’s word and faith. You say,
“Explain it.” I am sorry I cannot explain everything. I
don’t have to. I believe it. Why? Because God said it,
and with God it is impossible to lie. I know it is the
truth. Does it only become truth because I then can
understand how God did it? No, it is truth whether I
ever understand it or not. Mark it down: when God
says it, it is true, whether you or anybody else ever un-
derstands it. That’s the truth!

John 10:30: “I and the Father are one.” Tell me,
when Jesus said that, who was the Father? What was
He like? What describes Him? We had a chart up here
about Jehovah, and Jesus said, “I am like Him. We’re
one. Oh, not one person. We are the same. We are the
united One.”

Then we have pointed out to you... (How much
time? I want to get some of this in before we close and
I don’t want to run out of time, and you tell me to quit
and I am not ready.) We went through the words “de-
ity” and “divinity,” and showed you what these words
mean and how they are correlative terms. One is the
very being of God. That being of God is characterized
by divine attributes. Attributes describe what being God
is. You don’t have one without the other. Where you
have all the divine attributes, there you have the state of
being God. Where there is the state of being God, there
are the divine attributes. And that deity was in Christ;
the fullness of deity was in him bodily. (Col. 2:9) That’s
not difficult.

I know some of you are confused, but it is not that
difficult if you don’t let somebody confuse you. You
know, we’ve often said concerning sectarians, it takes
expert help not to see that. You’ve had some pretty
good expert help in this debate. He is good at it, but I
hope you can see the truth clear enough now, after sit-
ting through this, some of you for four nights. Iknow
you are tired. I really do appreciate it. You’ve listened
well; I hope well enough that you can discern between
the truth and the error.

We pointed out that man is made in God’s image.
(Give me 93 and 95 right hurriedly. How much time?
Five minutes. Well, I don’t think we are really going to
have time.)

Chart 95, next page.

I have pointed out that man is made in God’s image
and he was created in his spirit in the likeness of God.
There is no evil in the spirit of man. God didn’t create
evil. He didn’t create in me a desire for evil. Now, I
have sinned and, thereby, that’s how we develop that

desire for more sin; that’s the desire for you. Jesus never
had that problem. The devil had nothing in Him. There
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Evil is not inherent
in our flesh

Evil is not inherent
in our spirit

Jesus demonstrated that man can live with-
out sin in the flesh. Neither the flesh nor the
spirit necessitates sin.

His purpose, however, in living a sinless life
was not to prove one can live a sinless life,
but to provide a sacrifice for our sins.

was no way the devil could reach Him because He never
sinned. The devil couldn’t entice Him into further and
further degradation because He never started the road.
You and I have. We’ve sinned.

Iam thankful that Jesus Christ came to save us from
that sin. Let me tell you this. He came to die on a cross
that through his death we might be saved. He didn’t
come to be a perfect man, as though we are saved by
human perfection. We need to study alittle more about
that line because I have some real suspicions that this is
a concept. I have already detected these brethren really
don’t have a proper concept of what man is. But we'’re
making progress.

He says we do not worship the same God. Well, I
think he is right. We don’t worship the same Jesus.
The God I worship doesn’t change. The Lord I wor-
ship has a Spirit in him that never changed. Now some
have been critical that we have called this movement a
heresy. Brethren, what else can you call it? What can
you call it when we are worshipping two different Gods?

Let me give you a statement. (Give me number
217.) I want to leave two thoughts with you. I want to
talk to you young preachers just a moment. Don’t be-
come discouraged. Some of you have come and you
have seen this debate, and you’ve seen the assault on
those who have written things and have said things that
have been recorded. You recognize how these men have
been abused, taken out of context and misrepresented.
You know, some preachers won’t allow their sermons
to be recorded and some won’t write anything for that
very reason. They say, “I don’t want somebody quot-
ing me years from now.” Don’t let this discourage you.
Don’t let this kind of a show cause you to draw back
your effectiveness. You write the word, you spread the
word, you preach it, and you record those sermons and
let them be disseminated. Don’t be discouraged by
this.(217)

Here is a word by brother Whiteside I want to leave
with you. Oh, it hasn’t been introduced? Oh, I am
sorry then; better not do that. Iam sorry.

Well, let me just wind it up, my time is about gone.
I think it has been a good week. I have been concerned
about it. I have prayed to God about it, that truth might
prevail, that it might stand out clearly. You see where
we are now? | have some brethren that I am really con-
cerned about. I want them to be saved, and they prob-
ably would express the same thing to me and I would
appreciate that. I want to go to heaven and I want them
to go to heaven. But I have a problem. When Jesus said
in John 8:24, “Except ye believe that I am be, ye shall
die in your sins,” look at your Bible; the word “he” is
not in the text. It is supplied by the translators. It is
italicized. What Jesus said is, “Except ye believe that I
AM.” Recognize that expression, “I AM”? In verse 58,
Jesus said, “Before Abraham was, I AM.” Wasn’t that
God that spoke unto Moses and said, “tell them that I
AM sent you™ Jesus identified Himself as the I AM.
He identified Himself as God and He said, “Except ye
believe that I AM, ye will die in your sins.” This is a
serious matter. If you don’t confess that Jesus was God
manifest in the flesh, deity, the fullness of deity in Christ,
that person with all the divine attributes, you will die in
your sins. My hands are clean. I have warned you.
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