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 Just imagine the scene at Pentecost... 3000 Jews dutifully looking up the books 
of Joel and Psalms in their black leather-bound Broadman-Holman King James Bibles 
following along with Peter as he preached. No, the Bible wasn't mass printed in book 
form until Johann Gutenberg invented the moveable type printing press in Mainz, 
Germany in 1455. Furthermore, the King James Version wasn't written until 156 years 
after the invention of the printing press. Therefore, can we conclude that the church as it 
began in Jerusalem on Pentecost was substandard compared local churches today? 
After all, there were just 3000 people who only had the apostles' doctrine. 
Contemporary congregations have fewer members, but they follow sermons with black 
leather bound King James Bibles! Is this the only measure of competency in the 
scriptures? Is this the only legitimate means of learning the word? An affirmative answer 
to either question is bibliolatry, not love for the truth. 
 In fact, during New Testament times disciples went through three stages of 
communicating the word. In the earliest days of the church, the word of God was 
delivered primarily in oral or verbal form; very little was written down and distributed. 
One of the first records we have of a portion of the will of God being written down and 
distributed is the brief message sent by the apostles and Jerusalem elders to Antioch in 
Acts 15:23. 
 The second stage of communication was the period of both oral and written 
delivery of the will of God. Paul Illustrates this in 2Thessalonians 2:15 - "Therefore, 
brethren, stand fast and hold the traditions which you were taught, whether by word or 
our epistle." This indicates that the oral and written word of God was equally binding on 
the disciples.  
 The third stage is the period of the completed will of God in which all of God's 
word for this dispensation has been written down and preserved. In every stage it must 
be understood that the Christians were bound to obey the will of God whether they 
received it by the oral doctrine of the apostles alone, by a combination of oral and 
written teaching, or by written doctrine alone. 
 It must also be understood that the means of communicating the word of God 
has never been an issue with God. He does not care whether the scroll was made from 
papyrus or parchment, whether the book was hand written or printed by a machine, 
whether one reads it himself or another reads it to him, or whether one reads it in a 
Bible on his lap or on a screen at the front of the auditorium. It is the word of God; it 
does not cease to be the word of God simply because it is presented electronically. 
 When Bibles were first mass printed, I am certain there were folks who 
complained, "It ain't right to use them impersonal mass printed Bibles. Give me a good 
old fashioned scroll handwritten by a monk! I miss the sound of them scrolls unrollin' 
when brother Luther preaches." 
 Indeed, we used to be known as a "people of the book." And I am equally certain 
that 1000 years ago, we were known as a people of the scroll. And in the future when 
the media changes from paper to electronic, we may be known as a people of the 



palmtop. So why don't we just call ourselves a people of the word, and stop challenging 
the means of communicating it? 
 When I moved to a new work twenty years ago and began using an overhead 
projector, one brother fussed at me frequently about how much he disliked "those 
window-blind sermons" (the screen resembled a window blind). One fellow evangelist 
recently wrote the following to tease me tongue in cheek: 
"Pity the man that used the first chalkboard; and you know poor old C. D. Plum totally 
depended on the chalkboard and that new-fangled colored chalk for his sermons. I bet 
nobody ever looked at their Bibles again. Imagine putting your outlines on a bed sheet. 
That would have been a "four-fold" sin, maybe even a “six-fold” sin. Then there's Oliver 
Murray who totally depends on his paper flip-charts. One time he turned too many 
charts and got all flustered; you'd think a gospel preacher wouldn't have to depend on 
charts like that. Then there's those Overhead REjectors; what a shame they are. Why 
I've noticed mother's with babies and older folks who can't turn to the Bible passages as 
quickly as they used to even getting more out of the lessons, but shame on that 
preacher for using an aid to learning and not depending totally on his Bible and Bible 
knowledge to get his points across. And that new fangled Power Point thingy would be 
in the same ballpark. Yeah, who needs a preacher when you've got Power Point?  
Reckon we should just put the title of the lesson on the Power Point? How much is an 
"abuse"? 2 slides? 4 slides? Shame on you, Paul!" (Morris Hafley) 
 The elders here at Tomlinson Run decided that I was to use a multimedia 
projector. I did not ask for it. They asked that I put the scripture texts on the screen for 
the benefit of the elderly and young mothers who cannot find the texts quickly and for 
the members who do not commonly follow along in their Bibles. It is not possible to 
mandate that all of the members follow in their Bibles, but by putting the passages on 
the screen all of the members are enabled to read along with the preacher. Those 
members who prefer to read the text in their own Bibles continue do so. The opinions of 
young preachers with limited experience are secondary when measured against the 
counsel of three sound elders with a combined total of 83 years of experience in 
shepherding a strong, faithful congregation of 140 devout saints. 
 Putting scripture texts on the screen has not adversely affected the members' 
ability to find Bible passages when called on to do so. They continue to use their Bibles 
at home and in Bible classes. In point of fact, members who were not inclined to carry 
their Bibles and follow the preacher before Power Point, are showing more interest in 
reading and studying their Bibles at home now that they have seen how effectively 
scriptures can be used to answer questions. Putting the texts on the screen to make 
one's point helps to impress the listener with the power of the word, not the technology. 
 Can the media be misused? Of course. However, one makes a fallacious 
argument when he dismisses a tool because of the potential abuse by a few. There 
have always been reactionaries who opposed changes in media and manner of 
presentation, even though the changes enhance communication without altering the 
message. 
 In addition, memorizing and reciting texts can be misused. I've heard institutional 
preachers and false teachers stand up and recite dozens of texts flawlessly, and then 
go on to misapply and wrest the context to teach error. I heard one young preacher 
often boast of how he uses text memorization and recitation to intimidate opponents and 



impress the unlearned. I have even heard folks say after hearing such a sermon: "Wow, 
did you hear him quote the Bible!" When I asked what he preached, they didn't recollect, 
but they did remember that he had great recall of the text. Should we make the 
argument that because men abuse memorization and recitation, we should not 
memorize and recite? Certainly not. 
 Nearly every form of communication can be abused. Tracts can be misused, and 
so can articles posted to discussion lists, gospel meetings, home Bible studies, email 
correspondence, phone calls, and so on. Perhaps we should have a series of articles on 
the abuse of tracts, gospel meetings, home Bible studies, etc. Or maybe we should just 
have more articles on Bible matters and fewer articles against the various means of 
communicating the word. 
 In conclusion, when one comes to understand the motivation behind 
reactionaries, he realizes it is not necessary to accommodate their demands. 
Reactionaries insist that old means and media are the only right way. On the surface, 
this spirit appears to be generated by simple stubbornness or ignorance. However, 
scratch a little deeper and one will discover that the reactionary is driven by motives that 
will elicit pity from the observer. Some oppose change because they are afraid of 
change. Others oppose learning new techniques because they have limited capability in 
learning new technology. Still others oppose it because they cannot afford it. And yes, 
there may be some who oppose a new means of communication because they actually 
believe their way is the best way; these are the most pitiable of all. It is incumbent on us 
as brethren in Christ to be patient with the ignorant and firm with the stubborn. May the 
Lord guide us to discern between the two. May He help us avoid becoming reactionary 
ourselves. 


