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situation, not morality. All this developed into the New Morality or Situation Ethics.
And that's how we got to where we are!

Had it not been for this groundwork, one-half of the earth might not presently be
undergodlessform of government and the other half mightnot be in such moral ruin. A
better world would have surely developed had we listened to better men than these. If
only more individuals had been more adamant in proclaiming the Bible as an absolute
standard of morality for men of every age, then undoubtedly we would be living in a
better world today.

Well, so much for the world that might have been... what are we going to do with
the world that is? The Bible tells us that man is capable of knowing inherently to some

degree what is right and wrong and it specifically furnishes him with all the principles
and precepts necessary to govern his moral behaviour. We are not alone! Why don't we
take a stand for Bible morality?
C. COOK.

Conducted by
Frank Worgan

1. "Was Paul a married man? "

The thought that Paul may have been a married man may seem strange at first; but
we have to consider it as a possibility.

a) He certainly claimed the right to be married when he wrote to the Corinthians (1
Cor. 9;5).

b) When he wrote that letter, he was undoubtedly, without a wife (See 1 Cor. 7:8).
c) The real heart of the question is whether this was because his wife was dead and
he was, therefore, a widower, or whether his wife had divorced him when he became a
Christian.

That his wife rejected him when he rejected Judaism is a distinct possibility - a
virtual certainty - because this is what commonly happened. Any Jew or Jewess who
became a Christian would certainly be:1) excommunicated from the Temple,
2) ostracised from fonnal society.

3) rejected by family and friends.
4) and if married, divorce would almost certainly follow.
Thus, it is very likely that Paul was, at first, rejected by his ultra-orthodox Pharisee
family when he became a Christian. Phil. 3:4-5 revealed just how 'orthodox' his
upbringing must have been. Only towards the end of his ministry do we find mention
that some of his relatives had become Christians (Rom. 16:7).

d) I do not think that there is any serious doubt that he was a member of the
Sanhedrin before he became a Christian, because, when Acts 8:1 states that he was
'consenting' to the death of Stephen, it means that he 'cast his vote' in favour of
Stephen's death. In fact, he states this in Acts 26:10.
This implies his membership in the Sanhedrin, and it is true that one could not be a
member of the Council under the age of 30, or unmarried. Indeed, Judaism taught that
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an unmarried man 'diminishes the divine image' in the world. And, 'a man who has no

wife lives without joy, without blessing, withoutgood'. Rabbi Eleazar said, "A man who
has no wife is not even a man, as it is stated; 'Male and female He created them and He
named them 'man' " (Gen. 5:2).

The answer to the question therefore, must be: At one time Paul was married, but,
by the time he wrote 1st Cor. 7:8 he was no longer a married man.
2. "Was Barnabas an apostie? A brother has said that he was! "
Whoever said that Barnabas was an apostle should have explained that there are

three sorts of apostles mentioned in the N.T. The word itself, 'apostolos', simply means
'one sent'.

1) BecauseJesus was sent by God, he is describedas "the apostle and high priest of
our confession". Heb. 3:1.

2) DuringHis ministry He called His disciples to Him and chose twelve, "whom He
named apostles". The twelve were apostles of Christ, because He chose them and sent
them out.

3) In Acts 13, the Holy Spirit instructed the Church at Antioch to "set apartfor me
Barnabas and Saul...", and the Church prayed and fasted and sent them out.
In Acts 14:14 it is recorded, "when the apostles, BARNABAS and Saul heard..."
Barnabas was not an apostle in the same sense as the Twelve; that is. He was not an

apostleof Christ; becausehe did not meet the qualifications.
a) He had not accompanied Christ from the time of John's baptism;
b) was not a wimess of the resurrection;

c) had not been chosen by Christ personally.
But he was an apostle of the Church at Antioch in Syria, because they sent him out;
and it was to that Church that Paul and Barnabas reported at the end of that First
Missionary Journey.
3. "When did the Samaritans receive the Holy Spirit? "
Acts 8 records that the Samaritans believed and obeyed the Gospel preached by
Philip.

We may be sure that, because they identified themselves with the death, burial and
resurrection of the Lord Jesus by being baptised into Him, they received the promised
gift - the 'dorea', - that is, the 'free gift' - of the Holy Spirit, according to Acts 2:38.
Bear in mind that, contrary to what some teach, this promise was not only given to
the Jews, but also 'to all who are afar off - a phrase which any Jew would recognise as
referring to Gentiles.This is, in fact, how Paul describes the Ephesians in Eph. 2:13.
But, when Peter and John came from Jerusalem and realised that the Samaritians
had 'received the word', they laid hands upon the converts, to impart something extra a spiritual gift.
In accordance with Acts 2:38 and 5:32, everyone who believes and is baptised
receives 'the gift of the Holy Spirit' - i.e., the Spirit as an indwelling Presence. But the

apostles had the power to lay hands on people and, in this way, to impart miraculous
powers.

Romans 1:11 refers to this apostolic power, in the letter Paul wrote to the Church at
Rome, which, up to that time, he had not visited. How would he impart the gift? Read
2nd Tim. 1:6.

We must remember that those on whom the apostles laid their hands did not

themselves have the power to impart spiritual gifts to others. For instance, Philip the
evangelist had the power to perform miracles (Acts 6:6). But he did not hitve the
authority to pass on this power to those Samaritans who had obeyed the Gospel and
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who, obviously, had received the promised gift of the Holy Spirit. The apostles in
Jerusalem, therefore 'sent down Peter and John', who, having assured themselvesof the
genuineness of the Samaritan conversions, laid hands on them, and the effect was that

Simon 'saw that by the laying on of the hands of the apostletheSpirit wasgiven'.
Furthermore, since the qualifications required of those who became an apostle of
Christ, as revealed in Acts 1:21-22, make it impossible for them to have successors,that
authority and power died with die original apostles.

I do not think there is any otherconclusion to which we can arrive otherthan to say
that all who obey the Gospel receive the gift of the Spirit, but, in N.T. times, there was
a special endowment of the Spirit (I use that word for want of a better!) which was
received by the imposition of apostolic hands.
This passage, Acts 8:5-19, reveals that the Samaritans received both the 'dorea' -

God's free gift of the Spirit, and the extra 'charisma' - the grace-gifts - at the hands of
the apostles.

(Allquestionsplease to: Frank Worgan, 5 Gryfebank Way, Houston,
Renfrewshire, Scotland PA6 7NZ)

ANOINTING WITH OIL (Part 2)
(A Study ofJames 5:13-20)

(6) vs. 14 - "anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord." Two Things are
necessary in order to understand the command (for it is a command to those "elders"
who have been called upon to pray).

Incidentally the word translated "elders" in this particular place is "prebuteros"
meaning olderand does not therefore indicate an "elder" in the sense of an appointed
"elder" and has in many places been used interchangeably with the word "episkopoi"
which is variously translated as "bishops", "elders", and "overseers".
(A) The "background" or "context" of "anointing with oil"
(B) The understanding of "in the name of the Lord".
(A) The first recorded reference to anointing with oil is found in Gen. 28:18.

God himself refers to this letter in Gen. 31:13 in order that Jacob can clearly
identify God with that particular event. Jacob used that anointing to mark or dedicate
the exact spot upon the land that God promised to give him, and his seed, (a promise
that was subsequently fulfilled in Judges 1:22-23).

The next time we see "anointing with oil" its purpose is clearly stated and
precisely spelled out Ex. 28:41 "Anoint them", and "consecrate" them, and "sanctify"
them, that they may "minister"unto me in the "priests'office".
Ex. 30:22-33 The EXACT formula for the special "anointing oil" is here given and
in vs. 31 - we are told that it was to be a "holy" anointing oil - dedicated to God throughout the generations of the Israelites and in vs. 32 - it was to be "holy" to them.
In vs. 33 a clear warning is given to anyone who would make anything like it.
If we examine any of the other instances where men in the Old Testament were

"anointed"we will see that it was always for the purposeof dedication to the service of
the Lord.

So howare we to understand "anointing withoil" in the New Testament age?
Carefully read all of Heb. chapters 8 and 9
"anointing with oil" was one of the many O.T. ordinances, and if it was a shadow or

a pattem - a metaphorical or figurative demonstration of something that was to come,

