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DEAVER’S DIRECT OPERATION
DOCTRINE IS FATAL ERROR
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INTRODUCTION1

In recent years the body of Christ has become divided over the
mode of the Holy Spirit’s operation upon the child of God. Fellow
Christians have come down on opposite sides of this issue. Fellowship
has been severed. Some men who once stood four-square for the truth
have erred concerning the work of the Holy Spirit and are now teaching
things they opposed only a few years ago.

Volumes have been written on whether or not the Holy Spirit
operates directly upon the heart of a child of God in order to provide
him with strength, wisdom, and sanctification. Over the past five or six
years I have read a considerable amount of the written material (pro and
con) on this issue. I have read and studied in depth one written debate,
viewed a video of a second debate, and attended personally a third
debate, all of which discussed this issue. In each of those debates, Mac
Deaver affirmed a proposition upholding the direct operation of the
Holy Spirit on the heart of the child of God.

Deaver, the past decade or so, has preached, promoted, proclaimed,
and pushed his “direct operation” doctrine to the division of a number
of congregations. Seeing the destruction left in Deaver’s wake,
Summers passionately pleads:

What good is being accomplished here? To the minds of many, Mac
has not proved his case of direct influence of the Holy Spirit upon the
human spirit ... What is to be gained? Even if the doctrine were true, all
that it means is that we have an indeterminate amount of additional help
that we cannot know anything about. Is this view worth upholding to
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the point of division in the brotherhood? And if it is not true, what harm
has already been caused, and how much more may yet occur? Sterling
reputations have become tarnished. The friendship and fellowship of
co-workers has been utterly devastated. Many of us have been
sidetracked from important matters on which we agree—matters that
affect the morals of this nation and the salvation of souls. In a manner
of speaking, the barbarians are at the gates, and we are discussing how
much extra power we may or may not be receiving directly from the
Holy Spirit!2

Let it be stressed—the issue here is neither the Holy Spirit’s
indwelling nor the manner of His indwelling. This study focuses on: 1)
the fallacy of Deaver’s “direct operation” of the Holy Spirit doctrine,
and 2) why this is a fatal false doctrine. There are a number of sub-
arguments, each of which may not immediately appear relevant to the
discussion at hand, but when considered together, will show Deaver’s
doctrine to be fatal error.

FELLOWSHIP
What brings about fellowship? What breaks fellowship? When

does a doctrine become a “fellowship” issue? Is it possible for someone
to teach a doctrine that is false and yet maintain fellowship with God
and with fellow Christians?

The English word “fellowship” is translated from the Greek word
koinonia. Thayer defines the word as “fellowship, association,
community, communion, joint participation; the share that anyone has
in anything.”3 The word is used to describe the bond of fellowship that
unites Christians together. W.E. Vine defines koinonia thusly:
“Communion, fellowship, sharing in common ... to have fellowship
with or in.”4 Thayer defines koinonia as “association, communion,
fellowship, close relationship,” with a secondary meaning of “generos-
ity, fellow feeling, altruism.”5 A closely related noun, koinonos is
defined by Thayer as “a partner, associate, sharer in anything.”6 Thus,
the word has the idea of “one who takes part in something with
someone.” Commenting on “fellowship,” Woods states:

Fellowship is partnership, joint sharing. Through the acceptance
of the Word of life a unity of faith, practice and worship is
established, and it was for this purpose that the life was being
declared. Here, in the most emphatic fashion, the writer points
out that only in unity of faith is there communion in religion. It
is possible to have fellowship only when there is a common bond
established in faith, work, and love.7
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In this study, the word “fellowship” is used pertaining to participa-
tion with and encouragement of one another in those matters concern-
ing the faith, and our walk therein. Quite obviously we cannot avoid
association with those about us who are not members of the body of
Christ. We cannot, as Paul says, “go out of the world” (1 Cor. 5:10b).
To the contrary, we are to render our influence for the good of others,
and the uplifting of the Christ to the glory of God the Father. Any
association with the world is fraught with the danger that we would
succumb to its way of thinking (Rom. 12:1-2). We must, therefore,
avoid any encouragement of those in sin to the extent that they
conclude that their present condition (morally or religiously) is
acceptable unto God. Nor can there be participation with them in any
activity (morally or religiously) wherein we fail to uphold and maintain
the lines of demarcation between truth and error, sin and righteousness,
or light and darkness. The same applies with regard to false doctrine
that is fatal in its consequences. This leads to our next point.

FATAL FALSE DOCTRINE
It is important for us to realize that just because one holds to some

erroneous position, that is not necessarily grounds for withdrawal of
fellowship. Not all false doctrine can be classified as fatal false
doctrine. There is a distinction in the New Testament between matters
of doctrine, judgment, and opinion. When it comes to matters of
opinion and/or judgment, each person is free to make the choice which
best suits the situation and/or his preference. What color carpet shall we
put in the building? Where shall we baptize? Shall we rent or purchase
a place for worship and study?

The matter of precisely how the Holy Spirit operates in the life of
a Christian is not a matter of opinion or judgment, nor does it fall in the
realm of expediency. What we are discussing here has to do with
specific teaching in the New Testament. But, is it the case that any
misunderstanding on a particular teaching of the New Testament
constitutes grounds for withdrawal of fellowship? Consider, for
example, the question of the “mode” of the indwelling of the Spirit. I
recall with fond memory those occasions at the Freed-Hardeman
Lectures when Guy N. Woods and Gus Nichols would argue their
particular position on the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. Both believed
they were right; but, both, by the very nature of truth, could not be
right. Either Woods, or Nichols, or both, were teaching error. Why,
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then, was fellowship maintained between these two great and godly
men? Because neither man was teaching fatal error. On the other hand,
the present controversy on the operation of the Holy Spirit has brought
about severance in fellowship. Why? What makes a false doctrine a
fatal false doctrine?

First, any doctrine that causes a person to sin is a doctrine that is
fatal. Take, for example, false doctrines regarding baptism. Erroneous
doctrines on this vital subject will cause a man to fail to be baptized,
fail to respect the only authorized action (immersion), and/or fail to
respect the purpose and importance of this act of obedience.

Second, if the doctrine violates either specific or general authority
in the “thing” being done, then it is a fatal false doctrine. God
authorizes “singing” in worship (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16). Instrumental
music violates the authority regarding the “thing” being done for the
simple reason that there is no authority for it.

Third, if the doctrine changes the nature and/or structure of the
church, then it is a fatal false doctrine. Premillennialism is a fatal false
doctrine because it changes the nature of the church, viewing it as some
“accident” or “afterthought” in the mind of God.

Fourth, any doctrine that causes a person to commit a moral or
unethical act is a fatal false doctrine. Jude spoke of “certain men” who
“crept in privily, even they who were of old written of beforehand unto
this condemnation, ungodly men, turning the grace of our God into
lasciviousness, and denying our only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ”
(Ju. 4). It is difficult to imagine someone upholding a vile, immoral
practice and doing such in the name of religion. To our amazement,
there are just such so-called “Christian” teachers who uphold homosex-
uality, gambling, and imbibing alcoholic beverages, to name just a few.

Fifth, any doctrine that denigrates the nature of God is a fatal false
doctrine. Such error was evident among the Gentiles in the first
century. About some in his day, Paul wrote:

Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools, and
changed the glory of the incorruptible God for the likeness of an
image of corruptible man, and of birds, and four-footed beasts,
and creeping things. Wherefore God gave them up in the lusts of
their hearts unto uncleanness, that their bodies should be
dishonored among themselves: for that they exchanged the truth
of God for a lie, and worshipped and served the creature rather
than the Creator, who is blessed for ever. Amen (Rom. 1:22-25).
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When men teach that Jesus Christ is not divine, or that there is only one
member of the “godhead,” they have taught fatal false doctrine.

Sixth, if the doctrine denigrates, de-emphasizes, or seeks to
substitute God’s Word with something more, or less, than what has
been revealed, it is a fatal false doctrine. This is because of the
repeated emphasis in the Bible with regard to the importance, power,
and sufficiency of the divinely revealed Word (2 Pet. 1:3; 2 Tim. 3:16-
17; Rom. 1:16-17). The very first sin in the history of mankind began
with a de-emphasis upon the Word of God. The devil, in the form of
the subtle serpent, first asked Eve: “Yea, hath God said, Ye shall not eat
of any tree of the garden?” (Gen. 3:1). He sought to put a doubt in her
mind with regard to God’s clear command. Then the devil denied
God’s Word and told Eve: “Ye shall not surely die” (Gen. 3:4). Today,
men de-emphasize the importance of God’s Word by teaching what
they claim to be modern day revelations. This substitutes God’s Word
with the teachings of men. Others would seek to rob the Word of its
God-given power. The author of Hebrews upheld the power of God’s
Word, saying: “For the word of God is living, and active, and sharper
than any two-edged sword, and piercing even to the dividing of soul
and spirit, of both joints and marrow, and quick to discern the thoughts
and intents of the heart” (Heb. 4:12). Declaring the power of the
Gospel, Paul proclaimed: “For I am not ashamed of the gospel: for it is
the power of God unto salvation to every one that believeth; to the Jew
first, and also to the Greek” (Rom. 1:16). Paul declared the all-
sufficiency of the Gospel when he penned: “Every scripture inspired of
God is also profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction which is in righteousness. That the man of God may be
complete, furnished completely unto every good work” (2 Tim. 3:16-
17). Peter likewise addressed the all-sufficiency of the knowledge
provided in God’s Word in that it provides “all things that pertain unto
life and godliness” (2 Pet. 1:3). Any doctrine that seeks to rob the Word
of its power and authority is a fatal doctrine. As we shall see in this
lecture, it is at this precise point where the doctrine of the direct
operation of the Holy Spirit upon the Christian becomes a fellowship
issue.

WHAT ABOUT THE INDWELLING?
What a person believes relative to “how” the Holy Spirit dwells in

a person has a direct bearing on what he will believe relative to how the
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Holy Spirit has an impact on that person. In other words, if I believe in
the personal, literal indwelling of the Holy Spirit, I will be more
inclined to believe the Spirit operates upon my heart in some direct,
personal way. This is not a blanket accusation that all who believe in
the personal, literal indwelling somehow have to believe in the direct
operation upon the heart by the Holy Spirit. As we have already noted,
many good brethren have held to and defended the personal, literal
indwelling without ever believing in or upholding the direct operation
of the Holy Spirit on the human spirit. Please give some consideration
to the following.

After having re-read Wallace’s excellent treatise, The Medium and
Mission of the Holy Spirit, I was astonished at the relevance of the
subject matter, and the simplicity with which Wallace set forth a
defense of the correct means and medium of the work of the Holy Spirit
upon the spirit of man. Forty years ago the church faced a wave of
emotionalism which swept across the brotherhood like a wildfire.
Before it had completed its ruinous campaign, a number of congrega-
tions had been swept into Pentecostalism and lost to the cause of Christ
altogether. The residual effects of that movement are still felt today,
and it is becoming more apparent that we have not finished the battle
on this front even yet. Assessing the problem, Wallace wrote: “It is
argued that this special activity of the Holy Spirit in the form of direct
impression ‘illuminates’ the scriptures and helps the preacher to
understand ‘the written word.’”8 The problem with that position, both
then and now, is seen in the consequences of the doctrine itself.
Wallace well stated:

It has been declared with dramatics that this indwelling of the
Holy Spirit apart from the Word is in fact mystical but that it
does not imply that the Word is incomplete and insufficient—but
it does imply just that, from it no other inference can be
drawn—and the two statements are contradictory and irreconcil-
able ... The conclusion of the whole matter is that no one
claiming the personal indwelling or illumination of the Holy
Spirit can express a truth, or a true thought or sentiment, on the
subject of spiritual influence not already revealed in the written
word.9

The unfortunate aspect of this “not-so-new” movement among our
brethren is the reliance upon personal experience and/or gentle
“leading” or “nudging” that accompany us along life’s journey.
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Deaver’s doctrine of the direct operation of the Holy Spirit is a
“kissing cousin” to the movement four decades ago that sought an
increased role of the Holy Spirit in the life of a Christian. Wallace made
this astute observation:

In the nature of things it is impossible for spirit to contact spirit
without medium, except through miraculous process, as upon the
prophets of God and the apostles of Christ, and to assert it now
is to assume inspiration. The influence of the Holy Spirit is
either by direct entrance into the heart or it is mediated by the
truth—there is no third method thinkable or possible—nor can
it be both. The appeal must be made to the Word of God itself,
as the source of revealed truth, on this and all other questions.10

Herein, we think, lies the great challenge to those who would espouse
a direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon the spirit of man. There are
only two ways by which the Holy Spirit can influence men. One of
these is what we might call the immediate. By immediate, we mean
there is no intermediary, no medium. The other is the mediate, or
through some intervening medium or agent. That being the case, those
who would argue for some direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon
man must, by necessity, concede to a direct expression and guidance as
well. No, my friends, the Holy Spirit does not operate upon you, or
anyone else, directly. His medium is the Word. It does no good to argue
that the Word is the medium for information, and then some direct
operation upon the spirit of man in an immediate way for strength or
wisdom. If that were the case, then once I had a knowledge of God’s
will in my life, the direct operation of the Holy Spirit on my spirit in
supplying strength and wisdom would be perfect and absolute. If the
Holy Spirit does something, He does it perfectly and completely, by the
very nature of Who He is. Can one imagine any member of the
Godhead not doing something perfectly or completely? In the final
analysis, whose fault would it be if I had the information, but not
sufficient strength and wisdom to resist temptation? Would not the fault
lie at the feet of the Holy Spirit? Can you not see the danger of such a
position? Wallace is right on target. He concludes:

The personal inhabitation of the Holy Spirit would mean
personal Holy Spirit guidance in thoughts, words, and deeds, the
logical consequence of which would necessarily prohibit and
prevent apostasy, making it impossible for one so possessed to
fall from grace ... If it is not true the indwelling of the Holy
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Spirit would be of no aid or help in the time of temptation but
would abandon one at the time of his fall to re-enter him after his
recovery—in him and out of him, entering and re-entering him.
Else the personal Holy Spirit possession is ineffectual in that he
fails the indwelling subject in the hour of need.11

The belief of a personal indwelling of the Holy Spirit is based upon
a particular interpretation of Acts 2:38. There, Peter states: “Repent ye,
and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ unto the
remission of your sins; and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.”
I do not believe the promise here was some personal indwelling of the
Holy Spirit. The phrase, “of the Holy Spirit,” is the possessive case.
The word “of” makes it possessive. When we speak of the “house of
Mr. Smith,” we do not mean the house that is Mr. Smith. The language
in Acts 2:38 is equivalent to saying: “The Holy Spirit’s gift.” Please
notice some additional passages that have the same construction as Acts
2:38. The same kind of language is used in John 4:10—“If thou
knewest the gift of God ... thou wouldest have asked of him, and he
would have given thee living water.” Is the gift of God there God
Himself, or the “living water”? Again, in Ephesians 4:7, Paul said: “But
unto each one of us was the grace given according to the measure of the
gift of Christ.” None would argue that Paul, in that passage, was
arguing that Jesus is the gift. The phrases in those passages are identical
in structure with “the gift of the Holy Spirit” in Acts 2:38. Wallace was
correct when he pointed out: “The ‘dorea of God’ [gift of God, TW] in
John 4:10 was that which proceeded from God ... The dorea of Christ
[gift of Christ, TW] was that which proceeded from Christ ... On
precisely the same premise the dorea of the Holy Spirit [gift of the
Holy Spirit, TW] was that which proceeded from the Holy Spirit.”12

Those who argue that “the gift of the Holy Spirit” is in the
objective genitive, and therefore refers to the Holy Spirit Himself as the
gift, have not proven their case. A.T. Robertson, a highly respected
Greek scholar, pointed out that the “genitive” is the simple possessive.
By “genitive” we mean a noun functioning as an adjective! If we say,
“That is Tom’s office,” the word “Tom” [a noun] is serving as an
adjective. The phrase, “The Gospel of John,” has “John” serving as an
adjective to modify the Gospel. The “accusative” in any language
denotes the goal toward which the action of the verb is directed. In the
phrase, “gift of the Holy Spirit,” the accusative is “gift”—that is the
object—or that thing which they would receive. “Holy Spirit” is the
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possessive or genitive, modifying the “gift.” Grammatically, in the
verse under consideration, “receive” is the verb, “gift” is the objective
(i.e., genitive or objective case), and “Holy Spirit” is the possessive
modifier. Wallace has correctly pointed out that “it is outside the range
of grammatical structure to have the verb ‘receive’ governing both the
accusative noun ‘gift’ and the possessive genitive noun of ‘Spirit.’”13

The “gift of God,” in John 4:10, being in the possessive genitive,
cannot mean that God Himself is the gift. The “gift of Christ,” in
Ephesians 4:7, cannot mean Christ Himself for the same reason. Why
then, do we think that the “gift of the Holy Spirit,” which has precisely
the same construction as both of our examples, means that it refers to
the Holy Spirit Himself? To what, then, does it refer?

There are at least three positions which brethren have taken on
what constitutes the “gift of the Holy Spirit.” The first (alluded to
above) is the personal, literal indwelling (this I exclude by the very
nature of the language, as discussed above). A second position is that
the “gift” in Acts 2:38 is synonymous with the “promise” in Acts 2:39.
Wallace ably presented and defended this position in his book, The
Mission and Medium of the Holy Spirit. A third position holds that the
“gift of the Holy Spirit” is the miraculous element promised to the early
church (this, I believe, to be the correct position).

What does the “mode” of the indwelling, or the precise meaning of
Acts 2:38, i.e., the phrase, “the gift of the Holy Spirit,” have to do with
the present controversy? For the sake of argument, let us suppose that
Deaver is wrong on his position of the “mode” of the indwelling. If
there is no personal indwelling, then his entire doctrine of the direct
operation of the Holy Spirit flies out the window. If there is the
remotest possibility that either of the other positions on the “mode” of
the Spirit’s indwelling (both advocating the “representative indwell-
ing”) is correct, then Deaver finds himself in the precarious position of
pressing a doctrine that is, at best, based upon a questionable position
on the mode of the Spirit’s indwelling.

THE HEART OF MAN
It is the heart of man that is changed in the process of conversion

and sanctification. When the heart is brought into submission to God’s
will, the actions follow. It is not the physical man that is changed at the
point of obedience to the Gospel, but the heart. The physical is merely
a shell, a “tabernacle” of the man himself (2 Cor. 5:1-3). Not one man
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or woman, when converted by the Gospel, has ever had a change in
his/her physical appearance. Let it be emphasized, the body is not the
subject of the Gospel message, except where the behavior manifested
by the physical body is changed. It is important, therefore, to define the
“heart” of man that is in need of conversion and sanctification.

Admittedly, the word “heart” is sometimes used in the Old
Testament to refer to the physical organ. Nabal’s “heart died within
him, and he became as a stone” (1 Sam. 25:37). “Jehu drew his bow
with his full strength, and smote Joram between his arms; and the arrow
went out at his heart, and he sunk down in his chariot” (2 Kgs. 9:24).

Sometimes the word is used to refer to the innermost or hidden part
of a thing. Thus, we read of “the heart of the seas” (Ps. 46:2). The word
can refer to the physical man. In the New Testament it is said that the
fruitful seasons can fill “hearts with food and gladness” (Acts 14:17).

Like other terms used anthropologically in the Bible, the word
“heart” is frequently used to refer to the center of focus of a man’s
inner personal life. The heart is the source, or spring of motives; the
seat of passions; the center of the thought processes; the spring of
conscience. Consequently, the Bible describes human depravity as
existing in the “heart,” because sin has its seat in the center of man’s
inward life. When the “heart” is defiled, it defiles the man’s actions
(Mt. 15:19-20). The “heart” is the “hidden man” (1 Pet. 3:4), that area
where the works of God’s law are said to be “written” (Rom. 2:15), and
the part of man that is cleansed by faith (Acts 15:9). Hence, the Bible
warns: “Keep thy heart with all diligence; For out of it are the issues of
life” (Pro. 4:23). Consider these passages, all of which speak of this
“inner man” known as the “heart.”

Jehovah, who shall sojourn in thy tabernacle? Who shall dwell
in thy holy hill? He that walketh uprightly, and worketh righ-
teousness, And speaketh truth in his heart (Ps. 15:1-2).
Let the words of my mouth and the meditation of my heart Be
acceptable in thy sight, O Jehovah, my rock, and my redeemer
(Ps. 19:14).
Be glad in Jehovah, and rejoice, ye righteous; And shout for joy,
all ye that are upright in heart (Ps. 32:11).
Jehovah is nigh unto them that are of a broken heart, And saveth
such as are of a contrite spirit (Ps. 34:18).
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The mouth of the righteous talketh of wisdom, And his tongue
speaketh justice. The law of his God is in his heart; None of his
steps shall slide (Ps. 37:30-31).
Create in me a clean heart, O God; And renew a right spirit
within me ... The sacrifices of God are a broken spirit: A broken
and contrite heart, O God, thou wilt not despise (Ps. 51:10, 17).
Surely God is good to Israel, Even to such as are pure in heart
(Ps. 73:1).
So teach us to number our days, That we may get us a heart of
wisdom (Ps. 90:12).
Harden not your heart, as at Meribah, As in the day of Massah
in the wilderness (Ps. 95:8).
Thy word have I laid up in my heart, That I might not sin against
thee ... Incline my heart unto thy testimonies, And not to
covetousness (Ps. 119:11, 36).
My son, forget not my law; But let thy heart keep my command-
ments ... Trust in Jehovah with all thy heart, And lean not upon
thine own understanding (Pro. 3:1, 5).
The heart is deceitful above all things, and it is exceedingly
corrupt: who can know it? (Jer. 17:9).

It is abundantly clear that if the “heart” of man is changed, then his
actions will change (Mt. 12:34; 15:18-19; Mk. 7:21; Lk. 6:45). A
corollary would be: where the actions of a man have changed, his heart
has changed. It is imperative, therefore, that we take a closer look at
this part of man that the Bible calls the “heart.”

Consider the Heart and the Mind. The following passages show
that the “mind” or “intellect” of man is sometimes used in the same
way that “heart” is used (all emphasis added).

And even as they refused to have God in their knowledge, God
gave them up unto a reprobate mind, to do those things which
are not fitting (Rom. 1:28).
This I say therefore, and testify in the Lord, that ye no longer
walk as the Gentiles also walk, in the vanity of their mind, being
darkened in their understanding, alienated from the life of God,
because of the ignorance that is in them, because of the harden-
ing of their heart (Eph. 4:17-18).
And Jehovah saw that the wickedness of man was great in the
earth, and that every imagination of the thoughts of his heart was
only evil continually (Gen. 6:5).
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And straightway Jesus, perceiving in his spirit that they so
reasoned within themselves, saith unto them, Why reason ye
these things in your hearts? (Mk. 2:8).
For this people's heart is waxed gross, And their ears are dull of
hearing, And their eyes they have closed; Lest haply they should
perceive with their eyes, And hear with their ears, And under-
stand with their heart, And should turn again, And I should heal
them (Mt. 13:15).

In addition, the heart can be enlightened (Eph. 1:18-19), can reason
(Mk. 2:6-8), can think (Mt. 9:4; Lk. 2:35), can counsel (1 Cor. 4:5), can
believe (Rom. 10:9-10), can be senseless and darkened (Rom. 1:21),
and can be deceived (Jas. 1:26). It can be readily seen from these
passages that at least one aspect of the “heart” has to do with the
“intellect” of man.

Consider next the Heart and Will (or Determination). In addition
to the intellect, the Bible often uses the word “heart” to refer to man’s
will, or determination. Although the word “will” is not specifically
used with reference to the heart, we do read of the “intents of the heart”
(Heb. 4:12). We also know that a man can purpose “in his heart”
(2 Cor. 9:7), obey “from the heart” (Rom. 6:17), and with “purpose of
heart ... cleave unto the Lord” (Acts 11:23). The heart can be “proud”
(Ps. 101:5), “haughty” (Pro. 18:12), “revolting” and “rebellious,” or
“perverse” (Jer. 5:23; Ps. 101:4), and unbelieving and impenitent (Mk.
16:14). There are hearts that allow Satan to enter in and snatch the
Word of God away lest they believe and be saved (Mt. 13:19; Lk.
8:12). One case example is that of Ananias and Sapphira. Peter asked:
“How is it that thou hast conceived this thing in thy heart? thou has not
lied unto men, but unto God” (Acts 5:4). The Bible also speaks of the
hardening of the heart so as to bring about a rebellious and disobedient
disposition. When Israel came out of Egypt, though they witnessed
many miracles and enjoyed abundant blessings, their hearts became
hardened and they made trial of God (1 Cor. 10:1-11). The recipients
of Hebrews were warned: “Harden not your hearts, as in the provoca-
tion” (Heb. 3:8-11, 15; 4:3-7). When the heart becomes hardened it has
lost all sensation and sensitivity to the Word of God. The individual is
in a state of open rebellion; his will and determination is to disobey
God. Thus, when we speak of the “heart” of man, we are addressing, at
least in part, the will of man.
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Consider the Heart and Emotions. The heart is also said to be the
seat of emotions. The heart can be heavy (Pro. 12:25), bitter (Pro.
14:10), “sorrowful” (Pro. 14:13; Jn. 16:6), “glad” (Pro. 15:13), pained
(Rom. 9:2), “pricked” (Acts 2:37), encouraged (1 Thess. 5:14), and
“comforted” (Col. 2:2; 4:8). Paul speaks of his “heart’s desire” (Rom.
10:1-2), and Jesus told us: “[L]ove the Lord thy God with all thy heart,
and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind” (Mt. 22:37-38). The
Proverb writer also instructed: “Trust in Jehovah with all thy heart”
(Pro. 3:5).

Thus, we see that the Bible uses the word “heart” to refer to man’s
intellect, his will, and his emotions. If there is some other aspect, or
some other part of the “heart” of man in addition to the mind, the will,
and/or the emotions, let those who so contend produce the evidence. In
addition, if the Holy Spirit operates directly upon the heart of man, let
the proponents of the direct operation of the Holy Spirit tell us which
part of man’s heart the Holy Spirit directly affects. Does it touch the
intellect? Is it the emotions of man that are directly affected by the
direct operation of the Holy Spirit? Is it the will that is affected? And,
if the Holy Spirit touches none of these aspects of the heart, then what
is it about the heart of man that is affected by the direct operation of
the Holy Spirit? Herein, brethren, lies the danger of this fatal false
doctrine! It suggests there is some part of the heart of man that cannot
be (and has not been) affected by the Word. It is an addition to the clear
teaching of God’s Word.

WE NEED TO KNOW HOW THE GOSPEL
IMPACTS THE HEART OF THE NON-CHRISTIAN

The Bible clearly teaches that God’s Word is more than just so
much ink printed on a page. Some are unaware of the power contained
in the Word, whether spoken or written. Please give serious consider-
ation to these words of Paul:

But all things are of God, who reconciled us to himself through
Christ, and gave unto us the ministry of reconciliation; to wit,
that God was in Christ reconciling the world unto himself, not
reckoning unto them their trespasses, and having committed unto
us the word of reconciliation. We are ambassadors therefore on
behalf of Christ, as though God were entreating by us: we
beseech you on behalf of Christ, be ye reconciled to God (2 Cor.
5:18-20).
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There are several points of interest in this passage. First, the very work
of Christ is defined as a “ministry of reconciliation.” Second, the
process of reconciliation was achieved through the “word of reconcilia-
tion.” Paul is stating in no uncertain terms that the power of reconcilia-
tion is contained in the Word of God. Third, do not overlook the
responsibility of the individual implied in the words, “be ye reconciled
to God.”

It should also be pointed out that the Word contains the power to
save a man. We hear words—“words, whereby thou shalt be saved”
(Acts 11:14; 13:26). No wonder Paul emphasized the importance of
preaching (2 Tim. 4:1-2). But, what is it about the Word of God that
produces salvation? It is this—The Word of God fully and adequately
touches the heart of man in each of the three areas discussed above, so
as to bring about a change in a man’s heart and thus produce full and
complete salvation. Consider the following.

First, the Gospel contains facts to be believed. These facts inform
and challenge the intellect. The Gospel proclaims of the “death,” the
“burial” and the “resurrection” of Christ (1 Cor. 15:1-4). The Gospel
tells us about God, Christ, the Holy Spirit, Heaven, Hell, the church,
and salvation. These “facts” appeal to man’s intellect.

Second, the Gospel contains commands to be obeyed. By the very
nature of the case, you cannot obey facts. You believe facts; you obey
commands. Consequently, the Gospel contains commands, all of which
challenge the will power and disposition of man. “Repent ye, and be
baptized” (Acts 2:38), “confess with thy mouth Jesus as Lord” (Rom.
10:9-10), “Believe on the Lord Jesus” (Acts 16:31). The sinner, in
order to be reconciled to God, must believe the facts, and obey the
commands.

Third, the Gospel contains promises to be received. These promises
are both positive and negative in their nature. Hence we read of “honor
and incorruption” for those who believe and obey, as opposed to the
“tribulation and anguish” for those who “worketh evil” (Rom. 2:6-8).
We read of the “goodness and severity of God” (Rom. 11:22). The
Bible speaks of “heaven” (Rev. 21:1ff) and hell (Mt. 25:41); of “eternal
punishment” and “eternal life” (Mt. 25:46). These promises (and
threats) are designed to appeal to the emotions of man and motivate him
to obedience.

It should be pointed out that every part of the heart of the non-
Christian—whether it be the intellect, the will, or the emotions—is
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effectively changed by the Gospel without some sort of direct opera-
tion of the Holy Spirit upon the heart of man. In order for the direct
operation of the Holy Spirit upon the non-Christian to be correct, it
must be assumed that there is some other part of man’s heart other
than the intellect, will, or emotion.

Let it be emphasized, we are not accusing Deaver, or others who
hold to the direct operation of the Holy Spirit on the Christian for
sanctification, of teaching the direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon
the non-Christian. However, let it also be emphasized that the direct
operation of the Holy Spirit upon the Christian de-emphasizes the
power of the Word of God at precisely the same point as does John
Calvin’s doctrine of the direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon the
non-Christian. This cannot be over emphasized. This leads us to our
next point.

WE NEED TO KNOW HOW THE GOSPEL
IMPACTS THE HEART OF THE CHRISTIAN

It is at this point that the doctrine of the direct operation of the
Holy Spirit upon the heart of the Christian or sanctification becomes an
issue. Let the reader keep in mind that change in the life of a Christian,
his spiritual growth, maturity, strength, wisdom, as well as any other
Christian virtue, is achieved by a change in the individual’s heart.
Consider these passages, all of which warn the Christian of the
importance of watching and guarding his heart (all emphasis added).

Be not carried away by divers and strange teachings: for it is
good that the heart be established by grace; not by meats,
wherein they that occupied themselves were not profited (Heb.
13:9).
[L]et us draw near with a true heart in fulness of faith, having
our hearts sprinkled from an evil conscience: and having our
body washed with pure water (Heb. 10:22).
For the word of God is living, and active, and sharper than any
two-edged sword, and piercing even to the dividing of soul and
spirit, of both joints and marrow, and quick to discern the
thoughts and intents of the heart (Heb. 4:12).
Take heed, brethren, lest haply there shall be in any one of you
an evil heart of unbelief, in falling away from the living God
(Heb. 3:12).
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But flee youthful lusts, and follow after righteousness, faith,
love, peace, with them that call on the Lord out of a pure heart
(2 Tim. 2:22).
Servants, obey in all things them that are your masters according
to the flesh; not with eye-service, as men-pleasers, but in
singleness of heart, fearing the Lord (Col. 3:22).
Put on therefore, as God's elect, holy and beloved, a heart of
compassion, kindness, lowliness, meekness, longsuffering (Col.
3:12).
[N]ot in the way of eyeservice, as men-pleasers; but as servants
of Christ, doing the will of God from the heart (Eph. 6:6).
“[H]aving the eyes of your heart enlightened, that ye may know
what is the hope of his calling, what the riches of the glory of his
inheritance in the saints (Eph. 1:18).
“Repent therefore of this thy wickedness, and pray the Lord, if
perhaps the thought of thy heart shall be forgiven thee (Acts
8:22).

All of these passages show that the heart still plays a vital part in
our faithfulness to God after we become Christians, even as much as it
did before we became a Christian. Some (including Deaver) are now
suggesting that the Word of God is all-sufficient only informationally.
Those using such language are implying, if not stating directly, that the
Bible has no value other than that of providing information to the
Christian and non-Christian. According to this new doctrine of the
direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon the child of God, more is
needed for the child of God than just the Word. The implication is that
while the Bible provides us the information necessary to make adequate
decisions and to know what God wants us to do, the Holy Spirit must
impact our spirit to provide wisdom, strength, and courage to make the
correct decisions. This position disturbs me no little, as it has a number
of other brethren, even to the point of concluding that this doctrine
constitutes fatal false doctrine. Consider these points.

First, while it is true that the Word of God is “all-sufficient
informationally,” it is not the case that the Bible is “all-sufficient only
informationally.” There is a difference in these two statements. When
we speak of “information,” we are speaking of that which appeals to,
and impacts, the intellect. Does the Bible contain all the facts that we
need to know in order to impact the heart? Indeed it does! But, let us
remind ourselves that there is more to the “heart” of man than just the
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intellect. Since the heart of man is made up of intellect, will, and
emotions, then to say that the Word of God is “all-sufficient only
informationally,” is equivalent to saying it is not all-sufficient to bring
about a change in a person’s will, nor is it all-sufficient, with all of its
promises (both positive and negative) to motivate a person to obedi-
ence.

Second, such a doctrine implies that the Bible, insofar as the
Christian is concerned, no longer has the power, in and of itself, to
motivate the child of God unto obedience. According to this doctrine
of the direct operation of the Holy Spirit, if the child of God wants
strength, he must have a combination of the “information” the Bible
provides, plus a direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon his heart, “in
conjunction with the Word,” to motivate that child of God to obey. Let
us ask: “Is the Word of God all-sufficient to motivate the non-Christian
to obedience?” Yes! This is because the Word of God “impacts” the
will of man, and motivates him to action by the promises contained
therein. However, if it takes something in addition to the Word of God
to give a man the strength necessary to overcome temptation, then the
Word is no longer “all-sufficient” to motivate.

Third, if the Word of God is “all-sufficient” to impact the will and
emotions of a man before he becomes a Christian, thereby giving him
what he needs to impact the intellect, will, and emotions, at what point
does the Word lose that capability after a man becomes a child of God?
Herein lies one of the great dangers of Deaver’s doctrine. Waldron, in
an exchange of letters with Deaver addressed this very point with an
amusing illustration:

You affirm that the word is powerful enough to regenerate the
sinner, but somehow it loses its potency in the convert and
cannot renew his mind and life unless he receives a supernatural
infusion of “the Holy Spirit directly.” Your direct operation of
the Holy Spirit “in conjunction with the word” is like the wagon
team illustration. That is like a rancher who hitches one mule to
a wagon, which promptly drops dead, then the rancher, being an
optimistic fellow, says “no problem” I will hitch up the second
mule and the first one can work in conjunction with him.14

This doctrine of the direct operation of the Holy Spirit on the heart
of a Christian is an underhanded attempt on the part of Satan to
undermine the Word of God in the life of the child of God. It is
unfortunate that some have fallen prey to this “device” of Satan. Once
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a person accepts a doctrine that implies the Word of God is incapable
of impacting the will or disposition of a person, and/or the inability of
the Word to motivate this person to obey, it is an easy step to full
blown Calvinism.

Thus, when we say the Bible is “all-sufficient” we are saying that
the Bible contains everything necessary for man to know what God’s
will is, that it contains all that is necessary to tell man what to do, and
that it contains all promises necessary to motivate man to obey God. If
there is some other feature of the spiritual “heart” other than man’s
intellect, will power, and emotions, let someone produce the evidence.
These three areas are the only three areas where the Word touches the
life of man, and they are the only three areas of man that are necessary
to be impacted in order for change to take place.

GOD’S PROVIDENCE AND PRAYER
It is important to give some consideration to God’s providence.

Acts 24:2 speaks of the "providence of Felix," but the word “provi-
dence” (as it pertains to the providential care of God over His people)
does not appear in the Bible. Be that as it may, God’s providence is
abundantly taught in Scripture. One only needs to study the story of
Joseph, from his betrayal by his brethren to his ultimate death, to see
God’s providential hand in that man’s life (Gen. 37, 39-50). The only
supernatural element in the whole chain of events centered around the
dreams of Joseph while in his father’s house, and while he was in
prison in Egypt. The providence of God is seen in the story of Esther.
Again, not one miracle (unless it be the dream of King Ahasuerus); yet,
you simply cannot miss God’s great hand of providence, moving to
protect His people from complete extinction.

We also believe in the power of prayer. James wrote: “The
supplication of a righteous man availeth much” (Jas. 5:16b). It is not
within the scope of this chapter to address prayer, or providence, except
where it concerns the issue at hand.

The point of interest here has to do with Deaver’s contention that
when we deny his position of the operation of the Holy Spirit, we take
away the power of prayer. In the Biblical Notes Quarterly, Deaver
sought an answer to the following True - False question: “For God to
answer a prayer, he must at least do something personally and directly
in a chain of events which something results in the granting of the thing
for which prayer was offered.”15 If I understand Deaver, how one
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answers this true false question either proves his position, or places one
in a position of denying the power of prayer. Deaver wrote: “If God
does nothing personally and directly at all, then how in the world can
it be said that God answers prayer?”16 To put it plainly, Deaver is
contending that if I were to answer this “True,” that in fact God does
“do something personally and directly in a chain of events which
something results in the granting of the thing for which prayer was
offered,” that this somehow substantiates his position of the direct
operation of the Holy Spirit upon the heart of a man.

This is a “straw man” that draws attention away from the real issue.
What, for example, is the connection between God “touching the chain
of events” to bring about answer to prayer, and the direct operation of
the Holy Spirit upon the spirit of man? Let us consider a Biblical
example. In the case of the Ethiopian eunuch, God “touched the chain
of events” leading up to the eunuch’s conversion. However, that in no
way proves that the Holy Spirit operated directly upon the spirit (or
heart) of the eunuch to bring about his conversion. God “touched the
chain of events” so as to bring about the opportunity for the eunuch to
hear the Word and obey. There is nothing that remotely suggests that
God directly touched the heart of the eunuch so as to bring about
conversion. God’s providence provided the opportunity for the eunuch
to hear the Word and thus to be converted.

About God’s providence consider this. A good chess player has the
ability to see the “probabilities” that might follow a specific move. The
nominal chess player is able to consider perhaps a small handful of the
possible moves his opponent might make in response to his one move.
Still, a Master Chess player can conceive of perhaps seven, eight, a
dozen, or even two dozen possible outcomes of one single move on the
chess board. Unlike man, God has the capability of seeing all possible
outcomes, and outcomes related to each of those outcomes, to the
infinite degree.

Let us consider again the case of Philip and the eunuch as recorded
in Acts 8:26-40. God “dispatched” the evangelist Philip from Samaria,
instructing him: “Arise, and go toward the south unto the way that
goeth down from Jerusalem unto Gaza” (v. 26). Seeing that Samaria lay
to the north of Jerusalem, God had to have given these instructions to
Philip prior to the Eunuch’s departure from Jerusalem (v. 27), seeing
that Philip would have a greater distance to travel in order to meet the
Eunuch on the road to Gaza. God must have foreseen every obstacle
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that would arise, or could arise, and so arranged the circumstances as
to provide Philip’s arrival at that point in the desert, at the precise time
when the Eunuch arrived. While God may have intervened miracu-
lously to send Philip on his way, the rest, so far as we know, was
“natural.”

God used such “natural” or “providential” means of getting Paul to
forego plans to go into Asia and go instead, to western Asia Minor
where he would eventually receive the Macedonian call. Another
Biblical example of God’s providence is seen in the case of Sennacher-
ib (2 Kgs. 18-19). God so arranged the circumstances as to provide
opportunity for Sennacherib’s own sons to assassinate their father. One
important fact to be noted is that God acted, in both cases, well enough
in advance of the need so as to bring about His divine will.

Another fact that needs to be emphasized is the undeniable truth
that God is not limited by time. He can produce a circumstance at one
point in time that eventually leads to the fulfillment of His will, of
which both circumstance and fulfillment are separated by hundreds of
years. To deny this truth is to simply deny Bible prophecy.

What bearing does this have on the present controversy over the
Holy Spirit? As noted above, Deaver contends, and rightfully so, that
in order for God to answer prayer, He must “do something personally
and directly in a chain of events which something results in the
granting of the thing for which prayer was offered.” But, is it not true
that God can act upon that chain of events well in advance of the prayer
itself, much as He acted upon that chain of events well in advance of
Philip’s rendezvous with the eunuch.

Let us use Deaver’s illustration. Suppose a preacher, just prior to
his sermon, silently asks God that he might have strength and wisdom,
as well as courage, to deliver a particular sermon. Why must we assume
that God, or the Holy Spirit, does “something personally and directly”
at some point in time following the prayer? While it is certainly
possible for God to impact the “chain of events” after the prayer, He is
also capable of impacting the “chain of events” prior to the prayer. If
not, why not? God knows in advance what you will be praying for and
thus begins the process of answering that prayer even before you ask.
“Be not therefore like unto them: for your Father knoweth what things
ye have need of, before ye ask him” (Mt. 6:8). Our God is capable of
calling “the things that are not, as though they were” (Rom. 4:17).
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Permit me to deviate a bit here and ask the question, “How does
strength come?” The issue is clear cut. Either God gives strength
directly (as per those who adopt Deaver’s doctrine), or He does so
through the all-sufficient Word of God (which we have long taught and
believed). Let us take a simple illustration from the physical realm.
Suppose a man who is physically weak asks God for strength. How
shall God provide that strength? None would contend that God would
directly provide the man with strength, for such would imply that
miracles are still available today. Consequently, God provides strength
to the man indirectly, or though some “medium.” The man who asked
for strength is given time and opportunity to work and labor so as to
purchase the necessary food for nourishment. Furthermore, God may
very well have begun the “chain of events” that would answer the
man’s prayer long before the need arose or the prayer was even prayed.
Here is the application.

Let us suppose a child of God seeks strength to overcome a
temptation. He prays for that strength. In order for the prayer to be
effectively answered, what part of man must be impacted in order for
his heart to remain faithful, and consequently for his life to be exem-
plary? He must know that a certain thing is wrong, he must will or
determine not to participate in that action, and he must be properly
motivated so as not to choose to do that which he knows is wrong. If
spiritual strength comes through the all-sufficient Word (and we
believe it does), then the opportunity must be provided for the
individual to read and study that Word. Keep in mind that God may
very well provide such opportunities well in advance of the point in
time when the need arises.

Consider the case of the Ethiopian eunuch. The eunuch was
evidently a spiritually minded individual. There is little doubt that,
upon returning from Jerusalem and prior to his meeting with Philip, he
was praying that God would give him a better understanding of the
passage he was studying. Prior to the eunuch’s departure from
Jerusalem to return to Gaza, God dispatched Phillip at some point in
time so as to provide a proper meeting of Phillip and the eunuch on the
road to Gaza. This is because God knew well in advance what the
eunuch would pray for. When Philip joined himself with the eunuch,
the eunuch’s prayer was answered, understanding was provided,
wisdom was imparted, and courage to obey was forthcoming. But, God
in no way impacted the Eunuch’s heart directly so as to provide
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understanding. Instead He provided the opportunities, as well as the
circumstances for the Eunuch to learn the truth. Any other position
would demand the Calvinistic claims for a direct operation upon the
non-Christian so as to bring about conversion.

Why can we not see that God can work precisely the same way on
the heart of a Christian? Here is a child of God who earnestly prays for
strength (whether it is a preacher just before delivering a sermon or any
other Christian facing some crisis or impending temptation). He
desperately wants the strength to do what is right. At some point in
time he prays that God will provide that strength. Yet, God knew well
in advance that the man would have need for such strength, as well as
the fact that this man would ask for such strength at some specific time
down the road. So, God began, even before the man prayed for said
strength, to provide the opportunities whereby the man may obtain that
spiritual strength through the study of the Word. Keep in mind that
faith comes by hearing and hearing by the Word of God (Rom. 10:17).
Is God doing something? Yes, but He is not acting directly on the
man’s spirit to give that strength. He is, instead, providing the opportu-
nities for that man to access the means by which that strength is
provided. While those opportunities for strength may follow a man’s
prayer, there is no doubt that such opportunities may also precede the
man’s prayer as well. In either case, the man’s prayer is answered, and
the strength is granted, albeit through the means of the all-sufficiency
of the Word.

A CLOSER LOOK AT
DEAVER’S “DIRECT ARGUMENT”

A number of brethren have successfully pointed out some of the
grievous errors that Deaver has made in both the formulation and
furtherance of his doctrine on the direct operation of the Holy Spirit.
We readily admit that Deaver is a very capable and talented logician.
In many cases, he has utilized logic, setting forth syllogism after
syllogism, often impressing his audience with what Hightower calls “an
aura of invincibility.”

Perhaps through no fault of their own, there has developed
among at least some of the Deaver “followers and defenders” an
almost unquestioning trust in their ability to argue logically.
While they have commendably acquired quite a reputation for
their logical skills, we should recognize that sometimes they,
too, have been shown to have “feet of clay” just like other mere
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men. In the 1994 debate with Marion Fox, the Deavers twice
committed a horrendous logical faux pas, employing the
textbook “error of invalidity” in the form of the Fallacy of
Falsifying (Denying) the Antecedent.17

Early in Deaver’s departure into this error he developed what he has
himself referred to as his presumed “unanswerable” syllogism on the
direct operation of the Holy Spirit:

1. If (1) the word of God can directly affect the human heart,
and (2) the Holy Spirit indwells a saint’s heart in conjunc-
tion with the word, and (3) the word alone in a heart cannot
produce the fruit of the Spirit, and (4) the saint must
produce the fruit of the Spirit, then the Holy Spirit must
directly affect a saint’s heart.

2. (1) The word of God can directly affect the human heart
(Psa. 119:11; Acts 2:37), and (2) the Holy Spirit indwells a
saint’s heart in conjunction with the word (Acts 2:38;
1 Thess 4:8; Eph. 5:17-19; Col. 3:16-17), and (3) the word
alone in a heart cannot produce the fruit of the Spirit (John
15:1ff; Rom. 8:9-11; Matt. 7:16-20), and (4) the saint must
produce the fruit of the Spirit (Gal. 5:22-25).

3. Then the Holy Spirit must directly affect a saint’s heart.18

Does this syllogism prove the direct operation of the Holy Spirit?
Is the argument as invincible, and “ungetoverable,” as Deaver claims?
We think not. Please consider the following.

First, Deaver’s “direct argument” is guilty of “The False Cause
Fallacy.”19 When Deaver debated Jerry Moffitt at the Denton Annual
Lectures,20 the audience was given the opportunity to present questions
to either of the disputants. This author asked Deaver to explain the
relationship of the “if”—“then” statement in the first part of the
syllogism. To be more precise, he asked why it is the case that “if (1)
the word of God can directly affect the human heart, and (2) if the Holy
Spirit indwells a saint’s heart in conjunction with the word, and (3) if
the word alone in a heart cannot produce the fruit of the Spirit, and (4)
if the saint must produce the fruit of the Spirit, then the Holy Spirit
must directly affect a saint’s heart.” I was seeking to get an answer as
to why the conclusion (i.e., then the Holy Spirit must directly affect a
saint’s heart) was demanded by the conditions set forth in the three
preceding premises. I did not receive a satisfactory answer. Hightower
also addressed this error in Deaver’s syllogism in a printed article:
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The Fallacy of False Cause means to mistake what is not the
cause of a given effect for its real cause. For instance, one can
infer (incorrectly) that one event is the cause of another from the
mere fact that the first occurs before the second (i.e., temporal
succession), or one can also infer (incorrectly) that a certain
changed factor in a particular situation is responsible for a given
effect ... This fallacy occurs whenever the link between the
premises and conclusion depends upon some imagined causal
connection that probably does not exist or that is merely
assumed to exist. An argument with this fallacy has a conclusion
that depends on the supposition that X causes Y, whereas X
probably does not cause Y at all. The False Cause Fallacy is
often convincing because it is sometimes difficult to determine
whether two phenomena are causally related, especially if certain
other factors are “played down” or totally ignored ... That the
active cause or agent must be the indwelling of the Spirit is
easily asserted, but such has not been proved by any means.
From Mac’s premises, one could just as plausibly assert the
following conclusion from the total context of the Bible: “Then
the Holy Spirit must indirectly affect the saint’s heart through
one’s recognition and contemplation of and reaction to the mere
fact of the Spirit’s personal indwelling.” Even if Mac could
prove all of his premises to be true, his argument is still invalid
because it depends on a mere alleged causal connection that he
has not demonstrated (and which can also be negated).21

Second, Deaver’s “direct argument” is guilty of the “Fallacy of
Equivocation.” The fallacy of equivocation occurs when the same term
in a syllogism is used in two different ways. The following is an
illustration of the fallacy of equivocation.

If (1) nobody is a better comforter than God, (2) and if somebody
is a better comforter than nobody, (3) then somebody is a better
comforter than God.
Nobody is a better comforter than God (Phil. 4:6-7; 1 Pet. 5:6-7),
and somebody is a better comforter than nobody (Ecc. 3:12; Mk.
6:7-13), then somebody is a better comforter than God.

The important thing to note in this syllogism is that the premises
are true in their own particular contexts. The fallacy of equivocation
occurs because the term “nobody” is being used in two different ways.
In the first premise, “nobody” means “no certain or specific person.” In
the second premise, “nobody” is the “absence of any person.”22
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Deaver’s syllogism is guilty of precisely the same fallacy of
equivocation. The following lengthy (but necessary) quote effectively
demonstrates the fallacy of equivocation in Deaver’s syllogism.

In similar manner, the proponent of the “Direct” argument
equivocates with the concept behind the use of the “word,” that
is to say in one premise the term means something different than
the same term in another premise. Premise 2 states, “the Holy
Spirit indwells a saint’s heart in conjunction with the word.” In
this premise, the concept behind the “word” can be substituted
with the concept “word with obedience to the gospel.” Obvi-
ously if the “word” is in a saint’s heart, then the word must be
coupled with obedience to the gospel, as one becomes a saint by
obeying the gospel. Premise 2 essentially says, “the Holy Spirit
indwells a saint’s heart in conjunction with the [word with
obedience to the gospel].”
In premise 3, the concept behind the “word” must also be
substituted with the concept “word with obedience to the gospel”
in order for the use of the concept to be consistent throughout the
syllogism. If the concept behind the “word” in premise 3 is not
the same as the concept behind the “word” in premise 2, then its
use is inconsistent and thereby the fallacy of equivocation is
committed, marking the argument as unsound and fallacious.
Premise 3 says, “the word alone in a heart cannot produce fruit
of the Spirit.” The verses used to support this premise (John
15:1ff; Rom 8:9-11; Matt 7:16-20; John 15:1ff) are speaking of
those who are bearing fruit, something that is impossible without
obedience. Rom 8:9-11 speaks of being spiritually alive, and
spiritual life is not realized without obedience to the gospel. Matt
7:16-20 speaks of bearing fruit, something that is impossible
without obedience. The premise reads “the word alone.” The
word alone from what? Obviously, from the context, from the
verses, and from the purpose of the syllogism, it is meant as the
word alone from the Holy Spirit (if it is meant as alone from the
obedience to the gospel, the result is still the same).
Now, as noted by cross referencing the above verses, the Holy
Spirit dwells in the heart that is obedient to the gospel. The Holy
Spirit does not and cannot dwell in the heart that is disobedient
to the gospel. If the Holy Spirit is not dwelling in a particular
heart, then that heart must be disobedient to the gospel. If the
word is alone—as premise 3 states—if the Holy Spirit is not
present, then the heart must be disobedient to the gospel. Hence
the concept behind the “word” in premise 3, whether intended by
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the proponent or not, is actually “word with obedience to the
gospel.” If anyone wants to argue otherwise, then he must admit
that one can be continually obedient to the gospel and not
produce the fruit of the Spirit. Premise 3 essentially says “the
[word with disobedience to the gospel] alone cannot produce the
fruit of the Spirit.”
The fallacy of equivocation is then apparent. It matters not
whether either premise is true or false; the fallacy is still
committed, and the argument is still unsound and fallacious. In
premise 2, the concept behind the “word” is the “word with
obedience to the gospel,” when in premise 3 the concept behind
the “word” is the “word with disobedience to the gospel.” In
order for the argument to be sound, the concepts behind the
terms cannot switch meanings halfway through the syllogism.
They need to be consistent.
Premise 3 states the “word” alone from the Holy Spirit, which as
demonstrated is “the word with obedience to the gospel.”
Because premise 2 states “the Holy Spirit indwells a saint’s heart
in conjunction with the [word with obedience to the gospel],”
then premise 3 must state that “the [word with obedience to the
gospel] alone cannot produce the fruit of the Spirit.” This way,
one would know that the idea “word with obedience to the
gospel alone” would be eliminated, and then the direct operation
of the Holy Spirit could be considered. Instead of attempting to
eliminate the one idea so as to focus on the direct operation of
the Holy Spirit, the proponent essentially just adds another
concept to the mix, that is “the word with disobedience to the
gospel,” and then hinges his reasoning on the subtle equivoca-
tion so as to draw his conclusion.
It is also very important to note that the proponent of the
“Direct” argument cannot avoid the fallacy of equivocation
while at the same time having all true premises. Regarding
premises 2 and 3, if the proponent tries to change the definition
of the term “word” in one so as to align with the definition of the
term “word” in the other, he renders the changed premise false.
If he changes premise 2 to say “the Holy Spirit indwells a saint’s
heart in conjunction with the [word with disobedience to the
gospel]” so as to align it with premise 3, he creates a false
premise, for the Holy Spirit does not and cannot dwell within the
heart that is disobedient to the gospel. If he changes premise 3 to
say “the [word with obedience to the gospel] alone cannot
produce the fruit of the Spirit” so as to align it with premise 2, he



466 Deaver’s Direct Operation Doctrine is Fatal Error

again creates a false premise, for obedience to the gospel
involves producing the fruit of the Spirit. If the proponent tries
to remedy the equivocation in either way, he creates a false
premise.
Premise 2 states “the Holy Spirit indwells a saint’s heart in
conjunction with the [word with obedience to the gospel].”
Premise 3 states “the [word with disobedience to the gospel]
alone cannot produce the fruit of the Spirit.” The fallacy of
equivocation is blindingly apparent—the meaning of the terms
cannot change through the syllogism. As aforementioned, this
particular syllogism cannot be saved from the fallacy of equivo-
cation and have all true premises. Moreover, even if all the
premises of an argument are true in their own, particular context,
they can still be dangerously assembled into a fallacious
argument—an argument by which the truth of its conclusion
cannot be proven.23

Third, Deaver’s “direct argument” contains a blaring contradic-
tion. In premise 1, Deaver states, “the word of God can directly affect
the human heart.” In premise 3, Deaver states, “the word alone in a
heart cannot produce the fruit of the Spirit.” If it is the case that the
“word of God can directly affect the human heart,” but that in the
process the Word “cannot produce the fruit of the Spirit,” then the heart
can be affected by the Word and yet no fruit of the Spirit be evident.
We challenge Deaver to provide just one example of how the Word can
impact the heart without producing any fruit of the Spirit. Please note
this fact. If Deaver’s argument is correct (premises 1 and 3), then every
single decision you make in which you obey God’s Word is the result
of the direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon your heart. Dear reader,
can you not begin to fathom the consequences of this dangerous
doctrine?

Fourth, we are not convinced that “the word alone in the heart
cannot produce the fruit of the Spirit.” In affirming that “the word
alone in the heart cannot produce the fruit of the Spirit,” Deaver
“violates one of the very fundamentals of logic: the Principle/Law of
Identity.”24 This law asserts that “A is A,” or “anything is itself.”
Hightower makes the application:

For propositions, the Law of Identity says, “if a proposition is
true, then it is true.” Can a proposition be true for one man and
false for another? In other words, is it true that “fornication is
fornication,” or could fornication be something else depending
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upon whether or not one is a Christian? Likewise, is it not true
that, under the same set of circumstances, “love is love, joy is
joy, kindness is kindness, goodness is goodness, self control is
self control”? Admittedly, the positive moral actions demanded
by Galatians 5:22-23 are being written contextually to Christians
... However, to hold that verses 16-24 do not demand the same
moral qualities of both Christians and non-Christians who are
accountable is to argue in exactly the same vein as do errorists
on marriage, divorce, and remarriage ... When a non-Christian,
as does a Christian, allows the “seed” of God’s Word to have
free course in his heart in regard to Galatians 5:16-24, then
exactly the same “plant” will come up per the axiom of a seed’s
producing “after its kind”! ... If non-Christians do not and simply
cannot produce these attributes, then would God be just in
blaming them for such failure? Only true-blue Calvinists thus
believe!25

Deaver contends that the “fruit” the non-Christian bears is
counterfeit; that the “joy” they have is a false joy. So, you have one
kind of “joy” for the non-Christian; another kind of “joy” for the child
of God. It implies there is one kind of “hope” for the non-Christian
(albeit a counterfeit hope), and yet another kind of “hope” for the child
of God. It must be emphasized here that it is not the quality of the fruit
(i.e., genuine or counterfeit), but the quantity of the fruit that exists in
the life of the Christian as opposed to the fruit borne in the life of the
non-Christian. The “fruit” is still there; but, the harvest is more
plentiful in the life of the child of God. As the Christian matures and
grows he is to supply an ever increasing portion of knowledge, self-
control, patience, godliness, brotherly kindness, and love to his
Christian life (2 Pet. 1:5-10).

In concluding this particular point, the following question begs
consideration. If it is the case that the Word alone cannot produce the
fruit of the Spirit, then what is it in the heart of a Christian that is
affected by some direct operation of the Holy Spirit that thus enables
him to now bear the fruit of the Spirit? Keep in mind that the “heart” of
man (his intellect, his will and his emotions) is impacted by the Word.
Since the Word of God adequately (and powerfully) affects the heart of
man (including his intellect, his will and his emotions), then what part
of the heart of man is left unaffected by the Word? What part of man
must be touched by the “direct operation of the Holy Spirit” so as to
make the necessary change in his life?
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CONCLUSION
In 1970, I applied and was accepted as a student at the Brown Trail

School of Preaching. Roy Deaver was the Director of the school at that
time. I sat at the feet of Roy Deaver no less than 25 hours each week
for the first year, and about 12 hours per week during my second year
as a student. That amounts to more than 1,500 hours of instructions
from one whom I came to admire and respect. My association with Roy
Deaver naturally led me to association with his son, Mac, though I
never had a class under Mac. But, in all those 1,500+ hours of
instruction from Roy Deaver, I never once heard him espouse a
doctrine the likes of which Mac is presently promoting. Others who sat
at Roy Deaver’s feet for instruction will testify that Roy never upheld
such a doctrine as the direct operation of the Holy Spirit. In his later
years, to what extent he may have held to the direct operation of the
Holy Spirit is uncertain. However, if it is the case that the senior
Deaver ever believed this doctrine, he never pushed it to the extent that
his son, Mac, now presses his belief.

This doctrine began to emerge just over a decade ago and, since it
first made its appearance, it has evolved into a dangerous doctrine that
threatens everything in its wake. It has split churches, severed fellow-
ship, and alienated brethren. When the church is troubled, over any
issue, it is wise to stop for just a moment and ask precisely who caused
the problems. Until Mac Deaver introduced this new doctrine on the
operation of the Holy Spirit, good brethren were at peace with one
another. If harmony is to be restored, that which has caused the division
must cease to be taught. Deaver’s doctrine is fatal false doctrine
because it attacks the all-sufficiency of the Word. We plead with him,
and those who have joined him in promoting this doctrine, to please
cease teaching this error. Only then can the Lord’s church have unity
in this matter; only then can we extend the hand of fellowship to those
who once stood with us.

APPENDIX
IS MAC  DEAVER’S DOCTRINE FATAL ERROR?

The following syllogism sets forth the TRUTH as presented in my
lesson above.
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The Word of God meets all the needs of the spiritual heart of
man.
The spiritual heart of man consists of the Intellect, Will and
Emotions of man.
Therefore, the Word of God meets all the needs concerning
man’s intellect, will and emotions.

A Syllogism summarizing the doctrine of the Direct Operation of the
Holy Spirit:

If the direct operation of the Holy Spirit is needed to produce
the fruit of the Spirit, then the Word alone cannot produce
the fruit of the Spirit.
The direct operation of the Holy Spirit is needed to produce
the fruit of the Spirit ) according to M. Deaver.
Therefore, the Word alone cannot produce the fruit of the
Spirit.

This is a fair expression of the doctrine we are examining in this lesson.
All one needs to do is show that the CONSEQUENCES of a doctrine
are false to show that the doctrine itself is false. All one needs to do is
show that IF the conclusion is false, then either the major or minor
premise is wrong.

Self control is a fruit of the Spirit (Gal. 5:23).
The Word alone cannot produce the fruit of the Spirit
(Deaver).
Therefore, the Word alone cannot produce self control.

But
Self control is the result of a change of the spiritual heart.
The spiritual heart consists of the Intellect, the Will, and
Emotions.
Therefore, self control is the result of a change of the
Intellect, Will and Emotions.

Next
If self control is the result of a change of the Intellect, Will,
or Emotions,
And if self control cannot be produced by the Word alone,
Then, a change of the Intellect, Will, and/or emotions cannot
be produced by the Word alone.
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Question and Consequences
We ask, then, which of these three—the Intellect, the Will, or the
Emotions—cannot be changed by the Word alone?
If it is a change of INTELLECT that cannot be produced by the Word
alone, then you have Calvinistic illumination.
If it is a change of the WILL that cannot be produced by the Word
alone, then you have Calvinistic irresistible grace.
If it is a change of EMOTIONS that cannot be produced by the Word
alone, then you have a subjective, better felt than told religion summed
up in Calvinism.
This is exactly why some have branded Mac Deaver’s doctrine as Neo-
Calvinism.
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