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FOREWORD

The title of this book is the caption of my article, The Chris-
tian and the Government, in the March 1942 issue of my maga-
zine, The Bible Banner which triggered the stirring discussion
of the controversial civil and military government question--
falsely called “the war question.” The treatise is divided into
two parts: first, my editorials and the articles on participation
in the offices and functions of civil and military government
which were published in The Bible Banner between 1942 and
1945, with an additional recapitulation of passages of scrip-
ture; second, the review by 0. C. Lambert of the David Lips-
comb theory of civil government and reply to the John T.
Lewis book which capitalized on the caption--The Christian
and the Government--of the original Bible Banner article, and
published under that borrowed title.

The reasons for the present publication, so many years later,
are several. The first reason is that the book entitled Civil
Government, by David Lipscomb, has been kept extant, with
the claim that it has never been and cannot be answered. The
section of this book by 0. C. Lambert has eliminated that as-
sertion. The second reason for this present publication is that
the Lewis book is also extant and has been advertised with
rather extravagant recommendations of its publishers. It is
an acrimonious attack on 0. C. Lambert, Foy E. Wallace, Jr.,
and my deceased brother, Cled E. Wallace. More recently
Brother John T. Lewis has passed on--and admittedly it
would have been more timely if this publication could have
been forthcoming before his passing--but my brother Cled E.
Wallace, who was five years my senior, is also no longer with
us. At this writing I am two years past the three-score and
ten, and Brother 0. C. Lambert is six years my senior, and at
age 78 is an invalid as a result of a coronary condition and
hemaplegia. His review of Civil Government by Lipscomb and
his reply to the Lewis book were written and submitted for
publication at the time of these discussions, but we were with-
out the mediums and means for their publication. Mean-
while, the book by Brother Lewis, the shafts of which were
directed mainly at Brother Lambert, has been given continuous
publicity. It contains much erroneous argumentation, per-
versions and misrepresentations, and it must be fairly admitted
that Brother Lambert has the right to set the record straight,
and I make no apology for providing the medium for him to
do so in connection with my own editorials and articles along
with contributions from the pens of Cled E. Wallace, R. L.
Whiteside, C. R. Nichol, G. H. P. Showalter and Glenn E.
Green, all of whom have moved from among us into the other
world. Included also is the very valuable treatise by Fred A.
Amick on Christians In Uniform, which has been so helpful



to the worthy young men who have been called to military
duty. Its author is a thinker and writer of ability and clarity,
and with his permission his current booklet is reprinted herein.

In recent conversation with me Brother Lambert made the
request that in his behalf it be said, in connection with his
Review and Reply, that he honors David Lipscomb as among
the greatest men of all time, but along with many others who
also revere his memory, he believes the David Lipscomb theory
of Civil Government is wrong. He believes also that John T.
Lewis was a good man, but had “a warped mind on the gov-
ernment question, evident in the extreme assertions and per-
sonal attacks made in his book. He wants all readers to know
that he has neither animosity nor ill-feeling toward any man
with whom he has had to differ, even as sharply as committed
to print in this Review and Reply. Knowing 0. C. Lambert as
I know him, and for many years I have known him, I give full
credence to that statement of his sentiments and adapt them
as my own.

The third reason for this publication is simply for the record--
for the history of these issues and discussions, and that mis-
statements too vital to be ignored or unanswered may not be
perpetuated without correction, for the sake of the integrity
of those of us who were the objects of malignment, and for
“the vindication of the cause” against misrepresentation.

The final reason for this publication is for the vindication of
the noble sons of patriotic parents who have been called into
the military service of the country of which we are all a part;
to give them assurance that they “beareth not the sword in
vain” who as civil officers are “ministers of God for good” in
the discharge and execution of the Romans 13 legal “wrath
upon him that doeth evil,” and that in so doing they may
possess “a conscience void of offense toward God and toward
men.” And it is with malice toward none but in charity for
all that we commit the contents of this book to print for the
record.--

FOY E. WALLACE, JR.

Nashville, Tennessee,
January, 1969.



THE CHRISTIAN AND
THE GOVERNMENT

Whenever a world calamity occurs, a national emer-
gency exists, which precipitates a social crisis. The resultant
effects of these combined causes create conflicting senti-
ments among pious people which become the source of
controversies within the churches. These were the pre-
vailing conditions prior to 1941 when the Pearl Harbor at-
tack by the Japanese plunged our nation into the vortex
of a second world war. The youth of our land, the cream
of the young generation, the flower of our youth, were
immediately mustered into the nations armed forces to pro-
vide for its necessary military might. Foreseeing this na-
tional emergency, during the preceding months many faith-
ful men and boys within and on the border of the draft age
enlisted for assignment to whatever branch of service the
government needed them. The inevitable result was a decla-
ration of war against war by political pacifist organiza-
tions and certain religious groups adhering to the
Conscientious Objector viewpoint, joined by some preachers
and people within our own ranks who claim the right of
exemption from all related military service on the ground
of conscientious scruples against all war of any kind,
either offensive or defensive, under any and all circum-
stances. Preachers took to the pulpits and editors to the
papers declaiming that a Christian could not be a soldier.

Our young men faced a dilemma, a serious and em-
barassing alternative, in a choice between taking the consci-
entious objector course of consistency which would commit
them to the Concentration Camp or of enlistment in the
armed services for the defense of the nation. It was for the
information of this legion of heroic young men and their
patriotic parents, and because of our personal interest in
and sympathy for them, that the articles dealing with The
Christian And The Government were published--and for
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the same reason and purpose the following reprints (elimi-
nating the personalities) are included in the present work,
The Sermon On The Mount And The Civil State.

The imperative need for this encouragement to our
soldiers and their families was demonstrated by a vocal
and vociferous attitude on the part of some leaders among
us, after the following editorial, written by me and for
which I am alone responsible, had appeared in my own
magazine--The Bible Banner--and it is my heart’s desire
and hope that it may accomplish in this medium its original
purposes without renewing the past oppositions.

I

THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

The Christian who does not know how to deport himself
in time of war, does not know how to deport himself in time
of peace--the instructions are the same. The attitude that
causes a Christian in time of war to appear as a freak speci-
men of humanity, and to be placed in a concentration camp,
or in a federal prison, when the world is in distress and
there is so much work to do, is no more practical in time
of peace. A crisis merely brings it to light. The only
problems raised by war are in the application of the prin-
ciples and instructions to what may be to the individual
unaccustomed conditions. These principles do not change
with map-making.

(1) ROMANS 12--THE CHRISTIAN’S MANUAL OF
PERSONAL CONDUCT.

The twelfth chapter of Romans is the Christian’s man-
ual. It contains the rules for the regulation of Christian
conduct--instructions for operation of the Christian life.
In the closing five verses Paul gives the rules for keeping
peace with one’s neighbor. 1. Recompense to no man evil
for evil. 2. As much as lieth in you, live peaceably with
all men. 3. Avenge not yourselves. 4. Be not overcome
of evil, but overcome evil with good. In personal conduct
the Christian must do these things all the time. Whether
it will work or not is not our responsibility; Paul said,
“as much as lieth in you.”
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But what of discipline and law enforcement? These are
in other realms of God’s authority. The New Testament
recognizes these other realms and allows a Christian to
operate in these realms of discipline and law enforcement,
even though the methods used are not the same as those in
the kingdom of Christ. If the offending party is a child,
the parent, even though a Christian, must teach his child
what is good and evil; and he must control him, although it
may require physical force to do so, which cannot be em-
ployed under the rules of Christian conduct in Romans 12.
The parent, nevertheless, is operating under God’s authority
in another realm.

A case in point: Despite all your efforts under the
rules of love and kindness, one of these grown-up un-
disciplined, children of somebody’s inflicts upon you a seri-
ous bodily injury. It is reported by you, or by someone
else. You are called to testify. You tell the truth without
coloring it by personal feeling. The guilty party is punished
according to the law. Have you recompensed evil for evil?
Have you broken the commandment to “be at peace” in
Romans 12 ? Have you disobeyed what “is written” that
“vengeance is mine, I will repay, saith the Lord?” Have you
been overcome of evil? The answer to these questions is,
No. No evil has been perpetrated in the enforcement of the
law. The employment of physical force in its proper sphere,
and in the manner prescribed by God’s authority, is good
and necessary. The methods employed in a material realm
are not rendered null and void, because they are not to be
used in a spiritual realm. Force has no place in Christ’s
kingdom, because citizenship there is spiritual and volun-
tary. It would vitiate every act of worship and service.
There is no virtue in doing what we are compelled to do.
But a Christian can and is even commanded to operate in
other realms than the church.

Another case in point: Of the qualifications of elders
in the church Paul says, “One that ruleth well his own
house, having his children in subjection with all gravity;
(for if a man know not how to rule his own house, how
shall he take care of the church of God?) " Now, a man
cannot employ force as an elder in Christ’s kingdom, but
the only way he can prepare and qualify himself for the
eldership, according to Paul, is by the experience gained
in the wise use of force and discipline in the home!
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Paul was born a Roman citizen. When he became a
Christian he did not repudiate his citizenship in a civil
kingdom ; he exercised it. If any Christian has repudiated
his citizenship, he should in all honor and fairness register
as an alien. The government is entitled to know the exact
status of everyone living within its borders during an
emergency. Paul’s conduct, when revealed with the impli-
cation of divine approval, constitutes a very good com-
mentary upon his teaching. The Roman magistrates in
Philippi sent word to the jailer to release Paul and Silas:
“Let those men go.” Paul answered: “They have beaten
us openly, being Romans, and have cast us into prison; and
now do they thrust us out privily? Nay verily: but let them
come themselves and fetch us out.” On other occasions Paul
used his citizenship to escape scourging, to avert a plot
against his life, to escape an injustice in the lower courts;
but on this occasion it was for none of those reasons. The
beating was past; his freedom was offered; there was no
emergency. His motive, therefore was tactical--to escape
the presumption of guilt in the eyes of the world, not for
personal reasons but for the sake of the gospel.

On still another occasion Paul permitted an armed force
to escort him to his destination to protect him from his
enemies who had sworn to kill him. Had they attempted to
carry out their threat, Paul knew that the soldiers would
have used the force of arms, and if necessary would have
killed the attackers in protecting Paul’s life. Was Paul’s
practice here, as a Roman citizen, inconsistent with and
contradictory to his teaching in the Roman letter? The
answer again is, No. Paul had other realms of God’s
authority in mind when he penned the rules pertaining to
peace in Romans 12, if the context proves anything.

(2) ROMANS 13--THE CHRISTIAN’S OBLIGATION
TO CIVIL GOVERNMENT.

It should be remembered that Paul did not divide the
Roman letter into chapters. Romans 12 and 13 were not dis-
joined when he wrote the letter--it was all one argument.
In the closing verses of the twelfth chapter when he forbids
a Christian taking personal vengeance, he declared that
“vengeance belongeth” to the Lord. The first verses of
Romans 13, which follow immediately, tell how the Lord
exercises this vengeance on the evildoer. Romans 12 and
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13 are all one argument. “Let every soul be subject unto
the higher powers. For there is no power but of God: the
powers that be are ordained of God . . . For rulers are not
a terror to the good work, but to evil . . . he beareth not
the sword in vain: for he is a minister of God, an avenger
for wrath to him that doeth evil. Wherefore ye must needs
be in subjection, not only because of wrath, but also for
conscience’ sake.”

The sword is an instrument of death. The officer of
the law is the officer of God when he beareth not the sword
in vain. Verse six says: “For this cause pay ye tribute also :
for they (the officers) are God’s ministers, attending
continually upon this very thing.” Administering death,
or capital punishment, therefore, is divinely sanctioned
as a prerogative of government in punishment of evildoers.
The idea that some members of the church have in these
matters would make every peace officer, sheriff or police-
man, a murderer, whether he is ever actually forced to kill
or not, for he beareth not the sword in vain, and he is sworn
to do what his office would in case of necessity require,
just as in case of the soldiers who furnished the armed
escort for Paul. The administration of capital punishment
in the prosecution of the evildoer by the government does
not differ in principle from a defensive war which the
government must prosecute to protect the lives and liberties
of its citizens. The idea that some of the members of the
church have in these matters would also make every soldier
in the service of our country a murderer. It is undoubtedly
a false idea.

But the Bible says “thou shalt not kill,” we are told.
Yes, that is the sixth commandment. The fourth command-
ment said: “Remember the sabbath day to keep it holy"--
so the same God that said “thou shalt not kill,” in the sixth
commandment provided the death penalty for violation of
the fourth commandment to keep the sabbath holy ! Did
the sixth commandment contradict the penalty of the
fourth? Not at all; somebody’s reasoning is just lame. If
capital punishment is murder, and if peace officers and
soldiers are murderers, then one commandment prohibited
what the other commandment required! But since both
capital punishment and war, under certain conditions, were
divinely required under the same law that said “thou shalt
not kill,” it follows that there is a difference between both
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of those things and murder. Some people need to look UP the
definition of murder.

Brother R. L. Whiteside recently made a brief but clear
and scriptural distinction on this point in answer to a
question in his query department of the Gospel Advocate,
which may be profitably inserted here. Read it :

“The command, ‘thou shalt not kill,’ was one of the
Ten Commandments, and was a prohibition against murder.
It applied to individuals, and not to governments. And
while the Ten Commandments were in force, the individual
was allowed, under certain circumstances, to take human
life. “If the thief be found breaking in, and be smitten
so that he dieth, there shall be no blood guiltiness for
him.” (Exodus 22 :2.) Such taking of human life is not
a violation of the command, ‘Thou shalt not kill.’ God
does not give a law and then license a man to violate it.
The command, ‘Thou shalt not kill,’ has been used as an
argument against capital punishment, and yet under that
law the authorities were required to punish by death many
sorts of criminals. And under that law, the Lord required
his people to make war on certain nations. In doing so,
they were not violating the command, “Thou shalt not kill.’
The way some preachers, and others argue, it would seem
that they never read any of the Old Testament, except the
command, ‘Thou shalt not kill.’ The law also said, ‘thou
shalt not commit adultery.’ But I do not read anywhere
that the Lord ever permitted any man to commit adultery
for his own protection or that a nation was required to
commit adultery! It is plain that individuals are prohibited
from doing things that governments are required to do.”

Brother Whiteside is right. The idea that men who are
not Christians can be soldiers and officers to protect the
Christian by doing that which a Christian himself could not
do is about the most conveniently selfish and cowardly con-
venient doctrine ever pronounced by good men. There is just
one thing wrong with it--it is not true.

(3) THE TWO REALMS--CIVIL AND SPIRITUAL.
But again we are told that Christ said: “Render unto

Caesar the things that are Caesar’s” According to the
theory of some, the same things belong to the devil that
belong to Caesar. Then it could just as well read: “Render
unto the devil the things that are the devil’s.” It certainly
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would be wrong to render anything to the devil, yet
we could not honestly withhold anything from the devil that
belonged to him. But Satan never owned a foot of ground
on this earth. He never possessed an abstract of title to
anything. Obligations are based upon value received, and
if any man ever received anything worthwhile from the
devil, he is obligated to the devil. We are told that the devil
is ordained of God in the same way that governments are.
Satan is wrong, and there is nothing right about him. If
that is true of governments, God could not be consistent
with his divine attributes and command us to pay taxes to
the government.

Some go to the temptation of Christ to show that the
devil possessed the kingdoms of this world. It is said that
if he did not possess them, his offer would have been no
temptation to Christ. Very well, but did Christ want the
kingdoms of this world? If so, what did he want with them?
He was building a spiritual kingdom in which force would
have no place. He could not salvage one thing from the
kingdoms of this world for his spiritual kingdom. If Satan
offered him something he did not want and could not use,
how could that have been a temptation to him? But Christ
was tempted, therefore, Satan did not offer him the king-
doms, of this world as such. The kingdoms of this world
meant what Jesus meant when he commanded the disciples
to go and teach “all nations.” They did not go to the civil
governments; they went to the people who composed them.
Christ could use the people in his spiritual kingdom.
The devil was in possession by voluntary sufferance. What
the devil offered was a withdrawal of opposition to Christ’s
work. He could have done the thing that he offered, because
he was in control of that opposition. Let us not pervert
scripture to support wishful thinking on a Christian’s obli-
gations to civil government. The theory that God uses the
devil and wicked men to do some necessary evil work, such
as law enforcement and warfare, so that his spiritual
children do not have to soil their holy hands makes God
particeps criminus to evil. To support this theory they go
back to the Old Dispensation where it is said that “the
Most High God ruleth in the kingdom of men, and that he
setteth up over it whomsoever he will.” But under the same
dispensation God commanded his own people, under certain
conditions, to wage warfare. So it proves too much. If we
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go back there for an example of one, we get an example
of the other.

Take the example of Samuel. Among the Old Testament
characters there is none that outshines Samuel for personal
piety and saintly faithfulness. His consecration began be-
fore his birth. The last of the judges, and in a sense the
first of the prophets, this venerable priest’s last days were
saddened by the clamor for a king and by the mistakes of
Saul, the first king. Saul could not tell Samuel that he
had obeyed the Lord when the bleating of the sheep and the
lowing of the oxen were sounding in his ears, and when
old king Agag stood there before him alive. God had com-
manded Saul to kill them all. Saul had not done it. Whom
did God ordain as a minister to complete the obedience in
which Saul had defaulted? An evil, wicked man, some con-
firmed old sinner that was going to hell anyway ? No ; he ap-
pointed Samuel, the preacher and priest, one of the best men
that ever lived, for that task, and he called for Agag to be.
brought before him. “And Samuel said, As thy sword hath
made women childless, so shall thy mother be childless
among women. And Samuel hewed Agag to pieces before
the Lord in Gilgal." But that was in the Old Testament! To
be sure, but that is where they go to prove that God used
evil men to do some of God’s evil work that good men could
not do--and this example proves that their argument is
wrong. Here their contention is reversed.

It seems to me that some of the brethren have dipped
their pens in ink of speculation and propounded a Calvin-
istic theory of civil government-namely, that they are
all born totally depraved. Had not man rebelled against
God, they say, there would have been no civil governments.
Neither would there have been any clothes worn. Neither
would there have been any church--nobody lost, nobody
to be saved, no gospel to save them. But man did rebel.
As a result God has two institutions, operating under his
authority. To civil government he has given the responsi-
bility of discipline as it pertains to the physical life. To the
church he has committed the spiritual resources, and given
the responsibility of order and discipline as it pertains to
the spiritual life within the spiritual kingdom. One of these
ordained institutions employ physical force because the
nature of its work demands it. The other uses love and per-
suasion, because the nature of its work demands it.
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(4) THE INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY.
The government deals with the individual. The church

cannot speak for its members; and if it did the govern-
ment would not accept it, but would still examine each in-
dividual in the case. The government is fortunately very
reasonable. There are many branches of non-combatant
service in which a “conscientious objector” may enlist, but
if he refuses to do anything in an emergency like this, he
will be placed in a concentration camp. Appeals are being
made partly on the basis of “denominational pride” for the
churches of Christ not to let some other church support our
members in these camps. If one’s convictions are so im-
practical as to force him to go to a concentration camp,
we may respect them but we are certainly under no obli-
gation to support them. Some are even glorifying these
misguided young men, and making heroes out of them. But
it is not a thing to be proud of that we have members of
the church with such impractical convictions. The New
Testament certainly teaches a different conception of the
responsibilities of citizenship and service. If the New Testa-
ment teaches the course they pursue, then every Christian
in the land must follow that course, and the church of
Christ will go out of circulation into a concentration camp
for duration. If the New Testament does not teach that
course, then why should the church support those who
follow it?

Let us be consistent. It is said that the president of a
Christian school was opposed to Christians participating
in civil government, but the school of which he was presi-
dent employed an officer to carry a gun and guard the
property of the school. Another preacher said that if his
home and family were attacked, he would just shoot the at-
tacker in the leg. No, not if his argument is right, he could
not resist, he could not even push him off the porch. Nor
could he consistently call for the sheriff, deputy or police-
man to protect them from a killer, for it would make a
murderer of them. It is a peculiar quirk of mind that argues
that a Christian can work in perfect co-ordination with the
other fellow up to the final and necessary act, but say to the
officer or the soldier, you are going to hell anyway, so
YOU pull the trigger. God is no such respecter of persons.
“If the thief be found breaking in, and be smitten so that
he dieth, there shall be no blood guiltiness for him.”
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Every passage used to prove that a Christian cannot
participate in defensive warfare, under any conditions, ap-
plies to the spiritual realm and not the material. The con-
clusions are therefore based on a misapplication of the
scriptures.

In every congregation there are many parents who have
noble sons in the service. Harrowing it must be to their
hearts, indeed, to have to sit and listen to a misguided
preacher harrangue against their participation in the de-
fense of the life and liberty that he and the rest of us enjoy.
It is a serious mistake to make heroes of men with a
dwarfed conscience in concentration camps and murderers
out of noble sons in army camps who bravely give their all
in the defense of not only the freedom of the nation, but the
very virtue of our mothers, wives and sisters--and the
sanctity of all our homes.

Rather let us, as Christians, bend every effort and
stretch every resource in the all-out task to aid the govern-
ment in its efforts to protect our homes and preserve our
liberties. At the same time, let us augment our efforts in
spreading the kingdom of Christ, knowing that the church
has the only thing that will permanently improve and save
the troubled world. In this way alone can the Christian
discharge the duties of his dual relation in this world.

II

ANENT “THE CHRISTIAN AND THE
GOVERNMENT” SUBJECT

The commitment of The Bible Banner to the government
side of the war question brought forthwith anticipated radi-
cal and reserved reverberations from various quarters to
which my late and lamented brother, Cled E. Wallace, made
reference with his characteristic and coveted manner of
expression in his comments on what Pearl Harbor Did To
Us. These were some of his words: “The sneak attack on
Pearl Harbor profoundly affected all of us and startled a
reluctant nation into instant realization that it must fight
or perish. Our government very properly declared war on
Japan and her criminal co-conspirators against this nation.
There was one dissenting voice in Congress, a woman,
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whose pacifism would not admit "a change” to save the
nation from destruction. Christians generally, who love
peace and hate war, recognized and accepted the desperate
situation and supported the government. It required pain-
ful inner struggles on the part of many of them and some
adjustments in matters of conscience were not easy. We
tried to help along by a discussion of issues relating to the
Christian’s relation to his government. We did not expect
that our views would be universally accepted by the
brethren, but we did expect something better from some
sources than to have these views attacked in the vicious
way they have been. The issue has been ignored, our posi-
tion perverted and our motives impugned. This is not a
complaint. We might have expected it. The result is grati-
fying in a way from our point of view, for brethren in the
main are a discerning lot and it has led many to conclude
that since we have not been met, we cannot be met.”

At the time the foregoing comments were penned, Cled
E. Wallace had two sons in the armed forces of our
government, and later a third son was enlisted. All three of
them were casualties of war, and they all three died--and
some of our critics were so cruel as to torture him with
published remarks that their deaths were his punish-
ment for not having taught them to be Conscientious Ob-
jectors !

It was this type of callous criticism to which we were
subjected in the effort we were making to buoy our boys in
battle with the assurance of faith that in bearing the sword
for good against the evildoer (Rom. 13 :1-6) they were in
that service a “minister of Cod” who “beareth not the
sword in vain,” and were not in disobedience to his law.

With this knowledge of events the reader’s interest me-
thinks will be quickened in the comments of Cled E.
Wallace on the initial installment of The Christian And
The Government which was written by me, and which
under the same caption he later made the following obser-
vations :

A correction will serve to exonerate me from the
charge of accepting an honor that belongs to another. Some
seem to be under the impression that I wrote a recent article
in the Bible Banner which deals with the relation of
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Christians to the government. Thanks for the compliment,
but that fine piece of work is to be charged up to the editor.
Frankly, he beat me to it, for I had about all I could stand of
the sort of talk that caused him to print the article, without
saying something about it. It was a better job than I could
have done. The position in that article is both scriptural
and sensible and will stand up under the attacks that are
sure to be made upon it.

The need for such an article is shown by a typical
example of loose writing copied from a recent issue of a
paper devoted to “sound doctrine.” Ponder this one care-
fully :

“A nation has as much right to command Christians
to steal, commit adultery, get drunk or any other evil
thing, as it does to command them to kill. Vengeance
belongeth to God. (Romans 12 :19) “Thou shalt not kill.”
The nations or kingdoms of the world belong to Satan.
(Matthew 4:1-11). All murderers shall go into the lake
of fire.”

Our nation does not command Christians, or anybody
else, to steal, commit adultery, get drunk or commit murder.
On the other hand, it has some rather severe laws relating
to such evil practices. It is quite lenient toward “conscien-
tious objectors” in time of war, and is so tolerant that it
protects the life and liberties of misguided brethren who
abuse that liberty by proclaiming from the housetops that
the nation was fathered by the devil and that its armed
forces are all actual or potential murderers and headed for
“the lake for fire.” I suppose we should be quite thankful
to the devil in this present crisis for standing between us
and the totalitarian racketeers who would rob us of our
right to worship God and say about anything we please
about everything and everybody. He has really shown us
a favor in raising up at this time a Winston Churchill, a
Franklin Roosevelt and a Douglas MacArthur to command
his armed forces of murder. If I felt as this brother does,
which I am thankful I do not, I would be decent enough
under the circumstances, to keep my mouth shut until the
crisis is over. The government is good enough to respect his
“conscientious objections” and he should be gracious enough
to refrain from calling it a vassal of the devil and its armed
forces a gang of murderers, at least while it is fighting for
its life.
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The brother declares that “the nations or kingdoms of
the world belong to Satan.” Paul says: “Let every soul be
in subjection to the higher powers: for there is no power
but of God; and the powers that be are ordained of God.”
(Romans 13 : 1, 2.) Seriously, did Paul command Christians
to “be in subjection to the devil ? “For they are ministers
of God’s service, attending continually upon this very
thing.” (verse 6.) What thing? “For he is a minister of
God, an avenger for wrath to him that doeth evil.” No, we
are not working for Satan, when we are supporting the
government.

“Thou shalt not kill.” This command was given to the
new-born nation of Israel. Did that nation “belong to
Satan.” The laws of that nation came from God through
Moses. They provided for law enforcement, capital punish-
ment and the prosecution of war. And such activities were
not murder ,  even if they did involve the taking of human
life. But we are not under that law. True, and the brother
went to the wrong place for his text. Under the circum-
stances it is revealing.

Humanly speaking, before me is the framed picture of
my son, in a uniform of the armed forces of the United
States. He is both a Christian and a loyal citizen of his
government. While he is defending my right to live as a
free man, I can defend him against the charge of murder.
While we respect the consciences of those who are un-
willing to bear arms on religious grounds, we resent the
recklessness with which some of them employ their tongues
and their pens. Let them “be in subjection to the higher
powers” more quietly, pay taxes, buy bonds, help sharpen
the sword and stop yelling bloody murder at those who
use it. The martyr complex shows up in much that they
say. Some of them seem to be yearning for prison, death
and fiery furnaces.

“The apostles resisted the powers of the world and
went to prison and to death. Daniel and the Hebrew chil-
dren resisted the powers of the world and went to the lion’s
den and the fiery furnace. If we follow Christ, Paul and
others, we will not have murder in our hearts.”

This is a bad mixture of irrelevant orating and begging
of the question. Who is advocating murder and hate? When
a criminal moved by hate commits murder, it is a screwy
philosophy that concludes that the judge who sentences him
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and the officer who executes him, are also haters and
murderers. Then when a free nation must go to war in its
own defense against international marauders, then its
armed forces, from the Commander-in-Chief on down, be-
come criminals if they happen to hurt anybody! Ugh ! Just
count me out of such twisted reasoning. I can’t take it.
And don’t come around telling me the Bible teaches it. It
does not.

According to the idea some brethren have about govern-
ment belonging to Satan, it would be a great thing for
Hitler and the Nazis if the majority of our people and
other free people were Christians of the “conscientious
objector” kind. He could just come in and take charge
without serious opposition. Some brethren who have been
arguing that the days of miracles are over would probably
contend that in such a case the Lord would take us all out
of the fiery furnace like he did the Hebrew children. And
if we could convert even one whole country, it would
destroy all civil government unless we imported some
friendly sinners to take charge. Civil government is of the
devil, you know, and Christians can have nothing to do
with it. Otherwise some unfriendly sinners would invite
themselves in to take charge and some agent of the devil
would have to call out the National Guard to protect us.
Come to think of it, maybe we had better not make too
many Christians until this war has been won. Personally,
I think our Uncle Samuel is being pretty nice to Jehovah’s
Witnesses and some of our brethren. Satan doesn’t seem to
have as strong a hold on him as he does on some of
the other “nations” that “belong to” him. Of course, it
would not do for Uncle Sam to become a Christian, for
then he would not be Uncle Sam. And it would be mighty
hard to find anybody to take his place. I’d prefer that he
remain as he is rather than go into a disappearing act
that would give us Hitler and his “yellow aryans.”

Some entertain the idea that if all were Christians there
would be no need for civil government. It has no basis in
fact. There would still be the need of the state to be kept
separate from the church. Functions of the state are not
to be confused with those of the church. Both are ordained
of God.

The nation is at war against organized and militarized
bandits who propose to conquer the world and enslave all
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free peoples. They would destroy our government and
permanently black out all our institutions of civil liberty.
This crisis, the most serious that the nation has ever faced,
challenges Christians to do some sober thinking and to act
with becoming wisdom. Many are perplexed and dismayed
and we may expect some ill-advised things to be said and
done. My friend and beloved brother, R. L. Whiteside, has
expressed a timely warning in a late issue of the Gospel
Advocate:

“In a time like this Christians, as well as others,
are liable to become excited and say things that they may
later regret. Some years ago I heard a prominent preacher
say that it would be a great punishment to him to be com-
pelled to sit and listen to someone read some sermons he
himself preached during the other World War. You can save
yourself such trial by maintaining a sober mind. Be sober-
minded enough to realize that no one person, not even you,
can lay claim to having all wisdom. Quoting a passage of
Scripture is of no real value to a cause unless it is in point.”

Loyalty to the word of God must be the watch-word of
a genuine Christian at all times. That principle cannot
be interned “for the duration” because the most devastating
war of all history is raging. ‘There should be no compromise
of the principle that a Christian’s loyalty to God comes
before, and takes precedence of, his loyalty to his govern-
ment even in time of war. “We must obey God, rather than
men.” I take it that this is common ground among us.

Jesus taught that Christians should be humble, meek,
lovers of peace, pure in heart, and be ready and willing to
suffer persecution for righteousness’ sake. They must be
willing to bear even a repetition of personal intrusions and
injuries and entertain the disposition to go even beyond
certain limits to return good for evil. He strictly forbids
revengeful retaliation for personal injuries. He set the
example and demands that we follow in His steps. It does
violence to the teaching of Jesus in this regard if we con-
clude that there should be no law to function for the sup-
pression and punishment of crime. There are lawless men in
society who must be controlled by force. Jesus was not
delivering a discourse directed against the proper functions
and due processes of law and government. Some years ago, I
heard a prominent preacher among us say in a sermon that
“patriotism is a crime.” It simply isn’t true and I felt
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ashamed of him. Another said: “All war is wrong and sin-
ful, regardless of who wages it or why.” It is sinful then,
for a police force to function in protecting our homes
against robbery and insure us protection in property and
life. The officer of the law who intervenes to save a pure
woman from a rapist and has to use physical force in so
doing, is sinning against God; I do not believe it and Jesus
did not teach it. Jesus Christ never taught anything to aid
a criminal.

The civil government is ordained of God and bears
the sword for this very purpose, to enforce law for the
common good, suppress and punish crime, and assuredly
has the right to defend itself against invasion and pillage
by rapacious marauders. Such function of government is
an “ordinance of God.” What good would law be without
its penalties and what could a government do, civil govern-
ment, without police and military forces to back it up and
enforce it? We need to do a little clear thinking along here,
sober, humble thinking. And it ought to be done with the
desire to determine in perilous times how to be loyal to
God and perform our duties as citizens, not to act smart
and try to down somebody in an argument. This is no time
for childishness. There may be criminals in the offices
and armed forces of our government, but the performance
of their sworn duties does not make them such. I thank God
that we have an Army and Navy at this time. Quoting the
Sermon On The Mount would not stop Hitler at a time like
this, and I say reverently that it was not given for that
purpose. There is another way ordained of God to get that
job done. Horrible as the fact is, tanks and guns and air-
planes are part of that plan and the men who build them
and the ones who use them are using physical force directed
at the same end. That fact is obvious. The industrial power
of the whole nation is geared for war. Combatants and non-
combatants alike are working for the same thing, straining
their efforts to win the war and win the peace. We are all
mixed up in it one way or another. The man in uniform
who fires the guns is not the only fighter in this fracas. Our
most belligerent “conscientious objectors” who stand off at
a safe distance and quote scriptures that do not apply to this
situation, are hoping and praying that the current threat to
our liberties may be crushed by our armed forces. The Axis
powers would greatly appreciate it, if our government
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would adopt their theory of all-out non-resistance. But Jesus
said : “Resist not him that is evil.” Take a look at the con-
text and scope of Jesus’ teaching. It is a law against the
individual seeking and taking personal vengeance for the
wrongs done him. It is not designed to allow a hoodlum to
kidnap a child, or outrage a woman without interference
by anybody who can stop it, even if he has to use a club
or gun. Most preachers would act better in an emergency
than some of them talk and write.

“Give to him that asketh thee, and from him that would
borrow of thee turn not thou away.” Is it to be taken
literally and without restriction? Keep the context in mind.
I asked an all-out non-resister, a friend of mine, about this
giving and lending to just anybody who wanted to take him
for a “touch” and he said: “It is conditional.” Exactly. A
stranger, or a transient, would have about as good a chance
of getting a loan from a soldier as he would from a “consci-
entious objector.” As a matter of fact this part of the teach-
ing of Jesus is not likely to be overdone by anybody. Even
“conscientious objectors” know how to properly qualify it.

“And if any man would to to law with thee, and take
away thy coat, let him have thy cloak also.” Should a de-
vout and unlimited non-resister return to his home and
find that in his absence an intruder had unlawfully taken
possession, he must not appeal to the law, he must just
bow out and let the intruder keep it because he has it, or
just kneel in prayer. Did Jesus teach it? No, and it isn’t
the way “non-resisters” act either. They are more practical
than their doctrine. Christianity does not antagonize proper
law enforcement. Remember that law enforcement involves
the use of physical resistance to the lawless. Paul asked
for military interference to rescue him from a plot of
assassination and got it. He appealed to Caesar and that
appeal was to all the power of the government of which he
was a citizen, both civil and military. He did not violate
the teaching of Jesus on the question of non-resistance.
Some have simply carried that doctrine a lot farther than
Jesus did. J. W. McGarvey made some cogent observations
along this line:

“This command which enjoins non-resistance, like most
of the other precepts of this sermon, does not demand of us
absolute, unqualified passivity at all times and under all
circumstances. In fact, we may say generally of the whole



18 THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

Sermon On The Mount that it is not a code for slaves, but
an assertion of principles which are to be interpreted and
applied by the children of freedom. We are to submit to
evil for principle’s sake and to accomplish spiritual victo-
ries, and not in the abject, servile spirit as blind followers
of a harsh and exacting law. On the contrary, taking the
principle we judge when and how to apply it as best we can.
Absolute non-resistance may so far encourage crime as to
become a sin . . . The example given, a slap in the face,
has been regarded as a gross insult in all ages, but it is not
an assault which imperils life . . . Self-preservation is a law
of God giving right which, under most circumstances, a
Christian can claim. He may resist the robber, the assassin
and all men of that ilk, and may protect his person and his
possessions against the assaults of the violent and lawless.
But when the honor of Christ and the salvation of man de-
mands it, he should observe this commandment even unto
the very letter . . . A man may strive for self-protection
when life is threatened without any spirit of revenge.”

The law of Moses said “an eye for an eye, a tooth for
a tooth.” The new law says, “Resist not him that is evil.”
“Vengeance is mine, I will repay.” It is a law against the
individual wreaking personal vengeance for the wrongs
done him. Even our own government has some laws to that
effect.-Cled E. Wallace.

III

FOR THE VINDICATION OF THE CAUSE
There have been many men in the history of the church

on our continent of unusual mentality, and some of extra-
ordinary intellectuality, but only a few geniuses. In this
minority group is the name of W. E. Brightwell--a genius
among men. He was personally unambitious and generally
under-estimated, modest in manner and reserved in his rela-
tion to the rank and order of men. His mind was deep, his
wit as wise and wily as Will Rogers, as cunning and clever
as Mark Twain, and his humor always clean but comical.
He served in the newspaper field as a reporter and his daily
column was a must and a first with his readers. The victim
of ill-health, he never attained the status of a “senior citi-
zen” to enjoy with his wife and sons the mellow fruitions of
advanced age.
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It was through my persuasion, while editor of the Gospel
Advocate, that. he was induced to leave his newspaper
career and accept a connection with the Gospel Advocate
and McQuiddy Company in Nashville, Tennessee, where he
served in the editorial department with three editors in
succession during a period of fifteen years, leaving that con-
nection to return to his Texas homeland, after which the
grim reaper’s sickle garnered him prematurely.

Not being the editor of the Gospel Advocate this man
Brightwell did not feel the freedom or claim the privilege
of participating in the controversial issue of “the Chris-
tian’s relation to civil government” during the period of
World War II, but in private discussions he dispensed a
wealth of wisdom from an arsenal of original philosophy.
It was thus in the precincts of private interviews that the
controversial editorial in the Bible Banner on the govern-
ment question--The Christian And The Government--was
introduced. It was in its origin a joint-production, as the
result of conversation in mutual vein and confidence--a
comparison of notes, so to speak-out of which was pro-
jected a missile of truth destined to stir the thinking of an
entire brotherhood. Architecturally speaking, the scaffolding
was his skeleton notations and connotations, but the struc-
ture was mine, and I assumed then and accept now the
whole responsibility for its composition and publication.

It was in the worthy effort to allay the hostilities and
relieve the animosities engendered that my faithful friend
and silent partner submitted this gem of his genius under
this subdivision caption. Read it and imbibe its spirit:

FOR THE VINDICATION OF THE CAUSE

Brave men sometimes dissipate their energies in fruit-
less fighting. It would be a most happy condition, indeed,
if all who discuss religion knew when they have an issue.
However, when the good of the cause is jeopardized, there
is an issue involved. It may inhere in the question discussed,
or it may be occasioned by the unwise direction which the
discussion has taken. In either case, all we speak and write
should be for the promotion or vindication of the cause of
Christ.
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It is not difficult for me to follow this rule with refer-
ence to the question of a Christian’s attitude toward his
government, which government would, of course, be im-
potent without military as well as civil power. Although I
have for many years held positive views, I have very largely
refrained from public discussion of them, because I regard
it as an individual question. Upon such questions we may
have convictions which lead in opposite directions, and
may each follow his own convictions without conflicting one
with another. In my judgment the present emergency is
not a propitious time for discussing these matters. Personal
interests are too serious to allow for calm consideration.

An issue, however, has been raised. It has been raised
by the manner of discussion. The motive in dealing with this
issue should be vindication of the cause. All the credit
for the raising of the issue goes to those who hold that the
Christian cannot obey the government’s call for military
service; and who, intentionally or unintentionally, have dis-
couraged cooperation with the objectives of this nation in
other forms of service, in the greatest crisis in its history.
Far more articles have appeared in all of our religious
papers on that side of the question. And more significant
than what has been written, there have been many times
more sermons preached on that side. It is a little late for
such preaching. It is rather late to start trying to develop
conscientious convictions in the minds of young men who
are already facing the prospect of early military service.
Convictions, together with the necessary record to support
them, cannot be developed over night. Convictions are non-
transferable. And in view of the marked generosity of the
government toward conscientious convictions, and the op-
portunities for non-combatant service, the sentiment and
heroics seem rather forced. While men are in such a serious
strain of mind, we should be pushing the claims of Jesus
Christ and not taking chances with the influence of the
church before the world. Men should be open now to the
comforts of the gospel, but their minds are critical of any-
thing that smacks of disloyalty.

Some of our preachers are manifesting a spirit that
on the surface might denote that they were trying to start
a war rather than expressing their calm judgment upon a
serious question. Having only one sermon to preach at a
place, some have elected to speak on the war subject. Several
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have actually broken into their own program of preaching
the gospel in a meeting conducted for the purpose of saving
souls, to air their views on this question. Some have tried
to deliver the “churches of Christ” bodily into the ranks
of non-resisters and conscientious objectors. In addresses
which went out over the air, and were even published in
tract form, they have taken such subjects as, “Why the
Churches of Christ Oppose Combatant Service.” I flatly
deny that it is a fact. There can be no point in discussing
the “why” of a situation until it is established to be a fact.
When they prove to me that it is a fact, they can still have
their own way about the whys and wherefores. But I do
not want to see the cause sold down the river upon a false
assumption. That is why I am speaking this once and cannot
hold my peace. I do not want to see the church as a body
placed in the same category with Jehovah’s Witnesses, for
I know that they do not deserve and have not earned that
rating.

The fact that more is being said on that side does not in-
dicate that more of the members of the churches hold that
view. I am most sure that overwhelming majority of the
members do not hold that view and are just as ashamed of
the effort to commit the brotherhood to it as am I. Al-
though a few congregations in time of peace went on record
with the government as opposing combatant military ser-
vice, I declare it as my candid opinion that not one con-
gregation of any size on the face of the earth could be found
in which even a bare majority of the members really hold
that view as a matter of conviction.

Statistics are not needed to vindicate this estimate. We
can judge the whole by the part we know. My observation
is that nobody holds such views except those who have at-
tended certain schools or have read a certain book, at which
and in which, a theory of civil government was taught that
is just as speculative, unprovable, impractical, and damag-
ing as any of the other theological bones which have been
tossed about for centuries--that is, it is just as damaging
to us; for while the brethren have not been disturbed by
some of those follies, a few of them have swallowed this
one, and those who have done so give audible evidence of
their dietary mistake.

Again, there is no reason why a normal church member
should ever reach such conclusions without the aid of a false
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theory. No particular intelligence is required to see the
incompatibility of war with the ethical principles of Chris-
tianity ; there is incompatibility between war and the nor-
mal functions of civil government. But to apply passages
which teach the nature of the work in the spiritual kingdom
to the exigencies of the temporal kingdom is a misapplica-
tion of Scripture. Since there is no passage that condemns
the thing these brethren condemn, and the writers of the
New Testament and Christ himself recognize civil govern-
ment, and make it plain that they regard military service
as an indispensable function of those governments-a func-
tion without which no civil government can exist--why
should it be thought a thing incredible that a Christian
should be a citizen of an earthly kingdom?

Finding himself born into citizenship, a full-fledged
member of society, would the average man ever think of
being opposed to participation in the legitimate processes
of society, without the help of a perverted theory? It is not
necessary for the New Testament to reveal the obligations
of citizenship, as if it were a mystery made known for their
first time. The citizen naturally develops the conception
through the logic of consciousness, the irresistible eloquence
of reality, and the compelling power of demonstration. You
would not have to describe water to a man who had been
suddenly dropped into the middle of the Atlantic. This is
not a parallel. This is not an analogy. This is the thing we
are talking about itself.

When Foy E. Wallace, Jr., visited in my home early this
year we discussed this question. We deplored the injury to
the cause through the misrepresentation of a few brethren.
He had carried several articles in the Bible Banner which
had favored the conscientious objector theory. He expressed
the purpose of writing an article along the line of what he
believes, and the brotherhood in general believes, and clos-
ing the discussion for the duration of the war. I thought
his purpose was natural and wise.

He had not devoted a sermon to the subject, despite
many requests. I explained to him that circumstances had
led me to preach upon the subject once (two sermons). The
theory was being promoted before the congregation where I
preach, and the impression was being made that the congre-
gation endorsed the theory. I judged that this was the im-
pression it made upon visitors, for that was the impression
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it made upon me, and I had no information to the contrary.
In preaching upon the subject, I explained that I was doing
so for two reasons: First, by leaving the impression upon
the world that our religious conviction put us out of sym-
pathy with the nation in this emergency, and ranked us as
a peculiar cult like Jehovah’s Witnesses, we would tear
down all the influence we had been years in building up in
the community. Second, that if the congregation was going
to get in bad with the government, or before the world, I
must use whatever means at my, command to let it be
known that I was not responsible for it. I was determined
not to allow the implication of silence to place me in the
wrong light in such a serious matter.

Having discussed with Brother Wallace some of the
arguments which I had used, he invited me to write the
article which he planned to write for the Bible Banner. I
told him that I did not consider it ethical for one connected
with a religious paper to write articles for another religious
paper, although it is sometimes done. At that time the edi-
tor of the Gospel Advocate had talked to me about discon-
tinuing the discussion of the question in the Advocate, with
which suggestion I had heartily agreed, regretting only that
the decision had not been reached before so much had been
written. But despite that fact, I still did not feel disposed
to write an article for the Bible Banner. But I did offer to
draft some of the arguments which I had made and let
Brother Wallace make any use of them which he desired.
I am not explaining who wrote the article in the March
issue of the Bible Banner. Brother Wallace used my notes,
making such alterations, additions, and subtractions as he
saw fit. I am not concerned about the authorship of that
article, or its being known or unknown. I make this ex-
planation to say that the whole point in the mind of Brother
Wallace, as he expressed it to me, and in my mind was to
vindicate the church from implications of a few noisy breth-
ren who were, and still are, creating a false and bad impres-
sion of the church. I am writing now because I think that
view of the question deserves the consideration of the
brotherhood.

James Macknight indicates that Paul wrote the 13th
chapter of the Roman Letter to vindicate, and to induce
those to whom he wrote to vindicate, their religion before
the heathen word, and particularly before official Rome. In



24 THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

his commentary he begins the introduction to the Roman
Letter with these words:

“Because God had chosen the Jews for his subjects, and
as their king had dictated to them a system of law, and had
governed them anciently in person, and afterwards by
princes of his own nomination, they reckoned it impiety
to submit to heathen laws and rulers. In the same light,
they viewed the paying of taxes for the support of the
heathen governments. (Matthew 22:17.) In short, the zeal-
ots of that nation laid it down as a principle, that they
would obey God alone, as their king and governor, in op-
position to Caesar and all kings whatever who were not of
their religion and who did not govern them by the laws of
Moses. This turbulent disposition, some of the Jews who
embraced the gospel, did not immediately lay aside . . . In
that persuasion they also refused to the heathen magis-
trates that honor and obedience to which, by their office,
they were entitled from all who lived under their govern-
ment. But these principles and practices occasioning the
gospel to be evil spoken of, the apostle judged it necessary,
in his letter to the Romans, to inculcate the duties which
subjects owe to magistrates, and to testify to them that the
disciples of Christ were not exempted from obedience to
the wholesome laws, even of the heathen countries where
they lived, nor from contributing to the support of the
government by which they were protected, although it was
administered by idolaters. Withal, having inscribed this
letter to the unbelieving, as well as to the believing inhabi-
tants of Rome, the brethren were thereby directed, for the
vindication of their religion, to show the copies which they
took of it, to such of the heathen as were willing to read
it.”

This view would explain why Paul said, “Be subject to.”
It would seem that all would be willing to cooperate, at
least until it came to the most difficult duties. But the Jews
had prejudices which had to be overcome. Macknight’s com-
ment upon the second phrase of the first verse, “For there
is no power but from God,” is apt: “This was written to
correct the pride of the Jews, who valued themselves ex-
ceedingly because they had received a form of government
from God. The government of every state, whether it be
monarchial, aristocratical, democratical, or mixed, is as
really of divine appointment as the government of the Jews
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was, though none but the Jewish form was of divine legis-
lation. For God having designed mankind to live in society,
he has, by the frame of their nature and by the reason of
things, authorized government to be exercised in every
country.”

The conclusion is: The Jews thought their government
the only power of God. Paul, to the contrary, said, “There
is no power but of God,” thus approving civil governments,
including the one under which they lived.

Until these brethren stop trying to commit the church
to their foolish theory before the world, enough should be
said to vindicate the church of the misrepresentation.

In the verses referred to above, Paul shows that we
should render obedience, taxes, custom, fear and honor
to civil governments. In another place he exhorts that
prayers be made for the rulers. That is a pretty full pro-
gram. Does the Lord require that much service upon our
part to that which is bad--that over which the devil pre-
sides as the supreme head? Peter states the two-fold pur-
pose of civil governments in these words: “For the
punishment of evildoers, and for the praise of them that
do well.”

According to the theory that some brethren would com-
mit the church to, the philosophy of government runs about
as follows :

1. Civil government belongs to the devil.

2. The Bible states that the purpose of civil governments
is to punish evildoers.

3. Therefore, since the devil owns and operates civil
government, he is busily occupied with the business of
punishing himself!

Why should God place his children under so much obli-
gation to the devil ? Was the Lord so short on territory and
resources that he found it necessary to house us in the slums
owned and operated by the devil, requiring us to pay him
board in the form of taxes and customs, but bidding us in
case of fire to save our own necks, letting the property
burn to the ground? Since when has the Creator of all
things become so economical that he forces his children to
sponge upon the devil’s preserves? The truth of the matter
is that the devil never had any “preserves” in all his unholy
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and unhappy existence. But he does get a lot of folks into
a “jam,” even including those who try to promote a false
theory !

Does the devil really have any claim upon us, to demand
any kind of service or concession upon our part. If he does,
he cannot collect it, even in his own courts. He could not
collect such claims in American courts, and if civil govern-
ment is of the devil, they are his courts. Our courts require
that there must be a consideration in evidence. There is no
consideration cited; there is none to cite; we have re-
ceived nothing of value from the devil, therefore he can
collect nothing.

Moreover, it is impossible for the devil to perform
either function of civil government. He cannot consistently
with his nature and the holding of his position in the world
of evil spirits work for the protection and praise of those
who do well; neither can he visit punishment upon evil-
doers. Everyone of the preachers who hold this theory have
themselves said so. Have they not used the argument of
A. G. Freed about who wrote the Bible? Good men do not
claim to have written it; bad men did not write it, for it
condemns them; the devil did not write it, because it op-
poses his work at every turn. Could the devil then be the
head of civil governments which are pledged to punish evil-
doers and bestow praise and protection upon those who do
well ? Which time is the argument true? Jesus said : “Every
kingdom divided against itself is brought to desolation;
and every city or house divided against itself shall not
stand: and if Satan cast out Satan, he is divided against
himself ; how shall then his kingdom stand ?" (Matthew
12 :25, 26.)

Some of these preachers are within the draft age. Have
they received a deferred classification? Did the devil ob-
tain that concession for them? He must have, if he is the
head of all civil governments. Since when did the devil
begin showing such consideration for the preachers who
condemn him from the pulpit and oppose his kingdom. Can
they afford to accept any special favors of the devil?

Have they ever called upon the government for protec-
tion from evildoers? Does the devil protect his preacher-
enemies? Can they consistently ask such favors of the devil
and go on calling him ugly names in the pulpit?

Have any of them purchased any new tires since the ra-
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tioning began? Did the devil obtain tires for them, so that
they could go to their appointments and warn men against
him ?

Have any of these preachers accepted old-age pensions
from the government? Will any of them do so when they
become eligible? Are they willing to retire upon the devil’s
bounty and live upon his generosity? Can they consistently
fight the hand that feeds them?

Are they under social security? If they should die
before they reach the age of 65, are they counting upon the
devil to take care of their widows? When did the devil be-
come interested in supporting widows, and especially the
widows of those who have spent their lives opposing his
kingdom and his work? After all they have said about the
devil, are they willing for their wives to be kept up by his
charity?

If none of the above questions hit all, here is one that
will : Are you willing to become an agent of the devil every
time you are called upon to perform a marriage ceremony?
Well, you do become an officer of the civil government, and
if the devil owns and operates all of these kingdoms, you
have to be recognized and endorsed by the devil to perform
such ceremonies.

Is it necessary to go on, or is this sufficient to show
how utterly ridiculous is such a theory? Does not every one
know that if there were anything inherently bad about civil
government, the Lord would have nothing to do with it or
require us to do so? On the other hand, if there were any-
thing inherently good about civil government, the devil
could not and would not have anything to do with it. The
purpose of civil government is good. The devil does not have
anything to do with it. The Lord does. And the fallacy of
this foolish theory ought to be patent to all.

The theory does not fit. It does not fit man; it does not
fit life; it does not fit truth. Man and life and truth cannot
be altered to fit the theory--the theory needs to be altered.
It never has been tried; it never will be tried. The only way
it could be tried would be to place all Christians on an
island. Then they would have to form a civil government
to keep them from biting and devouring one another. The
Great Commission would have to be cast into the sea, for
there would be none to convert. No outsiders would want to
live there; for life would not be safe. No nation would
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welcome emigrants from the island, for they would weaken
any country in which they lived. Then some aggressive
nation would come along and wipe out the experiment, to
establish a naval base, and the theory would be forgotten.
We can achieve the same beneficent result without all
the toil and tragedy of the experiment.--W. E. Brightwell.

The foregoing is indeed a most unusual article in the
unique style of its author, characteristic of him in the
discussions of all subjects that engaged his pen-full of
reason, sense and scripture. It is worthy of permanent
record and commendation. Would that it could be read by
all members of the church--especially by all preachers--
for the vindication of the cause!

IV

THE GOVERNMENT CIVIL AND MILITARY

The stand on this question is regarded by some as in-
consistent with a brief statement made several years ago
and that statement has been cited as “an answer” to the
recent article on The Christian And The Government. That
could hardly be the case, as this article was published sev-
eral years later, it should rather be regarded as “an answer”
to the former article. The former statement was an expres-
sion of sentiments rather than an argument. Since no argu-
ment was made there was none to answer. However, any
change or modification that is necessary to make in view
of the facts now under consideration I am willing to con-
cede.

(1) THE INCOMPATIBILITY OF WAR.

The statement that war is incompatible with Christian-
ity does not warrant the conclusion that no Christian can
under any circumstances participate in the military service.
Murder and robbery are incompatible with Christianity but
it does not mean that one cannot defend himself against
murderers and robbers. There is a vast different between
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a murderer and one who defends his life and the lives of
others against the murderer. There is a lot of difference
between starting a war and defending a free government
against those who make a business of starting and waging
them.

The mistake is made in the application of the principle.
Force is incompatible with Christ’s kingdom-but to say
that no Christian can under any circumstances apply force
would be a wrong conclusion. The right statement would be :
Force is incompatible with Christ’s kingdom, therefore
Christians cannot use force to promote Christ’s kingdom.
That is true. The nature of Christ’s kingdom makes it true.
That is what Jesus meant when he told Pilate that his
kingdom was not of the world--he was answering the
charge of sedition before Pilate by explaining the spiritual
nature of his kingdom. And when Paul said that “the weap-
ons of our warfare are not carnal,” he was contrasting the
nature of the weapons just as Jesus was contrasting the
nature of the kingdoms. In other words, you cannot shoot the
gospel into a man nor machine-gun Christianity into people,
nor force religion or morality into them. In debate on
Communism with a member of the Communist party, in
California, his opponent, a Christian, dramatically called
for a gun to defend Christianity against Communism. That
is an example of the very thing Jesus meant when he com-
manded Peter to put up the sword. He was proposing to
use it at the wrong time and in the wrong place and for
the wrong thing.

To quote scriptures that refer to the nature of the
kingdom of Christ and apply them to participation in the
civil and military government of which we are a part as
citizens is as bad a misapplication of scripture as denomin-
ationalists make on the security of the believer. Every
passage they use applies to God’s side of the question in-
stead of man’s. And every scripture quoted on the subject
of carnal warfare applies to the nature of the spiritual king-
dom. “Every passage used to prove that a Christian cannot
participate in defensive warfare, under any condition, ap-
plies to the spiritual realm and not the material. The con-
clusions are therefore based on a misapplication of the
scriptures used.”
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(2) MILITARY GOVERNMENT INDISPENSABLE

At this point it is timely to quote a portion of an able
and convincing editorial by Brother G. H. P. Showalter in
the Firm Foundation, recently reprinted.

“It must be remembered that the relation of the Chris-
tian to earthly governments are not altered or changed be-
cause the government is at war. Whatever service we render
the government, whether in money, chattels or labor, we
render for the general support of the government. In times
of peace the government punishes law breakers, executes
criminals, and we support the government in this, by per-
forming the service the government imposes. There is no
difference in war. All earthly governments are established
through war and bloodshed. Also the rights of people and
nations are defined and defended by the sword. When a
nation commits depredations on another nation and on
organized society, and the great nations of the earth im-
pose punishment on the offending nation, it is, in no special
sense different from the punishment that the nations are
continually imposing on law breakers and criminals who
are imprisoned or executed for their crimes committed.
If we support the one, we should be willing to support the
other. If one is right, why is not the other? Where did the
apostle make any distinction in supporting the govern-
ment in war, and supporting the government in times of
peace? A Christian might not want to serve as a sheriff,
and might conscientiously decline such service. So he might
conscientiously decline to serve as a combatant in war, but
it is certainly a poorly educated conscience, so far as the
scriptures are concerned, that would cause any professed
Christian to decline to serve the government as a non-
combatant. The apostle requires it, and specially at a time
when so much is involved--when the rights, liberties, and
happiness of so many millions of humanity are being tried
in the balances--does it to me appear of the greatest
solemnity and of the highest importance. For my part I
think that every Christian should the more carefully dis-
charge his duty as a citizen now. In time of war more than
ordinary service is required. We should be impressed with
the solemnity of the sacrifice that is being made by others,
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and should by no means lend our encouragement to those
whose influence would cripple or hamper the efforts of our
rulers and the generals of our country’s armies, upon whose
action at the present time, so much depends in connection
with the common good of humanity.

“War is by no means an ideal condition. Neither is it an
ideal condition when a nation’s criminals are numerous, and
executions are frequent. However, we must remember that
God still lives, and that God rules in the affairs of men, that
so far as human governments are concerned, “the Most
High ruleth in the kingdom of men, and giveth it to whom-
soever he will,” and that through human governments God
executes vengeance on evil doers. In an enlightened nation,
such as the great nation in which we live, we should be very
thankful that we are given the privilege so that we may
worship God without interference, and we should not only
be willing and ready to assume the service exacted by the
government, but should do so cheerfully, and in the fear of
God. Our relation to civil government in times of peace is
the same as in times of war, the war simply portraying the
function of human government on a larger scale. A law-
defying nation must be policed, as well as a criminally dis-
posed section of a great city. Let us think on these things.
There has never been a time in the history of the present
generation, when Christians have been privileged to re-
flect more brilliantly the character of our Lord, and to show
in a better light their loyalty to the government. It was the
boast of the church in the apostolic age, that their mem-
bers were law abiding, loyal, and faithful citizens, and that
they might be depended upon to support the government
under which they lived. We should not be less faithful to
God and to our fellowmen.“--G. H. P. Showalter, in the
Firm Foundation, June 11, 1918, reprinted, 1942)

It seems to me that Brother Showalter states the
issue clearly and accurately. Civil and military government
are indispensable the one to the other. And certainly, as has
been stated in other articles, the civil government is al-
together impotent without the military to enforce it, as
impotent as a law without a penalty. Paul said to Festus:
“If I have done anything worthy of death, I refuse not to
die; but they cannot prove the things whereof they accuse
me, and no man shall deliver me into their hands. I appeal
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unto Caesar.” In that statement Paul recognized the right
of the government to take life under certain conditions.
Had he done anything worthy of the death verdict, he would
not have refused to accept the death penalty. His appeal
to Caesar, as stated in Cled E. Wallace’s article, was there-
fore, an appeal to all the powers of the government, both
civil and military, and carried with it all the potentialities
involved in that appeal. It involved Paul in the exercise of
all the force, even to the use of the sword, necessary to
rescue him from the Jews in carrying out such an appeal.
It might be well for those who are contending that civil
government belongs to Satan to seriously ask if Paul was
appealing to the devil for protection when he appealed
to Caesar in his refusal to be delivered to the Jews. If so,
the devil’s agencies clashed, for the devil was trying to kill
Paul through the Jews but was protecting Paul through
the appeal to Caesar!

Brother Showalter says: “A law-defying nation must be
policed as well as a criminally disposed section of a great
city. Let us think on these things.” And I, for one, have been
thinking on them-and I accept the conclusions. While it is
true, as Brother Showalter points out, that a Christian 
might not want to serve as a sheriff, it is nevertheless true
that a Christian could serve as a sheriff just as “conscien-
tiously” as a Christian could call for the services of a
sheriff in an emergency. The same principle applies to a
soldier that applies to municipal, county and state officers--
for the soldier is but a national officer, no more, no less.
Our sons, therefore, the noblest and best of this generation
who are being called into the military service of the nation,
are not being sent on a criminal mission of murder. The
soldier is not a murderer. Paul says of him, “He beareth not
the sword in vain,” and “he is a minister of God (not of the
devil), an avenger for wrath to him that doeth evil,” and
“they are ministers of God’s service (not the devil’s) at-
tending continually upon this very thing.” It is a weak
theory that assumes that Christians are set apart from
society in such a way that society must perform a necessary
service for them which they cannot perform either for
themselves or for society. God is no such respecter of per-
sons.
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(3) QUOTING THE  OLD TESTAMENT COMMAND

If those who still insist on quoting the commandment,
“Thou shalt not kill,” to prove that soldiers are murderers,
let them be reminded again that the commandment is
quoted from the Old Testament. It means in the New Testa-
ment exactly what it meant in the Old Testament. The com-
mandment quoted can mean no more in the New Testament
than it meant in the Old Testament. But the law that con-
tained that commandment in the Old Testament also exacted
death for various violations, and the God who gave the
law that contained that commandment also provided for
the protection of individual life and property by physical
weapons and by war against enemies and invaders when
their national existence required it. This fact proves that
the use made of the commandment, “Thou shalt not kill,”
is a misuse--just another misapplication of scripture. To
attempt to waive it aside by the dictum that it is “an Old
Testament argument” and “is therefore out,” is not suffi-
cient, and does not answer it, for the simple fact that the
commandment quoted. in the New Testament carries the
same meaning, no more nor less, that it had in the Old. The
objectors quote the commandment to sustain an assumed
point and an asserted argument against participation in
military government and then reject what the command-
ment itself allowed. That is not only inconsistent, it is
poor grace.

If it is argued that in the Old Testament the civil and
the religious government were blended into one system
under God, but in the New Testament the church has been
separated from the state, it remains true that the civil
government must perform the same functions performed
when they were together and which Paul says in Romans
13 are ordained of God. It can be easily seen how the or-
dinances and ceremonies of the law have changed, that the
Old Covenant has been abrogated--but the nature of God
has not changed. It has been according to the nature of God
in every dispensation to punish evildoers through certain
powers which he ordained for that purpose. The change
from the Old Covenant to the New Covenant has not
changed the nature of God. The New Testament itself says
as much. It will not be amiss for some to “think” on that
point.
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Reference has been made to some of the preachers who
are keeping many parents in the church upset by the con-
stant implications in their preaching that their sons in the
service either are or are about to become murderers. It
has been argued that such preaching is justified on the same
basis that we must preach that all who have not been
baptized according to Mark 16:16 and Acts 2:38 are un-
saved, even if it upsets those whose loved ones have not done
it. That would be a parallel, and the consequences accepted,
if the Bible teaches that our sons in the service of the gov-
ernment are unsaved, and damned for that reason, and are
therefore in the same category of those who do not obey
the gospel. That is what we do not believe and what they
cannot prove, and it is doubtful if any will attempt to do so.

(4) GOVERNMENT AND PREMILLENNIALISM.

This whole question of civil government appears to be
in the background of the premillennial theory, if not in the
foreground. It has a distinct connection with the premil-
lennial scheme of things. Premillennialists generally hold
that human governments belong to Satan, hence the time
will come when Christ will abolish every government in the
world and set up his own government on earth. That will be
the millennial age, or rule. Russell and Rutherford taught
that since 1914 all government has been usurped by Satan
and is in rebellion against God. The doctrine is that when
Christ comes he will destroy all nations with the sword
and having destroyed the last vestige of human government
on earth Christ will set up his own government on this
earth, and rule in bodily presence on earth a thousand years.
The theory would have Christ establishing his kingdom on
earth with the sword, which flatly contradicts what Jesus
told Pilate about the nature of his kingdom. The Jews had
charged Jesus with sedition. Pilate took Jesus aside and in-
terrogated him privately on the point. Jesus told him that
his kingdom was not of the world--and was never intended
to be. If he had planned an earthly kingdom the charge of
sedition would have been true. But Jesus convinced Pilate
that it was not true. “My kingdom is not of this world:
if my kingdom were of this world, then would my servants
fight, that I should not be delivered to the Jews: but now is
my kingdom not from hence.” Pilate believed what Jesus
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told him and said to the Jews: “I tell you, I find no fault in
him.” This cuts premillennialism to the ground. The pre-
millennialists are wrong in the contention that Christ came
to establish a worldly kingdom, and they are just as wrong
on their civil government theory--a political view that
has in it the very seeds of premillennialism. Instead of the
stand that we take on this subject having a weak-
ening effect on our premillennial fight, as some have rather
wishfully thought, it will have the opposite effect--it only
strengthens our position to expose the further errors of
premillennial teachers. Therefore, those who advocate the
theory that civil government belongs to the devil are the
ones who are helping the premillennialists.

Everywhere the editor has gone in meetings, in the
homes where he has visited, in the letters received from
able preachers and discriminating brethren over a very
wide area, he has been assured of their confidence and
support in the views set forth and in his sincerity in
setting them forth. These good words and kind assurances
have been deeply felt and appreciated. So, in a ‘final word,
aside from the conviction that the position taken is scrip-
tural and right, I have the comfortable feeling of being
entirely satisfied with the company I am in both intellectu-
ally and spiritually on this issue.

V
THE BIBLE BANNER AND THE

GOVERNMENT QUESTION

In the eyes of some we have become reprobate. They are
presuming to assert we should henceforth be anathema. But
like the Jews “which came down for Jerusalem” to Caesa-
rea “and laid down many and grievous complaints against
Paul, which they could not prove,” they have over-played
their hand. The truth of what Paul said to the court was so
obvious, and the bitterness of his accusers so evident, that
Festus afterward stated before the brilliant audience of
the king and “chief men” of Caesarea that though Paul’s
pursuers were “crying that he ought not to live any longer”
he had nevertheless “found that he had committed nothing
worthy of death.” The public will see through what is being
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done now and will be as fair in their judgment as Festus
was with Paul, even though like Paul, it should become
necessary for us “to appeal unto Caesar” to escape assassi-
nation !

A common mistake among men who become embittered
and enraged is to over-play their hand. The Jews made Paul
out such a bad fellow that neither Festus nor the people
could believe that one man could be that bad. Likewise it
will be difficult for those who are so enraged to convince
very many people that we are quite so “apostate” and “dia-
bolical” as they so intemperately aver. These brethren who
were once such good friends of ours are over-doing it. It
will cause many people to wonder how such good friends
as they were could manifest such bitter enmity so quickly,
merely over the question of an individual’s right to partici-
pate in the civil and military affairs of government. They
will wonder if there is not something else back of it. Some
further observations on the course of the controversy seem
in order:

(1) THE CONFUSION ON THE ISSUE.

From some quarters comes the warning of a great rift
in our ranks precipitated by the publication of these ar-
ticles. That is certainly not very complimentary to the good
sense of our brethren. The simple fact is, such is not true.
I have been about over the “brotherhood” extensively since
these articles appeared and have found a deep interest but
no excitement among the rank and file of the brethren. The
excitement and the noise have come from some irate editors
who are apparently attempting to do something that bears
a striking resemblance to what Demetrius stirred up in
Ephesus. The analogy holds good in one instance, at least,
in that “some cried one thing and some another: for the
assembly was confused; and the more part knew not where-
fore they were come together.” That describes the present
situation. Some are all-out non-resisters and would not even
protect a helpless wife and child against an invader of the
home because “the Testament forbids it.” Others are not
non-resisters but they are non-combatants, that is, they will
load the gun if the other fellow will shoot it. Still others say
that it is right to pay taxes, but wrong to buy war bonds.
Then there are yet others who offer the opinion that it is
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wrong for a Christian to voluntarily buy war bonds, but
that he must buy them if he is drafted to do so for then he
would not be responsible--but he is responsible even though
he is drafted for military service. He is not responsible if
drafted to do one thing that is wrong voluntarily, but he is
responsible when drafted to do another thing that is wrong
to enlist voluntarily to do. Still again some of them affirm
that a Christian can participate in all phases of civil gov-
ernment, vote, campaign for office, stump the state for their
candidate, root louder and longer during an election than a
pep squad at a football game, and seek all sorts of political
jobs and favors, but they cannot have anything to do with
the military part of it. And finally there are those among
them who are ready to take all of the rest of them on for
an argument that the whole thing, both civil and military,
belongs to the devil, and a Christian must not take a hand
in any of it, not even to vote (except for prohibition), but
just read the papers and wish for the right ones to get
elected, and for the Germans and the Japs to lose. On the
whole, and as a group, they do not know what they believe
--some cry one thing and some another. They are in con-
fusion among themselves and cannot accept each others ex-
tremes. Yet they threaten us with a debate “when the war
is over.”

As a compromise on that challenge let us suggest
that they debate it out among themselves and clarify the
issues in their own ranks to decide which one of the many
propositions they really want to debate. If they say that
civil government is all right, but not the military, we will
let one of their own number who affirms that civil govern-
ment itself is of the devil do that debating. If on the other
hand they choose the non-civil, no-voting end of the subject,
then we will nominate one of their “non-combatant” voters
to do that debating. So before they talk of a debate with
some of us “when the war is over,” they had better agree
among themselves, before the war is over, what issue needs
debating. On the principle that a house divided against it-
self cannot stand, they are certainly in no shape to talk
about debating with anybody. Any debate they hold now or
when the war is over would turn into an Ephesian riot
among themselves. But if they are going to have one, there
is no particular reason to wait until the war is over, for
if they can say the things about the government that they
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have already said, and get by with it, they can say every-
thing else they want to say without restraint.

That is withal a fair picture of the group, one way and
another, that would now anathematize us. Why? Because
we have expressed a conviction on the government question
contrary to their own views--their many, divergent, con-
tradictory, conflicting, inconsistent and incongruous views.
It is not the time for them to talk about debating with any-
body except themselves. If they will just keep on talking
long enough through their papers they will win the debate
for us and save all the trouble and annoyance of having
one. The plain fact is, when the bluff and bluster in what
they are saying and writing has been extracted there is
little left for comment.

(2) THE CHARGE OF FICKLENESS.

All along we have been accused of impugning the mo-
tives of “the conscientious objectors.” Recently an editor
spoke out in their defense on this point and insisted that
they should “be respected” and “not ridiculed, as some seem
to think.” I do not know who the “some” are who “seem. to
think” that sincere conscientious objectors should be ridi-
culed. I am certain that I do not think so. But we have
learned who the “some” are that ridicule and impugn the
motives of those who have changed or altered their views
on the questions involved. It was charged that “some of our
brethren” and “some of our editors” have changed their
views on the war issues because “it is very popular now to
be found on the side they have espoused.” He allows only
two reasons for “changing their minds” i.e. hasty decisions,
and fickleness, or lack of conviction, a seeking of popular-
ity. He then makes the application to “some of our breth-
ren” and “some of our editors” in the following passage
from his article:

“What has caused some of our brethren to change? Why
have some of our editors changed? It is very popular now
to be found on the side they have espoused. No one has dis-
covered any new principle in the New Testament; neither
has he found a new application of New Testament teaching.
Again, why have some changed?”

This charge, of course, impugns the motives of the
“brethren” and the “editors” referred to. Who are those
brethren and who are those editors who have “changed” be-
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cause “it is very popular to be found on the side they have
espoused”?

In making this charge of insincerity the editor violated
his own recent editorial dictum in which he strenuously ob-
jected to such implications against those who are con-
scientious objectors, and he has done the same thing that
he condemned others for doing. They demand respect for
their own consciences, but they not only do not respect
our convictions, they do not hesitate to impugn our motives.

It is being said that in time of peace the “preachers of
the gospel preached peace, which is opposed to war" and
that “preachers quoted the New Testament as condemning
war.” I still do that. The New Testament condemns war
just as it condemns depredations and murder-but it does
not teach that we cannot defend ourselves against depreda-
tors and murderers, nor that a nation of people cannot de-
fend themselves against outlaws that attack and make war
upon them. The same principle is applied in time of peace
on a small scale that is applied in time of war on a larger
scale. Society must have peace officers, county state and
national, and they do precisely for the people in time of
peace what the army does for the nation in time of war.

I have been told that the president of David Lipscomb
College employed a policeman, or an armed watchman, to
protect the premises and the students in the dormitories. I
know of my own information that the McQuiddy Printing
Company and Gospel Advocate Company, while I served
as editor of the Gospel Advocate, employed an armed
watchman to protect their property. What New Testament
principle makes it right for a Christian college and a
religious publishing company to employ armed officers
for their protection against local criminals and outlaws
but makes it wrong for the government to enlist its armed
forces to protect the citizens of an entire nation against
international criminals and outlaws? While the college
president “in time of peace” was “quoting the New Testa-
ment as condemning” the bearing of arms--an officer was
bearing arms to protect the teachers and students while
they slept in their homes and dormitories, and such an offi-
cer was employed to protect the equipment of the publish-
ing company which was used to print his articles.

Certainly “the New Testament taught the same thing in
time of peace as it teaches in time of war” but that would
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not justify preaching war in time of peace. Because a man
is justified in defending his property and his person is no
reason why he should appear belligerent all of the time.
This peaceful nation does not believe in war. It went so far
as to preach disarmament in promoting peace. Just as our
nation in time of peace was promoting disarmament, gospel
preachers, as they should have been doing, were preaching
peace, not war. Remarks of that kind do not show the dis-
crimination that a man of his usual discernment should
manifest.

What my critics can get out of the capital they are try-
ing so hard to make over some modifications in my views
they are wholly welcome to. It only shows that they are
hard pressed for argument. My personal views on the Chris-
tian’s relation to military government have changed in some
particulars but they did not change suddenly nor hastily. I
never did subscribe to the David Lipscomb theory on civil
government. Any changes that I have made in my own
views have been in the application of principles rather than
in the actual principles. I registered in the first world war,
but not as a conscientious objector. I do not believe now
and I did not believe then that this is the light in which any
Christian should be placed before the world, nor does it
represent the correct attitude toward the relation to gov-
ernment. In his booklet on “The Law of God on Capital
Punishment” the late M. C. Kurfees established the right of
the government to use the sword in the administration of the
law for the protection of society against criminals and out-
laws. He pointed out the numerous scriptures supporting
his contention that it is the duty of all citizens, including
Christians, to cooperate with the “powers that be” in the
performance of that divine mission through the exercise of
the prerogatives of government. He further stated that ob-
jections to it were either “a mere misguided sympathy or a
sophomoric sentimentality.” If that described my case in
earlier years, I can at least claim the credit in Brother Kur-
fees estimation for advancing from the “sophomoric” class
to a higher and better understanding and application of the
scriptures involved.

(3) SOME MISAPPLICATIONS OF ARGUMENT.
The attempts at argument that some are making on the

issue are perfectly puerile. For instance, Jesus drove the
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money-changers out of the temple with a whip, therefore
one may use a whip but not a gun. And that has been
played up as a real argument. I wonder if any one seriously
thinks that Jesus used that “scourge of small cords” to
actually whip the members of the temple? If so, since it was
to cleanse his “father’s house,” and pertained to the reli-
gious services of the temple, would it not rather furnish an
example for whipping disorderly members of the church? If
Jesus made a literal use of the whip, then it not only admits
the premise of force, but puts it in the very place it should
not be exercised--in the church. In either case their argu-
ment for non-resistance is swept away by their own ad-
mission.

Another objection to our contention is that it causes a
Christian to conduct himself by one set of principles as an
individual or citizen, and another set of principles as a
Christian. No more so than the fact that the same man must
be governed by one course of action as a father in his
home and another course of action as an elder in the church.
The father must employ physical force to discipline his
children in the home, but he is refrained from the exercise
of force as an elder ruling the church. In a weak effort
made to offset the force of this illustration, we are told
that a father may administer physical punishment to a
child, but cannot kill the child! But that is not the point of
comparison. Can an elder administer physical punishment
to the members of the church, just so he does not kill them?
If not, then the same man finds himself operating in two
realms, one in which force is required and the other in
which force is prohibited. Once the principle of force in the
material realm is established, the position of non-resistance
collapses. This argument which was set forth in the article
entitled The Christian And The Government has been talked
about but nothing like answered.

Another example of confusion is found in this state-
ment : “If the world is not under the rule and dominion of
the devil, then, the mission of Christ unto the world is
meaningless, for he came into the world to rescue it from
the possession and rule of the devil.” That is as fine a pre-
millennial argument as any premillenialist could wish for.
I did not know that Jesus came into the world to rescue
people from civil government. I have believed and preached
that he came to save us from sin and fit us for heaven. Now
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we are told that his “mission” is “meaningless” unless he
takes civil government away from the devil here in this
world. Then what will be the set-up? Why, the millennium,
of course, when all human government, which now belongs
to the devil, will have been destroyed and only the govern-
ment of Christ will exist in the world--that is premillen-
nialism.

We repeat therefore that the false theory of civil gov-
ernment is the very background of premillennialism. It is
the doctrine of Russell and Rutherford, the Jehovah’s Wit-
nesses cult, but it is not the doctrine of the New Testament.
Certain brethren who are writing a series on “The Mistakes
of Jehovah’s Witnesses” ought to include this colossal mis-
take in the exposure of the mistakes of Jehovah’s Wit-
nesses on civil government. It is Jehovah’s Witnesses
doctrine, out-and-out, and they never made any bigger
mistakes than this one. It is the foundation of most of their
errors. Take it away from them and their structure falls.
No exposure of their mistakes can be complete until this
one is made. And besides, it might enlighten some of our
own brethren.

(4) NON-COMBATANT SERVICE.

Next, we are told that it is all right for those not mem-
bers of the church to participate in combatant service, but
not right for Christians to do so. That can only mean that
what is morally wrong for one would not be morally wrong
for another. Was moral law given only to church members?
If the act of adultery is morally wrong, is it not morally
wrong for all alike, whether members of the church or not?
If murder is morally wrong, logically it is morally wrong for
all whether in the church or out of the church. If the per-
formance of the duty of officers and soldiers is a violation
of moral law then all such are in the sight of God murder-
ers. If, then, soldiers are murderers, what should the church
do with members that become soldiers? What should the
church do with members that become adulterers? They
should be governed by the same rule in both cases for both
murder and adultery are violations of moral law. The con-
clusion is inevitable, if the attitude that some take toward
combatant service is right, the church would be under the
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solemn duty to withdraw from every member who becomes
a soldier. But their contention is not true--their attitude
is wrong.

Since it is admitted that a member of the church can
scripturally engage in non-combatant service, and still be a
Christian, it follows, in their way of thinking, that a mem-
ber of the church can make the ammunition and make the
guns that shoot it, and still be a Christian. But the member
of the church who takes up right where the other left off,
cannot be a Christian. The first member is not responsible
they tell us, but the second member is responsible. It looks
to me like it is the fellow who gets himself into that way of
thinking who is not responsible.

Another slip on the subject was made in referring to
the hypothetical case of the limb falling on a man before
he is baptized. We are told that bringing up the subject of
whether a soldier is a murderer or not is of that category.
But it is not. This is not a hypothethical case, in the first
place, but a question of fact. Soldiers are murderers or else
they are not. If they are, either actually or potentially, then
all of them are. If they are not, then not one of them is--
actually or potentially--and a Christian can therefore be
a soldier and a soldier can be a Christian.

A limb falling on a man before he is baptized might be
comparable to a rafter falling on a mourner before he gets
through, but it has nothing to do with what is or what is
not murder.

When all is said, one general statement answers all : The
scriptures that are used to prove that Christians cannot par-
ticipate in the civil and military government are not on the
subject. They apply to the nature of Christ’s spiritual king-
dom, instead.

The fact stands out that non-combatant service is itself
dependent upon combatant service, just as the civil gov-
ernment depends upon the military which enforces it. If one
can engage in the non-combatant service, but cannot engage
in combatant service, then one can do the thing which is
dependent upon the thing which he cannot do. Doing the
thing that depends on the thing he cannot do is right, but
doing the thing upon which it depends is wrong. Therefore
the good thing that one does depends upon the evil thing
another does. That is unmitigated nonsense.
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(5) THE EXAMPLE OF PAUL.

When Paul accepted the armed forces of four hundred
and seventy soldiers to protect his life, did he do wrong?
If it is wrong to employ an armed force for protection, Paul
did not have to yield--he could have refused and taken the
consequences in death. But Paul did not merely accept this
armed escort. He asked for it. And he did more than merely
request it. The text says that he prayed the authorities, on
the grounds of his Roman citizenship to provide it (Acts
23 :18-23). In answer to his petition the government as-
signed him two hundred soldiers, two hundred spearmen,
and seventy horsemen-a total of four hundred and seventy
armed men, to escort him to Caesarea in the night. In verse
27, the chief captain said that Paul would have been killed
if he had not come “with an army” and “rescued him,” add-
ing that he did it because Paul was a Roman citizen. Then
in verse 7, of chapter 24, Luke puts the statement in the
record that the army of Lysias used “great violence” on the
Jews in order to give Paul safe passage. Paul not only ac-
cepted this armed force of four hundred and seventy sol-
diers with their spears and weapons, who used “great vio-
lence” to protect his life under the guarantee of law and
government, but it was Paul who originated the plan, and
prayed the authorities to arrange it. Yet we are told that
it is all wrong and that a Christian cannot participate in
such. That makes it hard on Paul, the apostle of Jesus
Christ.

To offset the force of Paul’s exercise of his Roman
citizenship, reference is made to his statement in Philip-
pians 2:20 that “Our citizenship is in heaven.” But that
does not offset it. Paul had two citizenships and his Roman
citizenship was not in heaven.

What Paul did in this instance as a Roman citizen does
not contradict his teaching in Romans 12, nor the Sermon
On The Mount, nor the action of Peter and John when they
said “we will obey God rather than men.” The Sermon On
The Mount does not discuss the functions of government but
deals with personal retaliation. J. W. McGarvey and M. C.
Kurfees very ably point out this fact in their treatises on
the subject in hand. In “The Law Of God On Capital Pun-
ishment,” Brother Kurfees says: “It is a significant fact
that when the Lord placed his own teaching in Matthew 5:
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38, against the ancient law recorded in Exodus 21:23-25,
which required ‘life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth,
hand for hand, burning for burning, wound for wound,
stripe for stripe,’ he confined his modification of that law
to the point of personal resentment in returning evil for
evil. Paul teaches the same thing when he says: ‘Render to
no man evil for evil’ and ‘avenge not yourselves . . . for it is
written, Vengeance belongeth unto me, I will recompense,
saith the Lord.’ Romans 12:17-19." A similar statement
from J. W. McGarvey pertaining to the Sermon On The
Mount will be found in the article on page 14. The preachers
should read it.

Concerning the reply of Peter and John to the Romans
who commanded them not to preach the name of Christ, it is
not the prerogative of a government to command men to
forbear preaching Christ. In so doing the government was
not acting within its mission, not doing the thing that gov-
ernment is ordained of God to do. To have yielded would
have been disobedience to God, hence their answer. But in
providing the armed force of soldiers for the protection of
Paul, the government was performing functions of gov-
ernment and executing the due processes of law. It was right
for Paul to ask for such, and if he could ask for it and re-
ceive it, then a Christian can grant it and perform it.

(6) THE PERSONAL ELEMENT.
It is being said by some that I have turned my back on

the best friends that I have ever had. I have never know-
ingly turned my back on any friend. I do not even turn my
back to an enemy. I face them, friend or foe. If stating my
convictions on the government question is turning against
a friend, it is a new definition of the relations and obli-
gations of friendship. I know that some of my best friends
do not feel that way about it. I certainly do not feel that
way about it. There are some fine men who have conscien-
tious scruples against participating in military service.
Their feelings in that regard do not diminish my regard for
them. Some of them are personal friends of mine, elegant
men in every respect. Though I cannot see their viewpoint,
it raises no barrier between us so far as I am concerned for
I covet and cherish their friendship. No man needs friends
more, no man esteems them higher, no man loves them
better, than I do. If my belief that a Christian can partici-
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pate in both civil and military government, one as con-
sistently as the other, turns the attachment of some of my
friends to antipathy, then the current of their affection
though swift for a time must have been shallow. It does
not sound reasonable. There must be something else back of
it. But in the words of Paul, “None of these things move
me," and I am still “set for the defense of the gospel.”

The comparison of earlier written commitments and
former public proclamations of our erstwhile colleagues and
associates constitute the indisputable proof that in the years
between 1934 and 1943 our critics at the heads and on the
faculties of certain schools modified their own views to the
same extent of their charge that my views had changed ; and
in one instance the president of the college involved stated
in his letter to a draft board that “some of us feel other-
wise” (in 1943) that they had formerly felt as objectors to
combatant military service according to the former (1934)
statements.

The reason for reference to and reprinting here these
excerpts is that both authors of the foregoing statements
joined in the charges of fickleness against me for the change
of attitude toward participation in military service, whereas
their own change on the same thing is a matter of record,
documented and certified by their own writings. The abusive
charges made for changing on “the war question” boomer-
anged with a bang.

Apropos here is a piquant treatment of the subject of
“Consistency” by the inimitable R. L. Whiteside, who was
more than any other teacher a mentor and model to me, and
who was more responsible than any other for changes that
were made from earlier years to the later years in my own
thought and study. No man, including Campbell, Lipscomb
and McGarvey possessed a deeper discernment, a power to
see what is not evident to the average mind. His words were
full of wisdom, sometimes withering, but never acrimon-
ious. His discussion of any subject had a settling effect on
controversy. Here is a characteristic treatment of a phase of
the present discussion :

CONSISTENCY
Some one said, “Consistency, thou art a jewel,” and

many have repeated the statement as if it always expressed
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gospel truth. A man’s teaching and practice should be con-
sistent; that is, he should practice what he preaches, in so
far as what he preaches can be practiced. It is foolish for
any man to try to make his teaching and practice consistent
with what he taught and practiced in the past. A Christian
should start with the high and holy purpose of learning all
the truth he can, eliminating all errors as he finds them,
and of practicing every practicable thing he learns. If he
conscientiously follows that course, he is still consistent,
even though he finds it necessary to make changes in both
teaching and practice. A man who follows that course never
looks back to see if he is consistent with his past teaching
and practice. To strive to be consistent with the past is not
a jewel ; it is a folly.

A man of sense changes when he finds that he is wrong;
only a fool would refuse to change. And what is the matter
with a man who thinks a man who makes radical changes is
unreliable, unstable, and unsound? Many of the great men
who adorned our holy religion made radical changes.

After Saul of Tarsus became a mature man he changed
from the most bitter persecutor the early church had to its
most ardent and determined defender. Nor was he two
years in making the change. The late standard for testing
character would make him an undependable weakling. But
his former admirers and supporters became his bitterest
enemies. To them he was a deserter, a pestilent fellow, a
mover of insurrection, a ringleader of the sect of the Naz-
arines; and they shouted, “Away with such a fellow from
the earth; for it is not fit that he should live.” As long as
these leaders could use Saul in their hatred of the church,
he was their right-hand man; but when he changed, and
they could use him no more, they sought to destroy him. A
man’s self-seeking admirers become his bitterest enemies
when they can no longer profit by his teaching and practice.
Because Paul’s preaching was cutting down their income,
the silversmiths, led by Demetrius, stirred the city of Ephe-
sus into a frenzied mob against Paul. If any parallels are
drawn from these incidents, the reader will have to draw
them; I merely state some facts.

No man should write in anger about another, and have
it published, for he most likely will pronounce judgments
that will just as readily apply to a host of others. Besides,
he is likely to convict himself of insincerity and inconsist-
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ency, and of making a radical change. Illustration, or par-
allel : A and B were good friends. A helped B much in his
business. On the war question A changed several years ago.
B did not object to that, and they continued to be good
friends till A objected to something B wanted to do. Then to
make it appear that A was unstable, unsafe, and unsound,
B refers to the change A made several years ago. B did not
object to the change and convicted himself of insincerity,
for he held on to A as a trusted friend for several years.
Why did a thing done years ago suddenly look so bad to B?

Barton W. Stone was born December 24, 1772. “At the
age of eighteen he entered an academy at Guilford, North
Carolina, with a view to qualifying himself for the legal
profession.” Here for a time he tried unsuccessfully to be
antagonistic to religion. Then he became deeply interested
in salvation; and after the fashion of the times he mourned
and agonized for about a year before he felt that he was
saved. He then decided to be a preacher. While studying
Presbyterian theology he became confused and decided not
to preach. He went down into Georgia, and taught in a
Methodist academy for a while. He again decided to preach,
and went back to North Carolina. He received his license to
preach Presbyterianism and was assigned a territory in
which to preach. But a few days after he reached his ap-
pointed territory, he left to go to Florida ; but after going a
short distance, he decided to go West. He finally, after
preaching at several places along the way, reached Bour-
bon County, Kentucky, where he was ordained as pastor of
Caneridge and Concord Presbyterian Churches, but he had
outgrown some of the Presbyterian doctrines. He then
lacked but a few weeks of being twenty-six years of age.
Concerning his own ideas at that time Stone said, “I at that
time believed, and taught, that mankind were so totally de-
praved that they could do nothing acceptably to God, till his
spirit, by some physical, almighty, and mysterious power,
had quickened, enlightened, and regenerated the heart, and
thus prepared the sinner to believe in Jesus for salvation.”
At this time Stone needed some radical changes. Soon a
great religious revival spread over southern Kentucky and
northern Tennessee. Stone attended one of these great re-
vival metings in Logan County, and saw strange things.
Some became cataleptic, some had the jerks, and some
swooned away. Stone decided it was the work of God. Soon
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the same things began to happen under his own preaching.
He needed another radical change.

The rigid Presbyterian of the Lexington Synod did not
like the way Stone and some others were preaching. They
put one preacher on trial, and the others knew they would
also be tried. They withdrew from the Synod and formed
the Springfield Presbytery. They still needed to change, and
soon did so--they dissolved the Presbytery. But Stone still
needed to change in his ideas as to the conditions of salva-
tion, and he made that radical change. How many changes--
some minor and some radical-did he make? I have not
counted them. But he was not a weakling.

Thomas Campbell and his son Alexander were strict
Presbyterians (strongly Calvinistic in belief) when they
crossed the waters to this country. They made some radical
changes before they got their feet on the solid rock of God’s
truth. They gave up the Presbyterian Confession of Faith,
and turned to the Bible as the only rule of faith and prac-
tice. This led them to give up infant sprinkling, then adult
sprinkling. They, with several others were soon immersed,
and then formed themselves into a church called the Brush
Run church. For a while they had no affiliation with any
denomination, but later became a part of the Redstone Bap-
tist Association. Later Alexander was connected with the
Mahoning Association, till by consent of all the churches in
that Association, it was dissolved. They were then without
denominational connections. They also changed on the place
and purpose of baptism, and on the operation of the Holy
Spirit.

Walter Scott, one among the greatest of preachers, a
Presbyterian from Scotland, gave up infant sprinkling,
adult sprinkling; gave up Presbyterianism, and was im-
mersed by a Mr. Forrester, an independent thinker. Later
Scott became an evangelist for the Mahoning Association,
and took part in bringing about its dissolution. And he, as
did the Campbells, changed on the design of baptism, and
on the operation of the Holy Spirit. And they changed from
the idea of one pastor for two or more churches to two or
more elders for one church. These great preachers made
more radical changes than anyone ever charged Foy Wallace
with making. Surely they will not use the language
about them that has been used about Wallace, and say,
“Due to their radical change on these important issues,
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they must be considered unstable, unsafe and unsound.”
But with their standard of judgment, why not?

George Campbell, who did a great work in Indiana and
Ohio, was born in Maine in 1807. His mother was a con-
gregationalist, but at the age of twenty-three George broke
away from congregationalism and became a preacher of the
type of universalism called restorationism. About two years
later he returned to his mother’s church, “and in 1833 re-
ceived license to preach from the congregational association
in Boston.” He then went to Indiana where his preaching
gave great satisfaction to the congregationalists. But after
hearing some plain gospel preaching he was led to do some
intensive Bible investigation, and was then baptized by
Brother Longley. So he made radical changes on important
issues--from Congregationalism to universalism then back
to Congregationalism, then to the plain gospel. And so, if
any one had been sufficiently angry with him for these
radical changes, he might have said: “Due to his radical
change on these important issues, he must be considered
unstable, unsafe, and unsound.”

And there are preachers still living who changed from
denominational preachers to gospel preachers ; among them
several who changed from “organized effort” to the suffi-
ciency of the New Testament way of doing missionary
work, and changed from the use of mechanical music in the
worship to unaccompanied singing.

The charge that has been made against Foy Wallace
could as truthfully be applied to these and to all the great
men I have mentioned. And there are many others, among
whom was "Racoon" John Smith who changed from a Bap-
tist preacher of the Calvinistic type to a preacher of the
gospel of Christ, and that was a radical change on an
important issue.

Benjamin Franklin was born in 1812, and was about
twenty-two years old when he became a Christian. He was
never a member of any of the denominations, yet he made
some radical changes. “In 1849 a large concourse of people,
including many prominent preachers assembled in Cincin-
nati, to attend the ‘Anniversaries’.” These “Anniversaries”
were meetings held jointly by a Bible society and a tract
society which the brethren had been operating for some
time. These societies were strengthened and the American
Christian Missionary Society was organized. Brother
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Franklin was elated over these matters, and supported the
Society in his writings for a number of years, and at one
time he was Corresponding Secretary. After about ten years
he began to lose interest in it, as did many others. By the
time the war of the sixties was over, it had about played out.
It was dissolved, and the Louisville Plan was organized, in
1869. For awhile Franklin supported this plan, and says he
tried to make it succeed. His biographers say: “Mr. Frank-
lin endorsed the plan as a good compromise measure and
tried to make it succeed. But he could not work in such
spirit and hope as he had done for the Society, and the Dis-
ciples would not give it their moral and material support.
Finally, Mr. Franklin turned against this new arrange-
ment and pronounced it a failure. The outcry at this change
of front on the part of the Review was very great. A flood
of discussion followed, a great deal of which was wholly
uncalled for and very intemperate.” Brother Franklin wrote
a long editorial about his change. Here are a few extracts
from that editorial :

“In another column the reader will find an article from
our worthy brother, John B. Corwine, and we have two
more from him, equally as clear and conclusive as the one
we publish, in which he proves beyond a reasonable doubt
that the editor of the Review is not infallible, or certainly
that he has not been in his past history ; that he recom-
mended the Louisville Plan in 1869, but now opposes it!
This he has shown up with much ability, and greatly to the
disadvantage of the editor of the Review. True, that matter
has been explained in our columns again and again; but,
then, it must be explained and discussed more and more.
When other men commit a blunder, and afterward confess
it, they are generally forgiven, but there appears to be no
pardon for the editor of the Review! He has made a blunder
and the law is, ‘The soul that sinneth, it shall die’ (Ezekiel
18:20) . . . If the editor of the Review once went for the
society scheme, wrote and published many things in favor
of it, and thought it was right, he must think so forever,
in defiance of all his experience in the matter, the demon-
strations he has had, a more mature study of the Scriptures
and thorough knowledge of them, and the history of
religious operations; and though fully convinced that the
whole of these schemes are wrong, he must continue to
write and publish as much as ever in favor of them. Is
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not a man to be allowed to learn anything in a public life
of forty years? Or may all other men learn something,
and when convinced of error, turn from it, but the editor
of the Review must never learn anything, nor change his
course from wrong to right?”

To use harsh language about a living brother that
could with more reason be applied to the great men of
last century seems to be the result of anger. Some day
they will regret that harsh language. There are other great
men to whom this language can as reasonably be applied.
Were these men I have mentioned consistent? They cer-
tainly were.--R. L. Whiteside.

The foregoing article by Brother Whiteside was sent to
the periodical for publication which had published the
criticisms which he mentioned. It was rejected and re-
turned to Brother Whiteside, who in turn sent it to me,
and it was published in my own paper during the period
of these discussions.

Another sensible piece from his pen appeared in The
Bible Banner, also about the same time, bearing on the
same principles, in his reminiscent memories of three men
for whom he had great respect. It is not unseasonable to
insert it here:

When I was a young man I spent two and a half years
in Texas, farming and preaching. I then returned to
Tennessee to attend the Nashville Bible School. During
my stay in Texas Brother G. G. Taylor, of Kentucky, held
two series of meetings near enough for me to hear much
of his preaching. One meeting was held where I was
preaching monthly. I thought then, and still think, that
he was one of the clearest thinkers and most logical
reasoners I ever heard. I was much in his company. We
talked about the Christian’s relation to Civil Government.
He was thoroughly committed to the idea that Christians
not only had the right to take part in political affairs,
but that it was their duty to do so. At that time I was de-
cidedly against that idea. One thing he said startled me
beyond measure: “Well, sir,” said he, “if I were to see
a beast of a man dragging an innocent girl off into the
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bushes to rape her, and perhaps also to murder her; I
would no more mind shooting him down, if I had a gun, than
I would mind shooting a wild beast.”

While I was in Bible School, brethren Lipscomb and
Harding sometimes had men of opposing views to present
their views in the college chapel. I remember they had
Dr. Brents give his arguments in favor of ordaining elders
with fasting, prayer, and the laying on of hands. Then
Brother E. G. Sewell spoke against that view. Later Brother
Harding and I were engaged in a conversation in which the
matter of having both sides of a controverted question
discussed was mentioned. Brother Harding said : "We would
like to have some able man who believes it right for Chris-
tians to take part in the affairs of civil government to give
some lectures on that side, but we do not know whom to
get.”

I said: “What about Brother G. G. Taylor?” Brother
Harding replied : “I do not know his position on that sub-
ject.” I said, “I do,” and then told him how I came to
know Brother Taylor’s position. Brother Harding replied :
“He’s the very man we want. I’ll write him.” The result was
that Brother Taylor came and delivered a number of lec-
tures, frequently reading from Brother Lipscomb’s “Civil
Government,” endeavoring to show wherein Brother Lips-
comb was wrong. He was fair and courteous in all that he
said. Brother Lipscomb heard all that Brother Taylor had
to say, and so did Brother Harding, and no man ever re-
ceived a more courteous hearing.

I have always been glad that I knew G. G. Taylor,
J. A. Harding, and David Lipscomb.--R. L. Whiteside.

Published also in the Bible Banner during the same
period were his comments on the malicious attacks that
were being made on some of us who have defended the
scriptural right of the thousands of young men in the
church to bear arms in response to the call of the govern-
ment, whether voluntary or by selective draft, for the de-
fense of the nation’s life and liberty. Again, in character-
istic terseness, Brother Whiteside put it this way:

Here is a puzzle? Those who were so loud in declaim-
ing against war and claiming that all civil governments
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belong to the devil are now very quiet, with a few ex-
ceptions. Did this “devil’s government” tell them to quit?
If they were obeying God in their writing and preaching,
why are they now “obeying the devil” instead of God?

I have thought, too, that it is a strange thing for a
preacher and editor to think it is a mortal sin to kill
in self-defense, and yet do his very best to kill preachers
with carnal words. What are carnal weapons? Was not the
church at Corinth carrying on a carnal warfare among
themselves with words as their weapons? Their strife was
carnal.--R. L. Whiteside.

While he was editor of the query department of the
Gospel Advocate, Brother Whiteside made a brief but clear
distinction between the sixth command of the decalogue,
“thou shalt not kill,” and the functions of government in
capital punishment and war--and even self defense. He
answered the querist as follows:

“The command, ‘Thou shalt not kill,’ was one of the
Ten Commandments, and was a prohibition against murder.
It applied to individuals, and not to governments. And while
the Ten Commandments were in force, the individual was
allowed, under certain circumstances, to take human life.
‘If the thief be found breaking in, and be smitten so that
he dieth, there shall be no blood guiltiness for him.’ (Exodus
22:2) Such taking of human life is not a violation of the
command, ‘Thou shalt not kill.’ God does not give a law and
then license a man to violate it. The command, ‘Thou shalt
not kill,’ has been used as an argument against capital
punishment, and yet under that law, the Lord required his
people to punish by death many sorts of criminals. And
under that law, the Lord required his people to make war
on certain nations. In doing so, they were not violating the
command, ‘Thou shalt not kill.’ The way some preachers
and others argue, it would seem that they never read any of
the Old Testament excepting the command, ‘Thou shalt not
kill.’ But I do not read anywhere that the Lord ever per-
mitted any man to commit adultery for his own protection,
or that a nation was required to commit adultery! It is plain
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that individuals are prohibited from doing things that
governments are required to do.“--R. L. Whiteside.

In reply to some further queries and picayune objections,
Brother Whiteside submitted the following extended com-
ments on the criticisms :

Some time ago I wrote an article to show the com-
mand, “Thou shalt not kill,” had nothing to do with
government action against criminals or in matters of war,
but was a prohibition against murder. Letters have come
to me about the matter. Some accuse me of appealing to
the Old Testament in support of legal executions and war.
Not so ; I was showing that those who appeal to that Old
Testament command to prove that legal executions and
war are wrong, are miserably perverting that command.
One good brother wrote me that he was surprised that I
would admonish Christians to go to war. Is a man ad-
monishing Christians to go to war when he proves that
a passage has been misused against war and legal execu-
tions? I have an idea that this brother expected his letter
to be published, but that might get both him and the Gospel
Advocate into trouble with the government. It seems to me
that the government has been too forbearing for its own
safety.

Cannot this question of war be discussed without calling
people ugly names? If I should say that a Christian, in
obedience to his government, may go to war, am I therefore
a warmonger? One preacher applies that term to brethren,
and others, who think they can go to war. Of course, he
did not know the meaning of the word monger. I have it on
reliable authority that a certain preacher said in a sermon,
“Let the alley rats do the fighting; we Christians have
nothing to do with it.” Whether it be right or wrong to
engage in a defensive war, the fact remains that the very
flower of the manpower of our nation is in this war. “Alley
rats” ! and yet he is preaching every Sunday, morning and
night, to fathers and mothers who have sons in the armed
forces of this nation!

When I started in the Christian life I soon became satu-
rated with the idea that Christians should not go to war. I
saw that to vote was to pledge myself to back up my vote
with whatever power I could use. I still think that to vote
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for men to fill our offices is to pledge myself to sustain them
in all legal affairs of government. As I learned more I kept
meeting up with other truths and facts that I could not
ignore.

1. The Iaw of self-preservation is imbedded in our
nature ; God made us that way for our own good. We may
never feel the need of resisting evil men further than to
lock our doors ; that is resisting evil men. I have never
heard any man argue that it is wrong to lock our doors.
Self-preservation is a law of our being--it is a God-given
law. I cannot believe that God is the author of two con-
flicting laws.

2. God has not changed his nature. I can see how God
can change his laws respecting service and worship without
changing his nature, just as a government may change
some laws without changing the fundamental nature of the
government; but there are fundamental principles in a
government that cannot be changed without changing the
nature of the government. That, it seems to me, goes with-
out argument. And so with God and his government. Will
anyone say that God has fundamentally changed with
reference to war and legal executions?

3. The war on criminal nations, war of defense, is not
different from war on criminal individuals and gangsters.
Shall all efforts to suppress crime cease? Would you be a
“conscientious objector” to appearing in court as a witness
against a man accused of a capital crime? But you may say
you would have to appear. Now would you? If so, you could
refuse to give any evidence that would hang the criminal.
Would you do anything to protect your wife and little chil-
dren from a beast in human form? You may argue that you
would not, but you would.

4. Paul’s example weighed much with me. Paul was a
Roman citizen; and so far as we can learn, he was the only
writer of the New Testament that was a Roman citizen.
When the Roman soldiers rescued him from the mob in
Jerusalem, did he tell them that he did not want anyone to
be hurt on his account? He saved himself from a beating
by avowing his Roman citizenship. When he learned that
the Jews plotted to kill him, he promptly called on the chief
captain for protection. The chief captain sent him to
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Caesarea with soldiers to protect him. (Acts 21:27-36 ; 23 :
12-33.) Here is a case wherein sinners, heathen, did a good
deed to a servant of the Lord, in fact, two good deeds-they
rescued him from death, and then protected him from
death. And Paul had called for that protection. And yet we
are told that Paul would not be allowed to protect anyone
from violence, not even one of these soldiers. Paul would
enjoy the fruits of what others did, but would not be
allowed to do a similar good deed. Oh, yes, I know your
answer; they are sinners, and it was their duty to do what
they did. And that makes a strange situation-sinners may
do good deeds that Christians are prohibited from doing.
Here is the picture: A Christian is being unmercifully
beaten while Paul stands by; the Christian calls on Paul
for help. But Paul says, “No, I am a Christian; call on
some of these sinners for help.” We enjoy the fruits of
what sinners do for us, but must have no part in gaining
these fruits. It reminds me of a story I heard years ago.
A group were going to raid a watermelon patch. When they
got to the fence, one said, " Y o u  boys go on in and get the
watermelons, and bring them out ; I will wait here ; you see
I am a member of the church.” I think you see the point.

I know that Paul says we should not return evil for
evil, nor avenge ourselves, but to give place to the wrath
of God, and that vengeance belongs to God. But that, like
the command of the Old Testament, “Thou shalt not kill,”
is a command against an individual’s taking matters in his
own hand; Paul goes on to show that God executes wrath
on evildoers through the agency of the civil government.
And here is one work in which some brethren will not
cooperate with God; they will have no fellowship with Him
in that sort of thing.

5. And here is another thing that confronted me. I am
a citizen of the United States. Can a man afford to be a
member of any organization of any sort unless he is willing
to perform all the duties that belong to members of that
organization?

I would not be radical on the subject; I merely state
some problems. But I must not close without this one other
note about Paul : When Festus, at the request of the Jews,
would send Paul to Jerusalem to be judged there, Paul said,
“I am standing before Caesar’s judgment-seat, where I
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ought to be judged: to the Jews have I done no wrong, as
thou also very well knowest. If then I am a wrong-doer, and
have committed anything worthy of death, I refuse not to
die; but if none of these things is true whereof these accuse
me, no man can give me up unto them. I appeal unto
Caesar.” (Acts 25:9-11.) In that appeal Paul invoked all
the powers of the Roman government both civil and mili-
tary. And also in that plea he was resisting the evil designs
of the Jews.--R. L. Whiteside.

The calm deliberation, free of radical extremes, with
which R. L. Whiteside discussed questions without parti-
ality or respect of persons through Queries And Answers
in the Gospel Advocate had far-reaching influence. His ap-
proach to all questions was honest, his words were wise, his
language conveyed depth of thought but marked by terms
of easy origin and clothed with simplicity--and combined
with these qualities was the unquestionable soundness of
his teaching. These features altogether distinguished
Queries And Answers during the several years of his edi-
torship of that department more than any other period since
the time of David Lipscomb.

Before and during the war the mail seldom failed to
bring queries concerning the thing uppermost in the minds
of many sincere people--the right or the wrong of a Chris-
tian’s participation in military services of the government.
With his common sense, keen discernment and scriptural
discriminations, Brother Whiteside was able to become a
balance wheel in the discussion of these issues.

The following answers from his pen in his department
is another example of this sound sense and good judgment:

This from an Oklahoma brother: “Should not the
Church of Christ come out openly against war ?" In answer-
ing this question, several points are to be taken into con-
sideration.

1. What is meant by the Church of Christ? Why spell
“church” with a capital C ? The church we read about in the
New Testament in its broad sense, includes all the children
of God in the world. It is the family of God. Many of
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God’s children have drifted into things they have no busi-
ness to be in. It would be impossible to round up all of God’s
children so as to find out how they stand on any question.
Each one would have to speak for himself, for no man or
group of men has been authorized to speak for the whole
family of God.

2. I f  we have in mind churches of Christ, local congre-
gations it is also evident that no man or group of men has
been authorized to speak for them. Each congregation must
speak for itself. Here is also another difficulty: no man
or group of men in a congregation has been authorized to
speak for all the members. It might be possible to get all
the members to sign a statement declaring their opposition
to war. But as a live congregation is continually adding
new members, the statement would soon not represent all
the members, unless each new member was required to
sign the statement, or avow his allegiance to it. In that way
only might we know how the whole church stood.

3. Some churches have formulated and published ar-
ticles declaring their opposition to going to war. But this
brings up another question: If a church, in order to let the
world know where it stands on war, formulates and pub-
lishes one article of its faith, why not enlarge the creed
so as to let the world know where it stands on all other
matters of faith and practice? In principle, what is the
difference between a one-article creed and a twenty-one-
article creed ? Suppose we apply to this war article the
reasoning often used by brethren against human creeds: If
this formulated and published article of faith against war
contains more against war than does the New Testament,
it contains too much; if it contains less, it does not contain
enough; if it says exactly what the New Testament says,
why have it at all? Is not what the New Testament says
on war a sufficient declaration of your faith?

4. Those who formulate their creed on the subject of
war should add another article, declaring their belief that
a Christian should not vote or hold office, for no man who
votes and takes active part in the affairs of government
can consistently oppose all wars. He may, of course, oppose
wars of conquest, but not of defense. You elect a man to
office, and he takes oath that he will defend and protect
the Constitution of these United States against all enemies,
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both foreign and domestic ; and then you profess to believe
that it is not right to help him do what you elected him to
do. Our government is now waging war against domestic
enemies--enemies within the government--and these ene-
mies are well armed. It is war--an armed conflict. Is it
wrong for the government to engage in this war? If so, why
did you elect men to carry it on? Or did you elect men to do
a thing that you think would be wrong for you to do? Would
it be any different if a foreign government should under-
take to murder and rob our people?

5. War is horrible, but no government can stand with-
out using force against its enemies, both foreign and
domestic. If force is not back of the vote, the vote is worth-
less. No effort is here made to prove that you should vote or
that you should not vote.--R. L. Whiteside.

This was during a time of national emergency and world
crises, when young men were being told that a soldier could
not be a Christian, and that a Christian could not pray for
the victory of our armies engaged in conflict with evil
aggressors and enemies of our nation, and of the freedom
of all mankind. It was in this time when there was “great
distress in the land,” and “men’s hearts failing them
for fear,” that Brother Whiteside penned the following
observations on some perversions in relation to prayer in
a current editorial :

“All prayers must be conditioned on ‘the will of God.’
Even Jesus in the Garden of Gethsemane prayed : ‘Not what
I will, but what thou wilt.’ (Mark 14 :36). Jesus taught his
disciples to pray: ‘Thy will be done, as in heaven, so on
earth.’ (Matthew 6:10.) No prayer should be offered today
except on the conditions that God’s will be done. Our will
must be brought into subjection to the will of God, and we
need not pray if we are not wanting God’s will to be done.”

Here two passages of scripture are so used as to show
that the writer thought they presented the same idea. Will
the reader look again at the two passages, and see if there
is any ground for using them as the writer does? In the
model prayer, Jesus taught his disciples to pray that men
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here in this world would do God’s will as it is done in
heaven, In the Garden Jesus did not pray that people here
in this world would do God’s will. In fact the writer
thoughtlessly misrepresents what Jesus said in Gethsemane,
when he says that Jesus prayed, “not what I will, but what
thou wilt.” The fact is, Jesus prayed, “Remove this cup
from me.” Jesus was a mysterious combination of Deity and
humanity. His humanity dreaded suffering: He prayed
that he might be spared the suffering of the cross: “My
Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass away from me.”
That was his desire--that was his prayer. But he would
not be rebellious; he would submit to God’s plans and pur-
poses concerning him. “Nevertheless, not as I will, but as
thou wilt.” In this statement he was expressing his willing-
ness to submit to God’s will. It is folly to think he was
praying for God to go on and put into execution his own
plans and purposes. Will any thoughtful person pray for
God to do whatever he wills to do? though he may, as Jesus
did, express his submission to God’s will.

In many prayers it would be entirely out of place to add,
“if it be thy will.” Does that startle you? Then think a
little. You pray that sinners be converted, but you do not
add, “if it be thy will.” Why not? A wayward child of God
comes in penitence, confessing his sins; you pray for God to
forgive him, and you pray that he may become strong in the
Lord, but you do not add, “if it be thy will.” In such prayers,
to add, “if it be thy will,” would imply that you did not
know whether he was willing for sinners to be converted or
for his penitent child to be forgiven! But every person
desires many things. A Christian will not desire anything
that he knows to be wrong. If it is right to desire a thing,
it is right to ask for it. If a Christian earnestly desires
a thing, he will pray for it, even though he knows that God’s
will must prevail in the matter, and this brings us to the
following from the same editorial:

Someone has said: “We ought not to pray for victory,
but that we may be worthy of victory.” If one prays to be
worthy of victory, does he not assume that God will give
victory, and is not a prayer for victory implicit in that kind
of prayer? One should be specific and not evade or merely
imply. No one will ever be worthy of the richest blessings
of God. Jacob prayed to Jehovah and said: “I am not worthy
of the least of all the lovingkindness, and of all the truth,



62 THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

which thou hast showed unto thy servant.” (Genesis 32 :10.)
This is true of everyone who prays. We are not worthy of
the least of God’s blessings. We may pray that we may use
victory in a way well pleasing to God.

But the editor does not say plainly whether he
would, or would not, pray for victory, but he seems to imply
that he would not pray for victory, and that also implies
that he does not desire victory, and does not care who will
be the victor. If this is not his attitude, he can tell us
plainly what his attitude is. I would be glad to see him
free himself of any such unsavory position. But what is
wrong with praying for victory? If a man desires it, he will
naturally pray for it. If it makes no difference to a man
who wins, he will pray for neither side to win; but if he
cares not who wins the victory, he will be in poor position
to use the victory to any advantage. The people who through
“sweat, and blood, and tears,” won the victory, would not
care to listen to any man who did not care whether or not
they gained or lost the victory.

Then note carefully this sentence from the same edi-
torial : “It seems that parents and others may pray “for our
boys’ and for others that the war may come to a just con-
clusion and our loved ones returned home.” “A just con-
clusion” ! With the ideas entertained by himself and
others, I do not see how they can think that any conclusion
arrived at by force of arms can be a just conclusion. And
if, as these brethren think, our boys in the army are killers
and murderers, why would they pray for them to be re-
turned to us? Will they pray for this country to be filled
with men whom they consider murderers and killers? Yes,
I desire victory for this country, and pray for it; and yet
I know the final disposing of all things rests with the Lord.

And finally, is there not a prayer for victory as plainly
implied in the prayer “that we may use victory in a way
well pleasing to God” as there is in a prayer that we may
be worthy of victory?--R. L. Whiteside, Queries and An-
swers in Gospel Advocate.

At no time in our history have the individual and col-
lective duties of citizenship been marked with more im-
portance than now, underscored by serious and somber
portents that have never before been known in the chroni-
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cles of civilization. I hold a deep conviction that the prac-
tice of preachers in allying the churches of Christ with
attitudes toward the government identical with certain
fanatical cults is a woeful wrong. The church can sustain
no relation of any kind to the government--only members
of the church are citizens of the government, and no mem-
ber of the church can commit the church to his views, and
no set of men as editors and publishers of papers, presidents
of schools or preachers for the churches, can commit the
church of Christ to a formulated attitude toward the
government, either civil or military, or to any course of
action in reference to the question of war. Every member
of the church stands on his own responsibilities of citizen-
ship in his relationship to government, whether in time of
peace or in the crises of war. The doctrine of non-resistance
as predicated by the conscientious objector makes the
teaching of Christ an aid to crime, and makes the Lord’s
sermon on the mount a Bill Of Rights for the criminal.
We are accused of emasculating the sermon, yet the literal
application of it would mean a refusal to sanction any
judicial system in existence. But Jesus indorsed civil
government, which within itself is inconsistent with non-
resistance. The pacifist application of the Lord’s teaching
is therefore wrong.

The teaching of Christ provides us with all the prin-
ciples from which to deduce rules of action in reference to
personal retaliation, but in no instance and under no cir-
cumstances did the Lord apply these personal ideals of
conduct to the exercise of civil authority, to judicial deci-
sions, to the enforcement of law and order, or to the func-
tions of government. A sincere student with a candid mind
will not resort to quibbles, but will devote an honest effort
to ascertain the essence of the Lord’s teaching.

Objections have been made to the use of the argumentum
ad hominem method of pointing out inconsistencies of the
practice of the pacifist and the consequences of the theory of
pacificism--that is, to show that what one is doing is
exactly parallel with what he is opposing, and that his
arguments lead to a conclusion which he does not himself
believe and cannot accept. This is the argument addressed
to the man--argumentum ad hominem--which is also called
charging the consequences. It is claimed that Hedges Rules
Of Logic and other authorities on logic bar this method
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from all discussion and debate and condemn its use. On this
point it is permissible to remark that there is no law of
ethics that forbids proving that certain consequences exist
whether espoused or not, and exposing the inconsistencies
of erroneous argumentation. It was during the discussions
to which references are made in this chapter that Brother
Whiteside contributed the following thoughtful exposition,
which is timely in the present connection:

THE AD HOMINEM ARGUMENT

Without taking part in the discussion between writers
on logic as to whether it is a science or an art, or a combi-
nation of both, we shall, for the present, consider it in its
application to discourse as the art of correct reasoning.
Every one uses logic, even though many have never looked
into a textbook on logic. Perhaps no one has so mastered
logic as to always reason correctly. But the more a person
knows of the laws of correct reasoning, the easier it is for
him to avoid fallacies in his own reasoning and to detect
them in the reasoning of others. Not enough attention is
given to the study of logic. In this matter our educators do
greatly err. There is no excuse for compelling a student
to wait till he reaches the university to acquaint himself
with the laws of reasoning. No preacher should be satisfied
to go through life without studying logic. It might be a
good idea for religious journals occasionally to give a series
of logic lessons, because reasoning is so intimately con-
nected with studying and teaching the Bible. One should be
able to reason correctly both in learning and in teaching.
And a knowledge of the laws of correct reasoning will save
a speaker or writer from being put to shame by a shrewd
critic. To make a fallacious argument, even in support of
the truth, gives an opponent an opening for attack. The pity
is that in showing the fallacy of your argument he is likely
to make many think he has disproved your position. Also, a
fallacy in your sermon may be detected by some silent
listener. If so, your sermon loses force with him.

But some arguments are classed as fallacies that are
not always fallacies. Hill’s Jevons puts the argumentum
ad hominem down as a fallacy, but it is not always a
fallacy. It may be as valid as any other argument. The
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ad hominem argument is an argument to the man; it is
an appeal to his interests, his pride, his sense of justice
and right, or his passions, etc. It depends upon the cir-
cumstances and the motive as to whether it is a fallacy. If
in trying to save a man from disgraceful conduct, I appeal
to his family pride and to his self-interest, I am using the
argumentum ad hominem, but there is no fallacy. If your
opponent is practicing some things that in principle are
exactly like the thing he opposes, you may charge the in-
consistency upon him with the hope of getting him to see
the point and abandon his opposition. That is the argu-
mentum ad hominem, but where is there any fallacy? If a
man is opposing one thing and practicing a similar wrong,
you may show him his inconsistency, and thereby induce
him to abandon the wrong that he is practicing. Some one
opposes the use of printed helps in teaching the Bible. You
charge him with inconsistency, in that he uses songbooks
and the marginal references in the Bible, which in principle
are like the helps he opposes, hoping to get him to see
the point and abandon-his opposition. You are not appealing
to his prejudice, nor his passions, nor any other unholy
feeling. There is no fallacy in that sort of argument,
yet it is the argumentum ad hominem But the argumentum
ad hominem is fallacious when it is an unfair appeal to
personal opinions, or to one’s vanity or prejudice or pas-
sions. Much of the flattery from the pulpit comes under
this head. It is also a fallacy when an appeal is made to a
person’s hatred of sectarianism to induce him to do or not
to do a certain thing.

Noah K. Davis does not class the argumentum ad homi-
nem as a fallacy, but puts it under the heading, “Modified
Forms.” Concerning it he says : “The argumentum ad homi-
nem is arguing from the premises of an opponent merely
to defeat him. We accept his principles on which to base a
counter argument, even if believing them false, our argu-
ment being directed against him personally, ad hominem. It
aims to convict him of ignorance, bad faith, inconsistency,
or illogical reasoning, and so to put him ex curia (out of
court). Usually it attempts no more . . . Criticism is mostly
in the form ad hominem, and should be distinguished
from proof of the opposite or controversy.”

Henry Coppee, page 14’7, says: “The argumentum ad
hominem is not a fallacy when the design is to teach pure
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truth, and when no unholy passion or emotion of man is ap-
pealed to. In this application it was used by our Savior
himself to the Jews on many occasions with great force
and beauty. His touching and yet searching appeal to them
for the woman taken in adultery sent them out one by one
before his power. Each one felt the argument and admitted
the conclusion.” But some one may say: “To charge her
accusers with the same crime did not prove her to be inno-
cent.” Certainly not; neither did the Savior intend that it
should. But he intended to stop the unholy mouth of her
hypocritical accusers. He knew these men cared nothing
about the woman’s guilt. He knew they were after him, and
not her, and were using her in an effort to get him to com-
mit himself in such a way that they could make out a
case against him. The woman’s guilt was a mere pretext.
And the fact stands out clearly that Jesus stopped their
mouths by charging that they were as guilty as she.

Again Jesus used the argumentum ad hominem. He
healed a sorely afflicted woman on the Sabbath. The ruler of
the synagogue became very indignant. Jesus replied: “Ye
hypocrites, doth not each one of you on the sabbath loose
his ox or his ass from the stall, and lead him away to
watering? And ought not this woman, being a daughter of
Abraham, whom Satan has bound, lo, these eighteen years,
to have been loosed from this bond on the day of the sab-
bath ?" Jesus virtually said : “If I am guilty, you are even
more so, for you do a less needful thing. If you are justi-
tied in what you do, I am even more so.”

Other instances could be given, but these are sufficient
to show that the Savior frequently used a form or argu-
ment that is now condemned by some Christians. And yet
some who condemn it use it in its fallacy form. To create
the impression that all ad hominem arguments are falla-
cious, and then seek to create prejudice against an oppo-
nent by calling his argument an ad hominem, is an argu-
mentum ad hominem fallacy.

After all, text-books on the rules of logic and argument
are not inspired and represents the author’s own opinions
on how a question should be argued or a proposition dis-
cussed, and it is not charging consequences to a man when
the evidence is adduced that the consequences exist. The
apostle Paul did just that when he declared, “Therefore
thou art inexcusable, 0 man, whosoever thou art that
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judgest : for wherein thou judgest another, thou condemnest
thyself; for thou that judgest doest the same things.”
(Romans 2 :1) Again, “Happy is he that condemneth not
himself in that thing that he alloweth.” (Romans 14:22)
In both of these references the apostle employed the argu-
mentum ad hominem procedure of exposing inconsistencies.
It has been markedly noticeable that objections to such
exposure have come from disputants who run for cover
and seek refuge in a stereotyped set of so-called rules of
logic and honorable discussion.

The design of this treatise is to show that the doctrine
of pacifism is a hiding place of false teaching, and to
answer with logic and scripture the claims and the creed
of this nondescript religio-politico cult, showing the views
to be unethical and unbiblical and in all respects untrue.
In so doing it is not in our purpose or intent to derogate
any man or reflect on anyone, but rather to let it be shown
that the cognomen pacifist does not carry with it the neces-
sary connotation of hatred for war, a thing to be hated and
abhorred by all good people. But hatred for crime could not
justify the abolition  of the law enforcement agencies
which are at war in time of peace against all the criminal
elements in society. Neither does the phrase conscientious
objector connote a monopoly on conscientious scruples or
an exclusive conscientious group. The word conscience has
been defined as “the moral sense within oneself that de-
termines whether one considers one's own conduct wrong.”
We also lay claim to good conscience before God, and in
the words of Paul “I herein do exercise myself, to have
always a conscience void of offence toward God, and toward
men.”

The pacifists groups have a planned program of propa-
ganda, including not only what to believe, but a well defined
course of action in the execution of draft papers and other
methods of obtaining exemptions from the responsibilities
that their fellow-citizens must carry in the military serv-
ices of our government for the defense of our nation. In
many instances there is no conscience exercised by a mem-
ber of a pacifist group in the course pursued--he merely
submits or accedes to, and is mislead by, his pacifist su-
periors as his instructors. Such an organized party within
our society will raise up a generation of rebels against
government, a generation of anarchists. The real orthodox
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conscientious objectors who apply for detention in time of
war have said openly and without shame that in the
C.O. camp they “live and work and play with choice men,”
while other noble young men as brave soldiers strive on the
field of battle in defense of the society that guarantees
this freedom of conscience. Much stress is put on praying
for the C.O.'s in concentration camps, rather than for the
soldiers on the battlefields. But what about the soldiers
on the battlefield? Are they not conscientious, too? Do
they not have the same right as others to live honestly in
all things, who fight our battles? (Hebrews 13 :17-18) All
the statesmen, coupled with wisdom and counsel, with all
the might of resources and money, without the valiant
young men of our armies and navies, would be as nothing.
The mass teaching on theoretical pacifism is always
simultaneous with recurrent national crisis. Mortal fear and
lack of trust in the cause of right make cowards of men,
and this is mistaken for conscientious objection.

In the case of so many who have been emotionally mis-
lead into the deception that it is all a “for and against war”
issue, the attitude is not an argument, but a sentiment,
and is all the more powerful for the wrong side of a ques-
tion, for like that which is “better felt than told,” no
reasoning can penetrate the mind that makes feelings his
evidence. There can be no answer when argument is ig-
nored.--R. L. Whiteside, in the Gospel Advocate.

The foregoing and the following passages are from the
pens of men among us from the beginning of the church on
the American continent. There has never been a man in the
church in all of its generations since the age of inspiration
who possessed a deeper and truer insight into the inspired
scriptures than R. L. Whiteside, who was “not a whit be-
hind them all” from Campbell to Lipscomb. To be in the
company of the men whose comments are herein quoted
instills within me a confidence in the current controversy
that the critics of the opposition cannot overcome or con-
quer.

VI
WHO HAS DEPARTED FROM THE FAITH?

The following excerpts from the virulent pens of men
whose ability has had universal recognition in the church
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are inserted for a purpose. First of all, what they wrote
is timely. Second, so far as I know they have not been
convicted of being “reprobate,” “diabolical” and “apostate”
or of having “departed from the faith.” But when a state-
ment was published by me setting forth the same teaching,
a surge of wrath descended upon me in the above-mentioned
words with extra adjectives thrown in for emphasis and
good measure.

The extracts below cover the various phases of dis-
cussion and criticism on the government issue-civil
government, military government, voting, the Sermon On
The Mount and non-resistance, capital punishment, alle-
giance to the flag, and the attitude of members of the
church toward war. McGarvey and Kurfees were ranking
scholars in their day. McGarvey sets forth in his terse style
the true purpose of the Sermon On The Mount as being a
code of individual conduct and not a treatise on the func-
tions of government. With the logical acumen that char-
acterized all of his writing, M. C. Kurfees gave a full
treatise on “The Law of God on Capital Punishment.”
The insertions from R. L. Whiteside on “War” and “Thou
Shalt Not Kill” are just two of several statements that
have appeared all along from his trenchment pen. The com-
ments of C. R. Nichol on “Allegiance To The Flag” expose
the seditions of Jehovah’s Witnesses, but it is not all that
he thinks or has had to say on the subject. The names of
Nichol and Whiteside have been linked for a generation.
They have not been denounced for their articles, or their
views. G. H. P. Showalter has been editor of the Firm
Foundation for thirty years and has probably exerted more
influence in the church during that period than any other
editor. He has published his views on the “Relation To
Government” more than once in the Firm Foundation.
Asking you to read the expressions from these brethren,
I will reserve further comments until you have done so.

I. THE SERMON ON THE MOUNT.

“Resist not him that is evil” . . . This command which
enjoins non-resistance, like most of the other precepts of
this sermon, does not demand of us absolute, unqualified
passivity at all times and under all circumstances. In fact,
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we may say generally of the whole sermon on the mount
that it is not a code for slaves, but an assertion of principles
which are to be interpreted and applied by the children of
freedom. We are to submit to evil for principle’s sake
and to accomplish spiritual victories, and not in an abject,
servile spirit as blind followers of a harsh and exacting law.
On the contrary, taking the principle, we judge when and
how to apply it as best we can. Absolute non-resistance may
so far encourage crime as to become a sin . . . “Whosoever
smiteth thee on thy right cheek, turn to him the other also.”
This first example is taken from the realm of physical
violence. The example given, a slap in the face, has been
regarded as a gross insult in all ages, but it is not an assult
which imperils life. We find this precept illustrated by
the Master himself. He did not literally turn the other
cheek to be smitten, but he breathed forth a mild and gentle
reproof where he might have avenged himself by the sudden
death of his adversary (John 18 :22,23). The example of
Paul also is given, but it is not so perfect as that of the
Master (Acts 33 :2-5). Self-preservation is a law of God
giving rights which, under most circumstances, a Christian
can claim. He may resist the robber, the assassin and all
men of that ilk, and may protect his person and his posses-
sions against the assaults of the violent and lawless (Acts
16 :35-39). But when the honor of Christ and the salvation
of man demands, he should observe this commandment even
unto the very letter . . . A man may strive for self-protection
when life is threatened without any spirit of revenge. He
may appeal to the law to protect his property without any
bitterness toward the one who seeks to wrest it from him.--
(J. W. McGarvey, in Fourfold Gospel.)

“It is a significant fact that when the Lord placed his
own teaching in Matthew 5:38, against the ancient law
recorded in Exodus 21:23-25, which required ‘life for life,
eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot,
burning for burning, wound for wound, stripe for stripe’;
he confined his modification of that law to the point of
personal resentment in returning evil for evil.“--M. C.
Kurfees, in “The Law of God on Capital Punishment.”

II. ATTITUDE TOWARD WAR.

This from an Oklahoma brother: “Should not the
Church of Christ come out openly against war?” In an-
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swering this question, several points are to be taken into
consideration.

1. What is meant by the Church of Christ? Why spell
“church” with a capital C? The church we read about in
the New Testament, in its broad sense, includes all the chil-
dren of God in the world. It is the family of God. Many of
God’s children have drifted into things they have no busi-
to be in. It would be impossible to round up all of God’s
children so as to find out how they stand on any question.
Each one would have to speak for himself, for no man or
group of men has been authorized to speak for the whole
family of God.

2. If we have in mind churches of Christ, local con-
gregations, it is also evident that no man or group of men
has been authorized to speak for them. Each congregation
must speak for itself. Here also is another difficulty: no
man or group of men in a congregation has been authorized
to speak for all the members. It might be possible to get
all the members to sign a statement declaring their oppo-
sition to war. But as a live congregation is continually
adding new members, the statement would soon not repre-
sent all the members, unless each new member was required
to sign the statement, or avow his allegiance to it. In that
way only might we know how the whole church stood.

3. Some churches have formulated and published arti-
cles declaring their opposition to going to war. But this
brings up another question: If a church, in order to let the
world know where it stands on war, formulates and pub-
lishes one article of its faith, why not enlarge the creed
so as to let the world know where it stands on all other
matters of faith and practice? In principle, what is the
difference between a one-article creed and a twenty-five-
article creed? Suppose w e  apply to this war article the
reasoning often used by brethren against human creeds:
If this formulated and published article of faith against
war contains more against war that does the New Testa-
ment, it contains too much ; if it contains less, it does not
contain enough; if it says exactly what the New Testament
says, why have it at all? Is not what the New Testament
says on war a sufficient declaration of your faith?

4. Those who formulate their creed on the subject of
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war should add another article, declaring their belief that
a Christian should not vote or hold office, for no man who
votes and takes active part in the affairs of government can
consistently oppose all wars. He may, of course, oppose
wars of conquest, but not of defense. You elect a man to
office, and he takes oath that he will defend and protect
the Constitution of the United States against all enemies,
both foreign and domestic ; and then you profess to believe
that it is not right to help him do what you elected him
to do. Our government is now waging war against domestic
enemies--enemies within the government--and these ene-
mies are well armed. It is war--an armed conflict. Is it
wrong for the government to engage in this war? If so, why
did you elect men to carry it on? Or did you elect men to do
a thing that you think would be wrong for you to do? Would
it be any different if a foreign government should under-
take to murder and rob our people?

5. War is horrible, but no government can stand with-
out using force against its enemies, both foreign and domes-
tic. If force is not back of the vote, the vote is worthless.
No effort is here made to prove that you should vote or
that you should not vote.--R. L. Whiteside, in Gospel Advo-
cate, June, 1942.

III. RELATION TO GOVERNMENT.

It must be remembered that the relation of the Chris-
tian to earthly governments are not altered or changed be-
cause the government is at war. Whatever service we render
the government, whether in money, chattels or labor, we
render for the general support of the government. In times
of peace the government punishes law breakers, executes
criminals, and we support the government in this, by per-
forming the service the government imposes. There is no
difference in war. All earthly governments are established
through war and bloodshed. Also the rights of people and
nations are defined and defended by the sword. When a
nation commits depredations on another nation and on
organized society, and the great nations of the earth im-
pose punishment on the offending nation, it is, in no special
sense different from the punishment that the nations are
continually imposing on law breakers and criminals who
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are imprisoned or executed for their crimes committed. If
we support the one, we should be willing to support the
other. If one is right, why is not the other? Where did the
apostle make any distinction in supporting the govern-
ment in war, and supporting the government in times of
peace? A Christian might not want to serve as a sheriff,
and might conscientiously decline such service. So he might
conscientiously decline to serve as a combatant in war, but
it is certainly a poorly educated conscience, so far as
the scriptures are concerned, that would cause any pro-
fessed Christian to decline to serve the government as a
non-combatant. The apostle requires it, and specially at a
time when so much is involved-when the rights, liberties,
and happiness of so many millions of humanity are being
tried in the balances--does it to me appear of the greatest
solemnity and of the highest importance. For my part I
think that every Christian should the more carefully dis-
charge his duty as a citizen now. In time of war more than
ordinary service is required. We should be impressed with
the solemnity of the sacrifice that is being made by others,
and should by no means lend our encouragement to those
whose influence would cripple or hamper the efforts of our
rulers and the generals of our country’s armies, upon whose
action at the present time, so much depends in connection
with the common good of humanity.

War is by no means an ideal condition. Neither is it
an ideal condition when a nation’s criminals are numerous,
and executions are frequent. However, we must remember
that God still lives, and that God rules in the affairs of men,
that so far as human governments are concerned, “the Most
High ruleth in the kingdom of men, and giveth it to whom-
soever he will,” and that through human governments God
executes vengeance on evil doers. In an enlightened nation,
such as the great nation in which we live, we should be very
thankful that we are given the privilege so that we may
worship God without interference, and we should not only
be willing and ready to assume the service exacted by the
government, but should do so cheerfully, and in the fear of
God. Our relation to civil government in times of peace, is
the same as in times of war, the war simply portraying the
function of human government on a larger scale. A law-
defying nation must be policed, as well as a criminally
disposed section of a great city. Let us think on these things.
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There has never been a time in the history of the present
generation, when Christians have been privileged to reflect
more brilliantly the character of our Lord, and to show in a
better light their loyalty to the government. It was the
boast of the church in the apostolic age, that their mem-
bers were law-abiding, loyal, and faithful citizens, and that
they might be depended upon to support the government
under which they lived. We should not be less faithful to
God and to our fellowmen.--G. H. P. Showalter, in Firm
Foundation.

IV. “THOU SHALT NOT KILL.”

The command, “Thou shalt not kill,” was one of the Ten
Commandments, and was a prohibition against murder. It
applied to individuals, and not to governments. And while
the Ten Commandments were in force, the individual was
allowed, under certain circumstances, to take human life.
“If the thief be found breaking in, and be smitten so that
he dieth, there shall be no blood guiltiness for him.” (Exo-
dus 22:2.) Such taking of human life is not a violation
of the command, “Thou shalt not kill.” God does not give
a law and then license a man to violate it. The command,
“Thou shalt not kill,” has been used as an argument against
capital punishment, and yet under that law the authorities
were required to punish by death many sorts of criminals.
And under that law, the Lord required his people to make
war on certain nations. In doing so, they were not violating
the command, “Thou shalt not kill.” The way some preach-
ers, and others, argue, it would seem that they never read
any of the Old Testament excepting the command, “Thou
shalt not kill.”

But I do not read anywhere that the Lord ever permitted
any man to commit adultery for his own protection, or that
a nation was required to commit adultery! It is plain that
individuals are prohibited from doing some things that
governments are required to do.--R. L. Whiteside, in Gospel
Advocate.

V. ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG.

Give attention to the following teaching of “Jehovah’s
Witnesses” : They declare that Christ returned to earth in
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1874, and then began establishing his kingdom; that he has
been on the earth all the time since that date, though in-
visible ; that in the earth now are legal representatives of
the kingdom who have been resurrected. The kingdom is
to exist on the earth for one thousand years. They declare
that since Jesus Christ is now on earth, on his throne as
King, any other government on earth is that of usurpers ;
that the present form of government of the American re-
public has no more right to exist in America than does
“Hitlerism.” With them is the persuasion that no man
elected by the people of our country as President has any
right to serve as such; that the state and national govern-
ment formed by men has no right to exist, and has not
since 1874 ; that the Lord has returned to earth, has been
seated on his throne on earth, though invisible, they declare,
and is the one and only authority on earth. The “Jehovah’s
Witnesses” declare they will not salute the flag of the United
States of America, because the Lord Jesus Christ has
established his kingdom here, is here in person as the King,
and that to salute the flag of the United States of America
would be the act of a rebel against their King (Christ).
They are rebels against the government of our land. They
seek to lead men to refuse to obey the laws of the land--to
recognize no civil authority on earth today. It is their view
that the government of the United States now has no right
to exist. It is their view that the sheriff has no right to
arrest, the judge no right to pass sentence, executors no
right to be enforcers of the law. In short, they believe that
the officers of the United States government have no more
right to enforce laws on our statute books than Hitler has
to land on our shores and force his program on our people.
With them is the positive teaching that Christ is now
reigning King, and his law only, his law alone, should be
observed.--C. R. Nichol, in Gospel Advocate.

When these and other statements of similar import were
made by these brethren, nobody inveighed against them
with ominous invectives. But when my recent editorial ap-
peared setting forth precisely the same principles, lo, I was
at once anathematized and challenged to forensic duels from
“the least to the greatest” in Alabama, Tennessee, and
Texas.
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The question, as ably pointed out in the above extracts,
is not primarily a war issue. War, as such, is not the central
point of discussion. The issue is one of government. It is not
a question of “shooting a Jap” or “killing a German,” or of
anyone wanting to “kill other people.” When the sheriff
executes the functions of his office, it is not because he wants
to kill anybody or to injure the person of anybody--it be-
comes a matter of law enforcement. The question of war
likewise is only collateral to the question of government. By
begging the question, and talking about killing people,
prejudices can be excited, but the same procedure can be
used against all municipal, state and national law enforce-
ment agencies. So why argue over the war itself when the
fundamental issue lies back of it. As stated before, the war
views of others are controlled by the David Lipscomb theory
of civil government which bars a member of the church
from any participation in government, voting or holding
office. This theory says that a member of the church can
have nothing to do with civil government itself--save to
pay taxes. Yet Paul said in Romans 13 “for this cause ye
pay tribute also.” If the relation to government included
only the paying of taxes--what did the also of the verse
include? Back of the whole issue is relation to government.
The Lipscomb theory must be either accepted or rejected.
If it is accepted then a member of the church cannot parti-
cipate in government at all-civil or military. But if a mem-
ber of the church can participate in civil government, he
can on the same principle participate in the military. The
civil government cannot exist without the military to en-
force it, whether it be local or national government. Local
law enforcement is domestic war, as has been ably pointed
out by others; civil and military government must therefore
stand or fall together.

As the issue stands, between combatant and non-combat-
ant service, it appears to be just a matter of whether one
can engage in the war effort a little or a lot. But there can
be no difference in principle.

VII
THE WAR QUESTION AND HISTORY

The point of history with which this article is concerned,
is the statement that there were only two of the leading men



THE WAR QUESTION AND HISTORY 77

in the earlier days of the church who held the view that a
Christian may participate in military government. The two
men named were John Shackleford and M. C. Kurfees, and
he added that if there were others he does not know it. At
that, since M. C. Kurfees, especially, “ranks with McGar-
vey,"” we are still in good company and could hardly be
branded as “apostate” and as having “departed from the
faith” for going along with him. But instead of reflecting
on our position, as obviously intended, it turns out that
this historian has discounted his own credentials as an
authority on Restoration History.

There is no commentator or scholar among the brethren
of that period or later whose name is better known that B.
W. Johnson. His two volume commentary of the New Testa-
ment has a wider circulation now among the members of the
church than any commentary ever printed. He “ranks with
McGarvey,” and was contemporary with him. He received
letters from numerous brethren regarding his views on “the
war question,” among them he said was a letter from “our
gifted and much esteemed Brother McGarvey.” In order
that his position might be understood he wrote a lengthy
article to Brother Franklin which was published in the
Christian Review and it was copied in the same issue of the
Millennial Harbinger in which the manifesto on war ap-
peared--to which the “history” reference was made. After
expressing himself on various points involving the state of
affairs in the nation and in the church, Johnson said to
Franklin: “But upon the right of the Christian to engage in
war, I must dissent from the position taken by you and
other leading brethren.” He then proceeded to set forth his
views on what he termed “The War Question,” as follows
(the italics are his own) :

I deplore war. I regard it a monstrous evil, but in this
wicked world it sometimes becomes a necessary evil. Some-
times it is the only pathway to peace. Military strength is
almost the sole guarantee of exemption from war, anarchy
and violence, in this unjust world. Let me present briefly a
few reasons for believing that the Christian, though never
to seek it, can engage sometimes in war.

1. Is government right? Paul says it is ordained of God.
All would be anarchy without it, yet in this wicked world,
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government could not exist for an hour without coercion.
The masses may peacefully obey, but force is requisite for
the wicked, the dishonest, the rebellious. If government is
right, the means which must be resorted to to sustain it
cannot necessarily be sinful. If so, God, who ordains gov-
ernment, does evil that good may come. If my horse is
stolen who will say that it is sinful for me to call upon the
proper officers to arrest the culprit and to return my prop-
erty? Force arrests him; if he resists it puts forth its
arm. If the band of thieves numbers a hundred, and a posse
of five hundred is called on to arrest them, the principle is
the same. Is the Christian a part of the government, or is he
a civil drone in society? Joseph of Arimathea was a senator;
as far as we know Zaccheus remained a publican; Dionysius
the Areopagite, and the converted officers of Caesar’s house-
hold retained their positions. Since the Christian votes, and
enjoys the full fruition of the laws, he is a part of the gov-
ernment, and cannot refuse to sustain it in a just cause.
Either he can sustain it, or he is an incubus to his country:
a State is weak in proportion to its Christian element, and
a conversion of the majority of the people would result in 
national ruin. Are you prepared for the legitimate results
of your premises?

2. Let us see how facts correspond with this theory.
When soldiers came to John, seeking the baptism of repent-
ance--instead of commanding them to abandon their call-
ing, he told them to use lawless violence to no man, and to be
content with their wages. These were the mercenaries of a
tyrant, not patriots in arms for their country. But passing
beyond John, beyond the examples that might be adduced
from the ministry of Christ, beyond the inauguration of
the kingdom, we pause with Cornelius, a devout man, but a
Roman centurion, the captain, of a hundred soldiers; he is
converted, and there is not the slightest intimation in the
record that he threw up his commission. If the Christian can
never be a soldier, Cornelius left the army immediately, and
inspiration by omitting the fact, has failed to settle this
vital question! The fact is, the first Gentile Christian was a
soldier and remained a soldier. Other examples might be
presented, but it must suffice to say that there is no evidence
in the sacred record that a single soldier deserted or was
dismissed from the ranks on conversion.
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3. The Christian is a citizen of two kingdoms, Christ’s
and Caesar’s. For the one, since not of this world, he can
never resort to carnal weapons, but as the other is of this
world, its servants must fight to uphold it. Here must we
seek the true explanation of many texts that seem to teach
non-resistance. Let it be understood that the nature of
Christ’s kingdom precludes all but spiritual weapons, but
that if we are good citizens of an earthly kingdom, we must
heed the ruler’s mandate, and use the requisite means to
sustain its government.

A single passage appears to me, when properly under-
stood, to set the matter at rest. “My kingdom is not of this
world ;" “if it were,” pure as would be its ruler, just as
would be its government, “then would my servants fight for
me.” Earthly governments are right; the Christian is a
subject of, and must by our Saviour’s own language, fight
for them.--(B. W. Johnson, Millennial Harbinger, 1861,
pp. 586-7.)

When it was said by the author of the “History of the
Restoration” that if there were more than two reputable
brethren, Shackleford and Kurfees, who defended the right
of members of the church to enlist or be enlisted in the
armed forces of the government, the writer of the series
did not know it, he was putting it down as history. We are
willing to grant that he did not “know it” but why he did
not know it we are not able to understand in the light of his
credentials as a restoration historian, for the simple reason
that the B. W. Johnson article is in the same issue of the
Millennial Harbinger with the manifesto on war that he
mentioned and it begins in the same opening of the paper in
which the manifesto article ended. How these men of Res-
toration History have overlooked such an important matter
in such close proximity to the subject of their research is,
to say the least, a singular oversight. It was in the same
issue and in the same opening of the paper that contains
the historical document that they did know all about.

But that is not all. At the time these two documents were
published, W. K. Pendleton, A. W. Campbell and Isaac
Errett were co-editors of the Millennial Harbinger, and in
the same issue in which the two documents were published,
A. W. Campbell inserted the following:

“Our readers will find in the present number several
articles on war--touching the duty of Christians in relation
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to war in general. But as our brethren may not, from the
general manner in which the subject is treated in said
articles, find their duties in the present war so clearly indi-
cated as they could wish, we insert an article touching the
duty of Christians in relation to the present war, from the
pen of our excellent brother, P. Galley, a graduate of
Bethany College. As the present unhappy conflict of arms is
disastrous to all the best interests of our nation, it is a
matter that most deeply concerns all our people; and as it is
one that especially perplexes the minds of our brethren, as
to the part they should take in relation to it, we have
thought it desirable to lay before them, as fully as possible,
the views of some of our most intelligent brethren, that
they may be able to act intelligently and conscientiously in
the premises. We copy from the Christian. Review.--
A. W. C.”

The article that followed is too lengthy to here insert
but a paragraph or two will serve to reveal the “views” that
the co-editor of the Harbinger was so desirous of laying
before his brethren from one whom he referred to as among
“our most intelligent brethren.” Note a few quotations :

“But the question arises, What shall we do when the
government asks us to pay tribute with the sword, or it
may be with our own blood? If Caesar had asked Peter to
bear arms three months in support of the government, in-
stead of paying tribute money for the same purpose, what
would have been Christ’s answer? To me, it appears that he
would have said as before, “Render unto Caesar the things
that are Caesar’s.”

“If, then, we bear arms at the call of the government,
and in its defense, shall we bring reproach upon Christ, vio-
late the laws of the kingdom, or sacrifice any truth for
which we should rather suffer shame and death ? Yes, says
one, we go contrary to Christ’s teachings. ‘He that taketh
the sword shall perish by the sword.’ But while this teaches
the consequence of the illegal use of the sword, does it not
imply that there is a legal use of it? ‘He that sheddeth man’s
blood, by man shall his blood be shed,’ shows that while a
man may not presumptiously take the life of his fellow-
man, yet when he does it, others may by God’s authority
take his life.”

“But the shocking absurdity is presented--‘How can a
man shoot down his brother?’ If he does it by his own au-
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thority, he is a murderer; but if a Christian suffers himself
to be implicated with the wicked in sins punishable with
death, he must suffer the penalty of the law, and I must
execute that penalty, if I happen to be the magistrate, or
assist him who is, however painful that duty may be. The
law is no respecter of persons.”

Brother Campbell regarded the above “views” as worthy
of “laying before” the brethren from “some of our most
intelligent brethren.” Then, the following month, in the next
issue of the paper, W. K. Pendleton, co-editor with Camp-
bell, answered a question, as follows:

“QUESTION: Years ago, in a country and state which
shall be nameless, a murder was committed under circum-
stances which gave to it an air of peculiar atrocity. The
murderer who was a bold, daring, high-spirited man, and
very popular, carried away by the wild tumult of his pas-
sions, when civil process, resolved upon resistance. So gath-
ering his friends around him, and taking position at his
house, he set the law at defiance. This made it necessary for
the civil officer to use force of arms to effect his dislodge-
ment. Accordingly a summons was served upon all those
who were subject to this duty living in the vicinity, to aid
in the arrest. Among this number were many Christians.
Now, the question is, not what did these Christians do, but,
with the law of God for their rule of action, what ought
they to have done?”

“ANSWER : In the case proposed, we can have no doubt
that the Christians called upon should have obeyed the call,
and assisted in the arrest. The offender was a murderer, and
as such deserved to die, by the law of God,--'Whoso shed-
deth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed’ : and this,
a law of no peculiar dispensation, but a universal decree for
all time, and all civil government--for all people . . . But
our question is not above the propriety of executing the
murderer. It is rather as to the propriety of Christians en-
gaging in the violent arrest. This, we think, can be easily
settled. In the first place, the thing to be done is right--
declared to be so by both human and divine law. In the
second place, the Christian is legally warranted and en-
joined to do it, both by human and divine law--by human,
in that the civil magistrate calls officially upon him to act;
and by divine, in that he is commanded in the scriptures to
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be subject to the higher powers, for they are ministers of
God, revengers to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil.
A thing thus declared to be right in itself, a Christian may
do--and a summons thus authoritatively given, a Christian
must obey. Let it not be supposed, however, that a duty like
this is any special element of Christianity. Christianity does
not impose it. It only does not exempt us from it.”

Now, it was W. K. Pendleton who said, in commenting
on the war articles in the former issue of the Harbinger,
that he felt inclined to answer “the abstract question” of a
Christian bearing arms during the Civil War, by his heart
instead of his head. It was remarked “Had it been now
when the whole nation is united in defense of its existence,
his heart undoubtedly would have joined his intellect”--but
it did not require such an emergency as this to accomplish
that result. Only a month later his heart had already “joined
his intellect” in stating that a Christian not only may but
must bear arms under the circumstances named in the
question. Did the writers on Restoration literature “know”
this?

It is evident to me that some of the brethren now are
being dominated by sentiment rather than intelligence in
discussing these issues.

It is not true that there were only two, or three, names
among the brethren of pioneer days who stood up for the
Christian’s prerogatives in the relation to civil and military
government. The number a proper research would reveal
might be surprising. But suppose that such were true? If, as
it has been historically claimed, practically all of the
thousands of preachers have been teetotally against partici-
pation in civil and military government, the practice of the
church has certainly reflected on their influence. As the
whole matter stands, the preachers have talked one way
but the church members have practiced another way!

One point stands out in all that has been written,
namely: Paul’s language in Romans 13 makes it right to
bear the sword for the government when it is done to exe-
cute wrath against the evildoer in the performance of the
true mission of government, and the one who thus bears the
sword is a minister of God doing the thing that God or-
dained and thus made right to do. All admit this much. But
it is contended that it is wrong for a Christian to do it. It
resolves itself, therefore, into the proposition that it is
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wrong for a Christian to do right-and to do a thing that
God, through Paul, says is right. I would suggest here a
re-reading of the paragraph in B. W. Johnson’s article,
italicized by himself, concerning the Christian being “an
incubus to his country,” and consider his question to
Brother Franklin : “Are you prepared for the legitimate
results of your premises?”

There is one thing that should be done--that is for the
paper that printed the error to correct it in the columns
where it appeared, for a great many who saw the statement
will not see the facts herein published.

VIII

B. W. JOHNSON’S QUESTION--IS THE
CHRISTIAN AN INCUBUS IN SOCIETY?

B. W. Johnson was a pioneer scholar of first rank. More
members of the church know him through his two-volume
commentary on the New Testament than any other of his
day, not excepting J. W. McGarvey. It was Johnson’s con-
tention that a Christian is either a part of the government
he enjoys, in the fruition of its laws, and he “cannot refuse
to sustain it in a just cause,” or else the Christian is “an
incubus to his country,” in which case if the majority of the
people should become Christians it would “result in national
ruin.” And he asked those who held views contrary to his
own if they were “prepared for the legitimate results of
your premises ?" Peruse and ponder the following:

“Is the Christian an incubus to his country?” That is a
question for our colleges. Why? Simply because if our
colleges are going to teach or encourage the teaching of
such theories of the Christian’s relation to government that
will give to the young people who attend these colleges such
a slant on things, then our colleges will make our young
people misfits in society rather than prepare them for the
duties and responsibilities of citizenship.

The question is also one for the parents. Why? Because
the average parent does not want his son or daughter to be-
come an incubus in society. So it may occur to them to in-
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vestigate the influence the schools are exerting over their
students on these questions. They may not want to send
their children to a school that will instill within them such
an attitude toward the government of which we are a part
and under which we live in the enjoyment of “the full
fruition of its laws.” Do Christian parents want “Christian
education” to make their children one-sided, their young
preachers lop-sided, and so far as society is concerned to
produce a generation of incubuses and misfits. Think it
over, parents.

The question is also one for every member of the church.
Why? Because every individual sustains a relation to society
and the government under which he lives. “No man liveth
unto himself and no man dieth unto himself.”

If one individual can go without a government, why
cannot all other individuals do the same? Where has God
ordained certain ones to perform the functions of citizen-
ship, and others to refrain from doing so?

Suppose that we found ourselves suddenly without any
form of government. What would we do about it? Would
that situation be tolerable, or intolerable? Would we call a
mass meeting of our neighbors, or attend one called by
others, to consider ways and means of supplying the need?
Whose duty would it be to take some steps to correct the
situation ?

Suppose that some brother attended such a meeting and
explained his views of the “proper” attitude of Christians
toward government. What if one who was not a Christian
should rise and say: If we go ahead with the movement to
organize a government, it will involve more than our local
protection. The time would be sure to come sooner or later
when the government would have to defend itself against
foreign invasion of its rights, or even its territory. If it is
wrong for you Christians to defend it, then, it is wrong
for us to defend it. If you Christians can get along without
a government, so can we. We are not going to enter into an
agreement that one group of us will do the fighting for all.
We do not want to fight any more than you do. We will not
fight unless we have to in defense of our nation. But we are
not going to enter a contract in advance to let you Chris-
tians enjoy all of the benefits of the government, while we
fight for both of us. In the first place, many in our own
ranks might join your churches in order to escape military
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duty. That would neither help your churches nor the gov-
ernment. Besides it is your purpose and desire to bring
everybody in this country into your churches. If your goal
should be reached, who would defend the nation? and how
could the nation survive without military power? As long
as there are people in the world, governments will be
needed; but governments cannot be maintained without
military power. Your views are not practical. A Christian
nation, holding the views you express, would be at the
mercy of any unscrupulous group such as have caused, and
are causing, disturbance in the world. If your views are not
practical for all the people of a nation, they are not prac-
tical for any of the people of the nation. So, the only sen-
sible thing we can do is to organize a government, but write
it into the constitution of the nation that no Christian can
possess property in this country. In self-defense, we cannot
allow our land to be occupied by those who will not defend
this country against the foreign invader.

While Christians theorize about what a Christian can
or cannot do in time of war, it might be interesting to let
some one who is not a Christian present the viewpoint of
those who are expected to do for the Christian what the
Christian decides that he cannot afford to do for himself.
It is neither ethical nor logical to assume that other men
should do our fighting for us. It is no more their fault than
ours that we have some fighting to do. Think of a religion
that prompts men to seek to enjoy the benefits of society
without a proportionate share of the responsibilities. Is it
fair? And can men be attracted to an unfair arrangement
in the name of religion?“--B. W. Johnson.

IX

McGARVEY AND JOHNSON

It was recently asserted by a student of Restoration His-
tory, that so far as was known only two representative men
connected with the history of the church in this country
held the views on civil and military government that have
been set forth in these columns. We challenged their state-
ment and produced the proof that the historian had erred,
and we have more proof, just as strong, if and when it
is needed.



86 THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

In an effort to break the force of the evidence in this
case, it has been mentioned that B. W. Johnson was only
“about twenty-eight years old” when he replied to the
“Manifesto” against war which was signed by some notable
brethren, including J. W. McGarvey. But mention was not
made of the fact that McGarvey was about the same age
when he signed the manifesto to which Johnson replied.
Was this another oversight in Restoration History?

It was in the year 1861, the year of the manifesto
against the war between the states, and the year of John-
son’s reply to it, that McGarvey was writing his renowned
Commentary on Acts. The author’s preface reveals that he
and Johnson were very near the same age. So the effort to
discredit Johnson’s reply to the manifesto on war, because
of his age, will discredit McGarvey also as a signatory of
the document to which Johnson replied? If not, why not?

We are next told that the sentence from Johnson’s com-
ments on Romans 13 that “we should not obey wicked mag-
istrates when they command us to disobey God”--indicates
that Johnson changed his views when he had “older grown.”
But there is no contradiction in that statement and his ear-
lier contention that a Christian may, under certain circum-
stances, bear the sword without disobeying God. Nobody
believes that we should ever obey “wicked magistrates,” or
anybody else, when they “command us to disobey God.” The
efforts on this point are a pitiful begging of the question.

If it is thought Johnson’s comments contain a faint in-
timation that he later changed his views--what would the
later statement of J. W. McGarvey on the right of resis-
tance indicate to them? Lest this should also be “over-
looked” we again refer to McGarvey's comments on the
Sermon On The Mount in his Fourfold Gospel:

“This command which enjoins non-resistance, like most
of the other precepts of this sermon, does not demand of us
absolute, unqualified passivity at all times and under all
circumstances . . . Absolute non-resistance may so far en-
courage crime as to become a sin . . . Self-preservation is a
law of God giving rights, which under most circumstances,
a Christian can claim. He may resist the robber, the as-
sassin and all men of that ilk, and may protect his person
and his possessions against the assaults of the violent and
the lawless (Acts 16 :35-39) ."

That is what McGarvey said on the subject of non-



RESTORATION H ISTORY (McGARVEY AND JOHNSON 87

resistance when he had “older grown.” And he gave the
case of Paul as an example. There is not one sentence in the
comments of B. W. Johnson on Romans 13 that contradicts
his reply to the manifesto on war in 1861, or that contra-
diets the position we here uphold now. But the later state-
ment of J. W. McGarvey certainly is against the non-
resistance position of the brethren who hold the conscien-
tious objectors viewpoint.

This is not “a broadside.” We have the ammunition
with which to fire one, but that is not the purpose of this
piece. We merely want to keep the record straight. When
an author is writing history, he should know that what is
being put in the record is right. We love this brother as a
man and as a friend, and we will still stick up for the
school with which he is connected, but he should not expect
us to let his pass at us pass.

It has been said that the government issue and the war
question are individual matters. So far as the issue is con-
cerned, that is not saying much, for everything is an in-
dividual matter-it is up to the individual as to what he is
going to do about it, no matter what it is, right or wrong.
But out of the discussion of these things has come a very
fundamental issue--namely, the double-standard issue, Is
there a double standard in morals? We are being told that
it is all right for non-members of the church to do certain
things that would be wrong for a member of the church
to do. In the realm of morals that cannot be true. Nothing
is moral that is immoral, no matter who does it. There is
no such thing as certain conduct being moral to one person
and immoral to another--that is, all right for a sinner to do
and all wrong for a Christian to do. Is it all right for a per-
son who is not a member of the church to commit adultery,
but only a sin for members of the church to do so? That
would certainly be bad doctrine to teach to our boys and
girls before they become members of the church. In other
words, shall we teach the young people that certain things
are wrong to members of the church only, but before one
is a member of the church he is free to do certain things?
The doctrine is certainly a dangerous one. Think of its effect
on society and on our children in the midst of society re-
specting moral conduct. Yet, I know of an elder in the
church who recently said that it did not make any differ-
ence whether people who were not members of the church
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were guilty of adultery and murder or not. He was trying to
make an argument against members of the church going to
war. There is the issue that is growing out of the issue--is
there a double standard in morals?

There are a number of tracts, articles and sermons ap-
pearing in various quarters under the title: “Can A Chris-
tian Kill For His Government?” But why ask if a Christian
can do that? The obvious import of the question is that to
kill in that capacity is murder--yes, the use of the word
“kill” in the title is intended to denote murder. If it does not,
then there is no point to it. But if it does, then why ask if a
Christian can commit murder for his government? Why not
ask if anybody can commit murder for his government?
Murder, like adultery, is murder. Adultery is adultery, no
matter who commits it. And murder is murder, no matter
who commits it. Why try to make such a distinction? For
one reason only: A futile effort to prove that it is all right
for a sinner to be a soldier but wrong for a Christian
to be one, and, therefore, the sinner must perform all func-
tions of government, and bear the sword, for the Christian.

Yet, I have been told that there are some who think that
a collegiate author who wrote a tract with that title is
smart. And some who are rated as being reasonably intelli-
gent have indorsed it! The very title of such a tract or a
sermon kills it.

The very title of the above mentioned tract contradicts
its contention: Can A Christian Kill For His Government.
Note the phrase his government in that title--whose gov-
ernment? The title says his--the Christian’s. But their
teaching is that the government belongs to sinners and that
a Christian cannot hold an office in it or ever vote for one
who does--then in what sense is it his government and
how will he support it?

Brother Whiteside has very appropriately said that the
command “thou shalt not kill” does not refer to legal exe-
cutions or government functions, but that it is a prohibition
against murder. It would not hurt some of the young know-
alls to ponder Brother Whiteside’s article, and it would not
do the other papers any harm to publish it.

If sinners are not under moral law how did they become
sinners? The theory of hereditary total depravity assumes
that they were born sinners--but we have all denied that
doctrine, at least until now.
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Hear Paul on this point: “And you that were sometime
alienated and enemies in your mind by wicked works, yet
now hath he reconciled.” (Colossians 1:21) Before these
people were “reconciled” they were alienated from God “by
wicked works.” What were the “wicked works” of these
non-members of the church, who were not Christians? Paul
had the thing in reverse-he should have told the Colossians
that it would be “wicked” for the members of the church
to do those things, but that it would be all right for those
who were not church members to do them. According to
that idea--how does one become a sinner, if he is not born
a sinner?

There is no double standard in morals. If the war ques-
tion is one of morals, rather than the functions of govern-
ment, then nobody could “kill for his government” and in
consequence thereof, we could have no government. But if
it is a question of government, as it assuredly is, then it is
not murder. If it is murder, what makes it right for one
and wrong for another? If it is not murder--and it is not--
then what makes it wrong for a member of the church to do
military service the same as anybody else?

Surely, all should be able to see that such service comes
under Paul’s instructions in Romans 13. When the govern-
ment is performing its rightful mission on behalf of its
citizens, “he (it) beareth not the sword in vain.” Twice in
that passage Paul says that the one who bears the sword in
the rightful functions of the government for good against
them that do evil, are “ministers of God.” The theory that a
sinner can do it but a Christian cannot, means that there is,
at least, one good thing a sinner can do that a Christian
cannot do. And it means more than that--it means that a
sinner can have fellowship with God in doing a good thing
that Christians cannot have fellowship with God in doing.

Talk about a dangerous doctrine, the issue that has
grown out of the issue--that of a double standard of morals
--is dangerously bad doctrine. It is bad for everyone, in the
church or out of the church, to be taught such a thing. Yet,
it is but the logical consequence of a false theory of a
Christian’s relation to civil government that has been taken
for granted by so many brethren for so many years. It is to
be hoped that some of the brethren, who are so erratic on
the question, can quit calling the rest of us “war-mongers”
long enough to seriously “think on these things.”
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X

THE CHRISTIAN IN GOVERNMENT
VERSUS THE SINNER ONLY THEORY

The author of this exposition, Glenn E. Green, was the
first in my recollection to speak out openly and boldly,
without feelings of fear or biddings for favor, in reproof
of the bellicose belligerency of some of our preachers in
their rather anomalous spirit of pacificism with reference
to a church member’s relation to the functions of govern-
ment in a period of peace or in the crisis of war. Brother
Glenn Green was an original thinker independent and in-
domitable, and he exerted his full physical and mental
abilities in the teaching and the defending of the truth.
In my view his treatise entitled The Christian In Govern-
ment Versus The Sinner Only Theory is a unique presenta-
tion with distinctive merit, and it is here inserted with
indorsement and recommendation :

I attended part of the recent lectureship at Abilene
Christian College. Most of what I heard was good and true
to the book. Nor would I have it appear that the college
authorities are responsible for the statements I propose
to comment upon. I simply mention the lectureship as the
place and occasion.

(1) ROMANS 13 IN JAPAN AND GERMANY.
The subject of the morning talks was “Loyalty to

Christ.” One of the speakers stressed the duty of rendering
supreme loyalty to Christ in the various relationships of
life. He introduced the question of loyalty to the govern-
ment, and said “there are those who teach that we ought to
be loyal to the government above Jesus Christ in time of
war, but this we cannot as Christians do.” He then pro-
ceeded substantially as follows, to illustrate and enforce this
assertion. Said he, “Romans 13 will read the same to Chris-
tians today in all nations, Britain, Germany, Italy, the U. S.,
and Japan. What Paul says to one he says to all. ‘The
powers that be, which are ordained of God,’ to the
individual Christian in every land must be his own particu-
lar government; therefore, if Romans 13 is made to
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embrace the obligation to bear arms in time of war, for the
support of any government, it would involve Christians
supporting every government; hence such a construction
would authorize Christians going forth in carnal war to
kill other Christians. Thus the Christians in Japan, made
by Brother McCaleb, if they responded to Hirohito’s draft
law, could have been among the number who bombed Pearl
Harbor!” I was about to shed some “salty tears at the
prospect of the Japanese Christians doing such a terrible
thing when it dawned on me why the brother who stopped
there, and did not in so many words, set out the full con-
clusion inevitably followed ; that if Christians in the United
States should respond to our draft law, and fight the at-
tacking Japs, we would be just as dirty as the sneak
gangsters who stabbed the United States in the back at
Pearl Harbor, while they mouthed words of peace at
Washington.

If this was not his point, then his illustration had no
point. The facts of the case are, this is his point, but
why did he not proceed as boldly to drive home his point as
he did to lay his premise? Because when he got Bro. Mc-
Caleb’s Christians to the slaughter at Pearl Harbor, it was
less dangerous to his theory to leave the picture of Chris-
tians “participating” in such butchery than to leave the
picture of Christians participating in the defense this na-
tion is making against such butchery.

As a matter of propaganda this was wise, for it is
characteristic of all, who argue against a Christian em-
ploying force, to obscure the principle of “self defense”;
both for the individual and the nation. They must and they
do, put the murderer and his innocent victim, if he fights,
in the same sack. The rapist and the victim who resists him,
are in the same sack ; the thief and his victim, if he resists,
are in the same sack; and the Jap who assaults, and the
American who is assaulted are in the same sack, according
to this idea. If you fight a murderer, and both die in the
fight, both are murderers according to that idea. You may
argue with a murderer against attacking your daughter,
you may quote scripture to him, plead and reason the cause
of virtue, but the moment he resorted to brutal force, all
opposition must cease, you could not lift a finger to stop it.
Of course, after the event you could try to bring him to
repentance! In this idea of things, there are no innocent
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and guilty where force is resisted by force.
This is not overdrawn. This is the thing in operation,

when an attempt is made to sentimentalize Christians in
the United States aiding in the defense of the nation (and
it is suggested that we borrow Mahatma Gandhi’s loin
cloth as an emblem of Christianity) it is necessary to show
the real issue, “that defense against brutality is not the
same thing.”

(2) A DEFEATIST ATTITUDE.

One of the most deplorable things about this position
is, that it betrays those who adopt it into a defeatist
attitude toward our government. I do not say they are such
intentionally ; but I do say their argument is defeatist
propaganda.

The speech under review paid a glowing tribute to our
great government. All that heard it were bound to tingle
with gratitude, for such a great government, but as the
sequel proves, this was not done to show to us Christians
that we should support this blessed government, in its fight
for existence, but that we should not fight for its existence.
Thus the conclusion nullifies the premise. It is like a son
praising his father for his good home, and many blessings,
and then when the father is attacked by murderers and
robbers, and is fighting for life and home, this model son
declares he cannot fight for his dear father’s existence. The
grateful son concedes that the bad sons may fight, nay, he
will encourage them to fight, he even offers to provide arms
with which to fight--but that does not change the status
of his attitude one whit. Providing fighting weapons, with-
out fighters to fight with them, is sheer nonsense. Far
better would it be on these principles, to make us coffins,
instead of cannons!

The why the speaker takes this attitude toward “Uncle
Sam” has nothing to do with the fact of it. I am showing
the necessary consequences which flow from his principles.
The facts are: This government has been attacked by brutal
force, therefore, this government must perish unless its
citizens kill to defend it. This citizen says that he will
not kill to defend it: Therefore it must go down, so far
as he and his principles are concerned. This is defeatist
propaganda, that plays into the hands of Hirohito and
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Hitler, to perfection. It makes no difference that other men
will fight to defend it; and that they do so successfully. It
will not be because of their argument, or any action flowing
from it, but in spite of it.

The fact that most who hold this theory about war, will
in practice reverse it, by working in non-combative capaci-
ties, does not help the theory any. It just proves their prac-
tice is better than their theory. If I help a neighbor who is
butchering his hogs. I am helping to butcher the hogs
whether I actually cut their throats or only tend the fire !
The all-out conscientious objector is the only nearly con-
sistent man on that side of the question.

While we are being properly horrified at the prospect
of American Christians committing a great sin against the
saints from Japan, “who might have been among the num-
ber who rained death and destruction on Pearl Harbor,” let
us not forget that the speaker also said, “God ordains all
human governments alike." Then it follows, that God’s
blessing was upon the bombing of Pearl Harbor, and the
brother’s deep concern, over the Jap Christians endangering
their salvation by being a party to it, is wasted sympathy !
They acted under the blessing of God. For if as you say,
“one government is as much ordained as another, German,
Italian, Japanese, and the United States,” it follows, that
this government is also under the same “blanket endorse-
ment” and can therefore bomb right back, with the same
divine blessings! If not, why not? If, as I am told, “God has
ordained all governments alike,” but only in the hand of
sinners, then you still have God ordaining sinners to
mutually destroy one another; thus making God condemn
the sinner, and ordain his act, at one and the same time !
From this predicament there is no escape. It cannot be
denied God has ordained civil government. Taking the
Christian out, therefore, does not take God out, it only
leaves God a full partner with the sinners. It only makes
the Christian say: “The killing has to be done ; but I am
too good to do it. Let God and the sinners do it, and I will
stand on the side line shouting ‘Praise God, pass the ammu-
nition, sic ‘em sinners’? "

(3) GOVERNMENT AS DEFINED IN ROMANS 13.
The truth of the matter is God has never ordained

any particular civil government in toto, as a corporate body,



94 THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

but the institution of civil government as defined in Romans
13:1-7. He ordains civil government, just as he ordains
marriage, but not everything men and women do in the
name of marriage. Men can and do use the marriage insti-
tution as a vehicle of adultery, just as wicked men can and
do get control of a given government and use the institu-
tion as a means of oppression and murderous brutality. But
this abuse of the function of the institution does not invali-
date the institution. It only invalidates the unit which thus
operates. The way some brethren reason that a Christian
cannot participate in civil government because some govern-
ments are wrong would prove that a Christian cannot marry
because some marriages are wrong.

Now Paul has plainly set forth the God-ordained func-
tion of government. “For rulers are not a terror to good
works, but to the evil. Wilt thou then not be afraid of the
power?" What power? The power that rules according to
good, and is a terror to evil, but if a given power reverses
this, and becomes a ruler which is a terror to good works
and rewards the evil, it manifestly ceases to be the power
Paul is talking about. We have the whole moral teaching of
the New Testament to guide us in determining what is good
and evil.

Now I submit, in the light of what Paul defines the God
ordained function of government to be, the three great
powers fighting the United States--Germany, Italy, and
Japan--are by their own deeds, criminal, outlaw powers. In
the hands of ambitious war lords they have been trans-
formed into instruments of internal oppression and external
aggression. By the same standard I contend that the United
States government is everything they are not, and its func-
tioning as Paul defines in Romans 13, and is therefore or-
dained of God. If any of my critics want to deny this, and
say, “we are no better in fact than the others,” I simply
ask him, if the same means were provided for his support
would he rather live under Hitler, Mussolini, Hirohito, or
the Stars and Stripes? This will take care of that.

This government is not perfect. Nothing human is. But
it is not a criminal nation, and no peaceful nation on earth
fears it. There is nothing it requires any Christian to do
that New Testament morality does not teach him to do, and
he being the judge, that applies to the sword question also,
for the government even makes provision for the genuine
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conscientious objector. It even treats him better than he
proposes to treat himself, for whereas, he would let the Jap
“cut his throat” without resistance, the government will
protect his throat from the murdering Japs.

Now to get back to Brother McCaleb's Christians in
Japan. I suggest that any Christian brethren who may be
over there, size up their “imperial Japanese government,”
by Paul’s specifications laid down in Romans 13, and act
accordingly. They have the same book we have, and there-
fore should have the same moral sense and standard. It
might not be out of order for them to remember who
brought it to them in the first place. No opponent of mine
can object to my suggesting that they refuse to come and
kill us, because that is exactly what they say themselves.
It will be no greater hardship on them to refuse to sup-
port the Japanese government because it has degenerated
into criminality, than to refuse to support it upon the theory
that “a Christian can under no circumstances bear arms
for any government.” Therefore, if the Japanese Chris-
tians go to war under Tojo, and get killed, that is what is
liable to happen to any Christian, if they run with a bunch
of criminals, when justice overtakes them. I deplore that
possibility, and all crime and war, but I refuse to go “cock-
eyed” over it, and teach my brethren over here, that this
nation has no more right to defend itself, than Japan had to
attack it; that our nation is no more ordained of God than
the Japanese nation, and that the American Christian, in
order to be a Christian, must let anybody kill him that
wants to!

Paul obeyed Caesar when he stayed in his God-ordained
place. When Caesar got out of his place, and interfered with
the religion, and the things of Christ, Paul obeyed God, and
suffered for Christ’s sake. So ought we.

I have never believed or taught blind servile obedience
to the government, if it contradicts the law of God. There
is no issue here. The issue is whether the law of God
authorizes an individual who is a Christian to wield the
sword of a righteous government. I say that he may. Those
who say that he cannot, with the exception of the strict
non-resistant, hold that the sword of government in the
hands of the sinner is right, but that it is wrong for the
Christian to use it. The single point at issue then is, who
can use this righteous sword? They say the sinner only !
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(4) THE QUESTION OF MORAL LAW.

Now I ask the question, how can a Christian know what
he can do, or not do, as a matter of moral right or wrong
in anything? The answer is bound to be that he cannot do
that which God condemns, and that he can do that which
God approves as right. This is not a question of what a
sinner must do to be saved, or of worship, or procedure in
the church, but of what he can do in the field of the common
life of men, in the social state, which is governed by moral
law. He has to settle it by the same method he settles all
other such questions in life, “is the thing itself right or
wrong?” If a Christian considers going into a business,
or a profession in life, what does he ask? Will it violate
any of the moral commandments? Does God approve it.
Now, let the Christian apply the same reasoning toward this
question, that he employs in all other questions of common
life, and what does he find? Why, he finds that Paul has
anticipated this vital point, and plainly settled it for him.
“For he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the minis-
ter of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth
evil.” (Romans 13 :4.)

Therefore God having settled his approval upon the
“ruler sword bearer,” can the Christian who believes God
have any hesitancy that he may be a sword bearer in the
government, unless he is afraid of being “a minister of
God for good” and "a terror to evil works”?

If a Christian boy was thinking of becoming a doctor,
and was wondering whether it was right or wrong, and
came to a passage in his New Testament which said, “For
the doctor is a minister of God to thee for good.” I wonder
if he would have any hesitancy in deciding that it was right
for him to become a doctor? But if the same Christian boy is
wondering if it is right to become a sword bearer for the
government, as thousands of ours are now doing, and he
reads in his New Testament, “For he beareth not the sword
in vain : he is the minister of God to thee for good” ; other
things being equal, would he hesitate any longer whether
he may become such or not, any more than he would about
becoming the doctor? He would not, if some preacher did
not rise up and say, “Oh yes, son, I know it says that but it
means the “sinner only sword bearer.” But the text says no
such thing, and means no such thing. The man who puts
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“sinner only” in the text adds to the word of God-God says
the “sword bearer” is his “minister,” and he puts his
approval upon the offical ruler, and not upon the personal
character of the officer, be he saint or sinner. Ruler is an
official term, like priest, king, or governor, who can fill the
office is another matter entirely.

When it is admitted that the thing done is right, as
it is in this case, it remains that a Christian can do what
is morally right, unless it can be proved that it is wrong
to do what is right! That is absurd on the face of it, yet
it is exactly what the “sinner only” advocates are up
against. They have to prove that it is wrong for a Christian
to do what they themselves say is right!

I am wondering, too, just which variety of sinners are
best qualified to fill the various governmental positions
any way? I would like for some of these experts in the
“classification business” to enlighten me on this head, so
when I go to vote for my “sinner rulers,” I can get the
sinner best fitted for the job. We all know it to be a
fact, that there are degrees of sin, hence greater and lesser
sinners. So in rounding out this idea in a practical way,
if we accept it as a principle, that being a sinner is the
fundamental qualification for holding office, then it follows
of necessity that the more proficient a sinner is in sin,
the better fitted he is for any particular office. Therefore,
the way to get efficiency in office, would be to elect experts in
sin. Those who have demonstrated a sinful career, great
aptitude in sin, paralleling the office they are to fill. Thus
I suppose we should elect a slick confidence crook for
governor, a bank embezzler for treasurer, disbarred law-
yers for legislators, perjurers for judges, and well seasoned
murderers for sheriffs and policemen, while the common
mill run of thugs, thieves and manslayers will do for the
army and navy ! If as I am told sin is an indispensable
qualification for governmental office, then it must logically
follow, that I should try to select the greatest sinners for
the greatest offices, and the lesser sinners for the lesser
offices. If not, why not? According then to this most pious
theory of “sinners only” in public office, we have made a
grave mistake in putting Al Capone in prison, killing
Pretty Boy Floyd and John Dillinger. We ought to have
made Capone president, Dillinger, vice president, and Floyd
secretary of state!
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I well know that those who say, “Oh yes, we admit
government is necessary, and right, but God has ordained
it in the hands of sinners only,” always have in mind the
nice, moral and courageous kinds of sinners, “the good
sinners.” But good does not belong to sin. Good is from God
only. John says that “sin is the transgression of law.”
Therefore, a person cannot be a sinner without being a
transgressor. Hence when it is said that a sinner is ap-
pointed of God to do any thing, because he is a sinner, as
this theory does, it involves the principle of transgressing
God’s law, and therefore makes transgression an inherent
qualification, thus the more he transgresses, the better he
is qualified. There is no way to escape it but to abandon the
idea.

For instance if we say “marriage is ordained of God,”
but only for the virtuous, would not all agree, the more
virtuous the persons are who enter into it, the better the
marriage will be: Certainly so. But if we say government
is ordained of God, but only sinners shall administer it,
would not it be equally as true that the more sinful the
sinners, the better the government? All will admit the
first proposition is true, but all can equally see the second
proposition is not true. Yet the same principle is applied
in both cases. Why, then, the difference? Why do the advo-
cates of the sinner only theory of government prefer the
weak sinners, instead of the robust? The reason is, because
their theory is false and breaks down of its own weight.
The only thing sin can qualify any person for is to go to
hell, not to fill a government office ! The only reason any
sinner is fit for anything is not because of his sins, but
because of the good that is in him, in spite of his sin.
The theory is preposterous, illogical, and subversive of
the whole law of God.

As has been said in this paper before: “God does not
have two moral laws, one for the Christian and another
for the sinner.” The thing that makes a Christian is obedi-
ence to this one law, and the thing that makes a sinner is
disobedience to the same law. There is nothing God com-
mands any Christian to do that he does not command every
sinner to do: to cease to be a sinner and become a Chris-
tian. Therefore, when God ordains government, for the
protection of the good, and the sword, for the punishment
of the evil doers, as being right, it is as right for the Chris-
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tian to wield it as it is for him to do anything else God
authorizes in the moral realm.

(5) EXAMPLE OF CHRIST AND APOSTLES.

‘Frequently some type of objector comes up to me with
that more “holy than thou” look, and with touching pathos
asks : “Can you conceive of Christ and his holy apostles,
under any circumstances, killing or executing a person?”
My answer is I can, and I will give you an instance of it-
Acts 5 :1-10. The case of Annanias and Sapphira. They lied
to the Holy Spirit. An apostle pronounced their doom.
Christ executed them on the spot. And the young men
carried them out and buried them. Christ killed them, and
the apostles were a party to it. This is not introduced to
prove anything, except the single point that Christ and the
apostles are not inherently against the idea of taking human
life under certain circumstances. This was a stern piece of
business. It was cold death, instant retribution, stark and
terrible. It doubtless would have “turned the stomachs” of
some of our sweetest brethren, had they been present, who
think too much of the guilty and not enough of the inno-
cent.

In Romans 13:1-7 the same Christ has ordained the
sword of punishment for those who deserve it.

Judas Iscariot is often brought up as an example of
God using sinners for some special work. He seems to be the
favorite example of the sinner only theory of government.
That the sin of Judas played a part in the ordained plan
of salvation is not denied. So did all the others who partici-
pated in the Lord’s death, but what they did was wholly
wrong, and they were condemned for it, while the good
connected with their acts was not due to their sinful deed
but through God’s intervention. But the sinner in civil
government performs a good act in bearing the sword, and
what he does is right and God approves it. If things are
parallel their essential points will fit. But there is not a
single circumstance in the case of Judas that fits the case
he is supposed to model. Let us compare them. In the first
place, the sinner who is to administer the government,
performs a deed that is right, the punishment of the evil
doer, but Judas performed a deed that is wrong, the be-
trayal of Christ. Second, the sinner of Romans 13 is an
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official in the government, but Judas was only a stooge
accepting bribe money from the government. The sinner of
Romans 13 is supposed to be appointed because he is a
sinner, but Judas was appointed an apostle, and only be-
came a sinner after he was in office (unless we turn Baptist
and say he was always a sinner). Finally, when a govern-
ment sinner dies in office, another sinner is supposed to
take his place, never a Christian, but when Judas died in
office a Christian, Matthias by name, was appointed to take
his place. Therefore, they being the judge, the sample
sinner example winds up on my side of the proposition! As
a model of sinners serving in civil government, he turns
out to be as big a traitor as he was in life. No wonder if
old Judas knew at the time that he was intended to be the
great type of “sinner only theory of civil government”
when he saw what a sorry flop he had made, went out and
hanged himself!
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AGITATION AND WARMONGERING

During the course of these controversies in the war years a
verbal avalanche of intemperate epithets of opprobrium were
hurled at us in terms of indignities too indecorous to repeat
in print and to thus impose upon the readers of our polemical.
In a manifestly restrained reply to the charges of “agitating
the war question” and of “warmongering,” Cled E. Wallace,
in his inimitable manner, among numerous other scripts,
penned the following :

WHO Is DOING THE AGITATING?

Sometimes things take a peculiar if not unexpected turn.
The effort we have made to set forth the Christian’s proper re-
lationship to lawful government has brought forth one reaction
that needs a little attention and it is going to get it--right here.
We have received a deluge of endorsement which is unmistak-
able in its implications, but in addition to that we have received
some criticism that runs the gamut from mildness to personal
insult. We do not resent honest criticism but decline to be
drawn into personal controversy with some who loudly and
boisterously insist on a literal compliance with the terms of the
Sermon on the Mount while they rudely violate them in their
manner of speaking and writing. We have the word of the
editor for it that “they may pass.” Nor do we have an idea of
asking for any sympathy on the ground that we are being perse-
cuted. We feel abundantly able to take care of ourselves in
this controversy as we have done in others we have engaged in.
We are interested only in the truth and if we ever take the
wrong side of an issue we shall in all probability get the thresh-
ing we deserve for such a blunder.

We have been accused of agitating “the war question” at an
inopportune time. We invite our critics to review the facts and
refresh their memories a bit. Who started this agitation? We
admit that it should never have been started. We did not start
it. We have defended the right of our sons to answer the call of
their country and enter its armed forces only after they were
attacked for so doing. Some preachers among us were preach-
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ing sermons, even before Pearl Harbor, designed to classify our
boys in the armed forces of the country as potential murderers.
It was creating some confusion. I have never preached on the
question even since Pearl Harbor. When we finally with some
reluctance expressed our honest convictions, which incidentally
are those of a majority of the brethren, we were called “war-
mongers” yearning to shed somebody’s blood and blah! blah!
blah! ad infinitum. We intended to state our views in an ar-
ticle or so and let the matter rest there. It did not rest there.
The conscientious objector group who started the agitation
kept right on agitating, are still at it, and everybody ought to
know by now that we do not quit in the middle of a fight, es-
pecially when we are winning it. There is a good deal of weep-
ing and wailing going on, but it is not in the Bible Banner. We
are quite well pleased with the manner in which we have han-
dled the situation. We decline to accept the implied stigma of
guilt as agitators of a ticklish question at the wrong time. We
have received at least half a dozen challenges to debate the
question from more or less respectable sources, and the threat
that more will be forthcoming when the war is over. It is quite
a compliment to the effectiveness of what we have thus far
had to say. Our purpose has been to eliminate some of the
confusion that others have caused and we believe we have done
a good job of it.

It must have been confusing indeed to some of the brethren
to be called upon to contribute about thirty dollars per month
each to able-bodied young men with sick consciences who had
to go out of circulation during the war because they could not
find anything they could afford to do to support their govern-
ment in a crisis which entitled them to food and clothing. Such
an appeal came out in several of our papers. The readers were
actually invited to consider such extremists as heroes of faith.
We are willing for any who wish to criticize us for declining to
pass the hat in such cases to get all the comfort they can out of
their poor opinions. We are not inclined to insist on anybody
flying a plane, driving a tank, or firing a gun if he even thinks
he ought not to. There are other things he can do besides tak-
ing up a collection. There is no reason whatever why we should
feel compelled to join a club to make bandages for fanatical
consciences. We prefer to try to teach such pitiful innocents
the way of the Lord more perfectly.

One of my good preacher friends is shedding buckets of tears
in the Firm Foundation over the “shame” of “the congrega-
tions over the country refusing to support and care for these
men.” The congregations are under no obligation whatever
to support them. They are able-bodied and able to support
themselves. But we are tearfully told that they are “conscien-
tious objectors to combatant service”! Indeed! There are
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thousands of conscientious objectors in this fair land who have
put on uniforms on orders from the government and are doing
the non-combatant duties assigned them. They are not call-
ing on the churches to support them. According to Paul, even
widows are not to be made charges of the churches unless they
have arrived at an advanced age and meet specified qualifica-
tions otherwise. These “fourteen boys in the camp at Mag-
nolia who are members of the church of Christ” are not widows,
are not aged, nor are they otherwise qualified to demand sup-
port from the churches. If I understand the matter, they are
so “conscientious” they refuse to perform any sort of service,
even non-combatant, that gives them army status. Some few
preachers are writhing in printed agony over the persecutions
they are suffering. Well, of all things! The government has
allowed them to enter a sort of detention camp, if somebody
will feed them, to keep from sending them to the penitentiary.
They are not quite crazy enough to send to an asylum to be
fed by taxes, which other conscientious objectors help to pay.
Persecution indeed! They are neither being starved nor shot
at. They are in no physical danger. But my preacher friend
all but breaks down and sobs that they are being frowned upon
and ridiculed. What does he think we ought to do? Pin a
service medal on them? I trow not!

We are told that these young men have been trained right.
That is a reflection on every Christian in uniform who is doing
either combatant or non-combatant service. It will be widely
and properly resented. They have not been trained right.
They are fanatics and to be pitied. Some of the preachers
who are crying over them and quoting and misapplying scrip-
tures to support them are the ones who ought to be ridiculed,
and I do not claim to be too good to point some of it at them.
If they do not like to be ridiculed they should quit being so
ridiculous. Nobody is even inclined to charge these poor mis-
guided boys with seeking popularity. It is a compliment to
the church that there are only fourteen of them. This is rather
remarkable in view of the fact that some rather prominent
preachers have even declared publicly that it is a sin to even
buy bonds, lend money to the government on request, to carry
on the work of defending this great country against aggres-
sion. Ridicule is about the only weapon that will do justice
to such extremes.

There are humorous angles to all this. The particular broth-
er who is weeping over the persecutions suffered by a few boys
over in Magnolia makes some rather ugly charges against some
churches and preachers because they do not support the fana-
ticism of these misguided boys. Is he trying to “persecute”
us? He is certainly criticizing us and some of his remarks
dangerously approach the border of ridicule. He is certainly
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not blessing us according to the text he points at us. He calls
us “popularity loving preachers . . . who have poked fun at
these young men.” I am not unduly fond of popularity but he
presents a most tempting target for me to poke some fun at.

The brother commends Brother Showalter, editor of the
Firm Foundation, for “giving space on his page” to the pitiful
drivel that does not deserve anything more serious than ridi-
cule. Why should he commend Brother Showalter? If I un-
derstand that busy and worthy gentleman, he is with us on the
general principles involved. He has recently stated editorially
that men who cannot put on a uniform and do non-combatant
service certainly have “poorly educated” consciences. Inci-
dentally he has a son, a very fine man and a friend of mine, in
uniform. He talked to me a number of times about how he
could best serve his country in this crisis. Has he been taught
right? The inference is clear that even Brother Showalter has
not been taught right, according to the brother who hastens to
“commend” him. He supports the government. Neither he
nor any of his boys go into a detention camp and ask the
churches to feed them rather than wear a uniform and do non-
combatant service. I recommend that our extremists read
again what Brother Showalter had to say about a Christian’s
duty to support his government in time of war.

I would feed an enemy if he were hungry. That does not
mean that I would butter a biscuit and hand it at him while he
was trying to stick a knife in me. In that case I would probably
try to outrun him, or disarm him in case I couldn’t run. Now,
I do not think the Magnolia freaks of conscience-ridden delu-
sion are in any danger of starving or getting hurt, but since
they have been dragged out to public gaze and have made the
occasion of some remarks about “shame,” I have a suggestion
that I think is better than any I have seen even in the good old
Firm Foundation. I do not believe that even Brother Showalter
could print anything on “his page” from anybody that can im-
prove on it. The men who are responsible for teaching these
boys the kind of impractical idealism that put them where they
are, and are shuddering themselves into chills over the terrible
persecutions they are suffering, ought to feed them. There are
only fourteen of them, I understand, and they ought not to
have to look to “worldly, political, office-loving and office-
holding members” for their bread and meat. Since they are
un-patriotic, let the unpatriotic members who have also been
“taught” right support them! I think they should not evade
their responsibility. The churches right now have more worthy
obligations of their own. Since some men seem inclined to
accuse us of improper agitation at an inopportune time, we
might be pardoned if it is suggested that it appears to us that
these fourteen boys and the terrible persecutions they are suf-
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fering for conscience’s sake have been made the pretext for some
agitating. They were dragged out of detention for public ob-
servation and sympathy before we ever said a word on the gov-
ernment question. Some extreme statements in behalf of them
which reflected on others better than they are really got us
started. Marching them on parade is no adequate reply to
what we have said. Who is doing the agitating anyway? We
did not start it.

Some of our critics are pretty mad at us, and we can under-
stand why, but they should cool down a bit so as not to make
the weakness in their agitation too obvious. They appear to
be over-anxious to saddle on us the odium of bloodthirsty mo-
tives of vengeance because we published a statement of our
views to the effect that a Christian had a right to accept service
in the armed forces of the country in our present crisis if he
wanted to. That has been perverted into the charge that we
are urging it as the duty of a Christian to join up and march
out to murder the husbands and fathers of women and children.
It reveals a dismal lack of understanding the principles in-
volved. Although these critics by no means agree among
themselves, some of them at least admit that it is all right to
enter the army for non-combatant service. Why? Does that
mean it is the duty of all of them to join up before they are
called upon by the government to do so? I trow not. Then
let our critics. talk more sensibly and less hysterically. Since
they are so concerned about motives, when a Christian exercises
his right to perform non-combatant service in the army, does
he do so with the deliberate motive of helping the combatant
branches of the service commit murder and make widows and
orphans? It seems that nearly everybody but a few preachers
can answer that one. Our critics for the most part have been
superficial and have by-passed the main issue involved in a
Christian’s relation to the government. When the country
calls, it is the citizen’s duty to do all that he can conscientiously
do. If his conscience is so “poorly educated” that it will allow
him to do nothing of any practical benefit to anybody, any-
where, it makes a pitiful situation. Some seem to have over-
looked the point that the government doesn’t want everybody
in its armed forces and has made ample exceptions in favor of
physical, mental and conscientious handicaps. Our critics,
including a half dozen or so who want to debate with us, are
anxious for us to win the war. I give them credit for hoping
that the totalitarian powers will be crushed. If this does them
an injustice, we will publish their signed disavowal in the Bible
Banner, with appropriate comments. Should we charge them
with being vengeful and bloodthirsty and yearning to see more
widows and orphans in the world? As our canny editor has
observed, what is sauce for the goose is salad-dressing for the
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fmler. We advise them to lay off of motives for prudence’s

Brother R. L. Whiteside felt the urge some weeks ago to ad-
dress "a few questions” to some agitating and agitated editors.
If any attempt had been made to answer the questions, he was
not aware of it at the time he sent them to me for my perusal.
You may look them over with our compliments.

“Dear Brethren: In the matter of a Christian’s participating
in wars and other government affairs, I want to refrain from
being dogmatic and radical. I would, however, like to have
your answers to a few questions.

“1. Do you consider yourselves to be citizens of these United
States? Is it possible that you claim citizenship in a govern-
ment which, you say, is owned and controlled by the devil?
How can a man be a faithful citizen of the government of Christ,
a government owned and controlled by Christ, and at the same
time be a loyal citizen of a government owned and controlled
by the devil?

“2. If a Christian cannot do anything through the govern-
ment that he cannot do as an individual Christian, will you
not have to refrain from officiating at marriages? You cannot
perform a marriage ceremony as an individual Christian--not
all Christians can officiate at marriages. Christ did not give
the preacher any official dignity above other Christians; the
government does that, and you accept that government rating
or distinction when you act as a government official in execut-
ing a legal document. In this matter you are acting as a govern-
ment agent or official. If not, why not? Then you make proper
returns, informing his Satanic majesty that you have properly
executed his document. Marriage is divine, but Christ did not
issue that marriage license. Can you reconcile your teaching
with what you do?

“3. You certainly would advocate the withdrawal of fellow-
ship from all murderers. Do you think all churches of Jesus
Christ should withdraw fellowship from soldiers and everyone
else who is doing anything to help soldiers to fight? If not, why
not?

“4. Is it a sin for men who are not Christians to fight in wars?
If not, why not?”

These questions reach right down into the heart of the real
issue and should help to educate the consciences of a good many
of the brethren. Government is ordained of God to perform
certain necessary functions. If such activities are wrong, sin-
ful, God would not authorize anybody to perform them. When
a sinner sins he does it without the authority of God. He is an
outlaw in God’s sight. The lawful functions of government
are right. Significant questions of morality are involved in this.
Some brethren seem to think that it is morally right for a sin-
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ner to perform certain acts of government, necessary acts, but
that it would be wrong, sinful, even immoral, for a Christian
to perform the same acts. Does God have one moral law for
sinners and another moral law for Christians? How then did
a sinner become such? He was not born that way! The execu-
tion of law may incidentally make a widow and some orphans.
Is the officer who executes the law and is forced to take the life
of a criminal in the performance of his duties to be charged with
vengeful motives and the desire to make widows and orphans?
If the functions of government are morally sinful, then there
should be no government. If they are not sinful, then they are
right and a Christian may participate in them. This does not
mean that he must do so. There are circumstances to be
weighed. But it is now about time to sit back and listen to
some of the brethren agitate. I just hope they do a little
cogitating first.

--Cled E. WALLACE

WAR CLOUDS--BACK IN 1936
Much has been made of that short statement of mine in the

Gospel Guardian in 1936. I have had no disposition to suppress
my words. Rather have I had the desire to correct the mis-
statements and misapplications of that little article and to set
the matter right. In proof of this I here insert that statement
in full, without the deletions and brackets of another editor.
Read it:

“With the clouds of war hovering over the nations of Europe
and possibly threatening the whole world again, it is to be great-
ly deplored that some brethren will write articles that even
point in the direction of Christians engaging in carnal warfare.
It is distinctly noticeable that any such advice from Jesus and
the apostles has been conspiciously absent from their articles.
They arrive at their conclusions by deduction, patriotic effu-
sions, and other belligerent warlike ratiocinations rather than
New Testament teaching. It has also been noticeable that
those who would defend the Christian’s participation in war
have either been to war themselves or have had relatives in the
service. It seems like an effort at self-justification. I sympa-
thize with any man, young or old, who has seen and experienced
the horrors of war, but I do not sympathize with the effort to
lend to it New Testament sanction. No matter what one might
do under this or that exigency--no man can produce the Scrip-
ture that gives a Christian the right to go to war much less to
make it a war time duty. I know that Paul said, “Be subject
to the powers that be,” but Paul refused to be subject to them
on certain questions. The question, therefore, is how far shall
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a Christian be subject to the powers that be? To prove the
Christian’s duty of war participation the answer would have to
be--in  everything; for if not in everything, one exemption grants
others, and the premise is gone.

“If war is incompatible with Christianity, then a Christian’s
participation in it is impossible. It would comport far more
with the gospel of Christ for our preachers to be exhorting
Christians to follow Christ and the apostles even to prison and
martyrdom than to be instilling within them the spirit of mili-
tarism, war and hell. No, I am not a patriot--I am a Christian.
Were I a citizen of Germany, France, Italy, or England, still I
would strive to be not a patriot, but a Christian. God help us
in time of war to remain Christians, live or die.”

Now, the above statement was not made by “(Foy E. Wal-
lace, Gospel Guardian, March-April, 1936, page 5)” at all, as
it was quoted--it was made by Foy E. Wallace, Jr. Nor do I
have any disposition to escape the responsibility for the state-
ment. At the time it was written I held the non-combatant
viewpoint--but I was never a C. 0. I had taken for granted
the non-combatant view, having heard it expounded by my
seniors from my youth up. The piece I wrote reveals how fully
I had accepted and how fervently I felt that sentiment. The
article also indicates that it was only a sentiment, for not one
single argument nor the slightest effort to prove or disprove
anything was made. On the contrary the article logically
yielded to the opposite view of the military question by the ad-
mission that the “deductions” were all in favor of the other
side. It thus conceded what was deducible in the premises. As
for “belligerent warlike ratiocinations,” my sentiments are
still against such as that, and I am no more sentimentally dis-
posed now than I was then to militarism and war. I have never
preached a sermon on the subject. That is more than the
“agitators” can say for oftentimes when they have only one
sermon to preach, they preach on the war. From the conscien-
tious objectors’ viewpoint, however, I suppose that is what
they really ought to do, nothing deterring them, but they cer-
tainly cannot charge the agitation to us.

That the terrors of war are deplorable is a fact admitted by
all. So are the horrors of crime. But the latter fact does not
mean that the due processes of government, even to the extent
of capital punishment, are wrong. Neither does the former
fact mean that the prosecution of this war against international
criminals is wrong. Brother Showalter aptly said that there is
no difference in the application of that principle in time of peace
and in time of war-one is municipal law enforcement and the
other is national law enforcement. Obviously, if it is right for
the government to exist, it is right for its citizens to defend its
existence. If civil government is right, military government
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cannot be wrong, for the existence of the former depends upon
the potentialities of the latter.

Regarding the point (?) which is “noticeable” on relatives,
some who were and are of closer kin to me had been enlisted in
the army and the navy prior to the publication of that state-
ment than any who are enlisted in the armed services now. So
that much-mentioned point goes out--and the assertion that I
made about the relatives of those who held the views that I now
hold goes out with it. The assertion was an unwarranted reflec-
tion upon all who served the country in time of need or who
had relatives doing so. I not only retract that statement, I
apologize for making it. Let the free-for-alls make of that and
of this what they will--they have my consent.

In reference to the statement that no man could cite apostolic
precept and example for participation in military service, since
I am the man who said that it could not be done, I certainly
felt that I am the man to show that it could be done, and I have
done so. The proof of it is found in the articles on “The Govern-
ment--civil and Military” which have appeared in the Bible
Banner, and those arguments need not be repeated here. That
is not the purpose of this article. It is sufficient to say that
while those arguments have been talked around and about,
they have not anything like been answered.

“W HO TAUGH T TH EM ”--B ACK IN 1927?

It is a matter of common knowledge that there are numerous
brethren among us, including a number of preachers, who in-
sist that there is nothing essential or fundamental one way or
the other in the teaching of R. H. Boll., that his theories are
harmless. They contend that he and his group should be ac-
corded fellowship among the churches, and that they should
be invited to conduct meetings among us as a means of main-
taining a working and worshipping fellowship. The editors of
the Gospel Advocate do not believe that, and the Advocate does
not advocate that course. But in 1927 at the close of the Boll-
Boles discussion, which was published in the Gospel Advocate,
Brother H. Leo Boles stated that there was nothing about the
teaching of R. H. Boll fundamental enough to warrant a breach
of fellowship and that the “differences” were not serious enough
to keep him from fellowshipping them “as brethren in the
Lord.” That certainly was an admission that the purity of the
gospel and the integrity of the church were not involved in the
issues that had been discussed between them. Does Brother
Boles hold that view of the matter now? No. Several years
later he retracted that statement and affirmed that Romans
16:17-18 should be applied to R. H. Boll and his group. But
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Boll and his group had not changed either in teaching or in
practice, nor had the circumstances changed-Brother Boles
had changed. The statement of Brother Boles “back in 1927”
on the Boll question, does not express his views now. But
Word and Work, (R. H. Boll’s paper) refers to it very often.
Brother Boles says that it is unfair for the premillennialists and
their sympathizers to always be quoting a statement of his
that he has retracted. But they are all very eager to quote a
statement of mine that I have retracted. Not that I object--
indeed, they would do well to feature it more and what they
have said less, for short as the article was it’appears to have
been more effective on that side of the question than anything
they have written. The point is, they object to the use that
R. H. Boll makes of a statement that H. Leo Boles had retract-
ed, but they turn right around and make precisely the same
use of a statement that I have retracted. What is the differ-
ence? The only difference that I can see in the two cases is
that it took Brother Boles nine years between 1927 and 1936
to change his mind on the Boll question, while it took me only
six years between 1936 and 1942 to change my mind on the
government question.

In reference to the conscientious objectors the question is:
“Who taught them?” It is intimated that perhaps we should
support them as “it is remotely possible that some or all of these
boys” read a certain expression of ‘sentiments’ under the omi-
nous title of “War Clouds” back in 1936. Very well, another
question is: Who taught certain brethren, including a number of
preachers, that the teaching of R. H. Boll is harmless? At the
time the statement was made Brother Boles was president of
and Bible teacher in the David Lipscomb College. Is it not
“remotely possible” that “some or all of these boys” who are
so weak on premillennialism may have heard and read his
“sentiments” in that amicable declaration of fellowship on the
Boll question “back in” 1927? According to that logic, if a
man ever taught an error of any kind he should be required to
contribute to its support the rest of his natural life. If that is
true all of us and our papers are in the same boat. But the
Bible Banner is willing to do something to remedy the situation
--if reading the Gospel Guardian “back in 1936,” and not the
New Testament, made “conscientious objectors” out of “these
fourteen boys” in the Magnolia detention camp, if someone will
furnish us their names, we will send them the Bible Banner to
correct the mistake and the misapplication of principles in that
1936 issue of the Gospel Guardian.

On the matter of Christianity and Patriotism, these two
questions are asked? “Is it impossible to be a patriot and a
Christian at the same time? If one becomes a patriot, does he
cease to be a Christian?” My answer is, No--to the contrary,
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it is quite possible to be both a Christian and a patriot at the
same time. The statement, “I am not a patriot-I am a Chris-
tian,” is a form of expression that a Bible student or anybody
else acquainted with literature understands. Jesus said, “Labor
not for the bread that perisheth but for that which endureth
unto eternal life.” Is it impossible to labor for temporal bread
and spiritual bread at the same time? Paul said: "Christ
sent me not to baptize but to preach the gospel.” If one bap-
tizes people does he cease to preach the gospel? Really, I
thought everybody knew by now that in an elliptical expres-
sion one member of the sentence is denied that the other may
receive an emphasis. So it is with my statement, and no more
than that was intended even at the time it was written.

Now let us have an answer to two or three questions: When
members of the church enlist in the armed forces of our govern-
ment do they become actual or potential murderers? If no, what
makes military service wrong? If yes, should the church with-
draw fellowship from murderers?

“RATHER BE RIGHT THAN CONSISTENT”

A few years ago someone wrote F. B. Srygley that what he
had lately written was inconsistent with what he had former!{
written on the same subject. Brother Srygley’s reply was:
would rather be right than to be consistent.” He certainly did
not mean that he could be inconsistent and right at the same
time, for to be right a man must be consistent. Brother Srygley
meant that he would rather change and be right than refuse to
change merely to be consistent with what he had said in the
past and be wrong. That is precisely the reason why so many
become grounded to error and stay that way--they fear to
change even when facts and fairness require it. So I have
simply become consistent in order to be right.

The simple truth of the whole matter is that since 1936 I have
changed my views on some phases of the government issue. Am
I alone in making such a change? I have recently talked with
men who are older than I am and wiser than I will ever be, who
did the same thing in a similar period of their lives--men who
went to school to David Lipscomb, but who later abandoned
his views on Civil Government. I have given the reasons for
my own change. I have done so in a straightforward, unequiv-
ocal manner. I felt that it was my duty to the church, to our
many thousands of readers, to the government of which I am
a citizen, to my sons whom I desire to rear to be both good
Christians and good citizens, and therefore to myself, to set
these matters right. My statements have been forthright and
upright, but they have not in some quarters been thus accept-
ed. It was anticipated that some papers and some writers
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would get ugly about it. Men who feel the necessity of resort-
ing to weapons of insinuation and aspersion, with veiled impli-
cations, must know the weakness of their contention and realize
their inability to sustain it on the high plane of argument.
Personally, I have no reply to make to their slurs.

THE CHALLENGE TO DEBATE

In making “a challenge to discuss the ‘war question’ " Broth-
er H. Leo Boles sent similar, if not identical letters to C. R.
Nichol, R. L. Whiteside, Cled E. Wallace and the writer. It
now appears that a whispering campaign has been going on
about these exchanges. Some have “been told” that “a chal-
lenge” was “declined.” Have they “been told” that the letter
from one of the above men to Brother Boles containing some
important questions regarding the proposition was not answer-
ed, though an answer was requested?

Since some of the contents of the letters have apparently
gained considerable currency by having been passed around,
handed out and. otherwise publicized, there is no longer any
valid reason for withholding the full facts from our columns on
the grounds that it was a private exchange. The Bible Banner
is not only willing but glad to let everybody in on the contents
of that exchange. Here they are:

Nashville, Tenn., Oct. 8, 1942.
Dear Brother Wallace :
It seems that there is much confusion in the brotherhood on

the question of Christians engaging in carnal war. I would like
to make a thorough study of this question for the benefit of the
great host of members of the churches of Christ; I would like
for this study to be an inquiry and investigation into all the
arguments that may be produced on both sides of the question.
I am not making any challenge in the spirit of a debate; I am
humbly making inquiry of you as to whether you have the time
or inclination to make this study with me. I believe that you
and I can discuss the question and still be friends as we are
brethren in the Lord.

If you do not care to join me in this investigation of the Bible
proof on the proposition will you suggest a reputable brother
who has the time and inclination to enter upon a discussion of
this question. I want the discussion to be written so that it
may be free from all personalities, quibblings, and bitterness
that sometimes are brought into a debate.

It is my desire that the discussion be as thorough as we can
make it. After it is published in the Gospel Advocate, Firm
Foundation, and Bible Banner I would like to see the discussion
put in book form for future study of members of the church.
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We have no book covering this subject and it seems to me that
the brotherhood would be eager to study both sides of the war
proposition. I am here submitting a proposition which is brief
and definite enough to bring the issue to the fore.

Brother Wallace, I trust that you will not think that I am
seeking any notoriety, any victory, or conquest in a debate. I
am anxious to give to the brotherhood the best that can be had
on the proposition; I would like to investigate every argument
that can be presented on the affirmative side of the proposition.
Here is the proposition: The Bible Teaches That Christians
Should Respond To The Call Of Their Government In Times Of
War To Destroy The Property and Lives Of Its Enemies.

It may be that you do not think the question is of sufficient
importance to take the affirmative side and attempt to prove
the above proposition, however, I think that it is an important
question and that the peace and good will of the brotherhood
can be maintained better by discussing in a brotherly way the
above proposition. Please let me hear from you as to what
your wishes are with respect to such a discussion.

I wanted to see you and discuss this with you before I left
Norman, Oklahoma, but did not have the opportunity to do so.

Remember me in Christian love to your family.
Yours fraternally,

H. Leo Boles.
P.S. It may be that the Firm Foundation and the Bible

Banner do not care to publish the discussion; I can see that it
would occupy so much space that a monthly like the Bible
Banner would not care to publish it after it had appeared in the
Gospel Advocate. If these publications do not care to carry the
discussion, the Gospel Advocate will carry it anyway.

Oklahoma City, Okla., Oct. 24, 1942.
Dear Brother Boles:
This is the first reasonable opportunity I have had to answer

your letter of October 8. My reaction to your suggestion is
that there would be no need to go outside the Gospel Advocate
for such a discussion as you propose. You are on one side of
the question, such men as R. L. Whiteside and C. R. Nichol are
on the other side. Why not keep the discussion in the family?

As for the proposition you have worded and suggested, I do
not think any discriminating man would accept such a proposi-
tion. In the first place, it fixes a motive that no good man, to
say nothing of a Christian, could possess, and which I certainly
would disclaim. I certainly do not believe the statement you
have drawn and could deny what it implies. In the second
place, whether it is the “duty” of an individual to join the
armed forces depends on various considerations. You could as
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well insist that all who believe that it is all right to accept non-
combatant service should join up for that service. All that is
beside the question. In the third place, it does not allow for
discrimination in the thing the government is doing--whether
it is carrying out the mission of government or one that has be-
come an outlaw, criminal nation instead. In the fourth place,
the issue does not pertain to Christians as such; being a moral
issue, it is an individual issue, and if a Christian individual can-
not participate morally in it, no individual could morally parti-
cipate in it.

The question of war is not the fundamental issue-it is only
collateral to the main issue. The issue is the individual’s rela-
tion to civil government. The military issue grows out of that
--whether it is a local war on criminals and outlaws through
police departments or national defense through an army. In
either case the principal is the same, being one of armed forces
for protection and defense. So it seems to me that it is a matter
of whether one can engage in war a little or a lot, combatant
or noncombatant, and here again, there is an issue to settle
among yourselves, it seems to me, before you banter anybody
else for debates.

As for affirming a proposition, it occurs to me that those of
you who teach that civil government belongs to the devil are
under as much obligation to affirm a proposition as any one
else. Especially since it is the government question that is
back of the whole issue, whether the nation is in an actual state
of war or not.

The purpose of the editorial in the March Banner was simply
to publish a statement of views. The Gospel Advocate has done
as much repeatedly, not only before a state of war existed, but
since. Except for the outburst of attacks on the Bible Banner,
and on us personally, the issue would have rested there, with
the statement made. When the Advocate made various state-
ments setting forth your own views, there was no “confusion”
such as you refer to. Why should there be so “much confusion”
when the Bible Banner carried a statement of the matter? I t
seems to be a matter of whose ox is gored, and rather indicates
where the confusion is being felt. Fersonally, I have not ob-
served any such confusion among the brethren where I have
gone. Their views appear to be fairly well defined and settled
in the matter, and they are tolerant to a remarkable degree of
the attitude in which they, and their sons in the service, are
held by those who are loud in denouncing them.

But this is not intended as arguing the issue: I intend it
only as an exchange between us in mutual social vein and con-
versation, in the spirit of your own letter--the spirit of which I
appreciate. But your suggestion for discussion makes it ap-
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pear that the Gospel Advocate will espouse your side of the ques-
tion, when I know, of course, that such is not true. Brother
McQuiddy does not hold your view. Nichol, Whiteside, and
Brightwell are all against your view. The Bible Banner is a
monthly, the Advocate is a weekly--why go outside the Ad-
vocate and the Advocate staff for such a discussion? In other
words, why pick on me? You have men right on the staff of the
Advocate who are bigger and better than I am. For instance--
R. L. Whiteside was a student of David Lipscomb; you are
a student of David Lipscomb. He is query editor of the Gospel
Advocate; you are literature editor of the Gospel Advocate. You
are near the same age, you are editors on the same paper. He
is on one side of the question, you are on the other side of the
question--why don’t you just debate it in the Gospel Advocate?

Now, if there is any valid reason why you and Brother White-
side should not debate the issue between yourselves in the
Gospel Advocate (since both of you have already expressed your
views in the Advocate), certainly any reason that might be as-
signed for not doing so would be a sufficient reason for me not
to do so. I am of the opinion the public will be able to see this
point.

It was my intention to visit you and hear you preach at
Norman, and I regret that it was so inconvenient for me to
come. We all like to hear you preach, and all the members of
my family are particularly fond of you, including myself. When
you come this way again I hope to be in a better position to
attend your services. Remember me in kindness to all that
are in your house, and with kindest personal regards to you, I
am,

Faithfully and fervently yours,
Foy E. Wallace, Jr.

With that exchange the matter was dropped with me. But
since other letters passed between Brother Boles and his fellow-
staff members. The charge that somebody is guilty of “a
dodge” and “a mere subterfuge” certainly operates against
brethren Nichol and Whiteside as much as it does against
brother Cled and me. What passed between H. Leo Boles and
C, R. Nichol? We would all like to know who is doing the
dodging.

As for the proposition that was submitted for discussion--
we have all heard of challengers submitting propositions which
the submitter knew that no intelligent man could or would
affirm. Sectarians have very frequently pursued that course.
Unfortunately, brethren sometimes do. Just why should
Brother Boles write out a proposition for another man to af-
firm? If he wants a debate, why not write out what he wants
to affirm? Personally, when I want to debate I will reserve
the right to word my own proposition.
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Let the wording of the proposition submitted by Brother
Boles be applied to noncombatant service:

“The Bible Teaches That Christians Should Respond To The
Call Of Their Government In Time Of War To Make Warplanes,
Tanks, Guns, And All The Munitions Of War, To Destroy The
Property And Lives Of Its Enemies.”

There are some conscientious objectors who will deny this
proposition if Brother Boles will affirm it. If he will not affirm
it, he puts every noncombatant worker in the same place that
he has put the soldier.

Everybody knows that this government is not waging war
for the purpose of destroying the property and lives of its
enemies, but in defense of the property and lives of its citizens,
and of its very existence.

It has been declared both publicly and privately in various
places that it is even wrong for the members of the church to
buy war bonds. But have you noticed a certain clause in the
proposition? Go back and read it--“that Christians should
respond to the call of their government.” Whose government?
If Christians respond to the call of their government--it belongs
to Christians, does it not? What becomes of the contention
that civil government belongs to the devil? If it belongs to
the devil, no Christian should support it, much less defend it.
Who wants to support the devil? But if the government is
“theirs” then it may turn out that they should defend it “in
time of war” as well as enjoy its prosperity in time of peace.
If it be replied that Christians are commanded to support the
government, we merely repeat, that is why we know it is not
the devil’s government, because no Christian has ever been
commanded to support and serve the devil.

Speaking of things we have “been told"--I am reminded
that it has been told, and so far has not been denied, that while
Brother Boles was president of David Lipscomb College an
armed officer was employed to patrol the premises of the school.
What was the purpose of that? Was it “to destroy the lives”
of criminal invaders and make widows and orphans out of their
wives and children, in case he had to shoot? If not, why did
the school employ such an officer--and why did he tote a gun?
And if a member of the church could be that officer, can a mem-
ber of the church not also be a soldier? If not, why not?

Suppose we switch propositions and ask them to affirm:
“The Bible Teaches That A Christian College Should Employ

An Armed Officer To Destroy The Lives Of Its Enemy Intruders.”
What is the difference between a Christian College providing

police protection for its students and the government providing
military protection for its citizens? If one armed officer should



118 THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

not be enough to protect the school, for instance, the women
and girls in the dormitories, in case of an emergency, would it
be right to increase the armed force?

We have said repeatedly that the issue is not one of war, but
of government. The war question is only corollary to the main
issue. We all know enough about the rules of procedure to
know that the one who seeks a debate should submit the propo-
sition he is willing to affirm. When that is done fairly and
squarely, my hunch is that they will not have to go outside the
staff to get the debate.

The effort to parallel debating with premillennialists digres-
sives and denominationalists is no parallel at all. Those of us
who oppose Boll, Neal and Norris are not divided on the issues
involved. If we were divided on the use of Instrumental Music,
Boles for it and Nichol against it--and should challenge the
Christian Standard for a debate, the Standard could very
reasonably and ethically say, “You brethren debate it--keep
the debate in the family”! If Boles should be a premillennial-
ist and Nichol against it; and they should challenge Word and
Work for a debate on the issue--Boll and Jorgenson could very
logically and ethically reply, debate it among yourselves! So
Brother Boles should answer Brother Nichol's reply to his
letter.

XI I

A RECAPITULATION OF PASSAGES

A careful scanning of some texts that are usually adduced
with the attitude of offering incontestable proof for the con-
scientious objector’s viewpoint will substantiate the assertion
that these scriptures have been misconstrued and contain no
such teaching.

FIRST:  MATTHEW 4:8-10:
“Again, the devil taketh him up into an exceeding high

mountain, and showeth him all the kingdoms of the world,
and the glory of them; and saith unto him, All these things
will I give thee, if thou wilt fall down and worship me. Then
saith Jesus unto him. Get thee hence, Satan: for it is writ-
ten, Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only
shalt thou serve.”

As obscure as it may seem, this passage is regarded as a
plausible argument that Jesus opposed all forms of coer-
cion and methods of force in any dominion. It is claimed
that the point of this temptation was the use of weapons for
the purpose that Satan proposed, and that the Lord’s rejec-
tion amounts to a mandatory repudiation of physical resis-
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tance under all circumstances. First of all, such reasoning
carries the implication that Jesus had no established policy
and no fixed or settled rule on the principle of coercion, as
being wrongful under all circumstances, else no temptation
could have existed for him to resort to such means. Second-
arily, the assumption implies that Jesus accepted the devil’s
claim to the ownership of the kingdoms of the world, or
that all human government belongs to him. This was the
devil’s claim, as recorded in Luke 4:6 “And the devil said
unto him, All this power will I give unto thee, and the glory
of them: for that is delivered unto me; and to whomsoever I
will I give it.” But the devil is said by Jesus himself to
be "a liar from the beginning,” and this was one of the devil’s
lies, and Jesus knew that it belonged to Satan’s subtility.
No earthly government could have existed then, and can-
not exist now, without coercion, the symbol of which is the
sword. Jesus himself declared this fact in his statement
to Pilate, “If my kingdom were of this world, then would
my servants fight.” The fact is that the devil has no rightful
claims to any territory. Government is ordained of God,
according to Romans 13, and not of Satan. The devil has no
title to a foot of earth’s territory nor a right to an office in
its government. And it was this claim of Satan which the
Lord repudiated. The devil’s claim was not consistent with
the Lord’s own relation--no Jew would accept the devil’s
assertion of such ownership of kingdoms, which would in-
clude Israel itself. The reply of Jesus repelled this attack
of Satan as one that challenged the sovereignty of God, and
it was a denial of the devil’s rights in this world and of his
title to any government thereof. His answer to Satan here,
as in the case of Pilate later, recognized coercion as an ele-
ment in all civil or human government; and that civil gov-
ernment of its inherent nature, and essential principles, as
contributory to the kingdom of God and Christ.

The background of the temptation on the mount was
Jewish nationalism in the midst of Roman power, and the
propaganda for the Romanization of the followers of Christ,
by which Satan proposed to make Jesus the leader of a rev-
olution; and he held before his eyes the overthrow of the
Caesars, and passed before him from a lofty height the sweep-
ing grandeur of universal dominion over all of the kingdoms
of men. This was not to be the character of the kingdom of
heaven nor the nature of the power and reign of the Christ,
and the Lord’s reply to Satan was in principle the same as
his answer to Pilate: “My kingdom is not from hence,” but
from thence. It means that His kingdom is not from here,
but from there--not from the earth, but from heaven. Both
Satan and Pilate failed to ensnare the Lord, and what he said
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to Satan was later reaffirmed to Pilate. In the debate be-
tween Christ and Satan there is not the semblance of an as-
pect on any phase of the relation to the responsibilities of
civil government or of the right or wrong of the Christian’s
participation in its offices and functions.

SECOND: LUKE 3:10-14:
“And the people asked him, saying, What shall we do

then? He answereth and saith unto them. He that hath two
coats, let him impart to him that hath none; and he that
hath meat, let him do likewise. Then came also the publicans
to be baptized, and said unto him, Master, what shall we do?
And he said unto them, Exact no more than that which is
appointed you. And the soldiers likewise demanded of him,
saying, And what shall we do? And he said unto them, Do
violence to no man, neither accuse any falsely; and be con-
tent with your wages.”

The attempted argument against military service from
this passage forces the admonition of John to the soldiers--
“do violence to no man . . . be content with your wages”--
to mean that the soldiers were told to accept their wages
but disobey orders to perform the duties of soldiers. If this
is the meaning of the passage, then John’s advice to the sol-
diers was mutinous, a virtual encouragement to insubordina-
tion of seditious character, a mass mutiny in the form of an
organized refusal to obey constituted military authority.
Moreover, such an interpretation of John’s instructions to
the soldiers means that John sanctioned dishonesty--accept-
ing wages as in good faith, but with no intention of perform-
ing the duties for which they received compensation. Such
advice could not have been honorably given. It is a low
standard of ethics, indeed, which the conscientious objector
here reveals, far below the ethics even of men of the world.

If the services required cannot in good conscience be per-
formed the wages therefore should be refused--but not so,
according to this argument (?)--the conscientious objectors
would have John planting dishonesty of intent in the minds
of the soldiers, thus teaching them all to practice deception.
To the contrary, if the services required of soldiers are wrong,
to be consistent John would have of necessity advised these
soldiers to quit the army and take the consequences. But
this he did not do.

The questions of verses 10-14 connect with the preceding
verses 7-9 ,  which record the exhortations of John to “the
multitude that came forth to be baptized of him.” They
were informed that John was not administering a mere formal
baptism, as a ceremonial rite so customary among the Jews
in general and the Pharisees in particular. The baptism of
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John was conditioned on repentance as a necessary qualifi-
cation. Their fleshly Abrahamic descent henceforth meant
nothing; the axe was laid at the root of the tree of fleshly
Israelism, and it was soon to be hewn down. A new genera-
tion, not fleshly but spiritual, was in process and the prepara-
tion for it was not a ceremonial baptism, but a baptism of
repentance yielding the fruit of reformation--the design
of which was the remission of sins--Mark 1:4. These extra-
ordinary declarations, so uncommon to the Jews, caused the
people all to inquire what such repentance would demand
of each one of them--what would this baptism of repentance
bind upon them--and John’s answers were the test of the
sincerity of all in the multitude that “came forth to be bap-
tized of him.” The answers are classified as follows:

1. The people--verses 10-11. The “people” included the
hearers among the multitude without special or distinctive
classification. They were exhorted to the primary duties of
charity in the sharing of clothing and food with the desti-
tute. This demand must of necessity be put in practical
form and not on the basis of a literal give-all requirement.

2. The publicans--verses 12-13. The people of this classi-
fication were the tax assessors and revenue collectors who
had come to be baptized of John. What would the baptism
of repentance require of them? They were told to “exact no
more than that which is appointed you.” Parallel with this
is the case of Zacchaeus in Luke 19, who was “the chief among
the publicans,” and who said to Jesus: “If I have taken
any thing from any man by false accusation, I restore him
fourfold.” The Mosaic code required such restitution, and
when Jesus replied that salvation had come to the house
of Zacchaeus “forsomuch as he also is a son of Abraham,”
it meant only a Jewish salvation, that by repentance and
restitution he had been restored to the Abrahamic status
which he had abandoned by deserting to the Gentiles in his
office as “the chief among the publicans.” The validity of
John’s baptism to the publicans who inquired of him was
dependent upon the command to “bring forth therefore
fruits worthy of repentance,” granting no exceptions or ex-
emptions by the claim that “we have Abraham to our father.”

3. The soldiers--verse 14. Apparently, these applicants
for baptism were local soldiers in Herod's armed services,
as John baptized only the Jews. Judea had been annexed
to the Roman province of Assyria and was under the pro-
vincial king Herod Antipas. There are, however, examples
of Gentile soldiers who responded to Jewish influences, as
in the case of the centurion of Luke 7 on whose behalf the
elders of the Jews besought Jesus, “saying that he was worthy
for whom he should do this: for he loveth our nation, and
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hath built us a synagogue.” The only synagogue in that
place, and the one in which Jesus preached, was the gift of
a Gentile soldier. The condescending communication which
this centurion sent to Jesus by his messengers in the words,
“for I am not worthy that thou shouldest enter under my
roof: wherefore neither thought I myself worthy to come unto
thee,” was but the centurion’s modest admission of unfitness
as a Gentile among Jews--though he was a lover of the na-
tion of Israel, but not being a Jew he did not consider himself
eligible for the Lord’s entrance into his house.

There is also the noteworthy example of Cornelius, the
devout Gentile centurion, who “gave much alms to the people”
--which has been taken to indicate that Jewish people in
need where recipients of his charities. If the offices of these
centurions were evil positions it is unaccountable that the
Lord should praise their character with no intimation of
any moral exceptions in the services they performed. Of the
centurion in Luke 7 the Lord said: “I have not found so
great faith, no, not in Israel”; and Cornelius was called “a
devout man, and one that feared God with all his house,
which gave much alms to the people, and prayed to God
always.” Certainly, we know that these centurions were not
Christians, and neither were the soldiers of Herod who ap-
plied to John for baptism; nevertheless the two which the
Lord commended were morally and religiously devout, and
the encomiums of commendation bestowed upon them were
unattended by any implications of condemnation for the
military services they performed. If these services were
immoral in the nature of them, there can be no explanation
of the absence of such a declaration somewhere in some way;
but neither before conversion nor after conversion were these
centurions instructed to abandon their positions, nor is it
anywhere intimated that they voluntarily did so.

What, then, is the meaning of John’s counsel to the sol-
diers to “do no violence”? It has the same meaning as a
similar mandate by the prophet of God in Jeremiah 22:3,
which may well have been the basis of John’s behest. “Thus
saith the Lord, Execute ye judgment and righteousness, and
deliver the spoiled out of the hand of the oppressor: and
do no wrong, do no violence to the stranger, the fatherless,
nor the widow, neither shed innocent blood in this place.”
This is in substance what John said to the soldiers. To “do
no violence” was an admonition against taking advantage of
a military status to deal violently with people, putting them
to fear by unlawful seizures as indicated in the words, “neither
accuse any falsely.” It meant that the soldiers should not
use their positions to intimidate the populace, the common
people, in the arrogance of the local policeman who would
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use his billy club to bully and browbeat and to cause persons
to cower before him. The passage plainly refers to the ex-
ercise of unlawful violence. Otherwise, “a man sent from
God, whose name was John,” as mentioned in John 1:6, used
his divine credentials to influence soldiers to take an oath
of service with mental reservations, to take the soldier’s pay
without the intent to do the soldier’s duty. This is a new
slant on the “mental reservation clause,” a strange moral
doctrine, which allows an elected official to take the oath of
allegiance to the United States Of America, and to uphold
its constitution, with mental reservations in favor of his
personal convictions. This has been the ground of political
opposition to the election of rigid religionists to offices in our
government, and lo! the conscientious objectors among us
would have John the Baptist handing out that very advice
to the soldiers who came to be baptized of him. But such an
interpretation of John’s words casts the same reflection on
God, for according to John the apostle, the man who was
called John the Baptist was “a man sent from God,” and ac-
cording to Luke “the word of God came unto John in the
wilderness,” so God is the author of what John preached to
the people, to the publicans and to the soldiers. The mis-
application of this passage is an example of how far misguided
people will go in the misuse of scriptures to find a semblance
of scriptural support for an unscriptural notion.

Another example of the misuse of scripture in this same
connection is in the effort of some to apply Philippians 1:29-30
to the conversion of the jailor, and to make Paul’s words
mean that when the jailor was baptized he accepted the
consequences of imprisonment rather than to continue in
the capacity of a sword-bearing officer. The record of Acts
16:25-36 gives an account of the conversion of the jailor with
the events before and after his baptism. In verse 27 he is
introduced as “the keeper of the prison” bearing a sword.
Verses 30-34 mention his compliance with the command of
Paul and Silas to believe the gospel, his midnight baptism,
and the subsequent rejoicing in the jailor's prison apartment.
Verses 35-36 relate that on the morning following his baptism
this same “keeper of the prison” was at his post of duty--
the same jailor, with the same sword, performing the same
services. If “the keeper of the prison” in verse 36 is not the
same “keeper of the prison” of verse 27, then he had quit his
post at the midnight hour of his baptism; or, if he is the same
keeper in verse 36, but had merely discarded his sword be-
cause of his conversion--then all of these important details
were completely overlooked and went without mention. The
indubitable facts are that the record of Acts introduces both
Cornelius of Caesarea and the jailor of Philippi as soldiers be-
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fore their baptism and leaves the both of them soldiers after
their baptism. If they did not remain in their positions, the
burden of proof is on the one who so asserts. Apparently
conscious of this quandry, the conscientious objectors have
devoted much time and energy to discover a way to get Cor-
nelius and the jailor out of their government positions, but
they cannot find it. It is in this connection that the sophism
on the first chapter of Philippians is offered as a specimen of
argumentation to relieve the jailor of his military duty.

This circuitous attempt on Philippians 1, too far-fetched
and forced to constitute an argument, surrounds verses 29
and 30: “For unto you it is given in the behalf of Christ,
not only to believe on him, but also to suffer for his sake;
having the same conflict which ye saw in me, and now hear
to be in me.” The “same conflict” in this passage is made
to mean that after his conversion the jailor was also im-
prisoned ; but Acts 16:35-36 gives a detailed account of the
release of Paul and Silas from the prison, in connection with
their appeal to the law as Roman citizens themselves; and
it mentions that they were released officially and not clandes-
tinely by the jailor. “And the serjeants told these words
unto the magistrates: and they feared when they heard that
they were Romans. And they came and besought them, and
brought them out, and desired them to depart from the city.
And they went out of the prison, and entered into the house of
Lydia: and when they had seen the brethren, they comforted
them, and departed.” It was upon this reversal of arrest, as
stated in verse 39, that the magistrates “brought them out”;
and, according to verse 40, “they went out of the prison"--
so if Paul and Silas went out it is not probable that the jailor
was put in!

The conflict and the suffering of the Philippians, men-
tioned in 1:29-30, has no reference to imprisonment for con-
scientious scruples against the participation in the offices of
government, but rather to the trials they were called upon to
bear in “striving together for the faith of the gospel” and thus
“to suffer for his sake.” These passages in Philippians com-
pare with 1 Thessalonians 2:2: “But even after that we had
suffered before, and were shamefully entreated, as ye know,
at Philippi, we were bold in our God to speak unto you the
gospel of God with much contention.” The word contention in
1 Thessalonians 2 :2 is the same word rendered conflict in Philip-
pians 1:30. A further reference is made to this conflict of
the Philippians by Paul in 2 Corinthians 8:1-2: “Moreover,
brethren, we do you to wit of the grace of God bestowed upon
the churches of Macedonia; how that in a great trial of afflic-
tion the abundance of their joy and their deep poverty abound-
ed unto the riches of their liberality.” The conflicts and the
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afflictions of the Philippians had reference to the trials and
privations incident to their striving for the faith and conten-
tion for the gospel mentioned in all of these citations; and they
have no application to the question of the Christian’s relation
to government-it simply is not the same subject; and it is
not only a lame effort to support a weak thesis, it is a tenuous
perversion of scripture passages.

Paul’s own imprisonment was not for misdeeds and vio-
lations of law which come within the legal prerogatives of
ordained government, but was for a cause, the nature of
which is stated in Philippians 1:12-13: “But I would ye should
understand, brethren, that the things which have happened
unto me have fallen out rather unto the furtherance of the
gospel; so that my bonds in Christ are manifest in all the
palace, and in all other places; and many of the brethren in
the Lord, waxing confident by my bonds, are much more bold
to speak the word without fear.” The word “cause” some-
times designates a ground for a suit or action, or a motive or
reason for a controversy; but it also means for the sake o f
worthy principles espoused. It is this latter sense, for the sake
of, or for the cause of Christ--the gospel--that Paul uses the
word in 2 Timothy 1:12: “For which cause I also suffer these
things”; and in Philippians 2:18: “For the same cause also do
ye joy, and rejoice with me.” It was this cause that was man-
ifest to the soldiers that guarded Paul, and to the whole palace
praetorium, and to attendants in Caesar’s own household, the
Imperial residence, as stated in Philippians 4:22--made
known to them all by the discourses of Paul. Instead of
affording proof that prohibits a Christian’s participation in
the offices of civil government, the passages actually offer
evidence to the contrary--that there were numerous mem-
bers of the church who occupied such positions in the govern-
ment in the various provinces of the empire, and even in Rome,
notwithstanding the conflicts, persecutions and tribulations
which attended their loyalty to the gospel.

One such official in government is mentioned by Paul in
Romans 16:23, Erastus by name, who was “the chamber-
lain of the city,” who joined Paul in sending salutations to
the Christians in Rome. A chamberlain in those times was
a high officer in a court, or a receiver and treasurer of public
money--and in this case Erastus was the city treasurer of
Corinth. It does not fit the circumstances to identify this
Erastus with the one mentioned in Acts 19:22 whom Paul
sent into Macedonia with Timothy from Ephesus, and who is
also mentioned in 2 Timothy 4:20 among the travelling com-
panions of Paul. It is improbable, to say the least, that one
who held such a position in government at Corinth could be
available for such a mission with Timothy into Macedonia.
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On this point it has been assumed that Erastus had been trea-
surer of Corinth, but had resigned his office after his conver-
sion, and that Paul referred to him as the chamberlain merely
to identify him. But this is, indeed, an assumption for the
text refers to him as the treasurer of the city, which could not
have been true if he were not holding the office at the time of
the Roman epistle. Paul did not say Erastus the ex-chamber-
lain, or the past chamberlain, but he said “Erastus the cham-
berlain of the city saluteth you.” This one example is all that
is needed to disprove and refute the teaching of long standing,
which has been given the prestige of some prominent names,
that a Christian cannot hold any administrative office in any
government of the world, civil or military. But Erastus, one
of Paul’s converts held a high office in government at Corinth,
and continued in the office, which the apostle recognized with-
out disapproval.

On this point Philip Schaff, in his Bible dictionary, makes
the distinction between the Erastus who was a companion
of Paul and Timothy, mentioned in 2 Timothy 4:20, and
Erastus the chamberlain of Corinth, mentioned in Romans
16:23. The former, he said, was “one of Paul’s attendants,
sent with Timothy into Macedonia”; the latter, he said, was
“the chamberlain or treasurer of Corinth, and one of Paul’s
converts.” This eminent authority then adds: “Some identify
him with the preceding, but upon insufficient grounds; for in
this case we should expect the mention of his office in the Acts
and in Timothy, as in Romans--unless, indeed, he received
the office after his conversion, which is very unlikely.” And
by the same token it is assuredly very unlikely, and equally
so, that the inspired apostle would have honored this man’s
office by special apostolic mention without disapproval, if as
a Christian he could not have continued in it. But he was in
office after his conversion, for Paul said: “Erastus the chamber-
lain of the city"--now was he, or was he not, the treasurer
of the city? It is an outstanding fact, much to the vexation
of those who contend that members of the church cannot
hold governmental offices, that the holders of such civil and
military positions in the New Testament, such as the centurion
in Caesarea, the jailer in Philippi, the treasurer of the city in
Corinth and Queen Candace’s treasurer in Ethiopia, and the
holders of the offices in the praetorium in Rome, were all re-
peatedly mentioned with commendation, but never a word of
disapproval. This fact alone dissipates the attempted argu-
ments and the specious interpretations based on all of the
passages that have been considered. The reference to the
afflictions of the Macedonian churches, in the Philippian pas-
sages, have no bearing on the discussion of civil and military
government, and they do not belong to that subject.
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Further evidence of the truth of this statement is in the
fact that Paul, the author of the epistles in which these pas-
sages appear, was not himself a conscientious objector to his
own government, as shown by his teaching and his example
from Acts 23 to Romans 13. On the occasions recorded in
Acts, the apostle requested, received and accepted the pro-
tection of the military escort, to the extent of physical force
and bodily violence, according to the connection of passages
from Acts 23:10 to 24:7; and on a final occasion, the appeal
to Caesar as a Roman citizen because he had done nothing
“worthy of death,” a plain implication of his own approval
of the course of the law had the converse been true. The apostle
was convoyed to Caesarea by a company of four hundred and
seventy armed soldiers, composed of the infantry, the cavalry
and a special detachment of spearmen; and there were in-
cidents of force and violence on the way to Caesarea. It is
inconceivable that it was right for Paul to request, receive and
accept such armed protection but wrong for another mem-
ber of the church to be in the force that provided it. And
in Romans 13 the apostle’s teaching corroborates his example,
that the sword-bearer for good against evil-doers is the minister
of God ordained “for this very thing.” Thus we have both
the teaching and the practice of the apostle Paul on the sub-
ject, the confused aberrations of the conscientious objectors
to the contrary notwithstanding.

THIRD: MATTHEW 5:38-42:
“Ye have heard that it hath been said, An eye for an eye,

and a tooth for a tooth: but I say unto you, That ye resist
not evil: but whosoever smite thee on thy right cheek, turn
to him the other also. And if any man will sue thee at the
law, and take away thy coat, let him have thy cloak also.
And whosoever shall compel thee to go a mile, go with him
twain. Give to him that asketh thee, and from him that
would borrow of thee turn not thou away.”

There is not an allusion in the entire contest of these verses
on resistance to a court of justice, to restraining a criminal,
to statutory coercion, to punitive law, to war between nations,
or to any function of government. The literal and legal ap-
plication would abolish every bar of judgment and destroy
every judicial system in existence; it would empty the jails,
open the prisons and let down all the guards of society. I t
would require the passive submission of all good people to the
violence of bad men. The most impassioned pacifist and
scrupulous conscientious objector would balk at these conse-
quences. But these effects exist, and from them consistency
compels acceptance of the true meaning of these admonitions
on non-resistance, that they pertain to personal retaliation
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and exhort us to substitute deeds of benevolence for acts of
malevolence; and to replace vengeance with forbearance.
These rules of conduct bear on individual reactions and the
doing of positive good instead of returning evil for evil.

The command to turn the other cheek is an allusion to
the back of the hand slap in the face and is an exhortation
bearing on the attitude of resentment toward insults and
the actions consequent thereto. It is remarkable on this
point that the literalists who attach the physical meaning
to turning the other cheek display a noticeable disregard for
the verse in the same context which enjoins giving and lend-
ing in the words, “give to him that asketh thee, and from him
that would borrow of thee turn not thou away."” Apply these
words literally to the banker and it would reduce the banks
in every community to insolvency, and to bind it as a literal
precept on individuals would result in personal bankruptcy.
The disciple of the Lord by that token would be required to
give to every would-be borrower, and by the same token as it
applies to resistance he could not under any circumstances
defend title to private property or provide protection for his
household. If a restricted interpretation is allowed in these
economic interests, then the literal applications made to non-
resistance in functions of government, law and order, and war
are destroyed. The extension of these sayings of the Lord to
legal force is not justified, and Jesus Christ left no such pro-
hibitions on record.

The charge has been made that the figurative application
of the precepts is but to weaken the Lord’s sayings, yet the
literalists themselves exercise that well known oriental free-
dom of watering down his sayings on such passages as passing
the camel through the needle’s eye, while insisting on strict
non-resistance. Their inconsistency turns into a reductio ad
absurdurm type of interpretation. For the pacifistic theory
of non-resistance under all conditions and circumstances there
is no recognized critical authority; that these sayings of Christ
relate to retaliation for private injuries and personal attitudes
rather than law and order in the functions of government is
sustained by all sound and consistent exegesis. This whole
set of scriptural aphorisms represents spiritual inhibitions
rather than physical prohibitions.

FOURTH: LUKE 6:27-28:
“But I say unto you which hear, Love your enemies, do

good to them which hate you, bless them that persecute you,
and pray for them which despitefully use you.”

It is claimed that this commandment of love is an inter-
diction of justice against enemies of good in society and pro-
hibitive of resistance against an evil-doer at all levels. It is a
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viewpoint that perverts the doctrine of love into a weak senti-
mentality that unconditionally forgives everything. A whole
group of these non-malevolent and positive-good passages
have been pressed into the devious and rather oblique pat-
terns of absolute non-resistance and unreserved forgiveness
of the trespasser. The words of Christ at the conclusion of
the parable of the unmerciful servant in Matthew 18:35 have
been twisted to extend the exercise of love and leniency to
acquiescence and submission to all conditions under all cir-
cumstances. “So likewise shall my heavenly Father do also
unto you, if ye from your hearts forgive not every one his
brother their trespasses.” That the appropriation of this
passage is slanted in the wrong direction is apparent when it
is observed that in verse 34 the Lord commanded deliverance
of the real offender of the parable “to the tormentors”--that
is, punitive authorities--“until he should pay all that was due
unto him.” Thus in this parable the Lord teaches the external
principle of punitory law alongside the inner law of love and
the forgiveness which according to the text itself is a virtue
of the heart. Manifestly then, the passages upon which paci-
fists and conscientious objector’s rely do not attribute any
such meaning to the word love or to the command to love the
enemy, whether they be personal or public enemies, and there
is no scriptural text that can be correctly interpreted to sup-
port the eccentricities of their viewpoints. The erratic at-
tempt to connect these texts with voting and the civil duties
of a democratic society is a complete misfire since the mean-
ing of government to the early Christian was either the Jewish
state or the Roman empire, and there was no exercise of the
ballot.

The common conception of the conscientious objector is
formulated into a policy of opposition to resistance by physical
force but permitting resistance by words. But the instructions
in the proof-texts which they have appropriated, such as the
contexts of Matthew 5 and Luke 6, require the injured party
to perform more than is demanded by the transgressor, both
acts and words forbidden. Take note of such injuctions as
when smitten on one cheek, turn the other; if one would sue
for the coat, let him have the cloak.; whoever would compel
a mile, go with him two; and agree with the adversary without
argument. By the literal application of these instructions a
verbal protest is excluded.

The word resist denotes a wide sense of opposition, and
its use or non-use must be determined by the occasions, the
conditions and the circumstances, and the parties involved.
An instance of damage or injury may concern none but the
disciple himself, with no other person involved. When the
interest of another than the aggressor and one’s self exists,
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a third party, then the course of action by the disciple affects
more than his personal rights, but the welfare of an innocent
and unoffending party also. With such circumstances sur-
rounding him, the disciple must determine his action on the
basis of an alternative: whether he will by non-resistance aid
the guilty and allow damage and injury to the innocent, or
choose the course that will estop the guilty and result in the
wellbeing of the innocent. It is a question of lending aid to
the one or the other, and there is no teaching of Christ that
aids the criminal or that instructs his disciple to do so.

The injunctions of Matthew 5:38-44 and Luke 6:27-30
apply only to cases and conditions where no third party is
involved, nor the interests of others than the disciple him-
self are at stake. The essential probity of this procedure is
exemplified by the Lord himself in several instances: 1. He
resisted the Pharisees by words in Matthew 23:13-33, with
scathing condemnations. 2. He resisted the traders by deeds
in John 2:13-17, with the violent acts of driving them out
with cord whips and overthrowing their counters. 3. On the
occasion of his arrest in John 18 :8 he did not offer his captors
more than was demanded but pleaded for the protection of
others; 4. at his trial in Matthew 27:11 he refused to give an
answer when it was demanded; 5. and at his examination in
John 18:22 when he was smitten he did not turn the other
cheek; 6. but in Mark 12:12; 14:1-2 he taught the people under
the influence of force when more than his own safety, but the
welfare of others, was involved.

It has been averred that in the case of John’s imprison-
ment the fact that Jesus did not use force, or make any other
effort to rescue John, is apropos to the contention that in
both his teaching and his practice he opposed any form of
coercion. But in the record of Luke 23:1-10, Jesus did not
offer verbal resistance to the charges of his accusers, and made
no defense of himself before Herod with an impact of words
against priests and scribes who “stood and vehemently ac-
cused him.” So if in the case of John there is an indication
that Jesus condemns coercion in actions, in examination be-
fore Herod there is the same type of an intimation that he
forbids resistance in words.

Turning from the rational to the sentimental it is postu-
lated with much fervor that it is impossible to conceive of
Jesus using physical force or performing any function result-
ing in damage, injury or loss of life. So far as this sentimental
assertion respects the use of words his example is recorded
in Luke 13:32-33, where he was told of Herod's intention to
kill him, and when he sent his reply back to the king himself,
in the incisive words, “Go tell that fox.” And so far as this
feeling of emotion affects a punitive action, administered by
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the Lord Jesus Christ himself, the example is in the record of
Acts 5:1-10, where Ananias and Sapphira “agreed together
to tempt the Spirit of the Lord,” and they both fell down
dead, executed by the Lord whose Spirit they had tempted.
As a further example there is the case of Sergius Paulus, the
Roman deputy, in Acts 13:6-11, where the Lord struck Elymas
the sorcerer with blindness for his attempt to pervert the
deputy. The example here is twofold, and retires both objec-
tions to resistance in words and acts, for Paul resisted Elymas
with all the severity that can be compacted in words in saying:
“0 full of all subtility and mischief, thou child of the devil,
thou enemy of all righteousness, wilt thou not cease to per-
vert right ways of the Lord?” The action of Jesus Christ
himself is expressed in the statement: “And now, behold
the hand of the Lord is upon thee, and thou shalt be blind
for a season. And immediately there fell upon him a mist
and a darkness; and *he went about seeking some to lead him
by the hand.” By the mouth of Paul the resistance of words
was enforced, but it was by the hand of the Lord (verse 11)
that the physical penalty was inflicted.

The purpose of these citations is not at all to establish a pat-
tern for a course of action but to dispose of the argument
based on the sentiment that it is an inconceivable thing to
imagine Jesus Christ exercising coercion, performing the role
of resistance, administering punitive measures, enforcing
physical penalties even in the degree of capital punishment,
or executing any law of physical force. And these citations
do just that.

If resistance and force are wrong in principle and in all
exigencies without exception, an injunction of that importance
could not have failed to find a prominent place in the teaching
of both Christ and his apostles. That no such prohibitions
are found is unaccountable on any other conclusion than
that such a theorem is not included in either the old or the
new testaments. Condemnation of force would have con-
demned the whole Mosaic system with all of the penalties it
embodied, yet Jesus was never attacked by the scribes and
Pharisees for any teaching on that point. Why? On the con-
trary the Lord expressed a singular praise for a Roman soldier
in Acts 8:5-13 and in Luke 7:1-9; and in the books of the acts
of his apostles there is more than one case of soldiers accepting
Christ, with no suggestion that they were required to abandon
their professions or in any instance discountenanced or dis-
credited for maintaining their status. There is no intimation
of any such requirement among the many problems surround-
ing the early Christians with which the apostolic epistles to
the churches, chiefly the epistles of Paul, had to deal. Paul
himself did not hesitate to call for and claim the military pro-
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tection of the government in which he was a citizen, and to
collaborate militarily with his protectors, as recorded in the
twenty-second and the twenty-third chapters of the book of
Acts. And he was not reluctant to enter an appeal to Caesar
in gaining the full benefits of the law of his government, as
dramatically described in the twenty-fifth chapter of the Acts.
And the authorities of Palestine did not know Jesus Christ
as a pacifist, else they would have had no fear of a popular
uprising or a violent revolution on his behalf as mentioned
in the first verses of the fourteenth chapter of Mark. And
stranger than that, if they had known Jesus Christ to be a
pacifist., it is quite a quandary that they should dispatch such
a formidable guard for the arrest of one whose teaching had
condemned all forcible resistance.

There are yet other evidences of an incidental classifica-
tion that Jesus did not give sanction to the attitude of either
the pacifist or conscientious objector toward coercion and
non-resistance. When in Matthew 5:22 he warned that
“whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca, shall be in danger
of the council,” it is a tacit approval of that judicial system
among the Jews. The brother of this passage was the brother
Jew, and the council was a punitive body. The term Raca
was a Jewish expression of contempt, and the right to deal
with the Jew who called his brother by this contumelious
name was recognized by Jesus, and its use of it, without
condemnation, gives direct indorsement of this penal court.
It has the same sanction in this connection that was given in
the same context to the penalties of judgment for anger and
hell fire for the extreme case mentioned. If Jesus condemned
all coercion he would have disapproved of the council itself.
There is therefore no contradiction between these verses in
Matthew 5 and verses 38-44 which apply to personal retaliation.

The insistence on taking certain sayings of Jesus literally
cannot be allowed to stop with the few commandments arbi-
trarily selected as suitable to the scruples of the conscientious
objector and the strategy of the pacifists. The case of the
rich young ruler in Matthew 19 is an example. He was told
to sell all that he had and dispense it to the poor. The re-
ligious orders use the same method of the pacifist in advocating
this narrative as an example of poverty, asceticism and the
beginnings of monasticism. The same method applied by
the ascetics to the apostle’s statement in 2 Timothy 2:4 that
the soldier, whom they interpret to mean the Christian ser-
vant, cannot be “entangled with the affairs of this life,” makes
this passage the ground for the justification of their monk
system and the establishment of monasteries, according to
the Catholic dogma that such a dedicated servant of the Lord
cannot engage in worldly affairs.
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The command of Jesus to the rich young ruler was to sell
all that he possessed--reserving not even a portion--and to
dispose of it all, not a part of it. Is it necessary for the Chris-
tian to sell all of his properties and possessions and give them
all away? The literal application would require it, and the
sensitive consciences of the objectors to coercion, resistance
and force cannot be allowed to make capital of the few pas-
sages employed to teach non-resistance, but circumvent scrip-
tures of the same nature which demolish their arguments and
reduce them to the status of non compos mentis--the state of
mental unsoundness. These citations cannot be ignored.
Any argument to justify discrimination in the application of
these references will completely nullify their premises and
conclusions. It will not resolve the inconsistencies to set up
scripture against scripture, for the contradictions are not in
the Lord’s statements but in the misinterpretation and false
application of them.

FIFTH: MATTHEW 26:51-52:
“One of them which were with Jesus stretched out his

hand, and drew his sword, and struck a servant of the high
priest’s, and smote off his ear. Then said Jesus unto him,
Put up again thy sword into its place, for all they that take
the sword shall perish with the sword.”

The order given by Christ to Peter in the words of this
text are interpreted to mean the unconditional condemna-
tion of the use of the sword. It is thought that the same
command that disarmed Peter in principle unbelts every
soldier. But the Master of men did not disarm Peter--he
kept his sword. The Lord merely ordered Peter to “put up
again thy sword”--that is, to sheathe it, return it to its sheath
and “into its place.” Now, what is the place of the sword,
why was Peter wearing a sworded sheath? The Lord evi-
dently knew that he had it before he drew it. And he was
not commanded to abandon it but to sheathe it.

Since he was not ordered to discard it, why was he per-
mitted to keep it? The conscientious objector will have a
hard time with these questions. It is obvious that the prohi-
bition is a special one. The death of Christ was not to be
prevented by the use of the sword; and the vehemence of
Peter in this rash act could have resulted in death to the dis-
ciples also. If the death of Jesus should have been prevented
by force, he at once announced that he could have commanded
twelve legions of angels as his task force, and the legions of
Rome would have been no match for them. The reason for
the reprimand was Peter’s impetuous misuse of the sword.
It is clearly a special case with the reason for rebuke plainly
implied, but it does not by any implication hold that the use
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of the sword is wrong in itself. If so, then why did Peter
have the sword in the sheath at all?

The statement “for all they that take the sword shall perish
with the sword” is a solemn warning, but to quote it as a pre-
cept for pacificism does violence to the text. The Lord’s
grim declaration that one who takes the sword shall perish
with it, could not possibly come to pass without its use. Since
the use of the sword is an essential element of the statement,
the conclusion without contradiction is inevitable: the one
who resorts to the wrong use of the sword shall perish by the
right use of it. The evil of the sword therefore is in the ini-
tiative of it.

All of the records give the account of the bearing of the
sword at the arrest of Jesus, and the parallel passage of Luke
22:49-51 makes it clear that other disciples than Peter had
the sword also: “When they which were about him saw what
would follow, they said unto him, Lord shall we smite with
the sword? And one of them smote the servant of the high
priest, and cut off his right ear. And Jesus answered and
said, Suffer ye thus far. And he touched his ear and healed
him.” This statement verifies beyond question that the dis-
ciples were carrying swords, bearing arms, with the knowledge
of Jesus and without his disapproval. All of the records give
an account of the swords, none rebukes the bearers for carry-
ing them. Mark mentions the use of the sword, but says
nothing further. Matthew and John order it to be sheathed
but do not condemn its possession nor command its abandon-
ment. And Luke records the words of Christ in reference to
it, “suffer ye thus far”-- that is, he restrained the use of the
sword there, in the attempt to avert what should not be pre-
vented. The evident meaning of “suffer ye thus far” is that
the use of the sword would not be restrained on all occasions,
but on this occasion its use was forbidden for very obvious
reasons--not for the wrongfulness of it, but the purpose of
the initiation.

SIXTH: LUKE 22:35-38:
“And he said unto them, When I sent you without purse,

and scrip, and shoes, lacked ye any thing? And they said,
Nothing. Then said he unto them, But now, he that hath a
purse, let him take it, and likewise his scrip: and he that hath
no sword, let him sell his garment, and buy one. For I say
unto you, that this that is written must yet be accomplished
in me, And he was reckoned among the transgressors: for the
things concerning me have an end. And they said, Lord, be-
hold here are two swords. And he said unto them, It is enough.”

The substance of this passage bears out all that has been
presented in the foregoing comments. It is argued that the
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command to buy the swords was ironic. If that is true, the
Lord’s point was lost, for it is evident that his hearers did not
so understand it. And if the language is figurative so that it
does not mean the literal or actual sword, then the same would
be true of the purse and the wallet. But be it literal or figura-
tive, and it could be either, in neither case could this passage
provide a premise for the pacifist, for the disciples were here
armed with swords, as they were in the record of Luke 22 :49-51,
with not only the knowledge of Jesus, but with his consent
and sanction. And when the disciples mentioned their pos-
session of two swords, and Jesus said that the two were enough,
no matter what is meant by the expression “it is enough,”
it did not remove any misapprehensions concerning such an
evil, if their possession of the swords were an evil. The fact
remains that Peter was armed with a sword, and so were the
other disciples, and in no instance were they ordered by the
Lord to disarm! but were told under particular circumstances
to sheathe their weapons, which implies that under proper
circumstances the same weapons in all propriety could be
unsheathed. These armed disciples asked the Lord if they
might use the sword to prevent his arrest, and Jesus said,
“Suffer ye thus far.” He had said in verse 37 that the things
written must yet be accomplished in him, and should not be

%
revented by the sword. But the phraseology “suffer ye thus
ar” is not the language which forbids all armed resistance,

under all circumstances. Rather do the phrases “but now”
and “thus far” indicate the right or wrong occasions for such
resistance and set particular limits.

In the records of Matthew 26:52-56, and Mark 14:51-52,
and Luke 22:35-38; 49-53, and John 18:7-9, the contexts
indicate that Jesus considered the escape and future safety
of the disciples. The continuation of the work the Father
had sent him to do was staked on their survival, hence the
necessity of preventing a general outbreak of mob violence
at the time of his arrest. Thus in Luke 22:38 the expression
“it is enough,” in reference to the two swords, was intended
to dismiss the subject and leave the matter of the sufficiency
of the swords to the discretion of the users in the considera-
tion of the occasions and circumstances of their employment.
The other expression in Luke 22:36, “he that hath no sword,
let him sell his garment, and buy one,” is in the character of
language prophetic of the protective arm of law and order
which would be necessary to the work of the apostles of Christ
in the midst of the hostilities of the Jewish and Roman worlds.

SEVENTH: JOHN 18:36:
“My kingdom is not of this world: if my kingdom were

of this world, then would my servants fight, that I should
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not be delivered to the Jews: but now my kingdom is not
from hence.”

The meaning imputed to this passage is that on account
of the kingdom of Christ being not of the world, a member of
the church cannot be a participator in the official functions of a
worldly government; and that the passage is prohibitory
of the Christian’s connection with any administrative office of
government the duties of which would require physical re-
sistance and military force. If that is true, and Jesus here
condemned the exercise of legal force, he concealed his con-
victions, and the cause he assigned for the abstention of his
servants from fighting was fictitious. The reason specified
proceeded from the spirituality of his kingdom, not from any
immorality of military weapons. In the averment, “if my
kingdom were of this world, then would my servants fight,
that I should not be delivered to the Jews,” Jesus recognized
that the support and protection of armed force are essential
to the existence of any secular state, and that no civil govern-
ment could be maintained without military armament. The
passage therefore means that there can be no physical com-
pulsions in the promotion of the kingdom of Christ. No one
can shoot the gospel into a man, nor machine-gun Christianity
into a community. Neither can intercontinental ballistic
missiles bomb the kingdom of Christ into Russia and China,
nor blast it out of existence in the United States of America
and Great Britain. The Lord’s saying, in Luke 17:21, that
“the kingdom of God is within you,” is a comment on the
spiritual nature of his kingdom, that it pertains to the inner
man, a spiritual reign in the hearts of men. The carnal weap-
ons are not the means to spiritual ends, or the advancement of
the kingdom, but rather the promulgation of its principles,
the truth. These scriptures, then, have no bearing on the
morality of military might for the defense of a nation and
the protection of its citizens, else Jesus would not have said,
“then would my servants fight.” The Lord’s statements that
“my kingdom is not of this world” and “now is my kingdom
not from hence” have the same import as was imparted in
the words “the kingdom of God is within you,” and they all
convey the same distinctions; and when put in the proper
perspective as a contrast between the spiritual nature of the
kingdom of Christ and the material character of the govern-
ments of the world, it is plain that these passages carry no
connotations of the pacifistic viewpoint.

EIGHTH: MARK 10:42-44:
“But Jesus called them to him, and saith unto them, Ye

know that they which are accounted to rule over the Gen-
tiles exercise lordship over them; and their great ones exercise
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authority upon them. But so shall it not be among you: but
whosoever be great among you, shall be your minister: and
whosoever of you will be the chiefest, shall be the servant of
all. For even the Son of man came not to be ministered unto,
but to minister, and to give his life a ransom for many.”

It is a strange thing that this passage should be interpreted
as an interdiction of the coercion that belongs to civil govern-
ment on the ground that Jesus condemned the oppressions of
the Gentile lords and Roman princes. It misses the point and
is a complete misfire. If civil coercion was the point in this
passage, then its application would not have been restricted
to Gentile authorities, for the Jewish government had its
penal code and exercised coercion. The statement was made
in connection with verses 35-41 in which is recorded the re-
quest of the two disciples, James and John, for the offices of
the high rank among the disciples. The record of Mark uses
the phrase “in thy glory”; the parallel in Matthew (20:21)
puts it “in thy kingdom.” In verse 41 of Mark’s account the
ten disciples were said to be “much displeased” over the peti-
tion of the two for positions of superiority in the kingdom.
Apparently, the disciples were quarreling over the question
of precedence and prominence in the administration of the
affairs of the new kingdom to be established. The answer of
Jesus that “so shall it not be among you” means that the
church is not a temporal realm and there is no such exercise
of authority within it. The apostles themselves were not to
be vested with the political portfolio of a minister of state in a
worldly government and could not therefore become candidates
for higher and lower offices in his kingdom. His servants were
to become the servants of men, consistent with the principles
of a kingdom not of this world and commensurate with his
own ministry “to give his life a ransom for many.”

And here it is said that the death of Jesus is the ultimate
as an argument for non-resistance and that it is the supreme
example of it, for according to Isaiah 53 and Acts 8, being led
to the cross as a sheep to the slaughter “he openeth not his
mouth.” If that is the point involved, then it must follow, as
a matter of course, that for a disciple of Christ to offer verbal
resistance in self defense, or under any circumstances to re-
sist death, would be acting in disobedience to Christ. It should
not be necessary to say that such a concept misses the point
completely of the reason for the atoning death of Christ. His
crucifixion did not exemplify a doctrine of non-resistance--
that is not why he died nor what he died for--he died for our
sins and “gave himself a ransom for all, to be testified in due
time.” Any adaptation of such passages to condemn the pre-
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rogatives of the offices and functions of civil government is a
mask for an amorphous mass of ignorance in comprehending
the teaching of Christ.

NINTH: MARK 12:13-17:
“And they send unto him certain of the Pharisees and of

the Herodians, to catch him in his words. And when they
were come, they say unto him, Master, we know that thou art
true, and carest for no man: for thou regardest not the person
of men, but teacheth the way of God in truth: Is it lawful to
give tribute to Caesar, or not.? Shall we give, or shall we not
give? But he, knowing their hypocrisy, said unto them, Why
tempt ye me? bring me a penny that I may see it. And they
brought it. And he saith unto them, Whose is this image and
superscription? And they said unto him, Caesar’s. And Jesus
answering said unto them, Render to Caesar the things that
are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s.”

The same use is made of this scripture, accompanied by
the same degree of misapprehension, as of the foregoing pas-
sages examined. The Pharisees and Herodians sought to
ensnare the Lord with a loaded question concerning whether
it was consistent with the Mosaic law to pay tribute to Caesar.
Their interrogation was: Shall we Jews give, or shall we not
give to Caesar? To answer with a direct affirmative would
have strained his relations with the Jews and alienated them,
and to answer with a direct negative would have involved him
with the Romans and antagonized them. Jesus asked them
whose superscription was on the coin. When they replied,
Caesar’s, he answered: “Render to Caesar the things that are
Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s.” Obviously,
the approval of Jesus of rendering to Caesar that which be-
longs to him was not predicated on the ground of either resist-
ance or non-resistance, but on the fact that the performance
of all obligations to Caesar is right. The Lord’s reply was not
limited to the tribute--he said “things,” render to Caesar the
things that are Caesar’s, not one thing, but all the obligations
of a civil government. If it be true, that all human civil gov-
ernment belongs to the devil, as has been taught with con-
siderable acceptance, then Jesus bids all of us to render certain
things to the devil. It is my heartfelt conviction that neither
a Christian nor any one else has ever been commanded to
render anything to the devil.

The language of Jesus, without doubt, condemns the spirit
of accepting the benefits of citizenship but ignoring the obli-
gations involved in it, not merely in the matter of taxation
and the paying of tribute, but in all the things that belong to
it. It should be observed that if Jesus had declared that it
was wrong to pay tribute to Caesar, he would have been lend-
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ing support to rebellion against the Roman government, which
would have the equivalent to encouraging civil disorder, in
consequence of which he could have justly been judged guilty
of sedition.

TENTH: MARK 12:28-31:
“And one of the scribes . . . asked him, Which is the first

commandment of all? And Jesus answered him, The first of
all commandments is, Hear, 0 Israel; the Lord our God is
one Lord: And thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all
thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind, and
with all thy strength: this is the first commandment. And
the second is like, namely this, Thou shalt love thy neighbor
as thyself. There is none other commandment greater than
these.”

This passage is considered final as an argument against
the exercise of condign retribution which, it is asserted, love
for one’s neighbor could not permit. Apply the same principle
to family life and there could be no parental discipline. If
love for the neighbor prevents the administration of punitive
law in civil society, then love for the child would preclude all
disciplinary action in the family. But if coercion is incom-
patible with love and destructive of love’s ends, Jesus Christ
would not have defined one of the prime intents of the law as
the love of one’s fellow man, which law was itself a penal code.

ELEVEN: MATTHEW 10:23:
“But when they persecute you in this city, flee ye into

another: for verily I say unto you, Ye shall not have gone
over the cities of Israel, till the Son of man be come.”

In the search for passages to support the pacifist view of
the Christian’s conduct in civil society, this exhortation of
the Lord to his disciples has been cited. But in the same
connection Jesus commanded them to “provide neither gold
nor silver, nor brass in your purses, nor script for your journey,
neither two coats, neither shoes, nor yet staves: for the work-
man is worthy of his meat”--verses 9 and 10. If a Christian
disobeys verse 23 in the performance of civil and military
duties, then the conscientious objectors to such services are
in perpetual disobedience to verses 9 and 10 which prohibited
the provisions of money in the purse, additional clothing and
sandals, or even a staff for the hand. If verse 23 teaches civil
non-resistance, then the verses above it teaches non-prepara-
tion for journeys from place to place. And to be consistent
these instructions for non-preparation must be applied to the
sending of “missionaries” into every field. Let the conscien-
tious objector and the pacifist consider this consequence--no
money for the purse, no shoes for the feet, no bags of extra
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clothing-and they will surely see that this text and others
like it have no application to the ideology they attempt to im-
pose on the members of the church in the society of this world.

Then, what is the meaning of the passage, and the im-
port of its language.? The entire tenth chapter of Matthew
is devoted to the calling of the twelve disciples, who were
later to become his apostles, and the Lord’s discourse to them,
containing not only instructions for their immediate mission
but certain predictions and precepts relating to the events
and the experiences of their apostolic ministry. The character
of their work was such that no primary consideration should
be given to the selfish interest, and there would be no material
emolument from employment or office, and there should be no
extraordinary preparations in the matter of additional equip-
ment more than the ordinary. Since the period of persecution
belonged to the history of the church, and the work of the
apostles after its establishment, and not to the experiences of
the disciples of Jesus during his personal ministry, that part
of the instructions reached beyond Pentecost, and as far into
the future as the destruction of Jerusalem.

It is evident that the verbal inspiration promised in verse
19 was received after and not before descent of the Holy Spirit
upon them on the day of Pentecost. The descriptions of verse
23 in reference to the extreme conditions of persecution, in
which they would be refugees fleeing from one city to another,
did not prevail before the death of Christ and the establish-
ment of the church. Parts of the instructions in Matthew 10
are parallel with similar instruction in Matthew 24, in the
Lord’s discourse on the destruction of Jerusalem. The coming
of the Son of man in verse 23 is an evident reference to the
establishment of the kingdom on the day of Pentecost. “Ye
shall not have gone over the cities of Israel, till the Son of man
be come.” This statement is parallel with that of Matthew
16:28: “Verily I say unto you, There be some standing here,
which shall not taste of death, till they see the Son of man
coming in his kingdom”; and also with the statement of Mark
9:1 that “there be some of them that stand here, which shall
not taste of death, till they have seen the kingdom of God come
with power.” Both the day of Pentecost and the destruction
of Jerusalem are described as the coming of the Son of man.
Hence, these passages have a dual application to the estab-
lishment of the kingdom on Pentecost, and the further fact
that the gospel work of the apostles would not have been com-
pleted in cities of Israel, or in Judea, before the destruction
of Jerusalem.

The use of passages of this nature to promote the ideology
of pacificism and the idealism of non-resistance is a misuse of
scriptures. Nothing is said on either of these subjects in these
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verses, and the narrations of the imprisonment of the apostles
of Christ and the persecutions of the early Christians are not
cases in point, and they do not compose the issues involved in
the mission of civil government or of the Christian’s relation
to the civil state.

TWELVE: JOHN 8:3-1 1:
“And the scribes and Pharisees brought unto him a woman

taken in adultery; and when they had set her in the midst,
they say unto him, Master, this woman was taken in adultery,
in the very act. Now Moses in the law commanded us, that
such should be stoned: but what sayest thou? This they said,
tempting him, that they might accuse him. But Jesus stooped
down, and with his finger wrote on the ground, as though he
heard them not. So when they continued asking him, he lifted
up himself, and said unto them, He that is without sin among
you, let him first cast a stone at her. And again he stooped
down, and wrote on the ground. And they which heard it,
being convicted by their own conscience, went out one by one,
beginning at the eldest, even unto the last: and Jesus was left
alone, and the woman standing in the midst. When Jesus had
lifted up himself, and saw none but the woman, he said unto
her, Woman, where are those thine accusers? Hath no man
condemned thee? She said, No man, Lord. And Jesus said
unto her, Neither do I condemn thee: go, and sin no more.”

This narrative has been considered as the condemnation
of the Jewish penalty of stoning in certain cases of adultery,
and has been used as an implication against the infliction of
physical punishment by civil magistrates. From any view-
point the passage could mean no more than the Lord’s re-
fusal to become a Jewish judge, or to preside over an impro-
vised court; and that he did not pass a judicial Mosaic sen-
tence upon an unfortunate offender, but rather directed
attention to spiritual results which no judicial procedures
could accomplish. The law of Moses did not command ston-
ing for all who were guilty of adultery, but only that an adul-
terer should die. The form of death was in general cases not
prescribed, but according to the traditions of the Talmud, it
was administered by strangulation. But the penalty of
stoning was specified in the law. The adulteress was an
espoused damsel or a betrothed bride. It appears therefore
that the victim of this narrative was an espoused but un-
married woman. It must be assumed that the charge against
the woman of being “taken in adultery, in the very act,” was
true, and that the enactment of Moses “in the law” was ex-
plicit; and in order to involve Jesus in a dilemma, the scribes
and Pharisees said to him, “but what sayest thou?” This was
intended by them as an insinuation that Jesus had claimed
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an authority superior to that of Moses, hence a challenge to
him to exercise it in solving the present predicament. The
dilemma in which they imagined this question involved Jesus
corresponded to the tribute money in Matthew 22;17, and the
question “is it lawful to give tribute to Caesar, or not?” In
that instance, a direct affirmative answer would have alienated
the Jews, and the negative answer would have antagonized
the Romans, and would have subjected Jesus to the accusa-
tion of encouraging civil disorder. In the present case, to
affirm the judgment of the Mosaic law would have been an
action contrary to the Roman law; but to set aside the penalty
of the Mosaic law would have been inconsistent with his
claims of fulfilling the law. The supposed dilemma was that
any answer to their question in this case would be fatal to
his teaching and his mission. By declaring the validity of
the judgment according to the law of Moses, he would have
become liable to the civil power; but any disparagement of
the law of Moses would have meant to lose the favor and
the following of the people.

In a somewhat strange mechanical action of writing on
the ground, the Lord indicated his intention to follow his
own course rather than to become involved in leading and
loaded questions. When they “continued asking him,” and
thus pressed him for an answer, he said: “He that is with-
out sin among you, let him first cast a stone at her.” This
language does not imply that her accusers were all guilty
of the specific sin of adultery, but that in each of them was
felt the same natural inclinations which had issued in the
sinful act of the unfortunate woman. It is to be assumed
that the espoused husband of the betrothed bride was among
her direct accusers, and when the Lord’s words revealed to
all of them his knowledge of their own hearts and the depths
of their thoughts, they shrank from his divine presence with-
out claim to innocence. The question had been raised from
the legal to the spiritual level, and the accusers and the judges
of the sinful woman were taught that restraint from overt
acts, or freedom from outward guilt, is no ground for the
presumption of sinlessness. And they all, one by one, with-
drew, leaving the woman alone in the presence of the One
who had known and revealed the depths of the hearts and
minds of her accusers.

When Jesus arose from stooping, “and saw none but the
woman,” he asked: “Woman, where are those thine ac-
cusers? hath no man condemned thee?” Her answer, “ N o
man, Lord” indicates that she expected the Lord to render
the judgment, but Jesus said, “Neither do I condemn thee:
go, and sin no more.” Unlike her accusers, Jesus was him-
self sinless, but he passed no sentence upon the woman. The
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question of the forgiveness of sin is not involved in the Lord’s
statement, “neither do I condemn thee.” The condemnation
refers to legal punishment and not to moral guilt. When
Jesus said to the accusers, “he that is without sin among you,
let him first cast a stone at her,” he was requiring that one to
take the place of the legal witness, according to the law of
Deuteronomy 17:7; but here the guiltless was summoned to
take the place of a witness in a sense that convicted them all
of guilt. But these men were not magistrates of the law, and
had not been appointed to a legal procedure against this wo-
man; and Jesus merely refused to assume the prerogative of a
judge of either a Jewish or a Roman court in pronouncing a
legal sentence. There is nothing in the words, “neither do I
condemn thee,” to disparage legal justice, much less to pro-
hibit the administration of punitive law in the procedures.

THIRTEEN: ROMANS 13:1-7:
“Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For

there is no power but of God: the powers that be are ordained
of God. Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth
the ordinance of God: and they shall receive to themselves
damnation. For rulers are not a terror to good works, but to
the evil. Wilt thou then not be afraid of the power? do that
which is good, and thou shalt have praise of the same: for he
is a minister of God to thee for good. But if thou do that
which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain:
for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon
him that doeth evil. Wherefore ye must needs be subject,
not only for wrath, but also for conscience sake. For this
cause pay ye tribute also: for they are God’s ministers, attend-
ing continually upon this very thing. Render therefore to all
their dues: tribute to whom tribute is due; custom to whom
custom; fear to whom fear; honour to whom honour. Owe
no man anything, but to love one another: for he that loveth
another hath fulfilled the law. For this, Thou shalt not com-
mit adultery, Thou shalt not steal, Thou shalt not bear false
witness, Thou shalt not covet; and if there be any other com-
mandment, it is briefly comprehended in this saying, Thou
shalt love thy neighbor as thyself. Love worketh no ill to his
neighbor: therefore love is the fulfilling of the law.”

Paul’s emphasis on the sword in connection with the or-
dained prerogatives of government, vindicates the right of the
civil power to capital punishment.

These verses in Romans 13 are an extension of the last
verses of Romans 12, which include the charge, “avenge not
yourselves, but rather give place unto wrath: for it is written,
Vengeance is mine; I will repay, saith the Lord.” The ten-
verse section of chapter 13 explains how the individual gives
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place to wrath, and how vengeance belongs to God. Reference
is made to legal vengeance against evildoers, chapter 13, verse
4, states that God exerts it through the sword of the officer of
civil government: “For he is the minister of God, a revenger
to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil.” This is why
personal retaliation must give place to law and order, which
the sword symbolizes. The sword is not the sign of prison,
but of capital punishment. The sword is not made “to kiss
somebody with,” but it is the instrument of execution and
stands for all the powers of the civil state. The penal preroga-
tive is legal, and is not the direct act of God, nor is it for the
individual to administer, but is the function of ordained gov-
ernment. The reasons for this are clear: the passions of men
become violent, and need the restraining power of law, with-
out which the individual himself would become the accuser,
and the judge and the executioner in one person. So the man-
date “give place to wrath” does not mean to yield to the
wrath of enemies by not opposing their wickedness, but rather
to give place to the wrath of God, whose prerogative it is,
and these verses in Romans 13 expound in detail how it is
exercised.

Verse 1:  "Let every soul”--inclusive of every member
of the church, whatever his office in the church--“be sub-
ject” to government, because Christianity is not hostile to
civil and military power. Christians are also members of
society, and are a part of the civil state. The “higher powers”
designate ordained human government, inclusive of the civil
and the military authorities. Due to the theocracy of the Old
Testament, the Jews believed it was wrong to obey any gov-
ernment than their own. The clause “for there is no power
but of God” means that God has not only appointed human
government to rule society but that he approved it, and the
right attitude of the Christian toward it is a duty.

On this point it is argued that Romans 13 applies to all
governments, and if it includes Christians, it would be ap-
plicable to all Christians in all countries, the consequencies
of which, in course of armed military action, would eventuate
in a Christian fighting another Christian in the opposing
forces--resulting in a member of the church taking the life
of another member of the church. The sophistry of that at-
tempt at an argument can be discovered at a glance, in the
necessary inference drawn from it, that it is only wrong to fight
a member of the church, but if the one in the opposing force is
not a church-member it would not be wrong to kill him!

In the old dispensation all Jews were the people of God-
children of God in the old covenant, every Jew a brother of
every other Jew in the covenant relation--yet the criminal code
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commanded the Jew to kill his brother Jew in certain civil
circumstances requiring legal executions. The principles are
the same.

Verse 2: “Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, re-
sisteth the ordinance of God.” The resistance here is the re-
fusal to recognize its rightful sphere of existence which some
of the Jews were doing, because of a mistaken allegiance to
their own Jewish state. The consequence of disobedience to
civil power is stated: “Shall receive to themselves damna-
tion"--that is, the condemnation of the authorities resisted,
in a judicial sentence. The purpose of this instruction was
aimed to correct the Jewish sentiment that it was an impiety
to obey any civil power than their own, as had been true of
their nation in the Old Testament. This code in the Mosaic
law is found in Deuteronomy 17:14-15: “When thou art come
unto the land which the Lord thy God giveth thee, and thou
shalt possess it, and shalt dwell therein, and shalt say, I will
set a king over me, like as all the nations that are about me;
thou shalt in any wise set him king over thee, whom the Lord
thy God shall choose: one from among thy brethren shalt thou
set a king over thee: thou mayest not set a stranger over thee,
which is not thy brother.” Based upon this code the Jews
believed it to be wrong to recognize any other civil power to
be of God. But God has ordained that man shall live in so-
ciety, and civil government is necessary to its peace and se-
curity. It is therefore the government of God in the form of
men.

Verse 3: “For rulers are not a terror to good works, but to
evil”--this refers to the character of the office, not the official.
“Be not afraid of the power”--that is, the true mission of
government is not fear, and it is wrong when it is so. “DO
that which is good, and thou shalt have praise of the same"--
the mission of government is good, and in doing that the praise
of the government that has been so respected will be received.

Verse 4: “For he is the minister of God to thee for good
. . . for he beareth not the sword in vain . . .
execute wrath upon him that doeth evil.”

a revenger to
The purpose of the

government through its civil and military officials is to main-
tain moral order in all legitimate designs, and in so doing they
are ministers of God to the citizens, including the Christians
both Jew and Gentile. The phrase “to thee” speaks to Chris-
tians as citizens, not as a favored class receiving this protec-
tion from other citizens, but exempt from the responsibilities
and obligations incumbent upon any other citizen. Being a
minister of God who “beareth not the sword in vain,” the
civil officer has the authority of God, by his approval of gov-
ernment functions, to execute criminals. The sword is an in-



146 THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

strument of legal punishment, the symbol of decapitation,
and in the capacity of “a revenger to execute wrath upon him
that doeth evil” it has divine sanction.

Verse 5: “Wherefore ye must needs be subject, not only
for wrath, but also for conscience sake.” It is needful to be
subject for the reasons stated, the legal and penal wrath of
the civil power when it is disobeyed; and “for conscience sake”
toward God who appointed and approved it, and in refusal to
obey, the one doing so is in disobedience to God as well as to
the civil power. True religion is subject to this ordinance.
Any religion not compatible with the rights of members of
the same society has no right to operate, and should be sup-
pressed, not as a religion, but as an enemy of the liberty and
freedom of all the people.

Verse 6: “For this cause pay ye tribute also: for they are
God’s minister, attending continually upon this very thing.”
The word also denotes an obligation on the part of the Chris-
tian who with all other citizens paid tribute, and his further
obligations also extended alongside with his fellow-citizens.
The passage does not support the sentiment that the Chris-
tian’s obligation to government ends with payment of tribute
in acknowledgment of submission, and custom of goods, and
taxation on real and personal property-the additional obli-
gation involves the mutual responsibilities of all other citizens
toward the government essential to the common good, even
the protection of society with the sword, for they who bear
the sword “are God’s ministers, attending continually upon
this very thing.”

Verse 7: “Render therefore to all their dues.” The tribute
that on any person is due; the custom that on any goods is
due; the fear to magistrates in proper regard for the law and
its offices; and honor, the respect for the rank and position of
the official holding the office. All of this is an exposition on
the rights and prerogatives of a sovereign state, but the sub-
mission is based upon the true mission of government and
does not extend to a tyrant who himself opposes the consti-
tution of a government. Subjection “for conscience sake”
does not require submission to usurpations of tyrannical gov-
ernments which have given citizens cause through the cen-
turies for the revolutions which have preserved true govern-
ment among men of many nations.

Verse 8: “Owe no man anything, but to love one another.”
This is the superior statute. From the duties of government,
the apostle turns to the over all spiritual duty to all men,
which is couched in one word--love. The exposition passes
from the legal to the regal. The civil law does not require
love, only submission. But the law of Christ transcends the
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laws of men. The civil law could not enforce love, it is not
enforceable; it is commanded as a principle of true religion
along with the principle of true government. The command
to “owe no man anything” means to acquit all debts based
on moral honesty, including any obligation, debt or duty,
and is not restricted to money. The exception--“except to
love one another”--refers to the debt that is never discharged,
which is the debt of all, a debt which none will ever cease to
owe to “one another,” as a bond in general society, joined by
a special relation. And this love “hath fulfilled the law,” be-
cause love is the source of all good; it is the motive that in-
duces the performance of all duty, and prevents injustice to
man and disobedience to God; it therefore fulfills in principle
the whole law commanded of God, and which is right by reason
in relation to man.

Verse 9: “And if there be any other commandment, it is
briefly comprehended in this saying, namely, Thou shalt love
thy neighbor as thyself.” The reference is to any other com-
mandment than the decalogue; it is comprehended, or sum-
med up, in that the command i s  all inclusive; in that love for
the neighbor adjusts all the relations to society and regulates
all duties to men; and love for God governs the attitude to-
ward God and obedience to Him.

Verse 10: “Love worketh no ill to his neighbor.” The
word neighbor projects the human relationship beyond ac-
quaintance into a bond of friendship for all men; and working
no ill to the neighbor is that restraint from the doing of wrong
which affects another. It is respect for the neighbor, joined
to love for God. This precept of love binds us all to the law
of God in society and to the law of God in the church, and in
being full and complete, it comprehends all, and fulfills the
whole.

The compatibility of corporate coercion, the resistance of
an organized community against predatory evildoers within
its own borders, with the law of love is fully established in
the thirteenth chapter of Romans. The insistence that re-
sistance and coercion in all forms violate the law of love is in
character with the classic lines of Emerson, “when love rules
and whines--” it makes love a sentimental rule.

A preacher correspondent has ventured to attempt a parallel
between Rom. 13:1-4 and Rev. 20:4--asserting that we are
not included in the he of Rom. 13 any more than the first per-
son we would be a part of the third person they in Rev. 20. I t
is a fact that “we” are not a part of the “they” or of what
John was referring to in Revelation 20. But we are a part of
the government under which we live and are therefore an in-
tegral part of the “he” of Romans 13. For instance, it was
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Paul who wrote Romans 13; but Paul was a Roman citizen,
and said so. Therefore, Paul was himself a part of the “he”
of Romans 13. Since it was admitted that “he” refers to the
government, and Paul was a part of the “he,” and it is agreed
that “the government does the sword bearing,” it follows that
Paul could have been a sword-bearer as “a minister of God for
good”--but a Christian today cannot be one! We have been
reminded that God has told men “in different ages” to do
different things--but Paul did not live in “a different age”
from the age in which we are living. Could the Roman citi-
zen, as a Christian who was a part of that “he” (government),
do a thing that an American citizen, as a Christian today,
cannot do?

The attempted argument that Christians are not a part
of the “he” of Romans 13 would force the conclusion that
there were no Roman citizens who were Christians, and no
Christians who were Roman citizens. That would make it
hard on Paul, the Roman citizen. On the other hand, if there
were some Christians who were Roman citizens, and hence a
part of the “he” (the government), and some Christians who
were not Roman citizens, and hence not a part of the “he,” it
follows that some Christians could be “a minister of God for
good” in bearing the sword and some could not! According
to that “brand of reasoning” some Christians could do a thing
that other Christians could not do. The inevitable conclusion
from such premises would be that in order to be exempt from
the responsibility of sword-bearing one would have to be an
alien! In this “age” that would automatically exempt him.
It has been very appropriately suggested that those who are
arguing on the conscientious objector’s side of this question
should, in order to be consistent, register as aliens.

The preachers who are conscientious objectors all perform
marriage ceremonies, like all other preachers. When he does
so, whose agent is he? Who gives him the authority to per-
form wedding ceremonies? The Bible does not. In that ca-
pacity he acts as a minister of the government-an officer of
the state. Therefore, when the preacher performs a marriage
ceremony, as a civil officer, he makes himself a part of that
“he,” of which it is said that no Christian is a part. So that
makes it hard on him, as well as Paul. As a civil officer in ex-
ecuting a marriage license he is in the same category with all
other civil magistrates, doing the same thing. Since the “he”
of Romans 13 is the civil magistrate, what becomes of his
contention that the preacher, himself, is not a part of the
“he”? But since he is a part of the “he” by his own official
acts, then “he” could act in the capacity of “a minister of
God” who “beareth not the sword in vain,” when it is “for
good.”



RECAPITULATION OF PASSAGES 149

The contention that a Christian is no part of the govern-
ment (and if that line of thought does not mean that, it does
not mean anything) will force preachers to surrender their
credentials as a civil magistrate in performing wedding cere-
monies, or any other government function. Let all parties
contracting marriage in the section where such preachers
preach the C.O. doctrine be so advised. And the government,
too, for it is doubtful that the government would pass out
such credentials to anyone who admits that he is not a part of
the government. If I believed that way, I would not accept
the credentials nor would I perform such offices in and for the
government.

It is becoming more and more evident that there are a lot
of “Christians” (mostly among the preachers) who think it is
quite all right to claim the privileges of a citizen, but altogether
wrong to bear the responsibilities of one. Not. being a part of
the “he” of Romans 13 does not bar them from the privileges,
it only exempts from responsibilities!

As for trying to parallel our contention on the government
issue with the efforts of some who defend Premillennialism,
that is absurd. They are in reverse gear in that effort. The
very background of Premillennialism is the contention that
all human government belongs to the devil and must be over-
thrown in order that Christ may set up his own government
on earth, which will be the millennium. Russell taught it;
Rutherford taught it; the Jehovah Witnesses cult still teach
it--and some of our brethren appear to teach it. It is on the
record that premillennial advocates within our ranks teach
that all human government will be overthrown and there will
be a period of time when no government will exist on earth
except Christ’s own government. All Premillennialists have
similar ideas of it. So the silly attempt to link our contention
with Premillennialism becomes a boomerang. The brethren
who are opposing participation in civil and military govern-
ment are themselves the ones who are yoked with the Pre-
millennialists, for that is Premillennial doctrine in the very
essence of it, including all shades and colors, forms and phases.

A critic thought he had discovered a glaring inconsistency
in a speech delivered by the author on the subject of “Pre-
millennialism,” and his argument from Romans 13 on the
government issue.

The querist wanted to know by what authority do we change
“he beareth not the sword in vain,” to “we” in Romans 13:4?
It was by the authority of the law of the mind--a simple step
in logic. It did not occur to me that any hearer or reader
could not make the transition by one simple step that would
not even throw them off balance, or interfere with their train
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of thought. If the brother cannot span the stream; it will re-
quire but a few moments to build him a footbridge.

When Paul asserted that the “powers that be are ordained
of God,” did he limit the statement to the then existent powers?
If so, Romans 13 has no bearing upon any question of the
Christian and his attitude toward government today, unless
it might be used merely as an illustration of what Paul taught
at one particular period. When Paul said, “There is no power
but of God,” did he mean that only at the particular moment
in history when he was speaking, the statement was true?
But prior to or subsequent to that time the powers were not,
and are not, of God? If so, by what authority does this broth-
er and others contend that Christians should today even
“submit” to the government, by paying taxes, or in any other
way acknowledge any obligation whatever to the government?

According to the argument on the pronouns and tenses in
Romans 13, by what authority does the brother teach men
to repent and be baptized today? If he cannot vary the pro-
nouns and the tenses of the commands spoken by Christ and
his apostles, how can he apply the gospel to men today? Do
we not expect an audience to take the same simple thought-
step every time a gospel sermon is preached?

It reduces itself to the question of what part of that which
we read about in the New Testament can be applied to us to-
day, and what cannot be thus applied. The statement, “They
lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years,” appears in
the midst of the figurative language of a book of prophecies
and symbols. There is nothing leading up to it in the plan of
salvation; there are no duties or commands growing out of it.
There is no obvious application to ourselves today.

On the other hand, there are definite duties and commands
respecting the government, and an obvious application to
those who would serve God in their attitude toward them.
We know there are governments; we can see the manifesta-
tion of them daily. We can study their history; we can per-
ceive their nature and functions. When Paul instructs the
Romans as to what their attitude should be toward their gov-
ernment, and speaks of the “powers” that be, even asserting
that there is no power--that is, government--except of God,
he was speaking “for” and “to” all Christians throughout the
gospel dispensation. Paul did not specify monarchies, em-
pires, republics, democracies--he said “powers,” and there
was no civil power not within the scope of his discourse.

The brother thinks it ridiculous that Paul would tell us to
obey ourselves, if we are the government--but it is foolish to
argue against a demonstration. We do have a government
that derives its authority from the consent of the governed.
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And in such a government each individual has some attitude
toward the government--even if it does sound ridiculous to
the brother for an individual to have an attitude toward him-
self. That fact depends not so much on a passage of scripture
to be analyzed as it is a fact to be recognized; there is not much
of a way to help a man to recognize a fact. We can help men
to understand what they see.; but we cannot see for them.
We hope the readers can see this fact, for it is a very visible one.

If and when the objector comes to recognize the fact that
the government is composed of the people living within the
scope and influence of it, we will be in a position to advance
to the thought that those born within the scope of the govern-
ment, and who continue to dwell therein, are inherently in
possession of citizenship in the government--unless he has
taken some step to repudiate his citizenship. If he does not
consider himself a citizen, he should in common fairness make
known his attitude to the government.

A point worthy of repetition is that the very preacher who
argues that the pronouns and tenses of Romans 13 do not in-
clude the Christian as a part of the government, reverse their
claim by their practice. As has been shown, they themselves
function as civil magistrates every time they perform a mar-
riage ceremony. Marriage licenses are issued by “the powers
that be” and it is written on the face of the license that the
officiating officer is an agent of the government, acting by the
authority of the State. Every preacher who has the creden-
tials necessary to perform marriages is a civil magistrate in
the exercise of such credentials. In that capacity he does not
act as “a minister of Christ” or “the minister of the church,”
he acts wholly and solely as a minister of the government! an
officer of the State. But some “ministers” have solemnized
the rites of matrimony in the name of the Father, the Son and
the Holy Spirit. What kind of an illusion or delusion is it that
makes a preacher think the Holy Spirit has appointed him to
execute marriage licenses issued by the State? It so happens
that it is not the “seal of the Holy Spirit” on that particular
legal instrument, but the seal of the State, and the preach-
er’s credentials to execute them are on file in the county court
house instead of being on record in the New Testament.

On this point we are sometimes told that Paul said (in Phil.
3:20) that his citizenship was in heaven. Yes, the citizenship
that he referred to in that passage was in heaven, but Paul’s
Roman citizenship was not in heaven. When Jesus said to
Pilate, “my kingdom is not of this world,” (Jno. 18:36) he was
merely emphasizing the nature of the kingdom of Christ in
contrast with the material kingdom. If the statement that
his “kingdom” is “not of this world” means that a Christian
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cannot be a part of a government of the world, then Paul’s
statement that “the kingdom of God is not meat and drink”
(Rom. 14:17) would mean that a Christian could not eat and
drink! Those passages do not deny the privileges of the earth-
ly government, they merely emphasize the nature of the spiri-
tual kingdom.

It is claimed that the statement in Romans 13 that the he,
the government, is a minister to thee just puts the Christian
on the receiving end of the line. Here we are told that the
Christian pays for that protection in taxes, or tribute. But
the part of society that furnishes him the protection pays just
as much in taxes and tribute as the Christian does, in addition
to the protection given to the Christian. Romans 13 says
that for this cause we pay tribute also. What is the also in ad-
dition to the tribute, or rather what is the also that the tribute
is in addition to?

It resolves itself once more into the fact that this theory
of civil government makes it right for a Christian to claim
equal privileges of citizenship, but wrong for a Christian to
bear the equal responsibilities of citizenship. Romans 13, ac-
cording that idea, does not bar a Christian from all the bless-
ings of the government but does exempt him from its responsi-
bilities. The doctrine looks worse every time we see it.

When all attempts have failed to explain away Romans
13, the Conscientious Objectors fall back on the stock say-
ing that if the teaching of Romans 13 on sword bearing applies
to Christians, it includes Christians in all countries, which
would result in members of the church bearing the sword
against each other--hence one Christian killing another Chris-
tian. But as stated in a previous comment, to offer that
contingency as an argument constitutes a tacit admission that
it would be right to use the sword against any foe except a
member of the church--so, after all, it would not be wrong to
bear the sword to kill a sinner! Such evasions serve to show
the inconsistency of the Conscientious Objector viewpoint
and to further emphasize that bearing the sword “for good”
against him that “doeth evil” is the rightful function of gov-
ernment equally applicable to all citizens in various responsi-
bilities and diversities of assignments, combatant or non-
combatant.

FOURTEEN: 2 CORINTHIANS 10:3-4:
“For though we walk in the flesh, we do not war after the

flesh: (for the weapons of our warfare are not carnal, but
mighty through God to the pulling down of strong holds;)
casting down imaginations, and every high thing that exalteth
itself against the knowledge of God, and bringing into cap-
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tivity every thought to the obedience of Christ; and having
in a readiness to revenge all disobedience, when your obedience
is fulfilled.”

A certain brother has conscientious scruples against bear-
jng arms for the government, but who has no scruples against
making armaments in the factories. In stating his objections
to combatant military service, he writes: “I am doing all that
I can to win this war in a non-combatant way.” Another
brother writes that he is “opposed to taking up carnal weapons,
but will do any work necessary to win the war.” What kind
of weapons will these brethren use in a non-combatant way in
doing the work necessary “to win this war”? Are the tools
they use and the work they do to win the war spiritual? If
not, they are carnal. A little reflection on this point will re-
veal to any thoughtful person that non-combatants are them-
selves using carnal weapons.

But those who are opposed to active military service in the
struggle to preserve the independence of the nation very fre-
quently and fluently quote II Corinthians 10:3-6. The pas-
sage reads: “For though we walk in the flesh, we do not war
after the flesh: (for the weapons of our warfare are not carnal,
but mighty through God to the pulling down of strongholds;)
casting down imaginations, and every high thing that exalteth
itself against the knowledge of God, and bringing into cap-
tivity every thought to the obedience of Christ.”

We are told by the authorities that it takes ten men doing
non-combatant service to support one man in combat. There
are brethren who argue that the one man in combat is violating
II Corinthians 10:4 in the use of carnal weapons in carnal war-
fare, but the ten men in non-combatant work who support
him do not violate that passage. But the tools that are used
by the ten men in making the armaments are just as carnal
as the guns that are used by the one. Who can make himself
believe that the ten men who use carnal tools to make carnal
weapons to support one man in carnal warfare are innocent,
but the one man who uses them is guilty?

If the passage under consideration applies to members of
the church participating in the military service of the govern-
ment in which they are citizens, one thing is certain--the non-
combatant participator is as guilty as the combatant parti-
cipator in this war. But that is not Paul’s point. Such an
application misses the meaning of the passage.

What are the carnal weapons and warfare of II Corin-
thians 10:4? Compare a few passages in which the same
word is used. In Romans 15:27 Paul says: “For if the Gen-
tiles have been made partakers of these spiritual things, their
duty is also to minister unto them in carnal things.” In this
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passage “carnal” is the opposite of “spiritual.” Again, in I
Corinthians 9:11, Paul writes, “If we have sown unto you
spiritual things, is it a great thing if we shall reap your carnal
things?” The same word in II Corinthians 1:12 is rendered
“fleshly.” So any fleshly thing is carnal in this sense. It is in
that sense that reference is made to the carnal ordinances of
the law in contrast with the spiritual nature of the new cove-
nant.

Then what is the meaning of Paul’s assertion that “the
weapons of our warfare are not carnal”? He was simply re-
ferring to the nature of the conflict in which the church at
Corinth was engaged against the forces and influences of pa-
ganism, idolatry and Judaism--it was a spiritual warfare, not
a carnal one. Preserving the play on the words of the pre-
ceding verse, in his illustration the members of the Corinthian
church were serving as soldiers, but the nature of their cam-
paign was spiritual, hence their weapons were not carnal.

Is non-combatant service spiritual? If not, it is carnal,
and somebody loses a proof-text in the effort to condemn
combatant service while justifying non-combatant service.
It shows the inconsistency of the contention that the one man
in combat service does wrong, while the ten men in non-
combat service do right. The plain fact of the matter is that
II Corinthians 10:4 does not apply to participation in the civil
and military services of the nation, and any such use of it is a
misapplication of the text.

Commenting on the passage, B. W. Johnson says that
“the weapons of our warfare are not carnal” means that the
might of the church is not human strength and human arma-
ments, but spiritual weapons by which souls are rescued from
the philosophies of the false teachers. MacKnight, the trans-
lator and commentator, says that the passage refers to the
weapons by which the church made war on heathen religions,
that the gospel was not a weak, fleshly, carnal weapon, but
the mighty instrument of Paul in overturning the fortresses of
religious error and casting down human imaginations by the
force of spiritual weapons.

Paul visualized a spiritual conquest, a pulling down of
spiritual strongholds. The teachers of error, idolatry and
Judaism were the invaders at Corinth. They had thrown up
siege-works against the truth and had threatened the church
with destruction. Paul regarded these adversaries of the truth
as besiegers. He himself was the commandant of the faithful
garrison and he declared his determination to wield his weapons
against the besiegers and their strongholds and pull them
down. But the nature of the conflict was spiritual, therefore
the weapons of the warfare with which he would overthrow
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Satan’s siege were spiritual weapons. He did not propose to
machine-gun paganism out of them nor shoot the gospel into
them. Nor does anyone propose to do so today. Being a
spiritual warfare, his weapons were not carnal, so he would
“lead” their “thoughts” into the “captivity of Christ.” All
who accepted the gospel were led into this happy captivity,
but the “revenge of disobedience” would be inflicted upon the
rebellious recalcitrants who rejected the gracious terms of
the gospel.

If there is an argument to be derived from this passage on
“combatant or non-combatant service” on the part of citizens
of an earthly government, the forceful figure of military opera-
tions against aggressors would be in favor of the combatant
service of a citizen rather than the conscientious objector to it.

The proposition of the author’s initial editorial of some
years ago on this civil and military government issue holds:
Every passage used to prove that a member of the church cannot
participate in defensive warfare, under any conditions, applies
to the spiritual realm and not the material. The conclusions are
therefore based on a misapplication of the scriptures used. I
have not yet seen an argument that furnishes an exception to
this proposition.

For an additional thought on carnal and spiritual weapons,
the McGarvey-Pendleton Commentary suggests that “carnal
weapons” referred to “methods of slander, detraction and mis-
representation” employed by the enemies of the truth that
Paul preached, but Paul declared that he used no such carnal
weapons in dealing with his opponents. In that view of it,
there are some now who are certainly using carnal weapons
in the form of carnal words in their opposition to carnal war-
fare. But they do not believe in carnal weapons. Wonder if
they think that wicked words are spiritual !

A major trouble with some combatant non-combatants ap-
pears to be that their conception of a carnal weapon is re-
stricted to gunpowder, bombs and bullets. But in all the
premises of the case, one thing stands out: The ten non-com-
batant men who use carnal tools to make carnal armaments
to keep one combatant man fighting are as much participants
in carnal warfare as the one man is who fights for the ten who
furnish him the arms. The argument is therefore reduced to
an issue between the conscientious non-combatants and the
conscientious objectors. Let them settle it among themselves.
It is their debate. Some are all-out non-resisters, declaring
that it would be wrong to even offer physical resistance in the
protection of their homes against a murderous invader. Others
are not full-fledged non-resisters but are non-combatants.
Others aver that it is right to pay war taxes but wrong to buy
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war bonds. There are others among them who can conscien-
tiously vote, run for office, hold jobs in the government of the
people, but cannot have anything to do with the military end
of it-except receive its protection. Then there are those who
consign the whole works, both the civil and the military gov-
ernment, to the devil, and will have nothing to do with any
of it-except to receive the pensions or whatever the devil’s
government has to give them. All of these sentiments are rep-
resented among those who want to debate “the war question”
--so let them debate it, among themselves.

Today there are enough members of the churches of Christ
in several states to decide any election if they should vote in a
bloc-a thing they should never as a church do, and knowing
their independence it is the author’s opinion that they never
will do so. Notwithstanding this general practice of the mem-
bers of the churches to participate in all branches of civil and
military services of the government it was nevertheless con-
sidered heretical for me to defend the scriptural right to do it.
Not at the start, but later, my chief critics were certain school
men who, strange as it seems, did not themselves actually dis-
agree with me on the government questions, but who had been
antagonized by our opposition to their campaign to put the
colleges in the budgets of the churches, and they combined to
put me in my place. It was generally conceded that our me-
dium had been the most effective instrument in stopping that
movement, although G. H. P. Showalter, publisher and editor
of the Firm Foundation, stood staunchly against the colleges
in the budgets of the churches. The fight, however, in deep
resentment focused on us, and the combination was formed
to obliterate us; and the issues shifted from the college con-
tention to the war question, with charges of inconsistency
and heresy levelled at this editor. It was the spirit of these
charges that moved the dispassionate R. L. Whiteside to
submit an article for publication containing a direct rebuke
to the men in high places who were making these personal
attacks. Under its original title of Consistency that article
is reprinted in this section.

It is a matter of record that the men who were hurling at
us the charge of changing on the government question had
themselves changed on the issue of the colleges and of civil
and military government, and their own opposite statements
were printed and made available to all. The statements that
military compliance is immoral and that war is never right
indicts God himself who commanded war; and no less so of
the apostle Paul who declared that the officer that bears the
sword for good against the evildoer is a minister of God in so
doing. So the statements quoted that the command of the
government to take up the sword contravenes the teaching of
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Him who said “put up thy sword” was resolved into a self-
challenge by virtue of their own reversed positions. But
Jesus did not command Peter to abandon his sword, or to dis-
arm, he commanded him to put it “into his place”--that is,
to sheathe it. Peter was making the wrong use of it. If the
sword itself had been wrong Jesus would have ordered Peter
to disarm, discard the sword, cast it away, not merely to put
it in its place.

Accessible quotations from the pens of able men in the
church, including the men who have been my critics, show-
ing the changes in their private views and public statements
over a period of years, and after they had reached maturity of
mind, reveals how fluid the views of the brethren have been
through the years on these questions, and it ill becomes men
who have repeatedly changed their own views to bring a railing
accusation against another. Such changes are not proof of
fickleness but rather an indication that the views of able and
honorable men have been pliable and somewhat less than
certain on the civil and military government questions. In
the period before World War I the colleges and the churches
were being pressured to publish statements in the papers and
file statements with the proper Bureau in Washington D.C.
as a sort of credo on war; but in World War II, when young
men all over the nation, without respect of persons, were being
drafted into the armed forces, the same men signed statements
to the draft boards that the church has no official position on
military service, that it is a matter of private conviction and
individual decision; and that colleges operated by members of
the church are not a unit, that some faculty members would
be objectors and others were not--but formerly these same
men had declared that combatant service is entirely contrary
to the teaching of Jesus Christ, and that this concept had been
taught as a doctrine since the founding of the school. This
was indeed a radical change and it would behoove the men
who made it not to lay the charge of changing against another.

It is usually claimed that the carnal weapons of this passage
refer to the material implements and armaments of warring
nations, and that the expression “the weapons of our warfare
are not carnal” condemns the bearing of arms in civil and
military government. Such an application of this language
ignores not only the immediate textual connections but the en-
tire context of the Corinthian epistles, and misses the whole
point in this passage.

The defense by Paul of his apostolic ministry was current
through the second Corinthian epistle. He addressed his
comments on the authenticity or genuineness of his apostle-
ship directly to his critics and to those members of the Corin-
thian church who were victims of beguilement. Not satisfied
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with their own Jewish bailiwick, these agitating Judaizers had
invaded Paul’s own province among the Gentiles, and their
subversive influence threatened destruction to his work as
“the minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles,” as he had de-
clared in Romans 15:16, in the “ministering of the gospel of
God,” as a called and qualified apostle of Christ. This apos-
tolic critique was introduced in the third chapter, where Paul
directed several questions to the leaders of the opposition to
him on the necessity of commendations from them as an
apostle, and his affirmation that the Corinthian church was
itself, in a figure, his epistle of commendation as the fruit of
his apostolic labor, being metaphorically “the epistle of Christ,
ministered by us”--that is, established by himself--and “writ-
ten not with ink, but with the spirit of the living God”--that
is, when Paul established it by the preaching of the gospel, by
the Holy Spirit, as recorded in 1 Corinthians 15:1-4. This is
how he “ministered” the Corinthian church as “the epistle of
Christ,” and his own epistle of commendation as an apostle,
sufficient as his apostolic credentials without the commen-
dations of the Judaizers. In the first verse of the fourth
chapter the apostle said, “therefore seeing we have this min-
istry, as we have received mercy, we faint not.” The “we”
in this verse refers to Paul himself; the “ministry” means his
apostolic office; and “we faint not,” means under their op-
position to his apostleship.

In the fifth chapter, verses 18 to 20, he relates how he had
first been reconciled to God by Jesus Christ, in his appearance
to him on the Damascus way and his subsequent conversion
in Damascus, a fact that was known to all the Jews. And
having reconciled Paul to himself, he states that God “hath
given to us the ministry of reconciliation”--that is, after his
conversion he was made an apostle of Christ--and having re-
ceived the apostolic ministry God had “committed” to him
“the word of reconciliation” (the inspired word). And in
verse 20, the apostle adds, “now then we are ambassadors of
Christ”--as a bona fide apostle he had, with the other apostles,
the office that belonged only to an apostle, the portfolio of an
ambassador.

Thus the defense by Paul of his apostolic credentials con-
tinues through the epistle to the tenth chapter. In this chap-
ter he contrasts his own spiritual weapons as an apostle with
the carnal weapons of the Judaizers in their opposition to him.
They had attacked his person as well as his office, seeking to
destroy him as an apostle by discrediting his person. They
had resorted to the carnal tactics of calumny, deceit and
slander. But in his defense against their attacks, he would
not condescend to their carnal methods. “For though we
walk in the flesh, we do not war after the flesh”--that is, as a
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man Paul was as other men, in the flesh; but as an apostle of
Christ, his office was not of the flesh, but of the Spirit, and his
weapons were of the same nature.

The whole context points to the Judaizers who had con-
structed a composite system out of a mixture of the elements
of the gospel of Christ and the rudiments of the law of Moses,
and this constituted the stronghold of Judaism, the most
formidable foe of the gospel, and the greatest obstacle in the
path of the church. Corinth had become a citadel for the
gospel which Paul had preached there; and Judaism was repre-
sented as the stronghold of the adversaries of Paul’s gospel,
and of Christianity, and the Judaizers were operating as sub-
versive agents in the churches of the Gentiles to discredit Paul
and thus to destroy his apostolic work. And it was in this
connection and on this point that Paul said : “For the weapons
of our warfare are not carnal, but mighty through God to the
pulling down of strongholds.” The carnal weapons referred
to the wicked methods of the Judaizers, and the mighty weap-
ons of Paul referred to the spiritual endowments and miracu-
lous powers which he possessed as an inspired apostle. Through
these powers he was able to cast down every high thing, in-
cluding the system of Judaism, that exalts itself against the
knowledge of God--what God has revealed in the gospel--
and bringing them all into the captivity of obedience to Christ.

In verse 6, the apostle completes his comparison of weapons
with the statement, “and having in a readiness to revenge all
disobedience, when your obedience is fulfilled.” The apostle
was ready to employ the full force of his powers to revenge the
work of his Judaizing enemies, not by use of the carnal weap-
ons which they had employed against him, but through the
power of the gospel--but to make their defeat effective in the
Corinthian church, the residual recalcitrants who had become
parties to the defection must be brought into obedience. Thus
it was that the apostle to the Gentiles east down every system
that exalted itself against “the knowledge of God”--which
simply means what God revealed through Paul for the Corin-
thians to know--and in so doing he was waging a spiritual war-
fare with weapons that were not carnal.

It is not complimentary to any one’s knowledge of text-
ual and contextual interpretation who would so distort these
words of Paul by adapting them to outlaw all material weap-
ons, to condemn military armament of the nation for the pro-
tection of its citizens, and to denounce the bearing of arms by
soldiers who are members of the church for the defense of the
society of which they are also members. It is a prepossession
that prevents honest hermeneutics, compromises intellectual
integrity, and deprives one of the basic qualification to ex-
pound the scriptures. This is what makes partisans of men.
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FIFTEEN: JAMES 2:8-12:
“If ye fulfil the royal law according to the Scripture, Thou

shalt love thy neighbor as thyself, ye do well : but if ye have
respect to persons, ye commit sin, and are convinced of the
law as transgressors. For whosoever shall keep the whole law,
and yet offend in one point, he is guilty of all. For he that
said, Do not commit adultery, said also, Do not kill. Now if
thou commit no adultery, yet if thou kill, thou art become a
transgressor of the law. So speak ye, and so do, as they that
shall be judged by the law of liberty.”

The common concept of this passage enforces the compati-
bility of the Royal Law with the Ten Commandments, making
the command to love thy neighbor the companion to the code
thou shalt not kill, and adducing both commandments as a con-
clusive argument against the infliction of death upon a violator
of law under any condition or circumstance. It is thus that
the Decalogue is made a premise from which the conclusion
for the Royal Law is drawn, making the latter an extension of
the former. But from such a premise the conclusion which
bars capital punishment becomes illogical--for the same law
of the Ten Commandments that prohibited murder, imposed
the death penalty on the violator and made the death sentence
mandatory.

The fundamental purpose of punitive law in any civilized
criminal code is twofold: first, the protection of society against
crime; second, the primary principle of justice, the just reward
of deeds. The thief on the cross recognized this principle in
his rebuke to his railing companion! in Luke 23 :40-41: “Dost
not thou fear God, seeing thou art in the same condemnation?
And we indeed justly; for we receive the due reward of our
deeds: but this man hath done nothing amiss.” The supreme
principle of law is to do justice. Both capital and secondary
punishments are administered in regard for what justice de-
mands, but in the Mosaic dispensation of punishment, when
the deeds of the offender had no connection with society ex-
cept the effect of bad influence, justice was outside the pale of
human administration, and he was “cut off” from the people,
and left to his fate before God. The law of Moses did not pre-
scribe imprisonment by direct mention, but in the Pentateuch
there are numerous references to the cases where the offender
was “cut off from the people,” which appears to indicate an
exclusion from society, and excommunication from associa-
tion, or banishment.

The Mosaic code makes a difference between the act of
killing and the crime of murder, and draws a clear distinction
between legal executions, such as capital punishment and war
and self-defense on the one hand, and murder on the other.
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The law defined the murderer as one who slays another from
enmity, malice, hatred, or with intent by lying in wait. For
malicious murder there was no legal remission or pardon. The
murderer could find no asylum in the cities of refuge, nor at
the altar, nor with the purchase price of money, as can be ob-
served in Exodus 21:14, 28, 29; Numbers 35:30-32; 1 Kings
2:5-6, 28-34. The crime of murder was one of the most abom-
inable acts in the category of crimes, a fact which made it sub-
ject to early legislation, direct from God, before the Ten Com-
mandments or the laws of Moses existed, as recorded in Genesis
9 :6 : "Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood
be shed: for in the image of God made he man.”

But the clear distinction drawn between the act of murder
and the taking of life in self-defense, or other legal or justifiable
reasons, is unmistakable in such passages as Exodus 22:2,
where it is plainly stated that it was a legal act to kill the thief
in defense of one’s household. This is the record of some re-
markable legislation in view of the rather widespread failure
to make proper discriminations.

Deprivation of life may be lawful or unlawful in the sight of
God, as well as in the eyes of man. God himself is said in
Lamentations 2:20 to have many ways by which to deprive
the guilty of life when it is necessary for the accomplishment
of divine ends. “Behold, 0 Lord to whom thou hast done this.
Shall the women eat their fruit, and children of a span long?
shall the priest and the prophet be slain in the sanctuary of
the Lord? The young and the old lie on the ground in the
streets: my virgins and my young men are fallen by the sword;
thou hast slain them in the day of thine anger; thou hast killed,
and not pitied. Thou hast called as in a solemn day my ter-
rors round about, so that in the day of the Lord’s anger none
escaped nor remained: those that I have swaddled and brought
up hath mine enemy consumed.” The dispossessing of life,
whatever the means, is included in the term kill, or killing,
whether it is directly or indirectly performed; and whether it
is right or wrong is determined by the cause and the motive
and the exigence.

The deprivation of life by man is also lawful in the sight of
God when a malefactor is put to death by judicial sentence, as
commanded in Deuteronomy 13:8-9: “Thou shalt not con-
sent unto him, nor hearken unto him; neither shall thine eye
pity him, neither shalt thou spare, neither shalt thou conceal
him: but thou shalt surely kill him; thine hand shall be first
upon him to put him to death, and afterward the hand of all
the people.” It is further stated in Exodus 22:2 that if the
thief is slain when breaking into the house, there has been no
violation of any law of God or man, and the slayer of the thief
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is without guilt. But the taking of life unlawfully, and with
malice aforethought, is murder and is not justifiable.

Noteworthy examples of the unlawful taking of life are the
cases of Amnon and Naboth. In 2 Samuel 13 it is related that
Absalom premeditated the death of Amnon and he was slain
without legal authority by Absalom’s command. "Now
Absalom had commanded his servants, saying, Mark ye now
when Amnon's heart is merry with wine, and when I say unto
you, Smite Amnon; then kill him, fear not: have I not com-
manded you? be courageous, and be valiant”--verse 28. In
the record of 1 Kings 21 the death of Naboth was unlawfully
obtained by the subornation of heathen witnesses against him
through the evil plotting of Jezebel and Ahab. When their
evil machinations were exposed, God said: “Thus saith the
Lord, Hast thou killed, and also taken possession? . . . In
the place where the dogs licked the blood of Naboth shall dogs
lick thy blood, even thine”--verse 19.

In the record of the New Testament reference is made in
Mark 15:7 to one Barabbas “who had committed murder in
the insurrection,” which is a further illustration of the proper
distinction between the lawful and unlawful taking of life.
The horrendous character of murder, and the heinousness in
which the murderer and his act were held, all have been given
a graphic description in Deuteronomy 21:1-9. So heinous
was the crime that when the people were unable to track down
the murderer, a law of ceremonial cleansing was enacted to
deliver the elders of the city and the people from the blood of
the slain man. “So shalt thou put away the guilt of innocent
blood from among you, when thou shalt do that which is right
in the sight of the Lord”--verse 9. But the deprivation of
life in self-defense, capital punishment and defensive war have
nowhere in the Bible been classified as murder or the unlawful
taking of life. Yet, almost universally, the people and the
preachers are wont to quote the sixth commandment of the
decalogue, . “thou shalt not kill,” and indiscriminately apply
the prohibition to all phases of the subject, without regard to
the bearing of the foregoing scriptures on the lawful or unlaw-
ful deprivation of life. An extended discussion of these scrip-
ture classifications in relation to the sixth commandment of
the decalogue, of Exodus 20:13, is in order.

It is argued that James joins the “royal law” of love to the
Old Testament command, in Exodus 20:13 and Deuteronomy
5:17, “thou shalt not kill.” This is an effort to make the taking
of life under all conditions an act of murder, and incompatible
with the law of love.

The commandment is repeated in the following New Testa-
ment references: Mark 10:19: “Thou knowest the command-
ments, Do not commit adultery, Do not kill”; Matthew 19:18:
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“Thou shalt do no murder”; Romans 13:9: “For this, Thou
shalt not commit adultery, Thou shalt not kill”; James 2:11:
“For he that said, Do not commit adultery, said also, Do not
kill. Now if thou commit no adultery, yet if thou kill, thou
art become a transgressor of the law.” These several parallel
passages are quoted to indicate the fact that whatever the
command “thou shalt not kill” meant in the decalogue, that is
the meaning of the command in the New Testament, for the
command is enforced in the New Testament by the quotations
of the writers from the decalogue itself. This is an important
consideration, for if the sixth commandment of the decalogue
applied to murder only, and did not apply to legal executions,
capital punishment, se!f-defense and war, the same restriction
applies to these quotations of it in the New Testament, and
defines its meaning. The command “thou shalt not kill” in
the New Testament means no more and no less than it meant
in the Old Testament, so far as the act of killing is concerned.

The Noachian law of Genesis 9:6 should be studied in com-
parison with the Mosaic code of Exodus 20:13. The former
declared, "Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his
blood be shed.” The latter made statutory the command,
“Thou shalt not kill.” It is obvious at a glance that the
Noachian command could not have been obeyed without the
shedding of the blood, or the killing, of the one who was guilty
of shedding man’s blood. The question is, do the requirements
of the Noachian command contradict the Mosaic code? On
the same principle the same Mosaic law that codified the com-
mand, “thou shalt not kill,” also made capital punishment
and legal executions mandatory. Does the Mosaic law con-
tradict the deealogue ? An elucidation of the meaning of all
these passages will be effected by the examination of the various
original words used in the texts, and by the comparison of the
scriptures under consideration.

In the first instance of the taking of human life, in Genesis
4:8, where it is said that Cain “rose up against Abel his brother,
and slew him,” the word slew is the Hebrew hahrag, as it is
also in verse 25, referring to Abel “whom Cain slew.” It is
significant that this is also the word used in Deuteronomy
13:9 where the command “thou shalt surely kill him” was a
statutory enactment. This word is used in 1 Kings 18:13 in
the reference that “Jezebel slew the prophets,” and in Genesis
32:20 where the brothers of Joseph conspired, saying “come
now therefore, let us kill him.” But in Deuteronomy 12:15,
in the law governing the killing for food, “thou mayest kill
and eat flesh” is the word zahvagh. Then, in reference to the
thief of Exodus 22:2, if he should “be smitten that he die,”
the word smitten is nahchah, and the phrase that he die is from
mooth. Now, in contrast with all these variations, in the com-
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mand of the decalogue, as recorded by Moses in Exodus 20
and Deuteronomy 5, “thou shalt not kill,” the word used is
rahtzagh, and is the word for murder. It is the word so used
in Numbers 35:19 for the “murderer,” and in verses 21 and 35.
That is why in Matthew 19, verse 18 the Lord quoted the
decalogue in the words “thou shalt do no murder.” The
command in the original is not “thou shalt not kill” but “thou
shalt do no murder.”

The Noachian command, "whoso sheddeth man’s blood,
by man shall his blood be shed,” and the Mosaic command,
“thou shalt not kill,” are not contradictory. Both statutes
provide for putting a murderer to death, and allow for legal
execution of criminals, capital punishment and defensive war.
Using the same word Job said, “the murderer rising with the
light killeth the poor and the needy, and in the night is as a
thief,” chapter 24, verse 14. And a New Testament parallel
of "whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be
shed” is found in Revelation 13:10: “He that leadeth into
captivity shall go into captivity: he that killeth with the sword
must be killed with the sword.”

The foregoing citations, showing the variations of the word
kill, are taken from Bagster’s Englishman’s Hebrew And
Chaldee Concordance Of The Old Testament, giving the verbal
connection between the original and the English translation,
and is the companion to Englishman’s Greek Concordance Of
The New Testament, the works of the Bagster’s Greek Lexicon
publishers, for the purpose of diminishing the difficulties of
dealing with the original Greek and Hebrew words by students
who have a limited knowledge of the original language. These
works are reliable, and the variations that have been indicated
are not distinctions without a difference. The radical think-
ing of pacifists and conscientious objectors in opposition to
capital punishment and defensive war is due to an ignorance
of distinctions between the killing of criminals and the act of
murder, distinctions that are made in all civil law and in the
Bible as well. But if the life of the murderer is forfeited, and
his blood required, the same thing is true of a murdering na-
tion-it is the principle of capital punishment on the extended
scale.

There is a significant parallel in the citations from the old
and the new testaments: Genesis 9:6: "Whoso sheddeth man’s
blood, by man shall his blood be shed”; Matthew 2652: “For
all they that take the sword shall perish with the sword”; and
Revelation 13 :10: “He that killeth with the sword must be
killed with the sword.” The harmony of these passages add
emphasis to the fact that the Noachian code was not intended
for Noah’s time only, but for all posterity.
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The claim is made that all war is sin, and that all soldiers
are sinners. There is no indictment in the Bible that says so;
but to the contrary, there are cases and examples that refute
the assertion. In the Old Testament God commanded war
under defensive circumstances, and under the same law which
said, “thou shalt not kill.” To say that all war is sinful, and
that all who participate in war are sinning, is to make indict-
ment against God. In the New Testament the apostle made
a glorious example of the Old Testament warriors and com-
mended their deeds of valor. On the honor roll of Old Testa-
ment heroes were the names of those who “waxed valiant in
fight, turned to flight armies of aliens” and were “tortured”
in the atrocities of savage enemies, “not accepting deliverance”
on terms of compromise, surrender or violation of military
honor. Of them it is said in Hebrews 12 that they all “re-
ceived a good report through faith.” But if they were sinning
in all the deeds displayed, they should have received apostolic
condemnation instead of an inspired commendation.

In a similar way in Matthew 8, the Lord commended the
centurion’s “great faith” without intimation of reservations
in regard to his military trade. In the case of Cornelius in
Acts 10, he was told “what thou oughtest to do,” and in Acts
11 the “words whereby thou and all thy house shall be saved,”
but not even a remote allusion to the abandonment of his
military connections. If such occupations were inherently
evil, it is unaccountable that the Holy Spirit selects these men
of military affairs, citing them as instances of unusual faith
and examples of conversion, without censure or exception in
reference to trade and profession. If a soldier cannot be a
Christian, a soldier cannot become a Christian, and an initial
requirement would have been the repudiation of such a voca-
tion or employment.

No one has the right to abrogate the Noachian code of
Genesis 9:6 that puts the murderer to death. Jesus repeated
it in Matthew 26:52 and reaffirmed it in Revelation 13:10.
Paul recognized it as a just principle of law in Acts 25:10-11
by his statement to Festus in the appeal to Caesar that if he
had done anything worthy of death, he refused not to die.
Previously in Acts 21 and 23 the apostle requested, received
and accepted armed protection and a military escort to Cae-
sarea, in connection with which there was considerable violence
reported, and in Romans 13 the same apostle declares that
the bearer of the sword for good is the minister of God, a re-
venger to execute wrath upon evildoers, and ordained of God
for that very thing. In Paul is exemplified the principle of
precept and example--Acts 23 records his example, and Ro-
mans 13 his teaching. It is here that an important question
is posed: Paul, an apostle of Christ and a Christian, requested,
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received and accepted an armed force of nearly five hundred
soldiers to escort him in safety to his destination. Suppose
now, without stretching the imagination, that one or more
other Christians, such as Cornelius, had been soldiers in the
armed guard that protected Paul. It would be a queer mind
indeed that could reach the conclusion that Paul could con-
sistently as a Christian request and accept such armed serv-
ices, but another Christian as a soldier could not consistently
render the service which he received.

God himself gave the prime law requiring capital punish-
ment and the use of the sword, did he by so doing corrupt
mankind? If it be urged that the prime law is an Old Testa-
ment law, be reminded that its repetition in Revelation 13:
10 is in the New Testament, along with Romans 13.

Another question for consideration is, why is it that the
Bible does not condemn capital punishment and war in so
many words, as it does murder and adultery? It is remark-
able here that the command “thou shalt not commit adultery”
has no modifications--God does not under any circumstances
sanction adultery. On the same basis, the command “thou
shalt not kill,” according to Jesus in Matthew 19:18, means
murder; and God has never under any circumstances sanction-
ed murder. But God commanded both capital punishment
and war upon criminal men and nations, therefore neither is
murder, and all objections to them on the ground of the sixth
commandment are swept aside.

There has been a campaign of blunders in reference to the
Christian’s relation to civil and military government. The
whimsical scruples allowing the guilty to escape makes those
who advocate them answerable for the augmented danger to
society before the bar of civil rectitude.

It is a truism that Christianity is a religion of peace, but the
word peace does not mean mere rest or tranquility, or absence
of annoyance. It means a state of blessing, a condition of
mind and conscience, won through struggle and in defence of
right against wrong. Thus the doctrine of peace may be the
doctrine of war, temporally and spiritually, for the obligation
to “fight the good fight of faith” applies to maintaining the
cause of truth and right in every realm against the strongholds
of evil and error of every kind. God is a God of peace, yet
when his people martialed their armies to fight against their
enemies, at the time of battle, the prophet of the people would
present himself at the head of the army with the clarion call:
“Hear, 0 Israel, and be not in fear of your enemies; for the
Lord your God fights for you.” If such was not inconsistent
with the nature and character of God then, as the God of
peace, any just war against all the evil forces which are de-
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structive of civil society is consistent with the God of peace
now. In the spiritual fight, the weapons of warfare are not
carnal; but in the temporal fight, the Lord said, “If my king-
dom were of this world, then would my servants fight,” with
armaments suited to the warfare. The same method cannot
be applied to both realms. The ethical standards of the Lord’s
discourse, known to all as the Sermon On The Mount, cannot
be set up as a civil statute in which all the ethical difficulties
of civil government are codified, labeled and ticketed.

SIXTEEN: JAMES 4:1-2:
“From whence come wars and fighting among you? come

they not hence, even of your lusts that war in your members?
Ye lust, and have not: ye kill, and desire to have, and cannot
obtain: ye fight and war, yet ye have not, because ye ask not.”

The general epistle of James was addressed to “the twelve
tribes scattered abroad”--that is, to the whole church every-
where. The twelve tribes in the Old Testament were the whole
of fleshly Israel; but in the New Testament the expression is
used figuratively to denote the whole church of God, the
spiritual Israel. “ AS many as walk according to this rule,
peace be on them, and mercy, and upon the (true) Israel of
God”--Galatians 6:16. It is in this meaning that Jesus re-
ferred to the twelve tribes in Matthew 19:28: “Verily I say
unto you, that ye which have followed me, in the regeneration
when the Son of man shall sit in the throne of his glory, ye also
shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes of
Israel.” The Lord’s words in this passage may be paraphrased
as follows: In the regeneration (the gospel dispensation) when
the Christ occupies the throne of his kingdom in heaven, you
apostles will be ambassadors extraordinary, and as his min-
isters of highest rank, you will occupy twelve thrones (or seats
of authority) judging (or governing) the twelve tribes of
(spiritual) Israel--that is, by the authority of Christ the
twelve apostles would rule and govern the whole church by
their apostolic word. So it is that the general epistle of James
is not addressed to a local church, such as the epistles of Paul,
but to “the twelve tribes” of spiritual Israel--the whole church.

The epistle is intended to reach a widespread audience, and
it deals with the general conditions which prevailed in the
churches and among Christians in the far away places of Gen-
tile countries. This epistle was put into the hands of the
Jewish Christians in pagan lands as a guide to the converted
and as a source of instruction by precept and example for the
unconverted.

The fourth chapter of James is a denunciation of the anarchy
and rivalry that had developed among the members of the
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church springing from lust, envy and greed. They were di-
vided into wrangling parties, and while thus warring among
themselves they could not convert the heathen.

Verse 1 states that the warring and the fighting was in the
church--“among you,” it says. It was a war of rivalries pro-
ceeding from the lusts that “war in your members”--that is,
the members of the body were the instruments of the sins that
possessed them. The war in this passage is of the same nature
as the “warring” mentioned by Paul in Romans 7:23:: “But I
see another law in my members, warring against the law of my
mind, and bringing me into captivity to the law of sin which
is in my members.” The law of the mind here does not mean
that one’s mind is his law, but rather refers to the law of God
which pertains to the mind, and being addressed to the mind,
or the intellect, it is called the law of the mind as a designation
for the law of God, which in this verse means the gospel. This
law of the mind was at war with the law of sin in the members
of the body, the fleshly body. The law of sin is simply the rule
of sin, and the law of God was contrary to the rule of sin, there-
fore at war with it, opposed to it.

In the first verses of the following chapter, Romans 8, the
apostle declares that “the law of the spirit of life in Christ
Jesus hath made me free from the law of sin and death. For
what the law could not do, in that it was weak through the
flesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh,
and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh: that the righteousness
of the law might be fulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh,
but after the spirit.” The brief analysis of this verse is this:
First, the law of the spirit of life is the gospel; second, the law
of sin and death is the rule of sin which results in spiritual death;
third, the law is the law of Moses. The gospel is the law of the
spirit of life because it gives life; the law of sin is the law of
death because its end is death. The law (of Moses) could not
make one free from the rule or dominion of sin, but the gospel
does that which the law could not do--makes one free from
the rule of sin. It is therefore this law of the mind, or the
spirit--the gospel-that is opposed to and at war with the
law of sin in our members. And this is the war of James 4:1,
“even of your lusts that war in your members.”

Verse 2 is a scathing rebuke of the warring and fighting in
the church, among its members. “Ye kill, and desire to have,
and cannot obtain: ye fight and war, yet ye have not, because
ye ask not.” The entire environment of the passage indicates
that reference is made to the violent contentions among them-
selves envies, jealousies and party ambitions. One had and
the other had not; hence the wars and the fightings. And it is
evident that the denunciative words, “ye kill,” refer to the
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destructive effects of strife and contention. They were play-
ing the part of murderers in the church by destroying one
another, as stated in the phrase, “and desire to have, and can-
not obtain.” The apostle then adds, “ye fight and war,, yet ye
have not, because ye ask not”--that is, in the warring and
fighting among themselves they had followed their own fleshly
lusts and partisan ambitions, without regard for the will of
God or asking for God’s direction; and in not asking for it, they
did not have it, but were left in their lusts.

The interrogation of verse 5 is conclusive as to the nature of
the war of James 4. The apostle asks a question of them which
sums up his rebuke on their warring. “ DO ye think that the
scripture saith in vain, The spirit that dwelleth in us lusteth
to envy?” The reference here to what “the scripture saith”
is not a verbal quotation of any one passage, and is either in-
tended as a summary of what is taught in numerous other
scriptures, or a reference to the truth of that which had al-
ready been stated. The apparent meaning is that the spirit
which God gave to dwell in us should not become depraved by
the lust and envy that breeds the contentions among the mem-
bers of the church which the apostle had so unsparingly re-
proved. But whatever else may be included in the exegesis of
James 4, no candid consideration of these verses can make
them applicable to non-participation in the obligations and
functions of civil and military government.

SEVENTEEN: ISAIAH 2:2-5:
“And it shall come to pass in the last days? that the moun-

tain of the Lord’s house shall be established in the top of the
mountains, and shall be exalted above the hills; and all na-
tions shall flow unto it. And many people shall go and say,
Come ye, and let us go up to the mountain of the Lord, to the
house of the God of Jacob; and he will teach us of his ways,
and we will walk in his paths: for out of Zion shall go forth the
law, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem. And he shall
judge among the nations, and shall rebuke many people: and
they shall beat their swords into plowshares, and their spears
into pruninghooks: nation shall not lift up sword against na-
tion, neither shall they learn war any more. 0 house of Jacob,
come ye, and let us walk in the light of the Lord.”

There are two erroneous interpretations of this prophetic
passage. The millennialists assign its fulfillment to the second
coming of Christ and the millennium, when it is asserted that
the house of God will again be in Jerusalem, and the law of
Zion will from there be administered and executed, and by
universal disarmament all nations will be brought under the
millennial rule of Jesus Christ. The other false interpretation



170 THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

is that swords and spears and war apply literally to “carnal
warfare” and is therefore a condemnation of any participation
in military government. It will not require a labored examina-
tion of the passage to expose the fallacies of both adaptations
of these verses.

The first five verses of Isaiah 2 compose a prophecy of the
New Covenant, of the gospel dispensation and the establish-
ment of the church. The Lord Jesus Christ alluded to this
prophecy in the record of the Great Commission given in Luke
24 :46-47 : “It is written . . . that repentance and remission
of sins should be preached in his name among all nations, be-
ginning at Jerusalem.” There are only two places where the
thing mentioned by the Lord was written--in Isaiah 2 and the
duplicate prophecy of Micah 4. Both of these prophecies de-
clare that the events named related to “the last days,” an ex-
pression denoting the gospel dispensation, and that they would
be fulfilled at the time of the establishment of the church, and
when the new covenant would embrace all nations, by the
promulgation of the gospel to both the Jews and the Gentiles
in the execution of the Great Commission. The words of the
prophecy describe the universal character and scope of the
new covenant in that God would judge the “nations” and
would “rebuke many people”--that is, both Jews and Gen-
tiles--by this new covenant proceeding from Jerusalem. The
Jews and the Gentiles would not be separated by enmity in
the new covenant, the two nations would merge into one new
nation in Christ; and the rivalry between the two nations
having ceased, the one nation would not lift up sword against
the other nation, they would learn war no more--a figurative
description of the peace that would exist between them in the
new covenant, in Christ and in the church of Christ. Prophe-
tically, figuratively and spiritually the state of war between
the Jews and the Gentiles would come to an end with the in-
auguration of the new covenant, and they would cease to be
spiritual belligerents. In Ephesians 2:14-16 Paul refers to
the fulfillment of this imagery in the metaphor of breaking
down the “middle wall of partition” between the Jews and
Gentiles and making them “one new man” in Christ.

There is no more reason to make the swords and spears
literal in Isaiah 2, than there is to make the middle wall of
partition literal in Ephesians 2. The prophecy of Isaiah closes
with the announcement that in the new covenant the Jews
and Gentiles would walk together in the light of the Lord; and
the parallel passage in Ephesians is concluded with the state-
ment that they are both reconciled unto God in one body by
the cross.
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The equivalent declaration in the duplicate prophecy of
Micah 4 is in the expression, “they shall sit every man under
his vine and under his fig tree; and none shall make them
afraid,” which is a magnificent metaphor of the blessings of
the new covenant in which, without respect of persons, the
Gentiles would share equally with the Jews. If it is insisted
that war has not ceased, and that swords and spears have not
been beaten into plowshares and pruninghooks, the answer is
that the figurative armaments of war were figuratively beaten
into the peaceful implements of agriculture in the spiritual ful-
fillment, and therefore and thereby ceased. That fact is made
evident in the comparison of the passages cited. No one would
dare affirm that the “wall” mentioned by Paul is a literal
“partition” of brick and mortar, or lath and plaster, or stucco
and sheetrock. Then it is a figure of speech. But if these
descriptive terms are not literal in the Ephesian passage, for
the same reason they are not literal in the Isaiahan prophecy.
That the passages in Isaiah 2 and Micah 4 refer neither to a
future millennial age nor to the carnal wars of earthly nations,
but rather to the spiritual relations between the Jews and the
Gentiles in the new covenant church, a candid consideration
of the text and context clearly sustains, and it follows that
the pacifists and conscientious objectors to civil and military
resistance again lose their passage. There is not one scripture
to which by fair and logical exegesis they may lay claim.



XIII

THE ROMAN CATHOLIC SYLLABUS
AND VATICAN DECREES

VERSUS THE
KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS RELIGIOUS

INFORMATION BUREAU

(Written in September, 1960, at the request and expense of
R. Brannan, of Gainesville, Texas; printed and published by
the Firm Foundation for general distribution in an edition of
many thousand copies.)

In the magazine section of The Daily Oklahoman, August 14,
1960, the Supreme Council of the Knights of Columbus Reli-
gious Information Bureau admonished the people to “take
the trouble” to look at the facts of history concerning Roman
Catholics and the separation of church and state and “be sur-
prised at what they find.” Acting on the recommendation of
the Knights of Columbus, let us take a look at some Roman
Catholic documents of modern history and give people of the
general public a surprise.

I .  The Catholic Church Opposes the Constitution of
the United States.

The Syllabus of pope Pius IX, and the accompanying Vati-
can Degrees, were ratified by the universal Roman Catholic
Vatican Council in 1870, and declared by the council to be in-
fallible, irreformable and irrevocable--never to be revised or
rescinded.

The Syllabus consists of eighty ominous articles which con-
demn the right of any civil government to separate itself from
the Roman Catholic Church; denounces freedom of conscience,
of opinion, of speech and of religion; claims for the pope and
the priests the right to all temporal dominion; and decrees for
the Roman Catholic Church the right to the possession and
employment of military force to extend the unlimited dominion
of the pope of Rome over all civil government; and to make
the Roman Catholic Church the only religion of the state, to
the exclusion of all others.
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Judged by this universal Syllabus of the Vatican Council,
the pope of Rome stands in opposition to the Constitution of
the United States. The papal Syllabus is incompatible with
the liberties our constitution guarantees to every man. This
Syllabus is final authority in the Catholic Church, and from
it there is no appeal. By its mandates every American Cath-
olic is bound to oppose the Constitution of our country; and
no Roman Catholic can take an oath of office to uphold our
Constitution and maintain his own honor and integrity as a
true Roman Catholic. His mental reservations and conscien-
tious exceptions cannot be ignored. No man can serve two
masters. An honest Catholic cannot hold allegiance to the
pope of Rome and to the Constitution of the United States.

II. The Knights of Columbus Contradict the
Roman Catholic Sy llabus

In view of the current propaganda of the Knights of Colum-
bus in the various newspaper and magazine mediums of the
nation, it is in order to “look” at their assertions side by side
with the articles of the Syllabus, and observe the contradic-
tions :
1. THE KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS: “Separation of church
and state in this country seems to Catholics the natural, the
inevitable, the best among us, both for the good of religion and
of the state.”
2. THE ROMAN CATHOLIC SYLLABUS: The state has
not the right to separate itself from the church (Article 55).
The church has the right to require the state to make the Ro-
man Catholic religion the only religion of the state (Article 77).

QUESTION: Shall we take what seems under certain polit-
ical circumstances to be expedient to a propaganda organiza-
tion of Catholic laymen--or the official Vatican declarations
of the Roman Catholic Syllabus?

Take another “look” at the contradictions:
1. THE KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS: “The status of the
Catholic Church in such a land would obviously be different
than in the United States, where there are many faiths, all en-
titled to the same rights and privileges.”
2. THE ROMAN CATHOLIC SYLLABUS: The Catholic
Church claims the power to bind dogmas for universal belief,
and asserts the right of requiring it to be believed by all that
no pope of Rome ever exceeded the bounds of his power, and
that no oecumenical (universal) council ever did so. (Articles
22 and 23).

QUESTION. Which shall we take--the ipse dixit dictum
of the propaganda organization of Roman Catholic laymen--
or the official decrees of the Roman Catholic Syllabus?
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III .  Roman Catholic Propaganda Contradicts the
Decrees of the Pope.

It is a well known fact of history that the pope of Rome and
the Roman Catholic hierarchy condemn the expression of pri-
vate opinion. Hear the Syllabus again: “Publicly manifesting
their opinions and ideas, of all kinds whatsoever, conduce more
easily to corrupt the morals and minds of the people” (Article
79). The recent advertisements in the various metropolitan
newspapers and national periodicals, by the religious propa-
ganda department of the Knights of Columbus, violated this
Syllabus by indulging in numerous quotations reflecting the
supposed private opinions of ranking Catholics. These quo-
tations were not authoritative, and they contradict the en-
cyclicals of the popes, the canons of the councils and the Vati-
can decrees.

QUESTION: Shall we take the quotations of the private
opinions of a few Catholic leaders, compiled and published
with evident political design, or shall we accept as authorita-
tive the official decrees of the pope of Rome in the articles of
the Syllabus?

ANOTHER QUESTION: If the Supreme Council of the
Knights of Columbus really desires that the people should
have a look at the facts of history, why does not their Re-
ligious Information Bureau advertise and circulate the articles
of the Syllabus and the Papal Decrees bearing on the Catholic
Church and civil allegiance?

I V .  The Roman Catholicism of the Nineteenth and
the Twentieth Centuries.

The effort to brush aside this Syllabus with an assertion that
it pertained to people and nations of ancient and medieval
time is an artful deception and it will not work. This Syllabus
of the pope and his oecumenical Vatican council was issued
and ratified in the latter part of the nineteenth century, within
the generations of our parents. Moreover, it was enacted by
the universal Catholic council composed of Roman Catholic
prelates from all over the world, including the United States.
It was declared to be universal in scope and extent, and de-
creed anathema upon all in every land who reject it.

The claim by the Knights of Columbus that the Roman
Catholic Church has one doctrine for Europe on the separa-
tion of church and state, and another doctrine for America on
freedom of religion and liberty of conscience, contradicts the
basic dogma of Roman Catholicism: the unity and universality
of the Catholic Church. If American Catholicism and Euro-
pean Catholicism are not identically the same, then the Ro-
man Catholic Church no longer exists, the pope is no longer
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the universal pontiff, and both are a thing of the past. Is this
the “look” at history which the Knights of Columbus want
the people to see?

The only alternative for the American Roman Catholic is to
acknowledge and accept the Syllabus, with all of its demands
for undivided allegiance to the pope, or to renounce the Sylla-
bus altogether and thereby be anathematized by the pope of
Rome together with the rest of all mankind who refuse sub-
mission to it.

The full and authentic text and analysis of this Syllabus in
the original Latin form and in the English translation can be
found by “people who take the trouble to look” for what they
can “find” in the annals of history. It has appeared in such
notable publications as “The Vatican Decrees and Their Bear-
ing on Civil Allegiance,” by the Hon. William E. Gladstone,
member of Parliament and Prime Minister of England; and in
“The History of the Vatican Council and The Papal Syllabus,”
by Philip Schaff, the eminent president of the Revision Com-
mittee of our American English Bible; and in “The Pope, the
Kings and the People,” by England’s William Arthur. The
exposure of the Syllabus by Gladstone was published in the
YJnnpd States by Harper & Brothers, Publishers, New York,

V. The Evidence of the Un-American Character
of Roman Catholicism.

The following examples from the eighty articles of the Sylla-
bus provide the undeniable evidence and irrefutable proof for
the subversive and political character of the Roman Catholic
Church.

Articles one to fourteen declare the pope’s right to control
all religion, and all moral and political philosophy, and all
science and reason.

Article fifteen condemns every man’s freedom to profess and
embrace the religion which he deems to be true, and asserts
the right of the Roman Catholic Church to require the state
not to allow this freedom of conscience to any man.

Article nineteen claims that the rights of the Roman Catholic
Church are unlimited, and denies the state the right to inter-
fere with any of its activities whatsoever, regardless of their
political character and effect.

Article twenty-seven claims for the Roman Catholic hierarchy
all dominion over temporal affairs.

Article forty-five claims the right of the Roman Catholic
hierarchy to the entire direction of public schools.

Articles seventy and seventy-three claim the right of the Ro-
man Catholic Church to annul all marriages performed only by
civil contract and not according to the forms of the Catholic
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sacrament of marriage decreed by the Council of Trent.
Articles seventy-eight and seventy-nine claim the right to pre-

vent the state from granting freedom of opinion and of public
worship.

Article eighty declares that the pope cannot be reconciled to
modern civilization, progress, government and freedom, and
that he cannot compromise with these concepts.

In order to perpetuate the union of church and state under
this Syllabus, the Roman Catholic pontiff claimed the right
to employ force to execute it (Article 55). Since the enactment
of this papal Syllabus and the Vatican Decrees, the pope of
Rome has retracted nothing and abandoned nothing-there-
fore, the Roman Catholic Church in America must be judged
by the Syllabus, as it is judged in Europe, and by these papal
decrees it must stand or fall in every country of the world,
among all men of every race and nation.

It was due to the ratification of this Syllabus in 1870 that
Gladstone declared that no Roman Catholic should be a mem-
ber of the English Parliament, because of the allegiance to the
Vatican power that the Syllabus binds on every Roman Cath-
olic in the world. Gladstone warned the people of the British
Isles of the efforts of the Catholic priests to Romanize England,
and extended this warning to the United States, “where the
separation of church and state is supposed to be complete,”
and declared that this country was standing in the same
danger.

VI. The Political Propaganda Concerning
Intolerance and Bigotry.

The Syllabus of pope Pius IX proves that Roman Catholic-
ism actually is not a church but is essentially a politico-religious
state, a hierarchy of civil and religious totalitarianism which
sweeps into the papal net whole systems of government, and
which binds the authority of the pope of Rome on all Roman
Catholics in the United States to the extent of impairing the
integrity of their civil allegiance.

The propaganda that religion should not be injected into
the political field is both subtile and subversive in design. The
Vatican is itself a civil state, and the pope is its political head.
Catholics protest the injection of religion into politics, but
they promote the projection of politics into religion, and
through the multiple organizations of the Catholic Church
they are waging an enormous campaign of propaganda on the
religious issue. The politico-religious issue is inherent in Ro-
man Catholicism; it is a part of the warp and woof of their
whole system. The pope of Rome has decreed both political
and religious intolerance. The Syllabus binds intolerance on
every Roman Catholic. But it is a one-way Catholic street--
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because the intolerance that the papal decrees bind on all
Catholics, if practiced by non-Catholics is protestant bigotry.
But religious bigotry is the Roman Catholic stock in trade.

The presumptuous perversion of truth being foisted upon
the public by such Catholic organizations as the Knights of
Columbus poses a challenge to every citizen of our beloved
land, who holds the freedom of body and soul as our heritage.
It is a martial call, the signal to rise up and fight.

VII. The Dark Cloud of Catholicism on the
American Horizon.

Since the Knights of Columbus Religious Information Bu-
reau has chosen some quotations to serve its obvious propa-
ganda purposes, it is permissible that another quotation from
an eminent personage be seen. It is the voice of Abraham
Lincoln: “If the American people could learn what I know of
the fierce hatred of the generality of the priests of Rome against
our institutions, our schools, our most sacred rights and so
dearly bought liberties, they would drive them away from us to-
morrow. . . . The history of the last thousand years tells
that wherever the church of Rome is not a dagger to pierce the
bosom of a free nation she is a stone to her neck, a ball to her
feet, to paralyze and prevent her to advance in the ways of
civilization, science, intelligence, happiness and liberty . . . .
I see a very dark cloud on our horizon. And that dark cloud
is coming from Rome. . . ."” (From America or Rome, Brandt).

Roman Catholicism is a system of politico-religious com-
munism. There are two rival systems of communism--the
political communism of Russia and the religious communism
of Rome. Both systems are totalitarian in character, one
seeking the complete regimentation of every individual under
an atheist political state, the other seeking the same ends
under a theistic religious state. Let the voice of Lincoln be
heard : “I see a very dark cloud on our horizon, and that dark
cloud is coming from Rome.” This country was settled and
its government established by its founders to get away from
the European conditions imposed upon them by the feudal
lords and the Roman priests. Shall we now see these things
thrust upon us again?

The Roman Catholic Church is using every technique of
ancient and modern methods to brainwash the American
people, preliminary to the final test of strength foreseen by
President Lincoln, and we may all well pray: God save
America.
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I.

THE LIPSCOMB THEORY OF
CIVIL GOVERNMENT

The following material is from Brother 0. C. Lambert,
who is widely known among us as an able preacher and
Bible scholar. Brother Lambert has made an exhaustive
study of Russellism and Rutherfordism, and the teaching
of that subversive religious system on civil government;
and is as well prepared to expose their seditions as any man
among us.

Like many others, as a young man Brother Lambert “sat
at the feet of David Lipscomb,” and he accepted the Lips-
comb theory of civil government. Brother R. L. Whiteside,
who is not a whit behind David Lipscomb himself as a
thinker and scholar, recently related a similar experience
in an article which appeared in the Bible Banner under the
caption “Concerning War.” Brother Whiteside also “sat at
the feet of David Lipscomb” and like many others ac-
cepted his teaching on civil government. But later, upon
investigation, Brother Whiteside changed his mind on the
matters involved and listed the arguments that convinced
him that the theory was wrong, notwithstanding his per-
sonal regard for Brother Lipscomb as a great man and his
respect for him as a teacher.

In relating his experience with these matters, Brother
Lambert reveals in the following summary of Civil Govern-
ment by Lipscomb that his theory differs little, and in
some phases not at all, from the teachings of Russell and
Rutherford--and is just as wrong.

Much has been said pro and con of the Lipscomb theory
of civil government, and his book bearing that title has
been brought again into the spotlight by the reprint and
re-indorsement of its publishers; but not many readers
today know enough about its contents to understand what
the reference to it means. In my opinion brethren all
over this country will evince surprise to learn what that
particular book contains.
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It has been printed, reprinted and repeated that certain
contemporary scholars in the church made statements to
the effect that they did not believe the Lipscomb theory but
that his Civil Government book could not be answered. It
is doubtful if that statement could be verified--but it is not
true. Some unproved assertions need only to be denied on
the same level they are asserted. The onus of proof is the
task of the asserter. The present work in the generalities
and this section in the particulars reverse the boasted
claim.

This reply to the two books reviewed in this section is
admittedly belated but is not ill-timed for the reason that
the Civil Government book is again current, having been
reprinted with recent advertisement and indorsement. Truly,
the answer to it is long overdue. If it is felt that the author
of the book that so gratuitously purports to defend the
Lipscomb book is now advanced in age and should be
spared these exposures--so it is with others of us, for
Brother 0. C. Lambert is himself past seventy-five, and it
cannot be reasonably denied that he has the right as a
matter of history, to set the record straight on things per-
taining to himself, which have been published and exist in
book form, currently advertised and sold. These personal
reasons are not to be superimposed but nevertheless exist
with the higher importance of upholding the truth on the
subjects of discussion, and they together indispensably
justify this section of the present work, the material of
which was prepared years ago but the lack of opportunity
prevented publication until now.

The churches of Christ have never held the views of the
Civil Government book, and the brethren in Nashville--
where the book was written and where its author lived--
and members of the church all over the State of Tennessee
rejected it in practice by voting and holding offices in civil
government, nor have any great number of the members
accepted such a theory. When it becomes known what “the
Lipscomb theory of civil government” really is, my con-
viction is that the members of the churches of Christ gen-
erally, including most of the preachers, both east and west
of the Mississippi river, and north and south of the Mason-
Dixon line, will repudiate it verbally as they have done
practically. We submit herewith Brother Lambert’s report.
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(1) THE LIPSCOMB BOOK.

Dear Brother Wallace :
Before I began to preach, I read Brother Lipscomb’s

book Civil Government. Having such regard for Brother
Lipscomb as a Bible student, I made the common blunder of
accepting ideas predigested. For years I never voted, believ-
ing that it would be wrong. It was probably fifteen years ago
(from the date of these articles in 1943--the fifteen years
would be in the 1920’s) that I began to think on that subject
for myself and was compelled to modify my ideas. Since this
question has come to the fore in recent months and having
a hazy remembrance of the contents of Brother Lipscomb’s
book, I decided to read it again. I was amazed. It is the
same thing that Russell and Rutherford taught.

I am enclosing a proposition based on statements in
Brother Lipscomb’s book, which ought to clarify, somewhat,
the question of propositions.

I am enclosing the quotations which I have made from
the book so you may see, without taking the trouble to
examine the book, that every word of the proposition is
taken from the book.-Fraternally, 0. C. Lambert

(2) INDEX TO CONTENTS.

“All civil governments are alike (76) (85) (12) (14)
(18) (25) (90) (92) (78) (137) (41) (73) in that they
are all of the devil (54) (73) (86) entirely (79). They are
the enemies of God (79) (102) (137) (144), and a Chris-
tian must oppose them, fight against them (79), resist
them (82), because the devil is the head of them (Com. on
Romans, p. 229), until the Lord exterminates them all, (25)
(28). This is why Christ came to the earth (46), and that is
the special (Corn.) mission of the church (28) (12). A
Christian, therefore, cannot support (28) or sustain (85)
them with his means (83-84) or otherwise, affiliate with
them (18), claim the protection of (114), appeal to, (41),
or seek the help of (22). They are the beast of Revelation
17 (103), and they occupy the same relation to hell that the
church does to heaven (73), and any friendship or affilia-
tion with them is treason against God (89). “Be subject to”
and “submit to” means to “be antagonistic to” (76), and
there can be no hope for the conversion of the world until
these two kingdoms be recognized in their true antagonistic
spirit, mission and destiny (92) ."
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“God never ordained one of his true, obedient and
spiritual children as an avenger to execute wrath (30) (70)
(78) (137). Bloody work demands bloody and cruel char-
acters to perform it. All executions by government au-
thority is murder. Christ cannot execute vengeance (74) ."

“Christians will always be miraculously kept from harm
if they do nothing to help themselves. Any effort to help
themselves is to distrust God (36) (137) (146) (41), and
reject the Divine.”

“Christians can build houses or teach school for the
government (141) (142) but cannot be a postmaster (141-
142) ."

(3) A SUMMARY OF THE CONTENTS.

All Alike:
“The human governments of the New Testament dis-

pensation were but a continuation of those of the Old
Testament, and of precisely the same nature.“--p. 76.

“If a man identifies himself with an earthly kingdom,
sustains and upholds it, he must share its destiny.“--p. 85.

“The mission of the church is to rescue and redeem
the earth from the rule and dominion of the human king-
doms.“--p. 12.

Exterminate Them:
“The mission imposed upon the Jews after the deliver-

ance of them was perpetual enmity, the work to which they
were called was a work of extermination against all people
maintaining a human government. Since governments are
the same as ever, Christians should exterminate them."--
p. 14.

“The subjects of God’s government were forbibben all
affiliation or alliance with the human governments.“--p. 18.

“The lesson taught is that the human governments must,
one and all, be destroyed.“--p. 25.

“None can doubt that the final end will be the destruc-
tion of all earthly kingdoms, that they may give place to the
reign of the divine kingdom.“--p. 90 .

“There can be no hope for the conversion of the world,
until these two kingdoms are recognized in their true,
antagonistic spirit, mission and destiny.“--p. 92.
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Non-participation:
“When Babylon was overthrown by the Medo-Persians,

he (Daniel) submitted to Darius, and served him with equal
fidelity. This submission to the human was always modi-
fied and limited by the highest obligation to obey God, hence
Daniel, trustworthy as a slave in all things that did not
conflict with duty to God, went into the lion’s den rather
than disobey him. So with Christ, so with Peter, James and
John, and all true Christians. But they are to submit to-not
participate in the governments under which they live."--
p. 78.

Non-Christian:
“Then again Christian men, as has been heretofore

presented, cannot be governed by Christian principles in
civil government. Civil government rests on force as its
foundation. The weapons of a Christian are not carnal, but
spiritual. A ruler or an officer in civil government cannot
carry into execution of these laws, the principles of the
religion of Christ.“--p. 137.

Rebellion against God:
“Man in the spirit of rebellion against God and with

the view of living free from the control of God, and inde-
pendent of his authority, instituted governments of his own,
and these governments in their changing forms have existed
from the days of Nimrod to the present time.

“God, from its beginning, recognized this human govern-
ment as rebellion against him, and as organized effort to
throw off his authority to conduct the affairs of the earth
free from God’s rule and dominion.“--p. 41.

Cannot Give to or Receive Aid From:
“Regarding them thus, God always forbade that his

subjects should join affinity or affiliate with the subjects of
the human government, or that they should make any alli-
ance with, enter into, support, maintain and defend, or ap-
peal to, or depend upon these human governments for aid
or help.

“That alliance with these human governments or their
supporters arose from distrust of, and were sins against
God, and without exceptions were punished.“--p. 41.
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All Of The Devil:
“The other human governments, the embodied effort of

man to rule the world without God, ruled over by ‘the prince
of the world’, the devil.“--p. 73.

“The result of this treason and transfer was, God ceased
to be the ruler and the devil became the God of this world.”
-p. 54.

“Christ recognized the kingdoms of the earth as the
kingdoms of the devil, and that they should all be rooted
up, that all the institutions of earth, save the kingdom
of heaven, should be prevailed against by the gates of hell.”
--p. 86.

“Here the human governments are placed among the
powers of the wicked one, and their entire work was against
the church, and the Christian must needs clothe himself
with the whole armor of God, that he might withstand them
and fight against them as enemies of God.“--p. 79.

Enemy of God:
“The remainder of the book of Revelation (from 17th

chapter) is taken up with final triumph of the church or
government of God after the destruction of the government
of man that has been the enemy of God and his government
from the beginning.“--p. 102.

“This proclaims everything that exercises rule, authority
or power in the world, save as it is exercised in the kingdom
of God, under his rule, or for his glory and honor, as an
enemy of God, and that Jesus Christ must reign in and
through his own divine kingdom until all these things shall
be destroyed.“--p. 137.

Moral Laws of the Devil:
“It is strongly denied in such cases (horse racing law,

prohibition etc.) that the government that restricts and
prohibits sin can be of the devil, and hence it is claimed
that a Christian should vote on all questions of morality.”
--p. 144.

Must Resist:
“Deliverance can come to the world only as man chooses

to resist the devil and obey God.” (Lipscomb says resist;
withstand and fight ; make war upon ; destroy. God says
submit) --p. 82.
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Devil the Head:
“God ordains for the people just such institutions as

they deserve. If they refuse to obey God’s government, he
ordains that they shall be governed by the oppressive rule
of man’s own government, of which the devil is the great
head.” (Com. on Romans, Lipscomb and Shepherd, p. 229).

Christ Came To Destroy:
“The mission of the kingdom of God is to break into

pieces and consume all these kingdoms, take their place,
fill the whole earth, and stand forever. How could the indi-
vidual citizen of the kingdom of God found, enter into, and
become a part and parcel of--upbuild, support, and defend,
that which God’s kingdom was especially commissioned to
destroy.“--p. 28.

“Christ thus was recognized from before his birth as
coming as the enemy of, and to make war upon the human
government, and the rulers sought from his birth to kill
him.“--p. 46.

Church Must Destroy:
“The mission of the church is to rescue and redeem the

earth from the rule and dominion of the human kingdoms.”
--p. 12.

“If a man identifies himself with an earthly kingdom,
sustains and upholds it he must share its destiny.“--p. 85.

“How can the Christian enter into and serve the human,
how can he divide his fealty, his love, his means and his
time, his talent between the kingdom of God and the king-
dom of the evil one?“--pp. 83-84.

Paul Inconsistent:
“He (Paul) did not claim the protection of the gov-

ernment, (Acts 23 :23 ; Acts 16) but when the Roman au-
thorities were used to persecute him, he used the rights and
immunities guaranteed to him as a Roman citizen by that
law to protect himself against oppression through the law.”
--p. 114.

“As God was a jealous God, and would not permit his
children to seek other help than his own, and in and
through his own government.“--p. 22.

Government the Beast:
“The term ‘beast’ is used in the Bible frequently and

always refers to human government.“--p. 103.
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Of Hell:
“Human government bears the same relation to hell that

the church bears to heaven.“--p. 73.
“Satan rules in hell.”
“God could not choose Christ to minister wrath in hell.”

--. 74.

Treason Against God:
“Every act of affiliation, partnership, friendship or

treaty with them was regarded and punished as treason
(54) against God.“--p. 89.

Same As Pagan Governments:
“The human governments of the New Testament dispen-

sations were but a continuation of those of the Old Testa-
ment, and of precisely the same nature.“--p. 76.

Administered by Vile Sinners:
“Because the institutions that were especially ordained

for punishing the rebellious are the institutions his subjects
were forbidden to use, rely upon or make alliance with, or
participate in . . . Used the vilest sinners of the earth as his
servants.“--p. 30.

“Then a Christian cannot be an officer or an executor of
this higher power.“--p. ‘70.

No Exceptions:
“That alliance with these human governments of their

supporters arose from distrust of, and were sins against
God, and without exceptions were punished.“--p. 41.

Cannot Be Postmaster:
“Some anxious for office say, a postmaster is not a

political office. Hence he may hold it, that clerkship in
the executive offices are not political--but they are part
of the essential elements of the civil administration, and
make the holder a supporter of the government.

“Yet there are employments sometimes given in carry-
ing on government operations that a Christian it seems to
me might perform. The government builds a house. House-
building is no part of the administration of government . . .
Teaching school is no part of the administration of govern-
ment.“--pp. 141, 142.
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(4) THE CONCLUSIONS AND CONSEQUENCES.

The sum and substance of the Civil Government book
is this:

The devil is the head of all civil governments and their
entire work is against the church. Human governments
occupy the same relation to hell that the church does to
heaven. They are in rebellion gainst God and should be
considered as enemies by Christians. The church must not
affiliate with these governments or those who support them.
They should not support them with their means or other-
wise. To appeal to them or to depend upon them for help is
treason against God. The church has been divinely com-
missioned to destroy, break in pieces, withstand, fight
against and exterminate them and thus rescue and redeem
the earth. That is the erroneous civil government theory of
the Lipscomb book.

The constituent elements of the civil government book
of the foregoing index are a composition of sheer assertions
which have been virtually received as oracles by devotees
of its author. For this mass of assertions the book is as
destitute of proof as are the claims of Jehovah’s Witnesses
and other sects of their sort and strata--it is as full of
wrong teaching as any book of its size could contain. The
mind of the great man who was its author, for unknown
reasons, was warped on the issue of the nature of civil
government and its functions. The hurtful result has been
evident in the attempt that has been made through later
years to classify churches of Christ in government bureaus
among the religious organizations of the nation holding
such views. That classification ought to be repudiated
and its stigmatic mark in the records of the government
removed.

The basic assertion of the Civil Government book is that
a Christian cannot be an office-holder in the government,
nor vote to elect anyone else to such an office. Yet it is men-
tioned without reproof or correction in the New Testament
that Erastus held the office of treasurer in municipal gov-
ernment, that Dionysius was an areopagite, a senator or
justice of the court, an Athenian government office; the
Eunuch was the treasurer of Candace, an office in the
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Ethiopian government; the jailor held that Roman office
in Philippi; and Cornelius was a captain in the Roman
army at Caesarea--and there is not even an intimation of
the resignation of any of them from these offices, or that
there was any change whatsoever in their civil or military
status after conversion. The New Testament leaves them
where we find them in these offices.

Among the multiple amazing assertions in the book one
of the most inconsistent and contradictory of them all is the
statement concerning armed protection. Ponder this asser-
tion : “He (Paul) did not claim the protection of the gov-
ernment, but when the Roman authorities were used to
persecute him, he used the rights and immunities guaran-
teed to him as a Roman citizen by that law to protect him-
self against oppression through the law.”

The weakness of such a statement is apparent.
First: How could Paul “use” the “rights” of “protec-

tion” without “claiming” that protection?
Second: It was the Jews in Acts 23 :12-35 who were

“persecuting” Paul--not the government.

Paul requested the “protection” of the government,
which looks like he “claimed” it. He was assigned two
hundred soldiers, two hundred spearmen, and seventy
horsemen--470 armed men--to give him “the rights and
immunities guaranteed to him as a Roman citizen.” Paul
“used” them. He requested it; he accepted it. This “army”
is said to have resorted to “great violence” when they “took
him away” from the Jews. (Acts 24:7). By his appeal to
the government for protection in this case, as in others on
record, Paul certainly did invoke all the powers of the
government both civil and military. The necessary conclu-
sion is that if a Christian preacher, like Paul, could claim
such protection, a Christian soldier could belong to the
army that gave to him that protection. Anyone who can
believe that it is right for a Christian to receive such “im-
munities,” but wrong for a Christian to give them, ought
to take a correspondence course in consistency. They are
verily not eligible for a degree in logic.

Another “oracle” in the Lipscomb book is that a Chris-
tian cannot hold an office or maintain any official connec-
tion with the government. It is “assumed” that the Eunuch
of Acts 8, resigned his cabinet position, and that Cornelius,
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the soldier of Acts 10, deserted the army, when they became
Christians. But I have not heard any of them “assume” that
the Philippian jailor of Acts 16, quit his job as a jailor, or
threw away his sword. It is expressly stated in verse 25 that
he was the jailor, before his conversion, and had a sword.
It is expressly stated in verse 36 that he was still the jailor
in full performance of his official duties the day after his
baptism.

When John, the baptist, preached “the baptism of re-
pentance” to various classes, he told them how to apply it.
He did not tell the soldier to desert or resign, he told the
soldiers to be content with their wages and not to misuse
their office for personal, or unlawful violence to civilians.
Surely no one thinks that John would instruct the soldiers
to accept wages for duties they had no intention to perform!
The New Testament does not teach such hypocrisy and
Christianity is not a system of sabotage.

It is remarkable that in all the cases of the conversion of
government officials, including cabinet officers, army offi-
cials, soldiers and jailors, not once were they told to resign
their position and in no instance is it even hinted that they
deserted their posts. To assume that they did does not meet
the demands of the case. The Methodists can do that well
trying to find infant sprinkling in household baptisms. It is
proof, not assumption, that is needed to sustain the anti-
government argument. The book called “Civil Government”
abounds in the latter but is destitute of the former.

In looking back over the years in which this book and
others like it were circulated among the brethren, it is not
hard to see how the theories of Premillennialism found soil
in which to grow among churches of Christ. It is not
charged that David Lipscomb was a premillennialist (he
was not) but his book, beyond the possibility of a reason-
able denial, contains the seeds of that system. It is begin-
ning to dawn on our minds now why the premillennialists
among us have themselves so persistently (though falsely)
claimed him for their side. It would be difficult to prove that
he was not a premillennialist with no other evidence than
his book on civil government. Unintentionally, he has helped
some others to be premillennialists--for that is the logical
end of his theory on government. For instance, he says, that
the mission of the church is the destruction and extermina-
tion of civil government, and that all human government
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must be destroyed to “give place to the reign of the divine
kingdom.” That is premillennialism--though he himself was
not a premillennialist. Brother J. N. Armstrong repeatedly
stated his position that all human government must be de-
stroyed, after which Jesus Christ will have his government,
and his only, on this earth-and furthermore, that Christ
will be on earth with it, after his second coming-but
whether for one thousand years or two thousand years, he
said he did not know. But that is premillennialism. It
may be that Brother Armstrong derived it from Lipscomb’s
book on civil government.

Some of us are about to see that the source of premillen-
nialism in some quarters is from such books as Civil Gov-
ernment--in that many who accepted the utterances of
David Lipscomb as oracles went farther than he perhaps
intended that they should when they accepted the conse-
quences of his theory along with the theory itself.

But the brethren as a whole, even in Tennessee, have
neither believed nor practiced the Lipscomb theory. He
taught that it is wrong to vote--but the vote of the brethren
in Tennessee is strong enough to decide an election, even
in Nashville. He taught that a member of the church can-
not be a postmaster, or a clerk in the post office, but they are
such all over the state, and in Nashville itself. He taught
that Christians cannot appeal to the government for aid,
nor receive help from it-but the college that bears his
name appealed to the local government for assistance, and
the papers carried the pictures of college officials receiving
a check from the governor of the state for the benefit of the
school. That is quite a unique and useful way to “destroy”
and “exterminate” human governments and we are told in
the Lipscomb book that the mission of the church is to do
that very thing--destroy and exterminate human govern-
ments.

Brother Lambert has appropriately requested these
brethren to plainly state whether they agree or disagree
with the Lipscomb book. We have done so--we disagree
with it, wholly, in its premises and its conclusions. The
issue posed cannot be limited to “the war question” nor to
restrictions relative to combatant or noncombatant argu-
mentation, but rather the moral functions of civil law and
the inherent right of civil government to exist.
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II.

THE DAVID LIPSCOMB BOOK
0. C. LAMBERT

Several months ago I published a number of copious quo-
tations from David Lipscomb’s book, Civil Government, in
the Bible Banner. Though some papers have been full of
efforts to shout them down, they are still in the book and I
disbelieve them as much as ever. No effort has been made
by anybody to do more than become hysterical, or whim-
peringly sentimental. No one has challenged a single quota-
tion, though I have been accused of everything from garb-
ling to “digging up David Lipscomb’s bones” ! And still I
do not believe the book. In my former article I did no more
than present the quotations ; I will now give a more detailed
analysis of the book.

I believe that David Lipscomb was a great and good
man, though I do not accept the things he taught in the
Civil Government book. The whole issue is, must books
which are still printed and sold enjoy an immunity they cer-
tainly did not have while they lived? Paul felt complimented
and the Bereans were commended by the divine writer for
measuring the teachings of Paul by the sacred scriptures
(Acts 17 :10, 11). Should Lipscomb and Campbell be treated
with more reverence than Paul?

I. GOVERNMENT ISSUE SAME IN OLD TESTA-
MENT AND NEW.

There is a very important point in Lipscomb’s book
with which I agree. He says:

“The human governments of the New Testament dis-
pensation were but a continuation of those of the Old Testa-
ment, and of precisely the same nature.” (p. 76)

Let us not lose sight of this point. I differ from him as
to the origin of them. He says they were from the devil; I
say they were ordained of God.

II. SOME INCONSISTENCIES.
All those, as far as I have observed, who have been

most excited over these matters, and have rushed into print
glorifying the “conscientious objector,” as though no one
else in the church was doing as the Lord would have him
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do, if they have children of military age, or have sons in the
army and navy. Not a one of them has a son in the “con-
scientious objector’s camp.” The Lipscomb book said all
affiliation with the government was treason, rebellion, forni-
cation and adultery. These brethren say Lipscomb taught
the truth on these matters. Have any of them instituted pro-
ceedings to exclude their sons and others from the congre-
gation? If the Lipscomb book is right and they do not do so,
they have violated the law of God which says “withdraw
yourselves from every brother that walketh disorderly.” (2
Thessalonians 3 :6.) They have not done so now and they are
not dreaming of doing such after the boys come home. That
casts grave suspicion over their contentions.

They all are laboring with congregations which have
members who are working in war plants, making guns,
bombs and planes or some other essential of war effort. Are
these members just as loyal to God as the ones in the “con-
scientious objector’s camp”? Are they not aiding and affil-
iating with the government?

When the Nashville Bible School was established it was
chartered by the state. That is an act of “affiliation” with
government. The document executed at the time, setting forth
the purposes of the school, said that it was intended to give
“training for citizenship.” Why train for citizenship in the
devil’s government? I was informed by one who was a
teacher in the Nashville Bible School in its early days, that
the school petitioned the authorities (the devil according to
this theory) to remove a sign at a street corner where they
boarded the street car. They thought it was suggestive. But
the Lipscomb theory teaches that you should not appeal to
the devil’s government. This is treason and adultery!

Since the Lipscomb book said all affiliation with the
“powers that be” was treason and adultery and therefore
he specifically stated that we could not “appeal to” them nor
“depend upon” them for aid or help and since Christians
themselves cannot use “force” I am wondering if they would
not have both resorted to force and called upon the “law”
if some one had started a gambling den or distillery on the
grounds of the Nashville Bible School, or if some human
beast had broken into the girls dormitory. But the “devil’s
government” was doing such a good job of providing public
security, fortunately none of these things happened. I am
wondering if the parents of those girls would have trusted
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them in their charge if they had thought they would neither
protect them themselves nor call for the police, in case their
safety was threatened. Should a man sit quietly by and see
his wife and children mistreated, unable to protect them, or
to call the police?

These inconsistencies should weigh heavily in this dis-
cussion.

III. ALL GOVERNMENTS ARE ENTIRELY OF THE
DEVIL.

“Christ recognized the kingdoms of the earth as the
kingdoms of the devil, and that they should all be rooted
up, that all the institutions of the earth, save the kingdom
of heaven, should be prevailed against by the gates of hell.”
(p. 86)

Since the Nashville Bible School is not the kingdom of
Christ, and is an “institution” will it not be rooted up?
Notice, he did not say that a part should be rooted up. The
Lipscomb book recognizes no differences in the kingdoms.
The United States government is just as bad as the rest. The
government that gives so much freedom to Christians is no
better than one that persecutes them. On page 152 he says
that the devil is the head of all governments. The devil is
then the head of the United States government.

IV. ENTIRE WORK AGAINST CHURCH.

“Here the human governments are placed among the
powers of the wicked one, and their entire work was against
the church, and the Christian must needs clothe himself
with the whole armor of God, that he might withstand them
and fight against them as the enemies of God.” (p. 79)

If “their entire work was against the church” they were
working against the church when they removed the sign at
the request of Nashville Bible School. They were against
the church when they delivered the mail for Nashville Bible
School. The government does a lot of public health work,
but that is against the church, for “their entire work was
against the church.” They build good roads, but that is
against the church. They educate our children, but that is
against the church. They protect us while we worship, but
that, according to this theory, is against the church. They
restrain the vicious to prevent them from preying upon so-
ciety, but that is against the church. The Lipscomb book
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does not deviate from its general thesis that the government
--any government--is fighting against God and “their en-
tire work” is against the church, when he tackles the ques-
tion of the government championing the moral side of such
things as liquor, gambling, racing, etc. That is, he main-
tains that “their entire work” is against the church when
they restrict and prohibit sin. (p. 144) That is, they are still
wrong when they are right.

“Every act of affiliation, partnership, friendship or
treaty with them was regarded and punished as treason
against God.” (p. 89)

“All affiliation of the government of God, or of the sub-
jects of the government, with human government or its
subjects, was declared of God, from the beginning, to be
adultery.” (p. 102)

“God always forbade that his subjects should join affin-
ity or affiliate with the human government, or that they
should make an alliance with, enter into, support, maintain
and defend, or appeal to, or depend upon, these human gov-
ernments for aid or help.” (p. 41)

He not only said we could not have any “affiliation” with
the devil’s government but with the subjects as well. So
hereafter beware of the soldier, the school teacher and the
postman !

V. CHRIST AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT.
“Christ thus was recognized from before his birth as

coming as the enemy of and to make war upon human gov-
ernment, and rulers sought from his birth to kill him.” (46)

This is another of the Lipscomb book assmumptions. It
is either true or false, so let us examine the scriptures. In
Matthew 8:12, Jesus uses the expression “children of the
kingdom” of those who are rightfully under it. He uses the
same expression in Matthew 17:26 when he classes himself
and Peter as children of the Roman government, which I
am sure he would not have done had he not recognized its
authority. “And when they were come to Capernaum, they
that received tribute money came to Peter, and said,’ Doth
not your master pay tribute? He saith, Yes. And when he
was come into the house, Jesus prevented him, saying, What
thinkest thou, Simon? of whom do the kings of the earth
take custom or tribute? of their own children, or of strang-
ers? Peter saith unto him, Of strangers. Jesus saith unto
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him, Then are the children free. Notwithstanding, lest we
should offend them, go thou to the sea, and cast a hook, and
take up the fish that first cometh up ; and when thou hast
opened his mouth, thou shalt find a piece of money: that
take and give unto them for me and thee.” (See page 64.)

Again Jesus said, “Render therefore unto Caesar the
things which are Caesar’s; and unto God the things that are
God’s.” (Matthew 22 :21.) If this were done the rule of God
and Caesar could exist in the world together without con-
flict.

In John 18:36 Jesus convinced Pilate that there was no
conflict between the government of Caesar and his own,
and contrary to the statement of the Lipscomb book that
the Roman government of Caesar was trying to kill him,
Pilate was trying to turn him loose and asks, “What evil
hath he done?” and describes him as “that just person,” and
also said, “I find in him no fault at all.” Lipscomb’s assump-
tion contradicts the Bible. (See pages 61-62.)

VI. PAUL CLAIMED ROMAN CITIZENSHIP.
Paul acknowledged the authority of the Roman govern-

ment and enjoyed blessings he could not otherwise have had.
He had been falsely accused, as any person might have been,
and had been thrust into prison. It certainly was not part
of a concerted plan by the government to persecute Chris-
tians. The authorities there knew nothing of Christianity.
Paul was the first Christian in those parts. After the local
authorities learned that they were Roman citizens they
asked them to leave privately but Paul proudly demands
that they be treated with becoming courtesy as Roman citi-
zens. “But Paul said unto them, They have beaten us openly
uncondemned, being .Romans, and have cast us into prison ;
and now do they thrust us out privily? nay verily; but let
them come themselves and fetch us out.” (Acts 16 :37)

When the Lipscomb book says that the government was
the enemy of God, that “their entire work was against the
church” he strangely assumes that every time Christians
were arrested it was simply a part of a universal plan on
the part of the devil, through the government, to persecute
Christians. Just a casual reading of the Acts of the Apostles
will show that it is not true. In the latter part of the
twenty-first chapter of the Acts Paul was being assaulted by
a mob, not the government, and the captain with soldiers
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rescued Paul. In the latter part of the twenty-second chap-
ter we learn that the officer was about to treat him as was
customary for criminals, thinking that he was a very des-
perate person, to have aroused the mob, but Paul again
claims Roman citizenship in the following language: “And
as they bound him with thongs, Paul said unto the centurion
that stood by, is it lawful for you to scourge a man that is a
Roman, and uncondemned? When the centurion heard that,
he went and told the chief captain, saying, Take heed what
thou doest : for this man is a Roman. Then the chief captain
came, and said unto him, Tell me, art thou a Roman ? He
said, Yea. And the chief captain answered, With a great
sum obtained I this freedom. And Paul said, But I was free
born. Then straightway they departed from him which
should have examined him: and the chief captain also was
afraid, after he knew that he was a Roman, and because he
had bound him.” (Acts 22:25-29) How did anybody ever
get the idea from such readings as this, that the govern-
ment was wholly of the devil, that the devil was its head,
that this was a case of persecution of Christianity by the
government, and that Paul was refusing to have any affili-
ation with it?

In the twenty-third chapter of the Acts forty men
banded themselves together who “had bound themselves
under a curse, saying that they would neither eat nor drink
till they had killed Paul” (verse 12). This is not a case of
persecution by the government, but as we read on, we learn
that Paul appealed to the authorities for protection and
claimed his Roman citizenship again and was rescued by
the army. How could any one get the idea from this, that the
“entire work” of the government “was against the church”?

In the 25th chapter of Acts, standing before Caesar’s
judgment seat, Paul declared that he was before the right
tribunal where he should be judged, and appealed unto
Caesar for guarantee of that right. Read “the passage” :

“Then said Paul, I stand at Caesar’s judgment seat,
where I ought to be judged: to the Jews have I done no
wrong, as thou very well knowest. For if I be an offender,
or have committed anything worthy of death, I refuse not
to die: but if there be none of these things whereof these
accuse me, no man may deliver me unto them. I appeal unto
Caesar. Then Festus, when he had conferred with the coun-
cil, answered, Hast thou appealed unto Caesar? unto Caesar
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shalt thou go. And after certain days king Agrippa and
Bernice came unto Caesarea to salute Festus. And when
they had been there many days, Festus declared Paul’s cause
unto the king, saying, There is a certain man left in bonds
by Felix ; about whom, when I was at Jerusalem, the chief
priests and elders of the Jews informed me desiring to have
judgment against him. To whom I answered, It is not the
manner of the Romans to deliver any man to die, before that
he which is accused have the accusers face to face, and have
license to answer for himself concerning the crime laid
against him. Therefore, when they were come hither, with-
out any delay on the morrow I sat on the judgment seat, and
commanded the man to be brought forth. Against whom
when the accusers stood up, they brought none accusation
of such things as I supposed: But had certain questions
against him of their own superstitution, and that one Jesus,
which was dead, whom Paul affirmed to be alive. And be-
cause I doubted of such manner of questions, I asked him
whether he would go to Jerusalem, and there be judged of
these matters. But when Paul had appealed to be reserved
unto the hearing of Augustus, I commanded him to be kept
till I might send him to Caesar. Then Agrippa said unto
Festus, I would also hear this man myself. Tomorrow, said
he, thou shalt hear him. And on the morrow when Agrippa
was come, and Bernice, with great pomp, and was entered
into the place of hearing, with the chief captains, and prin-
ciple men of the city, at Festus’ commandment Paul was
brought forth. And Festus said, King Agrippa, and all men
which are here present with us, ye see this man, about
whom all the multitude of the Jews have dealt with me, both
at Jerusalem, and also here, crying that he ought not to live
any longer. But when I found that he had committed noth-
ing worthy of death, and that he himself hath appealed to
Augustus, I have determined to send him. Of whom I have
no certain thing to write unto my Lord. Wherefore I have
brought him forth before you, and especially before thee,
0 king Agrippa, that, after examination had, I might have
somewhat to write. For it seemeth to me unreasonable to
send a prisoner, and not withal to signify the crimes laid
against him.” (Acts 25 : 10-27)

If Paul and Jesus had been urging the things that are in
the Lipscomb book, the destruction of the government, they
would have had what they thought was ample ground to
put them to death. The government, as we see in these
examples, was not the persecuter but the rescuer. I have
been living sometime and the United States government has
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never persecuted me for my religion. If that is the way
the devil resists the church it seems to me he is a very
considerate devil. What if a representative of civil govern-
ment does something sometimes against a Christian, do not
church members sometimes do the same? If that is just
reason for concluding that the government is therefore of
the devil, would it not be equal reason for deciding that the
church was of the devil also?

VII. GODLY MEN IN OLD TESTAMENT AFFILI-
ATED WITH GOVERNMENT.

While stating that governments are the same in the Old
Testament and the New, the Lipscomb book dismisses the
cases of “affiliation” in the Old Testament, such as Joseph,
Daniel and others as being beside the point, because, he said,
they only affiliated as “servants.” If that would excuse Dan-
iel of any odium for being “President” in the greatest gov-
ernment on earth, why did he hesitate to do some things he
was commanded? If simple affiliation with the government
was treason against God, and also adultery and fornication,
as the book says, I ask, was eating certain kinds of food
worse than those sins ? You remember he refused to eat
them. If affiliation in government is adultery and fornica-
tion, and Joseph was excused because he was a servant,
would he not have been also excused if he had committed
adultery with his mistress? Did God expect him to obey
his master but not his mistress? I suppose if we were
slaves we could “affiliate” with impurity. If Germany, and
Japan win in the present conflict these brethren, will have
their opportunity to affiliate. They might carry the mail, or
black Hitler’s boots! With me that is not reason enough for
dismissing the Old Testament cases.

VIII. CHRISTIANS AFFILIATED IN GOVERN-
MENT.

Not only did Paul avail himself of the blessings of Ro-
man citizenship but others did also. In Acts 8 :27-40, we are
informed that the Eunuch was treasurer of a great country
when he became a Christian, and if such a connection is for-
nication and treason surely he would have been given a
slight admonition. Since this is evidently in the Bible as a
model for us, is it not strange that there is not a shadow
of hint that he gave up his office?
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The Lipscomb book challenges for a case of a person who
exercised some function of government after becoming a
Christian and suggests that one case would prove ‘his theory
wrong. (pages 108, 109). Well, here it is: You remember
that the jailer of Acts 16 was baptized “the same hour of
the night” that he heard the preaching which was shortly
after “midnight.” It will not be denied that the jailor be-
came a Christian when he was baptized. But some time
thereafter--after he became a Christian--we read: “And
when it was day, the magistrates sent the sergeants, saying,
Let those men go. And the keeper of the prison (notice he
was still in office) told this saying to Paul, The magistrates
have sent to let you go: now therefore depart and go in
peace. But Paul said unto them, They have beaten us openly
uncondemned, being Romans, and have cast us into prison;
and now they thrust us out privily? Nay verily ; let them
come themselves and fetch us out.”

But listen to Lipscomb book:
“Then neither, Matthew, nor Paul, nor Cornelius, nor

the jailer, nor Erastus held office after being Christians.
They could not have retained office.” (p. 155)

What, could you want for a clearer contradiction of the
Bible? The Methodist preacher “overlooks” the fact that
the jailor “brought them out” of the prison before the
baptism, which fact makes a great difference in the mean-
ing of the passage. It is not less blameworthy that Lipscomb
“overlooks” the fact that the jailor was still exercising his
office the last time we hear anything about him--after he
became a Christian. Is that an oversight of the Bible or a
mistake of the Lipscomb book? This one fact, by itself, over-
throws the whole contention of the book.

It is said that he did not continue in office because he
“could not.” Why could he not? For him to do so would
violate the main contention, the corner stone of the Lips-
comb theory. The Lipscomb theory claims he “certainly did
not” because he “could not,” but the account in Acts says he
did--the writer of the book of Acts did not hold the views
of the author of the Civil Government book.

The book argues at length on the evil results of Chris-
tians holding office, but again the author of Acts and the
author of Civil Government evidently did not see things
alike. By the same method of supposition the Methodist
preacher can make out a case for infant church member-
ship and sprinkling for baptism in the jailor's household.
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The book continues:
“It is certainly true that neither Cornelius nor the

jailor continued in office.” (p. 110)
“Then Erastus was certainly not the treasurer of the

city.” (p. 112)
It is admitted that chamberlain meant treasurer. Sub-

stituting treasurer for chamberlain the passage in Romans
16:23 reads :  “Erastus the treasurer of the city saluteth
you.” The Bible says Erastus was treasurer of the city ; the
Lipscomb book says Erastus was not treasurer of the city.

1. Erastus was the Chamberlain of the city--Paul.

2. Erastus was certainly not the Chamberlain of the
city--Lipscomb.

But you may be wondering what evidence exists not in
the Bible to justify such a statement. Hear the book:

“It is morally impossible, the government seeking to an-
nihilate the church, should in so prominent and influential a
city as Corinth, having constant communication with all
parts of the empire, tolerate a Christian in so high and im-
portant an office as treasurer of the city. It is impossible
that it should have tolerated so active, well known, and
earnest a Christian as was Erastus.” (p. 110)

What have we now? It was morally impossible for what
the Bible says to be true, it must mean something else. It
seems to me I have met with this sort of treatment of scrip-
ture before. I am told by others that it would have been im-
possible for three thousand to be immersed on the Day of
Pentecost, and therefore they were sprinkled.

In the discussion of the case of Erastus, Lipscomb uses
these expressions: “may have been,” “indicates the proba-
bility," “doubtless,” “most likely,” “it is doubtful,” “But I
think it simply means," “must have been.” That is the way
the Methodist preacher gets Lydia’s babies sprinkled. After
this sort of thing for a page or two, he concludes the dis-
cussion of Erastus thus:

“Thus vanishes the last vestige of an example of a Chris-
tian holding office in New Testament times.” (pages 110-
112)

IX. THE QUESTION OF MORALITY.
Another erroneous assumption of the Lipscomb book is

that a man cannot be moral and be a soldier. Remember it
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says there was no difference on this question in the Old
Testament and the New, and we agree on that point. John
the Baptist certainly was moral and taught morality. In the
third chapter of Luke, soldiers came to John and asked,
“And what shall we do?” If it was immoral to be a soldier,
why did not John warn them to desert the army and take
the consequences ?

I have always regarded Joshua, Caleb, Gideon and Cor-
nelius as high examples of morality, and they were all sol-
diers. Will those in the conscientious objectors’ camp claim
to be more moral than Joshua or Cornelius? One of the
highest compliments ever paid to human beings, was given
by God to Joshua and Caleb: They “wholly followed the
Lord God of Israel.” (Joshua 14 :14) They were soldiers
and the Lipscomb book says that there is no difference in the
Old Testament and the New Testament on this question.

Lipscomb says that God never ordained good men as
avengers :

“Now God never ordained one of his true, obedient and
spiritual children as an avenger to execute wrath, either in
this world or the world to come. In the world to come the
devil is appointed to execute wrath on the evil doers.

“But that he always ordained the wicked to do the work
here assigned (Romans 13 :l-7) these ‘ministers of God’.”
(p. 148).

On page 137 the Lipscomb book argues the fact that the
civil government uses force as one of the reasons why a
Christian can have no part in it.

The following cannot be misunderstood :
“A bloody, cruel work demands a bloody, cruel character

to perform it. A bloody, cruel destiny is God’s reward.” (p.
151)

Saul was “commanded” to go down to the land of the
Amalekites and kill every living thing. Lipscomb says God
uses one wicked people to punish another. That may look all
right as a theory, but in this story Saul was rejected as a
bad man not because he carried out‘this command, but be-
cause he did not do so. According to that reasoning Saul
would have been more moral than God.

I affirm that Samuel was moral when he “hewed Agag
in pieces before the Lord in Gilgal." (1 Samuel 15 :33), and
that Saul was immoral when he did not do so. Remember it
is the Lipscomb book that says the principle is the same
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in the Old Testament and New Testament. According to
that book (and these brethren say he taught the truth on
these matters) Samuel was not one of God’s true, obedient
children, for he executed vengeance for the Lord. You know,
it must take a “bigger mind” than I have to believe that
Samuel was “a bloody, cruel man” and “that a bloody, cruel
reward” will be his!

Elijah killed four-hundred and fifty false prophets. Ac-
cording to the Lipscomb theory he was a “bloody, cruel
man,” but I do not begin to believe it. The Lipscomb book
says there is no difference in Old and New Testaments on
this government issue!

In Numbers the twenty-fifth chapter we have the story
of the death of “twenty and four thousand.” They had
sinned and God said to Moses in the fourth verse, “Take all
the heads of the people, and hang them up before the Lord
against the sun, that the fierce anger of the Lord may be
turned away from Israel. And Moses said unto the judges of
Israel, Slay ye every one his men that were joined unto
Baal-peor.”

As the passage proceeds Phinehas, the grandson of
Aaron is said to have made an “atonement for the children
of Israel” because he killed a man and a  woman at one
stroke. A person is hard pressed by a theory to conclude
that Phinehas and the judges who killed twenty-four thou-
sand wicked people here, at God’s command, were “bloody,
cruel men” and “they would be rewarded with a bloody,
cruel reward.” I do not believe it.

X. THE COMMAND TO KILL AND NOT TO KILL.
Both commands are in the same Bible ; both are com-

mands of the same Lord. They were parts of the same law.
Every person under the law of Moses was commanded not
to kill and every person under that law was commanded to
kill! Only the infidel would be so unfair to the Bible as to
think that these are contradictions. A person would be an
unbeliever who would believe only one of these statements.
The truth was that they were not allowed to kill as indi-
viduals without a special command to do so, but as an or-
ganized society they were strictly commanded to do so for
certain violations of law. In this way, through organized
society, God executed vengeance just as he does today.
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1. Deuteronomy 5:17 says: “Thou shalt not kill.”

2. Deuteronomy 13:9 says: “Thou shalt surely kill
him.”

Deuteronomy 6 to 11 reads: “If thy brother, the son of
thy mother, or thy son, or thy daughter, or the wife of thy
bosom, or thy friend, which is as thine own soul, entice thee
secretly, saying, Let us go and serve other gods, which
thou hast not known, thou, nor thy fathers ; namely of the
gods of the people which are round about you, nigh unto
thee, or far off from thee, from the one end of the earth
even unto the other end of the earth ; thou shalt not consent
unto him, nor hearken unto him; neither shalt thine eye
pity him, neither shalt thou spare, neither shalt thou con-
ceal him: but thou shalt surely kill him; thine hand shall be
first upon him to put him to death, and afterwards the hand
of all the people. And thou shalt stone him with stones that
he die ; because he hath sought to thrust thee away from
the Lord thy God, which brought thee out of the land of
Egypt, from the house of bondage. And all Israel shall
hear, and fear, and shall do no more any such wickedness
as this among you.” Every man was to have a part in all
such executions. The Lipscomb theory is that the Lord never
ordained that his true, obedient children execute vengeance,
but all Israel was commanded to have a part in it.

XI. THE DEVIL AS EXECUTER OF WRATH ON
EVILDOERS.

The quotation from page 148 states that the “devil is
appointed to execute wrath on evil doers”--that is, “in the
world to come.” My Bible says that “the devil that deceived
them was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone . . . and
shall be tormented day and night forever and ever.” (Rev.
20 :10) . The devil is not the ruler there, but is there to be
punished. That statement reads like the fables of the Catho-
lic Church. Read again: “Satan rules in hell.” (p. 73) He
says in the same connection that Christ rules in heaven. But
1 Cor. 15 :23-24 tells us that at the coming of Christ and the
resurrection of the dead Christ will deliver up the king-
dom. If Christ gives up the kingdom before the dead go to
their final reward in heaven what will Christ rule over in
heaven? But in the Lipscomb commentary on Eph. 4:8-10
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it is stated that the coming of Christ will “usher in the glor-
ious millennial morn,” and since a millennium is a thousand
years, does he think that Christ will reign a thousand years,
after he delivers up the kingdom?

No one would accuse David Lipscomb of being a premil-
lennialist in the connotations of that term, but he envisioned
some future day that all civil governments will be re-
moved. Because he says all men will be Christians. He fur-
ther teaches that this will all have to be accomplished before
Jesus comes again. But Jesus asks, “When the son of man
cometh shall he find faith on the earth ?" (Luke 18 :8). Paul
told Timothy that “evil men and seducers, shall wax worse
and worse deceiving and being deceived.” (2 Tim. 3:13)
Furthermore, on the kingdom question the Lipscomb book
states that “human government bears the same relation to
hell that the church bears to heaven.” (p. 73)

It is an accepted truth to all of us that the only way to
heaven for the responsible being is through the church.
Since it is claimed the human government bears the same
relation to hell, it would be impossible for a responsible be-
ing to go to hell except through the human government. But
further, many in the church will not go to heaven, but a
bad church member might at the same time have nothing
to do with human government. When he dies where will
he go ? He cannot go to heaven, he was not good enough ;
he cannot go to hell because he is not in a human gov-
ernment !

XII. A STRANGE DOCTRINE OF THE KINGDOM.

The Lipscomb book has strange ideas with reference to
the kingdom. Hear it :

“Nine-tenths of the rulers and officers of all the civilized
governments of the world are citizens or children of citi-
zens of the divine government.” (p. 88)

Before that could be true Methodists, Baptists, Presby-
terians, Catholics, Mohammedans, Budhists and Commun-
ists would have to be in the “divine kingdom.” Will the
devotees of the Lipscomb theory who know the teaching of
the Bible on the kingdom of God affirm that the book is
right in this blanket statement? I deny it.

But the book is so involved in theory that it makes an-
other statement which flatly contradicts the New Testa-
ment.
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“God could not choose Christ to minister wrath in hell.
Recognizing fully the righteousness and justice of punish-
ment of the rebellious in hell, it would yet have been in-
flicting the torments of hell upon Jesus to require him to stir
up the fires of wrath, and execute vengeance in hell on the
wicked. God chose the devil, one fitted in character for this
work.” (p. 74)

If it would torture Jesus so to punish the wicked, why
would it not torture his Father? I wonder if David Lips-
comb never read 2 Thess. 1:7-8? “And to you who are
troubled rest with us, when the Lord Jesus shall be revealed
from heaven with his mighty angels, in flaming fire taking
vengeance on them that know not God, and that obey not the
gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ: who shall be punished with
everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord, and
from the glory of his power; when he shall come to be glori-
fied in his saints, and to be admired in all them that believe
(because our testimony among you was believed) in that
day.” Lipscomb asserts that Jesus could not take vengeance ;
the New Testament says that is what he is coming to do.

XIII.  AFFILIATING IN GOVERNMENT--DIS-
TRUSTING GOD.

In reference to affiliating with civil government the
Lipscomb book says, “To do so is to distrust God.” (p. 145)

After telling us over and over again that we should not
“appeal to,” “support,” “claim protection of,” “seek help
of,” "‘ rely upon," “participate in," “affiliate with” the gov-
ernment or the subjects of civil government, the book de-
clares that its protection is unnecessary in these words:

“While his servants were faithful to him in this govern-
ment, he permitted no evil to befall them, fought their bat-
tles for them, delivered them from their enemies, and kept
‘in perfect peace those whose heart was stayed on him.’ (p.
42) And again, ‘no evil shall come to him that trusts in the
Lord.’ " (p. 137)

It is here insisted that we need not do anything to pro-
mote public security, that God will take care of us, and when
we attempt to do something in that direction, we are dis-
trusting God.

The Holiness, using this same reasoning, refuses to have
a doctor for his wife or baby. The Primitive Baptist argues
that we need not get in a storm pit when the cyclone comes,
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and to do so is to distrust God. I have noticed that God will
let a Christian die when he fails to have a doctor and take
medicine ; he will let a Christian get wet if he does not wear
a rain coat when it rains. He will let a Christian freeze to
death if he does not try to help himself. Though we are
taught in the Bible that the Lord gives us our daily bread
(Matt. 6:11) he would let us starve to death if we do noth-
ing ourselves, and I am sure the man is not distrusting God
who works for his daily bread.

The average sectarian preacher will tell you if you are
baptized for remission of sins, that you are distrusting God,
and so they sing, “only trust him” !

When I try to do something for the betterment of the
world through the government he ordained, I am not dis-
trusting him. If the Lipscomb theory is right then Paul
distrusted God when he appealed to the authorities for pro-
tection, the Lipscomb book says “to use the human is to re-
ject divine wisdom and divest ourselves of divine help.” (p.
146)

XIV. ACTS CLASSIFIED--ALL SAME IN GOD’S
SIGHT.

Another assumption fundamental to the anti-govern-
ment idea is the unscriptural notion that human acts are al-
ways to be classified in the same way. If an act is ever clas-
sified as moral it is always moral, or if it is immoral at one
time it is always immoral. This fallacy is exposed by the
fact already presented, that killing under certain circum-
stances is forbidden and under other circumstances is com-
manded. But let us notice some additional proof. Ordinarily
to borrow with no intention of paying back would be im-
moral, but when God commands it, as he did to the Jews on
one occasion (Exodus 3 :22), it is the right thing to do. To
tell something contrary to fact is usually an immoral act,
but in the cases of Rahab the Harlot (Joshua 2:1-‘7 ; Joshua
7 :17 ; Hebrews 11:3) and Elisha (2 Kings 6 :19), it was
right. When God commands to kill it is right to kill. (Deut.
3:6-11; 1 Sam. 15:3; Num. 25:4-9).

There is only one standard of right and wrong, not what
some man thinks is right or wrong, but what God com-
mands. “For the word of the Lord is right; and all his works
are done in truth.” (Psalms 33:4) “As for God his way is
perfect: the word of the Lord is tried.” (Psalms 18:30)
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“The words of the Lord are pure words: as silver tried in a
furnace of earth, purified seven times.” (Psalms 12:6)
When Abraham was commanded to kill his son, he did not
say, I cannot do that Lord, that is immoral! Neither is it
immoral when the government which God ordains uses the
sword he ordains. (Romans 13 :l-7) ; the jailor had a sword
(Acts 16 :27) as an officer of the law is ordained to have,
and he was exercising his office the last we hear of him in
the New Testament, the day after he was baptized.

XV. THE GOVERNMENT ORDAINED OF GOD.

In spite of the plain Bible statement that the govern-
ment is ordained of God, the Lipscomb book affirms that it is
ordained of the devil. He cites certain passages (John 12:
31; 14 :30 ; 16 : 11) which speak of the devil as the prince of
the world and he assumes that this simply means the gov-
ernment. Are not a great many bad people spending their
lives in opposition to the government? Does the devil not
operate through them? The Lipscomb book labors to prove
that man committed treason against God, set up a govern-
ment at the instigation of the devil, of which the devil was
head and that when this was done “God ceased to be ruler.”
Does the Bible say that God ever ceased to be ruler? Let us
see. “And ye are complete in him, which is the head of all
principality and power.” (C0 ossians 2 :10) “Let every soulll
be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power
but of God: the powers that be are ordained of God. Who-
soever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the ordinance
of God: and they that resist shall receive to themselves
damnation. For rulers are not a terror to good works, but
to the evil. Wilt thou then not be afraid of the power? do
that which is good, and thou shalt have praise of the same:
for he is the minister of God to thee for good. But if thou do
that which is evil, be afraid ; for he beareth not the sword in
vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute
wrath upon him that doeth evil. Wherefore ye must needs be
subject, not only for wrath, but also for conscience sake. For
this cause pay ye tribute also: for they are God’s ministers,
attending continually upon this very thing. Render there-
fore to all their dues: tribute to whom tribute is due; cus-
tom to whom custom ; fear to whom fear; honor to whom
honor.” (Romans 13 :l-7)
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XVI. A STUDY OF ROMANS 13:1-7.
Since this is admitted to be “the most complete state-

ment of the Christian’s relation to civil government found
in the New Testament,” let us study it carefully in con-
nection with the Lipscomb theory. In this passage, three
times representatives of civil government are called the
“ministers of God,” while the Lipscomb books says they are
the servants of the devil and the enemies of God. What are
we commanded to do toward the government? “Be subject
to.” Can we by any stretch of the imagination believe we
should be subject to the devil? If the government is entirely
of the devil, should we not resist. James says, “Resist the
devil.” (4 :7) Does James contradict Paul? In Romans 13 :2
Paul says, “Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resist-
eth the ordinance of God: and they that resist shall receive
to themselves damnation.” The Lipscomb book says “their
entire work” is against the church, but Paul says here
(verse 3), “For rulers are not a terror to good works, but
to the evil. Wilt thou then be afraid of the power? do that
which is good, and thou shalt have praise of the same.”
Here Paul tells us not to be afraid of the power, that they
will praise us for our good works. He labors to make this
passage mean the opposite of what it says. According to this
passage, the rulers will commend men for doing good and
terrify them when they do evil. Can you imagine the devil
doing that? I say again, if that is the way the devil does, he
is not the altogether diabolical fellow most of us have al-
ways believed him to be. Naturally, we can see why we
should not resist one who is so positively for the right and
against the wrong. We are commanded to pray “for kings,
and for all that are in authority” (1 Tim. 2 :1, 2) ;  “to sub-
mit to every ordinance of man for the Lord’s sake : whether
it be to the king, as supreme, or to governors, as unto them
that are sent by him for the punishment of evildoers, and
for the praise of them that do well . . . Honor the king” (1
Pet. 2 :13-17 ; and to “obey magistrates” (Tit. 3:11.)

The teaching of Romans 13 is the final word on this
point :

“For he is the minister of God to thee for good. But if
thou do that which is evil be afraid ; for he beareth not the
sword in vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to
execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. Wherefore ye must
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needs be subject, not only for wrath, but for conscience
sake. For this cause pay ye tribute also: for they are God’s
ministers, attending continually upon this very thing.”
(verses 4-6) This teaches beyond the possibility of a respec-
table quibble that the government is God’s method of taking
vengeance on evil doers to the point of taking life, just as
he did in the Old Testament. But the Lipscomb book has
said that a Christian could not “support” (p. 28) the gov-
ernment, or give it part of “his means” (p. 84). What does
a man do when he pays his taxes, as he is commanded? It
seems to me a Christian in that case would have to obey the
New Testament rather than the Lipscomb book.

XVII. CHRISTIANS MUST FURNISH SWORD FOR
GOVERNMENT.

After telling us in verse 4 of Romans 13 that the govern-
ment is ordained of God to take vengeance, Paul says one
would not bear the sword in vain-that is, he would use
it on occasion as God has ordained--he says in verse 6,
“For this cause pay ye tribute also.” Christians then not
only may but must furnish the sword.

Let us see what we have according to the Lipscomb the-
ory. The government is wholly of the devil, everything they
do is evil and against the church, but Christians are en-
joined to so enter into this wicked work against themselves
as to provide the instrument of their own torture and death.

How much worse is it to furnish the sword than to use
it? If a man works on the railroad that hauls munitions
and soldiers, if he works in the mines or the fields he is es-
sentially aiding in the war. It could not go on without his
work. Which is worse to build the bombers and the bombs
or to use them? There are only two consistent positions,
logically, with reference to this question: either go to the
concentration camp as a prisoner or abandon the Lipscomb
theory in the book Civil Government.

XVIII. HOUSE DIVIDED AGAINST ITSELF CAN-
NOT STAND.

“And Jesus knew their thoughts, and said unto them,
Every kingdom divided against itself is brought to desola-
tion; and every city or house divided against itself shall
not stand : And if Satan cast out Satan, he is divided against
himself; how shall then his kingdom stand? And if I by
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Beelzebub cast out devils, by whom do your children cast
them out? therefore they shall be your judges.“--Matt. 12:
25-27.

Jesus shows the absurdity of thinking that the devil is
foolish enough to be working against himself. He does not
cast out his own. Practically all the laws of the civil gov-
ernment are against the very things that the devil would
like for me to do, therefore, it is not of the devil, but of God,
as Paul said. If because some in civil government are under
the control of the devil, the government therefore, is of the
devil, could we with the same logic conclude that the church
is also of the devil, because there is no denying that some in
the church get under the devil also?

XIX. CHRISTIANS MUST FIGHT THE GOVERN-
MENT.

“Here the human governments are placed among the
powers of the wicked one, and their entire work was against
the church, and the Christian must needs clothe himself
with the whole armor of God, that he might withstand them
and fight against them as the enemies.” (p. 79)

“There can be no hope for the conversion of the world,
until these two kingdoms be recognized in their true, anta-
gonistic spirit, mission and destiny.” (92)

“Deliverance can come to the world only as man chooses
to resist the devil and obey God.” (82)

“This declares that everything that is in the world, that
exercises rule, authority or power save as that rule, author-
ity and power come directly from God, and are used under
his directions, to promote the rule and dominion of God, is
an enemy of God, and his Son Jesus Christ, and must be
destroyed by the rule and dominion of the Son before the
kingdom and dominion of the world can be delivered up to
the Father.” (82)

“Christ’s mission--the mission of his kingdom--is to put
down and destroy all these kingdoms, and destroy every-
thing that exercises rule, authority and power on earth.
How can the servants of Christ and the subjects of his king-
dom enter into, strengthen and build up that which Christ
and his kingdom are commissioned to destroy. How can the
Christian enter into and serve the human, how can he divide
his fealty, his love, his means and his time, his talent
between the kingdom of God and the kingdom of the evil
one.” (p. 83, 84).
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The application of the above statements in Civil Govern-
ment would condemn the exercise of rule and authority
necessary to the existence and operation of the Lipscomb
School in Nashville.

And note the following:
“But if every man converted to Christ withdrew from

the support of the earthly kingdoms, these kingdoms would
weaken and fall to pieces for lack of supporters ; ‘little by
little’ giving way before the increase and spread of the
kingdom of God.” (p. 90).

The statements of this paragraph of the Civil Govern-
ment book would prevent the payment of taxes by any
Christian to any human government.

But read again:
“All of which Christ came to destroy, and which must

be destroyed, consumed, before Jesus Christ the Saviour
delivers the kingdom up to God, the Father, that God may
be all in all.” (p. 115).

“He wishes human government to continue as long as
man continues to sin.”

Here let me pause to observe that this theory assumes
that man will get better and better, and while men are still
on the earth to reach a sinless state. It is contrary to all
human experiences, and contradicts the scriptures affirm-
ing that “evil men and seducers shall wax worse and
worse” (2 Tim. 3 :13).

The Lipscomb commentary on Ephesians 4:6-9 has the
kingdom which was established on the day of Pentecost “re-
established” in the future and asserts it will be a fulfillment
of Isaiah 11:6-9. But Paul quoted Isa. 11:6-9 in Romans
15 :12 and said that prophecy had been fulfilled.

The Lipscomb theory unwittingly borders on the
premillennial doctrine, that there will be no more sin before
Christ delivers up the kingdom, while men are still on the
earth, and that there will be a miraculous change in men
and beasts--and though he had no intention of teaching the
premillennial theory, some of his devotees think that is what
he meant.

XX. OBEDIENCE AND SUBJECTION TO THE
DEVIL.

Let us sum up. According to the Lipscomb theory we are
commanded to obey the devil, be subject to the devil, honour
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the devil, pay tribute to the devil, fear the devil and pray
for the devil, for all those things are commanded with ref-
erence to the government and rulers.

The theory claims that “God ceased to be the ruler, and
the devil became the god of this world” (p. 54) in the days
of Nimrod, that God has never ruled since, but will “re-
establish” his kingdom in the future, when men cease to sin
and lions cease to eat lambs. But God said, “the Most High
ruleth in the kingdom of men and giveth it to whomsoever
he will” (Dan. 4:25, and I cannot have faith in the Lips-
comb version of the lion and lamb prophecy ! When Paul
said, “there is no power but of God” (Romans 13 :1, 2), I
believe it. When it is said of Christ, “He is Lord of all”
(Acts 10:36) I know he will never have any power that he
does not now possess.

XXI. CHRIST ANTAGONISTIC TO GOD.
This treatise would not be complete without a sample of

the exegesis of the Lipscomb book, in the effort to sustain
its point of vew.

Here it is: " ‘Be subject to’ and ‘submit to,’ both trans-
lated from one word, are the terms that the Spirit of God
uses to define the Christian’s connection with, and to pre-
scribe the duties he owes ta these governments. ‘Submit’
means, ‘to yield one’s person to the power of another, to give
up resistance, to surrender.’ It carries the idea that the per-
son or body that submits, is entirely distinct and separate
from and in antagonism to the person or body to which it
submits.” (p. 76)

A commentary that makes its own definitions of Bible
words can make it means whatever it requires. Let us
see how the definition works when applied to the scriptures.
This same word is also used as follows:

“And he (Christ) went down with them (his mother
and Joseph), and came to Nazareth and was subject to (in
antagonism to) them.” (Luke 2:51)

“Wives submit yourselves unto (be antagonistic to) your
own husbands, as unto (antagonistic to) the Lord.” (Eph.
5 :22).

“Therefore as the church is subject unto (antagonistic
to) Christ, so let the wives be (antagonistic to) their own
husbands in everything.” (Eph. 5 :24) !

“Then shall the son also himself be subject unto (an-
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tagonistic to) him that put all things under him, that God
may be all in all.” (1 Cor. 15 :28).

I do not like the Lipscomb commentary definition! It
requires children to be antagonistic to parents, wives to
husbands, Christ to his mother and to God! Since it does
not and cannot mean this, neither does it require us to be
antagonistic to civil government. “A thing that proves too
much proves nothing.” The blindness of a false theory of
civil government was the cause of this inexcusable contra-
diction of the scriptures.

III

A Review of the Lewis Book

David Lipscomb once said that he had never learned how
to deal with a writing without, at the same time, dealing
with the writer. Paul could not attend to the “dissimulation”
of Peter without “withstanding Peter.” A person who criti-
cizes others should expect to be criticized himself. While
this is true, it is also well known that when a person de-
scends to vile abuse he betrays the weakness of his cause.
A man who is sure of himself, and who has no doubt that
his cause will stand against any attacks, never gives way
to bluster and name calling.

When my quotations from Lipscomb’s book appeared in
the Bible Banner (1943) they were greeted by the stalwart
champions of that book with angry sneers, but never by a
denial that they were correct, down to the commas and semi-
colons !

John T. Lewis, who according to his own statement
(page 36 of his book), was “dropped” from both the Gospel
Advocate and the Bible Banner, took it in hand to break the
force of the quotations in a paper published in Montgomery,
Alabama, misnamed Sound Doctrine. Evidently the editor
of the paper thought that his writings would make it a big
paper, but soon the brotherhood “dropped” both Lewis and
the paper and it “went the way of all the earth.” It is very
evident that Lewis killed the little thing.

It is very easy to see why the man, whose vitriolic treat-
ment of many brethren who were most highly esteemed in
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the brotherhood, was dropped from the leading papers. He
called B. C. Goodpasture a “chameleon” on page 36 of his
book, and called R. L. Whiteside a worse name, and was
dropped from the Bible Banner. During the years he has
belabored such good men as T. B. Larimore, M. C. Kurfees,
C. R. Nichol, and in his book, believe it or not, he castigates
H. Leo Boles, B. C. Goodpasture, and N. B. Hardernan. So
when I find that he calls me a few uncomplimentary names,
I feel that I am in good company, “for so persecuted they the
prophets that were before” me.

To show further his displeasure with H. Leo Boles,
N. B. Hardeman and B. C. Goodpasture, I present the fol-
lowing from page 251:

“It is unfortunate for the church today that we have not
a David Lipscomb as editor of one of our outstanding relig-
ious papers, or as a teacher in one of our older Bible col-
leges, to whom our faithful, conscientious young men could
go and receive counsel and advice, instead of ridicule on one
hand, or silence of the Sphinx on the other.” So Brother
Goodpasture is not only a “chameleon,” he is also a
“Sphinx” ! If you want to know more about what John T.
Lewis thinks of B. C. Goodpasture, just read pages 36, 82,
105 and 251 of the Lewis’ book and his tract on the “Posture
in Prayer.”

On page 179 of his book, Lewis says that the Bible
teaching on the Christian’s relationship to civil government
is as plain as it is on faith, repentance and baptism. Why
then does he, Lipscomb and Hardeman differ so much?
It is generally known in Tennessee and throughout the,
brotherhood that N. B. Hardeman was always active and
influential in state and national politics and held an office
in the civil government for twelve years. David Lipscomb
said that all affiliation with the government was spiritual
adultery and that everything the government does is against
the church. John T. Lewis agrees with neither of them, and
is against voting and holding office, but thinks it is all
right for members of the church to make tanks, guns and
munitions--it is a good “paying” job!

SOME SAMPLES OF RAILING
For no other fault than making a number of correct

quotations from David Lipscomb’s book, and disagreeing
with them, Lewis uncorks his vial of wrath, and refers to
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me as “ignorant,” having “little regard for the truth,”
“garbling,” “juggling,” “perverting,” “grossly,” “blat-
antly, " “misrepresenting,” “having no honor,” “distorting,”
making an “outrageous,” “nasty,” “uncalled for,” “unkind,”
“unjust," “unchristian,” “ungodly,” “smearing,” and “scur-
rilous attack” on David Lipscomb. Let not the reader get
the mistaken notion that this is all that he could think to
say of me in a defamatory way for disagreeing with Lips-
comb. He says that I am “ungentlemanly,” “insane,” "assi-
nine, " “idiotic,” and low! He says that I am like a terrapin,
a bull, a snake, and that I am as bad as the devil. Do you
wonder that he was “dropped” by our leading papers? All
I have to say to that sluice of slime is that “outside of that”
I must be all right! As we proceed the reader will see the
reasons why he went into such a towering rage.

I want to say, of his book of four-hundred and twenty-
two pages, that there were eight pages that I enjoyed im-
mensely, and there was nothing blasphemous on them-the
eight blank pages at the first and the last ; and there are two
words in the book that positively thrilled me--The End!

On page 277 he insists that he has never knowingly re-
flected on the personal integrity of an opponent, and on page
421 he says, “I close this discussion with enmity in my heart
for no one.” On page 379 he further says, “I will let Brother
Foy E. Wallace, Jr., himself give the reason for my serenity
in the matter.” It will be just too bad if he ever gets mad!
What would happen if he ever lost his “serenity”? What
would he say if he should decide to “reflect on the personal
integrity” of someone?

All through the book, sandwiched in between the diaboli-
cal things to which I have called attention, he has much to
say of fairness, gentlemanliness, honorable controversy, et
cetera. I want the reader to compare his pronouncements on
these matters with his conduct.

DODGING THE QUOTATIONS
The reader will only have to turn back to the quotations

to refresh his mind as to what was quoted. You will note
that I published “An Index” of the quotations from the
book Civil Government, by David Lipscomb, with the
page numbers, and then proceeded to give the quotations
verbatim. In his 422 pages Lewis never once gave the quo-
tations, but left his readers to think that the index of the
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quotations was all I gave. That was equivalent to saying
that I had made a number of assertions without proof. Is
that the sort of conduct he thinks is fair, Christian and
honorable? He wrote continuously for eighteen months after
the quotations were presented. Did he not have time to
notice them? Only about one fourth of them were ever
referred to.

In a private letter to me he said, “The book was pub-
lished in 1945. It was a compilation of all that was said in
the Bible Banner from 1942 till the Banner quit writing on
the subject.” That statement was untrue--if he could have
found one error in the quotations he would not have had to
write 422 pages. If they had all been untrue, do you not
suppose he would have gladly given all of them?

But hear him: “In this book you will find quotations of
everything I have reviewed or criticized from others. I do
not believe that it is either fair, Christian, or gentlemanly to
state the other fellow’s position, and then demolish (?) it.
Let him state his own position, that I have done in this
book.” (Preface p. 10.) I did not state Lipscomb’s position.
I gave correct quotations from Lipscomb’s book in which he
stated his own position. He knew that his statement with
reference to this was untrue. Since he did not represent me
correctly and suppressed the quotations from Lipscomb, ac-
cording to his own formula he is neither fair, a Christian,
nor a gentleman!

Again on page 270 and 271 he says: “My idea of honor-
able controversy is to always quote what you are criticizing,
and leave it to the intelligence of the reader as to who is
right. It takes neither intelligence nor honor to garble or
pervert a man’s statements, and then make out a case
against him.” Because I gave a quotation--a correct quo-
tation--for everything I objected to in Lipscomb’s book,
while he did not give, one time, the quotations in question,
he is the perverter and the garbler, and he says that takes
neither intelligence nor honor!

He produced a number of Lipscomb’s statements that
were not in controversy, and by them he tried to make it
appear that the quotations I gave do not mean what they
say. Sectarian debaters have always used the same methods
in trying to prove that Acts 2 :38 and Mark 16:16 do not
mean what they say. Acts 2:38 means what it says, and
John 3:16 does not disprove it. Lipscomb meant what he
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said in the quotations I gave-the quotations John T. Lewis
so carefully avoided !

SITTING AT LIPSCOMB’S FEET
When H. Leo Boles and John T. Lewis read my quota-

tions in the Bible Banner, evidently in order to divert the
minds of the public from the quotations and to break their
force, they seized upon a matter by which they hoped to dis-
credit me. When a person attacks the character of his op-
ponent it is usually because he cannot meet the argument
(Acts 6:9-14). It is one of the lowest tricks of debaters.
Suppose the opponent is completely discredited, does that
answer the argument? The quotations are still there.

Brother Boles wrote the following letter to Brother
Lewis :

Dear Brother Lewis :
I  have observed and read what Brother Wallace has said

about O. C. Lambert “sitting at the feet of David Lips-
comb.” It occurred to me when I read it that Brother Lam-
bert was never a student of David Lipscomb, but I have
been too busy to look up his record until now.

Brother Lambert entered David Lipscomb College while
I was president, September, 1917. Brother David Lipscomb
died November 11, 1917. The records at the college show
that Brother Lambert entered the college about two months
before Brother Lipscomb died. Brother Lipscomb had not
taught for four or five years before his death; he was not
teaching when Brother Lambert entered the college, and had
not taught for some years before Brother Lambert entered.
You can see and the public ought to know that Brother 0. C.
Lambert never did sit at the feet of David Lipscomb and
learn from him. Any statement to the contrary is false, ac-
cording to the records and dates at the college.

Since you have been interested in correcting some of
the perversions of the teachings of Brother Lipscomb, I
thought that you were entitled to the information revealed
by the records at the college. Brother Lambert was twenty-
six years old, the records show, when he entered the college;
he was married and had one child. He is not a student of
D. Lipscomb, and never has been. Yours fraternally,
(signed) H. Leo Boles

At some time I must have told Foy E. Wallace, Jr.,
that I was once a student in Nashville Bible School and
knew David Lipscomb personally. I lived just around the



220 THE CHRISTIAN AND THE GOVERNMENT

corner from the Lipscomb home and was there many times.
I bought milk and butter from “Aunt Mag” every day. If
I did not sit at David Lipscomb’s feet, I at least sat at his
table and drank milk from his cow! And I read Lipscomb’s
book. At no time have I ever dreamed of saying, or even
implying, that I was a student of David Lipscomb. After
the quotations appeared Brother Wallace made a very
understandable mistake of supposing that I was a student
of David Lipscomb, and stated that I “sat at the feet of
David Lipscomb.”

I wish, very devoutly, that I had learned of Brother
Boles’ part in this before his death. He says I entered
David Lipscomb College September, 1917. That is untrue,
because there was no David Lipscomb College then. I
entered Nashville Bible School. I understand that David
Lipscomb would not consent to its being called David Lips-
comb College, and I distinctly remember that immediately
after his death, Brother Boles had a part in changing the
Nashville Bible School to David Lipscomb College. Another
erroneous statement in the Boles’ letter was that I was
twenty-six years of age. The truth is that I was twenty-
seven years old September, 1917. I suppose that my age
then, was something that was supposed to reflect discredit
or it would not have been mentioned in a letter definitely
intended to be damaging to me. He states that I was
married and had a wife and one child. Brother Boles
seemingly intended to reflect on me because I had one wife
and one child or else that would not have been mentioned.
He had two children at that time. I suppose that if the
number of my children had been two instead of one I
would have been all right. Or maybe, a person "twenty-
six years old” should not have a wife and one child. What
did all that have to do with the quotations from David
Lipscomb’s book that I begged Brother Boles to defend?
I will never know.

The very wording of the letter implies that I was
engaged in a conspiracy with Brother Wallace, and that
Brother Boles did a very clever piece of detective work. I
note that he says “I have observed and read what Brother
Wallace has said about 0. C. Lambert ‘sitting at the feet
of David Lipscomb.’ " He must have “observed” some-
thing he did not read. He observed some things he did not
read when he “looked up the record.”
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After Lewis received the Boles letter, acting like the cat
that ate the canary, he immediately wrote the following :

“Brother Lambert, when you ‘sat at the feet’ of David
Lipscomb, did you ever hear him lecture on civil govern-
ment? Did you ever hear him teach that it was a Christian’s
duty to ‘oppose, fight against, and resist’ the civil govern-
ment? Did you ever hear him speak a word of disrespect for,
or about the government? I will publish your answers just
as you give them, shall I have them?” (p. 193) The very
statements he was asking for were already before him in the
quotations he would not let his readers see. I had never
in all my writing referred to anything I had ever heard
David Lipscomb say on any subject. He no doubt thought
that it would be easier to deny what I might “say I heard
him say,” than what he had printed in h i s  book. I suppose
such treatment of these matters comes within what he
thinks is honorable and Christian.

CONCERNING SCHOLARSHIP
Another effort to divert the minds of the brethren

from the quotations was to refer sneeringly, over and over
again to my “scholarship,” even in the most insulting
manner. But there are some people who cannot insult me.
According to Lewis, on page 66, “I considered the source”.
Incidentally, I have never made any pretences to scholar-
ship. It would brand one as deficient in it to say too much
about it. If they could prove me ever so lacking would that
answer the criticism concerning the quotations?

Again, what claim can he lay to being an authority
upon scholarship? The only school he ever attended, above
the grammar school, as far as I have ever heard, was Nash-
ville Bible School, and by present day standard, it could
hardly qualify as a first class high school.

Some people distinguish themselves by their brilliance
in school, but John T. Lewis has the dubious distinction
of taking eight years to get out of the Nashville Bible
School, longer, in fact than anyone on record. As I said,
it is regrettable to have to speak of such things, but I
have ten books in my library to every one he has, and I
have not had them as ornaments. I am not trying to argue
for my “scholarship,” but rather calling attention to the
obvious fact that he is not a competent authority concerning
scholarship.
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ALEXANDER CAMPBELL AND THE NAME
In my article in the September, 1944, Bible Banner

I said: “Alexander Campbell once argued as stoutly as any
sectarian preacher today against the name Christian and
was just as much in error as they, but I believe that in
spite of this, and other errors he was a great and good
man.” Brother Lewis who had done more writing about the
“Voice Of The Pioneers” than any man I know, and who
sometimes, as a last resort, tries to prove his contentions by
them, seems now to be willing to stake his all on this point
about Campbell and the name Christian. He thinks he
knows his “pioneers”! He sneers: “That is what I think of
0. C. Lambert’s scholarship and honor. Let the reader look
at his scholarship on Alexander Campbell.” (p. 318) Then
he confidently asserts, “Alexander Campbell never did
‘argue against the name Christian’ (Emphasis by John T.
Lewis) " (p. 345). Again he tried to be “withering” (that’s
his pet word, you know !) as he says : “Mr. Campbell
argued against the name Christian, Eh?” (p. 319). And as
if that was not strong enough, he attempts to insult in the
following fashion : " ‘Ignorance is bliss’; but it does not look
good spread over the pages of what is supposed to be a
religious journal.” (p. 317)

He seems to feel as superior as Goliath must have felt
that fateful day. I am perfectly willing to settle the issue
with such a clearcut point. If Campbell did not argue
against the name Christian as I said he did, then regardless
of how humiliating it would be, I will confess my ignorance.
Will John T. Lewis confess his, if I find that Alexander
Campbell did argue against the name Christian? He has
never been known yet to do so. This will be easy to settle to
the entire satisfaction of all honest people. I first appeal
to Richardson’s Memoirs of Alexander Campbell:

“Again B. W. Stone thought that the name ‘Christian’
was given by divine authority and ought to be the distinc-
tive title of every follower of Jesus. This was the view of
Thomas Campbell (C. B. Vol. II, p. 12, pages 111-117 my
edition--O. C. L.), but his son did not concur in this,
nor concede the correctness of the criticism on the word
(chrematisai) upon which it chiefly rested. He admitted
indeed that the name Christian was proper and appropriate,
and only wished that all were worthy of it. He preferred
‘disciple,’ however, as a more humble appellation and of
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earlier and more frequent use in the New Testament. Much
of Mr. Campbell’s repugnance to the denominational name
Christian was due to the fact that the anti-Trinitarian
speculations of those who had already adopted it had sub-
jected them to the charge of Arianism, a heresy to which
he had a peculiar antipathy.” (p. 371) The author continues
to discuss the question on the following page.

A denominational preacher may talk about being a
Christian in the same way Alexander Campbell did. Most
of them do not believe that it is a divine name, but Philip
Doddridge, a denominationalist, believed just what we now
do.

Any later development that may have resolved the dif-
ferences in this controversy between Stone and Campbell
could not change the indisputable fact that Campbell once
vigorously argued against the name Christian in favor of
the appellation Disciples. It is a recognized fact that from
the time of their migration from Ireland and Scotland to
the United States, both Thomas and Alexander Campbell
were subject to an evolution of religious thought, which
resulted in many changes in their views, being originally
staunch Presbyterians, and a later affiliation with Baptist
Associations, until their final rejection of all party creeds.
And the controversy between Stone and Campbell over
the names Christian and Disciples is in the record and
cannot be truthfully denied.

But let us examine the Millennial Harbinger, Volume
for 1831, 389-396. Here, first, is an article by Barton W.
Stone in defense of the name Christian which had appeared
in the periodical Christian Messenger, and was reprinted
with a reply by Alexander Campbell. So it is really a debate
between Barton W. Stone and Alexander Campbell on the
name Christian. I wonder if our friend Lewis would deny
that Campbell was arguing here. Campbell had issued the
Living Oracles, a translation of the New Testament by
George Campbell, James MacKnight and Philip Doddridge.
Alexander Campbell, because he did not believe that the
name Christian was a divinely given name, it appears,
“corrected” Doddridge’s translation of Acts 11:26. Dodd-
ridge said the name was of divine appointment. But let
Campbell speak for himself:

“The controversy about the name by which we shall be
called is, and must necessarily be, one of subordinate
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importance. We could not in good conscience substitute
the opinion of Dr. Doddridge for the literal import of the
word (chrematizo). We must always in interpreting dis-
tinguish between the opinion of the translator and the
meaning of the word. Everybody knows that there are no
words in the Greek corresponding to “divine appointment.’
And if ever chrematizo signifies to name or call by divine
authority, it is most certainly from accident or from cir-
cumstances, and not from the import of the term : for it
means no such thing.”

“I cannot, however, find that the verb ever has this
signification.”

“I am bold to affirm, in the face of all criticism that
there is not the least authority, in the word here used, for
concluding that the name Christian came from God, any
more than from Antiochus Epiphanes! This may be too
strong for some who contend that the name Christian is of
divine authority ; but let them put me to the proof.”

Who was Antiochus Epiphanes? He was a brutal,
heathen king of Syria who ruled more than 150 years be-
fore Christ was born!

You remember how confidently John T. Lewis asserted,
“Alexander Campbell never did ‘argue’ against the name
Christian.” On page 319, after making those ridiculous
blunders, he further says, “I could go on ad infinitim with
such expressions from Mr. Campbell’s pen; but the above
will show you the kind of scholarship you will find in the
Bible Banner these days.” Why would a man who tries to
pose as the world’s greatest authority on “The Voice Of
The Pioneers” make such a colossal blunder? Will he come
out like a Christian, or like a man, and confess that he
has exposed his ignorance? But let’s turn around one of his
sneers : “Ignorance is bliss,” though it does not look good
spread over the pages of a 422 page book.

Permit me to say in Lewis’ style that Campbell “did
not argue against the name Christian, Eh?” If I ever
make that big a blunder it will be time to quit. He talks
about my kind of “scholarship” concerning Alexander
Campbell and the name Christian. I like my brand better
than his. Again he says of this matter, “That is what I
think of 0. C. Lambert’s scholarship and honor. Let the
reader look at his scholarship on Alexander Campbell.” I
am willing.

I wonder if Campbell’s “arguing against the name
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Christian” is “too strong” for Brother Lewis? If I wanted
to be especially sarcastic I might say with him, “Let us
park here.” I think it will be a long time before he gets
loose from his “fly paper.” He might do one of his jobs
of “fumigating” on this big display of “ignorance.” It
may be that this choice piece of his “scholarship” deserves
a place in that museum he mentioned. He talks of someone
who “wriggled in, and he wriggled out.” Let him try
“wriggling” out of this.

OTHER SAMPLES OF “SCHOLARSHIP”
In his frenzied effort to prove me lacking in scholar-

ship he tried to make “capital” of a typographical error
in one of my articles in the Bible Banner. The word
“Advocate,” meaning the Gospel Advocate, appeared “advo-
cate.” It was a mistake that was made by the typesetter and
was overlooked by the proof-reader. It betrays a man’s
littleness and shows how destitute he must be for evidence
who would stoop to such a thing. The irony of such cheap
efforts is very apparent in this case. It is such a dangerous
thing to do. There are many typographical errors in his
book. The matter in his book had appeared in the periodical,
then was re-edited when it appeared in his book, and there-
fore was “checked and double-checked.” And there was far
less excuse for typographical errors in it than in the Bible
Banner.

Furthermore, there are a number of blunders in his
book that can hardly be explained as mere typographical
errors. The frequency with which he lapses in latin seems
to be intended as evidence of his great erudition. Pre-
sumably, in order to impress the “legal minds” among his
readers, he makes use of the hackneyed legal words,
"irrelavent, incompetent, and immaterial.” (p. 56) But
in doing so he made two blunders in the spelling of one
word, "irrelavent." It should be irrelevant! He misspells
“philipics.” (p. 104) It is really philippics! He said my
observations concerning the quotations, he so carefully con-
cealed from his readers were "scurilous." But scurrilous has
the advantage of being listed in Webster’s Dictionary! On
page 230 he speaks of “Clement of Alexander,” "Justyn
Martyr,” and “Turtullian.” I wonder if possibly he might
be trying to refer to Clement of Alexandria, Justin Martyr,
and Tertullian! So that is the great authority on "scholar-
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ship.” One is made to wonder how he ever got out of the
Nashville Bible School !

MEETING HIMSELF COMING BACK
As evidence of Brother Lewis’ confusion and desperation

in an effort to defend something that cannot be defended, I
will now present a few of the many inconsistences and con-
tradictions to be found in the book:

1. Defended Lipscomb’s Book Nineteen Months Before
Reading. John T. Lewis began to write on this subject
March, 1942, but according to his own confession, in
October, 1943, he “had never read” David Lipscomb’s book.
But let us look at his confession:

“When the October, 1943, Bible Banner came out with
its smearing attack upon ‘Civil Government’ by David
Lipscomb, I did not have the book, had never read it, and
could not have told you one statement in it.” (p. 219)

Long before October, 1943, in attempting to review what
Brother Foy E. Wallace had written, John T. Lewis made
the following statement: “Don’t you know that in all you
said in the ‘August Bible Banner,’ about ‘a theory of civil
government advanced by Brother David Lipscomb,’ that you
never quoted a single statement from David Lipscomb’s
pen? Is this your idea of fair treatment of a man’s position
while he ‘sleeps with the fathers’? I do not believe that this
method of dealing with the writings of the dead is caused
by anything that a surgeon may have sewed up in a man’s
abdominal cavity. I think it comes from a cavern which
surgeons seldom enter.” (p. 68)

Besides being a sample of Lewis speech, these state-
ments show that he thinks that he is abundantly able to
fairly discuss a book he had never read, but that Brother
Wallace should not dare to do such a thing.

2. Does Not Believe All The Book. After repeatedly
chiding his opponents for nineteen months for not first
reading Lipscomb’s book before daring to write about it,
think what anguish must have troubled his gentle spirit
when he had to finally make the following confession after
reading the book himself.

“Of course I do not know how many brethren have read
David Lipscomb’s book, ‘Civil Government’, neither do I
know how many that have read it, believe it; but I do know
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that there is not a man living that can answer David Lips-
comb’s arguments on the Christian’s relationship to the
government under which he lives. And this is not saying
that I believe every statement in the book. If my own ser-
mons were taken down and given to me, I suspect I would
blue pencil many statements in them ; but I would hate to
think that anybody thought my sermons were ‘hypocrisy’
and ‘sabotage’ because of some irrelevant or unnecessary
statements in them.” (p. 218)

So he and I are in the same situation. He does not
believe all in Lipscomb’s book after he finally read it.
So he thinks it should be blue penciled. I think so, too!
It simply means that he had such a worshipful regard for
David Lipscomb that he was willing to indorse the book,
without reservations, before reading it, until my quota-
tions from the book forced him to read it. Why does not
this “authority on scholarship” from Birmingham, “who
careth not for any man,” not “just come right out” and
tell us what he does not believe, what he would blue pencil,
and what about David Lipscomb’s book is “irrelevant and
unnecessary”? This is the man who on page 309-310 of his
book concerning another matter says, that a man should
not simply “allude” to a matter, “that might lead to false
conclusions” !

I know what he would blue pencil. It is those plaguing
quotations I produced, which he has avoided like poison in
his book of 422 pages. They haunt him like “Banquo’s
ghost” !

Why am I such a malefactor for not believing all of
Lipscomb’s book, when I am sure he will admit he himself is
a good fellow, and he does not believe all of it?

Brother H. Leo Boles said almost the same thing after
he read it (Gospel Advocate, February 10, 1944). I re-
quested him to tell us what part he did not believe. This
he never did. There is not a man among the champions of
Lipscomb’s book who will do so.

3. The John T. Lewis book vs. The David Lipscomb book.

Lewis :

“During the last two years I have written a good deal
on ‘The Christian and the Government.’ I have never
written a line as an ‘anti-government man’; but simply as a
Christian.” (p. 236)
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“It (the church) is made up of people from all nations,
and is antagonistic to no earthly or temporal government.”
(P. 179)

Lipscomb :

“There can be no hope for the conversion of the world,
until these two kingdoms be recognized in their true, an-
tagonistic spirit, mission and destiny.” (Civil Government,
p. 92)

There you have it--Lewis says that the church is an-
tagonistic to no government; Lipscomb says that it is an-
tagonistic to all governments. I am not surprised that he is
not willing to be specific about what he would blue pencil.
But he was more than half way through defending the book
before he read it!

Lewis :

As we will see a little later on, Lewis believed that a
Christian can make tanks, guns, bombs, planes, munitions--
because it is a “good paying job” and supports the preacher.
(pages 127, 128)

Lipscomb :

“Here the human governments are placed among the
powers of the wicked one, and their entire work was against
the church, and the Christian must needs clothe himself
with the whole armor of God, that he might withstand them
and fight against them as the enemies of God.” (Civil
Government, p. 79)

Do you wonder that Brother Lewis never got around to
even mentioning this quotation?

Everybody knows that one who provides the weapon for
a murder is a party to the murder. If I were a classical
scholar, like our friend from Birmingham, I would say he
is particeps criminis! He says paying taxes is “no active
support” for the government. What “logical” reasoning !
(p. 261) Lewis thinks a Christian can provide not only the
money to make the weapons, but he may work at a “good
paying job” actually making them. He can work on the rail-
road or the ship and deliver them, but only the fellow who
votes and pulls the trigger is guilty. He says there is only
one realm for the Christian. In what realm is the making
of those instruments of destruction? He poses the dilemma
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concerning the soldiers of opposing armies who are Chris-
tians. It seems there would be the same dilemma for the
Christian in opposing countries who are paying taxes
for making engines of war, but the Bible commands that!
David Lipscomb was more consistent than Lewis, for he did
not believe that Christians could do the things that members
of John T. Lewis’ congregation do in aiding the govern-
ment-you could not even be a postmaster. The very idea of
Lewis trying to defend Lipscomb!

4. Cannot “Relate” An Incident Correctly. Lewis tries
to extricate himself from his own trap, in his ugly story
about T. B. Larimore, who has been dead a long time, that
his conduct is blameless because he was only “relating an
incident” (p. 273). He produced nothing in support. of his
damaging assertions. On the other hand he condemns me
to the infernal regions because I produced correct quota-
tions from David Lipscomb’s book. I think it well to look
into his ability, or perhaps his disposition, to “relate inci-
dents” correctly. Here is a sample :

“When I was in a meeting in Port Arthur, Texas, a few
years ago, Brother 0. C. Lambert told me what a time he
had with a Catholic bishop that had come ‘from the East’,
and was lecturing in the park in Port Arthur. He was trying
to reply to the bishop, and if I remember correctly, he
said he went to the city hall and demanded protection.”
(p. 363).

There is hardly anything about this story that is true.
It was not a bishop, and I did not demand protection and
I did not say anybody came “from the East.” If his “relat-
ing” of the “incident” concerning T. B. Larimore, which
was ten times as long ago, is relatively as unreliable, there
is not a word of truth in it. Perhaps it was two other fel-
lows, and not Brother Harding and Brother Larimore. The
truth is he thinks it is perfectly permissible for him to “re-
late” anything damaging he wishes about the living or the
dead, without any proof, but that I should not “quote” them.

5. Another Inconsistency. The quotations I made from
Lipscomb’s book can be examined by the reader, and I am
sure you will agree they are as long, and in many instances
longer than Lewis made from the Bible Banner. In his
book he makes dozens of quotations from the Bible, and
others much shorter. Here again, it seems, most anything
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John T. Lewis does is right “in his own eyes.” But this is
the case where he makes that sort of an objection, and
makes the further objection that I took statements in Lips-
comb’s book appearing at different places in the book, and
as he says, reversing them. In the same paragraph he does
the same thing for the Bible, except his quotations are
much shorter! (See pages 335, 336). He quotes a small part
of Acts 8 :23, 33 and then John 19:10, 11. I am sure he is
not always careful to quote Mark 16:16 before Acts 2 :38.
He says that is “juggling.” I have heard sectarian debaters
make the same ridiculous blunder.

6. Jailor Did Not Act Like A Jailor. He tries to sup-
port the absurd statement that the jailor of Acts 16 was
not a jailor after his baptism at midnight, in plain contra-
diction of what the Bible says. It calls him, “the keeper of
the prison,” in verse 27, before his baptism, and again,
“the keeper of the prison” next morning. His “proof” for
his infidel position is, “And I do not believe any sheriff,
or judge would say that ‘the jailor' was acting as a jailor
would act.” (p. 351) He did not believe what the Bible
plainly says! For nearly three years after Paul was
arrested in Jerusalem he was kept in prison in Caesarea
and Rome. He was treated kindly and enjoyed just as many
freedoms as he did in the jail at Philippi. Were these
jailors acting like jailors? Will Lewis deny that they were
officers of the Roman government? If a man had any real
proof for his contentions he would not grasp at anything so
baseless.

7. Even Finds Fault With God. “Anyone that knows
anything about the different governments of the world,
knows that the ideas and elements that go to make up the
governments of the world are incompatible. Therefore,
Christ did not try to amalgamate these incompatible ele-
ments in his kingdom; but taught his people to respect and
obey the Government under which they live.” (p. 47)

“Brethren this is the brand of religion you have when
you try to mix the elements of the temporal kingdom with
the spiritual kingdom. These elements were united in the
fleshly kingdom of Israel; but separated by Christ in the
spiritual Israel.” (p. 52)

Of course, if God had known as much as the great
“authority” from Birmingham, he could have saved himself
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from mixing these incompatibles. If the brethren should
know better, then it appears, at least reasonable, that God
should have known better!

8. What Is Wrong For Wallace Is Right For Lewis. In
the October, 1943, Bible Banner Brother Wallace reprinted
a statement from Frederick Brown Harris, a denomina-
tional writer, about the Christian’s relationship to the
government, which had been inserted into the Congressional
Record by Senator Wiley. Brother Lewis raised a great
howl, and says: “It is only those ‘who think for themselves’,
and have ‘degrees in logic’ that can understand how a de-
nominational preacher, that is not in the church, ‘and does
not know the New Testament usage’ of the term, could
teach the ‘Christian’s relationship’ to anything.” (p. 231)

Believe it or not, in the very next paragraph, on the
same page, Lewis gives a long quotation from Gibbon, the
infidel. Would it not be interesting to hear his explana-
tion of how an infidel “could teach the Christian’s rela-
tionship to anything”? If he had not been blinded by his
own egotism he would have skipped a few pages before
introducing his infidel.

But that is not the whole story. On the page facing
the one just mentioned, he gives the names of eleven infidels,
Catholics, Lutherans, and Jews that David Lipscomb quoted
to prove something about the Christian’s relationship to
the government.

But that is not all. In addition to this dozen, Lewis
in his book quoted from Hermann Olshausen, Lutheran (p.
356), Adam Clarke, Methodist (p. 356), Theodore Roose-
velt, Episcopalian (p. 30), and quotes Eleanor Roosevelt
twice (pages 41, 84).

I am afraid he got out of Nashville Bible School too
soon. After condemning Brother Wallace for reprinting
Frederick Brown Harris’ statement, he sagely observes:
“Politics do ‘make strange bedfellows.’ " (p. 231) So I
see !

9. The Odium Of “Change.” Over and over he is making
reference to the fact that some of us have changed our ideas
during our lives. After all, that is what learning is.
Alexander Campbell, Martin Luther, Paul and millions of
good people have changed. Why should that be odious? But
on page 169 he tells a story on himself about stealing water-
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melons. I wonder of he has changed. F. B. Srygley once
answered his critics, who were reproaching him with not
being consistent with past statements, by saying: “I am
not trying to be consistent. I am trying to be right.”

10. Lewis On Prophecy Fulfillment. In trying to get
a literal “universal peace” out of Isaiah 2:4, he makes
the ridiculous statement that, “No prophecy concerning the
kingdom of God was fulfilled in one day, or at one time.”
He thought enough of the statement to italicize it! This
is such a silly statement that it might well go without
comment, but let us try several prophecies concerning the
kingdom by it. It was prophesied that Christ would become
a king, he became a king in one day and at one time. It
was prophesied that a “fountain should be opened in Jerusa-
lem for sin.” A fountain was open in Jerusalem on one day
and at one time. The kingdom was to be established in
Jerusalem. The kingdom was established in Jerusalem on
one day and at one time. And on we could go, ad infinitum,
as our “scholar” would say.

11. Evidently Not A Christian. In one of my articles
I referred to Brother Lewis as, “another devotee” without
calling his name. He affects to take great offense in the
following passage : “Brother Lambert could have called my
name, as any Christian should have done: but this ‘devotee’
slur is on a par with his ‘canonizing’ stuff.” (p. 270)

He calls a similar incident in his book (p. 77) “an
exhibition of bad manners.” But get this, on page 66:
“During the battle of the Rio Grande, fought in recent
years, one of the young ‘soldiers’ that I had never seen
or heard of so far as I knew, referred to me as old ‘sour
dough John T. Lewis of Birmingham,’ not being familiar
with Western phrases I did not know whether it was a
compliment or whether he was ‘slandering my name.’ How-
ever I just considered him one of the ‘wild asses of the
West,’ and like the man the donkey kicked I considered the
source and said nothing.” He never called the fellow’s name,
but simply referred to him as “one of the wild asses of the
West.” So, true to form, he is a privileged character. He
can do it but the other fellow must not.

12. Did Lewis Cause The "Cleveland Panic”? On page
195 he makes another silly effort to belittle. This was
called forth by my statement that about fifteen years be-
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fore 1943 I had abandoned Lipscomb’s theory. That put the
change about the time of the “depression.” He sarcasti-
cally sneers : “For several years thousands of able bodied
men raked leaves in our parks, and did other useless things
to get bread for their children, and others walked the
streets, and highways begging for something to eat. Of
course, I would not say that the Brother’s vote caused this ;
but if there had been a great moral uplift about that time
‘probably’ he would have taken some credit for it.”

In reply, I remember he took his seat at “the feet of
David Lipscomb” in the early nineties. Probably that was
the reason I wore patched pants during “Cleveland’s Panic”!
He could have been noticing the quotations I had made
from Lipscomb’s book instead of being silly.

13. Making Munitions “Good Paying Jobs.” The follow-
ing long quotation is from the Lewis book (pages 127 and
128) :

"Before Pearl Harbor, if Christians had jobs in ship
yards, steel plants, aeroplane factories, or even in plants
where they make tanks, and munitions, so far as I know,
everybody thought they had good paying jobs, and no one
ever raised the question about what the things they were
making might be used for. Since our government entered
the war, many things made by Christians in time of. peace
have been, and are being used as instruments of war, and
destruction, maybe of human life, but I do not believe that
Christians are responsible for that destruction, unless their
voting brethren made them a part of the government.
Therefore, I cannot see the difference in working in those
plants before war was declared and after. The government
is only asking a speed up in the production of those things,
it is not asking Christians who work in those plants to hate
anybody, neither is it training them in the latest methods
of modern warfare how to ‘kill without compunction.’ This
is some of the noncombatant service that the government
offers conscientious objectors. Since our government does
not ask those who work in ‘war’ plants to hate anybody,
nor to ‘avenge themselves’, it seems to me that Christians
could ‘be in subjection to the higher powers’ in these things
without violating their conscience. You may say: ‘But they
know that those things they are making are to be used to
destroy life and property.’ Yes, and the farmer knows that
no army can exist without food and clothing and he knows
that the things he is growing, or raising, are to be used for
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those purposes. He also knows that high explosives, and
other life destroying things are being made out of his
products. Should this knowledge, of these facts, cause
Christians to quit farming? I do not believe that the farmer
or anyone else, is responsible for the use of things he may
make, or raise, after they leave his hands, and become
government property. If, however, a Christian should be-
lieve that it is a sin for him to make, or raise, anything that
the government might use to destroy life or property, then
right or wrong, it would be a sin for him to do either.”

Lewis is supposed to be defending David Lipscomb, and
by no stretch of the imagination could the foregoing quota-
tion be made to harmonize with the quotations I gave
from David Lipscomb. Those things Lewis has suppressed--
the things he does not believe in Lipscomb’s theory, and
the things he would “blue pencil.”

The Lewis reasoning reminds me of the casuistry,
the sophistry of the Catholic writers who “relieved” the
Catholics of all blame or guilt for burning people at the
stake. Everyone acquainted with Birmingham know that
practically all the members of the church where John T.
Lewis is preaching make their money producing some sort
of “war” materials. He lives from the production of war
materials, therefore it is right! The brethren who vote
are commiting a grave sin, but those who make the bombs
and tanks have hearts full of love for those who are to
be destroyed by them. It is a “good paying job” and sup-
ports the preacher!

14. Dissatisfied with editor Goodpasture and President
Hardeman.

Just listen to what he said about H. Leo Boles, B. C.
Goodpasture, N. B. Hardeman and G. H. P. Showalter:

“It is unfortunate for the church today that we have
not (Lewis emphasis) a David Lipscomb as editor of one
of our outstanding religious papers, or as a teacher in one
of our older Bible colleges, to whom our faithful, conscien-
tious young men could go and receive counsel and advice,
instead of ridicule on one hand, or silence of the Sphinx on
the other.” (p. 251) That is not all the fault he has found
with Brother Goodpasture. Just read pages 36, 82, 105 and
251 of the Lewis book and his tract on the Posture in
Prayer. Lewis says he was “dropped” from the Gospel
Advocate a good long time ago. Do you wonder why?
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15. “I, Even I Only Am Left; And They Seek My Life.”
I am not the only one with whom John T. Lewis is dis-

satisfied. The list includes Foy E. Wallace, Jr., Cled E.
Wallace, R. L. Whiteside, C. R. Nichol, N. B. Hardernan, H.
Leo Boles, B. C. Goodpasture, T. B. Larimore, M. C. Kur-
fees, F. B. Srygley, J. W. McGarvey, G. H. P. Showalter
and David Lipscomb. At least, he would “blue pencil” Lips-
comb. That puts me in pretty good company and keeps me
from feeling lonesome.

LIPSCOMB AND RUSSELLISM

John T. Lewis has taken great offense because I said
that some of the things in David Lipscomb’s book, Civil
Government, were the same as I found in the writings of
Russell and Rutherford. I have been held up as a traducer
of David Lipscomb as follows: “It is a pity that these
great underlying principles of God’s dealings with the
human family have been stigmatized by Foy E. Wallace, Jr.,
and 0. C. Lambert as ‘Russellism’ and “Rutherfordism’,
and worse still many of the readers of the Bible Banner
will never know any difference.” (p. 335) I submit the
following that all may judge for themselves:

1. Government Of The Devil.

Rutherford :

“The governments of the earth, aside from God’s organi-
zation of Israel, have always composed Satan’s visible
organization. It matters not that the people did not so
understand.” (Creation, 313)

Lipscomb :

“Man in the spirit of rebellion against God and with
the view of living free from the control of God, and inde-
pendent of his authority, instituted governments of his own,
and these governments in their changing forms have existed
from the days of Nimrod to the present time.” (Civil
Government, 41)

“The results of this treason and transfer was, God
ceased to be the ruler and the devil became the god of
this world.” (Civil Government, 54)

“The other human governments, the embodied effort of
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man to rule the world without God, ruled over by ‘the
prince of this world,’ the devil." (Civil Government, 73)

“Christ recognized the kingdoms of the earth as the
kingdoms of the devil, and that they should all be rooted
up, that all the institutions of the earth, save the king-
dom of heaven, should be prevailed against by the gates of
hell.” (Civil Government, p. 86)

“God ordains for the people just such institutions as
they deserve. If they refuse to obey God’s government,
he ordains that they shall be governed by the oppressive
rule of man’s own government, of which the devil is the
great head.” (Commentary on Romans, 229)

I wonder then why he ordained that all good Christians
also be governed by it, as stated in Romans 13.

2. Governments Entirely Evil.

Rutherford :

“All the world powers have been and are a part of
Satan’s organization, and therefore properly called Babylon,
and every one without exception, have used great violence
toward the people in order to bring them under Satan’s
rule and control.” (Light, p. 321)

Lipscomb :

“Here the human governments are placed among the
powers of the wicked one, and their entire work was against
the church, and the Christian must needs clothe himself
with the whole armor of God, that he might withstand them
and fight against them as the enemies of God.” (Civil
Government, p. 79)

3. Affiliation With Civil Government Adultery.

Rutherford :

“For one to pretend to be a Christian and at the same
time support the commercial and political powers of the
world, and to conform himself into a part thereof, and to
have sympathetic relations therewith, makes him a forni-
cator or adulterer in the sight of God.” (Creation, p. 232)

Lipscomb :

“All affiliation of the government of God, or of the
subjects of the government with human government, or its
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subjects was declared of God, from the beginning, to be
adultery.” (Civil Government, p. 102)

4. Governments Including U. S. Beast Of Revelation.

Rutherford :

" ‘Beast’ is a symbol of Satan’s organization; and ‘the
wild beast’, of which the United States and Britain form
a part, made war on the people of God.” (Light, p. 204)

Lipscomb :

“The term ‘beast’ is used in the Bible frequently and
always refers to human government.” (Civil Government,
p. 103)

5. Christians Cannot Support The Government.

Rutherford :

“The remnant is no part of the earth ; hence ‘woe’ is
not to them or for them, but is directed to Satan’s organi-
zation and those who bear it up and support it, and who
are subject to it.” (Light, 245)

Lipscomb :

“If a man identifies himself with an earthly kingdom,
sustains and upholds it he must share in its destiny.” (Civil
Government, p. 85)

“The lesson taught is that the human governments
must, one and all, be destroyed.” (Civil Government, p. 25)

6. Nothing Good In Human Government.

Rutherford :

“Today there is not true patriotism among the rulers
of the nation. It is now impossible for the people to elect
men to public office and to expect them to enact just laws
and to administer the affairs of the government for the
general welfare.” (Crisis, p. 5)

Lipscomb :

“Then again Christian men, as has been heretofore
presented, cannot be governed by Christian principles in
civil government. Civil government rests on force as its
foundation. The weapons of a Christian are not carnal,
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but spiritual. A ruler or an officer in the civil government
cannot carry into the execution of these laws, the princi-
ples of the religion of Christ (Civil Government, p. 137.)

7. Hope For The Destruction Of The Government.

Rutherford :

“The hope of the world lies in the complete destruction
of Satan’s organization and the establishment of God’s
kingdom in full sway.” (Light, pages 344, 345)

Lipscomb :

“None can doubt that the final end will be the destruc-
tion of all earthly kingdoms, that they may give place to the
reign of the divine kingdom.” (Civil Government, p. 90)

“There can be no hope for the conversion of the world,
until these two kingdoms are recognized in their true,
antagonistic spirit, mission and destiny.” (Civil Govern-
ment, p. 92)

8. Withstand And Fight Against As Enemies Of God.

Russell :

‘That the saints shall have a share in the breaking in
pieces present kingdoms, there can be no doubt.” (Studies
in the Scriptures, Vol. II, 100)

Lipscomb :

“Here the human governments are placed among the
powers of the wicked one, and their entire work was against
the church, and the Christian must needs clothe himself
with the whole armor of God, that he might withstand them
and fight against them as enemies of God.” (Civil Govern-
ment, p. 79)

One wonders whether Russell and Rutherford had been
reading Lipscomb, or if Lipscomb had been reading Russell
and Rutherford.
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The following pages present a unique and useful treatise on
the relation of a Christian citizen to civil and military govern-
ment. Its author, Fred A. Amick, is a thinker and writer of
more than the ordinary ability--he has the unusual talent, and
he wields the piercing pen. His thinking is not the shallow
superficial, but the penetrating into deeper strata, coupled with
brevity and terseness and a simplicity to bring his writing within
the range of the understanding of the reader for whom it is in-
tended.

This addendum, entitled CHRISTIANS IN UNIFORM, was first
published in 1951 in a pocket size booklet, as a handbook for
distribution among young men in the armed services of our na-
tion. It has been helpful beyond measure to many hundreds
of soldiers, both members and non-members of the church, in
answering their questions morally and scripturally without
equivocation, and in settling their doubts.

The booklet has been out of print for sometime, but should
by all means be reprinted in the pocket size edition for a con-
tinued distribution within all circles and levels of the military.

The inclusion of the booklet, by permission of its author, with
a reproduction of its original cover in color, as an addendum to
this book, serves not only as a valuable addition to the discus-
sions comprehended, but as an ameliorating effect also, and as
an appropriate ending to this composite exposition.

FOY E. WALLACE, JR.
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FOREWORD

To those who have contributed to this effort, I am sincerely
thankful. Especially am I indebted to the ones who proof-
read the manuscript of this handbook. Their suggestions have
improved the style and the content of this volume immeas-
urably. A note of appreciation to my father deserves a place
in this comment. For his clearness of vision, and patience, in
teaching me the unity and completeness of God’s “system of
revelation,” I shall ever be grateful.

PREFACE

Confusion. Are you in doubt? Are you worried because of it?
Are you a young Christian, either in military service, or about
to be inducted? Do you wonder if it is wrong to be a soldier, a
sailor, or a marine? Have you thought about going into a
C. 0. (Conscientious Objector’s) camp, or to prison, to escape
military duty? Have religious teachers refused to deal with
your problem fairly and squarely? It is to you that this hand-
book is addressed !
Your Heritage. Every young man approaching military age,
and every parent, has a right to know what God has revealed
concerning this matter. What is the Christian’s responsibility
to his government in time of war? The fact that some re-
ligious teachers have assumed extreme positions on this ques-
tion has led countless persons into confusion. There are doubt-
less many young men now wearing a uniform who are torn by
a fearful sense of guilt--a fear that has no legitimate reason
for being. Some have suffered the shame of prison, or the C. 0.
camp, under a mistaken sense of loyalty to God’s word. On a
par with all fear, this one exists only in the mind of him who is
mistaught.
Unjustified. No extreme can ever be justified by the word of
God. The truth is always in perfect accord with itself. It is
always in balance. Any misunderstanding, where matters of
faith are involved, must be clarified by well defined principles.
These are all found in the Bible. The Bible is God’s will re-
vealed to man. God is not the author of confusion. 1 His
Book is not to be blamed for any discord. It completely
furnishes us “for every good work." 2
Purpose. This handbook is designed to set forth, in an honest
and simplified manner, the principles that deal with this prob-
lem. To present the truth, exactly as taught in the word of
God, is the purpose of this effort. A careful study of these
Divine truths should lead to a safe and sane course of action.
1. 1st Corinthians 14:33 2. 2nd Timothy 3:14-17
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“And ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you
free.” 3  In this way only can we free the mind of doubt and
fear.
Your Conscience Free. Wlnat the Christian does, he must do
with a clear conscience. 4 If he can serve his government in
time of war (or peace), he must do it because it is morally right
to do so. If he can not conscientiously serve, then he must re-
fuse on the same basis-it would be morally wrong to do so.
He can not “halt between two opinions,“5 where matters of
right and wrong are involved. To be on the fence, in this re-
gard, and then to either drift into, or be forced into, a course of
action against his own conscience, is to stand condemned be-
fore God.6 Whatever his course, he must act in good faith.
Let us quit sending our boys into military action under the
curse of a guilty conscience.

I

THE CHRISTIAN LOOKS AT CIVIL GOVERNMENT

1. Is civil government good for man? To ask this question is to
answer it. The entire weight of history answers yes. Good
government spells security and contentment. Bad govern-
ment brings fear, and want, and discontent. No government
at all means chaos and dispair. “When the righteous are in
authority, the people rejoice: but when the wicked beareth
rule, the people mourn." 7? The apostle to the Gentiles plainly
teaches that government is necessary: “For rulers are not a
terror to good works, but to the evil. Wilt thou not be afraid
of the power? Do that which is good, and thou shalt have
praise of the same . . . for he is the minister of God, a re-
venger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil.” 8
2. Does God approve of civil government? Definitely yes. The
passage quoted above clearly states that “he (the law enforce-
ment agent) is the minister (servant) of God to thee for good.”
The opening statement in the same chapter is emphatic on this
point : “For there is no power but of God: the powers that be
are ordained of God.” Q God is a God of law and order. He
hates disorder and unlawful procedure. “Let all things be
done decently and in order,” 10 not only covers the worship of
Christians, but includes every activity of life. This statement
3. John 8:32             7. Proverbs 29:2
4. Romans 14:22,23 8. Romans 13:1-7
5. 1st Kings 18:21 9. Romans 13:1
6. 1st John 3:20 10. 1st Corinthians 14:40
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does not imply that all officers of the law, or other agents of
the government, are righteous men. It only emphasizes the
fact that civil government is good for man, and that it stands
approved of God.
3. Did the devil claim that civil governments belonged to him?
“Again, the devil taketh Him (Christ) up into an exceeding
high mountain, and sheweth Him all the kingdoms of the
world, and the glory of them; and saith unto Him, All these
things will I give thee, if thou wilt fall down and worship

" 11 It is often reasoned that the devil could not have
Opted Christ with the offer of something that was not his
to give; therefore, that all civil government is of the devil, and
Christians can have no connection with it.

Such conclusions are not in harmony with the evidence be-
fore us. In the first place, even if the devil implied that earth-
ly governments are under his power, that does not prove it to
be so. The devil told Eve that she “should not surely die"1 2
if she disobeyed God, but that did not prove his statement so.
She died. The devil told God that he could force Job to curse
God to his face, 13 but he could not make good his boast.
Jesus said, “For he (the devil) is a liar, and the father of it."1 4
Since when have children of God conceded anything to the
devil on the strength of his claims?
4. What does this offer suggest? The devil’s offer to give Christ
“all the kingdoms of the earth, and the glory of them” does
not mean what is sometimes supposed. Christ desires the
honor and the worship of man. That is His by divine right.
The devil desires. the honor and the worship of man. He has
no right to it whatsoever. The devil, by appealing to the
fleshly nature of the Lord, was suggestmg a short-cut to power.
By combining the vanity of the flesh with his divine power to
work wonders, Jesus could have had the entire race of man
grovelling at His feet. To a Jewish peasant (a carpenter’s
son*), this would appear infinitely more attractive than the
slow, painful, and humiliating way of the cross. In the eyes
of Satan, his was a dazzling and large offer. To the divine Son
of God, his gift was miserably small indeed! Christ already
owned the earth and all that was on it. “The earth is the
Lord’s, and the fullness thereof; the world, and they that dwell
therein. " 15 Satan’s offer could not have tempted the Lord
had he meant to imply, by it, that civil governments were au-
11. Matthew 4:8,9 13. Job 1:6-11
12. Genesis 3:1-6 14. John 8:44

15. Psalms 24:1
* NOTE: The Bible no where calls Jesus the carpenter’s son, nor does it an where suggest
that Joseph was his fleshly father. Matt. 13:55 records the question askecr by the town's
people, "Is not this the carpenter’s son.?"” In the minds of his countrymen, Jesus was accepted
as the son of Mary and Joseph. It is in this sense we are using the statement.
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thorized by him (Satan), were operated under his guidance,
and that their lawful processes served his purposes. Such an
inference could have carried no force of temptation to Christ.
How could He have been tempted with the offer of something
that He knew to be His?
5. Would God ever command us to obey the devil in anything? If
civil government received its right to function from Satan,
and if its continued operation served his purposes, then chil-
dren of God could not, under any circumstances, submit to
its directives. Where i s  the child of God, at any time, ad-
monished to obey the devil in any thing? Yet, hear the Lord
command us through his apostle: “Submit yourselves to every
ordinance of man for the Lord’s sake: whether it be to the
king, as supreme; or unto governors, as unto them that are
sent by Him for the punishment of evil doers, and for the
praise of them that do well.” 16 If governmental authority
were under the power of the devil, here is the way that this
command would need to be interpreted; “Submit yourselves
(you Christians) to every command of the devil for the Lord’s
sake.”
king.” 17

In the same scripture, God orders us to “honor the
If the king is servmg under the authority of the

devil, this scripture is the equivalent of a command to ‘*honor
the devil.” What ridiculous conclusions one inherits when he
embraces a false premise.
6. Did the Israelites turn against God when they demanded a
king? Certainly so. God stated to his prophet Samuel: “For
they have not rejected thee, but they have rejected me, that
I should not reign over them.” 18 How had they rejected God?
By demanding something they could see, “and that our king
may judge us, and go out before us, and fight our battles."19
Instead of walking by faith in God, they wanted to be like the
nations about them. They were not satisfied with the pattern
of government God had given them. They demanded a change
from a theocracy (rule by God personally), to a monarchy
(rule by a king). The lust of the flesh and the vain glory of
life prompted this demand. God is always displeased when
we put a fleshly desire ahead of trust in Him.
point at which man destroys himself.

This is just the

7. Did the devil give the Jews their first king? God gave them
their first king: “I gave thee a king in mine anger, and took
him away in my wrath."2 0 He was highly displeased with
them, because of the motive that prompted their demand.
Nevertheless, he suffered the request. God authorized the
first king, 21 G o d  selected the man who was to serve, and God
16. 1st Peter 2:13-16 19. 1st Samuel 8:20
17. 1st Peter 2:17 20. Hosea 13:11
18. 1st Samuel 8:7 21. 1st Samuel 9:17
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anointed the man thus chosen.22 David many times referred
to King Saul as “the anointed of the Lord."23 The devil,
through the vanity of the Israelites, prompted the demand for
the first king. He had no part, however, in the actual setting
up of the Jewish monarchy. This example affords no justifica-
tion for consigning all earthly governments to the devil.
8. Why did Paul use his Roman citizenship for protection? 24
If it is morally wrong to participate in governmental affairs, it
is wrong to claim protection of that government. Paul de-
manded respect because of his Roman citizenship. Later, he
escaped scourging by standing on his rights as a citizen of the
pagan Roman Empire: “Is it lawful for you to scourge a man
that is a Roman and uncondemned?” 2 5 When the centurion
boasted that he had obtained this freedom with a great sum,
Paul replied, “but I was free born.“26 If wrong to be a part
of civil government, how can we account for Paul’s actions?
9. Suppose that all the people of a community converted to Christ?
Such wholesale conversions undoubtedly have resulted on
numerous occasions. To say the least, to have all (or most of)
the people in a community turn to Christ is not an impossi-
bility. Would that community have to be without civil gov-
ernment because of such a triumph of the gospel? Would the
mayor, and the police force, and the fire department, and the
postal employees all have to quit their occupations? Would
they turn the civic affairs of their city over to the first gang of
“hoodlums” to move in on such a mobster’s paradise? Would
God be pleased with any such mass surrender to the forces of
violence and evil? Certainly not. God is never pleased when
righteous men submit to evil forces.
SUMMARY. The function of civil government, primarily,
is to protect its citizens from lawlessness and violence. These
two elements are diametrically opposed to each other. Or-
ganized government is trying to hold in check that criminal
element which would destroy all government. Here is a di-
lemma for those who teach that all earthly governments be-
long to the devil. If the devil (the author of unrighteousness)
is on the side of civil government, then righteousness must be
on the side of criminals. On which side of this battle line do
you arrange the devil? Jesus said that the devil could not
fight against himself: “a kingdom divided against itself is
brought to desolation.” (Luke 11:14-19) On this one argu-
ment turns the whole point of this controversy. On which side
is the devil : on the side of law and order? or on the side of those
trying to destroy law and order? He can not fight for both !
22. 1st Samuel 10:1 24. Acts 16:37, 38
23. 1st Samuel 24:6 25. Acts 22:25-30

26. Acts 22:28
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I I

THE CHRISTIAN LOOKS AT LAW ENFORCEMENT

1. I s  physical force the right of government? The right to govern
carries with it the right to enforce. The right to enforce, of
necessity, demands the right to punish the disobedient. A
law “without teeth” is a law without justice or benefit. Jesus
recognized this right of temporal authority to apply physical
force when he stood before Pilate: “If my kingdom were of
this world, then would my servants fight that I should not be
delivered to the Jews."27 That kind of government would re-
quire that kind of force.
2. Can Christians use physical force? Before answering this
question, we would have to enquire, “in what capacity?” We
should recognize the fact that every Christian is a citizen of
three dominions, and that each of the three is sustained by
some type of force:

(1) THE DOMINION OF NATURE. Each person born
into this world is born into the family, or dominion, of nature.
Physical force is a necessity here. To sustain life on this earth,
physical force must be exerted against other physical forces in
the animal, vegetable, and mineral subdivisions of nature.
When Jesus plucked the grain on the sabbath, 28 he was using
this law of nature.

(2) THE DOMINION OF CIVIL GOVERNMENT. God
has sanctioned the right of man to govern himself politically.
Those citizens who can be appealed to on the grounds of reason
and right, are moved to submit to civil law by moral persua-
sion. Those who rebel against reason must be forced, physi-
cally, into submission. Jesus exercised this prerogative when
he drove the money changers out of the temple. 29 Nehemiah
exercised this right when he forcibly restrained the violators
of the law. 3 0 Each of them had the moral right to enforce the
law of Moses against such flagrant violations with force.

(3) THE DOMINION OF THE SPIRIT. The kingdom of
Christ I enter by freely submitting my will to the will of God.
Refusal to thus submit would leave me in the Devil’s king-
dom under the bondage of sin. Christ’s kingdom is entirely
spiritual. Nothing that is physical (or material) can enter
this realm : “Now this I say, brethren, that flesh and blood
cannot inherit the kingdom of God; neither doth corruption
inherit incorruption.” 3 1 The physical is corruptible, there-
27. John 18:36 29. Matthew 21:12,13
28. Matthew 12:1 30. Nehemiah 13:21,25

31. 1st Corinthians 15:50
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fore not in the spiritual realm. Where the physical (corporal)
does not exist, physical force could not apply.
usable in the spirit realm is spirit power.

The only power
The only force that

can be used in the kingdom of God is the force of truth. “Ye
shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free.”
Jesus also said, “Thy word is truth."32 He used this p”p”,;
of truth when he resisted the devil’s temptation.33
spoke of this power when he said: “The weapons of our war-
fare are not carnal, but mighty before God to the casting down
of strongholds.” 34
3. Did not Jesus say His Kingdom was not of this world?3 5
Yes, he made this powerful statement in the presence of Pilate.
He certainly did not mean that his subjects were not to use the
things in the world.
kingdom.

He was here defining the nature of the
He was not, in this instance, defining the activities

of its subjects,  any more than Paul was curtailing the liberties
of Christians when he said, “For the kingdom of God is not
meat and drink".36 If Jesus, before Pilate, meant that sub-
jects of his kingdom could have nothing to do with the govern-
ments of this earth, then Paul in the Roman letter meant that
subjects of God’s kingdom could not eat and drink. That
would be “no worldly affairs” with a vengeance. These two
passages are dealing with the nature of the kingdom. It is “in
the world, but not of the world";37 not operated like earthly
governments, and not influenced by them in the least. 6 8 Paul
taught that Christians “use this world, as not abusing it";38
they do not misuse it.
4. Did not Jesus tell Peter to put up his sword?39 He did. Let
us not strain this command into something Jesus did not in-
tend. John’s account has Jesus modifying the command with
this explanation : “The cup which my Father hath given me,
shall I not drink it?"40 Had Peter, and the other disciples,
protected Jesus against the mob, they would have been fighting
against the

ff
purpose of God. Luke supplies this further state-

ment : "Suu er ye thus far."41 In other words, do not resist
this outrage, but submit to it. It was needful for the Lord to
be taken in this manner and slain. 4 2 Peter misunderstood the
nature of Jesus’ work: he was attempting to protect the spiri-
tual with that which can affect only the body. An idea, no
matter how false and damaging, can not be carved out of a
man’s head with a sword. It can be uprooted and supplanted
only with another idea which he will accept. The sword can
32. John 17:17
33. Matthew 4:1-11

37. John 17:14,15
38. 1st Corinthians 7:31

34. 2nd Corinthians 10:3-6 39. Matthew 26:51-54
35. John 18:36 40. John 18:10,11
36. Romans 14:17 41. Luke 22:49-51

42. Mark 8:31
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force the submission of the body, and then the will. This is
slavery. Jesus demands the free submission of the will to Him
because He is truth.
freedom.

He knows the body will follow. This is

5. Why did Jesus tell Peter to put up his sword?
interesting and vital problem.

This poses an
Jesus knew that Peter had the

sword. There were two disciples carrying swords. 4 3 If moral-
ly wrong to use them under any circumstances, why had they
been permitted to wear them without any recorded rebuke?
Do you object to this on the ground that Peter was told to
put up his sword the only time there is any record of him using
it? Please note that Jesus told him “to put up again thy
sword into his place";44 he did not tell Peter to throw it away.
Is that not remarkable? If wrong to ever use it, then certainly
wrong to carry it. Why was Peter instructed to continue to
carry his sword? Why do those who take a stand against
corporal punishment fail to see this fact? Just before this in-
cident, Jesus had admonished his disciples to buy a sword if
they did not have one. 45 In other words, they would not be
miraculously protected against thieves and desperadoes. Up
to this point, the Holy Spirit had provided for their physical
needs. Now they would be on their own. Hence, the neces-
sity of providing purse, and script, and sword, etc.
thy sword, Peter, this i s  not the time to use it.

Put away

6. Did not Jesus condemn any one who would take up the sword?
Not necessarily. He was certainly condemning any one who
would take it up as Peter did. He was condemning any who
would take it up for vengeance.
pay, saith the Lord."46

“Vengeance is mine; I will re-
He was surely condemning any who

would take the law into their own hands. This very utter-
ance, on the other hand, recognizes the moral right of some to
take the sword: “for all they that take the sword (condemned
because unlawful), shall perish by the sword (be punished by
those who have the lawful right to use it).” (Parenthetical
statements by the author, F.A.A.) This same principle was
voiced by God to Noah when he came out of the ark: "Whoso
sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed: for in
the image of God made he man."47 The lawful punishment
of the murderer is approved of God as just and right. The in-
dividual acting on his own authority stands condemned if he
uses the sword. The Christian, in waging the warfare of the
kingdom of heaven against error, is condemned if he resorts
to carnal weapons. But civil government, in order to protect
its citizens against violence and unscrupulous men, has the
43. Luke 22:38 45. Luke 22:36
44. Matthew 26:52 46. Romans 12:19

47. Genesis 9:6
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God-given right to use carnal weapons if necessary. “For he
is the minister of God to thee for good. But if thou do that
which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain:
for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon
him that doeth evil.”
7. Why did the apostle Paul appeal to the law for armed protec-
tion? 4 8 The inspired man would not have appealed for armed
protection, had it been morally wrong to give such protection.
He would not have permitted 470 armed men to protect him
against a mob of oath-bound assassins, had it been morally
wrong to use the sword under any circumstances. The Chris-
tian becomes a part of anything that he uses. If right to make
use of it, then it is right to be a part of it. If wrong to do it,
then it is wrong to ask (or allow) some one else to do it for us.
Surely Paul would not have requested the right to profit by an
act in which it would have been wrong for him to participate.
Wrong to do, wrong to request others to do for us. Right to
request (or permit) others to do for us, right to participate in
doing. Morally right for one, morally right for the other.

8. Did not Jesus turn the other cheek also?49 The Jews had so
corrupted the “eye for an eye, and tooth for a tooth” injunc-
tion, that they were making it an excuse for wreaking venge-
ance, even to the extent of retaliating in instances of petty
grievances and minor irritations. To forestall such a misuse
of this principle was the very reason for its inclusion in the
Law of Moses. In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus was show-
ing them the error of such a course. This discourse enlarges
on the same principle as that contained in Solomon’s wisdom:
“A soft answer turneth away wrath":50 or, as stated in Paul’s
admonition : “If thy enemy hunger, feed him; and if he thirst,
give him drink. For in so doing, thou shalt heap coals of fire
on his head."5 1 The command of Jesus to “resist not him
that is evil,” as used in the same connection, can not be ap-
plied without some modification. Various examples of Christ
and the apostles will best teach us to what extent we are to
“turn the other cheek.” Some examples follow:

Jesus did not turn the other cheek (1) when He escaped
from his persecutors in Nazareth,52 or (2) when He drove the
money changers out of the temple. 2 9 That principle did not
apply.

Paul did not turn the other cheek, (1) when he escaped over
the wall of Damascus in a basket,53 or (2) when he asked for
470 armed soldiers to protect him from a lawless mob, or (3)
48. Acts 23:16-33 51. Romans 12:20
49. Matthew 5:38-42 52. Luke 4:28-30
50. Proverbs 15:1 53. 2nd Corinthians 11:32, 33
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when he saved himself from a flogging by asserting his rights
of Roman citizenship, or (4) when he appealed unto Caesar
for justice. 54 In all these instances, the rule of “turning the
other cheek” did not apply.

The apostles did not turn the other cheek when they resisted
the officers, and declared: “We ought to obey God, rather
than man.” 10 0 The non-resistance principle did not apply.
SUMMARY. Christians are not to be irritated by irritations,
not to use reprisals against reprisals, not to return evil for evil.
On the other hand, they are not to slink through life in the
fashion of craven slaves. They are to resist evil with all the
power of their beings, but not with evil! The principle of turn-
ing the other cheek in no way militates against the enforcing
of civil law, or the Christian’s responsibility to his government.
The Sermon on the Mount deals with personal retaliation only;
it is not a treatise on the functions of government, nor on law
enforcement.

I I I

THE CHRISTIAN LOOKS AT CAPITAL PUNISHMENT*

1. Did not God say, “thou shalt not kill"?55 The King James
Version so renders the sixth injunction in the Ten Command-
ments. The Ten Commandments are sometimes called “The
Constitution of the Old Law” given by God through Moses.
It was taken out of the way when Jesus died,56 and Christians
serve under a new Covenant 5 7 called “The Law of the Spirit
of life in Christ Jesus.“58 However, what was morally right
then (under the old law), is morally right now under the new
law. Rules of morality were given to man long before they
were included in the Law of Moses. The Law of Christ in-
cludes the same principles of morality.

The Revised Version renders the injunction “Thou shalt
not kill” in this manner: “Thou shalt do no murder."59
Even if later translations had not modified the phrasing to
show a distinction between lawful killing and murder (unlaw-
ful killing), the context would clearly show this distinction.
The fourth commandment reads: “Remember the Sabbath
day, to keep it holy."60 But the sabbath command carried
54. Acts 25:10,11         57. Hebrews 8:6-13
55. Exodus 20:3-17 58. Romans 8:2
56. Colossians 2:14-17 59. Deuteronomy 5:17

60. Exodus 20:8
* NOTE: The English word “capital” is derived from the Latin word ‘kaput” meaning head.
It has reference to, or involves the forfeiture of, the head, or the life. Capital punishment is
punishment by death.
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with it the death penalty. 61 If the sabbath command (number
4) invoked the death penalty for violation, and the sixth com-
mand forbade killing under a n y  conditions, then one of these
commands would cancel out the other. Surely God would not
forbid killing under any circumstances, and then command
killing under specified circumstances.

When Jesus referred to this prohibition, he said, “Thou
shalt do no murder."62 This difference is made all through
the Bible. The apostle Paul taught that they that murder
“shall not inherit the kingdom of God."63 Even to hate our
brother is murder, “And ye know that no murderer hath
eternal life abiding in him."64 The closing prophetic scene in
the Word of God finds murderers classed with other immoral
characters, and all outside the gates of the eternal city. 65

Let us not forget that the same God who said, “thou shalt
not kill,” did command these same people to take life on many
occasions. Was it morally right for Joshua and the people to
kill Achan?66 To say that it was right only because God told
them to do it, is to evade the issue. Has God ever commanded
any one to do that which was morally wrong? To so affirm is
to accuse God of violating his own code of law. God has never
commanded any man to do any thing that was morally wrong.
Our only justified conclusion is, that some taking of life is
morally wrong, and some taking of life is morally right. The
same Bible that teaches us all we know about morality should
distinguish between the two.
2. Were not those commands to take life all in the Old Testament?
This question does not reach the heart of our problem. The
Law of Moses was a politico-religio statute that covered the
entire scope of Jewish economy. It was civil, as well as re-
ligious. The Law of Moses dealt with details of home and
community life, with matters of state, and with things per-
taining to the worship of God. The authority to take life was
invested in organized society, the body politic. It was not in-
vested in individuals as such. Murder, the unlawful taking of
life, was just as wrong under the Law of Moses as it is under
the Law of Christ. It was as much condemned when Cain
slew his brother, 6 7 as though a modern Cain would slay his
brother. Murder has always been condemned.
3. Why does the New Testament not command the taking of life
under certain conditions? Because the New Testament is pure-
ly spiritual. It is not concerned, directly, with the details of
social, economic, and political problems. Those matters are
61. Numbers 15:32-36 64. 1st John 3:15
62. Matthew 19:18 65. Revelation 22:14,15
63. Galatians 5:19-21 66. Joshua 7:25

67. Genesis 4:3-15
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left in the hands of governmental agencies, civic organizations,
and the home. The New Testament teaches the separation
of church and state. 6 8* It does, however, lay down guiding
principles that govern all of man’s activities. Thus, it recog-
nizes the right of civil government to take life. When the
apostle Paul stood before Festus, he recognized this principle:
“For if I be an offender, or have committed any thing worthy
of death, I refuse not to die."699 The inspired man was willing
to die without resisting if he had violated the law to that ex-
tent. He could in no sense “be worthy of death,” if the death
penalty were unjust, or an infringement of God’s moral law.
He admits the possibility of being worthy of death, when he
denies that such is his status. Thus, he makes his innocence
(and not the morality or immorality of the law), the basis of
his resistance.

Paul stood on his rights as a law abiding Citizen. Here is
the example of a Christian acting in the capacity of a citizen
of the state. By availing himself of the full rights of his tem-
poral citizenship (realm of civil government), he in no way
jeopardized his standing in the kingdom of God. Even though
being held because of his gospel preaching, he resisted persecu-
tion when he could do it lawfully, and without compromising
any point of truth. On another occasion, he escaped his per-
secutors by being let down the wall in a basket. His use of an
armed guard has also been previously listed. A Christian
certainly has the God given right to request protection from
his government when he is under persecution, even for the
cause of Christ, unless such protection would entail the com-
promising of some principle of truth.

4. Is there a difference between killing under lawful authority,
and murder? The Old Testament plainly teaches such a dis-
tinction, and the New Testament recognizes the difference.
The Old Testament is called the law of “carnal ordinances.” 7 0

The New Testament is called “the law of the Spirit of life in
Christ Jesus.” 5 8 As already pointed out, the former dealt
with temporal affairs; the latter is concerned with the things
of the spirit. The one that dealt with temporal affairs, regu-
lated the administering of temporal punishment. The one
that deals with the things of the spirit, leaves the final punish-
ment of sinners (spiritual death) in the hands of God. 71

68. Matthew 20:20-28 70. Hebrews 9:1-10
Luke 17:20,21 71. Matthew 13:24-42
Daniel 7:22 2nd Thessalonians 1:6-10

69. Acts 25:11 Hebrews 10:28,29
*  N O T E : Every aspect of the kingdom of heaven shows this distinction: its name, its coming,
its organization, its function, its duration. its citizenship. It was the confusing of this issue
between church and state that led to the great apostasy, which reached its climax in the crown-
ing of Charlemagne a s  “The Holy Roman Emperor.”
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5. But is not the God of the New Testament a God of love? The
God of the Old Testament is also a God of love. He is the
same God. “For I am the Lord, I change not."72 Jesus told
the lawyer that love of God, and love of neighbor, was the
central support from which hung “all the law and the proph-
ets."73 He was speaking of the law then in force, the Law of
Moses. Love, in the teaching of Christ, is given a broader
and deeper meaning. Before Christ came to earth, man had
never seen perfect love lived on the earth. Christ was “God
in the flesh,“74 and thus his life and teaching gave love a
richer meaning than ever before demonstrated among men.
To teach that taking of life was commanded on earth before
Christ came because the old God was more cruel and harsh
than the new God, is to teach the rankest heresy! The God of
Abraham 7 5 is just as tender and loving as the God who blessed
little children in the person of Jesus Christ.76 The New Test-
ament God of Ananias and Sapphira 77 is just as terrible, when
flaunted, as the Old Testament God of Nadab and Abihu.78
We should never pamper our wounded sensibilities by trying
to “tone God down” to suit us. Our ideas of justice and right
ought to derive from what he has revealed about himself, 79
and not from what we have been led to think he ought to be. 8 0

IV

THE CHRISTIAN LOOKS AT WAR

1. Is war a good way to settle disputes? War is not even a poor
way to settle disputes. Disputes have to be settled after the
war is over. War settles nothing. It only breeds more wars.
General Eisenhower, in a speech before college students and
faculty several months ago, shot a verbal broadside at this
idea of trying to use war to stop war. “When people speak to
you about preventive war, you tell them to go fight it,” he
told a Rice Institute assembly. “War settles nothing.“* He
went on record as hating war. War is wasteful, stupid, and
brutalizing, and the nation that promotes war will eventually
be destroyed by it. The voice of history is a thundering denial
of its boasted glories. Whatever good has indirectly resulted
from it could have been achieved at a fraction of the cost by
peaceful means. Whether war is good for man, or bad for man,
72. Malachi 3:6 76. Mark 10:13-16
73. Matthew 22:37-40 77. Acts 5:1-10
74. 1st Timothy 3:16 78. Leviticus 10:1,2

Matthew 1:23 79. Romans 1:16-19
76. Genesis 28:13 80. Romans 9:20-24

*Quoted, The San Diego Tribune-Sun
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is not our problem. It does not have any special bearing on
the present discussion. Not only Christians, but all thinking
men of every generation are unanimous on this point. War
has a demoralizing effect on society; it stands condemned!
Our problem is one that most opponents of civil government
fail to recognize: “What course must the Christian follow
when w a r  does come?”
2. Why, then, do we fight ? The Word of God gives us the
reason over and over. “From whence come wars and fightings
among you? Come they not hence, even of your lusts that
war in your members?"81 This “among you” means in the
church. James is here fixing the cause of wars and fighting
among members of the Lord’s church. He was not implying
that all who become involved in such fighting would necessarily
be guilty of causing the trouble. Jesus dealt with the same
problem when he said, “It must needs be that offences come,
but woe unto that man by whom they come."82 Although
these pronouncements are directed to disciples, they well
analyze the cause of all war. “For where envying and strife is,
there is confusion and every evil work."833 Man’s trouble can
be reduced to one ailment, selfishness.
ing,

Man, generally speak-
“worships and serves the creature (self) more than the

Creator (God) ." 84
3. If war is wrong, how can Christians become involved in war
and be right? The Christian is involved whether he wishes to
be or not. Every citizen is involved. It becomes a matter of
placing the blame. If the Christian is responsible, even in
part, for bringing about the conflict, he stands condemned be-
fore God. In the statement quoted before, Jesus placed the
responsibility on the man “by whom the offense comes.” The
sincere child of God can not be charged with this guilt. He
hates war, and uses his influence against it, even while in-
volved in it.

Society is constantly at war, 24 hours a day, 365 days in the
year. Society’s arch enemy is crime, which reduced is sin,
which reduced is selfishness. As long as a portion of the human
race is going to be dominated by selfish interests above the
common good, then the rest of mankind must always be re-
sisting as a matter of self-preservation. Every community is
in this fight, Christians included. The city through its police
force, the county through its sheriff, and the nation through
its soldiers, is waging this fight against lawlessness and crime.
The difference between the soldier and the local peace officer
is one of degree and not of principle. The soldier, sailor, or
marine is simply a national peace officer.
81. James 4:1-3 83. James 3:16
82. Matthew 18:7 84. Romans 1:25
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Mr. Carl Vinson, now chairman of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee, once voiced the average citizen’s attitude
toward war in these words: “I am a hater of war and a lover
of peace . . . but I call God to witness that peace to be had
must sometimes be battled for.“*
4. Is war, then, the cause of man’s ills? Basically, war is not a
cause but a result. War is the result of sin, and sin “is the
transgression of the law."85 War is not the primary cause of
man’s woes: it is one of the disgressing fruits of sin. To out-
law war does not provide any permanent escape from war, any
more than any other law, alone, can prevent a disturbance.
For example, the 18th Amendment to the Constitution did
not convince the citizens that the liquor traffic is evil; it only
held the liquor traffic in check. The 18th Amendment failed
because too few of the citizens were convinced, through teach-
ing, that the entire liquor traffic is a crime against society.
Through the acceptance of truth must man convert from sin-
fulness to righteousness before the world can have any hope of
international peace.
5. How can peace be achieved? Peace actually resides only in
the heart of the individual. What individual? The man who
is at peace with God. Jesus beautifully explained this for us
when he said: “These things I have spoken unto you, that in
me ye might have peace. In the world ye shall have tribula-
tion : but be of good cheer; I have overcome the world."86
The only peace that will enable me to rise above the tribula-
tions and confusion in the world is to believe the things that
Jesus taught enough to follow them with diligence. It is to be
a Christian. This constitutes a way of life, a manner of walk-
ing. “But if we walk in the light (truth), as He (God) is in the
light, we have fellowship (partnership--peace) one with
another, and the blood of Jesus Christ his son cleanses us from
all sin.” 8 7 Find two persons who will walk in the light of
God’s word, and you have two persons who are completely at
peace with each other. Magnify this throughout the com-
munities of the world, and international peace will result.
6. How can one be at peace and at war at the same time? Many
religious persons carry the idea of pacifism to the point of non-
resistance to evil. This, if practiced by enough people, would
result in anarchy. Such a conclusion is not justified by the
word of God. Even though Jesus has called us to peace, he
plainly stated that he came, “not to send peace but a sword”; 8 8
that he came to set one man at variance against another; and
86. 1st John 3:4 87. 1st John 1:7
86. John 16:33 88. Matthew 10:34-36

*Quoted, Saturday Evening Post
March 10, 1951, Page 138
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that "a man’s foes shall be they of his own household.” The
Christian is to endure hardness “as a good soldier”; 8 9 he is to
“fight the good fight of faith”; 90 he is to stand against the
wiles of the devil";91 he is to “wrestle against principalities,
against powers, against the rulers of the darkness of this world,
against spiritual wickedness in high places”; he is to “resist the
devil,” 9 2 and put him to rout.

How is he to do this? By using the sword of the Spirit,
“which is the word of God,"93 He is to fight against error
with truth. He is to do this at every opportunity, “in season
and out of season."94 While this is going on, he is completely
at peace with himself, with God, and with every other person
who is “contending earnestly for the faith (truth) once for all
delivered to the saints.“95 At peace with the right. At war
with the evil!
7. How can the Christians use a carnal (fleshly) weapon, when
the weapons of his warfare are only spiritual? Let us remember
that the child of God is in three dominions; the domain of the
natural, the domain of the civil powers, and the domain of the
spirit. Only the last one is spiritual, and only the last one may
I enter by choice. Not a one of these is maintained by non-
resistance. The weapons, however, are not the same. The
realm of nature uses only carnal (material) weapons. The
realm of civil government uses only material weapons. But
the domain of the spirit can use only the spiritual weapon,
since nothing that is carnal exists in this realm. How fatal
when we get the three confused!

Let us use an example: Suppose a ferocious beast attacks
us. Shall we use the “sword of the Spirit” to repel him? How
ridiculous, you exclaim. Even a child knows we would have
to suit the weapon to the nature of the invader. A spiritual
weapon would be unavailing where the spirit does not exist.
Preaching the gospel to a mad dog that is terrifying the com-
munity would be the height of folly. We would use the kind
of an implement necessary to stop the invasion; an axe, or a
gun, or a sword, perhaps.

No matter how genteel and refined the person, or how out-
raged his sensibilities by our illustrations, his life on this earth
is daily maintained by just this type of warfare. Some life in
the animal or vegetable kingdom is daily sacrificed to keep him
on this material planet. Just so, in the realm of civil affairs,
material weapons must be used, where unscrupulous and
selfish men are trying to destroy the peaceful functions of so-
89. 2nd Timothy 2 :3 92. James 4:7
90. 1st Timothy 6:12 93. Ephesians 6:17
91. Ephesians 6:10-12 94. 2nd Timothy 4:1-5

96. Jude 3
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ciety.. The Christian can not take the carnal sword and force
a man to believe in Christ!-neither can an officer of the law
capture a hardened and unreasoning criminal with the New
Testament. After the criminal is captured and subdued, the
same officer (acting in another capacity), might teach him the
truth and convert him to Christ. The extreme pacifist stands
on indefensible ground !
8. Is it possible to live at peace with all men? Some men refuse
to live in peace. “If it be possible, as much as lieth in you, live
peaceably with all men."96 The Bible does not teach that it
is always possible to do this. Even Christ could not be at
peace with some men, unless he would sacrifice truth. This he
refused to do.
9. Why did Jesus use force to drive the money changers out of the
temple? Because that was the only means? or at least the most
effective means at hand. To say that this was right only be-
cause it was the Lord who did it is to sidestep the principle.
Would we accuse the Lord of doing anything that was morally
wrong? That would indicate that he is fickle and vaccilating,
and would reduce him to the level of a pagan god. Anything
that Jesus did, morally, I would be right in doing under similar
circumstances.
SUMMARY: The Christian, as a citizen of the kingdom of
Christ, uses only the truth in his fight against error. In his
fight against natural forces, he uses physical force. In his
capacity as a citizen of the nation in which he lives, he is
forced to resist the enemies of good government with the same
kind of force. In none of these capacities, however, does he
violate the principles of righteousness and godliness laid down
in the Book of God.

THE CHRISTIAN LOOKS AT HIS RESPONSIBILITIES

1. Does the Christian have a responsibility to his government?
Every informed person knows that he does. To share in that

 responsibility is just as surely the Christian’s duty as is that
imposed by any other command of the Lord. To the disciples,
the Lord gave this instruction: “Render therefore to Caesar,
the things that are Caesar’s; and to God, the things that are
God's."97 Obligation to God comes first. Some one may in-
sist that he was talking here about taxes. Such an objection
does not change the principle. Paul enlarges on this com-
mand : “For this cause pay ye tribute also! for they are God’s
96. Romans 12:18 97. Luke 20:25
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ministers (law enforcers), attending continually upon this very
thing. Render therefore to all their dues: tribute to whom
tribute is due! custom to whom custom; fear to whom fear;
honour to whom honour.” 98 Can I pay into a thing that is
wrong? Surely, anywhere I can put my money, I share in the
other obligations. The same rule that would allow me to pay
taxes would permit me to engage in any other governmental
pursuit that is right in itself.

2. Is it morally right for persons in the world to do some things
that it is morally wrong for Christians to do? To answer this in
the affirmative is to suppose that there are two laws of morality,
one for the Christian, and one for the man in the world. Where
is any such double standard taught? If a thing is morally
right in itself, then the Christian is just as entitled to it as the
man who makes no profession of Christianity. In order to
escape the force of a conclusion, we should not create a code
of morality that God never ave.

B
There are some lawful

things that a Christian might orbear, because they would be
unwise under the circumstances. These would come under
Paul’s rule of expediency: “All things are lawful to me, but
all things are not expedient; all things are lawful for me, but I
will not be brought under the power of any,"99 A thing is
first lawful, then expedient. It never becomes lawful because
it is expedient.

3. Are there some jobs that a Christian will not do? Yes. Any
type of work that would require the Christian to sin he would
not do. Some jobs are so closely associated with evil that the
Christian would be compromised by the questionable reputa-
tion of the work. Some kinds of occupations make it much
more difficult to assemble for worship, and to do the other
things that a Christian is obligated to do. The child of God
should not tie himself to anything that will come between him
and his service to God. This issue c a n  only be settled on the
character of the work to be done, and not on the question of
its being worldly. All secular work is of the world, but that
does not, of itself, make it sinful to do.

4. Are there not enough people in the world (beside Christians)
willing to carry on the affairs of government? If this question
implies only a point of taste, or vocational aptitude, then it is
to be decided on the basis of personal preference. There is no
moral issue involved. Except in emergencies, I have some
choice in the kind of work that I do for a livelihood. If the
question implies that it is wrong for the Christian to engage,
just because it is connected with the government, it becomes
a “horse of a different color.” The apostle calls the work, even
98. Romans 13:6,7 99. 1st Corinthians 6:12
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of law enforcing, good. Can a Christian engage in that which
is good? To ask is to answer. If the question implies the
Christian’s desire to hide behind his profession of faith, and
“let George do it” because it is unpleasant, again is a point of
principle involved. We are under command to render to the
government its due.

Sometimes we fail to distinguish between degree and prin-
ciple. If a thing is morally wrong, then doing it “a little,” is
just as wrong as doing it “a lot.” This holds true in govern-
ment work. If I can be a postman, and carry the mail, then
I could be the Postmaster General. If I can be a governor’s
stenographer, then I could be the Governor. In reverse order,
if I can be a councilman, or mayor, then I could be the Traffic
Cop, unless the duties imposed by any of these jobs would
force me to sin. The President of the United States is the
Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Forces. How can some
Christians vote to make him that, and still teach that it is
wrong to participate in any military activity? The Mayor is
head of the city police force; the Governor is head of the state
constabulary; and the President is head of the nation’s armed
forces. If any of these officials were converted to Christ,
would they have to quit their official posts because of the tie-
up with the military? This whole problem reduces to this
point: is the nature of the work good or bad? Is it morally
right or wrong?
5. I can serve my government in time of peace, but how can I do so
in time of war? Where do you find the New Testament relieving
you of your obligation to your government in time of war?
When Jesus told his disciples “to render unto Caesar the things
that are Caesar’s,” he said nothing about doing it only in time
of peace. The Roman government, under the Caesars, was
continually at war somewhere in the empire, either against
neighboring tribes, or against internal disturbers. When Paul 8
and peter1 6 commanded us to obey the government., there
was no distinction made between times of peace and times of
war. The empire was always at war. Every government is
continually at war, in some sense of the word. A formal
declaration of war changes the principle not at all. What
about the present conflict? There has been no formal decla-
ration of war.
6. How do I know when my government is in the right? You do
not. There is no way to know, for sure, in many cases. His-
torians will be arguing over the right and wrong of present
national and international issues for many years to come.
But this problem is just as present in time of peace as in time
of war. If I am to be held responsible for my nation’s mis-
deeds in war, I must also be held personally responsible for
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acts of aggression and other misconduct during times of peace.
To what tribunal shall I appeal for an absolute verdict on these
matters? Surely God can not hold me accountable for acts
over which I have no control.
is good for man, I know.

That government, in the main,
That government must be supported,

I know. That the Christian must share in this support, I
know. When he sees a thing to be wrong, he must raise his
voice against it. This obligation to oppose what he sees to be
wrong does not, however, give the Christian the right to op-
pose government as such. This would bring him under the
condemnation of God. “Whosoever therefore resisteth the
power, resisteth the ordinance of God; and they that resist
shall receive to themselves damnation.”
7. Must I, then, obey my government in everything it might de-
mand of me? When man makes a demand of us that is con-
trary to the expressed will of God, we are under obligation to
obey God, no matter what the cost. The Christian is prepared
to go to his death, if need be, to follow out the commands of
God. When the authorities in Jerusalem tried to stop the
preaching of the gospel by legal action, the apostles spoke the
rule by which all disciples are guided : “We ought to obey God
rather than man.” 10 0 To carry this point so far as to make
it mean that one can not serve in a military capacity is begging
the question. That would be to assume that it is wrong t o
serve in the military. Such an assumption is without Bible
support. Fortunately, most governments respect the obliga-
tions of Christians to serve God as He has directed. Our own
Constitution guarantees us this right. It does not give us the
right; it only assures us we can so serve without molestation.
God gave us this right, not to serve “according to  the dictates
go;?,  own conscience, but as He has directed in His Holy

SUMMARY: Service to God comes first. My next obliga-
tion is to my family. 10 1 Then comes my responsibility to the
civil government under which I live. It is only where I see a
clear violation of God’s law, that I dare to refuse to obey the
laws of the land.

VI

THE CHRISTIAN LOOKS AT WEARING THE UNIFORM

FOREWORD: Those who believe it wrong to serve the gov-
ernment differ on where to draw the line. That all Christians
serve the government in some capacity, goes without argument.
100. Acts 5:29 101. 1st Timothy 5:8
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Every time I stamp a letter, or pay my taxes, or buy a gallon
of gasoline, I am aiding my government. Some draw the line
of disobedience at saluting the flag, some at singing the national
anthem, others at voting, some at holding public office, some
at working in a war plant, some at wearing the uniform of the
armed services, some at registering for the draft, others at
carrying a gun, and so on, ad infinitum. At whatever point
the Christian draws the line, he is obligated to show that dis-
obedience to God begins just at that point. Since this is difficult
to do, there has been much confusion, and many glaring in-
consistencies, in evidence regarding this matter. Let us see
what the New Testament teaches concerning military service.
1. Did John the baptizer tell soldiers to get out of the army? 102
John was preparing the folks for Christ. He was calling them
out of sinful practices, and into repentance. He told each
class what to do in order to bring forth fruits “meet (fit) for
repentance.” The common people asked him, “What shall we
do?“, and he told them. The publicans (government em-
ployees who gathered taxes) asked him, “What shall we do?”
and he told them. Then the soldiers asked him, “What shall
we do?” Here was an ideal place for the inspired man to tell
them, “Get out of the army.” If soldiering were a sinful oc-
cupation, John would surely have pointed it out. This he
failed to do. “And he said unto them, Do violence to no man,
neither accuse any falsely; and be content with your wages.”
Some teach that when he said, “do violence to no man,” that
meant for them to quit the army. John’s last stipulation can-
cels any such presumption. And be content with your wages!
There is the key. How could they be satisfied with their wages
(pay for soldiering) if they quit being soldiers? John’s teach-
ing is just the opposite. Do not terrorize the citizens, do not
extort, engage in no vandalism (including blackmail), but be
satisfied with your pay which you honestly earn. If soldiering
is wrong, the Holy Spirit lost a golden opportunity to teach it.
Wearing the uniform, and drawing the pay, of even a tyrannical
Evmezfment, was not condemned so long as the soldier behaved

2. Did Jesus tell the centurion to get out of the army? 10 3 In this
instance, Jesus has a wonderful opportunity to establish the
contention of the radical pacifist. Just utter one disparaging
remark about the centurion’s occupation, Lord, and we con-
cede the point. No question about this man being “up to his
ears” in government work. The centurion described his work
well: “For I also am a man set under authority, having under
me soldiers, and I say unto one, Go, and he goeth; and to
another, Come, and he cometh; and to my servant, Do this,
102. Luke 3:10-15 103. Luke 7:1-10
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and he doeth it.” We anxiously await the Lord’s evaluation.
If the man is wrong in what he is doing, the Lord will not fail
to point it out. He never neglected such a chance to teach
the truth at any other point in his career. Why should he do
so now? Shall this man give up his captain’s commission,
Lord, and get out of the army? Hear his only comment: “I
say unto you, I have not found so great faith, no, not in Israel.”
Not a hint of anything wrong: only high praise for the man.
3. Did Peter tell the centurion, Cornelius, to get out of the Roman
army?104 That Cornelius was an Italian, and a captain in the
Roman army, there is little room to doubt. This incident
poses a most interesting set of circumstances. That the door
to the Gentiles should have been first opened in the home of an
officer in the Roman army seems too significant to overlook.
The reason we may only guess. It surely does not imply that
God looked with special favour upon members of Caesar’s
army, or that the army is thus exalted as a preferable occupa-
tion for Christians. It might suggest that men are acceptable
to God, even under such unfavorable circumstances as those
imposed by army life. Indefinite surmisings are not the main
import of this comment, however. Clearly stated facts are
the point of our interest.

A soldier, even under a tyrannical emperor, could be devout,
could fear and worship God, could be righteous in His sight,
and be acceptable unto Him. Did the inspired apostle tell
him to quit his army life and choose another occupation suit-
able to the Christian life? He did not. Did Cornelius leave
the army after being baptized into Christ? To say that he
did would be to presume upon the word of God. We have to
leave Cornelius just where we found him, an officer in the
Roman army.
4. Did the Philippian jailor lay aside his sword? 10 5 This bit
of sacred history presents the most conclusive proof against
the anti-civil government view of possibly any case in the
Bible. When the prison doors were opened and the prisoners
were released, the jailor was wearing a sword. When he
thought the prisoners had escaped, he started to take his own
life. This would have been morally wrong, and would neces-
sarily have robbed the man of his opportunity to be saved.
Paul stopped him. He then heard the truth, believed the
truth, and was immersed into Christ (became a Christian).
Did Paul and Silas tell him to lay aside his sword, and change
his occupation? They failed to so teach. The next day we
find him functioning, still, as the Philippian Jailor: “And when
it was day (the day after his baptism the night before), the
magistrates sent the sergeants saying, Let those men go. And
104. Acts, Chapter 10 106. Acts 16:25-40
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the keeper of the prison (our jailor) told this saying unto Paul,
The magistrates have sent to let you go: Now, therefore, de-
part, and go in peace.” (Parenthetical statements mine,
F.A.A.) Here is conclusive proof that an individual was still
wearing a sword, still functioning as a law enforcement agent,
and still working for the civil government, after his baptism
into Christ.
SUMMARY: These four cases, plus the other evidence re-
viewed, force upon us the following conclusions:

THE NEW TESTAMENT
DOES NOT TEACH:

(1) That it is wrong to serve the
civil government, even in time of
war.
(2) That it is wrong to serve the
military branch of the government.
(3) That it is wrong for agents of
the government to use the sword to
protect society.
(4) That it is morally wrong to law-
fully carry arms.

(6) That it is morally wrong to wear
a uniform.

(6) That it is morally wrong to
register for military service.

(7) That it is morally wrong to vote.

(8) That it is morally wrong for a
Christian to hold office.

(9) That civil government belongs
to the devil.

THE NEW TESTAMENT
DOES TEACH:

(1) That it is morally wrong to
murder.

(2) That it is morally wrong to re-
taliate.
(3) That it is wrong to hate.

(4) That it is a sin to violate the
law of God, even at the command
of civil authority.
(5) That it is a sin to disobey the
civil authority in anything, unless
a clear violation of God’s law would
result from such obedience.
(6) That Christians are duty bound
to support the government under
which they live.
(7) That civil government (though
some of its agents are bad), is good
for man.
(8) That a man can serve God ac-
ceptably even while a soldier in the
army.
(9) That God sanctions the right of
civil government to function.

SUMMARY: The Holy Spirit guided the apostles into all
truth. 106 We dare not go beyond, and teach that which the
Spirit failed to teach.107 Conscientious objectors can not de-
fend the position they have assumed by what the Holy Spirit
teaches in the inspired scriptures.
106. 2nd Peter 1:3 107. Revelation 22:18,19

John 14;26 2nd John 6-11
John 16:13 Galatians 1:6-12

2nd Thessalonians 2;15
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6. What about a preacher who refuses to baptize, or otherwise
fellowship, a man in uniform? Some devoted Aquilla and
Priscilla need to take this man aside and “expound unto him
the way of God more perfectly.” 10 8 If he does not under-
stand the Gospel of Christ any better than such actions would
indicate, he had best stop preaching until he can distinguish
between hobbies and the word of salvation. It is just such ex-
treme and unreasonable teaching that has thrown so many
young and untaught Christians into confusion.

VII

THE CHRISTIAN LOOKS AT SOME PERPLEXING
PROBLEMS

1. Will I not be denied the right of assembly worship while in
military service? Sometimes you will be. If you went to prison,
or to a C. 0. camp, this problem would certainly not be sim-
plified. Your opportunities for doing good would be lessened
under those conditions. Even when denied the right of as-
sembly worship, you can still worship. Most service men,
who go before their officers in a respectful manner, are granted
some concessions in regard to attending worship services.
During an ocean crossing of World War II, one sailor went to
the captain of the ship with his request, and was granted the
privilege of having the worship arrangements announced over
the public address system. Exceptions were also allowed in
regard to communion bread and grape juice. An ex-lieutenant
in the navy (now a gospel preacher) recounts that the first
man he ever baptized into Christ was converted during his
first Pacific crossing. Countless numbers have been led to
Christ all over the world by men and women who rose above
the hindering circumstances of a military environment, and
found the time and means to teach the Word of God. God
understands when we are providentially hindered. He knows
why we do not attend the assembly of the saints, or perform
any other act of service that would otherwise be required of
us. He knows the motive. He judges the heart.
2. Does the military teach us to hate? Not necessarily so. In
some cases you will be taught to hate. Some officers believe
that hatred for the enemy is necessary training for a good
soldier. That depends on the individual officer. Not all are
motivated by hate. The judge does not hate the criminal he
sentences. The jury does not hate the man it convicts. The
policeman does not hate the lawbreaker he arrests. The

108. Acts 18:26
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parent does not hate the child he is constrained to punish.
The soldier does not need to hate. The Christian must rise
above such influences; he loves his enemies. Many things,
even in civilian life, might teach us to hate, but Christianity
is a process of rising above the forces of evil in this world,
hatred included.

We must distinguish between punishment and retaliation.
Punishment is motivated by a sense of justice and mercy; re-
taliation is motivated by hatred. The peace officer is not re-
taliating; neither is the soldier. The man who throws the
switch that electrocutes the murderer is not acting through
spite and hatred. He is merely the instrument of justice.

3. Suppose I am commanded to steal, or lie, as part of my mili-
tary duty? Suppose you were commanded to steal or lie for a
business concern? To refuse might lose you your job in the
second instance, and might send you to the guard house in the
former. Even though it might mean your death before a
firing squad, this would constitute a clear cut issue between
right and wrong. It would test your character to the core.
“We ought to obey God rather than man.” Many service
men have testified that they prayed diligently that they would
never be forced into a situation where military necessity would
seem to force them into doing anything that was morally
wrong. They were not forced to violate their good conscience
one time!
4. What if there are Christians in the military forces against
whom we are fighting? I fail to see any serious argument in
this objection. In the first place, those who raise this point
do not believe there can be any faithful Christians in military
forces. Their position demands this. When a Christian enters
the military, he disobeys God, becomes a condemned sinner,
and is thus in a lost condition, according to the necessary con-
clusions of their argument. Whatever he subsequently does
would not make any difference, one way or the other, accord-
ing to this view.

From the standpoint of reason, and in the light of scripture,
the Christian need not fear on this point. If he pays his taxes,
or works in a war plant, or raises food for military personnel,
he is still opposing all the citizens in the enemy country who
may be engaged in similar activities, Christians included. Why
shoulder this entire responsibility on the men and women em-
ployed in a military capacity? Every citizen is in the fight,
against every citizen of the enemy nation. The responsibility
goes back to those who brought about the conflict. In this,
the faithful child of God does not share, whichever of the
enemy nations he serves.
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5. Is it right for one Christian to kill another Christian? Such
a question assumes that it would be all right to kill one who is
not a Christian. Is it less wrong to kill a non-Christian? That
would certainly be a new definition for “murder.” This ob-
jection poses a contingency (accidental condition) for which
the other Christian (?) is responsible. This is only an inci-
dental, and should not be used as a smoke screen to hide the
real issue, the Christian’s responsibility to civil government.
6. Is it not horrible to think of Christians dying by military
action? Why so, especially.? To me, it is far more horrible to
think of non-Christians dying by military action. The Chris-
tian who dies is really not harmed, but is actually benefitted.
Paul thought so, at any rate. 10 9 The sinners who die unpre-
pared to meet God, are the ones who merit our deepest sym-
pathy. This is not to teach that Christians ought to be killed,
just so they can be projected into the joys of eternity. The
world needs all the Christians who can remain on the earth.
It is to teach that any difference in sympathy for those who
die “in line of duty,” should go for the sinner. It is to show
that such an objection has no serious bearing on the moral
issues involved in this discussion.

No morally good person, whether Christian or worldlian,
wants to be the means of sending any one into eternity. The
ties of earth are strong. Our sympathies are on the side of
peace: we are opposed to violence and bloodshed. We abhor
the misery and heart ache of war. It is "a dirty job” in which
no sane person likes to participate. A Christian does not shun
a job just because it is unpleasant. He must have a stronger
reason.
7. Would it be better for Christians to try to get into non-combat
branches of the service? Actually, is there such a thing as non-
combat duty in time of war.? Is this not a false distinction?
If it takes ten men back of the lines to keep one man actually
in combat, should the one man have to bear the entire re-
sponsibility? Are not the other ten equally responsible for
the lives that are lost? If there is any such thing as being an
accomplice in an act, then certainly, the entire eleven are alike
responsible! This, again, is a matter of degree. Is the man
who makes the gun, or carries the ammunition to the front,
any less responsible than the man who pulls the trigger?

Christians share, with all other good moral people,* a horror
of killing. This aversion is not peculiar to Christians. A

109. Philippians 1:21-26
* NOTE: All faithful Christians are morally good. Moral ooodness (or righteousness). in
its restricted sense. means, “treating my fellow man right”. 4he man making no profession
of Christianity mi
more than this. +

ht be honest. truthful. law-abiding, etc. Christianity includes this but is
he essential characteristic of the Christian is “GODLINESS”: the right at-

titude toward God. It means, “to treat GOD right”!
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Hindoo might feel the same way. We have a horror of killing,
or injuring, anyone in an automobile accident. In spite of our
feelings against it, we might at some time become responsible
to that extent.

The Christian’s preference, in the matter of military assign-
ment, should be motivated by his desire to better serve his
fellow man. His motive should never be fear of danger, or
aversion to that which is unpleasant. If he feels that he can
better serve in the medical corps, or’in some other branch of
the service, the government makes some provisions in this
regard. The question, here, for the Christian to decide is this:
what is m y  motive? Will it stand the test of God’s searching
judgment?
8. Should Conscientious Objectors choose to be sent to a C. 0.
camp, or to prison? If courage of conviction had led some to
this extreme, it is to be pitied. The ignorance of God’s word
among teachers, who have led young men into making this
sacrifice, is not praiseworthy. A confused state of mind leads
us to many abuses. If wearing an army or navy uniform is
wrong, then certainly, the wearing of a prison, or a C. 0. uni-
form; is wrong. To excuse this inconsistency by saying that
it is a decision forced upon the victim does not relieve the
situation. If one can defy the government in the one instance,
he can defy the government in the other instance. I should
allow myself to be shot, or placed in close confinement, rather
than submit to that which I deem to be morally wrong. To
half-way resist, and then submit to force, is worse than no re-
sistance at all.

If wrong to work for the government in the navy, the army,
or the air force, then it is wrong to work for the government
in a C. 0. camp, or in prison. What have I gained by refusing
to peel potatoes in the army, and then consenting to build
roads, or drive a truck, in a C. 0. camp? Whatever I refuse to
do, at the bidding of my government, I must refuse only on
the ground that such act would be morally wrong for me to
do-it would violate some command of God. Would going to
a C. 0. camp, or to prison, be “rendering to Caesar, the things
that are Caesar’s,”
of my country?

or would it be giving aid to the enemies
Suppose all the citizens acted in this manner?

How long would our free institutions remain? Most Conscien-
tious Objectors do not carry their scruples so far. Many
change their attitude when either they, or their sons, reach
induction age. A position that will not stand “under fire” is
a poor one to hold.
9. Should Christians choose the military service as a career? As
in any other matter of judgment., each individual must decide
for himself. To answer is to voice an opinion only. It is my
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studied conviction that the military services do not offer the
most desirable careers for those professing godliness. As a
usual thing, a continual change of residence is required, and
this does not lend itself to faithfulness to Christ. It is not im-
possible to serve God in a roving occupation, but much more
difficult. Christians should lay aside every weight that might
hinder them in the battle of faith. Our occupations should be
chosen with this thought in mind. There are also more temp-
tations thrown in the way of young men and women in mili-
tary occupations than might be expected in most civilian em-
ployment. This, however, is still a question of degree and not
of principle. To forbid Christians to choose military careers
would require that we find where the Bible teaches that it is
wrong to so serve. This we can not do!

CONCLUSION

The fear of being labeled “a war monger” has undoubtedly
restrained some from developing and teaching these principles
to the “end of the line.” A position that can not, or will not,
be followed to its final conclusion, brings no satisfaction to the
honest seeker for truth. If the final conclusion is wrong, and
our development has been logical, we can know that our
premise was wrong. If our major premise is right, and our
conclusion is out of harmony with plain truths of the Bible,
then we can know that our reasoning is faulty.

The anti-civil-government position is wrong, even though
some of the reasoning of its adherents is logical. The starting
point is wrong. Those who follow this view to its logical end,
find themselves in rebellion against the forces of law and order,
and aiding the cause of the criminal. This puts them under
the condemnation of God. Honesty of intent does not alter
their position one whit. Paul was honest in persecuting the
church, 110 but he was wrong. He was honestly wrong. It is
no disgrace to be honestly wrong, but it is fatal to remain so.
To change my position on this issue, or any other, because I
have received more light on the subject, does not indicate
weakness on my part. It indicates that I am a man “after
God’s own heart.”
to follow.

This is the only safe and honorable course
It is to please God.

God speed the day when nations, as well as individuals, will
employ the same principles in settling disputes, as those Christ
imposed on the church. 111  Both parties to a controversy
must be receptive to this teaching to make the system work.
110.Acts 35 111. Matthew 18:15-17
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As long as one (or both) refuse to conform to it, armed con-
flicts will continue. As long as armed conflicts continue,
Christians will be involved. As long as Christians are involved,
they will be held accountable to God for the position they
choose-on the side of the law and order, or on the side of
those who hate and oppose law and order. There is no middle
ground !

The Christian can refuse to obey his government only in
those instances where submission would violate a principle of
righteousness. To refuse to obey at any other point is to
violate the law of God. In such position, he stands condemned
and without hope of salvation.

If the study of this handbook has helped you to a better
understanding of this perplexing war question, our effort has
not been in vain. Pass the booklet to a friend. God will bless
our every righteous effort to know and teach the truth. Study
your Bible daily, go often to God in prayer, seek wholesome
companionship, and lean heavily on God for help in every
moment of temptation. You can come out of military service
much stronger in faith than when you entered!
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The Relation of the Christian
To Civil Government and War

BY GLENN E. GREEN

The author of this exposition, Glenn E. Green, was the
first in my recollection to speak out openly and boldly, with-
out feelings of fear or biddings for favor, in reproof of the
bellicose belligerency of some of our preachers in their rather
anomalous spirit of pacificism with reference to a church mem-
ber’s relation to the functions of government in a period of
peace or in the crisis of war. Brother Glenn Green was an orig-
inal thinker independent and indomitable, and he exerted his
full physical and mental abilities in the teaching and the de-
fending of the truth. In my view his treatise entitled The
Christian In Government Versus The Sinner Only Theory is a
unique presentation with distinctive merit, and it is here in-
serted with indorsement and recommendation--Foy E.
Wallace, Jr.



FOREWORD

Second Edition

(1944)

Since the original supply of my booklet, “The Relation of
the Christian to Civil Government and War,” became exhaust-
ed over a year ago, I have had numerous calls for it, and feeling
that it’s circulation has done much for the truth upon this
question, I decided to bring out another edition.

I have followed the plan of reproducing the old book in its
entirety and adding such material as will, in my judgment,
help to understand the subject.

The circumstance that some unknown youngsters rush into
print, with what purports to be a refutation, proves nothing.
You have only to “sink your teeth” in their “apples of wis-
don” to know they are green and immature. But little effort
is made in this work, directly or indirectly, to refute a refutation
that refutes nothing, except a few representative arguments.

I also notice some objections which have come to my atten-
tion, because they are natural to such a controverted subject,
and our purpose is, as far as we are able, to aid the reader in
arriving at a true and just decision.

It is certain, no one can charge me with trying to get on the
popular side of this question since Pearl Harbor, because I be-
gan to write in both the Firm Foundation and the Gospel
Advocate on this subject, as far back as 1935-36, and from the
‘howls which then ascended” my side was not very popular.
However, it is to the credit of any one to change sides when
he is convinced he is on the wrong side.

I have never heard a non-resistant complain about somebody
changing to his side, but if someone changes to the other side,
their motives are questioned, or they are accused of being
traitors to the truth. I have all confidence that the same sense
of truth in the brethren which enables them to detect the errors
of sectism will, when this subject is thoroughly canvassed,
enable them to discern the truth on it also. Therefore, to this
end, this treatise is submitted in Christian charity.

Glenn E. Green
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THE RELATION OF THE CHRISTIAN
TO CIVIL GOVERNMENT AND WAR

BY GLENN E. GREEN

It has been truly said a subject clearly defined is half argued.
I lay it down as an axiom “That a Christian can only know
what is right or wrong except as God approves or disapproves
of a given thing.” Now, does God approve or disapprove of
civil government.? If it can be shown that God condemns it,
then that is the end of the argument, but no such proof exists,
to the contrary in Rom. 13:1-7 Paul confirms it. Therefore,
I maintain that a Christian can do anything upon which God
sets the seal of divine approval. If not, why not?

But to further clarify the issue there are four general views
held on this subject:

(a)
(b)

(c)

( d )

That human government is inherently evil.
That it is approved of God, and right in itself, but can
only be administered by sinners.
That it is right with the exception of the death power
--“The non-resistant theory.”
The one I affirm: That civil government is ordained of
God, and the civil sword may be used, internally and
externally for the protection of the righteous, and
punishment of all evil characters who resort to force for
wicked purposes.

It is manifest if I can sustain the last position mentioned, the
others are overthrown, so we proceed with the argument, and
will note how it refutes the other positions as it develops.

I. The apostles of Christ established Christianity among the
peoples subject to the Roman and Jewish Governments, both
of which vigorously enforced capital punishment, and sustained
themselves by force of arms. Therefore, under such circum-
stances how could the converts of Christ know that it was
wrong for them to participate in government, bear arms as
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soldiers, unless they were plainly so commanded then? If to be
a Christian now I must be a non-resistant now, to be a Christian
then meant being a non-resistant then. Where is such a com-
mand? There is none, those who so argue now, offer their in-
ferences and deductions, but cannot bring one plain text that
states their contention. Rome was a conquering power that
allowed no trifling with her authority. For the apostles to have
taught against capital punishment, and soldiers not to be
soldiers, would have been plain sedition. In Acts 24:5 it was
charged that Paul was a “mover of sedition,” but in verse 13
Paul denies it.

WHAT JESUS TAUGHT ON THIS SUBJECT
BEFORE PENTECOST--LUKE 20:22-25

“Is it lawful for us to give tribute unto Caesar or not?” There
can be no mistake here that the government question is up.
What did Jesus say? “Show me a penny, whose image and
superscription hath it? They answered and said Caesar’s.
And he said unto them, render therefore unto Caesar the things
which be Caesar’s and unto God the things which be God’s.”
These are the words of Christ squarely upon the issue involved,
and he says “that some things belong to Caesar,” as certainly
as “some things belong to God.” Now what “things be Caesar’s
and what things be God’s?” Let the scriptures answer. Caesar
stands for the civil government, and Rom. 13:1-7 tells us
plainly that the civil ruler is “ordained of God”--“that whoso-
ever resisteth the power resisteth the ordinance of God, and
they that resist shall receive to themselves damnation,” for
rulers are not “a terror to good works but to evil.” The regula-
tion therefore of all secular affairs, and the protection of the
righteous against the wicked, is the function of government.
What belongs to God? Supreme authority in religion (I Tim.
2:5; Heb. 1:1). God alone has the right to dictate man’s reli-
gion, moral allegiance and worship, not Caesar. So taught all
the apostles all the time, and so ought we. When Caesar stayed
in his place, the apostles obeyed him ; when he told them they
could not teach Christ, they disobeyed Caesar, and obeyed
Christ, not because government in its proper sphere is wrong;
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but because it was trespassing upon the divine. I do not argue
that Christians should obey Caesar, if Caesar is against God.
But I do teach what Jesus taught, “that some things be Cae-
sar’s,” and teach what Paul plainly taught was Caesar’s. Rom.
13 :4: the sword in the hands of the civil ruler, to execute
punishment on him that doeth evil.

MATTHEW 5:9

“Blessed are the peacemakers for they shall be called the
children of God.” This is moral teaching showing what is right
and ideal. I believe and try to practice every word of it. But
what about the thieves, hijackers, kidnappers and murderers?
Are they blessed, too? No. Christ throught Paul (Rom. 13:4)
condemns them under the civil sword--“for he beareth not the
sword in vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to exe-
cute wrath upon him that doeth evil.” This is the penalty for
not keeping the peace.

One writer quotes this, and then says: “The sermon on the
mount is an exposition of his mind on the subject of war.” He
quotes “Love your enemies, bless them that curse you--” and
then paints the picture of one with gun in hand who had taken
the life of an enemy, and bombed his women and children, and
asks: “Can this meet the approval of Christ?” Certainly not!
for this is the picture of a wicked aggressor engaged in slaughter
of the innocent. Let it be clearly understood for once and all,
that a Christian can never be the “aggressor” in any violence.
He always chooses “right and reason.” The true issue is, can
the innocent Christian resist force when assaulted by brute
force. When the murderer sneaks upon his innocent victim,
and assaults him with a deadly weapon, has the victim any
choice? If the innocent victim resists, and in the fight ensuing,
both are killed, this theory says, “the victim is a murderer,
like the foul criminal who deliberately assaulted him.” Believe
it who can. This breaks down all distinction between right and
wrong, good and evil. If the guilty are not guilty, then the in-
nocent are not innocent. What is true between the individual,
and wicked brutality, is true between nations.
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Paul seems not to be blessed with such a horrible imagina-
tion; for he draws a picture of the civil ruler with “sword in
hand,” and says he is the “minister of God,” the revenger to
execute wrath upon the evil doer.” It was Jesus who said
“Render to Caesar that which be Caesar’s, as well as to God
that which be God’s.”

JOHN 18:36

“My kingdom is not of this world, if my kingdom were of
this world, then would my servants fight, that I should not be
delivered to the Jews; but now is my kingdom not from hence.”

In this as in all else, Jesus ordered his acts to fit his mission
to earth: to save man from sin and set up a purely spiritual
kingdom. Certainly no force can be employed in a moral realm.
Hence, Jesus submitted to death rather than fight, or allow
his servants to fight for his spiritual kingdom. But as he had
already commanded them to “render to Caesar the things which
be Caesar’s.” He informed Pontius Pilate, that if his kingdom
were of this world (a political government) his servants would
fight. It only remains to settle whether Christ recognizes the
right of civil government to exist, and then we have his word
for it that they may fight. Rom. 13:1-7 settles this, "Let
every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no
power but of God; the powers that be are ordained of God.”

MATTHEW 26-62

“Put up again thy sword into its place; for all they that take
sword shall perish by the sword.” Jesus was arrested by the
Jewish government, and put to death by the Roman. He was
never charged with being a thief or murderer, but because he
claimed to be the Son of God. The issue was not a question of
punishing a criminal, but religious. Peter was no officer, con-
stable or police. He was taking up the sword against the con--
stituted authorities, and Jesus said put it up, “all they that
take the sword (against government) shall perish by the sword.”
What sword? Sword of spirit? No. Paul tells us, Rom 13:4--
sword of the civil ruler. As certain as Peter’s sword was ruled
out, the civil sword is ruled in.
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I do not propose to use the carnal sword to perpetuate
Christianity. If this government commanded us not to set the
Lord’s Supper, made the issue religious, we should set it, and
take the consequences, as did the apostles; to do otherwise
would be to put the church us such into carnal warfare.

But as a citizen of the divinely recognized government, I
can help maintain that political institution, which protects my
physical life while I practice Christianity. A person must be
blind, indeed, who cannot see the difference between wielding
the sword to perpetuate Christianity, and self defense of phy-
sical life.

MATTHEW 5:39

“But I say unto you that we resist not evil; but whosoever
shall smite thee on the right cheek, turn to him the other also.”

This is also moral teaching enforced by physical examples,
like “if the eye offend thee pluck it out”--“Let the dead bury
the dead,” and others, not a rule thumb to be applied literally.
If so, then the next verses are literal also. “Give to him that
asketh thee, and from him that would borrow of thee turn not
thou away.”

I have yet to see the “non-resistant” who would literally
apply this passage to himself; but according to this reasoning,
one Christian could approach another, and take away all his
property, strip him of his clothing by merely asking for it; and
then of course, he could immediately ask it back again, for he
would have the same authority to ask, and the possessor would
be under the same obligation to give, as the original owner! If
not, why not?

If it be replied, “No Christians would do such a silly thing,”
then I ask, why make Christ teach it? Incidentally, the sinner
would have the advantage over the Christian, as he could ask
him naked, keep what he got, and then compel the poor fellow
to go with him two miles in January!

The truth of the matter is, this passage has no bearing what-
ever on the question of a Christian’s right to defend himself
against a murderer, or the government’s right to put a criminal
to death. To smite on the right cheek, and leave the smitten
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one able to turn the other, is certainly less than mortal assault:
for then the victim would not be able to turn the other also!
Men can be assaulted by words, and deeds of hate, and evil
speakings, slanders and lies, the Christian is not to reply in
kind. These passages teach, and forcibly emphasize, the prin-
ciples of non-retaliation in kind, and generous service and living
in the ordinary connections of life.

MORAL AND PENAL LAW

Without attempting to note every passage from the moral
teaching of the New Testament, quoted as being against vio-
lence of any kind or degree, let me say at this juncture, that
it is not only freely admitted, but positively affirmed that the
moral teaching of Christ and the apostles excluded recourse to
all violence, because Christ held up love right and reason only,
as the positive standard of life and conduct. “The gospel is the
power of God unto salvation” not a sword or cannon. You can
not force men to do right in any degree, moral persuasion only
is the Christian ideal. There is absolutely no argument here.
This is not the issue. The issue is, with reference to the man,
who will not obey the right, who willfully violates his moral laws,
and resorts to brutal violence against those who are doing
right. I say, what does he teach shall be done, to and with,
these violent characters? Anything? “Rightly divide the word
of truth.” Does not the command to Timothy apply here as
well as to faith and baptism?

This is an important principle we now point out: That all
law is of three kinds; positive, moral and penal. Positive law,
is that which rests solely upon the arbitrary authority of God,
moral law, that which is derived from the nature of things, and
sets out what is right between man and man. Penal law, that
which defines the punishment due the character violating the
others. Failure to make these distinctions can result in nothing
but confusion. A thing can be morally right, and yet not per-
missible under the positive law. For instance, morally right
to burn candles and incense at home; but wrong to burn them
as an act of worship in the church. Why? Because worship
comes under the head of positive, not moral law. Likewise a
thing may be condemned under the moral law, but a similar act
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authorized under the penal law, for instance: Moses says in the
Ten Commandments, “Thou shalt not kill,” and then later
appoints the death penalty for several infractions of the moral
code. Is there any contradiction here? None if you properly
“divide the word,” plenty if you do not. You make him violate
his own law. With respect to the moral and penal law this
principle is always true; the penal is never applied until the
moral is broken.

When a man violates the moral law, he forfeits all rights
under it, and then becomes subject to the penal law until he
reforms. To quote the moral law, and apply it to the man
under penal condemnation, is to confuse and destroy both.
Yet nine-tenths of all the argument made against the position
I am maintaining consists in this very thing: Supposing that
the moral law of Christ is to be applied to the law violator of
the vilest hue. Not so Paul. I Tim. l-9: “knowing this the law
(what law? penal, of course) is not made for a righteous man,
but for the lawless, and disobedient, for the ungodly and for
sinners, for unholy and profane, for murderers of mothers, for
manslayers, etc.” Civil government has to deal with these
characters in its punitive capacity with respect to actual crime
and in meting out punishment to them, instead of violating the
moral teachings of Christ, is doing exactly what Christ wants
done. Under his penal teaching, Christ warns all sinners, he
will make their punishment eternal after death if they do not
repent.

There is a sentimentalism which says no murderer should be
executed. Put them into prison for life! Yes, but how are you
to get them in prison? Just advertise you have a nice comfort-
able jail, and please, Mister Criminal, come in and be locked
up. It will take force to put them in jail, and force to keep them
there. Now where do you get your force to do this? You locate
it, and I will show it carries the death penalty, too. Rom. 13:4:
The civil sword in the hands of government, and sword is a
death instrument. Because it is admitted force is foreign to
the moral ideal teaching of Christ, which commands love, right
and reason as the standard of conduct, some have jumped to
the conclusion that force is not permitted in any relationship
of life. Because you cannot spank a man to make him obey the
gospel, does it follow I cannot spank my child to make him be-
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have? Wonderful logic, this! Because I am to cultivate love,
goodness, mercy, kindness, longsuff ering, forbearance as a
Christian, in all my dealings with men in the ordinary relation-
ships of life, does it follow I cannot protect myself against the
criminal population of this world? It does not. We need and
advocate no force against any, except those who first employ it
against others, and then only to the extent necessary for pro-
tection.

I am asked how can I shoot at a man, and love him at the
same time? I reply: How can you spank your child and love
him at the same time? The difference is in degree and not in
principle. I spanked mine, so they would be fit to love, and to
be able to live with them in peace. I would hate the idea having
to shoot a man trying to murder me, but I ought to do it never-
theless to keep the peace, and protect other innocent people
from a human gone beast. Now, if I missed him and he gave up,
I would treat him as a friend. The Christian fights from princi-
ple in all things, not from personal hatred. How do you fight
religious error, brother? Those who talk this way, are generally
long on personal hatred themselves, and short on principle, or
else they could see how it can be and is done.

“If thine enemy hunger feed him, if he thirst give him drink.”
Then it is asked, “how can the soldier do this when he is shoot-
ing at his enemy?” Now, my good brother, let us see you do it
under the same circumstances. You apply this to the soldier
in battle, now apply it to yourself. Suppose your enemy is the
kind who starts shooting at you. How will you fare carrying
food and drink to him, and he drilling holes in you at every
step? Most evidently this text does not apply to the mortal
enemy, but the kind you have, short of physical assault, in the
social contacts of life. The other kind will have to be stopped
by force, before you can feed and water them. Another case of
moral and penal law.

Jesus did resort to force on one occasion when he expelled
the traders from the temple. “And when he had made a scourge
of small cords, he drove them all out of the temple, and the
sheep, and the oxen; and poured out the changers’ money, and
overthrew the tables”--John 2:13-16. Did Jesus act consis-
tently with his own teachings? Certainly. Deut. 13:1-9 shows
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that every citizen was obligated to help enforce the law of
Moses. This traffic was illegal, the regular officers did not stop
it, and Jesus simply did what any courageous citizen could
have legally attempted.

It alters not the case to say, “he didn’t strike any of them,”
you do not know whether he did or not. It was force applied.
When a robber holds a pistol on you, and takes your money, it
is still robbery by force, even if he does not shoot you full of
holes! If it was the “towering personality of Jesus,” that “drove
them all out, oxen and sheep” those animals must have been ex-
ceptionally intelligent, and this a new type of table tipping!
This is not quoted to prove capital punishment, for a whip is
not a death instrument, but it does prove that it is not contrary
to the revealed character of Christ, to enforce the law of the
land against those who violate it. He did it himself in this in-
stance by force.

WHAT THE APOSTLES TAUGHT
AFTER PENTECOST

It is strange indeed that the “non-resistant,” will run to
every place in the Bible where rulers and subjects are not
mentioned by name, to find our duty to the rulers, and ignore
the passages where they are mentioned by name.

This is parallel to those who run to the faith texts to define
baptism, instead of the baptism texts.

Rom. 13:1-7: Paul clearly teaches on the question of the
Christian’s relation to civil government. “Let every soul be
subject unto the higher powers, for there is no power but of
God. The powers that be are ordained of God.”

Jesus tells us, Luke 20:25, “Render unto Caesar the things
which be Caesar’s and unto God the things which be God’s.”
These are the two supreme powers, I Pet. 2:13--"whether it be
to the king as supreme” . . . The civil power which regulates
all temporal things, and the divine which regulates all spiritual
things. These two comprehend all others, and are the “higher
powers.” Paul says this arrangement is ordained of God, Verse
2: “Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the or-
dinance of God,” what happens to them? “They that resist
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shall receive to themselves damnation.” There can be no mis-
take that the “power” of verse 2, is the civil power, for verse 3
continues, “for rulers are not a terror to good works but to the
evil, wilt not thou then be afraid of the power?” The ruler in
his official capacity--“do that which is good and thou shalt
have praise of the same--for he (the civil ruler) is the min-
ister of God to thee for good. But if thou do that which is evil
be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain, for he is the
minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that
doeth evil.” Language cannot make a thing clearer or stronger.
Can a thing have a stronger seal of divine approval than to be
declared to be “ordained of God”? Can a sword bearing ruler
in his official capacity receive higher sanction from God, than
for God to proclaim him the “minister of God, a revenger to
execute wrath upon the evil doer”? He emphatically cannot.
But Paul does not stop here, he goes on to give additional reas-
ons why we should be subject. “Not only for wrath, but also
for conscience sake.” He did not say “be subject because you
cannot help yourself, but for conscience sake. Conscience has
to do with right and wrong. Peter applies it to baptism “the
answer of a good conscience toward God."--I Pet. 3:21.

Did God simply “suffer baptism or command it.” Verse 6:
“For this cause pay ye tribute also, for they (the civil rulers)
are God’s ministers attending continually upon this very
thing.” When a non-resistant says you are to pay your taxes
simply out of fear, he contradicts Paul, who says to do it be-
cause it is right, a matter of conscience also.

With this agrees I Peter 2:13-15. “Submit yourselves to
every ordinance of man for the Lord’s sake: Whether it be to
the king as supreme: or unto governors, as unto them that are
sent by him, for the punishment of evil doers, and for the
praise of them that do well. For so is the will of God that with
well doing, ye may put to silence the ignorance of foolish men.”

Of course, when Peter says, “submit to every ordinance of
man,” it is understood from Peter’s own example, Acts 4-18,
and the Lord’s teaching, Luke 20:25, that it applies to the
government, as long as it stays in its appointed sphere. The
punishment of evil doers among its citizens, and protection of
the righteous. Punishment of evil doers by the “king as su-
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preme” and his under rulers involved the death penalty and
military force then, and therefore confirms it now.

I Tim. 2:1-3: Paul commands Christians to pray for, and
give thanks for, kings, and all that are in authority that we
may lead quiet and peaceable lives. Paul said this at the very
time some rulers persecuted him for Christs sake, why? How
could he do so except upon the ground that though the rulers
sometimes got out of their legitimate sphere, and tried to dic-
tate religion, it does not nullify the fact that government for the
regulation of the mass of society is right, necessary and to be
supported by Christians. Can I pray for something wrong?
No. Can I work at what I pray for, or should I work and pray
not, or pray and work not? It is one thing to fight anything
wrong in civil government and another to say the institution
itself is wrong. It is either government or anarchy.

Having proved from the New Testament that civil govern-
ment is “ordained of God,” the sword bearer is the “minister
of God,” we are to pay “tribute for conscience sake,” “obey
the king as supreme,” pray for the rulers, “render to Caesar
the things which belong to Caesar,” and that the praise of the
righteous and punishment of the wicked is his God appointed
sphere. I ask how can it be wrong for a Christian to do that
which God has said over and over is right.

PAUL A CITIZEN OF TWO KINGDOMS

We now turn to a new line of argument, the examples of in-
spired men dealing with Civil Government. Paul a citizen at
the same time of Rome and of the Kingdom of Christ.

Col. 1:13: Paul said he had been translated from the power of
darkness into the kingdom of God’s dear Son. Acts 22:27: Paul
told the Roman captain he was a Roman citizen: “tell me art
thou a Roman? and he said, Yea. Acts 23:17: Paul availed him-
self of Caesar’s protection. Therefore, according to Paul’s
own testimony, not my inference, Paul was a citizen at one
and the same time of both the kingdom of Christ and the civil
government of Rome. If Paul can stand in both relations, so
can I. If not, why not?
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He accepted the protection of armed forces, from the forty
would-be assassins. It is a mere quibble to say, “they killed
nobody,” when any one with an ounce of sense knows, they
would have in an instant, and Paul knew they would if attack-
ed. It was a resort to armed military force, pure and simple.
Why not accept the truth? Perhaps one will say, “Paul was a
citizen of Rome only, when Rome did not conflict with Christ.”
Correct. Then the use of armed force against ruthless men by
the government, is not against Christ, for Paul used it! Paul
also confirms capital punishment in Acts 25:11, “for if I be an
offender, or have committed anything worthy of death, I re-
fuse not to die: but if there be none of these things whereof
these accuse me, no man may deliver me unto them, I appeal
unto Caesar.”

Paul here clearly recognizes there are some things a man
ought to die for. “I refuse not to die.” On the other hand he
affirms the right of self defense if not guilty. “No man may
deliver me unto them.” Who? The assassins. “I appeal unto
Caesar.” Can language be plainer or stronger? How reconcile
this with Paul’s teachings? “The weapons of our warfare are
not carnal"--I do not have to. Paul does it for me. He was a
citizen of both the spiritual and political kingdoms. When he
said this last quoted, he was speaking as an apostle of the
spiritual warfare. In Acts 25:11 he was speaking as a citizen
of the civil government.

CORNELIUS THE ROMAN CENTURION: ACTS 10:1

He is introduced as Cornelius, a Roman soldier, an officer
over a hundred men. If the apostles were “non-resistants,”
and as many writers among us have lately declared, “a Chris-
tian can under no circumstances engage in carnal war,” here
is the very place, above all others we might certainly expect a
plain statement of so important a doctrine. His business and
every day life was to wield the sword of death. How could he
know, he ought to cease being a soldier in order to become a
Christian, unless the apostle plainly told him? And how could
Peter keep from telling him when, according to verse six, Peter
was to tell him what, “he ought to do”? Yet when Peter came
he entered no such rebuke, but said, Acts 10:34, “Of a truth I
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preceive that God is no respecter of persons, but in every nation
he that feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted
with him.” Peter applied this to Cornelius, before he preached
the gospel to him, and therefore, confirmed his moral character
as a soldier.

Now, if it is true, that a soldier is condemned under the
gospel as a soldier, it is upon the ground that he is a murderer.
Not a text in the Bible says soldiering is murder. All “non-
resistants” argue that all killing not accidental is murder. The
soldier therefore who kills is a murderer, because he does it
knowingly and deliberately. Yet every “non-resistant” in the
country knows some peace officers and soldiers who are up-
right and honorable, who never killed except in line of official
duty, and they cannot make themselves feel that such men are
murderers in character and fact, their argument to the con-
trary notwithstanding! Neither do they fear the man who
kills a robber or an attempted murderer in self defense. But
we all do fear and abhor the actual murderer.

Why? Because the definition Moses gives of murder, man-
slaughter, etc., in the law, is the sense in which murder is used
throughout the Bible. That definition is that murder consists
in the taking of human life by stealth, from malicious intent,
base and wicked motives. According to the Bible a man must
be a murderer in moral character before he can be one in fact.

Now, what was the character of Cornelius before his con-
version? Acts 10:2: “A devout man, and one that feared God
with all his house, which gave much alms to the people and
prayed to God always.” Yet if a soldier is a murderer, and he
is if the “non-resistant theory” is correct, God says this of him
as a murderer, and declares his “prayers and alms have come
up for a memorial before God.” Therefore, Cornelius was a
devout murderer, a murderer who feared God with all his
house, a murderer who gave much alms to the people, a murder-
er who “prayed to God always” and was heard and answered !
Possibly a lot of professing Christians could be improved in
character by becoming a murderer after this fashion.

But says some one, how do you know Peter did not tell him
afterward to quit the army? My reply is, you cannot prove
anything from the scriptures by what they do not say, but



RELATION OF THE CHRISTIAN TO CIVIL GOVERNMENT 289

what they do say. All preachers hold up Cornelius as the ex-
ample of the moral man, who only needs to accept Christ to
be saved under the gospel, but if the “non-resistant” position
is true, then this is a base falsehood. His profession was to kill
if duty demanded, and was therefore in reality a red-handed
murderer. Either the Bible is wrong or the theory is wrong,
you cannot harmonize the two. The Bible is right, of course,
and the theory wrong.

Incidentally let me remind you that when religious and de-
vout persons are guilty of murder, Peter did not hesitate to tell
them of it. Acts 2:5 says there were “dwelling in Jerusalem,
Jews, devout men, out of every nation under heaven.” Verse
23 : Peter said that these had by wicked hands slain and crucified
Jesus Christ. Why if Cornelius was a murderer did he not
tell him also? Besides, Peter wrote two epistles after this, and
said not one word condemning government, or soldiering; but
to the contrary, I Peter 2:13, commands “obedience to the
king as supreme,” as already quoted. When Cornelius read it,
if he ever did, would it teach him to resign from the army? Did
Peter write one thing and preach another? The fact that a
government in crucifying Christ, an innocent man, was wrong,
does not prove that it is not right to punish the guilty.

THE PHILIPPIAN JAILER: ACTS 16:23

I am sometimes asked, to give one case where a Christian
was a sword bearer after he became a Christian in the New
Testament. Well, here it is, take it or leave it. Acts 16:23:
Paul and Silas were delivered to the jailer--“to keep them
safely.” Verse 2’7 says that when the keeper of the prison
awoke, he drew his sword and would have killed himself, so
he was a sword bearer with the death power as all will admit--
an official of the government. Verse 31: He was told what to
do to be saved. Verse 32: And they “spake unto him the word
of the Lord.” Verses 33 and 34 show that he was baptized the
same hour of the night. Therefore, he became a Christian be-
tween 12 and 1 a.m. Now note, verse 35, “When it was day
the magistrates sent the sergeants saying “Let these men go,”
and verse 36 says, “And the keeper of the prison told this saying
unto Paul.” Therefore, he was still a sword bearer, official of
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the government, and keeper of the prison, after he became a
Christian. Paul also lists “Erastus the chamberlain of the
city” among the brethren whom he commends to fellowship,
Rom. 16-23. So we have both classes of government officials
represented among the New Testament Christians. The
jailer as the sword bearer, and Erastus the administrator.
Paul wrote considerably after this, and never told any official
of the government to resign. To suppose he did so privately,
is to suppose he wrote one thing and preached another. Such
a supposition impeaches the integrity of the great apostle.

GOVERNMENT RIGHT, BUT SINNERS ONLY MAY
ADMINISTER IT

I next note the position which agrees with the foregoing to
the extent, that government, capital punishment and the de-
fense of the same by armed force is ordained of God and right
but says only sinners are to administer it and bear arms, that
the Christian is to pay his taxes, obey the laws, but cannot
actively participate in it in any official or punitive capacity,
that this work is appointed to be done by sinners only--that is
non-Christians.

Now, I can prove anything if allowed to assume my premise,
and this whole argument “lock, stock, and barrel,” is based on
pure assumption. Where do the scriptures say, “The sinner
only is to administer civil government,” in so many words, or
in any words? They say no such thing. I demand the scrip-
ture, before I can countenance the argument. To the contrary
I affirm there is not one passage from the Old or New Testa-
ments which appoints a sinner because he is a sinner to per-
form any righteous service to God, except to repent or go to
hell !

The very idea is ridiculous, the sinner is a rebel against the
government of God. For God to appoint a sinner to do any-
thing, in “righteous service” to him would be to recognize and
treat with him in rebellion, which means to negotiate with him
in sin. God requires the sinner to lay down the arms of rebel-
lion before he recognizes him in any way. This theory makes
sin necessary to righteousness. It is admitted that government
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is necessary and right. But God has appointed “only sinners
to administer it.” Therefore, sin is necessary to righteousness.
Marvelous logic! Let evil be done that good may come.

It sometimes is said, “Did not God use Nebuchadnezzar, a
sinner, to punish Israel?” Yes, but the scriptures do not say
that he made him king, a ruler, because he was a sinner, and
that is what is needed to sustain the assertion that “God has
appointed only sinners to rule.” Neither can any man show
that his fighting Israel was what made him a sinner. God
commanded that; what God commands is always right. If
not, why not? He was a sinner on other grounds, not this. If
it be asserted that God uses wicked kings and nations to punish
wicked nations and their rulers, sometimes, yes. But does
God always use only the wicked? If so, how about Abraham,
Moses, Joshua, David and others who were righteous? There-
fore, this argument falls to the ground. That God sometimes
uses wicked men, in their wickedness, to further his righteous
purposes, I freely admit. But he does it by overruling their
wicked actions, through the intervention of righteous elements,
and not by ordaining their wicked actions.

Wicked men crucified Christ, put him in the tomb, but God
overruled it to his glory by the resurrection and charged them
with the crime. This theory says, being first rate sinners, they
are now eligible for office by divine appointment, in that “God
ordained civil government.” In other words, this is one place
where God prefers a sinner to a Christian, therefore, places a
premium on sin! Here is a thing which is admittedly right, but
in this thing a man must be wrong before he can do right!
What contradiction!

What has been said about Nebuchadnezzar is also true of
Pharaoh, Cyrus, and all others. The Bible nowhere says he
made any of them rulers because they were sinners. Exodus
9:16: “For this cause have I raised thee up, for to shew in thee
my power: and that my name may be declared throughout all
the earth.” This God said of Pharaoh. God raised him up to
show his power, not that he made him a ruler because he was a
sinner. In Isaiah 44 :28 and 45 :4, the prophet says this of Cyrus :
. . . “He is my shepherd and shall perform all my pleasure, even
saying to Jerusalem thou shalt be built,” and again--"I have
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even called thee by thy name: I have surnamed thee, though
thou hast not known me.” As a ruler disposed to do what God
wanted done at the time; to restore Israel and rebuild Jeru-
salem ; God approved those official acts, though Cyrus was a
sinner.

Romans 13:3 says that the “Rulers are not a terror to good
works but to evil.” This text does not say, “Sinner rulers.”
This is a pure assumption. Neither does it say Christian rulers;
this would be equally an assumption. It simply says rulers;
being a saint or a sinner does not make a man a ruler. Men
become rulers only by political means, regardless of their
spiritual standing.

God says that the sword bearer is his minister, “A revenger
to execute wrath on him that doeth evil.” I ask again, how can
it be wrong for a Christian to be God’s minister, and execute
his wrath on the evil doer? This is stern business; God is also
a stern God in all retribution. He is not only a God of love and
mercy but also a “consuming fire.” Are we to go “mushy,”
and try to get better than God? Because the idea of executing
a bloody handed murderer is repellant to a Christian, or killing
a ruthless invader, is no sign that it ought not to be done. The
Bible nowhere says that God enjoyed the destruction of the
Sodomites, Amalekites, etc., but he executed them neverthe-
less. Though he does not enjoy it, Ezek. 18:32, God says, “I
have no pleasure in the death of the wicked.”

The Bible teaches, and nature as well, that retribution is
always terrible, but necessary, and a part of the divine govern-
ment. Parents do not enjoy spanking their children, but they
do it nevertheless. To fail to perform an unwelcome duty is a
sign of weakness, not of superior goodness.

The idea that the sinner only shall participate in civil govern-
ment presents other palpable inconsistencies. Government
consists of units, all interlocked. Government is more than law
enforcement, and the army and navy. There is the executive,
legislative, judicial and departmental, the postal department,
interior, agriculture, educational, etc. Why single out the
peace officer and soldier, who serve in one branch of govern-
ment, and make them murderers, while the legislator, judge,
postal employe, schoolteacher, and all others of the same sys-
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tern are held innocent? The different departments are all cogs
in the same machine and the individuals who work under them,
teeth in the cogs, and all the cogs mesh and revolve, to main-
tain the institution of civil government. The principle of I
Cor. 12:15 applies here. “If the foot shall say, because I am
not the hand I am not of the body, is it therefore not of the
body?”

Some who have scruples about bearing arms and doing the
government’s actual killing, think that to get in some branch
of the non-combatant service solves their difficulty, and ex-
empts them from the supposed guilt of the soldier, and while
that is their privilege, yet I deny that in fact and principle it
actually does so; because the government has instituted all of
these other agencies to put and keep combat forces in the field,
and they are an indispensable part of the war effort; therefore,
the man who participates in them is participating in the war.
What he does goes into it. He supplies the fellow at the front
with all the needs to keep him there, and without which he
could not stay there, and then in effect says, “I am carrying
you food, water, and ammunition, you pull the trigger an go to
hell for your part, while I go to heaven for mine”! No need to
say he has to do this. He no more has to do the one than the
other. He can refuse, and become a martyr at one point as
well as another. If not, why not?

TAKING PART IN GOVERNMENT
BY PAYING TAXES

You can refuse to pay taxes as well as to enlist. If the govern-
ment is engaged in wholesale murder, as some argue, then why
pay somebody to do the murdering? If in private life I hire
someone to assassinate another, am I not equally guilty? But
if I pay my taxes to the government to do it wholesale, it is a
pious act! Remember the position I am arguing against is the
one which says, “Government is right and it is right for the
sinner to administer it, but wrong for the Christian to partici-
pate except to pay taxes and obey the laws.”

I have shown, not only that this whole argument rests upon
pure assumption, but it also is shot through with impossible
contradictions. Truth is never so embarrassed.
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Now it may be said, “Suppose this government should en-
gage in a war of aggression.” If such were the fact, then I
could refuse to serve in any capacity and take the consequences.
Yet, I could continue to pay taxes, and obey all laws that are
right, because I hold the institution itself is right, and that I
may participate in it and would need only to register my pro-
test against the part that was wrong. However, I might be
mistaken in my opinion as to what constitutes aggression.

I have heard it said, what about the Christians in one country
fighting against the Christians in another, Christians going out
to shoot Christians? This looks mighty bad and is. But no
genuine Christian has ever done this as pictured, for no Chris-
tian ever starts a war. But it is not my complication to solve
more than yours. There are no difficulties connected with
government now that were not present in days of Jesus, Paul
and Peter. What Paul wrote to the Romans 13:1-9, Jesus,
Luke 20:25; I Peter 2:13, etc. was circulated among all Chris-
tian in every nation then. It would read the same in Athens,
Antioch, Jerusalem, and Rome then as now. They made war
on one another then, as aggressor nations do now, so there is no
difficulty now, that did not exist then, and yet Paul said what
he said: “Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers, for
there is no power but of God; the powers that be are ordained
of God.” Rom. 13:1. I can only conclude with reference to
this command, as with all others that it embodies the wisdom
of God, and if obeyed, will work out better than anything
human wisdom may suggest. I know this, that to the extent
men become Christianized they conform all their laws and
institutions to it. There would be no war today, or any other
day, if the rulers were Christians. Evidently the Lord intended
for His people to follow this plan. On the other hand, if the
devil, as he frequently does, is able through wicked rulers, to
inveigle the nations into war, and Christians go and are killed
in the line of duty, they die individually as martyrs to Chris-
tian duty as much so, as those thrown to the lions in the arenas
of pagan Rome. If not, why not? The war was none of their
making, any more than the bloody persecutions. But if we
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turn the government over to “sinners only” as advocated, then
we have definitely surrendered the rule of society as a whole to
the devil, who is a murderer, a liar, and father of it (John 8:
44) ; and what need we expect?

INCONSISTENCY OF “CONSCIENTIOUS
OBJECTORS”

Now, without questioning the motive of any genuine “con-
scientious objector,” who is courageously doing what he thinks
is right, I can but point out the inconsistency of those who make
the claim that “true Christians ought to die in protest against
bearing arms,” that such martyrdom is the way to stop war,
and they pose as ready for it. Yet I notice most seek first every
avenue of exemption allowed by the government. If he is
not trying to save his own skin what is he doing? Could not
he get himself shot in the front ranks quicker, than behind the
ranks, in some non-combatant position? But he says “he had
rather be shot for not shooting than to be shot shooting.”
Very well then, if to die at home in protest against war, is the
way to stop wars, then why not stand up boldly and denounce
the government to the extent necessary to get this job done!
“By their fruits ye shall know them.” Some of these claim
greater courage and superior Christianity over all who support
the government in times of war, and belittle any soldier who
offers himself in defense of his home and country. Who has the
best claim to the crown of martyrdom anyway, the man who
offers himself where he knows he may die, or the man who says
he is ready to die for his cause, and then takes all pains to stay
off the spot where can he die?

I recently read this--“The Lord has no praise for heroes or
soldiers of war.” Now I suppose Paul represents the Lord, and
I read where he is commending the heroes of faith and says
(Heb. 11:34) among other things, “Waxed valiant in fight
turned to flight the armies of the aliens.” If this is not praising
some soldiers, what is it? The truth is this class is not really
looking for martyrdom, but want the protected peace we have
right here-but want somebody else to do the protecting. They
get along all right with their theory, like every other false
theory of life, until put to the test of practice, and then it
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evaporates. The “non-resistant” in this country has peace,
and the opportunity to practice Christianity, not because his
theory is practiced, but because it is not practiced. This gov-
ernment maintains itself by force, and controls the brutal
wicked by force. While he prattles of the virtue of “non-resis-
tance” a policeman is on his beat and the army and navy throw
a ring of steel around our frontiers. Take all these away and
then see how much peace he has !

That non-resistance does not stop war has been demonstrat-
ed in recent months. Denmark did not resist Germany. Was
Germany “softened and absorbed” by this sample of “non-
resistance.” The only result was that Germany put the heel on
their necks, and used them for a spring board to assault Nor-
way. Rumania did not resist and they rolled on to Bulgaria.
Hitler does not seem to be any nearer conversion now than when
he started! But says one: “some did resist and that has not
stopped the war.” Correct. There is no way to stop ruthless
brutality, in either the individual or nation, but by superior
force exerted in behalf of righteousness. Enough force has not
been applied to aggressor Hitler as yet. When it is we will
have peace as far as he is concerned--not until then.

Thousands of my brethern are trying to be conscientious
objectors, not because they are cowards, they have plenty of
courage, but because they have been taught the Scriptures
teach it, and they are trying to be loyal to the Scriptures, but
they have not really searched the Scriptures on this subject.
When they do, they will believe and practice what they teach.
I am simply contributing this to that end.

Neither do I want to be misunderstood or misrepresented.
I am opposed to and abhor war as much as anybody. War is
of the devil, just as lying, stealth and murder are of the devil.
I have never said the Christian can go to war, in the sense of
being the aggressor, any more than he can go to commit theft
or murder. The issue is, “Can the Christian protect himself
when they come to him?” I say, God has ordained the civil
government and the civil sword for this very purpose, and that
where they are not available, he can protect himself and family
against brutal force in human hands, just as he can against a
mad dog or wild animal.
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I accept everything Christ teaches in the Christian morality,
and try to practice it, and get others to do the same. But I
also believe the distinction God makes between the innocent
and the guilty, the righteous and the wicked, I deny you can
apply the Golden Rule to a man trying to cut your throat.

CHRISTIANITY DOES NOT TEACH TO
WITHDRAW FROM SOCIETY

Finally, I do not believe the Scriptures teach the “monkish
monastic” idea of Christianity. That it must withdraw from
society to a hermit’s cave to retain its “unsullied purity.” To
the contrary I hold it is a lusty plant, designed to crowd out
and uproot “every plant that the heavenly father hath not
planted.” The “leaven” to transfer all society after its own
peculiar character. It is a religion of contact, not of isolation.

At this point I must register a protest against the effort be-
ing made in some quarters by congregations “to manufacture
a creed” for us on the war question, and in this respect line us
up with the “Jehovah’s Witnesses,” by passing resolutions of
“non-resistant” character to be presented to the government
to secure the “conscientious objectors” exemption. I deny that
this is a congregational question, but each individual must
settle it for himself. This procedure makes the inferences of
those engineering it, a creed and test of fellowship. No apostle
ever proposed any such thing. If it is not creed making, how
would we go about making one? To formulate a conclusion
from Scripture, and say, “now this is it”; this is what we be-
lieve and teach on this particular subject, and formally bind
this conclusion on congregations, is the essence of all the creeds
in Christendom. If not why not? Neither is it a fact that the
rank and file of the Church of Christ are conscientious object-
ors. Thousands of them have been, and are now in the com-
bat services of the United States.

I realize this is a complicated question, involving as it does
all the relationships of life. I think our brethren have done a
lot of false reasoning on this subject, but I have never questioned
nor expect to, the Christian integrity of those who differ from
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me. But when congregations formulate and adopt a “non-
resistant creed” on the subject, it is subscribe or get out of that
congregation.

In conclusion, all I ask is a fair examination of the argu-
ments made, with a due regard of the “proper division of the
word” and the application of the same principles of scriptural
analysis we follow in teaching on faith, repentance and baptism.
Scripture must harmonize with Scripture, not one passage
destroy another.

Neither is it sufficient to say, “Oh, well, it may be right to
participate in the government in time of peace and war, but I
will be safe and have nothing to do with it.” But Paul did
not say be safe. He said, “Quit yourselves like men.” There’s
no way for Christians to be safe in anything but to do their
Christian duty. Practical religion consists in doing what we
ought to do, whether we want to or not. When I hear pro-
fessed Christians say, “Save our men from the horrors of war,”
I say “amen”; but I ask if a would-be world conqueror threatens
our national existence with fire and sword as the case now is,
by whom, and how are they to be saved? By some other man
facing death on the firing line, while ours hide out? Who is to
save our old men, women and children from rapine and de-
gradation, unless our men do it? What right has a Christian
to accept a peace and safety bought with other men’s blood?
Is his more precious than others in the sight of God? Neither
does it help to say, “if all were Christians there would be no
war,” as well to say, “if all were angels there would be no sin.”
But we are not all Christians anymore than we are all angels;
so what! Sin and brutality are on the march and must be
stopped. Now is it Christian for the Christian to accept and
exercise every benefit and privilege conferred on him by the
government, at the constant sacrifice of other men’s lives, in
time of peace and war, and not bear his share of the danger as
well as expense of the same? I maintain it is his duty to bear
the danger as well as pay the taxes. The non-resistant admits
the tax, and denies the danger. Both are necessary. For a
government that did not maintain itself by force would not
be here thirty days to collect taxes.
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UNMOLESTED WORSHIP IS ENJOYED UNDER
THE STARS AND STRIPES

Whatever may be said of other governments, ours is in har-
mony with the church, if we have restored it. For it fully pro-
tects us in the exercise of our religion. Therefore, to support
and defend it as a civil subject is to make it possible to exercise
myself in the great work of the spiritual kingdom. I thank
God every day that under the Stars and Stripes of free America
the spirit of Christianity and the spirit of Patriotism go hand
in hand. If, as all admit, a Christian should accept martyrdom
under a wicked government rather than give up his Christianity,
how much more should he be willing to accept martyrdom, in
defense of a good government, that fully sustains Christianity?

NOTE: BY ROBERT C. JONES

In addition to your statement on moral and penal law, I
think it would be good to mention the different words used in
these commandments.

The word “kill” in the commandment “Thou shalt not kill”
(Ex. 20:13) is “ratsach” and means murder. ‘The word “kill”
in the commandment “Thou shalt surely kill him” (Deut. 13;9)
is "harag" and means to slay. It is sinful to murder but it is
not sinful to slay. The official slaying as punishment for crime
therefore is not murder.

As a citizen of the Kingdom of Heaven I am obligated to
support the church as long as the church is true to the prin-
ciples set forth by the one who ordained and established it. If
this institution in spite of all that I can do to prevent it, be-
comes an apostate church, I should not support it. As a citizen
of the U. S. A. I am obligated, as a citizen and as a child of
God, to support the government as long as it is true to the
principles set forth by the one who ordained it. If the govern-
ment becomes an apostate institution, if it falls into the hands
of rulers who are not a terror to evil works, but to the good,
then I should not in any way support it.
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The Scriptures show that some disciples were connected with
military service in the apostolic period. History shows that
many brethren were in the army during the first few centuries
of the Christian era. These men continued in military service
as long as the government followed the divine plan. When the
state ceased to follow the principles set forth in Rom. 13, many
of these men quit the army and all of them should have.

“There were, up to this time, many Christians connected
with the military service, both in the higher and lower ranks;
and they as yet had never been compelled to do anything con-
trary to their conscience.” (295 A. D.) Neander, Vol. 1, page
146.

“Already then, when he who had received such power, was
first roused as from a deep slumber, he had secretly and un-
observed, been plotting after the times of Decius and Valerian,
how to assault the churches; but he did not all at once, nor in
mass, wage open war against us, but as yet only made trial of
those that were in the armies. For in this way he supposed
that the rest could easily be taken, if he could first succeed in
subduing these. Then one could see great numbers of the
military, most cheerfully embracing a private life, so as not
to renounce their reverence for the Supreme Creator of the
universe. For when the general, whoever he was, first under-
took the prosecution against the soldiers he began by a review
and lustration of those that were enrolled in the army, and
gave them their choice, either to enjoy the honor conferred
upon them if they obeyed, or on the contrary to be deprived of
this, if they disobeyed the command. Very many who were
soldiers in the kingdom of Christ, without hesitating, preferred
the confession of his name to that apparent glory and comfort
which they enjoyed, and of these a few here and there exchanged
their honors, not only for degradation but even for death, for
their perseverence in religion. These last, however, were not
yet many, as the great instigator of these violent measures
had, as yet, but moderately proceeded, and ventured only so
far as to shed the blood of some only. The great number of
believers, probably deterred and caused him to shrink from a
general attack upon all; but when he began to arm more
openly, it is impossible to tell how many and how eminent
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those were that presented themselves in every place and city
and country, as martyrs in the cause of Christ.” (Eusebius
Book 8, Chapter 4.)

“The persecution having begun with those brethren that
were in the army.” (Eusebius Book 8, Chapter 1.)

(Rom. 12:18) “If it be possible, as much as lieth in you, live
peaceably with all men.” This verse implies that there are
men in the world who make peace impossible. It takes two to
make a fight. If the theory of pacifism were true it would
always be possible to be at peace with all men.

THE CHRISTIAN IN GOVERNMENT VERSUS
THE SINNER ONLY THEORY

It has been said, “Romans 13 will read the same to Chris-
tians today in all nations, Britain, Germany, Italy, the U. S.,
and Japan. What Paul says to one he says to all. ‘The powers
that be, which are ordained of God,’ to the individual Christian
in every land must be his own particular government; there-
fore, if Romans 13 is made to embrace the obligation to bear
arms in time of war, for the support of any government, it
would involve Christians supporting every government; hence
such a construction would authorize Christians going forth in
carnal war to kill other Christians. Thus the Christians in
Japan, made by Brother McCaleb, if they responded to Hiro-
hito's draft law, could have been among the number who
bombed Pearl Harbor.” Now before we shed some “salty
tears” at the prospect of the Japanese Christians doing such a
terrible thing consider the conclusion which inevitably follows;
that if Christians in the United States should respond to our
draft law, and fight the attacking Japs, we would be just as
dirty as the sneak gangsters who stabbed the United States in
the back at Pearl Harbor, while they mouthed words of peace
at Washington.

If this is not the point, in this argument it has no point. The
facts of the case are, this is the point.

For it is characteristic of all, who argue against a Christian
employing force, to obscure the principle of “self defense”; both
for the individual and the nation. They must and they do, put
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the murderer and his innocent victim, if he fights, in the same
sack. The rapist and the victim who resists him, are in the same
sack; and the Jap who assaults, and the American who is as-
saulted are in the same sack. According to this idea, if you
fight a murderer, and both die in the fight, both are murderers.
You may argue with a murderer against attacking your daugh-
ter, you may quote scripture to him, plead and reason the cause
of virtue, but the moment he resorted to brutal force, all op-
position must cease, you could not lift a finger to stop it. Of
course, after the event you could try to bring him to repentance !
In this idea of things, there are no innocent and guilty where
force is resisted by force.

This is not overdrawn. This is the thing in operation when
an attempt is made to sentimentalize Christians in the United
States, aiding in the defense of the nation, (and it is suggested
that we borrow Mahatma Gandhi’s loin cloth as an emblem of
Christianity) it is necessary to show the real issue, “that de-
fense against brutality is not the same thing.”

A DEFEATIST ATTITUDE

One of the most deplorable things about this position is,
that it betrays those who adopt it into a defeatist attitude to-
ward our government. I do not say that they are such inten-
tionally; but I do say their agrument is defeatist propaganda.
Frequently we hear non-resistant preachers praise our govern-
ment for the great blessings we enjoy and all that hear it are
bound to tingle with gratitude, for such a great government,
but as the sequel proves, this is never done to show us Chris-
tians that we should support this blessed government, in its
fight for existence, but that we should not fight for its existence.
Thus the conclusion nullifies the premise. It is like a son prais-
ing his father for his good home, and many blessings, and then
when the father is attacked by murderers and robbers, and is
fighting for life and home, this model son declares, he cannot
fight for his dear father’s existence. The grateful son concedes
that the bad sons may fight, nay, he will encourage them to
fight, he even offers to provide arms with which to fight--but
that does not change the status of his attitude one whit. Pro-
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viding fighting weapons, without fighters to fight with them,
is sheer nonsense. Far better would it be on these principles,
to make us coffins, instead of cannons!

The why a person takes this attitude toward “Uncle Sam”
has nothing to do with the fact of it. I am showing the neces-
sary consequences which flow from his principles. The facts
are : This government has been attacked by brutal force,
therefore, this government must perish unless its citizens kill
to defend it. This citizen says that he will not kill to defend it:
Therefore it must go down, so far as he and his principles are
concerned. This is defeatist propaganda, that plays into the
hands of Hirohito and Hitler, to perfection. It makes no dif-
ference that other men will fight to defend it: and that they do
so successfully. It will not be because of their argument, or
any action flowing from it, but in spite of it.

The fact that most who hold this theory about war, will in
practice reverse it, by working in non-combative capacities,
does not help the theory any. It just proves their practice is
better than their theory. If I help a neighbor who is butcher-
ing his hogs, I am helping to butcher the hogs whether I ac-
tually cut their throats or only tend the fire! The all-out con-
scientious objector is the only nearly consistent man on that
side of the question.

While we are being properly horrified at the prospect of
American Christians committing a great sin against the saints
from Japan, “who might have been among the number who
rained death and destruction on Pearl Harbor,” let us not for-
get that this argument says, “God ordains all human govern-
ments alike.” Then it follows, that God’s blessing was upon the
bombing of Pearl Harbor, and the deep concern, over the Jap
Christians endangering their salvation by being a party to it, is
wasted sympathy! They acted under the blessing of God. For
if as it is said, “one government is as much ordained as another,
German, Italian, Japanese, and the United States,” it follows,
that this government is also under the same “blanket endorse-
ment” and can therefore bomb right back, with the same
divine blessing ! If not, why not? If, as I am told, “God has
ordained all governments alike,” but only in the hand of sin-
ners, then you still have God ordaining sinners to mutually
destroy one another; thus making God condemn the sinner,
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and ordain his act, at one and the same time! From this pre-
dicament there is no escape. It can not be denied God has or-
dained civil government. Taking the Christian out, therefore,
does not take God out, it only leaves God a full partner with
the sinners. It only makes the Christian say: “The killing has
to be done; but I am too good to do it. Let God and the sinner
do it, and I will stand on the side line shouting ‘praise God,
pass the ammunition, and sic ‘em sinners’!” This theory makes
the Christian more righteous than God.

GOVERNMENT AS DEFINED IN ROMANS 13

The truth of the matter is God has never ordained any par-
ticular civil government in toto, as a corporate body, but the
institution of civil government as defined in Romans 13:1-7.
He ordains civil government, just as he ordains marriage, but
not everything men and women do in the name of marriage.
Men can and do use the marriage institution as a vehicle of
adultery, just as wicked men can and do get control of a given
government and use the institution as a means of oppression
and murderous brutality. But this abuse of the function of
the institution does not invalidate the institution. It only
invalidates the unit which thus operates. The way some
brethren reason that a Christian cannot participate in civil
government because some governments are wrong, would
prove that a Christian cannot marry because some marriages
are wrong.

Now I submit, in the light of what Paul defines the God
ordained function of government to be, the three great powers
fighting the United States--Germany, Italy, and Japan--are
by their own deeds, criminal, outlaw powers. In the hands of
ambitious war lords they have been transformed into instru-
ments of internal oppression and external aggression.

This government is not perfect. Nothing human is. But it
is not a criminal nation, and no peaceful nation on earth fears
it. For the government even makes provision for the genuine
conscientious objector. It even treats him better than he pro-
poses to treat himself, for whereas, he would let the Jap “cut
his throat” without resistence, the government will protect
his throat from the murdering Japs.
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THE QUESTION OF MORAL LAW

Now I ask the question, how can a Christian know what he
can do, or not do, as a matter of moral right or wrong in any-
thing? The answer is bound to be that he can not do that which
God condemns, and he can do that which God approves as
right. This is not a question of what a sinner must do to be
saved, or of worship, or procedure in the church, but of what
he can do in the field of the common life of men, in the social
state, which is governed by moral law. He has to settle it by
the same method he settles all other such questions in life, “is
the thing itself right or wrong”? If a Christian considers going
into a business, or a profession in life, what does he ask? Will
it violate any of the moral commandments? Does God approve
it? Now, let the Christian apply the same reasoning toward
this sword question, that he employs in all other questions of
common life, and what does he find? Why, he finds that Paul
has anticipated this vital point, and plainly settled it for him.
“For he beareth not the sword in vain: for he is the minister of
God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him that doeth evil.”
(Rom. 13 :4)

Therefore God having settled his approval upon the “ruler
sword bearer,” can the Christian who believes God have any
hesitancy that he may be a sword bearer in the government,
unless he is afraid of being “a minister of God for good” and
"a terror to evil works”?

If a Christian boy was thinking of becoming a doctor, and
was wondering whether it was right or wrong, and came to a
passage in his New Testament which said, “For the doctor is
a minister of God to thee for good.” I wonder if he would have
any hesitancy in deciding that it was right for him to become
a doctor? But if the same Christian boy is wondering if it is
right to become a sword bearer for the government, as thousands
of ours are doing, and he reads in his New Testament, “For he
beareth not the sword in vain: he is the minister of God to
thee for good”; other things being equal, would he hesitate
any longer whether he may become such or not, any more than
he would about becoming the doctor? He would not, if some
preacher did not rise up and say, “Oh yes, son, I know it says
that but it means the “sinner only sword bearer.” But the
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text says no such thing, and means no such thing. The man
who puts “sinner only” in the text adds to the word of God.
God says the “sword bearer” is his “minister,” and he puts
his approval upon the offical ruler, and not upon the personal
character of the officer, be he saint or sinner. Ruler is an of-
ficial term, like priest, king, or governor, who fills the office is
another matter entirely.

When it is admitted that the thing done is right, as it is in
this case, it remains that a Christian can do what is morally
right, unless it can be proved that it is wrong to do what is
right! That is absurd on the face of it, yet it is exactly what
the “sinner only” advocates are up against. They have to
prove that it is wrong for a Christian to do what they them-
selves say is right!

THE KIND OF SINNERS BEST QUALIFIED TO
ADMINISTER GOVERNMENT

I am wondering, too, just which variety of sinners are best
qualified to fill the various governmental positions any way?
I would like for some of these experts in the “classification
business” to enlighten me on this head, so when I go to vote
for my “sinner rulers,” I can get the sinner best fitted for the
job. We all know it to be a fact, that there are degrees of sin,
hence greater and lesser sinners. So in rounding out this idea
in a practical way, if we accept it as a principle, that being a
sinner is the fundamental qualification for holding office, then
it follows of necessity that the more proficient a sinner is in
sin, the better fitted he is for any particular office. Therefore,
the way to get efficiency in office, would be to elect experts in
sin. Those who have demonstrated in a sinful career, great
aptitude in sin, paralleling the office they are to fill. Thus I
suppose we should elect a slick confidence crook for governor,
a bank embezzler for treasurer, disbarred lawyers for legisla-
tors, perjurers for judges, and well seasoned murderers for
sheriffs and policemen, while the common mill run of thugs,
thieves and manslayers will do for the army and navy! If as
I am told sin is an indispensable qualification for governmental
office, then it must logically follow, that I should try to select
the greatest sinners for the greatest offices, and the lesser sin-
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ners for the lesser offices. If not why not? According then to
this most pious theory of “sinners only” in public office, we have
made a grave mistake in putting Al Capone in prison, killing
“Pretty Boy Floyd” and John Dillinger. We ought to have
made “Al” president, Dillinger, vice-president, and Floyd
secretary of state!

THIS THEORY MAKES
TRANSGRESSION NECESSARY

I well know that those who say, “Oh yes, we admit govern-
ment is necessary, and right, but God has ordained it in the
hands of sinners only,” always have in mind the nice, moral
and courageous kind of sinners. “The good sinners.” But good
does not belong to sin. Good is from God only. John says that
“sin is the transgression of law.” Therefore, a person cannot
be a sinner without being a transgressor, Hence when it is
said that a sinner is appointed of God to do anything, because
he is a sinner, as this theory does, it involves the principle of
transgressing God’s law, and therefore makes transgression an
inherent qualification, thus the more he transgresses, the better
he is qualified. There is no way to escape it but to abandon
the idea.

For instance, if we say “marriage is ordained of God,” but
only for the virtuous, would not all agree, the more virtuous
the persons are who enter into it, the better the marriage will
be: Certainly so. But if we say government is ordained of God,
but only sinners shall administer it, would it not be equally
true that the more sinful the sinners, the better the govern-
ment? All will admit the first proposition is true, but all can
equally see the proposition is not true. Yet the same principle
is applied in both cases. Why, then, the difference? Why do
the advocates of the sinner only theory of government prefer
the weak sinners, instead of the robust? The reason is, because
their theory is false and breaks down of its own weight. The
only thing sin can qualify any person for is to go to hell, not to
fill a government office ! The only reason any sinner is fit for
anything is not because of his sins, but because of the good
that is in him, in spite of his sin. The theory is preposterous,
illogical, and subversive of the whole law of God.
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“God does not have two moral laws, one for the Christian
and another for the sinner.” The thing that makes a Christian
is obedience to his one law, and the thing that makes a sinner
is disobedience to the same law. There is nothing God com-
mands any Christian to do that he does not command every
sinner to do: to cease to be a sinner and become a Christian.
Therefore, when God ordains government, for the protection
of the good, and the sword, for the punishment of the evil
doers, as being right, it is as right for the Christian to wield it
as it is for hin to do anything else, God authorizes in the moral
realm.

EXAMPLE OF CHRIST AND APOSTLES

Frequently some type of objector comes up to me with that
“more holy than thou” look, and with touching pathos asks:
“Can you conceive of Christ and his holy apostles, under any
circumstances, killing or executing a person?” My answer is,
I can, and I will give you an instance of it--Acts 5:1-10. The
case of Annanias and Sapphira. They lied to the Holy Spirit.
An apostle pronounced their doom. Christ executed them on
the spot. And the young men carried them out and buried
them. Christ killed them, and the apostles were a party to it.
This is not introduced to prove anything, except the single
point that Christ and the Apostles are not inherently against the
idea of taking human life under certain circumstances. This was
a stern piece of business. It was cold death, instant retribution,
stark and terrible. It doubtless would have “turned the stom-
achs” of some of our sweetest brethren, had they been present,
who think too much of the guilty and not enough of the in-
nocent.

In Romans 13:1-7 the same Christ has ordained the sword of
punishment for those who deserve it.

JUDAS ISCARIOT AS A SAMPLE IN GOVERNMENT

Judas Iscariot is often brought up as an example of God
using sinners for some special work. He seems to be the favo-
rite example of the sinner only theory of government. That
the sin of Judas played a part in the ordained plan of salvation
is not denied. So did all the others who participated in the
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Lord’s death, but what they did was wholly wrong, and they
were condemned for it, while the good connected with their
acts was not due to their sinful deed but through God’s inter-
vention. But the sinner in civil government performs a good
act in bearing the sword, and what he does is right and God
approves it. If things are parallel their essential points will
fit. But there is not a single circumstance in the case of Judas
that fits the case he is supposed to model. Let us compare
them. In the first place, the sinner who is to administer the
government, performs a deed that is right, the punishment of
the evil doer, but Judas performed a deed that is wrong, the
betrayal of Christ. Second, the sinner of Romans 13 is an of-
ficial in the government, but Judas was only a stoodge accept-
ing bribe money from the government. The sinner of Romans
13 is supposed to be appointed because he is a sinner, but Judas
was appointed an apostle, and only became a sinner after he
was in office. Finally, when a government sinner dies in office,
another sinner is supposed to take his place, never a Christian,
but when Judas died in office a Christian, Matthias by name,
was appointed to take his place. Therefore, they being the
judge, the sample sinner example winds up on my side of the
proposition! As a model of sinners serving in civil government,
he turns out to be as big a traitor as he was in life. No wonder
if old Judas knew at the time that he was intended to be the
great type of the “sinner only theory of civil government”
when he saw what a sorry flop he had made, went out and
hanged himself !

NON-RESISTANCE A FAILURE IN
CONVERTING KILLERS

The non-resistant says if we would never resist force at all
under any circumstances, those who employ it at a given time,
would soon cease to kill victims; who died with prayers on
their lips for their executioners, and this Christian course
would effect the conversion of the killers, and end wars.

To my mind this is the only consistent argument they make,
and if it would actually do what they claim for it, then there
would be conclusive ground for supposing that Christ taught
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it. “Christ never taught anything that wouldn’t work.” If
so, name it!

Let us analyze this doctrine. Keep in mind it is not only
claimed that Jesus commanded absolute non-resistance, but
its advocates say if it is practiced it will stop all killing. Now
one logical deduction from their own premise destroys their
whole argument. Their proposition is, “if the Christian will
not resist the killer, the killer will cease to kill.” Question?
If the non-resistance of a victim, will so effect the killer as to
accomplish his conversion, after the killing, why doesn’t it so
affect him before the killing and therefore prevent it in the
first place? Like causes always produce like effects. If non-
resistance will convert a killer after he kills, it would certainly
be as effective before the deed as after. If not, why not? Does
its converting power increase in proportion to the amount of
innocent blood that is shed?

We are told that the non-resistance of Jesus is the perfect ex-
ample of the effect non-resistance has upon killers. Certainly
whatever Jesus did was perfect, but did non-resistance on his
part convert his killers from their killing ways? The facts
show it did not, for the same leaders who instigated his death,
continued to persecute his followers, and put some of them to
death. True, some who were a party to the killing of Christ
were converted to him on Pentecost, but the record no where
says, that they were converted because they saw that Christ
was a perfect “non-resistant,” but they were “pricked in their
heart,” when they heard of the resurrection, and that God had
most assuredly made that same Jesus, whom they had cruci-
fied, both Lord and Christ. (Acts 2:36-37.)

Paul saw Stephen stoned, and was a party to that martyrs
death. Did Stephens “non resistance” convert Paul? No! He
went right on, “breathing out threatenings and slaughter
against the saints,” till Christ struck him down on the road to
Damascus. (Acts 9:4.)

Enlightened Christians, in New Testament times, made a
clear distinction between force in the spiritual kingdom of
Christ, and force in the political kingdoms of the earth. They
understood perfectly that only moral persuasion can be em-
ployed in a purely moral spiritual empire, while physical force
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must be used to enforce moral law in temporal affairs. There-
fore, when they were persecuted, by misguided rulers or mobs,
on account of their religion, they usually escaped when they
could, (Paul escaped many times), when they could not they
stood firm for Christ, and took the consequences.

We teach, and practice the same on resistance today, that
was taught and practised by the apostles then, but we repu-
diate the theory that Christ and the apostles taught against
the use of force under all circumstances.

NATIONAL CRIMES AND NATIONAL RETRIBUTION

We are told that a nation cannot defend itself against an
aggressor nation which attacks another, as Japan did us, lest
in bombing Japanese territory, we kill some innocent women
and children.

Now if just national retribution, against national crimes is
sinful, because there are some innocents involved, then God is a
very great sinner for he has exacted it time and again. Were
there no innocent children in the flood? Among the Amalekites,
the Sodomites and others?

National crimes must be punished by national means and the
guilty nation can no more be allowed to go unpunished because
some individuals in it are innocent, than you can fail to punish
a murderer, because some of his innocent relatives will suffer
to some extent. The principle would practically end all pun-
ishment of crime. When the unholy three, “Hell, Hitler and
Hirohito,” brought total war upon the nations about them,
and the innocent women and children in them, they carried
their own with them into the conflict, and therefore, they are
responsible for all the blood shed on both sides. But now, due
to the courage, endurance, “blood, sweat, and tears,” of their
intended victims the tables are turned, and a terrible retribu-
tion is descending upon their heads. We have misguided,
mushy, muddle-minded “objectors,” among us who say that
Christianity demands that not one hair of their guilty heads
be touched ! I for one deny the Bible. teaches any such maudlin
doctrine. When the masses of men are guilty God punishes the
mass. The individual that is spiritually right, will suffer the
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temporal calamity befalling the mass, without any impair-
ment of his spiritual standing. Consider Daniel and the three
Hebrew children. They suffered national banishment but were
still children of God.

Therefore it is far better that possibly some innocent suffer
in the guilty nations of Germany and Japan, than that the
whole world of free men, women, and children come under their
brutal yoke, God denying, and man dishonoring philosophy
of life.

WHY ARGUE AGAINST DEMONSTRATION?

We all teach, and correctly so, that the way to learn the plan
of salvation is to go to the examples of conversion in the book
of Acts, where it is put into operation. Likewise when you come
to this issue, “Can a Christian, serve in the armed forces of
the government?” The case of the Philippian jailer constitutes
a demonstration. Let a man fairly state a hypothetical case
that meets all the requirements of proof and I submit they are
present in this case. These points are plainly specified and
certified in Acts 16:23-40.

The jailer was a sword bearer, on duty, Paul preached to
him while on duty. He obeyed while on duty, between 12 and
1 a.m., and the next morning was still on duty as the keeper of
the prison, and had Paul and Silas in his custody. How could
the case be any stronger? Yet my critics will stand around and
“howl for just one instance of a Christian being a sword bearer
after he became a Christian.” This is like a sectarian preacher
who denies baptism is for the remission of sins, and when Acts
2:38 is cited to him, he stands and “howls for just one passage
that says baptism is for the remission of sins”!

SOME OBJECTIONS NOTED

Now what is offered against this case as conclusive proof of
the issue in hand? The most common one is, “Ah, Brother
Green, but you don’t know but what they told him to resign
his jailership afterwards”! My answer is : Let us Ah ! again.
But I ask, d o  you know that they did tell him to resign? If so
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give us chapter and verse for it. Therefore as they can not do
this, they are then forced to answer their own question and
say, “they do not know that he resigned,” and can never know
it, and therefore this objection is reduced to exactly nothing
in the mouths of those who make it. Their evidence is in per-
petual default. Furthermore no man can believe the jailer
resigned, for the simple reason, no scripture says he did. “For
faith comes by hearing and hearing by the word of God.” But
you can believe he was a sword bearer for his government after
he became a Christian, for the word of God says so, Acts 16:
35-36; and 2 Peter 1:3 proves the all sufficiency of what is given
by divine power, and prohibits teaching anything as doctrine
not clearly revealed.

“According as his divine power hath given unto us all things
that pertain unto life and godliness.”

The divine scriptures give us the jailer bearing the sword,
before he was converted, during his conversion, and after his
conversion, hence is according to Godliness, but the scriptures
do not give us his resignation, and that paralyzes the opposi-
tion, and to teach that he did resign is unGodliness.

TIME SUPPOSED TO BE TOO SHORT TO TELL
THE JAILER WHAT TO DO

Another objector once said, “that because Paul didn’t tell
the jailer to resign in the short space of time mentioned, is no
conclusive evidence he didn't later on, because it isn’t recorded
he told him not to commit adultery or many other things that
are wrong.” My answer was and is, “Yes, this is true, but the
scriptures elsewhere do tell him not to commit adultery and
everything else that is wrong, but they do not tell him to re-
sign his jailership.” But to make the adultery argument
parallel to the jailer, you would have to suppose that the apostle
found a man committing adultery, converted and baptized
him while in the act of adultery, and the man was still com-
mitting adultery in the apostle’s presence six hours after his
conversion! I believe two things would be conclusively estab-
lished, that we had the prize adulterer of all time, and that
adultery was approved of by the apostles!
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A SUPPOSED EXAMPLE OF LATER
APOSTOLIC TEACHING

The same person who made the above objection, also wrote
a little book, and has this to say of what he means by further
apostolic teaching given after a recorded case of conversion.
He says, quote : “Acts 19 19:  tells of believers who had continued
to practice magical arts for a time. We have a record of their
learning better and quitting.” This is a plain perversion of
scripture.

The scriptures do not say that, “believers continued to
practise their magical arts for a time.” Acts 19:18-19 says, “And
many that believed came, and confessed, and shewed their
deeds. Many of them also which used curious arts brought
their books together and burned them.” The scriptures link
their believing, coming, confessing, showing of their deeds and
book burning together. The book burning proved they repu-
diated the contents. Not that they “practiced them for a
time” after believing. This is a plain perversion.

But he completely destroys his own argument when he says,
“We have a record of their learning better and quitting.” Now
where is the record of Cornelius, Sergius Paulus, and the jailer,
learning better and quitting? Where does the record show,
that they came, and handed in their swords? If you had this,
you could prove your case, but you do not, therefore, you being
the judge, your argument goes down.

WHOSE ARGUMENT DEPENDS UPON THE
SILENCE OF THE SCRIPTURE?

Now of all the silly efforts which have been made to get
around the jailer’s case, the silliest of all, is to say, “That I am
basing my argument on the silence of the scriptures”! Now I
ask, what is the silence of the scriptures? The answer is, “any-
thing the scriptures do not say”, and the scriptures do not say
that the jailer resigned, neither do I! Who says that he did?
The non-resistant says it, and must or give up his position,
therefore, they speak where the scriptures do not speak, and
are not silent when they are silent.
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In this respect my critics are like a baby sprinkler, who
after a gospel preacher has cited the case of the jailer’s conver-
sion, and shown that, “believing was the stated condition of
baptism” rises up and says, “but the scriptures do not say,
that there were no infants in his household, therefore, infant
baptism is established and your whole argument is based on
the silence of the scriptures!” Such silly argument, on the
baptism feature in this case is apparent to all; but some of our
preachers take the same turn, on the sword bearing feature of
the jailer’s case. “Verily, the legs of the lame are not equal.”
Therefore, the jailer’s case stands out as a clear, irrefutable
example of what the apostles taught and practiced on the
question of sword bearing for the government. A case of con-
version is accepted as demonstration of the plan of salvation.
The jailer’s case is a demonstration on the government ques-
tion.

THE SPIRIT OF CHRIST AND THE
SPIRIT OF A SOLDIER

It has been urged, “that the spirit of Christ, and Christianity
is irreconcilable with the spirit of a soldier, or officer whose
duties involve the taking of life.” Now let us see: God is pre-
sented in his own moral nature as a being of infinite love, good-
ness, mercy, forbearance, forgiveness, etc; but he is also pre-
sented as a being of infinite punitive attributes as well. “God
hates every false way,” he is angry with the wicked every day.
“Vengeance is mine, saith the Lord.” “Our God is a consuming
fire."” He so loved the world he sent his son to save it, but he
is also sending some of the world to hell every minute! Now
how can God love and hate; be merciful and send to hell; for-
bear and execute vengeance; at the same time? The answer is,
this is God’s character as a ruler toward the unrepentant
wicked. Likewise, God has appointed the human government
in righteousness, (Rom. 13), to punish the evil doers in society.
When the Christian is acting for this government in a puni-
tive character, it is no more inconsistent with his Christian
character, than it is in God. If so, why so? Further more, do
not forget, that the sinner only theory says, “that God has or-
dained the sinner to punish,” hence, God is a partner with the
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sinner in his official acts, and if God can be a partner with the
sinner, why not with the Christian, in the same acts? Had
God rather have a child of the devil for a partner, than one of
his own? This argument makes the Christian better than God!
They also say if a sinner sheriff pulls the switch on a murderer,
it is a righteous act; but if the same sheriff is converted and
pulls the same switch on a murderer, the same act becomes an
act of murder. As a sample of the silly sentiment some times
employed by non-resistants to obscure the issue, I was asked by
a certain brother in a public meeting the following question:
“Could I as a Christian, aim the rifle at the heart of a Jap,
and pull the trigger that would send the bullet to take his
life?” My reply was and is, “Yes, if he had started the shooting
at my heart, and had a bead on it, I would aim to get mine in
first, and furthermore I would feel that I had God’s blessing
upon the act, and his also,” for the brother had just said, “that
Christians were commanded to pray for our government and
soldiers,” therefore when I sent the bullet, his prayer would
go right along with it! If not why not? Or is his prayer with
the Jap bullet? I wonder!

DID THE APOSTLES HAVE THE SPIRIT OF CHRIST?

Certainly the apostles had the spirit of Christ, they under-
stood the sermon on the mount. They understood what was
meant by love your enemies, turn the other cheek, the weapons
of our warfare are not carnal, and if these, and other scriptures
quoted by nonresistants teach what they claim they teach,
and apply as they apply them, that a “Christian under no
circumstances can bear arms for the government, or take life
in self-defense,” then the apostles were non-resistants, and
would have talked and practiced then, as nonresistants talk
and practice now. How can a non-resistant preacher today,
who is a genunine conscientious objector preach to a solider on
duty, convert him, baptize him, continue in his company for a
space of time and then nor later never tell him he will go to hell
for being a soldier! Yet, this is exactly what the apostles did
in the cases recorded--Cornelius, the jailer, and Sergius Paulus.
No apostle ever told any soldier or government official to resign.
The Holy Spirit closed the divine revelation and left these men
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in office, so do I. Now who dares to take them out? The sweet
spirited non-resistant. He says that the spirit of Christ de-
mands it. But Paul and the other apostles were led by the
Holy Spirit, and they left them in.

WHAT STAND SHALL WE TAKE, DEFEND THE
GOVERNMENT, OR OBJECT TO DEFENDING IT?

Now my dear reader what stand will you take? The circum-
stance that some officers and soldiers in our government may
manifest a cruel and un-Christian spirit in combat, has nothing
to do with the issue. Some preachers manifest a very un-chris-
tian spirit in “contending for the faith,” but that does not
prove it is wrong to “fight the good fight of faith” in the right
spirit. The fighting spirit is the same, whether in spiritual or
carnal warfare. Whether it is a good fight or a bad fight, de-
pends in both cases on what you are fighting for. We have
tried to keep the issue clearly before us, and we now pray the
blessings of God to rest upon the truth, and may your decision
be according to truth. Elijah of old said, “How long’ halt you
between two opinions.? If the Lord be God follow him: but if
Baal, follow him.” If the doctrine of non-resistance is the true
teaching of the New Testament, then the Church of Christ
should go into the “Jehovah Witness,” and “Quaker” camp
on this question. If it is not the teaching of the New Testa-
ment, which I think I have conclusively shown: then this false
teaching should be exposed and repudiated, and not allowed
to stultify the consciences of those required to enter the armed
services. True, the individual must decide his course of action
for himself, and I never have, and will not make it a test of
fellowship, but that doesn’t change the character of the issue,
or the consequences that flow from it.

If my opponents are right, you can not be a Christian with-
out being a conscientious objector. If my position is right you
can. I shall continue with the help of God to contend against
the teaching that would identify the Church of Christ, as a
non-resistant body, and it’s membership as conscientious ob-
jectors. I am conscientiously opposed to making conscientious
objectors out of the members of the body of Christ.
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THE IMPORTANCE OF KEEPING THE
TRUE ISSUE IN VIEW

As we near the close of this study we would call the readers
attention to a truth mentioned before in this work; “That a
subject clearly defined is half argued.” As an example, one of
the brethren has written a book on the non-resistant side of
this question, and titled it, “Can a Christian kill for his govern-
ment?” The word kill always sounds bad. Everyone knows
the Bible condemns murder and all other immoral acts, but
they also know, if they know anything at all about the Bible,
that punitive killing is not murder, though killing takes place
in both instances, The writer of the book acknowledges this,
and says on page 47: “It is true that God has decreed that
evildoers be punished, that murderers’ blood be shed, that the
sword be wielded, and that pain be inflicted.” Then why not
incorporate this distinction in the title? The word kill alone,
leaves one to guess at what kind of killing is referred to--God
condemned or God authorized? To the uninformed, the title
“Can a Christian kill for his government?” suggests the pic-
ture of a Christian murdering for his government, and of course
the thought is repulsive, and the title is misleading. Accord-
ing therefore to this author’s own teaching, his whole effort
may be summed up in the following deductions. The question,
“Can a Christian kill for his government?” turns on whether
or not the government has a right to kill for it’s existence. The
author says it has, hence the question remaining is, can a
Christian do what God and the author both say is right? He
then proceeds to write his book to show why a Christian can
not do what he himself says is right! Therefore until someone
is able to prove that it is wrong for a Christian to do right, my
case is established. We now notice his main argument to this
end.

THE SERMON ON THE MOUNT AND THE
PENAL LAW OF MOSES

In this book the argument has been made that Jesus in
Matt. 5:38-42 repealed the penal law of Moses, so far as the
Christian is concerned, and in principle therefore, prohibits
Christians from acting in any punitive capacity for the govern-
ment.
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Reference is made to the law of Moses concerning the aven-
ger of blood, set out in Deut. 19:4, the death penalty, Lev. 24
and 25, and other passages covering these points. The deduc-
tion is then made that Jesus had the repealing of these laws in
mind when he said: “Ye have heard that it hath been said,
an eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth: But I say unto you,
that ye resist not evil: But whosoever shall smite thee on thy
right cheek, turn to him the other also.”

Now there is no question about the law of Moses. The issue
is, was Jesus teaching the disciples on their relationships to
one another, and social attitudes, or was he teaching on the
relationship between the government and criminals, and
soldiers bearing arms? I say that he was teaching on the first,
and that the government, legal execution of a criminal, or
murderer, is not in the passage at all. We take the author’s
own argument and prove this. This says, the expression,
“smite thee on thy right cheek,” means, if a man murders your
brother, and you are a Christian Jew, instead of acting as the
punitive agent of the government, and executing him as the
Law of Moses provided, this passage commands you to, “turn
the other cheek.” Let him go free! But if the first cheek smit-
ing refers to the act of murder, then it isn’t sufficient to just
let the murdered one go unavenged, for Jesus also said “turn
to him the other cheek also.” Hence to carry out his applica-
tion of this passage, “the avenger,” would have to go out and
let the murderer, murder him also! This is lots of murder isn’t
it? But there is still one to follow, because it makes this argu-
ment commit suicide. But another inconsistency is found
here. The one smitten was to turn the other cheek according
to Christ. But according to this argument the next of kin is to
do this turning of the cheek. He makes it apply to a brother,
a cousin or some other relative. I suppose this makes it “rela-
tively” close enough to the truth for a non-resistant argument.
I never knew before that one of my brothers, or other kin was
my “other cheek”! Certainly the law of Moses did provide for
the next of kin to execute a murderer, but to say that Christ
was repealing this law in Matt. 5:38-42, is absurd. Yet the
author of “Can a Christian Kill for His Government?” says
this very thing, pages 36 and 37. “He says Jesus referred di-
rectly to this law, and denied to the Christian the principle
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contained in it.” Well where did he deny it, except where he
said, turn the other cheek? Therefore using the principle, that
the correct meaning of a passage may be substituted for the
wording of the passage, it would read: Matt. 5:38-39, “But I
say unto you that ye resist not murderers, but if one murder
thy brother, or nearest kin, thou shall not execute him as the
law requires, but thou shall step aside, and let the next in line
who is a sinner, be the blood avenger.” Now this is what he
tries to make this passage teach, and is a fair sample of the
arguments used throughout the book. The command to,
“turn the other cheek,” certainly implies, the one smitten
still has the freedom of choice, so do all of the other commands.
“Take away thy coat, give him your cloak.” “Compel you to
go a mile, go two.” This could not be the case, if he was tell-
ing his disciples what to do when a murderer has a gun on them.
Then they would have no choice but to submit. He being the
judge, neither can it apply between the government and the
criminal. For he himself says, “that the government must
punish the criminal”; therefore his whole argument falls of its
own accord.

SOME QUESTIONS ANSWERED

One of the best ways perhaps to teach, is to ask and answer
questions. We now propose to answer some that have come
up in the discussion of this subject. “If God ordains govern-
ments in righteousness only, how could he endorse one as
wicked as pagan Rome?” I have never taught that God has
ordained any government in it’s entirety, but the institution
of civil government. (see page 25) We are here dealing with
the elements of society in general. It is either government or
anarchy. I maintain God endorses the idea, that men delegate
power to an official group, for the regulation of the mass of
society in moral righteousness, and their protection from the
brutal among them. Now when we view this institution in
practical operation, beset with all the wickedness, and abuses
rampant in society in general, one can stand and point to these
things and say: “Now do you mean to tell me this thing is en-
dorsed of God?” The answer is, no, not what you are pointing
at. But this is only the shady side of the picture; the part made
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up of human wickedness, and corruption, which shows up in
all men live and operate in. It afflicts every institution God
has ordained. Take the home and church for example. Let
me picture all the wickedness, strife, deception, and actual
immorality practiced in both today, and then ask: “Is Christ
the Author of these institutions doing such things?” You
would say no, Christ is the Author of these institutions in
righteousness. These things are the abuses of the church and
home, and not the functions of them. The same is true of
government: Look at the whole picture. There are abuses in
them, but still they give us an organized society, as against
anarchy. Security of life, liberty, the pursuit of happiness and
temporal well being, where there is any on this earth our
own government gives it to us in a high degree. A distinction
must always be made between an institution, and the abuse
of it. Now with reference to pagan Rome, this same principle
applies. Rome was giving to the world an organized society,
as against anarchy. As an institution, it’s general function
was right. It was no worse, and probably better, than any of
it’s predecessors or rivals. As the Kingdom of Christ is a
spiritual institution and not political, it could begin and op-
erate under Roman rule as well as any other. All Christians
had to do then, was what they should do now, render their
supreme allegiance to Christ spiritually, and support the
government accordingly. It can not be disloyal to Christ for
a Christian to bear the sword in punishment of the evildoer,
because Paul says, the sword bearer is God’s minister,
Rom. 13:4.

DO THE GOVERNMENTS OF THIS WORLD
BELONG TO THE DEVIL?

My answer to this is, if they do, then God commands us to
be in subjection to the devil. (Rom. 13:1-2.) If they are, then
we are commanded to pray for the devil and his works. (I
Tim. 2:1-2.) If they are, then the Lord is dependent upon the
devil, and the devil’s head man on the earth is supreme. (I
Pet. 2:13-14) “Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man for
the Lord's sake, whether it be to the king as supreme;” or unto
governors, as unto them that are sent by him for the punish-
ment of evildoers, and the praise of them that do well”.
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Some of the devil’s servants can get control of parts of a given
government, or all of it, but this does not make the institution
of the devil, or give him the control of all the earth. Our fore-
going arguments cover this point, and we refer the reader to
them. The late Judge Rutherford really set out this doctrine,
“of the devil being the head of all earthly kingdoms,” and if
you can believe this absurd teaching, I have little hope in
reasoning with you.

FLEE OR FIGHT

I am sometimes asked, “If Christians may fight for their
government: why didn’t Jesus tell them to stand and fight for
Jerusalem, instead of flee from it, in Luke 21:20-22?" The
answer is, Jesus told the Christians to flee Jerusalem for the
same reason you would tell a friend to flee a burning house
which was beyond saving.

The text says verse 20, “And when ye shall see Jerusalem
compassed with armies, then know that the desolation thereof
is nigh.” Jesus had prophesied the destruction of the city.
The place was doomed. It was a simple warning to get out of
a place devoted to destruction. Verse 21, “Then let them which
are in Judea flee to the mountains”; . . . Jesus did not say,
“flee because it is wrong for a Christian to fight under any
circumstances,” as my opponents try to make it say, but he
said, “get out because the desolation thereof is nigh.” If I
told a man to flee because his house was on fire, would that
mean that he was not to fight a fire under any circumstances?
I have heard of several of our gospel preachers, who have been
quoting this to prove, that Christians should not fight for the
government today. But I know of none who have “fled to the
mountains since war was declared,” or left their houses, or
clothes, as Matt. 24:16-18 enjoins.” I wonder when they are
going to take off?

CAN THE CHRISTIAN FIGHT FOR THE CHURCH?

Again I have been asked: “If Christ would allow Christians
to fight for anything, why didn’t he command them to fight
for his church?” The answer is, he has commanded Christians
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to fight--to “fight the good fight of faith,” and certainly this
fight embraces the church. But he also tells them, what kind
of weapons to use in this warfare. The church being a spiritual
institution, only spiritual means can be used to advance and
maintain it. Hence Paul says of this warfare: “The weapons
of o u r  warfare are not carnal.” My opponents are always
quoting this passage, and still do not know where to apply it.
They do not seem to know the difference between the Gospel
and a Sherman tank. The point is, Christ has commanded us
to fight for his church, but has prescribed weapons consistent
with the nature of the institution, moral weapons: the gospel,
the word of God, the sword of the spirit. When he comes to
give directions concerning that institution, which deals with
men in the flesh, the Government, he confirms the carnal
weapon necessary to its existence, and says that the sword
bearer is, “His minister.”

CONCLUSION

We hope the reader will not allow the truth on this subject,
to be obscured by false claims or charges. I  am not justifying
war, nor advocating bloodshed. I am as much opposed to both
as I know how to be. Neither am I saying the Christian should
abandon love, right and reason at any time. “When forced to
use force,” is the only time he employs force in any thing. His
chosen and characteristic method is right and reason. When
forced to use force, he administers it according to right and
reason. It is not a question of: can a Christian go out and kill
a man, as some delight to picture it, but the question is, can
a Christian defend himself, if a man unprovoked comes to kill
him? It is not a question of: can a Christian go to war? But
where must the Christian go if war comes to him? It is not a
question of what the Christian says a sinner may do or not do,
that has nothing to do with his duty. The issue is: What is
the Christians duty toward civil government and war? The
circumstance, that it can be shown, that there is some corrup-
tion in the administration of all governments, and that some
entirely defeat the function of government as defined by Paul,
is a reason for reform, and eliminating the false, but is no
reason for repudiating the true. I maintain that all the force
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a righteous government uses, internally or externally is defen-
sive. The function of government is not to kill its citizens, but
to protect them in right doing. The government maintains the
public good. If a citizen goes to jail, it is when he by miscon-
duct forces the authorities to put him there. If a citizen is
executed, it is only after he has murdered a victim, and as-
saulted the peace and laws of government. Likewise a peace-
ful nation like ours does not make war. It only defends itself
against war makers. This is the principle I have contended
for throughout. I hope and pray for the day when the world
will be delivered from the horror of war, and the threat of it,
but I deny that non-resistance will stop it. The resort to brute
force which makes war, is like a plague, it is a world disease,
which must be fought, not surrendered to. In this sin-cursed
earth, we only have earthly peace, when the preponderance of
force is exerted on the side of right and freedom. This may be
a very unwelcome truth to many, but it is the truth never-
theless.
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