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Manfred E. Kober, Th.D., Instructor

TOWATER p[]u'*‘“ﬂ”  TRUTH: Honesty the Best Policy or Only Policy? 8
WORK.: A Pleasure of Paradise or a Curse of Civilization?  \_\_
CAPITAL PUNISHMENT: Barbaric or Biblical?
GIVING: The Problem of Priorities and Percentages
ECOLOGY: Nature’s Use and Abuse |

ALCOHOL: Token Moderation or Total Abstinence?

WAR: Ungodly or Unavoidable?

ABORTION: Woman’s Choice or Wicked Carnage?

PRAYER: Do the Mechanics Matter?

WORSHIP: Spiritual Exercise or Selfish Extravaganza?

THINK!

~  MAYBE WE CAN
'DODGE THIS WORK.
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The informed believer needs to be conversant with three areas of spiritual knowledge to enable
him to functional well as a messenger of his Master in a dark world, among men and women
groping to find answers. Each believer should be acquainted with the areas of doctrine, ethics
and apologetics, so he knows what to believe, how to act and how to defend his faith.

These sometimes controversial topics were selected to demonstrate the biblical relevance

" in all matters of faith and practice and to enable us to think through these topics from the
perspective of God’s Word. Then may we lovingly apply the biblical principles gleaned from
the study to answer those who ask for the basis of our position in these crucial areas (1 Pet. 3:15).

THINK!

MAYBE WE CAN
DODGE THIS WORK.
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Truth: Honesty -- the Best Policy or Only Policy?

1A.

2A.

TRD'TY

The Origin of Truth:
1b. In God the Father,--the manifestation of truth:

John 17:3 - "the only true God"

1 John 1:5 - "God is light and in Him dwelleth no darkness at all"
2b. In Christ the Son,--the incarnation of truth:

Jdohn 1:14 - "Grace and truth came by Jesus Christ"

John 14:6 - "I am the way, the truth and the life"
3b. In the Holy Spirit,--the revelation of truth:

John 14:17 - "Even the Spirit of truth"

John 16:13 — "the Spirit of truth. . .he will guide you into all truth"
4b. In God's Word,—-the inscripturation of truth:

John 17:17 - "Thy word is truth"

Psalm 18:8,9
The Offense of Falsehood:
1b. The emanation of falsehood:

lc. In eternity past: John 8:44

2c. On earth: Gen. 3:1-5 _—
2b. The illustrations of falsehood:

lc. Joseph's brothers: Gen. 37:31-35

2c. Potiphar's wife: Gen. 39:13-18

3c. Pharaoh: Ex. 9:28

4c. Judas: Luke 22:3; John 13:27

S5c. Ananias and Sapphira: Acts 5:4,8
3b. The denunciation of falsehood:

lc. Falsehood is one of the most heinous sins:
1d. It is listed among the sins that God especially hates:

Proverbs 6:16-19 - "These six things doth the Lord hate; yea, seven
are an abomination unto him: A proud look, a lying tongue, and
hands that shed innocent blood, An heart that deviseth wicked
imaginations, feet that be swift in running to mischief, A false
witness that speaketh lies, and he that soweth discord among

brethren." Prof. Manfred E. Kober, Th.D.



2cC.

3c.

24.

3d.

Truth, Page 2

It is contrary to God's character: 1 John 2:21
It issues in eternal damnation: Rev. 21:8,27; 22:15

The reason why liars cannot enter into heaven is not because the sin of
lying cannot be forgiven but this is the type of sin that keeps men
from coming to the Savior. As Christ said in John 3:19ff, the condem-
nation is that 1light is come into this dark world and men love their
wicked deeds rather than come to the light. Lying thus is one of the
sins preventing individuals from coming to the Savior.

Falsehood is a characteristic of the old life:

Col.

3:9-10 "Lie not one to another"

Eph. 4:25 "Speak every man truth to his neighbor"”

Prov.

13:5 "A righteous man hateth lying"

Falsehood must be consciously and continuously avoided:

Col.

3:9-10

Eph. 4:25

Ex.

20:16; 23:1,7

Falsehood perpetuated by speech or utterance is especially denounced:

Col.

3:9-10

Eph. 4:25

4b. The operation of falsehood:

1c.

2c.

3c.

4c.

Every deviation from the truth is the result of sin.

A point can be reached where a person actually believes the lies which
he invents.

A liar is a person who asserts something which is contrary to fact.

A person is a liar when he passes on misinformation, no matter what
his motives or designs may be.

1d.

2d.

3d.

All falsehood, as deviation from truth, is per se wrong.

Prejudices, false judgments and convictions are deviation from the
truth.

Any deviation from the truth is sin because falsehood is contrary
to the character of God.




3A. The Obligation of Truth:
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5c. A person may misrepresent truth overtly in several ways:
1d. Design of deceiving or injuring someone.

2d. Desiygn ©f benefiting someone:
le. Out of necessity: e.g. Rahab hiding the two spies.

2e. Out of expediency: e.g. Taking children to the doctor and
telling them it won't hurt.

3e. Out of custom: e.g. Santa Claus, "Boogy Man"
3d. Design to amuse or to instruct

le. Parables: 2 Sam. 12:1-6, David and Nathan
2e. Fables: Judges 9:8-15

3e. Irony: 1 Kings 18:27; Job 12:2; Ex. 14:11
4e. Novels:

5e. Compliments:

6e. Exaggeration:

The above five methods of conveying information are not really
wrong but caution needs to be used. Exaggeration is a form of
lying and therefore needs to be avoided.

MY SELE-EVIDENT TRUTHS

1b.

ARE MORE SELF-EVIDENT
THAY YOUR SELF-EVIDENT
TRUTHS |

The divine basis for truth.
lc. The absolute character of truth.
1d. God is truth: John 14:6

2d. God 1is light: 1 John 1:5 TT&JT}§l
3d. God is love: 1 John 4:8,16

4d. God is spirit: - John 4:24

There are only four "God is" statements in the Bible and two
deal with truth. Two of the seven sins which God hates, it will
be recalled, deal with lying.

2c. The absolute requirement of truthfulness.

1d. The ultimate question:

IS IT EVER RIGHT TO DEPART FROM STRICT, LITERAL TRUTH? (or, Must
we tell the truth at all costs, at all times, to everyone?)

le. An affirmative answer:

It is right to lie at times under certain conditions,
most ethicists believe:

Eavey thinks so (Practical Christian Ethics, p. 17):




2e.

1
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“Folks who think they
always must speak the truth
overlook auother good

1e

choice — silence.

2d.
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"There are rigid moralists, e.g. Augustine and Kant, who
maintain that no circumstances can justify departure from
strict and literal truth--not even to deal with children,
save life, to restrain madmen, to prevent criminal acts,
or to deter an enemy in time of war. Most students of
ethics, however, are in accord with sound human under-
standing and general practice which allow for exceptions."

Smyth, in Christian Ethics, asserts that we are never
justified in telling an untruth unless "you can tell the
necessary falsehood deliberately and positively, from
principle, with a good conscience void of offense toward
men, and- sincere in the sight of God" (Pp. 399f).

A negative answer:

It is never right, under any circumstances, to deviate from
the truth.

1f. Theologians and philosophers agree: Augustine, Kant,
Fichte

Fichte uses the illustration of a woman on her death-bed

having just given birth to a dead infant. She asks if he

is alive. The truth might kill her. Should she be lied
to in order that the mother's life might be saved?

Fichte replies: Stirbt sie, so stirbt sie der Wahrheit."

("If she dies, she dies for the sake of truth.")

2f. John Murray, Principles of Conduct, p. 47:

"No claim is more basic or ultimate than that of truth.
We cannot regard any other sanction as higher on the
altar of which truth may be sacrificed. By what warrant
may we plead, as many have done, that love is a higher
end out of consideration for which untruth is sometimes
justifiable and dutiful? 1Is life itself more sacred

than truth? God is love. . .But God is truth also. Love

and truth do not conflict in Him and His truth is never
curtailed or prejudiced in maintaining and promoting the
interests of His love."

One is inclined to agree with Murray that there is never
a good reason to deviate from God's truth,

An unequivocal answer:

Truthfulness may never be sacrificed for anything else.

le. It cannot
conflict.
truth are

2e. It cannot

be sacrificed for love because love and truth do not
They do not conflict in the nature of God. Love and
not antithetical in the actions of Christ.

be sacrificed for life because God is the sovereign over

life and no person can die one moment before God permits Him
to leave this world.



2b.

3b.

The

1lc.

2c.
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For example, as we were hiding Jewish people in our home
during World War II, it would not have been right for us
to lie to the authorities about our knowledge of their
whereabouts. Certainly, even if the truth had been told
to the Gestapo, God would not have permitted these Jewish
people to have been exterminated without His express
permission. Lying in order to save a life or to bring
about a beneficial situation for someone is not an
ethical choice we should make, because it infers that God is
impotent or because it implies that God is without power
and not in sovereign control over the events of the
universe.

3e. It cannot be sacrificed for any higher end, because untruth
is the contradiction of God's nature, and that is wrong.
Furthermore, it is never right to do evil that good may come.
Rom. 3:8
personal knowledge of truth.
The believer must know the truth if he is to live the truth.
Truth comes through revelation rather than reason: Ps. 58:3; 2 Cor. 4:4

The life of truth is effected through a transformation by the God of truth.

1ld. The salvation experience may be considered as a change from living
a lie to obeying the truth: 2 Thess. 2:13; 1 Jn. 2:22; Gal. 2:5

2d. The believer's life is characterized by truth:
le. Carnal Christians do not obey the truth: Gal. 5:7

2e. False teachers err from the truth: 2 Tim. 2:18
3e. Apostates are unable to come to the knowledge of the truth:

2 Tim., 3:7-8; 2 Thess. 2:10-12; cf. Rom. 2:8

4e. Believers are immersed in truth:
1f. The Christian rejoices in the truth: 1 Cor. 13:6
2f. The Christian walks in truth: 3 John 3-4; 2 John 4

3f. The Christian delights to see others walk in truth:
3 John 4

The biblical problems concerning truth.

The Bible contains various problems in relation to truth. The following are
classic illustrations:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

An example of untruth: Rahab and the men of Jericho, Josh. 2

An example of a half-truth: The midwives of Egypt and Pharoah, Ex. 1
An example of concealment of truth: Samuel and the men of Bethlehem,
1l Sam. 16

An example of strategems of war: Joshua and the men of Ai, Josh. 8
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lc. Rahab's lie: Josh. 2:1-14

1d.

2d.

2c. The

1d.

2d.

B ————

an Egyptian scene of birth

The problem considered:

The principles analyzed:
half-truths of t?e midwives of Egypt: Ex. 1:15-22

The problem considered:

le. The midwives revealed part of the truth: Ex. 1:19-20
2e. The midwives concealed part of the truth: Ex. 1:17, 20
The principles analyzed:

le. It is not the untruth of the midwives which is endorsed
but their fear of God: v. 17, 21

2e. The case of the midwives demonstrates that the fear of God
frequently co-exists with moral infirmity.

3c. Concealment of truth: 1 Sam. 16:1-15

14.

2d.

4c. The

1d.

The problems of the passage:

le. Samuel was commanded to do one thing and told to say another:
1 Sam. 16:1-2
Samuel was commanded to anoint a new king over Israel and yet
said that he had come to offer sacrifice.

2e. God authorized concealment and evasion of the truth.

3e. Samuel was permitted to suppress the most important facts of
his mission, that is, the anointing of a new king.

The principles from the passage:

le., Samuel did what he said he would do: 1 Sam. 16:4-5
He did offer the sacrifice.

2e. It is proper that under certain circumstances part of the
truth may be withheld or concealed.

3e. Concealment is not the same as deception or lying.

4e. We are not warranted to maintain that in concealing the truth
we may affirm untruth.

strategems of war: Josh. 8:3-29

The strategy intended at Ai:

le. There was an ambush or a concealment: Josh. 8:4-13
2e. There was a feigned retreat: Josh. 8:15

3e. The Lord Himself was party to the strategem: Josh. 8:8-18



2d. The

le.

2e.

3e.
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principles inferred from the incident:
There was no action on Israel's part contrary to fact or intent.

Truth does not mean that the other person understands everything
perfectly that we are saying or doing.

Deception arises at times when the other party fails to interpret
correctly our true purpose.

John Murray concludes concerning these and other difficult
biblical illustrations:

"The upshot of our examination has been that no instance
demonstrates the propriety of untruthfulness under any
exigency. We would require far more than the Scripture
provides to be able to take the position that under
certain exigencies we may speak untruth with our neighbour.
In other words, the evidence is not available whereby
we may justify deviation from the sustained requirement
of the biblical witness that we put away falsehood and
speak truth. We would need the most explicit evidence
to warrant such deviation and it is that evidence that
is wanting. How then could we justify it?" (p. 146)

Furse, Margaret Lewis.
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Nothing But the Truth? what It Takes to Be Honest. Nashville, TN:

Abingdon, 1981, pp.127.

Murray. John. Principles of Conduct. Chapter VI, "The Sanctity of Truth," pp. 123-148.

Grand Rapids, MI:

Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1957, pp. 272.



GOD HATES AN GOLOES ND
DETESTS DESIRES

PROVERBS 6:16-19
| There are six things the
Lord hates, seven that are
detestable to Him:
1. Haughty Eyes
2. A Lying Tongue
3. Hands that shed
| innocent blood
4. A heart that devises 4. Pure Thoughts
wicked schemes
5. Feet that are quick to |5. Eagerness to Do Good
rush into evil
6. A false witness who 6. Honest Witness
pours out lies |
7. A man who stirs up 7. Peaceful Harmony
dissention among
brothers.

Humility
Truthful Speech
Preservation of Life

WiIN =

THE SERPENT AND THE SAVIOR

5 “L will’s of Isaiah 14:13-14 “A Proud Look” Philippians 2:5ff, -
2 Kings 9:22; Rev. 2:20 | Matthew 11:29
John 8:44 “A Lying Tongue” John 14:6; Matthew 26:62-66
John 8:44 “Hands that shed John 11:25; John 14:6
innocent blood”
Genesis 6:5 “An heart that devises Hebrews 7:26;
wicked imaginations™ 2 Corinthians 5:21 -
Job 1:7 “Feet that be swift in John 4:4-5
running to mischief”
Matthew 26:60, Rev. 12:10 “A false witness that | Rev. 1:5
speaketh lies”
“he that soweth discord Matthew 11:28

among brethren”




Fig. 286. Ananias und Saphira. Elfenbeintafel zu Brescia.

ACTS 5

BUT a certain man named An-i-ni’-is,
with Sapph-i’-ra his wife, sold a pos-
session,

2 And kept back part of the price, his wife
also being privy o it, and brought a certain
part, and laid it at the apostles’ feet.

3 But Pé’-tér said, An-a-ni’-ds, why hath
Sa’-tin filled thine heart to lie to the Holy
Ghost, and to keep back part of the price of
the land?

4 Whiles it remained, was it not thine own?

~ and after it was sold, was it not in thine own

power? why hast thou conceived this thing
in thine heart? thou hast not lied unto men,
but unto God. .

5 And An-a-ni’-3s hearing these words fell
down, and gave up the ghost: and great fear
came on all them that heard these things.

6 And the young men arose, wound him
up, and carried Aim out, and buried Aim.

7 And it was about the space of three hours
after, when his wife, not knowing what was
done, came in.

8 And P&’-tér answered unto her, Tell me
whether ye sold the land for so much? And
she said, Yea, for so much.

9 Then P&-tér said unto her, How is it that
ye have agreed together to tempt the Spirit of
the Lord? behold, the feet of them which
have buried thy husband are at the door, and
shall carry thee out.

10 Then fell she down straightway at his
feet, and yielded up the ghost: and the young
men came in, and found her dead, and,
%anging her forth, buried ker by her hus-

and.

11 And great fear came upon all the church,
and upon as many as heard these things.

12 ¢ And by the hands of the apostles
were many signs and wonders wrought
among the people; (and they were all with
one accord in SOl-0-mon’s porch. =

13- And of the rest durst no man join him-
self to them: but the people magnified them.
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THE NEW YORK TIMES OP-ED MONDAY, JANUARY 8, 1996

Now

1 DO NOT LIE TO

THE VOTERS... 1
SIMPLY TELL THEM MY
vaz%\or\\ OF THE TRUTH.

Essay

WILLIAM SAFIRE

Blizzard of Lies

Americans of all political persua-
sions are coming to the sad realiza-
tion that our First Lady — a woman
of undoubted talents who was a role
model for many in her generation —
is a congenital liar.

Drip by drip, like Whitewater tor-
ture, the case is being made that she
is compelled to mislead, and to en-
snare her subordinates and [riends
in a web of deceit.

1. Remember the story she told
about studying The Wall Street Jour-
nal to explain her 10,000 percent prof-
it in 1979 commodity trading? We
now know that was a lie told to turn
aside accusations that as the Gover-
nor's wife she profited corruptly, her
account being run by a lawyer for
state poultry interests through a dis-
reputable broker.

She lied for good reason: To admit

Protecting Bill
from Hillary.

otherwise would be to confess taking,
and paying taxes on, what some
think amounted to a $100,000 bribe.

2. The abuse of Presidential power
known as Travelgate elicited another
series of lies. She induced a White
House lawyer to assert flatly to in-
vestigators that Mrs. Clinton did not
order the firing of White House trav-
el aides, who were then harassed by
the F.B.1. and Justice Department to
justify patronage replacement by
Mrs. Clinton's cronies.

Now we know, from a memo long
concealed from investigators, that
there would be “hell to pay" if the
furious First Lady’s desires were
scorned. The career of the lawyer
who transmitted Hillary's lie to au-
thorities is now in jeopardy. Again,
she lied with good reason: to avoid
being identified as a vindictive politi-

cal power player who used the F.B.I.-

to ruin the lives of people standing in
the way of juicy patronage.

3. In the aftermath of the apparent
suicide of her former partner and
closest confidant, White House Depu-
ty Counsel Vincent Foster, she or-
dered the overturn of an agreement
to allow the Justice Department to
examine the files in the dead man’s
office. Her closest friends and aides,
under oath, have been blatantly dis-
remembering this likely obstruction

of justice, and may have to pay for
supporting Hillary's lig with jail
terms.

Again, the lying was not irrational.
Investigators believe that damning
records from the Rose Law Firm,
wrongfully kept in Vincent Foster’s
White House office, were spirited out
in the dead of night and hidden from
the law for two years — in Hillary's
closet, in Web Hubbell's basement
before his felony conviction, in the
President’'s secretary's personal
files — before some were forced out
last week.

Why the White House conceal-
ment? For good reason: The records
show Hillary Clinton was lying when
she denied actively representing a
criminal enterprise known as the
Madisan S$.& L., and indicate she may
have conspired with Web Hubbell's
father-in-law to make a sham land
deal that cost taxpayers $3 million.

Why the belated release of some of
the incriminating evidence? Not be-
cause it mysteriously turned up in
offices previously searched. Certain-
ly not because Hillary Clinton and
her new hang-tough White House
counsel want to respond fully to law-
ful subpoenas.

One reason for the Friday-night
dribble of evidence from the White
House is the discovery by the F.B.L
of copies of some of those records
elsewhere. When Clinton witnesses
are asked about specific items in
“lost” records — which investiga-
tors have — the White House *“finds”’
its copy and releases it. By conceal:
ing the Madison billing records two
days beyond the statute of limita-
tions, Hiilary evaded a civil suit by
bamboozled bank regulators.

Another reason for recent revela-
tions is the imminent turning of for-
mer aides and partners of Hillary
against her; they were willing to
cover her lying when it advanced
their careers, but are inclined to lis-
ten to their own lawyers when faced
with perjury indictments.

Therefore, ask not *Why didn't she
just come clean at the beginning?"’
She had good reasons to lie; she is in
the longtime habit of lying; and she
has never been called to account for
lying herself or in suborning lying in
her aides and friends.

No wonder the President is fearful
of holding a prime-time press confer-
ence. Having been separately de-
posed by the independent counsel at
least twice, the President and First
Lady would be well advised to retain
separate defense counsel. 1

(92



Work: A Pleasure of Paradise or a Curse of Civilization?

1A, The Calling of Work: Gen. 1:28; 3:17-19

‘ 1b. Work

2b. Work

3b. Work

4b. Work
lc.
2c.

@

5b. Work
"Six
lc.
2c.

6b. Work
1lc.

. Prof. Manfred E. Kober, Th.D.

is demanded by God in paradise: Gen. 1:28
is designed for human prosperity: Gen. 1:29-31

is disfeatured by human sin: Gen. 3:17-19

is developed by early man:
The compliance of work:

1d. Abel: Gen. 4:2

2d. Cain: Gen. 4:2,17

3d. Jabal: Gen. 4:20

4d. Jubal: Gen. 4:21

5d. Tubal-cain: Gen. 4:22
6d. Noah: Gen. 6:14,22
The consequence of work: Gen. 5:29
Benefits

Blessings

1d. The natural result of diligent labor is wealth:

THINR!

MAYBE WE CAN
DODGE THIS WORK.

Gen. 13:2,;

27:28,29;30:34

2d. Possession of wealth and inheritance of wealth carry no
dishonor and may be the direct result of God's blessing: Gen. 27:39

is demanded in the Mosaic law: Ex. 20:9

days shalt thou labor, and do all thy work. . ."

Labor is a commanded activity:

Labor is a regular activity:

is discussed in great detail:

The vices connected with work:

1d. The vice of idleness--ABSTINENCE from work:

"An idle brain is the devil's workshop."

"Activity may lead to evil, but inactivity cannot lead to good."

"Idleness is the sepulchre of virtue."

"Men are naturally tempted by the devil but an idle man positively

tempts the devil."
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le. Idleness is a form of impiety: 2 Thess. 3:6,8

2e. Idleness results in the vice of being a busybody: 2 Thess. 3:11
3e. Idleness is tantamount to a denial of the faith: 1 Tim. 5:8

4e. Idleness is worse than infidelity: 1 Tim. 5:8b

Se. 1Idleness frequently parades under the guise of religious
devotion: Mark 7:9,13

6e. Idleness is a special vice of young women: 1 Tim. 5:11-13
7e. Idleness robs people of happiness: Gen. 1:28-31

"Occupation was one of the pleasures of paradise and we
cannot be happy without it."

2d. The vice of sloth—--AVERSION to work:
le. Described in Proverbs:
1f. Slothfulness is a great waste: Prov. 18:9
2f. Slothfulness finds constant excuses: Prov. 22:13
3f. Slothfulness makes no preparation: Prov. 6:6

4f. Slothfulness is manifested in excessive sleep:
Prov., 6:9-11; 19:15; 26:14

2e. Denounced in the New Testament:
1f. By Christ: Matt. 25:26

"His lord answered and said unto him, Thou wicked and
slothful servant, thou knewest that I reap where I
sowed not, and gather where I have not strawed.™

2f. By Paul:

Not slothful in business; fervent in spirit; serving the
Lord Rom. 12:11

"And that ye study to be quiet, and to do your own business,
and to work with your own hands, as we commanded you; That
ye may walk honestly toward them that are without, and
that ye may have lack of nothing." 1 Thess. 4:11-12

3f. By the author of Hebrews: Heb. 6:12

" That ye be not slothful, but followers of them who through
faith and patience inherit the promises."

3d. The vices of the rich--ADOPTION of a false perspective:
le. Accumulation of ill-gotten gain: James 5:1-3

2e. Avarice: 1 Tim. 6:10
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3e. Attitude of self-sufficiency: Mark 10:23,25; 1 Tim. 6:17-19

. 4d. The virtue of work:

le. Each person's labor is a divine calling: 1 Cor. 7:20
"Let every man abide in the same calling whereinhe was called."

2e. Our life will best be regulated when it is directed toward
this mark.

3e. The work of the unsaved, no matter how necessary or noble,
is sin: Prov. 21:4

"An high look, and a proud heart, and the plowing of the wicked,
is sin."

4e. All activity can be performed to the glory of God:
1 Cor. 10:31

"Whether therefore ye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ye do, do
all to the glory of God."

1f. The injunction:
2f. The implications:
3f. The importance:
7b. Work is discovered by the Reformers:
‘ lc, The New Testament work ethic:

"Christianity has undoubtedly given new vigor and dignity to the
belittled world of work. With its penetration of the pagan West,
the Christian religion etched a halo, as it were, around man's
daily labor. 1In stead of being just a time-~consuming routine, a
drab, monotonous sparring for subsistence devoid of ultimate
meaning and laden only with burden and uncertainty, the workaday
world was now interpreted as a divinely appointed sphere where

man as a worker is ordained to glorify God, and in His name to
serve his fellow man. Upon the humblest carpenter shop Christianity
bestowed something of the radiance of Nazareth; through the tired
limbs of even the lowliest slave the Gospel sent a surge of glory."
Henry, Aspects of Christian Social Ethics, pp. 31-32

2c. The Roman Catholic work ethic

"It was the Roman Catholic misconception of vocation that prepared

the way for the gradual inroads of modern secularism upon the
Christian view of work. 1In the Middle Ages and throughout the
centuries, Rome limited the idea of vocation only to the priestly

class . . .Such denial of the priesthood of all believers has two
important consequences: it excludes the laity from divine service,

and it elevates the priesthood above the world of labor." 1Ibid., p. 36

. 3c. The Protestant work ethic:
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"Over against Rome's distinction between the religious and the
secular, which granted spiritual merit only to those in specifically
designated religious pursuits, the Reformers insisted that every
‘ believer's calling is sacred. The Reformation intention, as
Alexander Miller notes, was not to do away with all priests, but
rather 'to make all Christians priests.' The layman has a calling
in Christ no less than the minister, and the daily labor of both,
performed as a consecrated sacrifice, is equally acceptable as
spiritual service. On this basis, Martin Luther is said to have
liberated not only the monks in the monasteries but all men to
fulfill their divine vocation. The Reformation did not eliminate
the priesthood but rather did away with a non-priestly laity; every
follower of Jesus Christ was reminded anew of his calling to full-
time priestly service. This emphasis did not so much secularize
the ministry as it sanctified the laity. The Christian workman
becomes a priest among his fellowworkers; he serves both God and
neighbor by offering God the labor of his hands as a daily sacrifice."
Ibid., p. 42.

1d. Luther's position:

"Yet Luther told his followers: 'God even milks the cows
through you.' and restored to man's work the music that
Christianity first put into the working man's heart. English
fishermen and Russian harvesters often broke into song as
they labored. And in Iowa, American farmers had a saying
that even the cows knew the difference when a dairyman was
converted." 1Ibid., p. 42

/// 2d. Calvin's position:

"It is remarked that the Lord commands every one of us, in all
actions of life, to regard His vocation. For He knows with
what great inquietude the human mind is inflamed, with what
desultory levity it is hurried hither and tither, and how in-
satiable is its universal confusion being produced by our
folly and temerity, He has appointed to all their particular
duties in different spheres of life. And that no one might
rashly transgress the limits prescribed, He has styled such
spheres of life vocations, or callings., Every individual's
line of life, therefore, is, as it were, a post assigned him
by the Lord, that he may not wander about in uncertainty all
his days. . . . He that is in obscurity will lead a private
life without discontent, so as not to desert the station

in which God has placed him." Calvin's Institutes, III, X,6.

2A. The Conduct in Work: Col. 3:22-25; Eph. 6:5-9

Col. 3:22-25 Eph. 6:5-9

S nServants, be obedient to then.

22 “Servants, obey in all things
your masters according to the flesh:
not with eyeservice, as menpleas-
crs; but in singleness of heart, fear-
ing God:

23 And °whatsoever ye do, do it
heartily, as to the Lord, and not
unto men; .

24 Knowing that of the Lord ye
shall receive the *reward of the in-
heritance: for ye serve the Lord
Christ.

25 But he that doeth wrong shall
receive for the wrong which he
hath done: and there is no respect
of persons.

that are your masters according to

the flesh, with fear and trembling,

in singleness of your heart, as unto

Christ; .

6 Not with %eyesérvice, as men-
pleasers; byt as the servants of
Christ, doing the will of God from
the heart;

7 With good will doing service, as
to the Lord, and not to men:

8, Knowing that whatsoever good
thing any man doeth, the same shall
he freceive of the Lord, whether he
be bond or free.

9 And, ye masters, do the same
things unto them, ¢forbearing
threatening: knowing that ryour
Master also is in heaven; neither
ihs' there Jrespect of persons with

im.
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1b. The action in work:

lc. Obeying:
2c. Obeying in all things:
2b. The attitude in work:

lc. The attitude of work negatively: Not superficiality
1d. Not with eye service
2d. Not as men pleasers

2c. The attitude of work positively: 1In sincerity
1d. In singleness of heart: Col. 3:22
2d. Heartily: Col. 3:23
3d. With a good mind: Eph. 6:7

3c. The anticipation in work:
1d. Regognition: Eph. 6:6

"Doing the will of God from the heart."

2d. Rewards:

Eph. 6:8 "Knowing that whatsocever good thing any man doeth,
the same shall he receive of the Lord, whether he be bond or

‘ free."

3d. Recompence: Col. 3:24

"Knowing that of the Lord ye shall receive the reward of the

inheritance; for ye serve the Lord Christ."

"The inscriptions and drawings in the catacombs discovered in
Rome in 1578 depict believers in the course of daily work . . .
the Christian movement was not embarrassed by the scarcity

of philosophers in its ranks. Nor was it embarrassed because
its first disciples included fishermen and a tax—-gatherer, and
because its greatest apostle was a tentmaker. Had not the
Redeemer himself been a carpenter? First generation Christians

reflected in daily living the biblically inspired conviction
that manual work is noble."” Henry, p. 53

3A. The Compensation for Work:

The calling of work makes it wonderful; work belonged to the pleasures of
paradise.

The conduct in work makes it a witness; our conduct displays how clearly we
see our relationship to Christ as Savior and master.

The compensation for work maKes it worthwhile; the rewards are held up for each
. beliaver as incentives to diligence.

lb. The suggestion for rewards: Eph. 6:8; Col. 3:24
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The servants addressed here by Paul are not performing a "spiritual"
service but are encouraged in their every-day activity to be faithful
because, while their recompense in this l1ife may be minimal or nil,
their reward from their "mastexr in heaven" (Eph. 6:9) would be great.
While they are on this earth they would hardly have opportunity to
attend worship services, they would be unable to organize into a
"Slaves for the Savior" organization but they are encouraged to be
faithful in everything, because every act, no matter how trite, would
ultimately be rewarded. If all things can be done for the glory of
God (I Cor. 10:31), then all actions, even eating and drinking, will
merit a reward or, if done improperly, will forfeit a reward. The
realization of this puts a halo over every action we perform each day.
It eliminates the distinction between the secular and the sacred. It
sanctifies every~-day work. It puts the common laborer on an equal basis
with the most prominent pastor or missionary, as far as the value of
their work for the Lord is concerned. It should make us look on work
as a holy delight rather than a humdrum duty. The biblical view of
work is that every action is important, making life a serious matter.
Thus, if every action receives a reward, then every action is of greatest
significance, whether remuneration or recognition in this life can be
expected. Our divine Master keeps records and someday will reward us
for each action performed with sincerity and without superficiality.

2b. The setting of rewards:
The judgment seat of Christ

The judgment seat of Christ is one of the most misunderstood
prophetic events. Rather than it being a"protestant purgatory,"
it is a time of rewards when the believer will be decorated

for the next event, the marriage of the lamb, While it may be

a time of remorse and regret for missed opportunities it is not

a time of punishment for sins but a time of rewards for those
things done for the Lord. It is a time of triumph rather than
tragedy, glory rather than gloom. Though some would use the
judgment seat as a club to force people into greater faithfulness,
the scriptures hold out the judgment seat of Christ as the
crowning event of the faithful life. The Apostle Paul closes the
discussion of the judgment seat of Christ in the most lengthy
Scripture passage referring to it with these words: "Then shall
every man receive praise of God" (I Cor. 4:5c)

JUDGMENT SEAT MARRIAGE OF
OF CHRIST THE LAMB



3c.

securing of rewards:

Special rewards:

1d. The wreath of incorruptibility: 1 Cor.
2d. The wreath of life: James 1:12; Rev. 2:10
3d. The wreath of glory: 1 Peter 5:4

4d. The wreath of righteousness: 2 Tim. 4:8
5d. The wreath of rejoicing: 1 Thess. 2:19

Individual rewards:

1d. "wWhatsoever ye do" Col. 3:23
2d. "Every good thing" Eph. 6:8
3d. MEating and drinking and whatsoever ye do"

Universal rewards:

1d. Divine affection: 1 Thess. 4:17
2d. Divine appointment: 1 Cor. 6:2,3
3d. Divine approval: 1 Cor, 4:5

9:25
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1l Cor. 10:13
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WHOSE WORK IS MORE IMPORTANT?

WHO WILL RECEIVE THE GREATER REWARDS?
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WORK:

humdrum duty or holy delight ?2?

1. the calling of work makes it

pleasures of paradise.

2. The conduct in work makes it a

; work belonged to the

; our conduct displays how

clearly we see our relationship to Christ as Savior and master.

3. The compensation for work makes it

. the rewards are

held up for each believer as incentives to diligence.

Col 3:22-25 -- Servants, obey in all things
your masters according to the flesh; not
with eyeservice, as menpleasers; but in
singleness of heart, fearing God: ? And
whatsoever ye do, do it heartily, as to the
Lord, and not unto men; # Knowing that of
the Lord ye shall receive the reward of the
inheritance: for ye serve the Lord Christ. *
But he that doeth wrong shall receive for
the wrong which he hath done: and there
is no respect of persons.

Eph. 6:5-9 -- Servants, be obedient to
them that are your masters according to
the flesh, with fear and trembling, in
singleness of your heart, as unto Christ; °
Not with eyeservice, as menpleasers; but
as the servants of Christ, doing the will of
God from the heart; “ With good will doing
service, as to the Lord, and not to men: ®
Knowing that whatsoever good thing any
man doeth, the same shall he receive of
the Lord, whether he be bond or free. °
And, ye masters, do the same things unto
them, forbearing threatening: knowing that
your Master also is in heaven; neither is
there respect of persons with him.

NOT WITH EYESERVICE

AS MENPLEASERS BUT

FROM
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/COLOSSIANS 3:22:25 /

22 : : .
Servanis/obey in all things yousr nyasters a¢cording to

the flesh; not with eyeservice, as menpleasers; but in

singleness ofiheart,fearing God:

23 . .
And whatsoever ye do, do ircheartily
and not unto men; '

24 Knowing that of the Lord ye shall receive the reward
of the inheritance: for ye serve the Lord Christ.

as to the Lord,

* But he that doeth wrong shall receive for the wrong
which he hath done: and there is no respect of persons.

| Y CUNOIAS <NOU S
B ~ EPHESIANS 6:5-9 |

5 , 4

Servants, be obedient to thempAthat are your masters
according to the flesh, with fear and trembling, in singleness
of your heart, as unto Christ;

° Not with eyeservice,4s menpleasers; but as the
servants of Christ, doing’the will of God from the heart;

" With good will/doing service, as to the Lord, and not to
‘men:

" Knowing that whatsoever good thing any man doeth,
the same shall he receive of the Lord, whether /1¢ be bond or
free.

9

And, ye masters, do the same things unto them,
forbearing threatening: knowing that your Master also is in
heaven; neither is there respect of persons with him.
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THE BUSY MAN

' If you want to get a favor done

By some obliging friend,
And want a promise safe and sure,
DIVINE SERVICES On which you can depend,

Don’t go to him who always has

CONDUCTED HERE Much leisure time to plan;
THREE TIMES DAILY But if you want your favor done,

Just ask the busy man,

The man with leisure never has
A moment he can spare;

He's always “‘putting off’’ until

His friends are in despair.

But he whose every waking hour
Is crowded full of work;

Forgets the art of wasting time;
He cannot stop to shirk,

So when you want a favor done,
And want it right away,
Go to the man who constantly
Works sixteen hours a day,
He’ll find a moment sure somewhere
That has no other use,
And help you, while the idle man
‘ Is framing an excusel
- Author Unknown

“sald thai V rtra N rseback...averaging 20
;‘Ii ls sa2d thatAJohr; Resley Zzigglig g(s)g, gggmﬁééesagg 2§oduced 'hundredsoof
" i 0 years, ore ’ ' I 8
%Ziﬁi * giy8§oﬁe waé annéiyed that he could not 3212; m%oiz Zgigdlgogogigaihdagre
i y ing hi 86 he was ashame a :
Lthout murtisg his eyes,m%ggii’;d that there was an increasing ftendency on his |

: Yes e CO s y
ngiz Rgc?iii (iiiybed uatil 5:30 in the morning." Amazing that Wesley lived %o
!

& 1 ‘died
'he the same age as Dr. “etcham when he died.

. HOWEVER, FROM TIME
\ TO TIME THEY NEED SOME
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ike and Janet's garden was

something to behold. Long .

straight rows of sweet
corn, green beans, cucum-
bers, tomatoes, beets, and
carrots. Many of the lush
plants were bent over from the weight
of the harvest. And not a weed in sight.

They were proud of their garden, but -

uncomfortable about it, too. “We don't
spend much time on it,” Mike said.
“Why, if Christ.came back today, the ef-
fort would have been wasted.” They
gardened primarily to have a chance to

by Denis D. Haack

den “to work it and take care of it”
(Gen. 2:15) long before thistles became
a problem. He was to exercise creativi-
ty and make changes that would reflect

something of his ideas, experiments, |

and personality. Rooted in Creation, not
the Fall, work provides both a fulfill-
ment of our humanness and an opportu-
nity to serve God.

God's command also stressed stew-
ardship. The world in which Adam and
Eve lived remained the Lord's, and so it
was important that they manage it with
wisdom, affection, and care. !

and God, and used language imagina-
tively (Gen. 2:20,23). Human work pro-
duced human culture in obedience to
God. All of this was part of being hu-
man, and all of it was pleasing to God.

The work of our hands is not an inter-
ruption we must try to minimize to pur-
sue more tmportant éndeavors. Work
and human culture are not incidental to
our faith, but foundational to our rela-
tionship with God. To tend fivestock,
program software; or raise a child is as
honorable — and as spiritual — as wit-
nessing or prayer.

witness, serving up vegetables
and the gospel to their neighbors.

My friends’ desire to be faithful
to their Lord in the work of their
hands is commendable, but their
thinking represents a mistaken
understanding. of work and spiri-
tuality. The Reformers, in con-
trast, taught that every legitimate
vocation was pleasing to God.
The baker and the munister, the
gardener and the scholar all were
equally called by God, and each
was to approach his work as ser-
vice rendered to Him.

“The main end of our lives,”
said the Puritan William Perkins,

‘Every vocation
pursued as serv-
ice to God is part
of ‘the spiritual
task of pushing
back the Fall.

Rejecting what is physical and
despising it as unspiritual is a pa-
gan idea. At Mount Sinai, God in-
vited ‘Israel's leaders to walk up
the mountain to appear before
Him. So they “went up and saw
the God of Israel. Under his feet
was something like a pavement
made of sapphire, clear as the sky
itself. But God did not raise his
hand against [them]; they saw
God, and they ate and drank”
(Exod. 24:9-11).

Seventy-four people find them-
selves before the-face of Him who
is a consuming fire, and what do
they do? Eat and drink. Even in

“1s to serve God in the serving of men in
the works of our callings.” ~
Unfortunately, we've largely lost this
heritage of clear biblical teaching. We
speak instead of “careers” or “jobs,”
ideas we've adopted from the world.
Those in “‘full-time ministry” are
“called,” while the rest of us are stuck
in “secular jobs.” Like Mike and Janet in
their garden, we try to squeeze in “spir-
1tual” activities around the edges.
We’ve unconsciously embraced a
secularized view of work. If we're to

think Christianly about work, we'll need

to recover a biblical perspective.

Faithfulness in work means
approaching work as part of
God's good creation for us.

Work is not something we're stuck
with because of sin. The ideal life isn't
devoid of work (as my children be-
lieve) — Adam was placed in the Gar-

MOOLY/SEPTEMBER 1989

When we sit down to dinner as a fam-
ily, we pause to give thanks. We ex-
press our gratitude to God, acknowl-
edging that He 1s the source of all good
things. Both the work and the income
are His good gifts.

Every legitimate vocation is
equally acceptabie before God.

The Creator intended for us to live as
physical creatures in a physical uni-
verse, “serving and enjoying Him . . .
ruling and enjoying His good world,”
write the authors of Being Human: The
Nature of Spinitual Expertence.

Adam was to “work” the Garden.
The Hebrew word means “cultivate,”
which s related to the 1dea of culture.
Our first parents cultivated the Garden,
cultivated relationships with each other

Adapted with permussion from The Rest of
Success (InterVarsity-Press) by Denis D.
Haack. a wniter and lecturer with Ransom
Fellowship in Rochester. Minn

the presence of God, that which is
physical is not despised, but appreciat-
ed and accepted.

God is not displeased with the physi-
cal, but with sin. Because Christ is Lord
of all, there is no dichotomy between
physical and spiritual, secular and sa-
cred. We must purge our minds and
speech of notions such as “full-time
service” and “secular careers.” All
Christians are to be fully devoted to
their Savior. Whether our vocation is in
mussions or astronomy, our Lord is sat-
isfied only with lives that reflect full-
time service to Him.

Faithfulness means that our
work, regardless of vocation, is
to be rendered as obedient
spiritual service to God.

The early Puritans correctly insisted
that the Christian must see “his shop as
well as his chapel as holy ground” and

21
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How do we know
what to say no to? It
IS by knowing what
God has called us to
say yes to.

.

Z

that “every step and stroke in your
trade is sanctified.”

When I first met Dan, he was
a staff member with InterVar-
sity Christian Fellowship. He
spent his days on college cam-
puses bringing the truth of God
to students. Later, Dan left
IVCF to work on a ranch in
Wyoming. Now his time 1s filled
with cattle, hay, and barbed-
wire fences. Less spinitual than
campus ministry? Not at all.
Less pleasing to his heavenly
Father? Nonsense. The apostle
Paul even instructed slaves to
fulfill their duties as unto the
Lord (Eph. 6:5-8).

A friend in northemn Minne-
sota is self-employed as an ex-
cavator. John has developed

expertise in digging cellars and
septic tanks, grading roads, and
moving earth and rock. Good
solid work, but hardly on most
lists of spiritual nunistries. He
occasionally has a chance to wit-
ness, and he consistently treats
his customers and employees
with honesty. These things are
important, but his excavating
doesn't need to be justified by
evangelism. Employment ‘that is
not condemned by Scripture is
acceptable as work. Those
weeks when John is shut up for

long hours alone in the cab of a_

truck are also service to God.

Faithfulness in our work
means being obedient to

God’s specific calling for

our lives.

God directs us in two ways.
First, there is His general call-
ing. This i1s His call to Christ-
likeness — to righteousness
and obedience — which is apphi-
cable to every believer. Most of
what we need to know about life
and godliness comes in God’s
general call to us in His Word.

Then there is God's specific
calling, which is particular to
each Christian. His specific call-
ing places our gifts and work
within His sovereign purposes
in history.

There’s no need to become
mystical at this point. Rarely in
Scripture did God express His
direction to His children through
miraculous visitations. To think
that a vision is finer than recog-
nizing His sovereign hand in our
circumstances is a failure of
imagination. Our concern must
be faithful obedience, not seek-
ing after spiritual highs.

God's specific calling gives us
direction as His stewards on the
earth. His calling fits us. The
one who calls us, made us (Jer.
1:5). And it 1s in this calling that
we can use our creativity, gifts,
and skills in obedient service.

Gaining a sense of God's spe-
cific calling is strategic.

First, it gives us direction in a
world overflowing with need.
Obedience 1s not the same as
being manipulated by guilt over

every new cause.. Christ's lord-
ship, not need, is our priority.
Even our Lord didn't heal every
leper in Israel. He knew what
He was sent to do, and He could
leave the rest to His Father.

This does not mean we can
be callous to the needs around
us. Nevertheless, we should
gear our lives not to the nega-
tive (needs), but to the positive
(obedience to God's calling).

Second, God's specific calling
gives us a basis on which to say
no to the myriad good things
that compete for our attention.
How do we establish clear prior-
ities for our lives? How do we
know what to say no to? It is by
knowing what God has called us
to say yes to.

It can be disobedience to say
yes to a good thing. A man can

disobey by witnessing. Jesus |.

told a leper He had healed to go
to the pniest as the Mosaic law
commanded. Instead he started
telling people what had hap-
pened, and Christ’s ministry
was hindered (Mark 1:38-45).
Third, knowing our calling
also saves us from being manip-
ulated by the latest fads. A
sense of calling from God leads
to a quiet assurance amid pres-
sure to conform to the social
ideal of the group we belong to.
God communicates His spe-
cific calling to Christians in sev-
eral ways. Sometimes He
speaks supernaturally, as He
did to Paul when he was called

to be an apostle to the Gentiles

(Acts 9). This is rare, but appar-
ently unmistakable.

For other people, God com-
municates His special calling by
placing within them a passion for
some life’'s work. It seems to be
part of their being, as if they
have been created for a single
task, be 1t nussions or science.

And for others, God seems to
center their specific calhing
around a spiritual gft. How they
make their living is a relatively
munor thing to them. Everything
1S secondary to their developing
and using their gift for the glory
of God and the building up of the
church.
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But then there are some who
sense no particular passion for
any vocation and don't see their
lives centered around their spir-
itual gifts. They may not even
be sure God has, directed them
to their vocations. They simply
got there.

If this fits you, it would be
wise not to make a change with-
out clear direction from the

Lord. Being faithful includes

trusting His sovereignty. His
hand brought you here; you
didn't get here by chance. Be

faithful to what He has made

clear to you regardless of how
unclear other details remain.
Faithfulness is the essence of

discipleship. If you find yourself.

working in a bakery, gaining a
sense of God's specific calling
won't necessarily mean you'il
take up another line of work.
It'll mean you faithfully bake
bread as if your only customer
were the Lord.

The proper motivation
for faithfulness in work is
pleasing God.

“Whatever you do, whether
in word or deed, do it all in the
name of the Lord Jesus” (Col.
3:17). Hard work doesn’t nec-
essarily result in success. 1t
doesn't even guarantee we'il
.make a living. We are to work
hard because we are servants of
the King. .

William Perkins put it this
way: “What, must we not labor

"1-in our callings to maintain our

families? I answer: this must be

done: but this is not the scope.

and end of our lives. The true
end of our lives is to do service
to God in serving of man.”

Even making money is a form
of obedience. The Puntans un-
derstood that “if God show you
a way in which you may lawfully
get more than in another way
(without wrong to your soul, or
to any other), if you refuse this,
and choose the less gainful way,
you cross one of the ends of
your calling, and you refuse to
be God's steward.”

Pleasing God means we will
want our work to be marked
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with excellence. How can we
possibly settle for less when our
labor is done as obedience to
Christ? Just as we pray that our
evangelism might bear fruit, so
it is good to pray that the work
of our hands would prosper to
the Creator's glory.

Excellence includes working
hard and conscientiously, giving
the best we can. It means apply-
ing creativity in fulfilling our re-
sponsibilities. It means being
the sort of employee who
knows what it is to work for the
King.

We must grant freedom to

one another as -we wrestle with

what this means. Even those in
the same profession can come
to different conclusions before
the Lord.

A doctor 1 know believes he
is called to pour most of his time
and energy into his local church.
Though he works hard and with
dedication as an emergency
room physician, he is able to
make a living by working only a
few weekends each month. This
doctor will probably never rise
in the annals of the American
Medical Association, but 1s this
failure?

And the Christian physician
who logs long days and nights at
the hospital — and proportion-
ately less time in church activi-
ties — is this different balance
necessarily displeasing to God?
Both physicians may be living
lives of excellence before God.

Faithfulness means our
vocation itself must be
under the rule of Christ.

Scripture speaks not only to
the personal morality of the sci-
entist, but also to the nature of
his science. The Word of God
addresses not only the honesty
and kindness of the teacher, but
also the theories of learning,
knowledge, and instruction.
The lordship of Christ provides
a foundation for understanding
art and aesthetics even as it
applies to the godliness of the
musician.

No matter what our work in-
volves, we must learn to ap-

proach it from the perspective
of the Word of God. The Chnis-
tian physician, for instance,
must realize that bringing
Christ's lordsiip to medicine in-
volves far more than placing re-
liglous magazines in the waiting
room. He must adopt a distinct-
ly Christian basis for his ethics,
business practices, relation-
ships, and models of health, ill-
ness, and treatment.

At the Fall, sin bent every-
thing out of shape. Every
sphere of human labor carries-
mistaken assumptions and be-
liefs. We seldom discuss and ex-
amine them, yet this is exactly
what we must do if we are to
place our work under the rule of
Christ. The enemy has infil-

Scripture speaks not
only to the personal
morality of the sci-
entist, but also to the
nature of science.

\l
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Beware of escapism,
the temptation to
use one part of our
calling to escape
other God-given re-
sponsibilities.

24

trated Creation, and now we
can work to uncover his lies and
replace them with truth (2 Cor.
10:4,5). .

If a farmer sees the land as
somethjng he owns and can ex-
ploit, this will affect how he
farms. But if he’s deeply con-
vinced the land is the Lord’s,
given to his care as a steward,
he will make different choices.

The Fall didn’t remove our
work’s significance, but 1t did
twist work into something dif-
ferent from what God intended.

The Chnistian world view cor-
responds to- what human beings
have always understood about
the nature of work. Work is a
good thing and can be deeply
satisfying, but it 1s also hard and

unrelenting. The Bible gives us
reason to value work without
idolizing it and at the same time
understand why work is tor-
mented with hardship. Without
a knowledge of Creation and the
Fall, it is impossible to reconcile
these seemingly contradictory
aspects of work.

Working in a fallen world
means constantly leaning

against the effects of the Fall.

Just as we pull weeds in a gar-
den, so we must labor to bring
God's redemptive peace to ev-

ery aspect of creation languish-

ing under sin's curse, including
the workplace. -

Medicine and technology can
free mankind from some of the
painful aspects of the curse. En-
trepreneurs can create new
ventures, freeing families from
the pain of unemployment. Art-
ists can open our eyes to facets
of truth we would otherwise
miss. And mussionaries can tell
the Good News to people who
have not yet heard. Every legit-
imate vocation and trade pur-
sued as service to God is part of
this redemptive task.

This is the Christian’s call to
arms. There is not, one square
inch of Creation over which
Christ does not assert His abso-
lute kingship. If that doesn't
bring meaning to work, [ can't
imagine what would.

Faithfulness in work
must be partially defined
by the rest of what God
has called us to do.

Though obedience in work is -

essential, the Creator doesn't
see us as mere machines. Men
and women, though made for
work, are also made for much
more. We have to set priorities
and allocate our resources to
the variety of responsibilities
the Master has ordained for us.
Destroying one’s family to climb
the corporate ladder is hardly
Christian faithfulness.

Margie and | are convinced
that if God has called me to trav-
el in my work, then He has
called our family to this as well.
This means my travel need not

be a great burden; tearing away
at the fabric of our relationships.
Sure, this calls for sacrifice, and
I have had to learn to schedule
wisely. But because my calling
embraces the family, dealing
with my being away is also part
of their cailing before God. The
one who called me made us a
famly.

I am a writer and lecturer by
vocation. If ["am to please God
in my work, | must strive for
standards of exeellence appro-
priate to my trade. But [ am also
called to be a husband, a father,
a citizen, and an elder in my
church. Success in my work
means | must be faithful to God
in all He has called me to do.

This requires making difficult
decisions. We need to resist the
paralysis that can strike because
we are faced with so many op-
tions. There is too much at
stake in the spirtual warfare to
be found running endlessly from
one part of the battle to an-
other, wondering where we
should plunge in. Choose beldly
by faith and work to His glory.

Beware of escapism, the
temptation to use one part of
our calling to escape other God-
given responsibilities. . | tend ,to
“find my vocation more satisfying
than parenting, for example.
Word processors and books
don't talk back, even on bad
days. Few of us find every-task
equally enjoyable, and if we're

not careful, that can become an

excuse for disobedience.

Faithfulness before God
means we must be obedient
across all of ife. Seeking a prop-
‘er balance in a fallen world is
never easy, but it is part of the
Christian's responsibility. -

As William Tyndale said,
“There is difference betwixt
washing of dishes and preaching
of the Word of God; but as
touching to please God, none at
all.” It is in faithfulness to Him
that we find His pleasure and

" our success. And it 1s in a bibli-

cal perspective on work that we
find meaning and freedom in
that part of life that consumes
so much of our time and effort. &
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CAPITAL PUNISHMENT AND THE SANCTITY OF LIFE
By Manfred E. Kober, Th.D.

At the dawn of a new millennium the astute and alarmed observer can witness
the ever-increasing attack on ethical maxims and precepts. Abortion, the murder of an
unborn child, continues unabated and is still the number one killer in the United States.
Homosexuality is ever more militant in its efforts to penetrate politics and culture. The
legalization of euthanasia or mercy Killing is receiving ever-increasing support.
Pornography continues to invade America’'s homes through television and computers.

America’s moral mess appears to be the result of humanistic philosophy and
liberal theology as well as misguided sentimentality. However, the discerning believer
has reason to conclude that behind this departure from ethical norms and the denial of
biblical principles lies ultimately the strategy of Satan, the god of this age, hell-bent on
undermining any vestiges of biblical ethics which have been an integral part of
American culture and society since the inception of our nation.

Even secular ethicists notice the decline of and attack on moral standards in
America and refer to it as “the second cold war.” This war is waged against biblical
Christianity with unbridled ferocity.

It is impossible to ignore the fact that an all-out attack against capital punishment
seems to be underway. The execution of Oklahoma City bomber Timothy McVeigh has
brought the ethics of execution into sharp focus. There is a growing abhorrence to the
death penalty for capital crimes. Even voices inside Christendom deplore the death
penalty for any crime. The pope, in his encyclical EVANGELIUM VITAE, issued in
1995, expressed his misgivings about capital punishment. Again at St. Louis in
January, 1999, the pope appealed for an end to the death penalty on the grounds that it
was “both cruel and unnecessary” (Avery Cardinal Dulles, “Catholicism and Capital
Punishment,” First Things, No. 112, April 2001, 35). Following the pope, the National
Conference of Catholic Bishops and the United States Catholic Conference argue for an
abolition of capital punishment. During their meeting in Washington, D.C., in the fall of
2000 “the 290 Roman Catholic bishops repeatedly stressed their opposition to the death
penalty” (Patricia Rice, “Bishops Urge Clinton to End Federal Executions,” St. Louis
Post Dispatch, Nov. 17, 2000, A8). The liberal mainline denominations are ever more
vocal in their denunciation of capital punishment. Then too, European countries where
capital punishment has been eliminated no longer extradite prisoners to the USA, if their
crime might result in capital punishment in America. Officials of the European Union
chastise America for not abolishing capital punishment. Amnesty International is highly
critical of America, calling capital punishment per se a human rights violation (Stefanie
Grant, “A Dialogue of the Deaf? New International Attitudes and the Death Penalty in
America,” Criminal Justice Ethics, Vol. 17, June 22, 1998, 1-19).

Is America unchristian because some states execute criminals? Should capital
punishment be abolished because a cacophony of voices demands it? For the Bible



believer, the final authority in matters of faith and practice must be the changeless
principles in the Word of God rather than the changing preferences of culture and
society. Society as a whole and Christendom by and large have departed from the
Word of God and the God of the Word. In their apostasy they are in direct rebellion
against divine revelation.

The question we must ask ourselves is, “What does the Word of God say on a
given issue such as capital punishment?” America’s Founding Fathers were guided by
the Word of God. We can do no better than return to it as the source of our authority.
As a nation or as individuals we should be willing to stand with clear scriptural principles
rather than submit to changing societal guidelines.

The Scriptures do not leave us in doubt about the sanctity of life, the seriousness
of sin, especially that of murder, and the necessity for capital punishment.

L. The Origin of Life Before the Fall.

A. The Genesis record begins with the revelation that human life is a direct
gift from God (Gen. 2:7-9). ltis divinely imparted and maintained. God
infused in man a living soul and provided a perfect environment so man
couid flourish.

B. Further, the Genesis record discloses that death is a definite penalty for
sin (Gen. 2:17). For Adam and Eve death was an awful possibility, were
they to disobey. For mankind (and animals) death is an abnormal
condition. When Adam disobeyed God, death ensued for all of mankind
ever since (Rom. 5:12).

IL. The Sanctity of Life After the Fall (Gen. 4; 6)

A. The destruction of life is condemned by God. Cain’s murder of Abel
originated of envy and anger (Gen. 4:5-8) and occasioned severe
judgment (Gen. 4:10-12). Cain was cursed and ostracized.

B. The destroyer of life was to be preserved from harm. Cain had forfeited
his life but because he was created in God’s image, God protected him
against human vengeance (Gen. 4:15). This sanctity of life was
remembered but violated by the murderer Lamech (Gen. 4:23-24).

C. The desecration of life ultimately led to total destruction (Gen. 6:1-12). The
dissolution of society before the flood resulted in utter depravity so that not
a single individual (with the exception of Noah and his family) did and
thought that which was moral: “Every imagination of the thoughts of his
heart was only evil continually” (Gen. 6:5). Evil desires resulted in evil
deeds. The whole earth was filled with violence, including wanton murder
(Gen. 6:11-13). God’s remedy was to mete out universal capital



punishment. John Murray’'s words are very much to the point: “It is the
irony of man’s perversity and the proof of God’s veracity that the
desecration of life's sanctity should be visited with the judgment of
dissolution: ‘I will destroy man whom | have created from the face of the
ground’ (Gen. 6:7).” (Principles of Conduct, Grand Rapids: Wm. B.
Eerdman’s Publishing Co., 1957, 108-109).

It is against this background that the institution of capital punishment after
the flood becomes understandable. God had protected Cain, the first
murderer, because even he was a creature in God’s image. But capital
punishment is intimated in that he feared the natural vengeance, which his
conscience told him he deserved (Gen. 4:14c). Later Lamech displayed
his audacity and arrogance in boasting about a murder. Finally, the
human race, characterized by violence and debauchery, violated the
sanctity of human life to such a degree that the only remedy was death
through the flood. To prevent a future disintegration of society, God
instituted capital punishment.

The Maintenance of Life After the Flood

After the flood, God introduced gracious provisions for the enhancement of life in
the form of three institutions.

A.

The Propagation of Life (Gen. 9:1, 7) Mankind is commanded to populate
the earth.

The Preservation of Life (Gen. 8:22; 9:2b, 3) After the divine promise of no
further deluge, man is assured that regular seasons and the consumption
of animal meat would enhance his life.

The Protection of Life (Gen. 9:2a, 5, 6) Man is protected in a two-fold way:
in regard to ferocious animals (Gen. 9:2a, 5a) and in regard to his fellow-
man (Gen. 9:5b-6). In the former case, a ferocious animal that kills a man
is to be slaughtered. In the latter case, an individual who murders another
person is to be put to death. At this epochal point in human history, God
instituted capital punishment: “Whoso sheddeth man'’s blood, by man
shall his blood be shed: for in the image of God made he man” (Gen. 9:6).

Inherent in this short passage is contained the penalty for murder—death
by execution. Further, the reason for the death penalty is given: man is
created in God’s image. In the words of John Murray, “An assault upon
man’s life is a virtual assault upon the life of God. So aggravated is this
offense that the penalty is nothing less than the extremity.” (Principles of
Conduct, 111). The clause “by man shall his blood be shed” is best
understood as a mandate rather than a statement of fact. In Numbers



35:10-34 God requires that the murderer be put to death at the hand of the
avenger of blood.

With the introduction of capital punishment God institutes civil
government. The dispensation of human government begins with the
entrusting of the civil sword to the charge of man. Earlier, God spared
Cain’s life because even a murderer like Cain was of inestimable value
since he was created in God’s image. When murder became universal
and violence filled the earth, God set limits for the proliferation of murder,
first through capital punishment by way of the flood and then through
capital punishment by human government.

V. The Protection of Life Under Law

A.

The Mandate of Capital Punishment Under Moses. Under the Mosaic law

the mandate of capital punishment was reiterated: “He that smiteth a man

so that he die, shall surely be put to death” (Ex. 21:12). And further, the

mandate was applied not simply in case of murder but for twenty-one

separate crimes. Norman Geisler lists these 21 offenses:

1 Murder (Exod. 21:12)

2 Contemptuous act against a judge (Deut. 17:12)

3 Causing a miscarriage (Exod. 21:22-25)

4. False testimony in a potentially capital crime (Deut. 19:16-19)

5. Negligence by the owner of an ox that kills people (Exod. 21:29)

6 Idolatry (Exod. 22:20)

7 Blasphemy (Lev. 24:15-16)

8 Witchcraft or sorcery (Exod. 22:18)

9. False prophecy (Deut. 18:20)

10.  Apostasy (Lev. 20:2)

11.  Breaking the sabbath (Exod. 31:14)

12. Homosexuality [sic, cf. Lev. 20:13]

13. Bestiality (Lev. 20:15-16)

14.  Adultery (Lev. 20:10)

15. Rape (Deut. 22:25)

16. Incest (Lev. 20:11)

17.  Cursing parents (Deut. 5:16)

18.  Rebellion by children (Exod. 21:15, 17)

19.  Kidnaping (Exod. 21:16)

20. Drunkenness by a priest (Lev. 10:8-9)

21.  Unanointed individuals touching the holy furnishings in the temple
(Num. 4:15)

(Christian Ethics, Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1989, 200).

The Meaning of the Sixth Commandment. The sixth commandment of the
decalogue is “Thou shalt not kill” (Ex. 20:13), which emphasizes the



importance of the sanctity and protection of life. Some have understood
“kill” in terms of all forms of life-taking, and use the passage as an
argument against capital punishment. They reason that the execution of a
criminal is as morally repugnant as the murder perpetrated by the criminal.
This misguided philosophy of moral equivalence is seen in the sentiment
of this bumper sticker recently observed: Why do we kill a killer to show
that killing is wrong?

The Hebrew word radzah means murder and refers to the willful and
violent assault on the life of another. The misunderstanding of “kill” further
ignores the context. In Exodus 21 a variety of sins are listed for which the
death penalty is commanded. God clearly distinguishes between a willful
act of murder and an accidental killing. The manslayer, who slew his
neighbor unwittingly, could flee for protection to a city of refuge. On the
other hand, the manslayer who was a murderer was to be executed by the
avenger of blood (Num. 35:9-28).

Then too, it must not be forgotten that God commanded Israel to put her
enemies to death during the conquest of Canaan: “Thou shalt smite them
and utterly destroy them” (Deut. 7:2).

Walter Kaiser succinctly summarizes the meaning and application of the
sixth commandment. The verb “kill”

carries the idea of murder with premeditation and
deliberateness—and that is at the heart of this verb. Thus
this prohibition does not apply to beasts (Genesis 9:3), to
defending one’s home from nighttime burglars (Exod. 22:2),
to accidental killings (Deut. 19:5), to the execution of
murderers by the state (Gen. 9:6), or to the involvement with
one’s nation in certain types of war as illustrated by Israel's
history. It does apply, however, to self-murder (i.e., suicide),
to all accessories to murder (2 Sam. 12:9), and to those who
have authority but fail to use it to punish known murderers (1
Kings 21:19). (Frank E. Gaebelein, Gen. Ed. The
Expositor’s Bible Commentary, Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1990, Vol. ll, [Walter C. Kaiser, Jr.,
Exodus, 425}).

The sixth commandment in no way abrogates the institution of capital
punishment. Exodus 20:6 deals with the prohibition of murder and is
complementary to Genesis 9:6 which concerns the punishment for
murder. Both passages stress the gravity of the crime of murder which is
seen as a violation of the sanctity of human life.



V.

The Value of Life in the New Testament

A.

The continuation of capital punishment:

The fuller New Testament revelation continues the divine emphasis on the
value of life and the reprehensibility of murder. Several factors argue for
the enduring nature of capital punishment.

1.

2.

There is no alteration in the image of God. Even unsaved
individuals retain vestiges of the image of God (James 3:7).

There is no alleviation of the crime of murder. Murder destroys that
image of God and the murderer, now as in the days of Noah,
forfeits his life.

There is no abrogation of the penalty for murder. The standards of
Genesis 9:6 are never repealed or replaced in the New Testament,
but rather, are reiterated.

The Noahic covenant was given at a crucial stage of God’s
progressive revelation and its features are still in effect. God
promised fruitful seasons (Gen. 8:22), set the rainbow as a sign
that He would no longer destroy mankind in a deluge (Gen. 9:15-
17) and gave man permission to eat meat (Gen. 9:3). The
institution of human government with the sanctioning of capital
punishment continues as well.

The obligation of capital punishment:

As a matter of fact, the right for capital punishment is assumed, intimated
and repeated in the New Testament. It is important to note the teachings
of Christ and that of the apostles on the subject.

1.

The comments of Christ.

Abolitionists sometimes argue that John 7:53-8:11, the incident of
the woman taken in adultery, demonstrates Christ’s opposition to
capital punishment and His forgiving love. After all, did not Christ
say to the woman, “Go and sin no more” (John 8:11)? ltis
significant that Christ claimed never to have broken the Mosaic law
(Matt. 5:17). The law of Moses demanded that there had to be two
or three eyewitnesses for the death penalty to be carried out (Num.
35:30). There were, in the end, none who claimed to be
eyewitnesses or at least, none who condemned her (John 8:10-11).
Besides that, Christ’s directive that a stone should be thrown (8:7)
does not argue for his opposition to capital punishment.

In fact, Christ did not object to the execution of criminals anywhere
in His teachings (Mk. 15:7; Lk. 23:19, 25). Further, He reaffirmed



the principle of capital punishment in the Sermon on the Mount:
“Think not that | have come to abolish the law: but | say unto you
that everyone who is angry with his brother shall be liable to
judgment” (by capital punishment; Matt. 5:21-22). Most
significantly, Christ did not oppose capital punishment in His own
case (Jn. 19:11). Norman Geisler incisively comments:
Jesus recognized the God-given authority over life which
human governors possess. Pilate said to Jesus, “Do you not
know that | have power to release you, and power to crucify
you?” Jesus answered, “You would have no power over me
unless it had been given you from above” (John 19:11). The
implication here is that Pilate did possess divinely-derived
authority over human life. As a matter of fact he used it
(Jesus was sentenced to death) and Jesus submitted to it
(Ethics: Alternatives and Issues, Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1971, 242).

Those who consider capital punishment unchristian should
consider the fact that Christ, in this exchange with Pilate,
recognized the legitimacy of the government to take human
life not just for premeditated murder but also insurrection
against the state and, by implication, for other heinous
crimes.

The conviction of the apostles.

a. The Apostle Paul acknowledges that the government has the
authority of capital punishment (Acts 20:10-11). Paul does
not exempt himself from the severity of the law: “For if | be
an offender or have committed anything worthy of death, |
refuse not to die.” With these words Paul acknowledges that
some crimes are worthy of death, that the government has
the right to put people to death and that the guilty has no
right to protest against the death penalty.

b. Paul affirms that the government has certain unique rights,
including that of taking human life. Charles Ryrie has a
succinct summary of Paul ‘s teachings on the prerogatives of
human government in Romans 13:1-7:

(1) human government is ordained by God (v. 1),
yet it is a sphere of authority distinct from that of
the home or the church; (2) human government is
to be obeyed by the Christian because it is of God,
because it opposes evil (v. 4), and because our
consciences tell us to obey (v. 5); (3) the
government has the right of taxation (vv. 6-7); and



(4) the government has the right to use force (v.
4), and this, of course, is the principle which
impinges on our subject. The question is: what is
included in its right to “bear the sword™? (Biblical
Answers to Contemporary Issues, Chicago:
Moody Press, 1991, 27).

This right to bear the sword is clearly stated in Romans
13:4, the key New Testament passage for capital
punishment: “For he is God’s minister to you for good. But if
you do evil, be afraid; for he does not bear the sword in vain;
for he is God’s minister, an avenger to execute wrath on him
who practices evil.” The sword to which Paul refers is not
merely a symbol of governmental authority.

Evidence that this “sword” (machaira, Greek), must
refer primarily to capital punishment is seen in the fact
that it refers not to the dagger worn by Roman
emperors—a sign of office—but to the sword worn by
the superior magistrates of the provinces, to whom
belonged the right of capital punishment. The sword
is not so much a symbol of capital punishment as it is
the instrument of capital punishment. As such,
therefore, it symbolizes the right of government to use
force. (William H. Baker, Worthy of Death, Chicago:
Moody Press, 1973, 72, italics in the original).

The state possesses unique prerogatives not possessed by
individuals such as making treaties, passing of laws, levying
taxes, and punishing criminals. On a personal basis, the
individual is admonished with phrases such as
“Recompense to no man evil for evil” (Rom. 12:17), “Avenge
not yourselves” (12:19), and “Love worketh no ill to his
neighbor” (13:10). The government functions as a
representative of God in a completely different context: it
acts in an official rather than a personal capacity.

Peter assumes the governmental right of capital punishment.
In 1 Peter 2:13-14 Peter echoes Paul's words of Romans
13:4: “Be subject to every ordinance of man for the Lord’s
sake: whether to the king, as supreme; or unto governors, as
sent by him for vengeance on evil-doers and for praise of
them that do well.” Baker correctly notes that:

Though Peter makes no specific reference to the

sword, his words, “for vengeance on evil doers,”

probably can be understood exactly the way Paul
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meant them in Romans 13:4. Peter uses the word
ekdikesin (vengeance) from the same root at Paul's
word, ekdikos (avenger), in Romans 13:4. ltis
reasonable to assume that Peter attached the same
significance to the word; that is, “retribution,” and
ultimately capital punishment, especially since Peter
was familiar with the writings of Paul and regarded
them as Scripture (2 Pe 3:15-16) (Worthy of Death, 73).

The Bible delineates three purposes of government:

1) To protect the good (Rom. 13:4a)

2) To punish the evildoers (Rom. 13:4b; 1 Pet. 2:13-14)
3) To promote peace and order (1 Tim. 2:2)

As can be seen, two of these purposes are found in the key
passage of Romans 13:4. A government that refuses to
follow these divine directives, including the execution of
criminals, is derelict in its duty.

The Opposition to Capital Punishment

The arguments for and against capital punishment are numerous. According to
Michael Meltsner, “one observer has counted 65 pro and 87 contra. So many
considerations are advanced on both sides of the question that one suspects few
people undertake the demanding task of sifting the evidence before taking a
position. . .[an individual's position] seems to come as much from the gut as the
head” (Cruel and Unusual The Supreme Court and Capital Punishment, New
York: Random House, 1973, 57).

A.

The abolitionists of capital punishment.

The Bible believer deplores the concerted effort to abolish capital
punishment. One is inclined to concur with William F. Buckiey who
bemoans the fact that “abolitionists gain strength every day, and agitation
on the subject crops up in the media and in the mail weekly” (“Execution
Day Ahead?” National Review, Vol. 51, No. 7, April 16, 2001, 63).

The execution of Timothy McVeigh has ignited a heated debate on capital
punishment. On April 19, 1995, he bombed the federal building in
Oklahoma City and sent 168 innocent men, women and children to their
deaths. With total lack of remorse, he characterized the 19 children he
murdered as “collateral damage.” The case of McVeigh challenges the
dogma of death penalty opponents as no other execution in recent
memory. And yet the abolitionists of capital punishment are undeterred in
their efforts to eliminate all executions. Liberal columnist Richard Cohen
joined many others in trying to prevent the execution of McVeigh, who
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died by lethal injection on June 11, 2001. He asserts that “McVeigh's true
punishment would be the refusal of the government to play by his ruies.
He’s dirt. He kills. We don't” (“Case Proves Again What's Wrong With
Death Penalty,” The Des Moines Register, Feb. 19, 2001, 9A).

But as many have asked, If capital punishment was not appropriate for
Timothy McVeigh, what was? If McVeigh should not have been executed,
who should be? Opponents of capital punishment propose numerous
arguments for its abolition. The informed believer can and should counter
these arguments.

The arguments against capital punishment:
Most objections to the death penalty can be grouped under eight major

headings: the social, penal, legal, constitutional, moral, humanist, spiritual
and dispensational arguments.

1. The social argument:
a. The argument: capital punishment does not restrain
crime. The death penalty is not a deterrent.
b. The answer: Logic shows that capital punishment, for one,

deters the murderer from committing other crimes. Further,
studies indicate that the death penalty deters others from
committing murder. In the words of columnist Charley
Reese, “the recidivism rate for executed murderers is zero”
(“Bring Back Public Hangings,” Conservative Chronicle, Vol.
16, No. 21, May 21, 2001, 20).

District attorney Paul Shafer writes, “There is no known
deterrent other than capital punishment to prevent these
persons incarcerated for life from killing their guards in an
attempt to escape” (“Death Penalty,” The National Observer,
December 17, 1974, 12).

Even a life sentence without a chance of parole is no
guarantee that serious crimes will not be committed. Vernon
Crittendon, public information officer at San Quentin State
Prison, reports that of 85 violent death row inmates at his
institution, 45 attacked some 70 wardens and staff members
at San Quentin during the past 18 months (Fox News, “The
O'Reilly Factor,” May 31, 2001. Confirmed in a phone
conversation with Mr. Crittendon on June 13, 2001).

While opponents of capital punishment argue that there is
little reliable evidence that the death penalty is a deterrent to
murder, various studies indicate otherwise.
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One early study by an lllinois economics professor indicates
that every execution would deter 156 murders. He admits
the number is an estimate but after exhaustive statistical
research concludes that “a single execution would be likely
to deter somewhere between 50 and 200 murders” (“Study:
Executions a Deterrent,” The Des Moines Tribune, Nov. 30,
1976, 1).

Other studies point to capital punishment as a deterrent:

In 1971, when we had no executions, there were an
estimated total of 17,630 murders in our country as
compared with approximately 9,000 in 1960—a 96
percent increase. [But with only a 15% increase in
population.] (Daniel F. McMahon, “Capital '
Punishment,” NCOA Journal, San Antonio, TX, April
1973, 10-11).

The most thorough study done to date in the United States,
covering the years 1977-1996, has just been released by
three economics professors at Emory University, in Atlanta,
Georgia. This is their conclusion: “Anincrease in any of the
three probabilities—arrest, sentencing, or execution—tends
to reduce the crime rate. In particular, each execution
results, on average, in 18 fewer murders” (Paul H. Rubin,
Hashem Dezhbakhsh and Joanna Melhop Shepherd, “Does
Capital Punishment Have a Deterrent Effect?” New Evidence
from Post-moratorium Panel Data. Web address: ssrn.com).

Opponents of capital punishment may argue its deterrent
factor but they dare not ignore the above study. It should be
pointed out, however, that the execution of the criminal is
primarily a divinely sanctioned punishment for some heinous
crime. On the other hand, God said that capital punishment
will indeed deter crime: “(and the people) shall hear and fear
and shall henceforth commit no more any such evil among
you” (Deut. 19:20; cf. Deut. 13:11; 17:13).

2. The penal argument:

a.

b.

The argument: capital punishment does not rehabilitate
the criminal.

The answer: capital punishment is not rehabilitative or
remedial but retributive. There is a difference between
chastisement, the source of which is love (Heb. 12:6), and
punishment, the source of which is justice. The biblical
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connection is not punishment and rehabilitation but
punishment and justice. As Geisler well notes:

“The prime reason for capital punishment...is that justice
demands it. A just order is disturbed by murder and only the
death of the murderer can restore that justice” (Ethics:
Alternatives and Issues, 247).

Modern man no longer believes in God or in unchangeable
moral law. Thus the idea of justice is foreign to much of our
society. With no existing law which the criminal has broken,
the abolitionist therefore argues for rehabilitation and
reformation of the murderer. Furthermore, there is a real
danger that a community which is too ready to forgive the
criminal may end up condoning the crime.

The concept of retributive justice is rooted in the very
character of God and the nature of the gospel. God’s Son
took our rightful punishment upon Himself. The cross
demonstrates the divine justice in punishing sin and divine
mercy in pardoning those who place their faith in Jesus
Christ (Rom. 3:25-26).

3. The legal argument:

a.

The argument: capital punishment does not render
justice. The poor suffer while the rich go free. Blacks are
more likely to be executed than whites.
The answer: Injustice in the application of capital
punishment reflects on the administration of the law rather
than the institution of capital punishment. Renowned
penologist Ernest van den Haag puts things in focus. What
if the selection of criminals slated for execution is
capricious? Could that be an argument against the death
penalty?
Guilt is personal. The guilt of a convict who has been
sentenced to death is not diminished because
another, as guilty, was sentenced to a lesser
punishment or was not punished at all. Equality is
desirable. But justice is more desirable. Equal justice
is most desirable, but it is justice that we want to be
equal, and equality cannot replace justice. (Ernest
van den Haag, “New Arguments Against Capital
Punishment?” National Review, Vol. 37, No. 2,
February 8, 1985, 35, italics in the original).

Gordon H. Clark discounts the argument that only the poor
(or blacks) are convicted and the wealthy (or whites) escape:
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Actually the courts are so lenient and the public so
permissive that nearly everybody escapes. If the
objection were true, however, the answer would not
be to abolish capital punishment and let the number
of murderers keep on soaring, but it would be to put
honest judges on the bench and in the box jurors who
are more compassionate toward the victim than
toward the criminal. (Carl F. H. Henry, ed., Baker’s
Dictionary of Christian Ethics, Grand Rapids: Baker
Book House, 1973, 84).

To quote Professor van den Haag again:

Out of the approximately 20,000 homicides committed
annually in the United States, fewer than 300 lead to
a death sentence. . .Still, if there really were
discrimination in sentencing, opposing it would not
logically lead one to oppose the execution of the
murderers discriminated against, let alone the death
penalty as such. . .Suppose the police racially
discriminated in handing out parking tickets. . .Would
distributive discrimination argue for abolishing parking
tickets. . .? To be sure, the death penalty is a more
serious matter. But why should discrimination in
distribution ever lead us to abolish what is being
distributed? (National Review, February 8, 1985, 33-
34, italics in the original).

Abolitionists charge that the death penalty is overused,
especially in Texas where one-third of the executions have
taken place in the United States in recent years. Van den
Haag shows:
We are not ready to do without it, yet hesitate to use
it: There are many convicts on death row, but only a
few are actually executed. Between 1973 and 1995,
5,760 death sentences were imposed; as of 1995,
only 313 had been executed, and only some 400
have been executed since (“The Ultimate
Penalty...And a Just One: The Basics of Capital
Punishment,” National Review, Vol. 53, No. 11, June
11, 2001, 32).

“The leniency of the American judicial system is further seen
by the fact that the average prison time served by a
convicted murderer is 5 years and 11 months” (Charley
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Reese, "Bring Back Public Hanging,” Conservative
Chronicle, 20).

The Bible demands fair and equal treatment: “You shall do
no injustice in judgment. You shall not be partial to the poor,
nor honor the person of the mighty. In righteousness you
shall judge your neighbor” (Lev. 19:15).

If capital punishment is applied unequally, then effort should
be made to apply it equally, not abolish it. Geisler’s
comments are to the point:

A disproportionate number of capital punishments is
not in itself a proof of inequity, any more than a
disproportionately high number of minorities in
professional basketball is proof of discrimination
against majority ethnic groups. This is not to say that
one group of people is more sinful than another, but
simply that conditions may occasion different social
behavior. However understandable and regrettable
this may be, a society cannot tolerate violent social
behavior, and it must protect its citizens. (Christian
Ethics, 198).

As Walter Berns has succinctly summarized: “To execute
black murderers or poor murderers because they are
murderers is not unjust; to execute them because they are
black or poor is unconscionable and unconstitutional” (For
Capital Punishment, New York: Basic Books, Inc.,
Publishers, 1979, 187).

Related to the argument that capital punishment is
capriciously applied is the protestation that human error
leads to the execution of innocent individuals.

By way of response it may be said that no person should be
executed without the due process of the law. Furthermore,
there were slightly more than 700 people who were executed
in this country since the Supreme Court authorized the death
sentence in 1977. Among the experts, there is no
consensus that any of them were innocent.

Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day O’Connor told the
Minnesota Women Lawyers in July 2001 that she is leaning
toward eliminating the death penalty because of the
possibility that innocent people have been executed. She
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noted that six death row inmates were freed in 2000 and 90
have been exonerated by new evidence since 1973.

Cal Thomas astutely assesses the situation: “The
exoneration of some death row inmates is not an argument
in favor of eliminating capital punishment but a testimony to
the fairness of a system skewed toward protecting the
accused, sometimes to the detriment of justice” (“Justice
O’Connor and the Death Penalty,” Conservative Chronicle,
Vol. 15, No. 29, July 18, 2001, 29).

Cal Thomas proceeds to chide Justice O’Connor for
projecting on condemned Killers an inalienable right to live
yet refusing to project a similar view on innocent pre-born
babies in the process of exiting the birth canal.

What of the likelihood of human error in executions? Gordon
Clark puts this controversial subject into perspective:

Yet if just one innocent man is executed. . . ? Then
consider: Do you prefer 10,000 murders to save one
innocent man rather than one tragedy to save 5000
lives? But of course this type of argument is
superficial and irrelevant. God gave the right of
capital punishment to human governments. He
intended it to be used wisely and justly, but he
intended it to be used (Baker’s Dictionary of Christian
Ethics, 84).

The fact that mistakes will be made by fallible human beings
in the application of the death penalty does not argue for the
doing away with it. Geisler's analogy is very much to the
point: “Doctors make fatal mistakes, and so do politicians,
but these mistakes are not good reasons for doing away with
the practice of medicine or government” (Ethics: Alternatives
and Issues, p. 249).

The constitutional argument:

a.

The argument: Capital punishment does not respect the
Constitution. The death penalty, it is asserted, is a violation
of the Eighth Amendment which prohibits “cruel and unusual
punishments.” This worn argument, gaining momentum
once again in recent months, looks upon capital punishment
as a vestige of primitive people and a violation of our
enlightened Constitution. As Meltsner, an abolitionist of
capital punishment, explains it: “Progressive abandonment
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of the death penalty marked the advancement of civilization.
Capital punishment had always been associated with
barbarism; its abolition with such democratic values as the
sanctity of life, the dignity of man, and a humane criminal
law” (Cruel and Unusual, 171).

Justice William J. Brennan, Jr. points out in Furman v.
Georgia that all capital punishment is cruel and unusual
because it degrades the human dignity both of the victim and
executioner of the death penalty

Brennan insists that “the authors of the ‘cruel and unusual’
clause of the Eighth Amendment intended to forbid all
punishments that do not comport with human dignity, and
that the death penalty does not comport with human dignity
because it is too severe, and that it is too severe because it
causes death” (Bemns, For Capital Punishment, 162-163).

The answer: The Eighth Amendment provides that
“excessive bail shall not be required, nor excessive fines
imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted.” By
cruel punishments they meant those which were especially
of medieval barbarities such as disembowelment, the rack,
the thumb-screw, pressing with weights, boiling in oil,
drawing and quartering and burning alive.

By unusual punishment the Founding Fathers seemed to
have meant “capricious,” that is, “not guided by no rules
which permit prediction” (Ernest van den Haag, Punishing
Criminals Concerning a Very Old and Painful Question, New
York: Basic Books, Inc., 1975, 227).

As capital punishment is presently administered, it is not
cruel, that is, it is not a particularly painful death nor
undeserved death. Neither is capital punishment unusual,
insofar as legislators and governors have collaborated in the
frustration of the administration of capital punishment. The
answer is to expedite not to eliminate executions.

It is interesting to note that in the United States of America,
arguably the most enlightened nation on this planet, a large
percentage of its citizens favor capital punishment—an
impressive 85% in the summer of 2001—despite the fact
that capital punishment has almost no articulate supporters
in the public among the intelligentsia.
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Could it be that this American position on the death penalty
reflects not a spirit of barbarism but a sense of biblical
orientation, something passed on to us, like the Constitution,
from our Founding Fathers?

5. The moral argument:

a.

b.

The argument: Capital punishment does not reflect love.
Love and capital punishment are mutually exclusive.

The answer: If love and capital punishment are
contradictory, then the sacrifice of the Savior was a
contradiction. The principle for the substitutionary
atonement is that only life can atone for life (Lev. 17:11).
God’s love was manifest in the death of His Son as a
substitute for the sinner (Jn. 3:16; Rom. 5:8; Jn. 15:13).

God is not only a God of love (1 Jn. 4:8) but of light (1 Jn.
1:5), spirit (Jn. 4:24), truth and life (Jn. 14:6). In whatever
God does, His love and justice are in perfect harmony (Rom.
9:20; Gen. 15:25). God always does and demands that
which is right.

As a God of light or righteousness, He cannot countenance
sin but as a God of love He provided forgiveness for man’s
sin. Forgiveness, however, does not automatically remove
any temporal penalties for sin. A Christian who jumps off a
bridge will not escape death at the bottom though his sins
have been forgiven. Similarly, an inmate on death row who
trusts in Christ as Savior must still subject himself to the
divine requirement that in taking another’s life one forfeits his
own life.

Even from a purely secular perspective, capital punishment
is not in conflict with a loving attitude. Compassion is not
decisive, as van den Haag demonstrates:
Felt with a man to be executed it may also be felt with
his victim: If the execution spares future victims of
murder, supporters of the death penalty may claim
compassion as their argument (Punishing Criminals,
209).

6. The humanist argument:

a.

The argument: capital punishment does not rectify evil.
Two wrongs don’t make a right. Capital punishment is
legalized murder and brutalizes the community. Opponents
of capital punishment imply that no murder is so heinous that
it should be punished with the death penaity.
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The answer: The Bible prohibits the taking of life but permits
the execution of the murderer. Thus, the avenger of blood
who apprehends and brings the criminal to justice is not
guilty of blood (Num. 35:27). Then too, there is a world of
difference between a murder and an execution. Individuals
are appointed to be God'’s instruments of justice (Rom. 13:1-
7; 1 Pet. 2:13-17). Their activity is a legal one rather than a
personal one. As van den Haag incisively observes:
When an offender is legally arrested and imprisoned,
we do not speak of “legalized kidnapping.” Arrest and
kidnapping may be physically indistinguishable...
Punishment differs because it has social sanction. . .
Not the physical act but the social meaning of it
~distinguishes robbery from taxation, murder from
execution (Punishing Criminals, 223-224).

The Bible believer would add that in the case of murder, the
act is an outrage against God. The death penalty is carried
out in obedience to God.

In reality the humanistic opponents to capital punishment are
opposed to the taking of any human life for whatever reason,
but their attitude is paradoxical, as Charley Reese
demonstrates:

As for those who profess sympathy for the killers, |

think they are sick. They show no sympathy for

innocent life. . .most of them have zero sympathy for

the 100-percent innocent children who are

slaughtered in abortion clinics (Conservative

Chronicle, 20).

The spiritual argument

a.

The argument: capital punishment does not rescue the
sinner from hell. Our efforts should be the sinner’s
salvation rather than his execution.
The answer: There is ample time between the apprehension
and execution of the criminal. On the average, eight years
and ten months elapse between sentencing and execution.
Besides, there is no proof that a man serving a life sentence
is more likely to turn to Christ for salvation than one with a
death sentence. The observations of John Jefferson Davis
go to the heart of the matter:
Rather than foreclosing the possibility of salvation, the
reality of the death penalty forces the one convicted to
think about his eternal destiny and consequently can
even be seen as beneficial. . .The death penalty
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reminds the murderer, in a way that life imprisonment
cannot, of the grim but inescapable truth that “it is
appointed for men to die once, and after that comes
judgment” (Heb. 9:27) (Evangelical Ethics Issues in
the Church Today, Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and
Reformed Publishing Co., 1985, 207).

One writer spells out the biblical hope that exists for death
row convicts:

The repentant thief was facing the death sentence
when he met Christ. He acknowledged his sin,
recognized Jesus Christ for Who He is—the sinless
Son of God—and trusted in Him and His once-and-
for-all, vicarious atoning sacrifice. At that very
moment, Jesus Christ forgave him and promised him:
“Today thou shalt be with me in paradise” (Luke
23:43) Although the convict still faced the
consequences of violating the law here on earth, God
forgave him of his sin when he genuinely repented
and trusted in Christ for salvation. (Roberto-Jose M.
Livioco, “Capital Punishment: A Crime, a Cure or a
Consequence?” Foundation, March-April 1999, Vol.
20, No. 2, 34-35).

8. The dispensational argument:

a.

The argument: Capital punishment does not realize the
New Testament ethic. It is based on a sub-Christian or pre-
Christian concept of justice, which is superceded by a New
Testament morality of forgiving grace.
The answer: Neither the Lord nor the apostles abrogated
capital punishment. To the contrary, as has already been
seen, they asserted the governmental right to execute
criminals. While it is true that the Mosaic law has ended,
capital punishment, introduced thousands of years before
the giving of the law, continues as a governmental function.
Charles Ryrie notes that the New Testament does not
contain a replacement ethic for capital punishment:

Dispensational distinctions do recognize that the law

of capital punishment for certain crimes was done

away with in Christ, but this does not include capital

punishment for murder. If the New Testament gave

replacement for the standard of Genesis 9:6, then the

Genesis command would no longer be valid. But

since it does not, the dispensational teaching

concerning the end of the law is irrelevant to Genesis
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9:6, and the principle of that verse apparently still
applies today. (Biblical Answers to Contemporary
Issues, 30).

The antagonism toward capital punishment:

Opponents of capital punishment may be well intentioned but are
misinformed and mistaken. Their abolitionist attitude is based on a
number of erroneous perspectives in conflict with biblical revelation.

1. An insensitivity toward the image of God.

A murderer destroys someone in God’s image. In God’s estimate,
the worth of an individual is so great that anyone who tampers with
his sacred right to live forfeits his own life. Not the humanist who
would save the life of the murderer but the biblicist who would opt
for capital punishment has the highest regard for human life.

2. An ignorance of the Word of God.

Biblical revelation clearly calls for the execution of criminals guilty of
capital crimes. We dare not change God’s Word to fit our human
sensitivity. For example, David Hoekema argues strongly for the
abolition of capital punishment, concluding that “There are
compelling reasons not to entrust the power to decide who shall die
to the persons and procedures that constitute our judicial system”
(“Capital Punishment: The Question of Justification,” The Christian
Century, March 21, 1979, Vol. 96, No. 10, 342).

How can a professor at a Christian institution dismiss Romans 13:4
which declares precisely what he denies, that government has the
right and duty to take the life of the criminal?

3. An indifference to the glory of God.

Whatever God does, allows, or commands will ultimately bring glory
to Himself. Whether we understand God’s rationale or not, we bow
to His omnipotent will and thus uphold His glory and honor.

As a holy God He is outraged by sin. As a just God He has
decreed punishment for sin. As a gracious and merciful God, He
can forgive sin through Jesus Christ, but man, nonetheless, will
suffer the temporal consequences of sin. Murder is an attack on
the holiness of God. God desires fair punishment of the murderer
by human government which He ordained. He desires vindication
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and not vindictiveness. When legal authorities acquiesce to God's
command they bring glory to God.

I am currently corresponding with an individual incarcerated in a penitentiary in another
state. His crimes are many, including mansiaughter. Through a prison ministry he
trusted in Christ as Savior. With his spiritual eyes opened, he knows he deserves
death. He is aware of the enormity of his sin but deeply grateful for the forgiveness in
Jesus Christ. Because of legal leniency, he looks forward to parole after eight years.
He desires to serve the Lord the rest of his life but he would have been prepared to
meet Him sooner, had the state demanded the extreme penalty. My friend has learned
something that many fail to understand: God can forgive sin, but He cannot justify sin.
God demands capital punishment for capital crimes.

Written for the Baptist
Bulletin, Nov. and Dec. 2001
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t the dawn of a new millennium,
the astute and alarmed observer
can witness the ever-increasing
attack on ethical maxims and precepts.
Abortion, the murder of an unbom child,
continues unabated and is still the number-
one killer in the United States. Homosexu-
ality is ever more militant in its efforts to
penetrate politics and culture. The legaliza-
tion of euthanasia, or mercy killing, is
receiving ever-increasing support. Pornogra-
phy continues to invade America’s homes
through television and computers.

America’s moral mess appears to be the
tesult of humanistic philosophy and liberal
theology as well as misguided sentimental-
ity. However, the discerning believer has
teason to conclude that behind this
departure from ethical norms and the
denial of Biblical principles ultimately lies
the strategy of Satan, the god of this age,
hell-bent on undermining any vestiges of
Biblical ethics that have been an integral
part of American culture and society since
the inception of our nation.

Even secular ethicists notice the decline
of, and attack on, moral standards in
America and refer to it as “the second cold
war.” This war is waged against Biblical
Chiristianity with unbridled ferocity.

It is impossible to ignore the fact that an
all-out attack against what we refer to as
capital punishment seems to be underway.
The execution of Oklahoma City bomber
Timothy McVeigh brought the ethics of
execution into sharp focus. There isa
growing abhorrence to the death penalty for
capital crimes. Even voices inside
Christendom deplore the death penalty for
any crime. The pope, in his encyclical

Evangelium Vitae, issued in 1995, expressed
his misgivings about capital punishment.
Again at St. Louis in January 1999, the pope
appealed for an end to the death penalty on
the grounds that it was “both cruel and
unnecessary.” Following the pope, the.
National Conference of Catholic Bishops
and the United States Catholic Conference
argue for an abolition of capital punishment.
During their meeting in Washington, D.C.,
in the fall of 2000 “the 290 Roman Catholic
bishops repeatedly stressed their opposition
to the death penalty.” The liberal mainline
denominations are ever more vocal in their
denunciation of capital punishment. Then,
too, European countries where capital
punishment has been eliminated no longer
extradite prisoners to the U.S.A. if their
crimes might result in capital punishment in
America. Officials of the European Union
chastise America for not abolishing capital
punishment. Amnesty Intemational is highly
critical of America, calling capital punish-
ment per se a human rights violation.?

Is America un-Christian because some
states execute criminals? Should capital
punishment be abolished because a
cacophony of voices demands it? For the
Bible believer, the final authority in matters of
faith and practice must be the changeless
principles in the Word of God rather than the
changing preferences of culture and society.
Society and Christendom have largely
departed from the Word of God and the
God of the Word. In their apostasy, they are
in direct rebellion against divine revelation.

The question we must ask ourselves is,
“What does the Word of God say on a given
issue such as capital punishment” America’s

founding fathers were guided by the Word of
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God. We can do no better than retum to it
as the source of our authority. As a nation or
as individuals, we should be willing to stand
with clear Scriptural principles rather than
submit to changing societal guidelines.

The Scriptures do not leave us in doubt
about the sanctity of life, the seriousness of
sin—especially that of murder, and the
necessity for capital punishment.

1. Origin of Life before the Fall
A.The Genesis record begins with the

revelation that human life is a direct gift
from God (Genesis 2:7-9). It is divinely
imparted and maintained. God infused in
man a living soul and provided a perfect
environment so man could flourish.

B. Further, the Genesis record discloses
that death is a definite penalty for sin
(Genesis 2:17). For Adam and Eve, death
was an awful possibility were they to
disobey. For mankind (and animals), death
is an abnormal condition. When Adam
disobeyed God, death ensued for all of

mankind ever since (Romans 5:12).

II. Sanctity of Life after the Fall
(Genesis 4; 6)

A.The destruction of life is condemned
by God. Cain’s murder of Abel originated
of envy and anger (Genesis 4:5-8) and
occasioned severe judgment (Genesis
4:10-12). Cain was cursed and ostracized.

B. The destroyer of life was to be
preserved from harm. Cain had forfeited his
life, but because he was created in God’s
image, God protected him against human
vengeance (Genesis 4:15). This sanctity of
life was remembered but violated by the
murderer Lamech (Genesis 4:23, 24).

C. The desecration of life ultimately led
to total destruction (Genesis 6:1-12). The
dissolution of society before the Flood
resulted in utter depravity so that not a
single individual (with the exception of
Noah and his family) did and thought that
which was moral: “Every intent of the
thoughts of his heart was only evil continu-
ally” (Genesis 6:5). Evil desires resulted in
evil deeds. The whole earth was filled with
violence, including wanton murder

(Genesis 6:11-13). God's remedy was to
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mete out universal capital punishment.
John Murray’s words are very much to the
point: “It is the irony of man’s perversity and
the proof of God's veracity that the
desecration of life’s sanctity should be visited
with the judgment of dissolution: ‘1 will
destroy man whom [ have created from the
face of the ground' (Genesis 6:7).”

Against this background, the institution
of capital punishment after the Flood
becomes understandable. God had pro-
tected Cain, the first murderer, because
even he was a creature in God's image. But
capital punishment is intimated in that he
feared the natural vengeance, which his
conscience told him he deserved (Genesis
4:14). Later Lamech displayed his audacity
and arrogance in boasting about a murder.
Finally, the human race, characterized by
violence and debauchery, violated the
sanctity of human life to such a degree that
the only remedy was death through the
Flood. To prevent a future disintegration of
society, God instituted capital punishment.

1. Maintenance of Life after
the Flood

After the Flood, God introduced gracious
provisions for the enhancement of life in
the form of three institutions.

A.The Propagation of Life (Genesis
9:1, 7). Mankind is commanded to populate
the earth.

B. The Preservation of Life (Genesis
8:22; 9:2b, 3). After the divine promise of
no further deluge, man is assured that
regular seasons and the consumption of
animal meat would enhance his life.

C. The Protection of Life (Genesis 9:2a, 5,
6). Man is protected twofold: in regard to
ferocious animals (Genesis 9:2a, 5a) and in
regard to his fellow-man (Genesis 9:5b, 6). In
the former case, a ferocious animal that kills a
man is to be slaughtered. In the latter case, an
individual who murders another person is to
be put to death. At this epochal point in
human history, God instituted capital
punishment: “Whoever sheds man’s blood,
by man his blood shall be shed; for in the
image of God He made man” (Genesis 9:6).

M. L. Moser’s comments are to the point:
“No statute was ever more clear, free from

ambiguity or more intelligible than this one.”

Inherent in this short passage is con-
tained the penalty for murder—death by
execution. Further, the reason for the death
penalty is given: man is created in God’s
image. In the words of John Murray, “An
assault upon man’s life is a virtual assault
upon the life of God. So aggravated is this
offense that the penalty is nothing less than
the extremity.” The clause “by man his
blood shall be shed” is best understood as a
mandate rather than as a statement of fact.
In Numbers 35:10-34, we read that God
requires the murderer be put to death at the
hand of the avenger of blood.

With the introduction of capital punish-
ment God instituted civil government. The
dispensation of human government began
with the entrusting of the civil sword to the
charge of man. Earlier, God spared Cain’s
life because even a murderer like Cain was
of inestimable value, since he was created in
God's image. When murder became
universal and violence filled the earth, God
set limits for the proliferation of murder, first
through capital punishment by way of the
Flood and then through capital punishment
by human govemnment.

IV. Protection of Life under Law

A.The Mandate of Capital Punishment
under Moses. Under the Mosaic law the
mandate of capital punishment was reiter-
ated: “He who strikes a man so that he dies
shall surely be put to death” (Exodus 21:12).
And further, the mandate was applied not
simply in case of murder but for 21 separate
crimes. Norman Geisler lists these 21 offenses:
1. Murder (Exodus 21:12)
2. Contemptuous act against a judge
(Deuteronomy 17:12)

3. Causing a miscarriage (Exodus
21:22-15)

4. False testimony in a potentially
capital crime (Deuteronomy 19:16-19)

5. Negligence by the owner of an ox that

kills people (Exodus 21:29)

Idolatry (Exodus 22:20)

Blasphemy (Leviticus 24:15,16)
Witchcraft or sorcery (Exodus 22:18)
9. False prophecy (Deuteronomy 18:20)
10. Apostasy (Leviticus 20:2)

11. Breaking the Sabbath (Exodus 31:14)
12. Homosexuality [Leviticus 20:13]
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13. Bestiality (Leviticus 20:15, 16)

14. Adultery (Leviticus 20:10)

15. Rape (Deuteronomy 22:25)

16. Incest (Leviticus 20:11)

17. Cursing parents (Exodus 21:17)

18.Rebellion by children (Exodus
21:15, 17)

19. Kidnapping (Exodus 21:16)

20. Drunkenness by a priest (Leviticus
10:8,9)

21. Unanointed individuals touching
the holy fumnishings in the temple
(Numbers 4:15)"

B. The Meaning of the Sixth Command-
ment. The sixth commandment of the
Decalogue is “You shall not murder”
(Exodus 20:13), which emphasizes the
importance of the sanctity and protection of
life. Some have understood “kill” in terms of
all forms of life-taking, and they use the
passage as an argument against capital
punishment. They reason that the execu-
tion of a criminal is as morally repugnant as
the murder perpetrated by the criminal.
This misguided philosophy of moral
equivalence is seen in the sentiment of this
bumper sticker recently observed: Why do
we kill a killer to show that killing is wrong?

The Hebrew word radzah means “murder”
and refers to the willful and violent assault
on the life of another. The misunderstand-
ing of “kill” further ignores the context. In
Exodus 21 a variety of sins are listed for
which the death penalty is commanded.
God clearly distinguished between a willful
act of murder and an accidental killing. The
manslayer, who slew his neighbor unwit-
tingly, could flee for protection to a city of
refuge. On the other hand, the manslayer
who was a murderer was to be executed by
the avenger of blood (Numbers 35:9-28).

Then, too, it must not be forgotten that
God commanded Israel to put her enemies
to death during the conquest of Canaan:
“You shall conquer them and utterly destroy
them” (Deuteronomy 7:2).

Walter Kaiser succinctly summarizes the
meaning and application of the sixth
commandment. The verb “kill”

carries the idea of murder with premeditation
and deliberateness—and that is at the heart of
this verb. Thus this prohibition does not apply
to beasts (Genesis 9:3), to defending one’s
home from nighttime burglars (Exodus 22:2),
to accidental killings {Deuteronomy 19:5), to

the execution of murderers by the state
(Genesis 9:6), or to the involvement with one's
nation in certain types of war as illustrated by
Israel’s history. However, it does apply to self-
murder (i.e., suicide), to all accessories to
murder (2 Samuel 12:9), and to those who
have authority but fail to use it to punish
known murderers (1 Kings 21:19).

The sixth commandment in no way abrogates
the institution of capital punishment. Exodus
20:13 deals with the prohibition of murder and is
complementary to Genesis 9:6, which concerns
the punishment for murder. Both passages stress the
gravity of the crime of murder, which is seen asa
violation of the sanctity of human life.

V. Value of Life in the New
Testament

A. The Continuation of Capital Punishment.
The fuller New Testament revelation
continues the divine emphasis on the value
of life and the reprehensibility of murder.
Several factors argue for the enduring nature
of capital punishment.

1. There is no alteration in the image of
God. Even unsaved individuals retain
vestiges of the image of God (James 3:9).

2. There isno alleviation of the crime of
murder. Murder destroys that image of
God; and the murderer, now as in the
days of Noah, forfeits his life.

3. There is no abrogation of the penalty
for murder. The standards of Genesis
9:6 are never repealed or replaced in
the New Testament, but rather are
reiterated.

The Noahic Covenant was given at a
crucial stage in God's progressive revelation,
and its features are still in effect. God
promised fruitful seasons (Genesis 8:22), set
the rainbow as a sign that He would no
longer destroy mankind in a deluge {(Genesis
9:15-17), and gave man permission to eat
meat (Genesis 9:3). The institution of
human government with the sanctioning of
capital punishment continues as well.

B. The Obligation of Capital Punishment.
As a matter of fact, the right for capital
punishment is assumed, intimated, and
repeated in the New Testament. It is
important to note the teachings of Christ
and the apostles on the subject.

1. The comments of Christ.
Abolitionists sometimes argue that

John 7:53—8:11, the incident of the
worman taken in adultery, demonstrates
Christ’s opposition to capital punishment
and His forgiving love. After all, did not
Christ say to the woman, “Go and sin no
more” (John 8:11)? It is significant that
Christ claimed never to have broken the
Mosaic law (Matthew 5:17). The law of
Moses demanded that there had to be two
or three eyewitnesses for the death
penalty to be carried out (Numbers
35:30). There were, in the end, none who
claimed to be eyewitnesses, or at least
none who condemned her (John 8:10,
11). Besides that, Chirist’s directive that a
stone should be thrown (8:7) does not
argue for His opposition to capital
punishment.

In fact, Christ did not object to the
execution of criminals anywhere in His
teachings (Mark 15:7; Luke 23:19, 25).
Further, He reaffirmed the principle of
capital punishment in the Sermon on the
Mount: “ ‘Do not think that I came to
destroy the Law. . . . But I say to you that
whoever is angry with his brother without
a cause shall be in danger of the judg-
ment’ ” (by capital punishment; Matthew
5:17, 22). Most significantly, Christ did
not oppose capital punishment in His
own case (John 19:11). Norman Geisler
incisively comments:

Jesus recognized the God-given authority
over life which human governors possess.
Pilate said to Jesus, “* . .. Do You not know
that I have power to crucify You, and power to
release You? Jesus answered, ‘You could have
no power at all against Me unless it had been
given you from above’ ” (John 19:10, 11). The
implication here is that Pilate did possess
divinely derived authority over human life. As
a matter of fact, he used it (Jesus was sentenced
to death), and Jesus submitred to it?

Those who consider capital punish-
ment un-Christian should consider the
fact that in this exchange with Pilate,
Christ, recognized the legitimacy of the
government to take human life not just
for premeditated murder but also for
insurrection against the state and, by
implication, for other heinous crimes.

2. The conviction of the apostles.

a. The apostle Paul acknowledged that
the government has the authority of
capital punishment (Acts 25:10, 11). Paul
did not exempt himself from the severity
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of the law: “For if [ am an offender, or have
committed anything worthy of death, [ do
not object to dying” (Acts 25:11). With
these words Paul acknowledged that some
crimes are worthy of death, that the
government has the right to put people to
death, and that the guilty have no right to
protest against the death penalty.

b. Paul affirmed that the government
has certain unique rights, including that
of taking human life. Charles Ryrie has a
succinct summary of Paul’s teachings on
the prerogatives of human government in
Romans 13:1-7:

(1) human government is ordained by

God (v. 1), yet it is a sphere of authority

distinct from that of the home or the church;

(2) human government is to be obeyed by

the Christian because it is of God, because it

opposes evil (v. 4), and because our

conscience tells us to obey (v. 5); (3) the

government has the right of taxation (vv. 6,

7); and (4) the government has the right to

use force (v. 4), and this, of course, is the

principle that impinges on our subject. The
question is What is included in its right to

“bear the sword"""®

This right to bear the sword is clearly
stated in Romans 13:4, the key New
Testament passage for capital punishment:
“For he is God's minister to you for good.
But if you do evil, be afraid; for he does
not bear the sword in vain; for he is God’s
minister, an avenger to execute wrath on
him who practices evil.” The sword to
which Paul referred is not merely a symbol
of governmental authority.

Evidence that this “sword” (machaira, Greek),
must refer primarily to capital punishment is

seen in the fact that it refers not to the dagger

worn by Roman emperors—a sign of office—

but to the sword worn by the superior

magistrates of the provinces, to whom

belonged the right of capital punishment.

The sword is not so much a symbol of capital

punishment as it is the instrument of capital

punishment. As such, therefore, it symbolizes

the right of government to use force."

The state possesses unique prerogatives
not possessed by individuals, such as making
treaties, passing of laws, levying taxes, and
punishing criminals. On a personal basis,
the individual is admonished with phrases
such as “Repay no one evil for evil”
{Romans 12:17), “Do not avenge yourselves”
(12:19), and “Love does no harm to a
neighbor” (13:10). The government
functions as a representative of God in a
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completely different context: It acts in an
official rather than in a personal capacity.

c. Peter assumed the governmental
right of capital punishment.

In 1 Peter 2:13 and 14, Peter echoed
Paul’s words of Romans 13:4: “Submit
yourselves to every ordinance of man for
the Lord’s sake, whether to the king as
supreme, O to governors, as to those who
are sent by him for the punishment of
evildoers and for the praise of those who
do good.” Baker correctly notes that

though Peter makes no specific reference to

the sword, his words, “for vengeance on evil
doers,” probably can be understood exactly

the way Paul meant them in Romans 13:4.

Peter uses the word ekdikesin (vengeance)

from the same root as Paul’s word, ekdikos

(avenger), in Romans 13:4. It is reasonable

to assume that Peter attached the same

significance to the word; that is, “retribution,”
and ultimately capital punishment, especially
since Peter was familiar with the writings of

Paul and regarded them as Scripture (2 Peter

3:15,16).2
The Bible delineates three purposes of
government:

(1) To protect the good (Romans 13:4a)

(2) To punish the evildoers (Romans
13:4b; 1 Peter 2:13, 14)

(3) To promote peace and order

{1 Timothy 2:2)

As can be seen, two of these purposes
are found in the key passage, Romans 13:4.
A government that refuses to follow these
divine directives, including the execution
of criminals, is derelict in its duty.

VI. The Opposition to Capital
Punishment

The arguments for and against capital
punishment are numerous. According to
Michael Meltsner, “One observer has
counted 65 proand 87 contra. So many
considerations are advanced on both sides of
the question that one suspects few people
undertake the demanding task of sifting the
evidence before taking a position. . . . [An
individual's position] seems to come as
much from the gut as the head."?

A. The abolitionists of capital punishment.
The Bible believer deplores the concerted
effort to abolish capital punishment. One is
inclined to concur with William E Buckley,

who bemoans the fact that “abolitionists
gain strength every day, and agitation on the
subject crops up in the media and in the
mail weekly.""

The execution of Timothy McVeigh has
ignited a heated debate on capital punish-
ment. On April 19, 1995, he bombed the
federal building in Oklahoma City, which
sent 168 innocent men, women, and
children to their death. With total lack of
remorse, he characterized the 19 children he
murdered as “collateral damage.” The case
of McVeigh challenges the dogma of death
penalty opponents as no other execution in
recent memory. Yet the abolitionists of
capital punishment are undeterred in their
efforts to eliminate all executions. Liberal
columnist Richard Cohen joined many
others in trying to prevent the execution of
McVeigh, who died by lethal injection on
June 11, 2001. He asserts that “McVeigh's
true punishment would be the refusal of the
government to play by his rules. He's dirt.
He kills. We don't.”"

But as many have asked, if capital
punishment was not appropriate for Timothy
McVeigh, what was? If McVeigh should
not have been executed, who should be?
Opponents of capital punishment propose
numerous arguments for its abolition. The
informed believer can and should counter
these arguments.

(continued next month)
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Editor’s Note:

Last month we reviewed the
moral and spiritual conditions that
breed the disfavor of capital punish-
ment. We also noted the Biblical
bases for capital punishment. This
month we look at specific arguments
against punishment and the Bible’s
answers to these arguments.

B. Opponents of Capital Punishment

Most objections to the death penalty can be
grouped under eight major headings: the
social, penal, legal, constitutional, moral,
humanist, spiritual, and dispensational
arguments.

1. The social argument.

a. The argument: Capital punishment does
not restrain crime. The death penalty is not a
deterrent.

b. The answer: Logic shows that, for one,
capital punishment deters the murderer from
committing other crimes. Further, studies
indicate that the death penalty deters others
from committing murder. In the words of
columnist Charley Reese, “The recidivism rate
for executed murderers is zero.™

District attorney Paul Shafer writes, “There
is no known deterrent other than capital
punishment to prevent these persons incarcer-
ated for life from killing their guards in an
attempt to escape.””

Even a life sentence without a chance of
parole is no guarantee that serious crimes will
not be committed. Vemell Crittendon, public
information officer at San Quentin State
Prison, reports that of the 85 violent death-row

inmates at his institution, 45 attacked various
wardens and staff members at San Quentin
during the past 18 months.

While opponents of capital punishment
argue that there is little reliable evidence that
the death penalty is a deterrent to murder,
various studies indicate otherwise. One early
study by an llinois economics professor
indicates that every execution would deter 156
murders. He admits the number is an estimate,
but after exhaustive statistical research, he
concludes that “a single execution would be
likely to deter somewhere between 50 and 200
murders.™

Other studies point to capital punishment as
a deterrent.

In 1971, when we had no executions, there were
an estimated total of 17,630 murders in our country
as compared with approximately 9,000 in 1960—a
96 percent increase. {But with only a 15 percent
increase in population.f

The most thorough study done to date in
the United States, covering the years 1977—
1996, has just been released by three econom-
ics professors at Emory University in Atlanta,
Georgia. This is their conclusion:

Results suggest that capital punishment has a
strong deterrent effect. An increase in any of the
three probabilities—arrest, sentencing, or
execution—tends to reduce the crime rate. In
particular, each execution results, on average, in 18

fewer murders—with a margin of error of plus and
minus 105

Opponents of capital punishment may argue
its deterrent factor, but they dare not ignore
the above study, which concludes that each
execution deters anywhere between 10 and 28
murders. It should be pointed out, however,
that the execution of the criminal is primarily a
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divinely sanctioned punishment for some
heinous crime. On the other hand, God said
that capital punishment will indeed deter
crime: “[The people] shall hear and fear, and
hereafter they shall not again commit such evil
among you. Your eye shall not pity; but life
shall be for life . . . " {Deuteronomy 19:20, 21;
cf. 13:11; 17:13).

2. The penal argument.
a. The argument: Capital punishment does

not rehabilitate the criminal.

b. The answer: Capital punishment is not
rehabilitative or remedial but retributive. There is
a difference between chastisement, the source of
which is love (Hebrews 12:6), and punishment,
the source of which is justice. The Biblical
connection is not punishment and rehabilitation
but punishment and justice. As Norman Geisler
well notes, “The prime reason for capital
punishment . . . is that justice demands it. A just
order is disturbed by murder and only the death of
the murderer can restore that justice.”

Modern man no longer believes in God or
in unchangeable moral law. Thus the idea of
justice is foreign to much of our society. With
no existing law that the criminal has broken,
the abolitionist therefore argues for rehabilita-
tion and reformation of the murderer.
Furthermore, there is a real danger that a
community that is too ready to forgive the
criminal may end up condoning the crime.

The concept of retributive justice is rooted in
the very character of God and in the nature of
the gospel. God's Son took our rightful
punishment upon Himself. The cross demon-
strates the divine justice in punishing sin and
divine mercy in pardoning those who place
their faith in Jesus Christ (Romans 3:25, 26).

3. The legal argument.

a. The argument: Capital punishment does
not render justice. The poor suffer while the
rich go free. African-Americans are more

likely to be executed than Caucasians.

b. The answer: Injustice in the application
of capital punishment reflects on the adminis-
tration of the law rather than on the institu-
tion of capital punishment. Renowned
penologist Emest van den Haag puts the issue
in focus. What if the selection of criminals
slated for execution is capricious? Could that
be an argument against the death penalty?
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Guilt is personal. The guilt of a convict who has
been sentenced to death is not diminished because
another, as guilty, was sentenced to a lesser
punishment or was not punished at all. Equality is
desirable. But justice is more desirable. Equal justice
is most desirable, but it s justice that we want to be
equal, and equality cannot replace justice?

Gordon H. Clark discounts the argument that
only the poor (or African-Americans) are
convicted and the wealthy (or Caucasians) escape:

Actually the courts are so lenient and the public

50 permissive that nearly everybody escapes. If the
objection were true, however, the answer would not
be to abolish capital punishment and let the number
of murderers keep on soaring, but it would be to put
honest judges on the bench and in the box jurors
who are more compassionate toward the victim
than toward the criminal’

To quote Professor van den Haag again,

Out of the approximately 20,000 homicides
committed annually in the United States, fewer
than 300 lead to a death sentence. . . . Still, if there
really were discrimination in sentencing, opposing
it would not logically lead one to oppose the
execution of the murderers discriminated against,
let alone the death penalty as such. . . . Suppose the
police racially discriminated in handing out parking
tickets. . . . Would distributive discrimination argue
for abolishing parking tickets?. . . To be sure, the
death penalty is a more serious matter But why
should discrimination in distribution ever lead us
to abolish what is being distributed %

Abolitionists charge that the death penalty is
overused, especially in Texas, where one-third of
the executions have taken place in the United
States in recent years. Van den Haag shows,

We are not ready to do without it, yet hesitate to
use it: There are many convicts on death row; but
only a few are actually executed. Between 1973 and
1995, 5,760 death sentences were imposed; as of
1995, only 313 had been executed, and only some
400 have been executed since.!

“The leniency of the American judicial
system is further seen by the fact that the
average prison time served by a convicted
murderer is 5 years and 11 months.”?

The Bible demands fair and equal treatment:
“You shall do no injustice in judgment. You
shall not be partial to the poor, nor honor the
person of the mighty. But in righteousness you
shall judge your neighbor” (Leviticus 19:15). If
capital punishment is applied unequally, then
effort should be made to apply it equally, not
abolish it. Geisler’s comments are to the point:

A disproportionate number of capital punish-
ments is not in itself a proof of inequity, any more

than a disproportionately high number of minorities

in professional basketball is proof of discrimination

against majority ethnic groups. This is not to say that

one group of people is more sinful than another, but
simply that conditions may occasion different social
behavior. However understandable and regretrable

this may be, a society cannot tolerate violent social

behavior, and it must protect its citizens.

As Walter Berns has succinctly summarized,
“To execute black murderers or poor murderers
because they are murderers is not unjust; to
execute them because they are black or poor is
unconscionable and unconstitutional."**

Related to the argument that capital
punishment is capriciously applied is the
protestation that human error leads to the
execution of innocent individuals. By way of
response it may be said that no person should
be executed without the due process of the
law. Furthermore, there were slightly more
than 700 people who were executed in this
country since the Supreme Court authorized
the death sentence in 1977. Among the
experts, there is no consensus that any of
them were innocent.

Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day
O'Connor told the Minnesota Women
Lawyers in July 2001 that she is leaning toward
eliminating the death penalty because of the
possibility that innocent people have been
executed. She noted that six death row
inmates were freed in 2000 and that 90 have
been exonerated by new evidence since 1973.

Cal Thomas astutely assesses the situation:
“The exoneration of some death row inmates
is not an argument in favor of eliminating
capital punishment but a testimony to the
faimess of a system skewed toward protecting
the accused, sometimes to the detriment of
justice." He proceeds to chide Justice
O'Connor for projecting on condemned killers
an inalienable right to live yet refusing to
project a similar view on innocent pre-born
babies in the process of exiting the birth canal.

What of the likelihood of human error in
executions? Gordon Clark puts this controver-
sial subject into perspective:

Yet if just one innocent man is executed, . . . then
consider: Do you prefer 10,000 murders to save one
innocent man rather than one tragedy to save 5,000
lives? But of course this type of argument is superficial
and irrelevant. God gave the right of capital
punishment to human govemments. He intended it to
be sed wisely and justly, but he intended it to be used 6
The fact that mistakes will be made by

fallible human beings in the application of the



death penalty does not argue for the doing
away with it. Geisler’s analogy is very much to
the point: “Doctors make fatal mistakes, and so
do politicians, but these mistakes are not good
reasons for doing away with the practice of
medicine or government.”"

4. The constitutional argument.

a. The argument: Capital punishment does
not respect the Constitution. The death
penalty, it is asserted, is a violation of the
Eighth Amendment, which prohibits “cruel
and unusual punishments.” This worn
argument, gaining momentum once again in
recent months, looks upon capital punish-
ment as a vestige of primitive people and a
violation of our enlightened Constitution. As
Michael Meltsner, an abolitionist of capital
punishment, explains it, “Progressive
abandonment of the death penalty marked
the advancement of civilization. Capital
punishment had always been associated with
barbarism; its abolition with such democratic
values as the sanctity of life, the dignity of
man, and a humane criminal law."®

Justice William ]. Brennan, Jr., opines in
Furman vs. Georgia that all capital punishment
is cruel and unusual because it degrades the
human dignity both of the “victim” and the
executioner of the death penalty. Brennan
insists that the authors of the “cruel and
unusual” clause of the Eighth Amendment
intended to forbid all punishments that do not
comport with human dignity, and that the
death penalty does not comport with human
dignity because it is too severe, and that it is
too severe because it causes death.”

b. The answer: The Eighth Amendment
provides that “excessive bail shall not be
required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel
and unusual punishments inflicted.” By “cruel
punishments” the writers meant those that were
especially of medieval barbarities, such as
disembowelment, the rack, the thumb-screw,
pressing with weights, boiling in oil, drawing
and quartering, and buming alive.

By “unusual punishment” the founding
fathers seemed to have meant “capricious,” that
is, “not guided by known rules which permit

prediction.”®
. As capital punishment is presently adminis-
tered, it is not cruel, that is, it is neither a
particularly painful death nor an undeserved

death. Neither is capital punishment unusual,
insofar as legislators and govemors have
collaborated in the undenmining of the adminis-
tration of capital punishment. The answer is to
expedite, not to eliminate, executions.

It is interesting to note that in the United
States of America, arguably the most enlight-
ened nation on this planet, a large percentage of
citizens favor capital punishment—an impres-
sive 85 percent in the summer of 2001—despite
the fact that capital punishment has almost no
articulate supporters in the public among the
intelligentsia.

Could it be that this American position on
the death penalty reflects not a spirit of
barbarism but a sense of Biblical orientation,
something passed on to us, like the Constitu-
tion, from our founding fathers?

5. The moral argument.

a. The argument: Capital punishment does
not reflect love, Love and capital punishment
are mutually exclusive.

b. The answer: If love and capital punish-
ment are contradictory, then the sacrifice of
the Savior was a contradiction. The principle
for the substitutionary atonement is that only
life can atone for life (Leviticus 17:11). God’s
love was manifest in the death of His Son as a
substitute for the sinner {John 3:16; Romans
5:8; John 15:13).

God is not only a God of love (1 John 4:8)
but of light {1 John 1:5), spirit (John 4:24),
truth, and life (John 14:6). In whatever God
does, His love and justice are in perfect
harmony (Romans 9:20; Genesis 18:25). God
always does and demands that which is right.

As a God of light, or righteousness, He
cannot countenance sin, but as a God of love
He provided forgiveness for the sin of
humankind. Forgiveness, however, does not
automatically remove any temporal penalties
for sin. A Christian who jumps off a bridge will
not escape death at the bottom though his or
her sins have been forgiven. Similarly, inmates
on death row who trust in Christ as Savior
must still subject themselves to the divine
requirernent that in taking another’s life, one
forfeits his or her own life.

Even from a purely secular perspective,
capital punishment is not in conflict with a
loving attitude. Compassion is not decisive, as
van den Haag demonstrates:

Felt with a man to be executed {compassion]
may also be felt with his victim: If the execution
spares future victims of murder, supporters of the
death penalty may claim compassion as their
argument.!

6. The humanist argument.

a. The argument: Capital punishment does
not rectify evil. Two wrongs don’t make a
right. Capital punishment is legalized murder
and brutalizes the community. Opponents of
capital punishment imply that no murder is so
heinous that it should be punished with the
death penalty.

b. The answer: The Bible prohibits the
taking of life but permits the execution of the
murderer. Thus, the avenger of blood who
apprehends and brings the criminal to justice is
not guilty of blood (Numbers 35:27). Then,
100, there is a world of difference between a
murder and an execution. Goveming authorities
are appointed to be God’s instruments of justice
(Romans 13:1-7; 1 Peter 2:13-17). Their
activity is a legal one rather than a personal
one. As van den Haag incisively observes,

When an offender is legally arrested and
imprisoned, we do not speak of “legalized
kidnapping.” Arrest and kidnapping may be
physically indistinguishable. . . . Punishment
differs because it has social sanction. . . . Not

the physical act but the social meaning of it

distinguishes robbery from taxation, murder
from execution.

The Bible believer would add that in the
case of murder, the act is an outrage against
God. The death penalty is carried out in
obedience to God. In reality the humanistic
opponents to capital punishment are opposed
to the taking of any human life for whatever
reason, but their attitude is paradoxical, as
Charley Reese demonstrates:

As for those who profess sympathy for the
killers, I think they are sick. They show no
sympathy for innocent life. . . . Most of them have

zero sympathy for the 100-percent innocent
children who are slaughtered in abortion clinics.?

7. The spiritual argument.

a. The argument: Capital punishment does
not rescue the sinner from Hell. Our efforts
should be on the sinner’s salvation rather than

on his or her execution.

b. The answer: There is ample time
between the apprehension and execution of
the criminal. On the average, eight years
and ten months elapse between sentencing
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and execution. Besides, there is no proof
that a man or woman serving a life sentence
is more likely to turn to Christ for salvation
than one with a death sentence. The
observations of John Jefferson Davis go to
the heart of the matter:

Rather than foreclosing the possibilicy of
salvation, the reality of the death penalty forces
the one convicted to think about his eternal
destiny and consequently can even be seen as
beneficial. . . . The death penalty reminds the
murderer, ina way that life imprisonment
cannot, of the grim but inescapable truth that “it
is appointed for men to die once, and after that
comes judgment” (Hebrews 9:27).#

One writer spells out the Biblical hope that
exists for death row convicts:

The repentant thief was facing the death
sentence when he met Christ. He acknowl-
edged his sin, recognized Jesus Christ for Who
He is—the sinless Son of God—and trusted in
Him and His once-and-for-all, vicarious
atoning sacrifice. At that very moment, Jesus
Christ forgave him and promised him, “Today
thou shalt be with me in paradise” (Luke
23:43). Alchough the convict still faced the
consequences of violating the law here on
earth, God forgave him of his sin when he
genuinely repented and trusted in Christ for
salvation.®

8. The dispensational argument.

a. The argument: Capital punishment does
not realize the New Testament ethic. It is
based on a sub-Christian or pre-Christian
concept of justice, which is superceded by a
New Testament morality of forgiving grace.

b. The answer: Neither the Lord nor the
apostles abrogated capital punishment. To the
contrary, as has already been seen, they
asserted the governmental right to execute
criminals. While it is true that the Mosaic law
has-ended, capital punishment—introduced
thousands of years before the giving of the
law—continues as a governmental function.
Charles Ryrie notes that the New Testament
does not contain a replacement ethic for
capital punishment.

Dispensational distinctions do recognize

that the law of capital punishment for certain

crimes was done away with in Christ, but this

does not include capital punishment for

murder. If the New Testament gave replace-

ment for the standard of Genesis 9:6, then the

Genesis command would no longer be valid.

But since it does not, the dispensational
teaching concerning the end of the law is

irrelevant to Genesis 9:6, and the principle of
that verse apparently still applies today.?
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C. The Antagonism toward Capital
Punishment

Opponents of capital punishment may be
well intentioned but are misinformed and
mistaken. Their abolitionist attitude is based
on a number of erroneous perspectives in
conflict with Biblical revelation.

1. Insensitivity toward the image of God.

A murderer destroys someone in God's
image. In God's estimate, the worth of an
individual is so great that anyone who tampers
with the individual’s sacred right to live forfeits
his or her own life. Not the humanist who
would save the life of the murderer, but the
Biblicist who would opt for capital punish-
ment, has the highest regard for human life.

2. Ignorance of the Word of God.

Biblical revelation clearly calls for the
execution of criminals guilty of capital crimes.
We dare not change God's Word to fit our
human sensitivity. For example, David
Hoekema argues strongly for the abolition of
capital punishment, concluding that “there
are compelling reasons not to entrust the
power to decide who shall die to the persons
and procedures that constitute our judicial
system.””

How can Hoekema, a professor at a
Christian institution, dismiss Romans 13:4,
which declares precisely what he denies, that
government has the right and duty to take the
life of the criminal?

3. Indifference to the glory of God.

Whatever God does, allows, or commands
will ultimately bring glory to Him. Whether
we understand God's rationale or not, we bow
to His omnipotent will and thus uphold His
glory and honor.

As aholy God, He is outraged by sin. As a just
God, He has decreed punishment for sin. Asa
gracious and merciful God, He can forgive sin
through Jesus Christ; but humankind, nonethe-
less, will suffer the temporal consequences of sin.
Murder is an attack on the holiness of God. God
desires fair punishment of the murderer by
human govemment, which He ordained. He
desires vindication and not vindictiveness. When
legal authorities acquiesce to God's command,
they bring glory to God.

¥ % %

I am currently corresponding with an

individual incarcerated in a penitentiary.

His crimes are many, including manslaughter.
Through a prison ministry he trusted in
Christ as Savior. With his spiritual eyes
opened, he knows he deserves death. He is
aware of the enormity of his sin but is deeply
grateful for the forgiveness in Jesus Christ.
Because of legal leniency, he looks forward
to parole after eight years. He desires to
serve the Lord the rest of his life, but he
would have been prepared to meet Him
sooner, had the state demanded the extreme
penalty. My friend has learned something
that many fail to understand: God can
forgive sin, but He cannot justify sin. God
demands capital punishment for capital
crimes.
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1. The preservation of life,
Genests 1-2.

2. The protection of the
murderer, Genests 4.

3. The prelude to capital

punishment, Genesis 6.

® 4, The punishment for
murder, Genests 9.

5. The prohibition of

murder, Fxodus 20.

6. The permission to
government, Romans 13.

7. The presence of the King,
Revelation 19.
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murderer, Genests 4.
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4, The punishment for
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DEMONSTRATION OF
GOD’S CARE

DISTANCING OF THE
MURDERER FROM SOCIETY

THE DELUGE UPON THE
WICKED

DIRECTIONS FOR CAPITAL
PUNISHMENT

DENUNCIATION OF WILFUL
KILLING

DISCHARGING OF DIVINE
RESPONSIBILITY

DISPATCHING OF ALL
UNBELIEVERS




Arguments Against Capital Punishment

1. The Social Argument:

Capital punishment does not

2. The Penal Argument:

Capital punishment does not

3. The legal Argument:

Capital punishment does not

4. The Constitutional Argument:

. Capital punishment does not

5. The Moral Argument:

Capital punishment does not

6. The Humanist Argument:

Capital punishment does not

7. The Spiritual Argument: -

Capital punishment does not

8. The Digpensational Argument:

Capital punishment does not
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“Let's do it."”

On January 17, 1977, Gary Mark Gilmore was put to death by firing squad at Draper State Prison, Point of the }
was the first person to be executed in the United States since the reinstatement in 1976 of the death penalty af

Gary's crime was murder. Over a series of two nights, he systematically put tc death a gas station attendant ne
desk clerk named Bennie Bushnell, forcing each man to lie face down on the floor as he put a gun to their head:
Contrary to what is reported on some of the few websites that actually have information on Gary, he was not a
Media Editors, a serial killer is one who kills on three or more consecutive occasions (events) separated by intet
Wayne Gacy, Pee Wee Gaskins or Ted Bundy. His victims were chosen at random as selfish acts to try to get the
girlfriend, Nicole Baker. In that respect, the murders accomplished what they were meant to accomptish.

The World Watches

During the summer of 1976 and the beginning of 1977, the United States and most of the world were horrified
con from Utah, was made an instant celebrity... Not for being sentenced to the death penalty itseif, but for dem
immediately. When it wasn't, the country watched in fascination as Gary Gilmore twice tried to commit suicide ¢
was having such a hard time doing. This situation was made even more sensationai when Gary's girifriend Nicel
at the same time as Gary. Neither succeeded. Nicole was placed in a mental hospital and was not allowed to se:
between them after the suicide attempts were letters.

All over the world people were talking about Gary Gilmore. He was on the covers of national magazines and his
television and plastered over the front pages of newspapers. Every night brought another chapter to the story,
attempts by both Nicole Baker and Gary to the adamant demands that the sentence be carried out. The simple
first execution since the reinstatement of the death penalty should have been enough to garner the attention of
circumstances were so extraordinary that they drew not only the attention of the United States but the entire w

The Execution

At 8:07am on the morning of January 17, 1977, the State of Utah carried out the death sentence by firing squa

out in an unused cannery on the prison property. Five executioners with rifles {one rifle loaded with bianks so t!

who had fired the fatal shots) took aim at Gary through a canvas blind on the cannery's loading dock, firing sim
. invited to witness the execution by Gary, but was institutionalized and was not allowed to leave the hospital.

It has been widely reported that Gary Gilmore's last words were "Let's do it.” This is, in fact, erroneous. This w:
he had any last words. After this, Gary spoke to Father Meersman, the priest performing last rites:

Gary: Dominus vobiscum.

Meersman: Et cum spiritu tuo.

Gary (grinning): There'll always be a Meersman.

After the execution, Gary's body was sent for autopsy and then cremated. The ashes, which were placed in an ¢

scattered from a six-seater airplane carrying Gary's uncle Vern Damico, Father Meersman, Cline Campbell, Larr
Gary's lawyer. Ron spread the ashes over Spanish Fork, Springville, and Provo Utah, in accordance with Gary's




Arguments Against Capital Punishment

1. The Social Argument:

Capital punishment does not restrain crime.

2. The Penal Argument:

Capital punishment does not rehabilitate the criminal.

3. The legal Argument:

Capital punishment does not render justice.

4. The Constitutional Argument:

. Capital punishment does not respect the US Constitution.

5. The Moral Argument:

Capital punishment does not reflect love.

6. The Humanist Argument:

Capital punishment does not rectify evil.

7. The Spiritual Argument:

Capital punishment does not rescue the sinner from hell.

8. The Dispensational Argument:

Capital punishment does not realize the New Testament ethic.
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Manfred Kober

. From: Manfred Kober

Sent: Wednesday, December 26, 2007 6:02 PM
To: ‘letters@dmreg.com'

‘ December 26 2007

Letterin response to DMR edltonal Fric, Dec 21 2007 20A
"Let's make it a trend:- Abolish death penalty " » :

’ ‘Des Moines Register
Letters 'to the Edito

. vDear Strs

! ‘tn your edttorlat you suggested that the 36 states whrch have the death penalty on therr books should abolish it. ln your :
lengthy column you proffer alf the various reasons why capital punrshment shoutd be unrversally abohshed Permrt me to '
point.out just three of the faltacrous reasons in your edtiorial

‘For one, you suggest that capttal puntshment is barbanc In fact, capital puntshment is brbtrcal God places such hlgh
= value on human life that a murderer, who takes the life of a person who is madé in the'i tmage of God, forfeits his life. God'
* introducted capital punrshment in the days of Noah, assertmg that "whosoever sheddes man's blood, by man shall his
o blood by shed" (Genes:s 9:6). The same divine injunction is repeated by the Apostle Paul in Romans 13:4, noting that the
:_fgovemment whtch isto protects its’ crtrzens agalns evrl doers does not carry the sword of capttal punrshment in vain. '

2 Secondly, you |ns|st that capttal punrshment "IS not a proven deterrent " ‘Well all sorts of statlsttcs to the contrary coutd be“ '
\ marshalled.:Did your editorial writer miss the article in the Nov. 18 issue of the New York Times entitled, "Does Death::
“Penalty Save Lives? ‘A New Debate"?" The article refers to'a dozen recent studies which show that "executioons : save. u '
_lives. For each inmate put to death. ... 3 to 18 murders are prevented "Mocan, an economist at Lousiana State =~ = - '
;'Unrversrty, who is personally opposed to capital punrshment shows in his study that each execution saves five lives.. -
. Would the editors of the Regrster rather have five’ rnnocent mdtvxduals perlsh S0 that the life of a criminal gurlty of hemous ;
- -crimes would be spared?’ : i , : : J

» Frnally, you deptore the fact that cap|tal pumshment is revenge Capttal punlshment hke any other punlshment meted outs
" by government, is not revenge but retribution. There actually are some crimes so revolting that capital pumshment is
. called for." This is not murder (as you suggest) ‘but the puttlng to death of an inidvidual who deserves this u|trmate
*punishmentl In this case the death penalty removes a murderer.who has fon‘erted his life and at the same tlme deters at
teast five further murders There is’ nothrng barbanc or uncrvrlrzed about that : R -

 Manfred E. Kober, ThD.
"+ .308 Second St. SE -
";;Bondurant IA 50035

" 'Home phone 515-967- 4518 1 ST s
 Office phone 5152702080




Page 147 Saturday, February 16,2008

The Des Moines Register GC

In a Jan. 28 letter to the
editor, Patti Brown ar-
gues for the abolition of
the death penalty on the
grounds that “there simply
is no remedy for the execu-
tion of someone who may
be innocent.” As secretary
of lowans Against the
Death Penalty, she feels
that the execution of one
innocent man is enough
reason to abrogate capital

| LETTERS TO THE EDITOR
Several reasons to keep the death penalty

her organization overlook
several factors.. ~ °

With modern DNA test-
ing, a criminal’s guilt can
normally be established
beyond the shadow of
any doubt. Few convicted
criminals are ever execut-
ed. As of 2007, some 1,099
individuals have been ex-
ecuted since the Supreme
Court reinstituted capital
punishment in 1977. There
is no consensus among the

experts that any of them
were innocent.

That mistakes will be
made by fallible human
beings in the appli¢ation of
the death penalty does not
argue for the doing away of
it. Doctors make fatal mis-
takes and so do politicians,
but these mistakes are not
a good reason for doing
away with the practice of
medicine or government.

A desire to abolish the

death penalty shows a
low view of the will of the
Creator. He commanded
that a murderer be put to
death (Genesis 9:6), and it
fails to acknowledge that
capital punishment serves
as a deterrent. Finally, it
minimizes the wickedness
of criminals who deserve
to pay the ultimate penalty

for their heinous crimes.
— Manfred Kober,
Bondurant.

punishment. Brown and

Letter to the Editor

‘Response'to “Fallible system shouldn't include death penalty”
DMRegister Jan. 28, 2008 P.6A

Dear Ed_itéré of the Des Moines Register,

In a January 28 letter to the editor of the Register Patti Brown argues for the abolition of the death penalty on the grounds
that "there is simply no remedy for the execution of someone who may be innocent. As secretary of lowans Against the
Death Penalty, she feels that the execution of one innocent man is enough reason to abrogate capital punishment. Ms.
Brown and her organization overlook several factors.

For one, with modern DNA testing, a criminal's guilt can normally be established beyond the shadow of any doubt. Few of
the convicted criminals are ever executed. As of 2007, some 1099 individuals have been executed since the Supreme
Court reinstituted capital punishment in 1977. There is no consensus among the experts that any of them were innocent.
Furthermore, the American judicial system is extremely lenient as seen by the fact that the average prison time served by
a convicted murderer is 5 years and 11 months.

The fact that mistakes will be made by fallible human beings in the application of the death penalty does not argue for the
doing away with it. Doctors make fatal mistakes, and so do politicians, but theses mistakes are not good reason for doing
away with the practice of medicine or government.

-

It seems that Ms. Brown would eliminate capital punishment even in a case where the murderer, like Gary Gilmore, freely
admits his guilt and asks to die. A desire to abolish the death penalty indicates three things. It shows a low view of the will
of the creator-God. He commanded that a murderer be put to death (Genesis 9:6). Further, it is fails to acknowledge that
captial punishment serves as a warning and deterrent. Studies demonstrate that each execution saves about 10 innocent
lives. Finally, it minimizes the wickedness of criminals who deserve to pay the ultimate penalty for their heinous crimes.
Timothy McVeigh, the Oklahoma City bomber, who sent 168 innocent individuals to their horrible deaths, should not have
been executed, who should be?

.Dr. Manfred Kober

308 Second St. S. E.
Bondurant, |1A 50035
Phones; Home 967-4619

Office 270-2080
Cell 707-0071



Giving: The Problem of Priorities and Percentages.

1A. The Biblical Requirements for Giving:

1b. The standards of the 0ld Testament:

lc. The tithe in the ancient world:

The ancients honored their pagan deities by offering them
a tenth. The number ten represented totality and indicated
total surrender.

2c. The tithe before the Mosaic dispensation:
1d. Abraham and the tithe: Gen. 14:17-20; cf. Heb. 7:4
Abraham's victory over the Mesopotamian invaders gave
him access to much spoil. Of this he paid a tithe to
the priest-king Melchizedik. It was a voluntary tithe

of the booty of war and apparently a one-time thing.

2d. Jacob and the tithe: Gen. 28: 20-22

Jacob was at a low point spiritually. He tried to
bribe God with a tithe. God had promised Jacob His
presence (v.15). Jacob, in unbelief, replies, "If God

‘ will be with me" (v. 20) then "I will surely give the
tenth unto thee" (v. 22).

3c. The tithe of the Mosaic Law:
" 1d. The legal character of the tithe: Lev. 27:34, cf. vv. 30-33
@I thp 2d. The divine requirement for the tithe:

le. A tenth of all had to be given to the Levites:
Lev. 27: 30-33

Israel was to support its theocratic rulers, God's
vice-regents, with the tithe.
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2e. A second tithe ( a tenth of the remaining nine-tenth)
was to be set apart for a sacred meal in Jerusalem:
Deut. 12: 5-6, 11, 18

3e. Every third year another tithe was taken for 'the

Levite, . . .the stranger and the fatherless and
the widow'" (Deut. 14:29).

The national relevance of the tithe:

Under the Mosaic Law the proportion was clearly specified
and every Isralite was under obligation to give approximately
22% of his annual income.

John McArthur has well summarized the purpose of Mosaic
tithing: 'Tithing, required to fund the theocracy, was
equivalent to our modern-day tax structure. The three
tithes took care of government salaries, the social and
religious life of the nation, and a welfare system. Tithes
were not freewill gifts. The tithes didn't belong to the
people, so how could they give them away? The tithe was
the Lord's" (Giving God's Way, p. 72).

The tithe in the present dispensation:

1d.

6 For I am the LORD, ‘I change
not; therefore ye sons of Jacob are

not consumed.

7 4 ‘Even from the days of
your fathers ye are gone away
from mine ordinances, and have
not kept them. ™Return unto
me, and I will return unto you,
saith the LORD of hosts. "But ye
said, Wherein shall we return?

8 § Will a man rob God? Yet

e have robbed me. But ye say,

erein have we robbed thee?
In rtithes and offerings.

g Ye are cursed with a curse:
for ye have robbed me, even
this whole nation. .

10 Bring ye all the tithes into
the storehouse, that there may
be "meat in mine house, a:nd
tprove me now herewith, saith
the LORD of hosts, if I will not
open you the windows of hea-
ur yououtablessing,
that there shall not be room
enough fo receive if.

Taw us. Grarce

2d.

The impossibility of Mosaic tithing: Mal. 3:6-11

le. The people who were commanded to tithe were Israelites:
Mal. 3:6

2e. The place to which the tithe was taken was the temple:
Mal. 3:10

3e. The procedure of paying the tithe limited it to the

Jewish economy: Mal. 3:10

The institution of a new economy:

le. The elimination of the tithe:
Tithing was part of the Mosaic Law, given specifically
to Israel, never to the Gentiles (Rom. 2:14). The law
is expressly done away for the Christian (2 Cor. 3:7-11).
With a change of the priesthood, there was a change of
the law governing the priesthood (Heb. 7:12).

2e. The establishment of grace giving:

1f. Grace never compels, whereas the tithe was
compulsory. The Israelite gave in order to be
blessed. The believer gives because he has been
blessed. The Christian is motivated to action

by the blessings of God (Rom. 12:1, 2; Eph. 1:3).
2f. A new spirit permeates this age: The compulsory
character of the law of tithing gave place to

the spiritual grace of giving.
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2B. The standards of the New Testament:
lc. The significance of giving:
1d. The prominent place of giving:

le. The references to giving:
BEILIAEILISSETISTLITLLLICIBIETIISLAITIS D
The New Testament contains commands, practical
directions, warnings, examples, and exhortations
concerning giving: Christ spoke approximately
five times as much about money and possessions
than any other subject!

2e. The reprehensibility of greed:

The Scriptures denounce miserliness, greed and avarice
but extol generosity, hospitality and charity.

3e. The recurrence of the theme of giving:

There are four central passages which set forth the
principles of giving for the church: 1 Cor. 16: 1,2;
2 Cor. 8:1-12; 2 Cor. 9:6-8; Gal. 6:6-10

2d. The evidential nature of giving:

le. The use of our possessions demonstrates our love for
God.

Dr. Ryrie is absolutely correct when he states:

"How we use our money demonstrates the reality of our

love for God. In some ways it proves our love more
ﬂl conclusively than depth or knowledge [sic./, length of -

prayers or prominence of service. These things can be feigned,
but the use of our possessions shows us up for what we
actually are" (Balancing the Christian Life, p. 84).

2e. The love of God is linked intimately with gifts to our
brother: 1 John 3:17

In commenting on this verse, Ryrie states: "How, then,
can the believer in ordinary circumstances show that

he loves his brother and thus God? The answer is
simple: By giving money and goods to his brother. If
he fails to do this, then he shows not only that he does
not love his brother but also that he does not love God.
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There is scarcely anyone who cannot give; therefore,

all can show by this means the measure of their love
. for God. Giving of money and things is a manisfestation
and responsibility of a truly spiritual life" (ibid.,
pp- 84-85).

3d. The spiritual character of giving:
le. Giving is called a fellowship: 2 Cor. 8:4

Giving is closely related to the believer's fellowship
with his Lord.

2e. Giving is considered a spiritual gift: Rom. 12:8

This gift can be exercised by any believer, no matter
what his financial status may be.

2c. The stewardship of giving:
1d. The definition of a steward:

le. The biblical definition:
A steward in the New Testament as well as in the 01d
Testament was a man charged with the responsibility
of managing another man's house.

. 2e. The ethical definition:

Man is not an owner but a trustee, managing another's
goods, God being the one original and inalienable owner
of all.

2d. The description of a steward:

le. A steward is one who first gives back to God himself:
1 Cor. 6:19-20; 2 Cor. 8:5

2e. A steward is not one who gives what he owns, but
rather he gives back to God a portion of what God has
entrusted to him.

3d. The deportment of a steward: Luke 12:42
le. A steward is faithful and wise:
2e. A steward is Spirit-controlled:

The believer puts his time, treasure and talent at
his Master's disposal.

3c. The sacrifice of giving:

. The New Testament lists four "Christian sacrifices." Giving is
one of these high and noble activities.
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1d. The Christian's sacrifice of his body to the Lord: Rom. 12:1-2
2d. The Christian's sacrifice of praise to God: Heb. 13:15
3d. The Christian's sacrifice of well doing: Heb. 13:16

4d. The Christian's sacrifice of communicating or contributing:
Heb. 13:16

4c. The sytem of grace giving: 1 Cor. 16:1-2
1d. Giving is paramount: 'let everyone of you."

Grace does not make giving an option but a privilege and
responsiblity of every believer.

Giving is to be plenary: '"let every one of you."
Every individual is responsible. Cf. 2 Cor. 9:7; Gal. 6:6-8
Giving is to be periodic: 'on the first day of the week."

Giving is not an erratic business but a regular and
systematic stewardship.

Giving is to be proportionate: '"as God has prospered him."
(Cf£. 2 Cor. 9:7)

How much should the Christian give? As Ryrie says: '"This
may mean 8, 12, 20, 50 percent--any percent, depending on
the individual case. It may also mean a variation in
proportion suitable for one year will be satisfactory for
the next. When prosperity comes, as it has for many
Christians, it should be used to give more, not necessarily
to buy more. Each time the Christian gives he is to
reflect on God's blessing in his life and determine what
proportion in return he will give to God" (ibid., p. 86).

5d. Giving is to be private: 'lay by him in store."

This phrase suggests a private gift fund into which the
believer places his proportionately determined gifts,
enabling him to make contributions to specific causes.

6d. Giving is to be purposeful: ''that there be no gatherings
when I come."

éi .
-l@

Prior determination and private deposit prevent the giving
under pressure.

7d. Giving is to be perpetual: '"all that are in every place
= call upon the name of Jesus Christ our Lord." (1 Cor. 1:2,
Cf. 2 Cor. 9:2; Rom. 15:26)

5¢c. The spirit of grace giving:

1d. Giving must not be considered as the payment of a debt,
rendered grudgingly: 2 Cor. 9:6-8



2A. The Proper Recipients of Giving:
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2d. Giving must be considered the demonstration of love based
on past blessings:

le. Giving is to be done cheerfully: 2 Cor. 9:7

The word cheerful (Greek hilarios), is akin to the
word for mercy seat or propitiation. A cheerful
giver is thus not one who gives boisterously but

one who gives out of glad gratitude for his salvation.

"Love ever lives,

And while it lives, it gives;

For this is love's prerogative,

To give, and give, and give."
2e. Giving is to be done willingly: 2 Cor. 8:12; Matt. 10:8
3e. Giving is to be done unselfishly: Luke 6:35
4e. Giving is to be done liberally: 2 Cor. 9:6

Se. Giving is to be done sacrificially: 2 Cor. 8:8

WL TAE
MORE 75N

1b.

2b.

AS)

GIVING 7

Introduction:

lc. The bewildering multiplicity of requests.
2c. The carnal commercializing of requests.
3c. The fleshly emotionalizing of requests.
4c. The proper priorities of giving.

The New Testament enables us to set priorities in our giving.
Three passages related to giving permit us to catalog our
requests in a descendinging order or urgency for the six areas
of the believer's special financial concern (see the diagram
of the three passages in the appendix).

1d. Destitute relatives: 1 Tim. 5:8
2d. Spiritual ministries: 1 Tim. 5:17-18
3d. Needy individuals: Gal. 6:10

Destitute relatives: 1 Tim. 5:3-16

Two commands and one condemnation give special force to the area of
priority. v. 8 "his own'" and "his own house' are two levels of
priority.

lc. The immediate family: 1 Tim. 5:4, 8, 16
2c. Indigent relatives:

1d. The believer is commanded to sustain all true widows:
1 Tim. 5:5

2d. The believer is commanded to support all needy relatives:
1 Tim. 5:8



3b.

Page 7

Spiritual ministries: 1 Tim. 5:17-18
lc. Dedicated ministers:

This would include elders (1 Tim. 5:17-18); teachers (Gal. 6:6);
evangelists (1 Cor. 9:14); missionaries (3 John 5-7).

2c. Deserving ministries:

1d. Unbelievers are never to be approached for support: 1 Cor. 8:1

2d. Pressure is never to be applied for support:
"A willing mind" (2 Cor. 8:12)

Not with a grudging attitude produced by the necessity of
the moment (2 Cor. 9:7)
3d. The giver is to be accented rather than the gift: Phil 4:17
4d. The funds are to be administered with care: 1 Cor. 16:3;

4b.

3A. The Present Regression in Giving:

2 Cor. 8:16-24
Needy individuals: Gal. 6:10

lc. Fellow-believers: Rom. 12:13
2c. All men:

1d. The poor: Luke 10-33-37
2d. The travelers: Rom. 12:13b; 1 Pet 4:9
3d. The weak: Acts 20:35
4d. The orphans: James 1:27
5d. The widows: James 1:27

+

“WHERE I WORSHIP REGULARLY"
. . . R N

ST

1b.

2b.

The primacy of the local church:

The local church is called "the pillar
and ground of truth (1 Tim. 3:15)

which God has ordained as the instru-
ment of world evangelism. If the

local church is God's institution and
instrument, then financial support
belongs first and foremost to the local
church, permitting it to carry on 1its
God-ordained function.

THIS IS MY FIRST
.\ ALLEGIANCE

The problems in the local church:

lc. The dispersing of funds:

Much support is channelled to

to organizations which are unworthy

of the believer's support because

of their misuse of funds or their mistaken priorities.

2c. The dearth of funds:

Statistics bear out that the average fundamental church is
supported substantially by only 18% of its membership.
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Below are the stewardship statistics from an actual church
with a membership of 175. The list of donations is that
compiled by the financial secretary and represents those
gifts for which a record for tax purposes was kept. The
statistics speak for themselves.

r7  BAPTIST CHURCH GIVING FOR 1982

1, 5965 26. 1686 51. 785 76, 253 101, 55 126. 10
2. SR&S 27. 1636 52. 725 77. 252 102, 54 127, 10
3. 5527 28, 1618 53. 710 78, 240 103. 40 128. 10
4. 5379 29. 1580 54, 705 79. 235 104, 35 129, 10
5. 4760 30. 1564 55. 101 80. 232 105. 30 130. 10
6. 4505 31. 1541 56. 699 81, 230 106, 30 131. 10
7. 3543 32, 1540 57. 682 82, 228 107, 27 132, 10
8. 3368 33, 153 58. 675 83. 218 108. 25 133. 10
9. 13277 3. 1530 59. 675 84, 205 109. 25 134, 10
10. M8° 35. 137 60, 658 85. 190 110, 25 135. 10
1]. 3152 36, 1339 61. 623 86. 190 111, 20 136, 10
12, 47 37. 1312 62, 600 87. 181 112, 20 137. 10
13, 3043 38, 1223 63, 598 88. 171 113, 20 138, 10
14, 2792 39. 1212 64, 585 89. 160 114, 20 139. 9
15. 2547 40, 1120 65, 546 90. 135 115, 20 140, 9
16, 2265 41. 1073 66. 530 91, 121 116, 20 141, 9
17. 2180 42. 1040 67. 522 92, 118 117. 20 142, 5
18, 2175 43. 1038 68. 495 93. 115 118, 20 143, 5
19, 2143 44, 977 69, 475 94, 100 119, 20 144, S
20. 2100 45, 960 70, 460 9s. 95 120. 19 145, b}
21, 207s 46, 880 71. 430 96. 95 121, 17 146, 5
22, 1854 47, 848 2. 395 97. 90 122, 16 147, 5
23. 1784 48, 832 73. 365 98. 86 123, 15 148, &4
24, 1779 49, 800 74, 350 99, 65 124, 15 149, 3
25, 1738 50, 799 5. 276 100, 61 125, 15 150, 2
151, 1

152, 1

153, 1

154, 1

3b. The promotion of giving:
lc. The part of the local church:
1d. Information about worthwhile objects of support as well
as dangerous organizations.
2d. Intercession for legitimate persons and projects, keeping
those ever before the people.
2c. The part of the individual:
1d. Dedication:
le. Personal dedication: 2 Cor. 8:5a
The Macedonians first gave themselves to the Lord.

2e. Spirit-led determination:

"They gave their ownselves . . . unto us by the will
of God" (2 Cor. 5:5b).

’” f,’ﬂ"”" 3e. Generous donation: 2 Cor 8:2

For Lasting Returns "Their deep poverty abounded unto the riches of their
liberality" (2 Cor. 8:2).
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Even impoverished individuals made generous
contributions to a worthwhile project.
2d. Involvement:
le. Through giving:

New Testament believers are an example of grateful,
glad, generous givers.

2e. Through going:

— /M withthe The Lord still calls individuals into full-time
(::i¥==l§i2§2 : ministry. While we cannot all go, we can all give.

BIBLIOGRAPHY ON GIVING

Jeremiah, David. The Baptist Bulletin, '"The New Testament Doctrine of
Giving," March 1974, 8-10,28.

MacArthur, Jr., John F. Giving: God's Way. Wheaton: Tyndale House:
1983. 104 pp.

Ryrie, Charles C. Balancing the Christian Life, Chapter 8 'Money and the
Love of God," pp. 84-93, Chicago: Moody Press, 1969.
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under the
Law of Moses

MAL. 3:7-10

7 ¥ Even from the days of your
fathers ye are gone away from
mine ordinances, and have not
kept them. Return unto me, and
I will return unto you, saith the
Lorp of hosts. But ye said,
Wherein shall we return?

8 ® Will a man rob God? Yet
ye have robbed me. But ye say,
Wherein have we robbed thee?
In tithes and offerings.

9 Ye are cursed with a curse:
for ye have robbed me, even this
whole nation.

10 Bring ye all the tithes into
the storehouse, that there may be
meat in mine house, and prove
me now herewith, saith the Lorp
of hosts, if I will not open you the
windows of heaven, and pour
you out a blessing, that there shall
not be room enough fo receive
1.

under the
Law of Christ

1 COR. 16:1-2

OW concerning the collection

for the saints, as I have given
order to the churches of Galatia.
even so do ye.

2 Upon the first day of the weuk
let every one of you lay by him 1o
store, as God hath prospered him.
that there be no gatherings when
I come.

Mantfred E. Kober, Th.D.

Li
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® | Spiritual Stewardship
“The

1/10

The O.T. Tithe: shall be Holy
unto the
Lord” --Lev. 27:30
Jacob:
Abraham:
Moses:
People:
Percentages:
. Place: Temple, Not the Local Church

N.T. Giving

The Rationale: Give Because You Have Been Blessed

The Recipients:

The Lord:
The Needy: 1. Destitute
— 2. Spiritual
3. Needy




The O.T. Tithe:

Jacob:

Abraham:

Moses:
People:

Percentages:

Place:

N.T. Giving

Spiritual Stewardship

12a

“The

110

shall be Holy
unto the
Lord” --Lev. 27:30

A Tithe in Carnality

A Tithe of Booty of War

A Three-fold Tithe

Israel, Not the Church

22%, Not 10%

Temple, Not the Local Church

The Rationale:

Give Because You Have Been Blessed

The Recipients:

The Lord:

A Part of Regular Worship

The Needy:

Destitute Relatives
Spiritual Ministries
Needy Individuals




under
Law of Moses

siving

under
Law of Christ

PAS SAGE

PURPOSE

PERIOD

PLACE

PARTICULARS

PERCENTAGE

PRIORITY

PARTIES

PROMISE

PROMOTION
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under the
Law of Moses

Giving

under the
Law of Christ

MAL. 337'10 PAS SAGE 1 COR. 16:1-2
TO BE | BECAUSE OF
BLESSED PURPOSE BLESSING
oD 1ST DAY OF
YEARLY PERI THE WEEK
STOREHOUSE PLACE BY HIMSELF
PRODUCE AND RTICULARS
ANIMALS | AR MONEY
0 PERCENTAGE PROPOR-
22/0 T1ONATEL'
 NATIONAL PRIORITY LOCAL
TEMPLE CHURCH
POLITICAL SPIRI TUAL
THEOCRACY PARTIES COMPANY
PHYSICAL OMISE SPIRITUAL
PROSPERITY | ¥ PROSPERITY
WORK OF WORK OF
LEVITES | PROMOTION "LORD
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1 TIMOTHY, 6.

Of widows.

16

Of Serranta,

2 The elder women as mothers; the
younger as sisters, with all purity.

3 Honour widows that are widows
indeed. .

4 But if any widow have children
or nephews, let them learn first to
shew Ipiety at home, and *to requite
their parents: for that is good and
acceptable before God.

Now she that is a widow indeed,
and desolate, trusteth in God, and
continueth in supplications and
prayers night and day. c. 2 Tim. 2. 26.
==But=she=that=i : 'Ti’eam
isdead>whilesshelivette

7 And these things give in charge,
that they may be blameless.

8 But if any provide not for his
own, and specially for those of his
own ‘house, he hath denied the faith,
and is worse than an infidel. )

9 Let not a widow be 4taken into
the number under threescore years
old, having been the wife of one man,

10 Well reported of for good works;
if she have brought up children, if
she have <lodged strangers, if she
have ¢washed the saints’ feet, if she
have relieved the afflicted, if she have
diligently followed every good work.

11 But the younger widows refuse:
for when they have begun to wax
wanton against Christ, they will
marry; ' .

12 <Having' damnation, because
they have cast off their first faith.
13 7And withal they learn to be idle,

‘'wandering about from house to

lihouse; and not only idle, but tattlers
jalso and busybodies, speaking things
which they ought not.

14 o will therefore that the young-
er women marry, bear children,
guide the house, *give none occasion
to the adversary 5to speak reproach-
fully.

15 For some are already turned
aside after Sa’tan.

16 If any man or woman that be-
lieveth have widows, let them relieve
them, and let not the church be
charged; that it may relieve them
that are widows indeed.

17 iLet the elders that rule well be
counted worthy of double honour,
especially they who labour in the
word and doctrine.

18 For the scripture saith, *Thou
shalt not muzzle the ox that treadeth
out the corn. And, 'The labourer s
worthy of his reward.

19 Against an elder receive not an
accusation, but °before two or three
witnesses.

20 =~Them that sin rebuke before
all, =that others also may fear.

21 I charge thee before God, and the
Lord Jé‘sus Christ, and the elect an-
gels, that thou observe these things

7without.preferri'ng. one before an-
other, doing nothing by partiality.

A. D. 65.

1 Or, kind-
n

ess.
bMatt. 15. 4.
Eph. 6.1, 2.

2 Or, deli-
cately.

3 Or, kin-
dred.

4 Or, chosen.

¢ Acts 16. 15.
d Gen. 18. 4.

1 Of servanis
10 On love
T'imothy.

ET as ma
der the
masters wor
the name of
not blasphen
2 And they
ters, let ther

.lcause they 2
‘|do_them sei
ifaithful anc

1Gen.47.12.
Matt. 15. 4.

Luke 10. 7.
6 Or, under.
m Tit. 1. 13.
n Deut. 13.

11.

7 Or, with-
.out preju-
dice.

och. 4. 14,
p 2John 11.
¢ 1 Pet. 3. 8~
16.

frife f=y

22 cLay hands sudde
rneither be partaker
sins : keep thyself pure

23 Drink no_longer water, but yyq
a little wine for thy stomach’s syke
a1212 gune often inﬁrmities. ¢

ome men’s sins are ope -
forehand, going before to J'udpgx?lc::?-
and some men they foliow after. '

2% Likewise also ¢the good work,
of some are manifest beforehand; a;q
they that are otherwise cannot he hi.

CHAPTER 6.

o

Dly Oon no n]n".
f other Mmen'y

1125

GALATIANS 6

l A. D. 68,

6 *Let him that is taught in the
word communicate unto him that
teacheth in all good things.

7 'Be not deceived; - »God is not
mocked: for =whatsoever ' a man
soweth, that shall he also reap.

8 For he that soweth to his flesh
shall of the flesh reap corruption;

. 9.lthe benefit. but he that soweth to °the Spirit shall
- lexhort. of the Spirit reap life everlasting. 11_;
== 3 9 And rlet us not be weary in well
Conseni= doing: for in due season we shall
it reap, ¢if we faint not. = v o

10 rAs we have therefore oppor-
tunity, *let us do good unto all men,
especially unto them who are of
‘the household of faith.

11 Ye see how large a letter I have
|written unto you with mine own hand.

5 4Perver§e UISPUULIES UL “Ici vl
corrupt minds, and destitute of the
truth, /supposing that gain‘is godli-
ness: ofrom such withdraw thyself.
| 6-But~*godliness “with’ contentment
is great:gain.. Woonve

7 For ‘we brought nothing into this
world, and it s certain we can carry

a Tit. 2. 9.
b 2 Sam. 12.
14.

¢ Col. 4, 1.
ng.

d1Cor.8.2.
3 Or, sick.

4 Or, Gall-
ings one of
another.

e2 Tim. 3. 8.
s Tit 1. 11.
gRom.16.17.
h Ps. 37. 16.
Luke 12. 31,
32

1 Eccl. 5. 15.
7 Gen. 28. 20.
k Matt. 13.
22

I Ex. 23. 8.
5 Or, been
seduced.
mDeut.33.1.
n Zech. 10. 5.
Eph. 6. 10-

L Or, beitev- |
2 Or, a fool. |

nothing out. W.oHh T

8 And shaving food and raiment let
us:be thérewith-content:
=9=But=they=thatw

dition: H. Heb. 2. 2, 3.

10 For the love of money is the
root of all evil: which while some
coveted after, they have serred from
the faith, and pierced themselves
through with many sorrows.

11 But thou, O man of God, flee
these things; and follow after right-
eousness, godliness, faith, love, pa-
tience, meekness.

712- ~Fight the - good“fight of Hfaith,
°lay.-hold -on :eternal:life;~whereunto
thou- art--also:called, rand-hast. pro-
fessed:a‘good profession before many
witnesses. S; 2 Tinw. 2. 19.
13 I give thee charge in the sight of

18.
o Phil. 3. 12,
pHeb 13,23,

gJohn 5. 21.
052

L VTR DA S

God; *whoiquickeneth allFthifgs, and f
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PRIORITIES IN CHRISTIAN GIVING

DESTITUTE RELATIVES

I Timothy 5:8
IMPERATIVE

Command + Condemnation

8 But if any_ provide not for his
own, and specially for those of his
own ‘house, he hath denied the faith,
and is worse than an infidel.

IMMEDIATE FAMILY

INDIGENT RELATIVES

Parents - I Timothy 5:4
Grandparents - I Timothy 5:8
Widows - I Timothy 5:16

SPIRITUAL MINISTRIES

I Timothy 5:17-18
INJUNCTION

~ommand + Obligation

Widows - I Timothy 5:8
Kelatives - I Timothy 5:8

17 iLet the elders that rule well be
counted worthy of double honour,
especially they who labour in the
word and doctrine.

18 For the scripture saith, ¥*Thou
shalt not muzzle the ox that treadeth
out the corn. And, ‘The labourer is
worthy of his reward.

DEDICATED MINISTERS

DESERVING MINISTRIES

Elders ~ I Timothy 5:17-18
Teachers - Galatians 6:6
Evangelists ~ I Corinthians 9:14
Missionaries - III John 5-7

NEEDY INDIVIDUALS

Galatians 6:10
INSTRUCTION

Instruction + Exhortation

FELLOW BELIEVERS

Restoring - Galatians 6:1
Bearing - Galatians 6:2
Supporting - Galatians 6:6
well doing - Galatians 6:9

Other local churches - I Corinthians 16:1-2
Mission boards - I Corinthians 8
Theological schools
Evangelistic societies

10 rAs we have therefore oppor-
tunity, ¢let us do good unto all men,
especially unto them who are of
‘the household of faith.

ALL MEN

Travele

poor - Luke 10:33-37
r - Romans 12:13b; I Peter 4:9
weak - Acts 20:35
Orphans - James 1:27
widows - James 1:27
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- giving

By David Jeremiah

ANY modermn-day Christians are
Mexisting under the assumption that

Christian giving is a necessary evil
which must be endured if one is to be
a faithful disciple. It is tragic that such
an attitude has been unknowingly com-
municated by those who are responsible
for teaching proper attitudes toward
Christian stewardship. For example:
Many Baptist churches have two gov-
eming boards—the board of deacons
and the board of trustees. And most of
these churches have very high spiritual
standards which must be met if one is
to become a ‘member of the deacon
board. The same churches, however,
will allow almost anyone to serve as a
trustee, providing he is a Christian and
knows something about business. One
church I know of takes the spiritual re-
jects of the deacons’ slate and auto-
matically adds them to the list of nomi-
nees for trustees.

The idea that is communicated by
such action is obvious. The deacons’
business is spiritual business; the busi-
ness of finance is not! One who has ar-
rived at this conclusion, however, has
lost all Biblical perspective in the mat-
ter of stewardship.

That the Word of God puts great im-

Mr. Jeremiah is pastor of the Black-
hawk Baptist Church of Fort Wayne,

Indiana.

portance on money and its place in the
Christian’s life can be demonstrated in
many different ways. “Money is not
carnal or worldly...a subject to be
spoken of only after ‘more important’
matters have been considered.”!

If there were no division between
chapters 15 and 16 of 1 Corinthians,
one would be able to observe more
readily how easily Paul moved from
the deep doctrine of the resurrection of
Christ to the practical matter of the col-
lection for the saints. Without so much
as a breath he says, “Now concerning
the collection...” (16:1). Apparently
Paul did not see a great chasm between
these two areas of truth.

Dr. John Walvoord has made an in-
teresting discovery which places giving
in a very high and noble category. In
his unpublished notes on the subject of
Christology, he points out that there are
four “Christian sacrifices” in the New
Testament. These sacrifices are:

1. The Christian’s sacrifice of his

body to the Lord (Rom. 12:1, 2).

2. The Christian’s sacrifice of praise
to God (Heb. 13:15).

3. The Christian’s sacrifice of doing
good (Heb. 13:186).

4. The Christian’s sacrifice of com-
municating or contributing (Heb.
13:16) .2

One of the words that is used by
New Testament writers for the grace of
giving is the word koinoneo (Gal. 6:6;
Heb. 13:16; 2 Cor. 8:4). This is the
same word that is used to describe the
believer's relationship with the Lord
and clearly underlines the character of
spiritual giving.

In the list of spiritual gifts found in
chapter 12 of Romans, giving is in-
cluded as one of these God-given abili-
ties for service. This does not mean that
only certain ones have been granted the
ability to give. It simply means that
some members of the body have this
gift in a special way. To say it another
way, “They are more gifted in giving
than the average man.” The point here,
however, is that this divine enablement
is included in the same category as
teaching, prophecy, faith and exhorta-
tion.

God has given definite revelation
concerning Christian giving. He has
given every evidence that He considers
it part of the holy life of the believer.
It is here, as perhaps in no other area of
our Christian experience, that we can
tell where we stand in our relationship
with God.

How we use our money demonstrates
the reality of our love for God. In some
ways it proves our love more conclusively
than depth of knowledge, length of prayers
or prominence of service. These things can
be feigned, but the use of our possessions
shows us up for what we really are.3
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There is no attempt on the part of
any of the New Testament writers to
avoid the subject of giving or the men-
tion of money. It seems to have been
natural for the New Testament Chris-
tian to involve himself in the financial
aspects of the ministty (Acts 2:41-47;
4:34-37). As one reads through Acts
and the Epistles he begins to realize
that the Christian was responsible for
the financial security of certain in-
dividuals and groups. The following list
represents some of the recipients of
Christian giving in the early church:

1. Missionaries (3 John 5-7).

2. Elderly and sick (Acts 20:35).

3. Those in financial difficulty (Rom.
12:13; 2 Cor. 9:12).

4. Widows (Acts 6:1; 1 Tim. 5).

5. Elders, i.c., pastors (1 Tim. 5:17).

6. Those who teach the Word (Gal.
6:6-10).

7. The poor in one’s family (1 Tim.
5:8-16).

Many New Testament passages men-
tion money and its place in the life of a
believer. There are four basic or cen-
tral passages, however, which set forth
general principles of giving for Chris-
tians of today. These passages are 1
Corinthians 16:1, 2; 2 Corinthians 8:1-
12; 2 Corinthians 9:6-8; Galatians 6:6-
10. :

The Principle of Personal Responsibility

All of the four central passages listed
above emphasize the personal responsi-
bility of every believer in the matter
of giving. Stedman points this out vivid-
ly:

...One may search in vain throughout
the entire New Testament for a single
divine command or even entreaty ad-
dressed to the church as a whole. It is al-
ways the individual believer that is in view.
It ought not to be said, then, that the
church is responsible to give to the Lord’s
work. To think in such a vein makes it all
too easy for individual members, when the
annual church benevolent report is read,
to take smug satisfaction in the total
amount expended by “their church,”
though they themselves have scarcely con-
tributed a penny. Unfortunately for them,
Scripture gives no assurance that God reads
the annual reports.+

First Corinthians 16:2 speaks of
“every one” giving as “God hath pros-
pered him.” Second Corinthians 8:5
emphasizes the personal aspect of their
giving by pointing out that the Mace-

donians first “gave their own selves to
.he Lord” and then gave their gift.
Second  Corinthians  9:7  specifically
states that “every man” was to give as
he “purposeth in his heart.” Galatians
6:6-8 abounds with personal references:

Let him [italics mine] that is taught in
Mancu, 1974

the word communicate unto him that
teacheth in all good things. Be not de-
ceived; God is not mocked: for whatsoever
a man soweth, that shall he also reap. For
he that soweth to the flesh shall of the
flesh reap corruption; but lie that soweth
to the Spirit shall of the Spirit reap life
everlasting.

Personal responsibility means that the
individual and not the church stands
responsible before God in the matter
of giving. Personal responsibility also
means that each and every Christian is
responsible to God in this important
area; it matters not what his circum-
stances or income may be.

The Principle of Prior Consecration

Under the New Testament plan for
giving, much more is demanded of the
individual than was demanded under
the Law. God is never satisfied with the
believer's money alone. He demands
complete control of the believer him-
self. It is logical to assume that when
God has control of the Christian, He
will have control of the purse. In 2
Corinthians 8:5 we read of the Mace-
donians who went beyond the Apostle’s
expectation in that they “first gave their
own selves to the Lord, and unto us
by the will of God.” Lenski comments:
“To give of oneself when one gives a
gift is the highest form of Christian
giving. ...No gift can please God as
much as that.”s

This principle of prior dedication is
in harmony with the New Testament
doctrine of stewardship. The Christian
has been purchased by God (1 Pet.
1:18, 19). All that he has has been
given or entrusted to him by God. Thus
God has every right to demand that the
Christian and his goods be dedicated to
the ministry of the gospel.

The Principle of Proper Motivation

This principle, more than any other,
elevates New Testament giving far
above giving under the Law. It makes
each Christian responsible not only for
what he gives, but also for his attitude
in giving. Second Corinthians 9:7 sums
up the proper attitude and motivation
in giving. The Christian is to give “not
grudgingly, or of necessity.” He is to
give “cheerfully.”

Commenting on the first two phrases.
Leuski says:

In the whole matter of Christiun giving,
nothing is ever to be done from grief; no
one is to be sorry about letting anything
pass out of his hands; no one is ever to say,
“I am sorry I gave so much.” These nega-
tives imply their corresponding positives.
Thus the first implies, “I am glad I give;
I wish I could give more.” Nothing is ever
to be given from compulsion, from a feel-
ing that one is forced to give, that he is
being robbed. No one is to think, “They

took advantage of me; they shall not do it
again.” The feeling is ever to be, “I am
happy I gave; I really should have given
more.” Paul wants nothing but voluntary
gifts for his great collection. Here he sets
forth voluntariness as being the only true
motive and principle of Christian giving.¢

The positive attitude of the believer
to the matter of giving is described here
as “cheerful giving.” Not a few exposi-
tors have pointed out that this word is
from the Greek root “hilaros.” The in-
ference is readily seen. Stedman quotes
the editor of Revelation magazine in
pointed opposition to this application:

At times the Editor has shuddered when
he has heard chairmen of meetings, min-
isters or laymen tell an audience that the
Lord loved a hilarious giver, making a sad
and ignorant pun on the meaning of the
Greek word “hilaros.” When it is under-
stood that “hilarious,” in the sense of
boisterous joy, has been in use less than a
hundred years, and when it is understood
that the Greek word is akin to the word for
propitiation, the mercy seat, it will be
readily comprehended that the kind of
giver which the Lord loves is not one who

spends like a drunken sailor. . . .7

The words of Paul concerning the
rich would certainly apply to the at-
titude of every Christian. He told
Timothy, “Charge them that are rich in
this world. .. .That they do good, that
they be rich in good works, ready to
distribute, willing to communicate
[italics minel.” The attitude of each in-
dividual Christian is to be one of readi-
ness and willingness to give to the
Lord’s work.

The Principle of Proportionate Return

Paul told the Corinthians that they
were to give “as God hath prospered.”
If we give as God has prospered us, we
will increase our percentage in giving
as our income increases.

It is quite clear from various passages of
Scripture that the tithe was intended to
represent the reasonable standard of giv-
ing. If reasonable during Old Testament
days, why not still reasonable? The Bible
nowhere indicates that a man cannot give
more than a tithe. It represents merely the
minimum standard for those who belong to

God. ...%

Charles Ryrie has an interesting sug-
gestion for avoiding the ten percent rut:

Proportionate giving is giving as God
hath prospered. If someonie felt, after
prayer, that the right proportion for him
should be ten percent, I would suggest that
he give nine or eleven percent just to keep
out of the ten percent rut., A person who is
giving nine or eleven percent will find him-
self much more sensitive to the Lord’s
changing his proportion than if he were
giving ten percent.”

Page Nine



One of the reasons behind our failure
to preach the doctrine of proportionate
giving stems from our fear of losing
support. In the back of our minds is the
idea that if Christians feel no set obliga-
tion, they will lessen their proportion
instead of increasing it. It is quite pos-
sible, however, that the reverse might
be true.

Years ago, the late R. C. Campbell said
that a certain pastor preached a missionary
sermon and appealed to his people to give
not less than $2,000 in a special offering.
Following the service one of the laymen
said to him, “Pastor, I am ashamed of
you.” The preacher said, “Why?” The lay-
man replied, “You asked us to give only
$2,000. Why I could give that much my-
self.” The pastor said, “If you could, then
you should.” The layman departed but
about the middle of the week he called
his pastor and asked to see him. Seating
himself in the pastor’s study he said, “Do
you remember what I said to you last Sun-
day?” The pastor said, “I do.” The layman
said, “And do you remember what you
told me when I said that I could give
$2,000 myself?” “Yes,” replied the pastor.
“I told you that if you could, then you
should.” His layman said, “I couldn’t get
away from-that. I couldn’t get my mind
on my work. I could not sleep. My wife
and I have prayed and talked it over. Here
is a check for missions.” The pastor took it
expecting to see a check for $2,000, but it
wasn’t. It was made out in the amount of
$200,000.10

It is no doubt true that many
churches have short-changed their min-
istries because they have not challenged
their people to proportionate giving.

Proportionate giving may mean 12, 20,
50 percent, any percent, depending on the

DOCTRINE OF GIVING
(from page 10)

Korea as for the support of an orphan
down the street. There is to be one stan-
dard of choice and it is set forth herc in
the Bible. “As we have opportunity.”

This mecans that if you have a million
dollars, you may give to a widc range of
activities. But it also means that if you do
not have a million dollars, you are to con-
fine your giving to the needs of those who
arc of the houschold of faith.

If T have a dollar and many hands are
stretching towards me, I think along these
lines. Suppose Cause A has a serious def-
icit. Can its officers appeal to Jew and
Gentile, Christian and non-Christian? If so,
then I do not give to that cause. But if
Cause B is so Christian in its outreach and
impact that no unsaved man would be
interested in it, to that cause I give my
dollar. Ouly the very wealthy are to sup-
port causes that do not minister in the
name and for the sake of the Lord Jesus
Christ. And cven they are fo give priority
to Christian causes.?*

individual case. It may mean a variation
in proportion from year to year, for there
is no reason to believe that the proportion
suitable for one year will be satisfactory for
the next. When prosperity comes, as it has
for many Christians, it should be used to
give more, not necessarily to buy more.
Each time the Christian gives he is to
reflect on God’s blessing in his life and
determine what proportion in return he
will give to God.1!

The Principle of Periodic Giving

According to the New Testament,
the money which we give is to be given
on the first day of every week. “The
first day of the week is Sunday, and
kata is distributive so that we may
translate: ‘Sunday by Sunday let each
of you.... "1 )

The freedom which is granted to the
Christian in giving is not to be confused
with a spasmodic, “whenever-I-feel-
like-it” attitude. The Christian is to be
regular and systematic in his monetary
stewardship. “It is a fair inference
that Sunday was the day which was set
aside for the public worship of the
Corinthian congregation, and that this
custom was also followed in Galatia and
in the other churches that had been
founded by Paul.”'3 When the gifts of
the individual Christians were gathered
for total accumulation, it is reasonable
to assume that this also took place on
the first day of the week.

The Principle of Priority Distribution
This last principle of New Testament
giving is found in Galatians 6. It is the
answer to a question that is asked by a
great many Christians. “How do I know
what to do with the money that belongs
to the Lord?” If we are personally re-

The emphasis of the New Testament
is upon the ministry of the local New
Testament church. If we follow the
principle of priority on¢ more step, we
reason that our money should be
directed toward the organization God
has promised to bless. “As we have

opportumity”™ we will want to give to
other Christian causes. It should be re-
membecred by cach church member that
the local church has no other constitu-
ency but its own people. Fxtra-chnrch
organizations have a wide buase of ap-
peal. In other words, if the members of
the local church do not support its
ministry, the church has no  other
source. This is not true with most other
Christian organizations. This principle
of priority is not the final answer in
every situation, but it will be very help-
ful if applied correctly. O

sponsible for the distribution of the
Lord’s money there certainly must be
some way of knowing to whom it should
be given.

Galatians 6:6-10 deals with several
aspects of Christian giving. It presents
the responsibility of the student in the
Word of God to communicate or “con-
tribute” to the one who is teaching him.
It again applies the sowing-reaping law
to New Testament giving. (This is also
in the 2 Corinthians 9 passage.) Finally,
verses 9 and 10 give some new encour-
agement and instruction to the grace-
giver: “And let us not be weary in well
doing: for in due season we shall reap,
if we faint not. As we have therefore
opportunity, let us do good unto all
men, especially unto them who are of
the household of faith.”

The comments of Donald Grey Barn-
house on these two verses are helpful:

A believer is not to sigh and moan when
a cause is presented or another offering
requested. We are not to be weary in well
doing for in due season we shall reap if we
do not lose heart. The principles set down
here may require self-sacrifice but they
lead to complete satisfaction.

The last verse in the paragraph about
giving has to do with priorities. There are
a thousand good causes asking for every
dollar that we can afford to give. How
shall we decide between so many things?
Church, missions, radio broadcasts, Bible
societies, Red Cross, Community Chest,
cancer fund, other medical drives, other
charitable causes. God tells us that we
need not be perplexed if we follow Him
closely. We love all the human race and
are to be as open-handed for famine relief
in India as for the local hospital. We are to
give as readily for the relief of orphans in

(to page 28)
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. Ecology: Nature’s Use and Abuse
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1A. THE CONTEMPORARY PROBLEM OF ECOLOGY.

1b. The Definition of Ecology:

lc. The primary meaning: "The study of the balance of living organisms
in nature.

The problem areas:

4UURE THE snlu

1d. Water pollution: the contamination of water with human or
Tu WATEH pmlu industrial waste.
2d. Land pollution: the destruction and disfiguartion of land
through industry or indifference.
‘ 3d. Noise pollution: the exposure of man to destructive noise

levels.

4d. DAir pollution: the pollution of air with industrial and
mechanical fumes.

2b. The Importance of Ecology:
lc. The interest in ecology:
Ecology is a topic of great current interest. On the one hand it

is a hobby horse of liberal ideologues. On the other hand, it is
an increasingly acute problem.

" ANY €ITIZEN cAUSHT k|
RALLUTING THE AIR... |
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Prof. Manfred E. Kober, Th.D.
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The indictment of Christians:

The Christian is indicted by some persons as the basic cause of the
ecological crisis with its pollution of the environment. We are
forced to think through our position and formulate our view. This
type of activity is always good.

The ignoring by the Church:

The Church has ignored the problem and has given little thought to
it, let alone helpful guidance as to the Christian's responsibility
toward God's creation.

The instructions in the Word:

It will surprise many people to note how much the Bible actually has

to say concerning the relationship of man to animate and inanimate
creation.

2A. THE HUMANISTIC PROPOSALS FOR ECOLOGY.

Humanistic proposals have perverted the position of man in creation.

1b. The Accusations Against Orthodox Christians:

1c.

2c.

2b. The

lc.

2c.

3b. The

lc.

The Christian view of the dominion of man has resulted in the
destruction of nature. Man has lorded over nature and mistreated
it, it is claimed. (See the letter to the editor in the appendix
and my answer to the charge).

The Christian view of the transcendence of God has caused a neglect
of nature. God is removed from nature and organic life. He breaks
into nature only through revelation and thus allows easy exploitation
of nature which has no spiritual dimension.

Answer of Orthodox Christianity:

We have dominion over nature but this is neutral. Man is
responsible for the creation but must not act recklessly with
creation. Christians have taught the use not the misuse and
abuse of nature.

The immence of God makes Him very much involved with nature.

Col. 1:17 "And he is before all things, and by him all things
consist."

Attempts Apart From Orthodox Christianity:

Pantheistic philosophy:

1d. The assumptions of the view:
Man, animals, plants and the rest of nature are of one essence.
God is everything. Everything is of equal importance. In the
East, ZenBuddhism espouses this view, in the West, St. Francis
of Assisi held this view, espoused more recently by Albert
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Schweitzer in his "reverence for life" approach. Ralph Waldo
Emerson would also belong to this group of Pantheists.

The approach of the view:

If man believed that he was of the same essence as the air or
the water, he would not pollute it or exploit it. He would
treat creation whether animate or inanimate, as his equal.

The arguments against the view:

le. Pantheism degrades man to a being who is no more
important than nature or animals.

2e. Pantheism leaves the universe without meaning. It gives
an answer for the unity of everything but gives no
meaning for diversity and individuality, including man.

2c. Humanistic liberalism:

1d. The assumptions of the view:
Man has developed from some lower form. Change takes place
by the clash of opposing ideas. Progress is a synthesis of
two opposites, a thesis and antithesis. Truth is always
relative.

2d. The approach of the view:
Humanistic liberalism attempts to establish an earthly utopia.
The environment needs to be improved. Progress is inherent in
nature.

3d. The arguments against the view:

le. Liberalism ignores the basic devolution of nature and
society. Nature disintegrates rather than improves.

2e. Liberalism involves itself with the manipulation of and
experimentation with nature and man. Nature becomes a
tool rather than an object of enjoyment for everyone.

Platonic Christianity:

1d. The assumptions of the view:
Only the heavenly is really important. Nature, comprised of
matter, is either of no real value or is sinful in itself,
as Plato taught.

2d. The approach of the view:
Nature becomes an academic proof of God and has little value
in itself. For example, the Black Stocking Calvinists in
Holland treated animals cruelly because they do not have a
soul going to heaven.

Antique Bust of Plato.
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3d. The arguments against the view:

le. Platonism denies the fact that nature has a purpose in
itself: God saw that it was good.

2e. Platonism makes a dichotomy between spirit and matter
where there is none:
Matter is considered evil spirit is good; nature is
evil heaven is good.

THE DIVINE PLAN FOR CREATION.

God purposed creation for man.

1b. Man Is the Sovereign of Creation.

Man is the culmination of creation:

1d. Man is the ruler of creation: Psa. 8:5

"For thou has made him a little lower than the angels, and
has crowned him with glory and honor."

2d. Man is the representative of God in creation:
He is made in God's image as God's sovereign emblem, Gen. 1:26,27

"And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness:
and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over
the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the
earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the
earth. So God created man in his own image, in the image of
God created he him; male and female created he them."

Man is the center of creation.

The universe is man-centered because it was created for man and his
enjoyment.

1d. The heavenly bodies are formed for earthly seasons: Gen. 1:5,
14; 8:22; 9:3

2d. The purpose for the heavens and the earth is to serve man:
Gen. 2
The second creation account of Gen. 2 1is a "close-up" of the
panorama of chapter 1. It was a common Semitic idea to high-
light the most important part of an epic and to elaborate on
that. The whole purpose of chapter 1 is to provide a place
for man as demonstrated in chapter 2 of Genesis.

2b. Man Is the Steward of Creation:
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lc. Man's responsibility toward the divine creator:

1d. His accountability toward God:

S A

{l‘-\\} le. The earth: Psalm 24:1

"The earth is the Lord's, and the fulness thereof,
the world, and they that dwell therein."

2e. The animals: Psalm 50:10-12

"For every beast of the forest is mine, and the cattle
upon a thousand hills. I know all the fowls of the
mountains; and the wild beasts of the field are mine.
If I were hungry, I would not tell thee; for the world
is mine, and the fulness thereof."

2d. His activity for God:

Nature is for the purpose of Christ. We are stewards of His
possession: Col. 1:16 :

"For by him were all things created, that are in heaven, and
that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether they be
thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers, all
things were created by him, and for him."

2c. Man's responsibility toward the natural creation.

. 1d. Settling:

le. Man is commanded at creation to replenish the earth:
Gen. 1:28

2e. Man is compelled after the flood to resettle the earth:
Gen. 11:8

2d. Subduing:
le. Man's domain is all the earth: Gen. 1:26
2e. Man's domain is all creafion: Psa. 8; Heb. 2:7,8
3c. Man's responsibility toward living creatures:
1d. Dominion: Gen. 1:26, 9:2
2d. Domestication: James 3:7

4A. THE DIVINE PROVIDENCE IN CREATION.

God's providence preserves creation for man.
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Care Sustains Creation: Col. 1:17

God upholds the physical laws of nature.

God meets the physical needs of nature: Gen. 9:8-17
Concern Spans Every Aspect of Created Life.

God is interested in the beauty of nature: Matt. 6:28-30

"And why take ye thought for raiment? Consider the lilies of
the field, how they grow, they toil not, neither do they spin:
And yet I say unto you, that even Solomon in all his glory was
not arrayed like one of these. Wherefore, if God so clothes
the grass of the field, which to day is, and to morrow is cast
into the oven, shall he not much more clothe you, O ye of
little faith?"

God is interested in food for creation: Matt. 6:26

"Behold the fowls of the air: for they sow not, neither do
they reap, nor gather into barns; yet your heavenly Father
feedeth them. Are ye not much better than they?"

God is interested in the death of His creatures: Matt. 10:29

"Are not two sparrows sold for a farthing? and one of them
shall not fall on the ground without your Father."

Compassion Sympathizes With Every Creature.
Rest for animals: Ex. 20:10; Deut. 5:4

"But the seventh day is the sabbath of the Lord thy God: in

it thou shalt not do any work, thou, nor they son, nor thy
daughter, thy manservant, nor they maidservant, nor thy cattle,
nor thy stranger that is within thy gates."

Food for animals: Deut. 25:4, cf. 1 Cor. 9:9

"Thou shalt not muzzle the ox when he treadeth out the corn."
Life of the animals: Jonah 4:11

"And should not I spare Nineveh, that great city, wherein are
more than sixscore thousand persons that cannot discern

between their right hand and their left hand, and also much
cattle?"
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‘ 5A. THE HUMAN PREEMINENCE IN CREATION.

Man's prominant place in creation presupposes responsibility.
PEANUTS
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1b. Responsibility to the Animate Creation.

lc. We realize our responsibility for the curse on nature and animals.
1d. All animals die because of our sin: Rom. 5:12

"Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the world,
and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men,
for that all have sinned.”

2d. Some animals are doomed because of our sin: Josh. 7:22

‘ 3d. Creation will be delivered because of Christ's righteousness:
Rom. 8:22
"For we know that the whole creation groaneth and
travaileth in pain together until now."

2c. We reflect our Father's concern for the animals:
1d. We manifest respect for God's creation:

le. All things are important to God and therefore should be
important to us also.

“If I love the lover, I love what the lover has made."

2e. All things are owned by God and therefore valuable:
Psa. 24:1; 50:10-12

"He owns the cattle on a thousand hills, the wealth

in every mine. He owns the rivers and the rocks and

rills the sun and stars that shine. Wonderful riches

more than tongue can tell. They are my Father's so they're
mine as well. He owns the cattle on a thousand hills,

I know that He will care for me."

| 2d. We maintain our Father's perspective on creation:
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le. Man is to have dominion over nature: Gen. 1:26,27

2e. Man is infinitely more important than animals: Matt. 6:26;
12:12; Lev. 24:17-22

"How much then is a man better than a sheep? Wherefore
it is lawful to do well on the sabbath days." (Matt. 12:12)

3e. Man is only a creature,however, and has therefore a
certain kinship with the rest of God's creation.

We maintain the species of animals that God has created:
le. Destruction of nature is destruction of a gift from God.

2e. Delinquency in our obligation for dominion amounts to an
unfaithful stewardship.

The sport of hunting is certainly justified if it serves
a useful purpose such as thinning out a herd or obtaining
needed food. Hunting for the sheer joy of destruction

as was done with the buffalo and the carrier pigeons is
immoral because man destroys without good cause that
which does not belong to him.

3c. We renounce every type of cruelty: GUINDON

1d.

2d.

3d.

Because God commands it: Deut. vﬁ&?yj;
22:6,7; Ex. 23:4-5

"If a bird's nest chance to be be-
fore thee in the way in any tree,
or on the ground, whether they be
young ones, or eggs, and the dam
sitting upon the young, or upon the
eggs, thou shalt not take the dam
with the young: But thou shalt in
any wise let the dam go, and take
the young to thee; that it may be
well with thee, and that thou may-
est prolong thy days."

21 Fiela Enterprived, e 1903

PRESS

Because animals have feelings: : ~ X- =
Num. 22:28-33b

suinDowN " 0-20
Because the new nature forbids it: Vegetarian hunters, shooting mushrooms.
Prov. 12:10 ’ ¢

"A righteous man regardeth the life of his beast: but the tender
mercies of the wicked are cruel."

How much I understand of my responsibilities as a steward of God's
creation demonstrates itself in the common things of life. How

do I react, sitting at the edge of the swimming pool, when I see

a bee drowning in the water? Will I take a bath slipper and kill
the creatue or will I look for a stick and allow it to crawl on it,
to dry off and to fly away? Do I have a right to kill one of
God's creatures? If that creature is not harming me, especially
if it is in need of help?
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Responsibility to the Inanimate World.

1lc.

2c.

3c.

God's ideal for untarnished beauty must be maintained:
1d. God is a God of beauty.
2d. Man is obligated to maintain God's beauty:

le. Subduing, not spoiling:

God is very interested in how we leave a camp site.
He gives specific instructions for the Israelites:

Deut. 23:12,13

"Thou shalt have a place also without the camp, whither
thou shalt go forth abroad: And thou shalt have a paddle
upon thy weapon; and it shkall be, when thou wilt ease
thyself abroad, thou shalt dig therewith, and shalt turn

back and cover that which cometh from thee."
2e. Appropriation, not contamination.

God's provision for earthly resources
must be protected:

THE FAR SIDE

1d. God is a God of plenty. ,/(; %
2d. We are obligated to maintain »
this plenty:

le. Working, not wasting.

2e. Preservation, not extermi-
nation.

Endangered animal species
certainly should be pre-
served but not necessarily
at all costs. Pollution of
the air and oceans, of the
land and waterway certainly
should be kept at an abso-
lute minimum. Nature is

© Chwoncra Fosrerse, 1643}

to declare the glory of God not the depravity or at least

carelessness and wastefulness of man.
God's directive for orderly dominion must be obeyed.
1d. God is a God of order: 1 Cor. 14:40
2d. Order is the basic law of the universe:
le. Investigation without annihilation.

2e. Examination without extermination.
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6A. THE SCRIPTURAL PATH OUT OF THE ECOLOGY CRISIS.

1b.

Rejection of Humanism Proposals:

The culprit for the ecology crisis is actually the Secularist who lacks
faith in the creator who commissioned mankind to protect and preserve
the earth.

Thompson gives little comfort to these materialists who gloat about the
religious exploiters of the earth. He says,

"There is a theological root from which many poisonous growths have sprung
up. Repudiation of the biblical doctrine of creation by philosophers and
scholars of the church in the 18th and 19th centuries led to a non-theistic,
or at least a non-scriptural, concept of the universe. Purely conjectural
answers were given to the question of the earth's origin. . . .

The implication was clear -~ earth just happened. No Mind thought it, no
Purpose planned it, no Heart loved its noblest creatures. Random atoms

colliding and cohering, propelled by inexplicable forces and fructified

by unprecedented generative powers, produced our planet. Accidentally.

And accidentally spontaneously, life sprang up. . . .

On the ground we have on our hands a self-creating universe. The laws of
physics alone are germaine to an order so conceived. What is material

is real. Values? Truth? Morality? Referent-less (and thus meaningless)
concepts.

So why should I treat my physical environment with respect and gratefulness?
It is merely a resource from which comforts, services and enjoyments are
engineered. I will exploit the ground under my feet, the waters at my
shores and the air above my head for my material advantage. And I will

call this progress. . . .

This is the kernel of our present pollution problem. Men have treated
the earth as though it belonged to them. They have ignored the divine
mandate to tend the garden which they occupy. The heritage of future
generations has been squandered in riotour prodigality.

. . . Ve badly need a theology of ecology. The Bible, of course, offers
one, but modern man has been too busy building steel plants and soap
factories to read it. Perhaps in his present extremity he might be

willing to consider the biblical doctrine of the world." (Fred P. Thompson,
Jr. “At Issue" United Evangelical Action, Fall 1970, cited by Krutza and

Di Cicco, in Facing the Issues, pp. 23-24)

Realization of Holy Principles:

The Christian view of creation involves stewardship, responsibility
and accountability. Munro observes correctly:

"There is no way that an evangelical Christian can biblically justify

an indifference to the exploitation of nature. True Christianity is
supposed to free a man from his natural self-centeredness and turn his
mind toward the welfare of others. The Christian should not be interested
in the exploitation of the here and now. Having dominion over, or

control of something, should mean its protection rather than the improper
use of it. Therefore, those who think that Christianity is a cover for
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the self-centered use of any part of nature, be it another man, a
forest or a stream, need to rethink their position to see whether
this attitude stems from God's nature or their own. Furthermore,
since we believe that God acted in the creation of nature, we should
be expected to be the proper keepers of the vineyard. The motivation
for properly protecting something that was a gift from our Lord and
Savior should be far higher than that of a man who believes that it
all happened by accident with no intervention by God." (Donald W.
Munro, "Indifference to Exploitation Unjustifiable," Journal of the
American Science Affiliation, Vol. 21, No. 2, 46 (1969), cited by
Krutza and Di Cicco, Facing the Issues, pp. 22-23)

Repentance From Intrinsic Selfishness:
Norman Geisler has correctly discerned the basis of pollution:

"At the basis of pollution is selfishness. Man wants much out of
nature but he is willing to put little back into it. He wants to
use it for gain whether it is usable again or not. Men cut down
forests but often leave wasteland behind them. They use natural
resources but do not put the waste products in a reusable form.
It is nearsighted and selfish to want the use and gain of nature
for oneself without due regard for other men today or future
generations. Most forms of pollution are directly traceable to
man's exuberance in the greed for gain. According to the Bible,
'the love of money is the root of all evil' (1 Tim. 6:10). The
destruction of man's environment is a sad but striking support of
this truth." (Geisler, Ethics: Alternatives and Issues, pp. 254-255)

Resolve in Personal Conduct:

"The Christian view of ecology is not based on exploiting natural
resources, it stresses responsible stewardship. With a truly
biblical understanding, Christians are among the best qualified

to establish ethical guidelines to help solve environmental

problems. . . .Christians, as well as others, must develop new
attitudes and values if the environment is to be saved. Our
assumptions that we must have more and more without taking into
account the total effect on the enviroment, must yield to a self-
discipline of conscientious conservation. New virtures of concern,
discipline, conservation, thrift and stewardship of material resources,
must replace the mania for pleasure, comfort, indulgence and luxury.
A new moderation is needed to balance man's requirement for enjoyable
earthly life against his need to tap its resources.

It's easy to release oneself from responsibility by looking upon man's
exploitation of God's earth as a result of man's sinful nature. Yet
the Christian still cannot simply identify the root cause as sin and
leave it at that. For if we contend that personal conversion is the
ultimate key to a better environment, then the world has the right to
expect at least as much concern and action from Christians as from non-
believers, and probably much more." (Krutza and Di Cicco, Facing the
Issues, pp. 24,25)
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OPINION '™

More sensible for God to leave
his creation to the tigers?

If Christianity has a real sore spot
it would have to be its sophisticated
— no, I take that back; its almost non-
existent — attitude toward nature.

1 know, I know. We sing, “Fair are
the meadows; fairer still the
woodlands,” words from one of my
favorite hymns. But in reality, Chris-
tians have probably caused more
harm to the environment and caused
the extinction of more birds and
animals in this world from Shueyviile
to Timbuktu than any other people co
Earth,

If there is a God, a God whom
Christians belleve in, then you wonder
what be was thinking sbout when be
created something so beautiful and in
30 moch order as the Earth, and thea
threw it all up for grabs to a buach of
litter-bugging, animal-killing, air-
and water-polluting slobs such as
people are.

it would seem more sensible for
him to bave left maa out of it and just
stuck with tigers, butterflies, birds,
fish and all the other creatures of this
world. They take only what they need,
and while they are here they contrib-
ute something to the health of the
plapet.

When the Bible sald that God was
pleased with his creation, it meant he
was pleased with the forests, jungles,
plants, animals and all other natural
things; not with a Detroit er New
York or a Los Angeles or the millions
of toas of concrete or DUT spread
over the land

1t ixa't only a handful of Bible-quot:-:
ing ploneers pushing into the Alleghe-
nles, with a gun and axe and traps in’

one band and a Bible and a small-pox--

infected blanket to give to the Indlans.

in the other, and who chopped the.

forests into groves. Now we have
God-fearing Sy the Sodbuster who
looks at these groves with the thought
of making flelds out of them 30 he can
make more money. .

And we also have Never-Misses-a-
Sunday, City-Slicker Joe O'Phony,
who looks at the fields as a potential
housing development 30 he can make
more money.

Christians . . try to sell their brand
of religlon everyday. They never miss
church or its activities. They say their
prayers at mealtime, bedtime and tn-
betweentime. But their kids will try
to brala any wild bird or animal they
can overpower, and the pareats only
see dollar signs when they look at a
forest. The sad thing Is, the church
leaders, such as ministers, priests and
rabbis, have been terribly callous
toward nature, too.

Someone told me once that no other
country would ever take over
America because we're a Christian
country. My answer to that was that
we'd ruin America so much with
concrete, litter, congestion and crud
{n general, that we'd try to bulld a
highway to beavea, but on the way
we'd litter Mary and pollute Pluto. —
R. D. Vangea, $11 Tuirty-fifth St
N.E,, Cedar Raplds

Blaming Christians for environmental woes

[Regarding the Aug. 18 letter| by R.
D. Vangen of Cedar Rapids, “More
Sensible for God to Leave His
Creatlon to Tigers?™:

The writer lays at the feet of all
Christians the gullt for the pollution
that goes on around us. He blames
Christians for killing animals of the
forest. He furgets that many of those
who came over to this land were
convicts looking for a new life as well
as people who were being persecuted
for their faith. He also neatly forgets
or does not know that many of the
people who work for state conserva-
ton agencies are dedicated Chris-
tians. He evidently does not know of
Christian children who go about
picking up the mess others leave
behind. ...

It is dangerous to lump all Chris-
tians together and say they are all
guilty, just as it 1s wrong to say that
all Jews are guilty of killing Christ.
Some Christians do not live up to the
high moral standards Christ set for
the world, but then there are people
who are not Christian who are just as
bad or worse.... — Rev. W. Richard
Graves, Prince of Peace Lutheran
Charch, €15 W. Fifty-third St.,
Davenport.

If ever I say “Amen” to a letter
published in The Register, it's for the

nne written by R: D. Vangea of Cedar
Rapids. Congratulations to blm for
Leing sble to word so perfectly my
sentiments on the realities of people
and their negligence and treatment of
nature, and fally Is and

world. They only take what they
‘need.”

Vangen ignores, first of all, the de-
structive side of nature itself. His
gentle animals are involved in a Hfe-

birds. .

My Bible mentions a time God will
have a say in this — 2 time when the
jlon and the lamb will lte down
togetber — a time when God's will
{for his creation will certainly come to
pass.... — Mrs. Merritt McCoy, $16
First Ave. S.E,, Clarion.

.

. . . The writer has two main
premises, both of which are patently
untrue: (1) “Christianity has a real
sore spot ... its aimost non-existent
attitude toward nature.” (2) “Chris-
tians bave probably caused more
harm to the environment and caused
the extinction of more birds and
animals in this world ... than any
other people oo Earth.”

In the sixth century, Christians
were blamed lor the fall of Rome; ta
the Mlddle Ages for the bubonic
plague, and now for the ecological
crisis. One looks in vain for any sup-
porting proof of the charges. .. .

The solution offered? Give creation .
back to the “tigers, butterflies, birds,
{ish and all the other creatures of this

d-death struggle. Jane Goodall,
living among African chimpanzees
for 17 years, describes the conditions
among them as “war and kidnapping,
killing and cannibalism. . . . Our chim-
panzees . .. could on occasion become
savage killers, ruthless canntbals”
with “their own form of primitive
warfare.”

Graated, there Is an ecological
crisis. Granted, 100, that some Chris-
tians have not always treated nature
with respect, but Christisns are no
more or less responsidle for the
situation than anyone else. .. .

A Christian is the only one who has
& proper appreciation of nature,
because he knows Jesus Christ, the
creator, In a personal way. He
believes that “all things were made
by Him” (John 1:3). ...

The Christian knows that every
man was made in the image of God
and ha: been given dominlon over
God's creation (Geneals 1:26-27). As
such, man may use but not abuse the
realm of his dominion. ... — Manfred
E. Kober, professor of theology, Falth
Baptist Bible College, Ankeny.

This is the symbol of ecology, which represents a
fusion of the letters “e” and “o0”. The “e” represents
our environment, earth, The “0” stands for the one-
ness of our house (“oikos”) and the organisms
which inhabit it.

“You'd better get some sandals on -- this is
an acid-rain cloud.”




Important Individuals in the Ecological Controversy

Albert Schweitzer

German theolgian/musian/
medical missionary who
taught absolute respect for
all life

Immanuel Kant

Ralph Waldo Emerson

German philosopher who
stressed the categorical
imperative as the rule for
all conduct

American poet and
transcendentalist who

taught pantheistic oneness

of all being

Francis Schaeffer

Al Gore

Christian apologist who
wrote balanced book on

ecology

American politician calling
global warming mankind’s
greatest threat, thus receiving
the Nobel Peace Price

Véclav Klaus

Czech President, the lone
outspoken critic among
world leaders of the
environmental hoax
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The Other Side of Global Warming Alarmism

Thank you for the invitation and the opportunity to address this distinguished
audience. I would like to start by stressing how glad I am to be for the first time
in the well-known Chatham House which has been the place of so many
important talks and discussions in the whole 87 years of its existence.

Thank you for the invitation and the opportunity to address this distinguished audience. I would like
to start by stressing how glad I am to be for the first time in the well-known Chatham House which
has been the place of so many important talks and discussions in the whole 87 years of its exXistence.

My speeches here in London have been in the past years connected with two topics. The first one
was the end of communism and our way of getting rid of its legacy. The second one was the
European integration.

The transition from communism to a free society is over, and not only in my country. We
may have reservations about developments in some of the former communist countries but 1

. disagree with the attempts to look at those countries with a misleading optics of fighting communism
there even now. It is a mistake and I am afraid a slightly snobbish position as well.

My second topic here used to be Europe and the European Union. Whereas the first issue is more or
less closed because communism is over, the second issue is here with us. It has not faded away. On
the contrary, with treaty after treaty, with summit after summit, the danger of creating a brave
new world of a post-democratic European supranationalist entity is getting more and
more acute.

After almost half a century of communism the Czech Republic had a strong desire to be a
normal European country again. We understood and accepted that it requires - these days - to
become a member of the European Union. Nevertheless, due to our experience with the
suppression of freedom and democracy in the name of allegedly “higher” goals, we consider
the current European unification project itself — again an almost holy and sacred goal which explains,
justifies and excuses everything — not only a blessing.

The recent embracement of the so-called Reform Treaty, which is in all important aspects identical
with the old Constitutional Treaty, is a defeat for all true European democrats and shouid be
interpreted as such. The down- playmg of its true essence is intellectually unacceptable and
morally inexcusable. ‘

Nevertheless, there is another threat on the horizon. 1 see this threat in environmentalism which is
becoming a new dominant ideology, if not a religion. Its main weapon is raising the alarm and
predicting the human life endangering climate change based on man-made global
warming. The recent awarding of Nobel Prize to the main apostle of this hypothesis was the last
straw because by this these ideas were elevated to the pedestal of “holy and sacred” uncriticisable
truths.

1of3 3/10/2008 8:39 AM
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It became politically correct to caricature us, who dare to speak about it, as those who are talking 1

about things they do not understand and are not experts on. This criticism is inappropriate. People
like me do not have ambitions to enter the field of climatology. They do not try to better measure
global temperature or to present alternative scenarios of the future global climate fluctuations.

They need not do it because the climate change debate is basically not about science; it is about
ideology. It is not about global temperature; it is about the concept of human society. It is not about
scientific ecology; it is about environmentalism, which is a new anti-individualistic,
pseudo-collectivistic ideology based on putting nature and environment and their
supposed protection and preservation before and above freedom. That’s one of the reasons
why my recently published book on this topic has a subtitle: “What is Endangered, Climate or
Freedom?”.

When we look at it in a proper historical perspective, the issue is — once again - freedom and its
enemies. Those of us who feel very strongly about it can never accept

- the irrationality with which the current world has embraced the climate change (or global warming)
as a real danger to the future of mankind, as well as

- the irrationality of proposed and partly already implemented etatist and dirigistic measures because
they will fatally endanger our freedom and prosperity, the two goals we consider - I do believe - our
priorities.

My position can be summarized in the following way:

1. Contrary to the currently prevailing views - promoted by global warming alarmists, by Al Gore’s
preaching, by the IPCC, or by the Stern Report - the increase in global temperatures in the last
years, decades and centuries has been very small and because of its size practically negligible
in its actual impact upon human beings and their activities. For most of the Earth’s history (95% of
it), the globe has been warmer than it has been for the last 200 years. In addition to it, using history
again, it has been proved that the consequences of modest warming have been mostly positive, not
negative.

2. The arguments of global warming alarmists rely exclusively upon very speculative
forecasts, not upon serious analysis and extrapolation of past trends or upon undeniable
conclusions of natural sciences. The available empirical evidence is not alarming. The highly
publicized forecasts made by some leading environmentalists are based on experimental simulations
of very complicated forecasting models that have not been found very reliable when explaining past
developments. They were mostly done by software engineers, not by scientists themselves.

3. The debate has its important scientific side connected with the dispute whether the current mild
warming is man-made or natural. Let’s listen to the scientists but one thing is and becomes evident
more and more: the scientific dispute about the causes of recent climate changes continues.
The attempts to proclaim a scientific consensus are self-debilitating. There is none. More and more
scientists, on the contrary, dare to speak out about it.

4. The issue has an important economic aspect which requires the application of a standard
cost-benefit analysis. A rational response to any danger depends on the size and probability
of the eventual risk and on the magnitude of the costs of its avoidance. I feel obliged to say
that — based on my knowledge — I find the risk too small and the costs of eliminating it too
high. The application of the so-called “precautionary principle,” advocated by the environmentalists,
is — conceptually — a wrong strategy, because human civilization cannot exist in a regime of the
precautionary principle.
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5. The deindustrialization and similar restrictive policies will be of no help. Instead of blocking 18

economic growth, the increase of wealth all over the world and fast technical progress - all
‘ connected with freedom and free markets — we should leave them to proceed unhampered. They
represent the solution to any eventual climate changes, not their cause. We should trust in
the rationality of men. We should never forget that the government failure is always much bigger
than the market failure. We should not believe more in Al Gore than in the omnipotence of the
Soviet or Czechoslovak central planners. Fifty- or hundred-year plans of the current
environmentalists will not be any better than the five-year plans which liquidated the economic
freedom (and the economic efficiency connected with it) in the centrally planned economies of the
past.

6. The global warming issue has a very important North-South and West-East aspect as well.
Environmental quality is a luxury good and demand for it increases with income and wealth. The
developed countries had to go along the path of the environmental Kuznets curve in the past and do
not have any right to prematurely impose their current overambitious environmental standards upon
less developed countries, because that would lead to an economic disaster there.

The only conclusion is that no radical measures are necessary. Famous Czech writer of the early
20th century Jaroslav Hasek, whose book “The Good Soldier Schweik” is known world-wide, made a
point with saying: “To chce klid”. The Englishmen would probably say “Take it easy”.

I lived most of my life in an oppressive and very unproductive political, economic and social system
called communism. It was impossible to “take it easy”. Now I live in a system based on the ideology
of Europeism which prefers supranational institutions with their post-democracy to the good old
democratic institutions in a well-defined constitutional sovereign state. It is difficult to “take it easy”
~again. And we are moving — very rapidly — to the era of environmentalism in which
. environment (or perhaps the irrational claims of environmentalists) is placed ahead of men and their
freedom. We can take the global climate changes easy, but the climate propaganda and
new wave of dangerous indoctrination of the whole world not.

Vaclav Klaus, Chatham House, London, 7 November 2007

Copyright © 2001, Vaclav Klaus. Viechna prava vyhrazena. Bez predchoziho pisemného souhlasu neni dovoleno dalsi publikovéni, distribuce
nebo tisk materidld zvefejnénych na tomto serveru.
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Global Warming Is a Myth

By The Brussels Journal
Created 2007-02-12 21:59

A quote from Vaclay Klaus, President of the Czech Republic, in the Czech daily Hospoddrské Noviny, 8
February 2007 (translation Lubos Motl)

Global warming is a myth and every serious person and scientist says so. It is not fair to refer to the U.N.
panel. IPCC is not a scientific institution: it’s a political body, a sort of non-government organization of
green flavor. It’s neither a forum of neutral scientists nor a balanced group of scientists. These people are
politicized scientists who arrive there with a one-sided opinion and a one-sided assignment. Also, it’s an
undignified slapstick that people don’t wait for the full report in May 2007 but instead respond, in such a
serious way, to the summary for policymakers where all the “but’s” are scratched, removed, and replaced by
oversimplified theses.

.F his is clearly such an incredible failure of so many people, from journalists to politicians. If the European
Commission is instantly going to buy such a trick, we have another very good reason to think that the
countries themselves, not the Commission, should be deciding about similar issues.

[...] Other top-level politicians do not express their global warming doubts because a whip of political
correctness strangles their voice. [...] Environmentalism as a metaphysical ideology and as a worldview has
absolutely nothing to do with natural sciences or with the climate. Sadly, it has nothing to do with social
sciences either. Still, it is becoming fashionable and this fact scares me. [...] Indeed, I never measure the
thickness of ice in Antarctica. I really don't know how to do it and don’t plan to learn it. However, as a
scientifically oriented person, I know how to read science reports about these questions, for example about
ice in Antarctica. I don’t have to be a climate scientist myself to read them. And inside the papers I have
read, the conclusions we may see in the media simply don’t appear. But let me promise you something: this
topic troubles me which is why I started to write an article about it last Christmas. The article expanded and
became a book. In a couple of months, it will be published. One chapter out of seven will organize my
opinions about the climate change.

[...] It is not quite exactly divided to the left-wingers and right-wingers. Nevertheless it’s obvious that
environmentalism is a new incarnation of modern leftism. [...] [W]e know that there exists a huge
correlation between the care we give to the environment on one side and the wealth and technological
prowess on the other side. It’s clear that the poorer the society is, the more brutally it behaves with respect
to Nature, and vice versa.

.’s also true that there exist social systems that are damaging Nature - by eliminating private ownership and
‘similar things - much more than the freer societies. These tendencies become important in the long run.

They unambiguously imply that today, on February 8th, 2007, Nature is protected uncomparably more than
on February 8th ten years ago or fifty years ago or one hundred years ago.
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Unsustainable
It’s the third world, not the West.

By Jerry Taylor

s the U.N.'s "World Summit for Sustainable Development" got under way this week in

Johannesburg, South Africa's President Thabo Mbeki welcomed the 12,600 attendees with the

warning that "unsustainable patterns of production and consumption are creating an
environmental disaster that threatens both life in general, and human life in particular." The root of
the problem, according to Mbeki, is that the international economic order is "constructed on the basis
of a savage principle of survival of the fittest." And thus, the U.N. conference got off on a predictably
wrong foot.

First, blaming Western industrialized nations for producing and consuming too much is misguided. If
the West didn't produce as much as it does, standards of living in countries like South Africa would be
lower than they are today. If the West didn't consume as much as it did, we'd join those countries in
their pool of human misery. Nobody in the United States has to apologize for living in nice houses,
eating well, investing in education, spending money on health care, or enjoying life. Despite what the
U.N. would have us believe, those things did not come at the expense of the third world or the global
environment.

Tropical rainforest deforestation, for instance, has little to do with Western consumption. Less than
ten percent of the harvested timber is exported. Most of that wood is burned for fuel, and most of the
cutting takes place to clear the way for third-world farmers who lack the capital to increase yields in
any other way save for putting more land under the till. Third-world poverty — not Western affluence
— 1s the problem.

Pollution, moreover, is likewise primarily a problem in the developing — not the developed — world.
As anyone who's traveled can attest, air and water quality in the West is far better than it is in

countries like South Africa and continues to improve at jaw-dropping rates. Western nations aren't the -
ones exporting "brown clouds" to the Third World. It's the Third World that's exporting brown clouds
to the rest of us.

President Mbeki ignores the fact that the West doesn't simply consume natural resources. It also
creates them. Natural resources are simply that subset of the earth's "stuff" that we can harness -
profitably for human benefit. As knowledge and technology expands, our ability to harness new and
different sorts of inert matter for human use expands along with it. It's the only way to square the fact
that — no matter how you measure the availability of fossil fuels, minerals, or foodstuffs — they're
becoming relatively more abundant, not scarcer, even in the face of growing consumption.

Second, Mbeki's slur against Western capitalism as a "primitive" and "self-destructive" ethos of
"survival of the fittest" is insipid. First, the lesson of the 20th century is that no other economic

system is as capable of producing wealth and bettering the lot of mankind than capitalism, a fact that
hould be clear to president Mbeki of all people.

Third, virtually every serious analyst is now well aware of the link between economic growth and
environmental quality. Once per capita income reaches a certain point (somewhere between $2,500

http://www .nationalreview.com/script/printpage.asp?ref=/comment/comment-taylor082802.asp 11/18/02
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and $9,000, dependent upon the pollutant), ambient concentrations of air and water pollution begin to
decline in real terms. Analysts have also found a link between poverty and deforestation, between
poverty and land degradation, and between poverty and environmental-health threats.
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‘That latter point deserves more attention. Approximately two million people across the third world die
every year because they rely upon dung and kerosene to heat their homes and cook their food, a
practice that generates deadly amounts of indoor air pollutants. Another three million people a year
die in Africa alone because they rely on lakes and rivers for drinking water that has been
contaminated by untreated sewage and other wastes. Yet both electrification and water treatment
requires capital investment that the third world can't afford because, well, they're more interested in
redistributing wealth to fight "jungle capitalism” and following every trendy environmental fad that
crosses their path than in promoting the economic freedoms and private-property rights necessary to
facilitate economic growth.

Unfortunately, President Mbeki and most of the rest of the attendees are largely interested in getting a
handout from the West. And they believe that guilt-tripping Europeans and Americans for their
excessive consumption and economic success is the way to get it. Other attendees see the conference
as yet another front in their war against economic liberalism. To the extent that either party succeeds,
sustainable development will be hobbled, not helped, by the Johannesburg conference.

— Jerry Taylor is director of natural-resource studies at the Cato Institute.

http://www .nationalreview.com/comment/comment-taylor082802.asp
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'More sensible fo od to leave

e

his creation to the tigers?

If Christianity has a real sore spot
it would have to be its sophisticated
— no, I take that back; its almost non-
existént — attitude toward nature.

1 know, 1 know. We sing, “Fair are
the meadows; fairer still the
woodlands,” words from one of my
favorite hymns. But in reality, Chris-
tians have probably caused more
harm to the environment and caused
the extinction of more birds and
animals in this world from Shueyville
to Timbuktu than any other people on
Earth.

If there is a God, a God whom
Christians believe in, then you wonder
what he was thinking about when he
created something so beautiful and in
so much order as the Earth, and then
threw it all up for grabs to a bunch of
litter-bugging, animal-killing, air-
and water-polluting slobs such as
people are.

It would seern more sensible for
him to have left man out of it and just
stuck with tigers, butterflies, birds,
fish and all the other creatures of this
world. They take only what they need,
and while they are here they contrib-
ute somethking to the health of the
planet.

When the Bible said that God was
pleased with his creation, it meant he
was pleased with the forests, jungles,
plants, animals and all other natural
things, not with a Detroit or New
York or a Los Angeles or the millions
of tons of concrete or DDT spread
over the land.

1t isn’t only a handful of Bible-quot-.
ing pioneers pushing into the Alleghe:’
nies, with a gun and axe and trapsin’
one hand and a Bible and a small-pox+
infected blanket to give to the Indians-
in the other, and who chopped the.
forests into groves. Now we have.
God-fearing Sy the Sodbuster who
looks at these groves with the thought.
of making fields out of them so he can
make more money. .

And we also have Never-Misses-a-
Sunday, City-Slicker Joe O’Phony,
who looks at the fields as a potential
housing development so he can make
more money.

Christians . . . try to sell their brand-
of religion everyday. They never miss
church or its activities. They say their
prayers at mealtime, bedtime and in-
betweentime. But their kids will try
to brain any wild bird or animal they.
can overpower, and the parents only.
see dollar signs when they look at a
forest. The sad thing is, the church
leaders, such as ministers, priests and
rabbis, have been terribly callous
toward nature, too.

Someone told me once that no other
country would ever take over

America because we're a Christian.

country. My answer to that was that
we’d ruin America so much with
concrete, litter, congestion and crud
in general, that we’d try to build a
highway to heaven, but on the way
we'd litter Mars and pollute Pluto. —
R. D. Vangen, 612 Thirty-fifth St
N.E., Cedar Rapids.
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August 21, 1979

Letters-to-the Editor
Mr. Gilbert Cranberg,
Editorial Page Editor
The Des sloines Register
715 Locust Street

Des Moines, IA 50304

Dear Mr. Cranberg:

I hope you will grant me the courtesy of replying to R.D. Vangen's letter in the Saturday,
August 18, 1979, Des Moines Register. T do not recall having ever seen compressed into such
a short letter so much illogic, ignorance, and invectives. The writer's contention is, as
the caption suggests, that it would have been "more sensible for God to leave his creation

to tigers." The writer has two main premises, both of which are patently untrue:

(1) “Christianity has a real sore spot . . . ; 1its almost nonexistent attitude toward nature.
(2) "“Christians have probably caused more harm to the environment and caused the extinction
of more birds and animals in this world . . . than any other people on Earth."

‘The illogic of the above charges has a deja{ Vi ring to it. In the sixth century, Christians

were blamed for the fall of Rome, in the middle ages for the bubonic plague and now for the
ecological crisis. One looks in vain for any supporting proof of the charges. Ali one finds
is ad hominem arguments and name calling. Christians are pictured as "Bible-quoting pioneers
with a gun. . . in one hand and a Bible and a small-pox infected blanket to give to the
Indians in the other." They are called "Never Misses-a-Sunday Joe O-Phony" whose "kids will
try to brain any wild bird or animal they can.”

The solution offered? Give creation back to the "tigers, butterflies, birds, fish and all
the other creatures of this world. They only take what they need."

Vangen ignores, first of all, the destructive side of nature itself. His gentle animals are
involved in a life and death struggle. Jane Goodall living among African chimpanzees for
seventeen years, describes the conditions among them as “"war and kidnapping, killing and can-

nibalism. . . our chimpanzees. . . could on occasion become savage killers, ruthless canni-
bals" with “their own form of primitive warfare." (National Geographic, May 1979, p. 594.)
Granted there is an ecological crises. Granted too, that some Christians have not always

treated nature with respect, but Christians are no more or less responsible for the situation
than anyone else. To charge them with the main responsibility for the extinction of animals
is a most reckless charge. It is true that about fifty species disappear each century and
man may hasten the disappearance of certain species, but the abundance of evidence indicates
that man has very little to do with it (John J. McKetta, Spectrum, May 1975).




Mr. Gilbert Cranberg 2 August 21, 1979

For reasons known only to himself, the writer 1is perpetuating the myth that the crisis in
ecology is Christianity's fault. Lynn White Jr. gave a major impetus to this fable in his
Science magazine article on "The Historical Roots of Our Ecologic Crisis™ (March 1967). The
ridiculousness of the charge is ably demonstrated in Francis A. Schaeffer's Pollution and
The Death of Man--The Christian View of Ecology. The Christian does have a wholesome atti-
tude toward nature, though Vangen is ignorant of that too. The fact of the matter is, a
Christian is the only one who has a proper appreciation of nature, because he knows Jesus

. Christ, the creator, in a personal way. He believes that "all things were made by him"
(John 1:3), that "by him all things consist" (Colossians 1:27), that like God the Father, He
is concerned about the beauty of nature, including "the lilies of the field" and even “the
grass of the field" (Matthew 6:28,30). The Christian knows that God is mindful of every
sparrow who falls. (Matthew 10:29-31; Luke 12:6-7) and does not delight in the willful de-
struction of animals (Jonah 4:11).

The Christian knows that every man was made in the image of God and has been given dominion
over God's creation (Genesis 1:26-27). As such, man may use but not abuse the realm of his
dominion. The Christian also realizes that sin and evil in nature and in the world are
caused by man's sin (Romans 5:12), and he sees that there exists only one remedy, the death
of Christ, through which ultimately "creation itself shall be delivered from the bondage of
corruption" (Romans 8:21).

A consistent Christian would have an additional reason for respecting God's creation. As a
member of God's family through faith in Jesus Christ as a Savior from sin, he treats God's
creation lovingly. IF I LOVE THE LOVER, I LOVE WHAT THE LOVER HAS MADE.

If Christians have been callous toward nature, it is because they have been inconsistent.
They are not generally "the litter-bugging, animal killing, air and water polluting slobs,"
as charged by Vangen. The beer cans along America's highways and the forest fires started
by discarded cigarettes can probably not be blamed on Christians. They try to honor the
creator and His creation. ‘They know why creation is important. Anything important to God
is jmportant to them. They may be occasionally inconsistent, but not innately indifferent
about nature as the article charges.

Very sincerely

Misfod & Koder

Manfred E. Kober, Th.D
Professor of Theology

Faith Baptist Bible Colleg=2
Ankeny, TIowa
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Billy Graham Says,

FLASHPOINT, August 1995

“Save the Earth, Not Babies!”

Billy Graham has told columnist Cal Thomas that saving
babies by fighting abortion is not “a big thing” to him
(World magazine, Feb. 18, 1995). But, says the famed
evangelist, he is concerned about saving Mother Earth.
To him, shat’s a big thing. Indeed, Graham is so upset
about the environmental harm being done to planet
Earth that he recently vowed to begin actively speaking
out ‘on this issue.

The Reverend Graham has long maintained that
the pro-life movement is irrelevant since *“No one really
_knows when life begins” (Right to Life of Greater,
Cincinnati newsletter, Jan. 1992). Again and again, he
has refused to become involved in speaking out against abortion.
“It’s not an issue I wish to pursue,” Graham. arrogantly informed
CNN talk show host Larry King in 1993. “I try to stay away from
these things that are so emotional,” Graham told the Philadelphia
Inquirer newspaper in 1992, _

Neither is homosexuality a hot button for Billy Graham. “It's
not a big sin,” the evangelist recently told startled reporters at a
national press conference. On the Larry King Show (Dec. 1994),
. Graham justified this by explaining that homosexuals and lesbians

K.

are just “born that way.”

~But apparently, while the popular North Carolina Baptist
evangelist doesn’t want to expend his energies battling abortion,
homosexuality, pornography, New Ageism in -public schools, the
New World Order, and other rampant evils, he does not feel the
same way about environmentalism. Interviewed recently on Cal
Thomas' television program on Cable TV's CNBC neswork, Graham

Save Mother Enh. not
unborn babies, is Billy
Graham'’s plea.

jnsisted that protecting the environment is more important
than protecting the unbom. Here's the exchange between
Billy Graham and Cal Thomas (also see World magazine,
Feb. 18, 1995, p. 10):

Mr. Thomas. “You've been reluctant to speak
out on the top social issue of our time, abortion.
Why?"

Mr. Graham. *| think the top social issue of our
‘ime may be ecology (the environment). | think
that's more dangerous... and I'm going to start
speaking out on that.”

So, to Billy Graham, the murder of 40 million babies through
abortion since 1963—in the U.S.A. alone—is not “a big thing” he
needs to deal with. Admittedly, Graham is a politically astute liberal.
He well knows that fighting abortion is politically incorrect, and he
realizes that, were he to support the saving of unborn: babies, the
famous evangelist would not make the next published list of “America’s
Ten Most Admired Men.”

Graham also knows, however, that saving Mother Earth is
politically correct. After all, every good liberal wants to save the
environment and kill the unborn babies—all at the same time!

What might God have to say about Graham's pandering to
satanic baby-killers? In Psalm 94:16, God implores: “Who will rise
up for me against the evildoers? or who will stand up for me against
the workers of iniquity?” Now comes Billy Graham, one of the most
liked -and most popular men on Earth, to whine and cry out, “Not
me, Lord, not me!” '

THE CHRISTIAN NEWS
September 11, 1995 Page 27
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The “Science” of Global
Warming

by James Lewis

Trofimko Lysenko is not a household name; but it should
be, because he was the model for all the Politically Correct
“science” in the last hundred years. Lysenko was Stalin’s
favorite agricultural “scientist,” peddling the myth that
crops could be just trained into growing bigger and better.
You didn’t have to breed better plants over generations, as
farmers have been doing for ages. It was a fantasy of the
all-powerful Soviet State. Lysenko sold Stalin on that fraud
in plant genetics, and Stalin told Soviet scientists to fall
into line—in spite of the fact that nobody really believed it.
Hundreds of thousands of peasants starved during Stalin’s
famines, in good part because of fraudulent science.

There is such a thing as pathological science. Science
becomes unhealthy when its only real question—“what is
true?”—is sabotaged by vested interests, by ideological
Commissars, or even by grant-swinging scientists. Today’s
Global Warming campaign is endangering real, honest sci-
ence. Global Warming superstition has become an interna-
tional power grab, and good science suffers as a result.

Freeman Dyson, one of the great physicists alive today,
put it plainly enough in his autobiography:

«_..all the fuss about global warming is grossly
exaggerated. Here I am opposing the holy
brotherhood of climate model experts and
the crowd of deluded citizens who believe the
numbers predicted by the computer models. ...
[ have studied the climate models and [ know
what they can do. ... They do a very poor job

- of describing the clouds, the dust, the chem-

istry and the biology of fields and farms and
forests. They do not begin to describe the real
world that we live in.”

When the scientific establishment starts to peddle fraud,
we get corrupt science. The Boomer Left came to power
in the 1970s harboring a real hatred toward science. They
called it “post-modemnism,” and “deconstructionism”—and
we saw all kinds of damage as a result. Scientific American
magazine went so far as to hire a post-modern “journalist”
to write for it. John Horgan became famous for writing a
book called The End of Science, but never seemed to learn
much about real science. It was a shameful episode.

The explosive spread of AIDS occurred when the known
evidence about HIV transmission among Gay men was sup-
pressed by the media. The medical science establishment did
not speak up. HIV is most easily transmitted through anal

intercourse, because the anus bleeds far more easily than
the vagina. So one Gay man simply passes blood products
straight on to the next. Sexually transmitted plagues have
been studied scientifically ever since syphilis arose several
centuries ago. We know how to limit their spread, but many
Gay men have died as a result of political suppression of
scientific medicine. The spread of AIDS was partly a self-
inflicted wound.

Pathological science kills people and ruins lives. Such
fake science is still peddled by the PC establishment in Eu-
rope and America. Global Warming is only the most recent
case. Rachel Carson’s screed against DDT caused malaria
to re-emerge in Africa, killing hundreds of thousands of
human beings. Those human-caused disasters have never
been discussed honestly in the media, and rarely if ever in
science journals. The DDT scandal is still suppressed.

In Britain, much of the alarmism about Mad Cow dis-
ease was never justified scientifically. It was pure, math-
model-driven science fiction, just like Global Warming.
But it was pushed very vigorously by the British science
establishment, which has never confessed to its errors, and is
therefore likely to make the same ones again. In politicized
science, public hysteria actually builds careers; in real sci-
ence, it tends to ruin careers. Years after the Brits realized
that Mad Cow was a false alarm, the French admitted that
Oui, Messieurs, we had ze Mad Cow, naturally, but we are
not hysterique, comprenez vous? Besides, cow brains are
a great delicacy, and one only lives once. Vive la France!
Right across the Channel in Britain, farmers were required
by law to destroy and bury hundreds of thousands of sheep
and cows. It was an economic disaster, and all because of
wildly alarmist science.

Britain is even more vulnerable to politicized science
than we are, because medicine is controlled by the Left. That
1s a huge chunk of all science in the age of biomedicine. But
the British Medical Journal and even the venerable Lancet
are no longer reliable sources. Their political agenda sticks
out like a sore thumb. It was The Lancet that published a
plainly fraudulent “survey” of Iraqi civilian casualties a
few years ago—the only “survey” ever taken in the middle
of a shooting war. As if you can go around shell-shocked
neighborhoods with your little clipboard and expect people
to tell the truth about their dead and wounded: Saddam
taught Iraqis to lie about such things, just to survive, and the
internecine fighting of the last several years did not help. The
whole farce was just unbelievable, but the prestigious Lancet
put the fake survey into the public domain, just as if it were
real science. It was a classic agitprop move, worthy of Stalin
and Lysenko. But it was not worthy of one the great scientific
journals. Many scientists will never trust it again.

Volume 48, Number 1
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Pathological science has erupted most often in the last
hundred years in the field of education, where “whole-word
reading” fraud undermined the reading abilities of whole
generations of American kids. Young adults can no longer
tell the difference between “it’s” and “its,” even though their
grandparents learned it in grammar school. The field of educa-
tion is gullible and fad-prone, and is very unhealthy as a result.
That’s why new teachers are taught to peddle PC—ideology
is all they have.

Pathological science has erupted in fields like psychology
and medicine, but not often in the hard sciences. In physics,
Cold Fusion claims were discredited very quickly. Now,
Global Warming is a fraud simply because climatology is
not a hard science. That’s what Freeman Dyson, who knows
what physics can do, meant by saying that the models “do not
begin to describe the real world that we live in.”

The climate is not “just basic physics,” as some people
claim. Basic physics is great for understanding CO, in lab
jars and planets in space, but it has no complete accounting
for a wooden kitchen chair, because wood is far too complex
a material. Nobody has a complete physical understanding
of wood—there are too many different cellular layers, mol-
ecules, and unknown interactions, all produced by a genetic
code that is just beginning to be understood. We only know
the genomes for a few plants, and we don’t know how their
genes are expressed in cells and proteins. So forget about
applying basic physics and chemistry to kitchen chairs. Plants
and trees are hypercomplex, like the climate.

Modem science fraud seems to come from the Left, which
makes it especially weird because the Left claims to be all
in favor of science. Marxism itself was a scientific fraud, of
course. In 1848 Marx and Engels claimed to have a “scien-
tific” (wissenschaftlich) theory of history. They predicted that
communism would first arise in England, because it was the
most advanced capitalist nation. (No#) They predicted that
centralized planning would work. (Not) They predicted that
the peasants and workers would dedicate their lives to the
Socialist State, and stop caring about themselves and their
families. (No!). They predicted that sovietization would lead
to greater economic performance. (Nof). And then, when sev-
enty years of Soviet, Chinese, Eastern European, and North
Korean history showed Marx’s predictions to be wrong, wrong
and wrong again, they still claimed to be “scientific.” That’s
pathological science—fraud masquerading as science.

{Current Marxists are more anti-scientific, because
they’ve finally figured out that the facts don’t support them,
but they still haven’t given up their fantasy life. Millenarian
cults never give up, even when the facts go against them.)

Scientists love to cite the historic “martyrs of science”™—
like Galileo Galilei, a great genius who was forced late in life
to recant his views on the solar system by Pope Leo X. Or

Giordano Bruno, who was actually burned at the stake. But
the scientific establishment itself can be easily seduced by
power, just like the Church was in Galileo’s time. Science
is just done by human beings. So we get plainly political
editorials in magazines like Scientific American and Science.
They jumped on Global Warming superstition before the
facts were in.

Last year MIT Professor Richard Lindzen published an
amazing expose in the Wall Street Journal editorial Page. Itis
called “Climate of Fear: Global-warming alarmists intimidate
dissenting scientists into silence.” Why are real scientists not
speaking up enough against the Global Warming fraud? Well,
some have been fired from their jobs, and others are keeping
their heads down:

“In Europe, Henk Tennekes was dismissed as
research director of the Royal Dutch Meteoro-
logical Society after questioning the scientific
underpinnings of global warming. Aksel Winn-
Nielsen, former director of the U.N.’s World
Meteorological Organization, was tarred by Bert
Bolin, first head of the IPCC, as a tool of the
coal industry for questioning climate alarmism.
Respected Italian professors Alfonso Sutera and
Antonio Speranza disappeared from the debate
in 1991, apparently losing climate-research fund-
ing for raising questions.”

If scientists were totally honest, they would memorialize
Trofimko Lysenko just like they celebrate Galileo. In some
ways, Lysenko’s name should be as well-known as Galileo,
as a stern warning of what can so easily go wrong. There
are wonderful scientists, who must be honest, or they will
fail. And then there are some corrupt scientists who are not
honest. It’s really that simple. Scientists can be demagogues,
too. We should not pretend that all are what they should be.
They’re not. Fortunately, healthy science has all kinds of
built-in checks and balances. Pathological science circum-
vents those.

Some scientists rationalize this corruption of their voca-
tion by saying that people can lie for a good cause. The record
shows otherwise. Fraudulent science and science journalism
has led to AIDS going out of control; to DDT being banned
and malaria gaining a new lease on life in Affica; to decades
of famines in Russia; to children being badly mis-educated
on such basics as reading and arithmetic; to end endless slew
of unjustified health scares, like Mad Cow; and to a world-
wide Leftist campaign cynically aiming to gain international
power and enormous sums of money, based on a simple,
unscientific fraud.

When the truth-tellers in society begin to sell out and tell
lies for some ideological goal, people end up dying.

—American Thinker, November 2, 2007
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Climate of Opinion

ast week’s headlines about the

" United Nation’s latest report on glo-
bal warming were typically breath-

less, predicting doom and human damna-
tion like the most fervent
religious evangelical. Yet
the real news in the

the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) may be how far it
is backpedaling on some key issues. Be-
ware claims that the science of global
warming is settled.

The document that caused such a stir
was only a short policy report, a summary
of the full scientific report due in May. Writ-
ten mainly by policymakers (not scientists)
who have a stake in the issue, the summary
was long on dire predictions. The press re-
ported the bullet points, noting that thislat-
est summary pronounced with more than
“90% confidence” that humans have been
the main drivers of warming since the
1950s, and that higher temperatures and
rising sea levels would result.

More pertinent is the underlying scien-
tific report. And according to people who
have seen that draft, it contains startling re-
visions of previous U.N. predictions. For ex-
ample, the Center for Science and Public
Policy has just released an illuminating
analysis written by Lord Christopher Mon-
ckton, a one-time adviser to Margaret
Thatcher who has become a voice of sanity
on global warming.

Take rising sea levels. In its 2001 report,
the U.N.s best high-end estimate of the rise
in sea levels by 2100 was three feet. Lord
Monckton notes that the upcoming re-
port’s high-end best estimate is 17 inches,
or half the previous prediction. Similarly,
the new report shows that the 2001 assess-
ment had overestimated the human influ-
ence on climate change since the Industrial
Revolution by at least one-third.

Such reversals (and there are more)
are remarkable, given that the IPCC’s pre-
vious reports, in 1990, 1995 and 2001,
have been steadily more urgent in their
scientific claims and political tone. It’s
worth noting that many of the policymak-

“ers who tinker with the IPCC reports work

for governments that have promoted cli-
mate fears as a way of justifying carbon-
restriction policies. More skeptical scien-
tists are routinely vetoed from contribut-
ing to the panel’s work. The Pasteur Insti-
tute’s Paul Reiter, a malaria expert who
thinks global warming would have little
impact on the spread of that disease, is
one example.

U.N. scientists have relied heavily on
computer models to predict future cli-
mate change, and these crystal balls are no-
toriously inaccurate. According to the
models, for instance, global temperatures

A U.N. report shows
fourth assessment from the ‘warming’ debate
is far from settled.

were supposed to have risen in recent
years. Yet according to the U.S. National
Climate Data Center, the world in 2006
was only 0.03 degrees Celsius warmer

than it was in 2001—in

ment error and thus not
statistically significant.

The models also pre-
dicted that sea levels
would rise much faster
than they actually have. The models didin’t
predict the significant cooling the oceans
have undergone since 2003—which is the
opposite of what you’d expect with global
warming. Cooler oceans have also put a
damper on claims that global warming is
the cause of more frequent or intense hurri-
canes. The models alsofailed to predict fall-
ing concentrations of methane in the atmo-
sphere, another surprise.

Meanwhile, new scientific evidence
keeps challenging previous assumptions.:
The latest report, for instance, takes
greater note of the role of pollutant parti-
cles, which are thought to reflect sunlight
back to space, supplying a cooling effect.
More scientists are also studying the effect
of solar activity on climate, and some be-
lieve it alone is responsible for recent
warming. '

Allthis appears to be resulting in amore
cautious scientific approach, which is
largely good news. We’re told that the up-
coming report is also missing any refer-
ence to the infamous “hockey stick,” a
study by Michael Mann that purported to
show 900 years of minor fluctuations in
temperature, followed by a dramatic spike
over the past century. The IPCC featured
the graph in 2001, but it has since been
widely rebutted. :

While everyone concedes that the Earth
is about a degree Celsius warmer than it
was a century ago, the debate continues

over the cause and consequences. Wedon’t -

deny that carbon emissions may play a
role, but we don’t believe that the case is

sufficiently proven to justify a revolution -

inglobal energy use. The economic disloca-
tions of such an abrupt policy change could
be far more severe than warming itself, es-
peciallyifit reduces the growthandinnova-
tion that would help the world cope with,
say, rising sea levels. There are also other
problems—AIDS, malaria and clean drink-
ing water, for example—whose claims on
scarce resources are atleast asurgent as cli-
mate change.

The IPCC report should be understood
as one more contribution to the warming
debate, not some definitive last word that
justifies radical policy change. It can be
hard tokeep one’s head when everyone else
is predicting the Apocalypse, but that’s all
the more reason to keep cool and focus on
the actual science.

the range of measure-
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Introduction

The most destructive drug in general use today is alcohol. Addiction
to narcotics is not nearly as prevalent as addiction’to alcohol. Alcoholism
is our nation's number-one health problem, and it is getting worse.
Researchers at George Washington University say that there are probably
nine million alcoholics in America and many millidns more on the verge of a
serious drinking problem. ' The World Health Organization says the United
States has the highest rate of alcoholism in the world. BAmerican industry
alone loses an estimated $2 billion a year from the effects of alcohol. The
cost of crime spawned by aléohol is astronomically high. The helpful missions

news sheet, The Church Around the World, summarizes the staggering statistics:

The alcohol industry pays $8 billion a year in taxes, according
to a recent estimate. But, employees who fail to show up for work
because of hangovers cost industry $9 billion, doctor bills due to
drinking are $8 billion, and car accidents with liquor involved
cost $6.5 billion; a total of $24 billion. Nevertheless, per capita
consumption of alcohol in the U.S. increased 24 percent in the last
decade. Washington, D.C., residents drink more than anyone else;
Nevada is second. Arkansas is the "driest" state. (June, 1975, Vol. 5,
No. 7, p. 1)

The most appalling effect is the great loss of innocent life. Alcohol
is a causal factor in some 25,000 traffic deaths and 200,000 injuries each
year. Forty-four percent.of ‘all drivers at fault in two-car accidents are
legally drunk. One driver out of every fifty, according to a recent U.S.

Department of Transportation study, is drunk (Christianity Today, Nov. 6, 1970,

p. 28).
Time speaks of a revolution in the public attitude toward alcohol:

"the country is learning to accept its drinking habit as a social custom that




Alcohol, Page 2

is as ineradicable as it is harmless when practiced in moderation” (Time,
Dec. 29, 1967, p. 15). Alcoholism, once recognized as sin, is now termed a
sickness.

Even churches which once stood {esolutely for total abstinence are
gradually reversing their position. The National Council of Churches lent.
its force to Fhe lowering of the legal drinking age.from 21 to 18. Methodists,
who long practiced or avowed total abstinence, now freely discuss the merits
of appropriate and inappropriate drinking. In evangelical circles social
drinking is readily acceptable where total abstinence was urged and preached
in recent years.

In light of the enormous problems posed by the curse of alcohol and

the lack of effective preaching on the Christian and his relationship to

alcohol, it is necessary to consider certain ethical principles relating to

Sl Hrthur

- Livip
Cg;);rg

Wine, the ﬂ)on{ and §ong
Gppesians 5:18-20

the consumption of alcoholic beverages.

1A. The Prevailing Error: o
Most individuals arguing for social drinking on

the basis of the apparent consumption of alcoholic
beverages in Bible times make one supreme error.
They assume that alcoholic berverages in Bible times
were very similar to those of today. Nothing could
be further from the truth. As John MacArthur

points out, biblical wine was sub-alcoholic A How do the alcoholic drinks of today compare 10 .—.—.
by contemporary standards. -those of biblical times?

.}

-According to the Alcohol Council Information Center: Beer
has 4% alcohol, wine'has 9-11% alcohol, brandy, has 15-20%
alcohol, and liquor has 40-50% alcohol (80-100 proof). Now,

The Methodist Church reasserts its fundamental concern since anybody in biblical times who drank unmixed wine (9-

with the problems of alcohol and the conviction that its members
should abstain from all use of alcoholic beverages. The use of
beverage alcohol in our highly organized and mechanized society
denies the abundant life, creating havoc and misery in the
lives of millions. Alcoholism alone, with its five million victims
has become the nation's third largest health problem.
The use of alcohol causes men to harm their neighbors, both by
deed and by example. Feeding a pattern of guilty involvement
and callous rationalization, it separates man from God.
Therefore, the Church continues its unceasing batlle against
intoxicaling beverages. B Thus Methodists are called by love
not only to abstain, but also to seek healing and justice
for the neighbor who is victimized. Concern for the alcoholic

for all those in trouble because of beverage alcohol

1e clear mandate of the Christian faith.

—From the Discipline of The Methodist Church

11% alcohol) was definitely considered a barbarian, then we
don’t even need to discuss whether or not a Christian
should drink hard liquor — that is apparent! But what was
the alcoholic content of the wine that they drank? Taking
the lowest mixture that was acceptable, which was 3:1 (to
say nothing of the 5:1, 10:1, 15:1, etc.) combined with the 9-
11% alcoholic wine, we come up with. a final alcoholic
content of 2.25.2.75%. Now that’s very low. In fact, by
today's standards something has to be 3.2% alcohol to be
classified as an alcoholic beverage. So the wine that they
consumed in those days was either completely non-
alcoholic (being mixed from a syrup or paste) or was
sub-alcoholic according to today’s standards. This is
why the Bible says that elders in the church are not to linger
long beside wine (I Tim. 3:3); because with such a low
alcoholic content, it would take a long time to get drunk.

So the answer 1o the first question in the Christian’s Wine List, “Is drinking
wine today, the same as in Bible times?” NO!

14
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2A. The Personal Risk:

alcoholic beverages, there is a compelling logical reason.

Quite apart from the biblical and practical argument against

There is

no way of knowing who among any group that begins to drink will

eventually become an alcoholic.

can predict the victims of alcoholism.

No medical or psychological research

It is a well known fact that

one out of every ten persons taking the first drink becomes an

— alcoholic.
10ut Of 10 Drinkers Someone has put it this way. Suppose someone goes
AreAkohoIics, to an airline counter to book a flight. The ticket is
AMA Says purchased and the attendant delivers it with these words:

The American Medical Association
says 1 out of every 10 drinkers becomes
an alcoholic. The AMA said there are
more than five million alcoholics in the
United States.

The only way for alcoholics to achieve
control is complete abstinence, the re-
port said.

Regarding the spread of alcoholism
the AMA in its bulletin (MH-9) said,
“many alcoholic patients give a history
of parents drinking excessively; people
use alcohol a2s an escape; youngsters
usnally imitate adults, drinking makes
them fecl grown up; children often do
what their parents do rather than what
they say.

3A.

"You should know, sirx, that on this plane, seating one
hundred passengers, ten seats sometime during the
flight will suddenly give way and drop their occupants

out of the plane.” The purchaser replies, "Don't put me
in one of those seats.” "But,"says the attendant, “that
is impossible; we don't know the seats that will give way.
Have a good flight, sir."”

People must be informed that the use of alcohol is not
unlike Russian roulette: every tenth person becomes auto-
matically hooked. The only solution is total abstinence.
Christianity Today, April 24, 1964, p. 25.

The Social Harm:

Youth especially needs to be told that drinking is a gamble.

The stakes are very high, involving personal disaster that might
involve loss of work, marriage, children, friends, self-respect, and,

if not checked, life itself.

At least 50% of all accident related deaths are directly

attributable to alcohol.

The stresses of living in this space age make the
human organism more susceptible to the perils of alcohol
than in ancient Palestine. The driver of an oxcart or
the traveler by horse or donkey faced different demands
for instant decision than the man at the wheel of over
a ton of metal propelled by a multi-horsepower engine.
God expects of us the adjustment of maturity to current
problems and holds us responsible for indulgences that
may imperil our own lives and the lives of others. 1In’
a day like this, voluntary abstinence to the glory of
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God and for the sake of others is a reasonable and safe

solution to the problem of alcohol. Christianity Today,
April 24, 1964, p. 25.
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Taken as a beverage it passes directly
from the stomach and small intestine
into the blood. The amount of food
in the stomach slows down the rapidity
of this absorption. The effects of alco-
hol on the individual occur more
quickly when the drinker has an
empty stomach.

On absorption into the blood, alco-

hol is distributed to all parts of the No

body. including the tissue fluids, where

it remains until all taken in is oxidized

or discharged from the bhody in the NeUtrql

breath or urine. Spirits
4A. A Poor Example: Here

A great biblical principle
applicable to the problem is consideration
for the weaker brother. The classic
passage is Romans 14:13-21

"Let us not therefore judge
one another any more. One man
hath faith to eat all things, but
he that is weak eateth herbs. Let
not him that eateth set at naught
him that eateth not; and let not
him that eateth not judge him that
eateth. . .Let us not therefore
judge one another any more; but
judge ye this rather, that no man
put a stumblingblock in his
brother's way. . .I know, and am
persuaded in the Lord Jesus that
nothing is unclean of itself; save
that to him who accounteth any-
thing to bé unclean. For if
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because of meat thy brother is grieved, thou walkest
no longer in love. . .Overthrow not for meat's sake

; the work of God. . .It is good not to eat flesh, nor
to drink wine, nor to do anything whereby thy brother
stumbleth."”

In our church circles it is readily recognized that
alcoholic beverages are strictly taboo (as seen for
example in almost all Baptist Church Covenants: "to
abstain from the use of intoxicating drink as a beverage").
Thus for any church member to partake would be offensive
to many, therefore total abstinence in our circles is
required. Adrian Jeffers, The Western Commentator, July -
August 1975, "Wine in the Bible: Weal or Woe?" p. 7.

A special problem prevented by total abstinence is that
posed by the presence in our churches of saved alcoholics. Having
been delivered from the curse of alcoholism, they need strong ex-
amples of abstinence. The use of fermented wine at the communion
service would prove an irresistible temptation for them. Further,
those who do resist the temptation would be kept from observing the

blessed Lord's Supper, one of the two church ordinances, commanded for
every believer by the resurrected Lord.

. 5 A. The Physical Danger:
Another argument for abstinence is the physical danger posed by
alcohol to the human body. The effects on the brain, as well as damage to
the liver and most other organs have been graphically presented

in recent publications. Albert Maisel summarizes current scholar-

Until quite recently, almost all researchers be-
lieved that such occasional imbibers suffered no
permanent ill effects from their drinking. Physi-
ologists were convinced that even when such moderate

INS Y drinkers did get "high," their slurred speech and
g;“n’;mwu slowed—-up reactions evidenced only a transitory effect

RLUNGS _coRD upon their brains and nervous systems. Now, however,

' strong evidence indicates that there is no guarantee
A THE BRAIN of a gsafe" level of drinking, no absolute threshold
The first effect then of sicohol on E

the brain is to dull the capacity for below which alcohol fails to damage or destroy groups
itici d { tion. . . 7 :
¥ﬁf§zﬁznﬂ;,fﬁighgihﬁa of cells in the brain and other vital organs. Reader's

and anxicty. The sense of humor is s " 1}
dulled. The checks on irresponsible Digest, June 1970, "Alcohol and Your Brain" p. 65.

and unreasonable behavior are also

dulled. Action follows impulse. There . . }

is emotional spontaneity; reaction time Maisel goes on to show that the consumption of ‘even the
es slower; coordinations are dis-
; drowsiness follows.

smallest amount of alcohol irreparably destroys brain cells. This

abuse of the body is forbidden in the Scriptures which reminds us
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that our bodies are the temple of the Holy Spirit: "What?
Know ye not that your body is the temple of the Holy Spirit
who is in you, whom ye have of God, and ye are not your
own? For ye are bought with a price; therefore, glorify God

in your body and in your spirit, which are God's." (1 Corinthains
6:19-20.
An article, "What Alcohol Does To Your Body" in Good

Housekeeping (September 1981, p. 231-232), summarizes the harm-

ful consequences of the consumption of even the smallest quantity
of alcoholic beverages:

Even in moderate amounts alcohol has a noticeable
effects on the body. Because it enters the blood
stream it touches almost every organ, and its
effects on feelings and behavior are well known.

It appears that over the centuries, the human body has
deteriorated because of sin and is evermore susceptible to disease
and to addiction. This is especially true in the area of alcoholism.
It seems that people are more addicted to alcohol now than in any
stage of human history. Involved here is the principle of human

retrogression because of the debilitating effects of sin.

Alcohol is distributed in almost equal concentration
to all parts of the body. In the central nervous system,
the brain areas concerned with inhibition, memory and
sensation are most strongly influenced by alcohol. The
inhibitory centers of the brain, lying posterior to the
central fissure of that organ, are depressed. The de-
pression of those centers about which the behavior
pattern of civilized man has been established, liberates
a freer play of fundamental instincts such as anger, fear,
ambition, and sexual urge. When these motivating forces
manifest themselves uninhibited, the individual appears
to be stimulated, hence the misconception has developed
‘that alcohol is a stimulant. (Pr. John C. Krantz, Jr.,
Sc.D., "Alcohol and the Human Body" Pub. General Board
of Christian Social Concerns of the Methodist Church,
100 Maryland Ave., NE, Washington, D.C.)
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Personal Enslavement:

Alcohol as a drug is habit forming. It enslaves and there-

fore is wrong. Paul laid down the principle on enslavement in

1 Corinthians 6:12 (NIV):

"Everything is permissible for me"--but not everything is
beneficial.

"Everything is permissible for me"--but I will not be
mastered by anything.

It is wrong to be bound by a habit, no matter what it is.

It is even worse to be bound by a habit which ruins ones personal

health and destroys ones relationship to family and friends.

7A. Present Associations:

Whatever the cultural situation in the 0ld and New Testament
times might have been, in our time alcthl has ungodly associations
with bars, nightclubs, skid row and immorality. A century ago, even

. Robert Ingersoll, the infidel (1833-1899) railed against the evils
of liquor with great eloguence in the Chicago Tribune:

"I am sure that there is a prejudice against any
man who manufactures alcohol. I believe that from the
time it issues from the coiled and poisonous worm in the
distillery until it empties in to the jaws of death,
dishonor and crime, it demoralizes EVERYBODY THAT TOUCHES
IT, from its source to where it ends. I do not believe
anybody can contemplate the object without being pre-
judiced against the liquor crime. All we have to do,
gentlemen, is to think of the wrecks:-on either bank of
the stream of death, of the suicides, of the insanity,
of the ignorance, of the destitution, of the little
children tugging at the breasts of weeping and despairing
mothers, of wives asking for bread, of the men of genius
it has wrecked, the men struggling with imaginary serpents
produced by this devilish thing, and when you think of
the jails, of almshouses, of the asylums, of the prisons,
of the scaffolds upon either bank, I do not wonder that
every THOUGHTFUL MAN IS PREJUDICED AGAINST THIS DAMNED
STUFF CALLED ALCOHOL. Intemperance cuts down youth in
‘its vigor, manhood in its strength, old age in its
weakness. It breaks the father's heart, bereaves the

doting mother, extinguishes natural affection, erases

. conjugal love, blots out filial attachment, blights

Educational Tuemperance Shield.
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parental hopes, brings down mourning age in sorrow to
the grave. It produces wives widows; children orphans;
fathers fiends, and all of them paupers and beggars."
("What Great Men Have Said About Alcohol," Calvary
Crusade, Columbus, GA, p. 3-4)

Positive Pictures of Abstinence:

The Scriptures afford two examples of groups who practiced
voluntary total abstinence. The Nazirites (Numbers 6:3-4); Amos
2:12) and the Rechabites . (Jeremiah 35:1-11) refused to drink wine.
The biblical narratives strongly imply that theirs was a commendable
decision.

The fact that there are hazards of health even in the most
moderate consumption of alcoholic beverages, that drunkenness is
in all cases a sin, and that voluntary abstinence is a commendable
action, added to the fact that our complex society has given rise
to problems which are not within the horizon of New Testament
writers, making the drink question far more acute and complex in
modern times--all this makes voluntary abstinence from all in-

toxicants a biblically tenable, preferable and regired position.
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POSITION ON SOCIAL DRINKING:

As an institution and as individual faculty, administration, and board members,
we affirm our strong conviction that it is Biblically wrong for a Christian to
use alcoholic beverages today., We stand completely agreed in our rejection of
moderate and social drinking, and we are united in our acceptance of total
abstinence. This position is mandated by the board, supported by the adminis-
tration and taught in the classroom.

Faith Baptist Bible College realizes that there is a legitimate need to demon-
strate a Biblical basis for this position of total abstinence. Often the people
of God have developed strong convictions out of a deep love for the Saviour and
a genuine desire to see His people living consistently for Him, But, when the
Biblical basis behind these positions is not clearly articulated and emphasized,
the believer's practice often becomes based upon tradition and what is socially
acceptable. Therefore, we gladly state the following Biblical reasons for our
position of total abstinence:

(1) Drunkenness and alcohol dependence are clearly condemned in Scripture.
Ephesians 5:18; Romans 13:13; I Corinthians 5:11; I Corinthians 6:9-11. It is

a well established fact that moderate and social drinking have led many into such
a condition. To open the door to this is worse than playing with fire!

(2) Our bodies are the temple of the Holy Spirit. I Corinthians 6:19. We are
commanded in Scripture not to allow alcohol to control us, but, rather to allow
the Holy Spirit to be in control. Ephesians 5:18. The point at which alcohol
controls an individual is, at best, unclear and militates in favor of total
abstinence.

(3} Alcohol has been the source for countless numbers of families being ruined
and lives being lost. It has been identified with the crowd that cares not for
the things of God. Scripture warns us to identify with that which edifies and
will lead men to God and to shun that which does not. I Thessalonians $:21,22;
Ephesians 4:17, 19-24; Romans 12:9.

(4) We are not to allow anything - including the issue of alcohol - to dim our
testimony for Christ, bring anyone to question the reality of our Christianity,
or cause others to stumble in their walk with the lord. Philippians 2:15,16:
Romans 14:21; I Tinothy 4:12,15.

While we allow liberty in interpreting specific passages of Scripture which men-
tion wine, we emphatically reject any teaching which allows for or condones the
drinking of alcoholic beverages by Christians today. Again we state:

WE BELIEVE, TZACH.‘ AND PRACTICE TOTAL ABSTINENCE AS THE ONLY PROPER
RESPONSE FOR CONSISTENT CHRISTIAN LIVING TODAY.

Adopted by the Board of Trustees of Faith Baptist Bible College - 1-12-82.

Letters and answers

DEAR ANN LANDERS: We .are
hearing a great ‘deal about the
“disease” called alcoholism these
days. Do you have the guts to print
this?

It aleoholism is a disease, it's the ouly
‘disease that is bottled and sold.

It is the only disesse that requires a
license to keep it goimg.

It is the oaly disease comtracted by
the will of man. :

It is the oaly disease that preduces
revense for the gevernment, -

It is the oaly disease that: prevekes

‘crime. .

It is the uly diseass that. h habit-
Jormiag.
Itkm&eulydhme&at
violeat death oa'the kighways.

It is the oaly disease spread by adver-

tising.
Ald&eulyﬂaeucmaudbya
- germ or a vires,
Can it be that it is Dot & disease at
all? -
~— I'm from the
Show-Me State
Axn says: The experts whose
opinionsl‘rwpectsaylghommma
disease. But you raise some interest-
ing questions. ThanksFor writing.
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Taking your first drink is as hazardous as taking a plane
where during the flight every 10 seat drops out. Every
10* personn who 1akes a drink exentually becomes an alcoholic!
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War: Ungodly or Unavoidable?
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1A. Introduction:

. 1b. The Definition of War: W
s 40 Il N »

"A state of usually open and declared armed hostile conflict hetween states
or nations."”
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THE FAR SIDE

2b. The Deplorability of War:
(SRR TN et proveesy

lc. It entails irreparable loss of life and
property.

2c. It offers irresistible temptations.

3c. It awakens iniquitous passions.

4c. It engenders inimical habits.

(Latin, inimicus = enemy, thus harmful)
2A. The Attitudes toward War:

1b. Pacifism:

lc. The position: It is never right to paréicipate
in war.

2c. The propositions: “Hey! C'mon! Hold itt Hold il . . Or |

e someone’s gonna get hurt!”’
ld. Biblical arguments:

le. Intentional life-taking is wrong: Ex. 20:13

2e. Physical force in resisting evil is wrong: Mt. 5:29;
Deut. 32:35

3e. Evil is to be overcome with good: Rom. 12:19-21; Mt. 5:44;
1l JIn. 3:15; 1 Pet, 2:21-23

2d. Historical arguments:
le. The early church exhibits many ‘pacifists.

2e. The modern church evinces Christian pacifism:
Waldensians, Mennonites, Quakers, Jehovah's Witnesses, Grace
Brethren
3d. Social arguments:

le. War is instigated by sin: a lust for power, territory,
money: James 4:1-2

2e. War issues in many evils, e.g. Zech. 14:1-2
3e. War involves more war.

3c. The Problems:
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The pacifist exempts himself from the responsibility of society.

The pacifist fails to account for the political and military
activities in the Bible: e.g. Abraham, Joshua, Daniel, David
Nehemiah, etc.

The pacifist undermines the concept of biblical ethics, implying
there is moral developrment in God.

Communist Anti-Nato
Emblem 4d. The pacifist fails to protect the innocent: James 4:17

5d. The pacifist misinterprets biblical passages: Mt. 5:39, 44

(turning the other cheeck 1s relevent for the kingdom)
2b. Activism: )

lc. The position: It is always right to participate in a war.

2c. The propositions:

1d. Biblical arguments:
le. God ordained governments: Gen. 9:5-6; Dan. 2,7 cf. 4:25.

2e. Man owes to the government absolute obedience:
Rom. 13:1-7
1 Pet., 2:13-14
Tit. 3:1
Mt. 22:21

2d. National arguments:
‘ le. We are a Christian nation based on biblical principles..

2e. BAmerican involvement in any war is just for it serves
God's purpose.

3e. Refusal to participate in war would be sin and would lead to chaos.
3d. Philosophical arguments:
le. The government is man's parent.
2e. The government is man's educator.
3e. The government is man's partner.
3c. The problems:

1d. In most wars both parties claim to be right and yet the activist
must admit that only one side is right.

2d. Total and unlimited submission leads to horrible crimes such as
Hitler's atrocities.

3d. Total submission to the state is a form of idolatry, substituting
loyalty to God by allegiance to country.

4d. Activism ignores the fact that while the government is divinely
ordained, its commandments may not be divinely sanctioned.
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3b. Selectivism:

lc. The position: It is right to participate in some wars.

‘ 2c. The propositions:

1d. Selectivism develops a synthetic approach between pacifism and
activism,

le. Selectivism rejects some wars as unjust.

1f. There are biblical illustrations of disobedience to
governmental decrees:

The Egyptian midwives: Ex. 1
Daniel: Dan. 1,6
Peter: Acts 5:29

2f. There are historical imperatives for disobedience to
governmental decrees:

Hitler and the Jews
Stalin and the death camps

2d. Selectivism defines the criteria of a just war:
le. It must be waged by a government with legitimate authority.
2e. It must be waged against an enemy who has deserved punishment.

3e. It must be waged with the intention that good be promoted and
evil prevented.

These are the criteria of Thomas Aquinas. Martin Luther
defines war for the sake of war as sin but war for the sake
of defense as a duty.

Until the time of Cicero (106-43 B.C.) war was war. Wars
were generally predatory wars or wars of conquest and ex-
pansion. No particular justification for war existed and
protests against war were short and spasmodic. In his work,
De Officiis, Cicero tried to work out a rationale for war
and spoke of "a righteous ground for .going to war" (I, 38).
He made other stipulations for right grounds for going to
war and condemned wars of covetousness as unjust wars.
Augustine enlarged on the theory of a just war. He lamented
that wars do have a terrible aspect but conceded that some-
times good men have to go to war to obtain civic righteous-
ness (Reply to Faustus, XXII, 74). In the same work he
maintains that wars are righteous when undertaken for
righteous reasons. Such reasons are: war for self-defense,
war for the cause of civilization, war to inflict punishment,
and war to secure reparations. As such, war is for national
justice and is not a particularly Christian virtue (Letter,
138). Unjust wars are the predatory wars of the barbarians
which excite the worst of human passions. The real reason
or justifiable reason for war is peace: "Peace should be
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3d.
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the object of your desire; war should be waged only as a
necessity, and waged only that God may by it deliver men
from necessity and preserve them in peace. For peace is not
sought in order to be the kindling of war, but war is waged
in order that peace may be obtained" (Letter, 189). Augus-
tine then lists some of the rules of a just war. Ramm,

The Right, the Good and the Happy, pp- 140-141.

Selectivism displays a balanced view of biblical practice and
principles.

le.

2e.

3e.

It recognizes that war is an undesirable state as a result
of sin.

It realizes that war is undeniably an instrument used by God.

It rejects wars which are obviously unjust.

3A. The Authority for War:

1lb. The Patterns of the 0l1d Testament.

lc.

2c.

3c.

The inferences from the character of God.

1d.

2d.

3d.

He is revealed as "the Lord of Hosts":! Mal. 4:1, 3

He is called a God of War: Ex. 15:3

He is seen as the God of the armies of Israel: 1 Sam. 17:45

The institution of civil authority.

1d.

2d.

3d.

The

The

le.

2e.

3e.

The

sword of war was given to Noah: Gen. 9:6-7
sword of war was used by Abraham: Gen. 14
This is the first mention of war.

He resisted unjust national aggression, although the
people delivered were wicked.

God blessed Abraham through His servant Melchizedek as a
result of it.

sword of war was employed by Israel.

The instructions concerning war by God.

14d.

24d.

!

Instructions to David in the art of warfare:

Ps. 18:34 - "He teacheth my hands to war, so that a bow of steel

is broken by mine arms."

Ps, 144:1 - "Blessed be the Lord my strength, which teacheth my

hands to war, and my fingers to fight.'

Instructions to Israel for acts of war:



2b.

The Principles of the New Testament.

lc.

2c.

The

14d.

2d.

3d.

The primacy of obedience:

1d.

2d4.

le.

2e.

3e.

de,

Se.

6e.

purpose of government: Rom. 13:1-7
To protect good citizens: Rom 13:4
To punish evil doers: Rom. 13:4

To promote internal order: 1 Tim. 2:2

The

le.

2e.

3e.

4e.

S5e.

The

le.

2e.

3e.

4e.
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God commanded war against the Canaanites:
Lev., 18:27-28; Deut, 20:16-17

God sanctioned war against rebellious nations:
Deut. 20:10-17; 1 Sam. 30:8

God approved of wars against aggressors of Israel:
2 Chron. 13:15-16; 20:29

God occasioned the strategy and success of Israel's wars.

God ordained wars as punishment against Israel:
Deut. 28:25ff; Dan. 1:1-2; 4:17; Is. 44:28

God urged humane treatments for victims of wars:
Deut. 20:13
Deut. 20:19
Deut. 21:10-14

imperative of obedience:
Government -is ordained by God: Rom. 13:1

Government resistance is resistance to God: Rom. 13:2
Government opposes evil: Rom. 13:4

Government punishes offenders: Rom. 13:3

Government tells us to obey: Rom. 13:5

implications of obedience:

The government has the responsibility to resist evil, to
retain order, and to raise armed forces. :

The government has the right to use the sword of war.

A person who serves in the armed forces actually serves God:
Rom. 13:1

Since it is a government's right and duty to promote and
preserve law and order and it has the authority to use the
sword, sufficient justification is given for the employing
of force to restrain enemies from without (the armed forces)
and for subduing the enemies from within (the police force).



War, Page 6

This divine function of government also legitimizes the
use of intelligence gathering operations such as the FBI
for the keeping of law and order within the country and
the CIA and NSA for gathering of intelligence concerning

‘ the enemy from without.

3c. The provision for war.

1d. Soldiers are nowhere rebuked:

Luke 3:14
Matt. 8:5
Acts 10

2d. Warfare is nowhere repealed.
le. Christ advised the disciples to buy swords: Luke 22:36

Yet, in response to dangers from robbers and brigands, or
peril from the civil disorder, a degree of weapon-carrying
and of self defense is authorized by Jesus. A comparison
of Luke 22:35-36 with 9:3-6 and parallels makes this
interpretation of Jesus' words about buying a sword hardly
avoidable. The presence of two swords already among the
apostolic company, who, presumably as other Jews, bore
arms as they made the paschal journey through dangerous
districts, hardly warrants the strict defenseless pacifism
frequently attributed to Jesus' doctrine. Culver, Toward
a Biblical View of Civil Government, p. 270.

2e. Paul accepted the protection of the Roman army: Acts 22:25-29

. 3e. Paul asked the Roman army to protect him from a murderous mob.

4A. The Abolition of War:

’

1b. The prominence of peace in the Scriptures: Gen. 14:18-19; cf. Heb. 7:1-22;
Matt. 5:9.

2b. The prediction of peace for the world.
lc. War would persist unto the end of this age: Dan. 9:26
2c. Peace should be sought by every believer: Rom 12:18
3c. Peace ultimately will have no end: Isa. 9:7

3b. The prerequisites for peace on earth.

lc. The redemption of individuals: Rom. 3:10, 15-17; Jn. 14:27; 16:33;
Eph. 2:14.

2c. The return of the Prince of Peace: Luke 2:14.
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APPENDIX I

‘ GENESIS 14

1A. The Antagonists in Conflict: 1-4
1b. The rivals in the conflict: 1-3
2b. The reason for the conflict: 4
2A. The Arena of the Conflict: 5-12
1b. The route of the invaders: 5-7
2b. The routing of the inhabitants: 8-14
3A. The Alliance Against the Conquerors: 13-16
1b. The strength of Abraham: 13-14
2b. The strategy of Abraham: 15
3b. The success of Abraham: 16
4A. The Aftermath of the Conflict: 17-24
1b. The happiness of the godiess people: 17
. 2b. The honor from the godly priest: 20a
3b. The humility of the gracious patriarch: 20b-24
lc. His tithe:
2c. His testimony:
3c. His tokens:
5A. The Application From the Conflict:
1lb. Abraham was protectively aligned: 13,24
2b. Abraham was militarily prepared: 14
3b. Abraham was personally involved: 13-14
4b. Abraham was suitably armed: 14
5h. Abraham was altruistically motivated: 14a
6b. Abraham was strategically superior: 15
7b. Abraham was divinely blessed: 18-19
Abraham was engaged in a conflict for a just cause for which he was blessed of God.

Though Abraham was not directly affected by the war, it involved his nephew Lot and
‘prompted him in an altruistic fashion to pursue after his enemies. The wars the
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United States has waged of late have been altruistic, e.g. WW I, II, our conflict in
Viet Nam, our intervention in the Dominican Republic as well as our present military
assistance in crisis areas of the world, such as Central Bmerica. Altruistic wars
are the most noble kind of wars. On a personal level, greater love has no man than
when he lays down his life for his brother. That is even more true on a national
level when a nation is willing to sacrifice its own in behalf of a weaker nation

in mortal danger. Some things are worth fighting and dying for and primary among
them is an attack on one's own country as well as an unprovoked and unjustified
attack on a neighboring or friendly nation which is helpless and certain to be
destroyed. God is pleased with such selfless love. That is the lesson of Abraham's
fight in behalf of Lot. He honored Abraham for his compassionate conflict. And he

honors the United States for our moral concern for and military commitment to other,
weaker nations.

Aoram wird von Weldjifebed gefequet. t
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Any Apology Should Come
From the Japanese Side

By JIM EDWARDS

EXAN KERMIT Beahan
doesn’t think he owes the
Japanese an apology for
dropping the atomic bomb
on Nagasaki.

Good for him.

Beahan, the bombardier on the B-
29 which raxded Nagasakl on Aug. 9,
1945, was excluded from the list of
U.S. dignitaries who gathered in Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki to commemorate
the 40th anniversaries of the atomic
bomb attacks.

THE CALCULATED snub was de-
livered by Teruaki Oobo, who is in
charge of relief to war victims.

“If he wants to apologize to the
victims,”’ says Oobo, *“We hope he will
come personally and visit the ceme-
téry.”

No way, retorts Beahan, who
“hever entertained the idea of apolo-
gizing for dropping that bomb.” Adds
the much-decorated flier, *I was a
professional soldier domg my job.”

QUITE SO.

Beahan is also right on target
when he insists that the A-bombing of
Nagasakx which left up to 74,000 civil-
1ans dead, actually saved lives by end-
ing the war before the Allies were
forced to invade the Japanese main-
1dnd. It is conservatively estimated
that such an invasion would have tak-
eh at least one million Japanese lives,
and God knows how many Allied sol-
dlers would have perished.

" There was a great deal of handwr-
inging and revisionist nonsense spo-
kn about the alleged barbarity of the
bpmbings. The war, we were told by
the bleeding hearts, could have been
ended without recourse to the ultimate
hérror of The Bomb.:

¥ BUT THOSE -SUBSCRIBING to
that now fashionable viewpoint are ig-
norant of the wartime character of the
Japanese people, who were imbued
with a fanatical determination to fight
ta the last for the emperor. To surren-
-.devr was considered the ultimate disho-
npr, witness the ghastly mass suicides
which took place when islands close to
the mainland fell to the invading
Americans. On Saipan, for example,
even battle-hardened U.S. troops were
sickened by what they witnessed.
™  One of the witnesses was a 20-
year-old bosun’s mate by the name of
Earle H. Anderson, now The Enter-
prise’s business-office manager. Dur-
ing mopping-up operations, Anderson

was coxwain on a landing craft ferry-
ing replacements from the U.S.S.
Rocky Mount to the beach.

“THE BAY WAS FULL of bod-
ies,’”’ Anderson grimly recalls. *‘I had
to steer around them. Not just our Ma-
rines, but Japanese, too. I watched the
Jap soldiers throw their wives and
children off the cliffs into the s2a, and
then jump off themselves.”’

GIVEN THE FANATICISM dis-
played on Saipan and elsewhere, it is
not hard to visualize the kind of blood-
bath that would have ensued once Al-
lied soldiers set foot on the sacred soil
of Japan itself.

Nobody is more aware of that than
the Japanese who are old envugh to
remember how it -was in the waning
days of the war. Their views have
been-summed up by Masamicki Inoki,
the 72-year-old director of Japan’s In-
stitute of Peace and Security.

“THE JAPANESE hate atomic
bombs but they realize that it was
thanks to the atomic bomb that Japan
surrendered (and) Japan was: saved
from itself,’’ Inoki says in refe:ence to
the Imperial Army’s decree fhat the
civilian population would fight to the
last man, woman and child.

As for Teruaki Oobo’s den-and for
an apology, it should be pointed out
that the war in the Pacific was Ja-
pan’s idea in the first place. ‘urther-
more, if any apologies are forthcom-
ing, it is hereby suggested -hat the
Japanese apologize for torturing and
beheading American and allied POWs
during the infamous Bataan Death
March and on the ‘“‘Railroad of Death’’
in Burma and Thailand, wh:re it is
said that one Allied POW died for ev-
ery railroad tie laid down by the en-
slaved prisoners.

-SOMEWHERE ALONG the line it

- seems to -have been forgotten that Ja-

pan was a savage and merciiess ene-
\ny durmg World War I1.

Even in these guilt-ridder. times—
when “‘enlightened’’ Americans seem
to have a compunction to think the
worst of their country—it is a bit much
to expect us to apologize because
young men once went to war in order
that the present generation t.')uld hve
in freedom.

Jim Edwards is editor of the edito-
rial page of The Enterprise of Brock-
ton, Mass., and is a frequent contribu-
tor to this page.
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Christian Anti-Communism Crusade
June 15, 19882

The Ballad of a Peace Marcher

Britain, the US, France we fought

{Though not the other side.)
1 am a bold peece marcher,
My motives are the best, The tight for pesce none can ignore,
So 1 will go aivd maveh for peece Its cause enlists us o/l

And never seek to rest. Nuclear power plants must be banned

(West of the Berlin Wall.)
Our ranks sre wholesome, clean-limbed, purs,

Msn, woiman, §iH snd bby, For It transcends mere ponitics

As when we merched sgakyst Sehyon And conscripts men;

{Thoughi not spdinst Hanol,) We must protest El Ssivedor
{Though not Afghanistan.)

And now [ see the hend of F sre

Is ticking on. the glocks; Our forces all spontaneous

1 oppose Europe’s nevtron

onb Spring full-grovm from the pround
{Though not the Esstern bloc s

{And somehow by some mitacle

The money’s slways found,
For all can e thé Tight For pesce
. I3 the transcendent 1/ am & bold pesce mercher,
et ot vt Worsoor vt ienid 1 povce
ot " weys & NI of.
1 witt nﬁn’clz the Whst.
Nuciver tests we speivet,

CAPTAIN'S CORNER

Our anger renging witle:

The Atomic Bomb

By C. A. Stevens

fier reading many lesters to the editor

of various newspapers, and talking 10
many young people between the ages of 16
and 35, I'm convinced that the vast majority
of this age group has very lintle knowledge
as to why the atomic bomb was developed.
This obvious lack of interestin World War Il
hissory-has compelled me to give a short
background as to why we can be thankful
that the United States developed the atomic
bomb first.

Thirty-seven years ago, on August 6th
and 9th, the United States dropped the two
stomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki,
Japan. Since that time In history, the United
States has been considered the culprit for
using such a catastrophic weapan,

Great numbers of our youth, who were
not born when the atomic bomb was first
used and have not studied history,
demonstrate  throughout  our  country
condemning our use of the atomic bomb to
end World War 1.

Let's take a look at history and see what
led 1o the development of the atomic bomb.

It is incredible that the most intricate,
integrated intelligence and secret operati

In the months after Dunkirk, weathering
the onslaughts of the Luftwaffe and bracing
for & German invasion, Britain and her
commonwealth nations stood alone.
America watched as the Royal Air Force
struggled through its finest hour. Some 240
pllots from the U.S.A. made their way to
England as volunteers — many of them
evading the FBI to get there. Many became

“leading aces-of the RAF and then with the

U.S. Army Air Corps. Many died in serving
the cause of freedom by helping keep
Britain alive.

Thelr units became known as the Eagle
Squadrone, snd in quick time they were
embraced by their fellow RAF pilots and the
entire free world as heroes and symbols of
young American coursge, skill and
dedication.

There were three Eagle Squadrons
composed of American pilots in the British
Royal Air Force prior to the U.S. entry into
World War 1.

Number 71 Squadron produced the first
American fighter ace of World War 11 —
William Dunn. During one month, Number

during World War 11 wes not completely
released to the public until 1972, It was
Britain that first foretold of the practical
possibility of a bomb and the horrors it
would bring. }f Germany had conquered
Britain, the way was clear for Germany to
develop the atomic bomb, with which Hitler
could have blackmailed the rest of the
world. This is why Churchill made his
famous statement: **Never in history have
so many owed so much to so few."*

6 FRONTIER/SEPTEMBER 1982

71 Squadron destroyed more enemy aircraft
in combat than any other of more than 100
squadrons of the RAF. After the United
States entered the war, Bill Dunn
transferred to the U.S. Army Air Corps and
flew P-5§ Mustang fighters and P-47
Thunderbolts. He is now a retired Colonel
and lives In Colorado Springs, Colorad
Number 121 Squadron pilots shot down 7
German Messerschmitts in one desperate air
battle. Number 133 Squadron, which
scored 6-0 against the German Lufiwaffe

over the bloody invasion beach at Dieppe,
was completely wiped out on its Iast combat
mission — of 12 sifcraft dispatched only
one returned, only to crash on landing.

The aggressive, sdventure-loving pilots,
flying British Hurricanes and Spitfires,
fought Hitler's  Luftwaffe savagely
slongside their comrades from the British
Empire. All hoped for some miracle that
would bring the U.S. into the war before
England fell. The cost was high. One out of
every three Americans was killed. But, the
Eagles were the vanguard of the great
American armadas to follow, that bombed
out the heavy water installations in Norwey
(necessary for the development of the
atomic bomb) and the German atomic
research plants in Germany ltself. This
prevented Germany froth developing the
atomlc bomb first,

It was Albert Einstein who first brought
to the United States the news, in 1939, that
the Germans were working on an atomic
bomb, and suggested we had better build
one first.

Japan had conducted her war in an
Incredibly savage way. And after the
unconditional surrender of Germany, and
the uncovering of the political cruclties and
brutalities ‘and genocide ‘which had taken

* place within the borders of Germany, could
. anything less than unconditional surrender

be accepted from Japan?

There had been every reason for Japan to-

surrender in late June or early July, 1945,
She had lost the Philippines, then Iwo Jima,
then Okinawa.

After the enormous cost of American
ships and lives from the Kamikaze attacks at
Okinawa, Genersl LeMay was convinced
he should go all out with the B-29 bombing
of Japan.

Not tco many people are aware, today,
that B-29 Superf , using conven-
tional bombs, almost completely destroyed
six major Japanese citics in May of 1945,
5.3 squarc miles of Tokyo was destroyed.
Even a portion of the sacred Imperial Palace
of the Emperor burned one night when fires
ran out of control, although the Palace had
deliberately never been a target. But still the
Japanese refused to surrender. By this time
the hardened old professional, General
LeMay, was moved to compassion. Taking
a serious chance of Josing many B-29s, he
began dropping leaflcts on the cities before
the mids. “CIVILIANS, they read,
*"EVACUATE AT ONCE!" Dn the backs

The Modest Rhvmestsr

of them, they watned the local military of
the coming raids and pointed out 10 the
people that there was nothing that their
military could do to protect them. And there
wasn't. On August |, 1945, for example,
the city of Toyama with & population of
127,000 was almost totally burned out of
existence.

At the palace the Emperor seemed
powerless in the hands of the pro-war party,
which wanted to continue the war,

At the Potsdam Conference, July 16,
1945, the Allies issued the Potsdam
Proclamation calling fos the **unconditional
sumrender’” of Japan. The alternative would
be “‘prompt and utter destruction.'® The
Japanese refused. Not only did they refuse
to surrender, but the refusal announcement
by the Japanesc Premier sounded
contemptuous,

Militarily, there was never a doubt that
the atomic bomb should have been used, if
only in counting the casushies. Had the

““There can be no
doubt about how
the atomic bomb
would have been
used had Germany
developed it
first. ...

United States invaded Japan, there would

have been at least one million United States
casualties and four million Japanese, not
including the destruction that .would have
taken plsce all over Japan.

Not until the second alom bomb was
dropped. did the Emperor finally come
forward on the side of peace. Even then,
some cabinet members wanted to go on
fighting. A group of officers sttempted to
capture the Emperor to make him change his
mind. Thity American troops (a good friend
of mine was one of them) parachuted into the
Palace grovnds and the officers were
thwarted.

There can be no doubt about how the
atomic bomb would have been used had
Germany developed it first, or Japan. Or even
Russia.

When one contemplates those possibilities
and broods on them, it appears a lucky thing
for the world and for humanity that America
did dévelop it first.

We should all pray to God that the United
States and the USSR con apree 1o a verifinble
reduction of stomic weapons, and hope that
sometime in the near future, atomic wespons
will be completely climinuted from  this
world. €



Abortion: Woman’s Choice or Wicked Carnage?

1A. INTRODUCTION:

"Abortions last year terminated one-third of all pregnancies in America.
Since the Supreme Court's decision of 1973 (Roe vs. Wade), the annual
number of abortions performed in the United States has risen from 744,600
1.5 million. Nontherapeutic abortion is in fact a 20th-century form

of birth control. It has become the second most common surgical procedure,
circumcision being the first. Abortion on demand is without question the
greatest moral issue facing America today. No other contemporary moral
problem in this country results in..the deaths of over a million innocent,
unborn children each year. Since 1973, eight million unborn babies have
died in hospitals and abortion clinics throughout America." (J. Carl
Laney, "The Abortion Epidemi: America's Silent Holocaust,” Bibliotheca
Sacra, October-December 1982, pp. 342.).

"The rise in the number of abortions from 1969 to 1975, from 20,000 to 1
million or so, is a five thousand percent increase. If we were to simply
make a straight-line projection, we could say that in about ten years every
female in the United States, from newborn babies to the very oldest ladies,
would have received two abortions each. Of course, this is silly. But it
is evident that abortion on demand is becoming a "way of life" to increasing
numbers of Americans. It makes a very good life, at least in financial terms,
for the small number of physicians who specialize in it. And it is a "way
of death” for increasing numbers of the youngest human beings in America
each year." (Harold O. J. Brown, Death Before Birth, p. 31).

2A. THE CURRENT PRACTICE OF ABORTION:

1b.

The Meaning of Abortion:

Abortion is the expulsion of the human fetus prematurely from the womb
(Ryrie, p. 85-86).

lec.

2ci

3c.

4c.

Accidental abortion:
An accident causes the premature delivery of the fetus.

Therapeutic abortion:
Termination of the pregnancy for the sake of the mother's life.

Eugenic abortion:
The prevention of the birth of retarded or deformed children.

Psychiatric abortion:
Abortion for the sake of the mother's mental life.

Prof. Manfred E. Kober, Th.D.

Faith Baptist Bible College & Seminary
Ankeny, lowa
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Social abortion:
Abortion to ease economic pressure on a family.

Ethical abortion:
Abortion in case of rape or incest.

Abortion-on-demand:
Abortion for any or no reason.

The Method of Abortion:

Five methods of abortion are currently used in America.

(C. Everett Koop,

Abortion in America, p. 11-4).

lc.

2c.

D & C or Dilatation and Curettage Abortion:

This method is most often used in the first thirteen weeks of preganancy.
A tiny hoe-like instrument, the curette, is inserted into the womb
through the dilated cervix, its natural gateway. The abortionist then
scrapes the wall of the uterus, cutting the baby's body to pieces.

Now used less frequently than suction.

Abortion at six weeks kills a little human being with arms and legs,
fingers and the beginning of toes. His head may appear outrageously
large compared to his body, but this is only because of the rapid rate

at which his brain is developing. At this age he will already respond,
by flexing his neck and trunk, if his lips or nose are stroked lightly.
His brain waves can be observed with modern electronic devices. (Kenneth
M. Mitzner,Christianity Applied, November 1974, p. 22).

Suction Abortion:

Most commly used method for early pregnancies, the principle is the

same as in the D & C in this technique, which was pioneered in Communist
China, a powerful suction tube is inserted through the cervix into the
womb. The body of the developing baby and placenta are torn to pieces
and sucked into a jar.

ratory, just as a tonsil or an appen-
dix has to be examined. Needless to
say, many pathologists are revolted
by this task and have been very co-

(Ibid, pp. 22-23).

The D and C is being displacéd by
suction curettage, in which the baby
is torn from the wall of the uterus
by a small but very powerful vacuum
cleaner. The doctors who use this
device frequently refer to it by the af-
fectionate term "baby-scrambler.”

A six-week fetus is only about an
inch long and may pass through the
baby-scrambler in one piece. The
method is used, however, up to
about 32 months, when the baby is
three or four inches long, and the
older babies are torn to pieces by
the suction. The doctor who does
the abortion never has to look at the
results of his work. However, after
a legal abortion, the pieces have to
be examined in the pathology labo-

operative in providing photographs
of: the dismembered babies: for use
by anti-abortion groups. -

The head, ‘the rib-cage, and the
limbs are usually separate and rec-
ognizable. The eyes are frequently
popped. The abdomen has been
torn away and the viscera emptied
out, but in some specimens the
heart and the intestine are identi-
fiable. A skilled doctor can do this |
to fifteen babies a day and still have
plenty of time to play golf.

At best, we said, abortion is equiva-
lent to killing a person in his sleep.
But the victim of the baby-scrambler
is no silent sleeper. Depending on
his age and inclination, his last mo-
ments may be spent swimming in
his watery surroundings, drinking
some of the fluid, learning to coor-
dinate the movement of his hands,
sucking his thumb, or making faces.
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Salt Poisoning, or Hyper-Natremic Abortion:

This method is generally used after thirteen weeks of pregnancy. A
long needle is inserted through the mother's abdomen and a strong salt
solution is injected directly into the amnionic fluid which surrounds
the child. The salt is swallowed and "breathed" and slowly poisons
the baby, burning his skin as well. The mother goes into labor about
a day later and expels a dead, grotesque, shriveled baby. Some babies
have survived the "salting out"” and were born alive.

Hysterotomy or Cesarean Section Abortion:

Used in the last trimester of pregnancy, the womb is entered by surgery
through the wall of the abdomen. The tiny baby is removed and allowed
to die by neglect or sometimes killed by a direct act.

Prostaglandin Chemical Abortion:

This is the newest form of abortion and uses chemicals developed and

sold by the Upjohn Pharmaceutical Company, Kalamazoo, Michigan. These
hormone-like compounds are injected or otherwise applied to the muscle

of the uterus, causing it to contract intensely, thereby pushing out

the developing baby. " Babies have been decapitated during the abnormal
contractions. Many have been born alive. The side effects to the

mother are many. A number of mothers have even died from cardiac arrest
when the prostaglandin compounds were injected. Upjohn is one of the
primary contemporary pharmaceutical firms known to have reverted to
chemistry for death since the days of Nazi Germany. Upjohn's 1979 Annual
Report boldly declares that the company will promote these abortion
chemicals in India and China during the coming decade.

THE CONTEMPORARY PROBLEM OF ABORTION:

The Supreme Court Decision: Roe V. Wade, Jan. 22, 1973.

1lc.

2c.

The radicality of the decision:
(Brown, p. 74)

Only two months later, in January of 1973, the U.S. Supreme
Court, in two 7-2 decisions, turned the whole nation around
and established abortion as a “constitutional right.” The major
decision, Roe v. Wade, was so sweeping that itastonished even the
most ardent pro-abortionists. No one had expected the right to
destroy a developing child right up to the time of birth, an.action
which is legal in no other civilized society. Judging by Chief
Justice Warren D. Burger’s concurring opinion, some of the
members of the Court apparently had no idea what they were
doing. But deliberately.or not, the U.S. Supreme Court with Roe
v. iWade made abortion-on demand a way of life (or death) for
millions of Americans.

The result of the decision:
(Ibid, p. 74)

Asaresult of Roe v. Wade, itis virtually impossible [or any state

to do anything to protect developing life. This holds true even
durizg the last days prior to birth, although most Americansare
unaware of that fact. Ree v. Wade apparently would allow protec-
tion during the final days of pregnancy, but because such pro- P&
tection is explicitly conditioned on “health,” as defined in Doe v.
Bolton, it remains for all practical purposes nonexistent. This
places the United States alone among all the civilized nations of
the world in permitting abortions at such a late point in preg-
nancy that the fetus, if born prematurely or by normal Caesar-
ean section at that time, would live. Such late abortions are
considered in most nations of the world to be infanticide.
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The ramifications of the decision:

(Ibid, p. 78)

1d.

2d.

A(l))l?rtion
Demand

3d.

Roe v. Wade divides the nine months of pregnancy into three
trimesters (three-month periods). There is no biological reason
for this division; nothing happens to the developing fetus at the
end of the third or sixth month that would make it logical to give
it different rights. There is a practical medical reason for the
division: during the first three months, abortion is possible by a
relatively simple operation: during the second three months, a
more complex procedure is necessary; and during the last three
months, abortion is performed as a hysterotomy, a procedure
that delivers a live but immature baby as by a Caesarean
section—with the difference that the baby is allowed to die or is
killed outright rather than protected and cared for. These are
well-known medical facts that require no documentation; they
can be confirmed by anyone familiar with abortion techniques
and practices.?

The first trimester: abortion-on-demand

For the first three months, the woman's right is largely absolute.

(Ibid, pp. 78-79)

During the first trimester, according to Roe v. Wade, the state
may make no regulations regarding abortion. Planned Par-
enthood v. Danforth, July 1, 1976, prohibits the state from requir-
ing the consent of the prospective father or of the parents of a

. pregnant minor. The freedom to abort is the closest thing toan
absolute freedom possible, it seems. The absence of regulation.
of course, allows abortion on demand during the first trimester.

The second trimester: abortion-on-demand

From three months to "viability" the woman's health is determinative.

(Ibid, p. 79)

During the second trimester, according to the Supreme
Court, “the State, in promoting its interest in the health of the
mother, may, if it chooses, regulate the abortion procedure in
ways that are reasonably related to maternal health.” In other
words, there may be no regulation with respect to the life of the
fetus. This too is abortion on demand. The state of Missouri
attempted to prohibit the saline technique of second-trimester
abortions—something even pro-abortion physicians acknowl-
edge 1o be relatively more dangerous to maternal health.’ But
the Supreme Court declared this unconstitutional in Planned
Parenthood v. Danforth. Thus, in the second trimester there
is no protection for the developing child and absolute freedom
to abort it. -

The b, -
ltzaa(i CU)\\
by g,
Vo

~

The third trimester: abortion-upon-deliberation
From viability to birth two interests are at stake:
the health of the mother.

Abortion is possible when the pregnancy is deemed to affect adversely
the woman's psychological, emotional and familial situation. C

the life and

background, we can understand why George H. Williams, Hol-
lis Professor of Divinity at Harvard University and holder of the
nation’s most distinguished chair of Protestant theology, calls
the present Court an “evil Court.” There are no kind words to

(Ibid, p. 88-89)

When we put it in this technical, abstract’language, it may
sound innocent enough. But the fact is that since 1973, at least 4
million developing human lives have been destroyed in the
Unrited States thanks to the value preferences of seven “justices.”
Each of us who pays taxes in America has contributed to the
snuffing out of over 1 million lives, since approximately thirty-
five percent of all abortions are tax-funded. Against this

describe a body that first legitimizes, and then in effect orders,
mass liquidations on the basis of its “value preferences.”*®

"*Justice Blackmun, author and defender of the Roe v. Wade decision, has
frequently commented on the “hate mail” he has reccived on the issue. Writin,
hate-filled letters is neither Christian nor particularly useful. Nevertheless, oncE
one has grasped the full nature of the situation that Blackmusn and his six
consenting co"e:g\fel have created, it is hard to be polite about it. Justice
Blackmun’s complaints about the griclhis “hate mail” causes him sound a bit like

Dr, Shaw's comments on the “terrible ordeal” h h: i
to watch a retarded baby die of starvation. © 80 through every ime he has
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2b. The Historical Development:

o -

Aristotle:

Animation was fixed at between 25-40 days for a male fetus and 50-80
days for a female fetus.- He thought females were misbegottem males
(Augenstein, p. 116)

2c. Tertullian:
Tertullian writes in the 3rd century in his Apology, ix
. ‘A maturer
age has always preferred death by the sword.
In our case, murder being once for all forbid-
den, we may not destroy even the fwtus in
///ﬁ ?/,,.e the womb, while as yet the human being de--
% Az J[f sives bloudd from other parts of the body for
%% 9“\0//,9'// . its snstenance. ‘1o hinder 2 birth is me'l;ely a
/W %9 /_P) specdier man-killing; nor does it matter .
e va T w7 whether you take away a life that is born, or (Ante-Nicean Fathers ;Vol. III)

3c.

4c.

lestroy one that is coming to the birth.  That
ts n man which is going to be one; you have
the fruit already in ity seed.

Clement of Alexandria:

His book, The Teacher is the first major treatise on Christian Ethics.

He writes of the fact that abortion would not only take life but "destroy

human feeling with it" (The Teacher, book II, Chap. 10).

The Roman Catholic Church:

Until 1884 and 1902, with a brief exception, the Catholic Church
distinguished between the"foetus animatus and foetus inanimatus or
informus" (Anderson, p. 76-77).

European Nations and American States differ on the time a fetus becomes a
human person:

What magic occurs:

Vs
at birth in the U.S.A. AbOrfe p

at 28 weeks in England LIV B b
at 26 weeks in Maryland (before 1973) D eSv2 a )%
at 24 weeks in New York (before 1973) ISC- OUr

at 20 weeks in Sweden I‘)/;}, SL
at 16 weeks in Washington (before 1973) e :;Eéf
at 12 weeks in Denmark

at 10 weeks in France

~ when a "fetus" becomes a "baby™"?

Are we a Schizophrenic Society? (Dr. and Mrs. J. C. Willke, Handbook on
Abortion, p. 4)

4A. THE COMMENCEMENT POINT OF A HUMAN LIFE:

1b. The

lc.

2c.

3c.

Pressing Enigma:
When does life begin for the embryo?

When does an embryo become a human being?

When does the fetus become a being with an eternal destiny, after which
point abortion is murder?
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The Possible Explanation:
Seven suggestions have been made about the beginning of human life:

lc. At conception:
When sperm and egg cell unite

2c. At implantation:
When the zygote becomes attached to it's mother's womb .

3c. “Humanization": -
When the embryo becomes a fetus with recognizably human shape

4c. Animation:
When human life is evident

5¢. Viability:
When the fetus, if aborted, might conceivably be kept alive

6c. At birth:
When it becomes universally recognized as an infant

7c. At the age of 1 year:
When the infant reaches the stage of development comparable with
that attained by most animals at birth (Anderson, p. 76).

Substantial differences about when human life begins are
confined to the ancient Stoic philosophers and to medieval
theologians. (The Pythagorean school of philosophy, which
originated the Hippocratic Oath, believed with modern science
and the Bible that Jife begins at conception.) Among modern
medical and scientific authorities the only disagreement con-
cerns the point at which a distinctive individuality is established,’
whether at conception or at nidation (the implantation of the
fertilized egg in the wall of the uterus). Nidation occurs approx-
imately seven days after conception; the abortion decision and
all the abortion procedures discussed always occur some time
after nidation. Therefore, the question of whether the indi-

vidual human life begins at conception or one week later at

nidation does not affect the fact that abortion destroys a de- We must protect human life

veloping, individual human life. from the moment of concep-

tion, not because we are sure

(Brown, pp. 83-84) that an individual is present,

but because we cannot be sure
of the contrary.

lc. The unborn fetus is not-a human life--all abortion is Jjustified.

2c. The unborn is a potential human life--abortion safeguarded.

3c. The unborn is human life or a person in the full legal sense--fetus
afforded protection of any other human life.

CONSERVATIVE PRINCIPLES CONCERNING HUMAN LIFE

1b.

Scriptural Evidence.
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Does Scripture attribute equal value to the life of an adult and the life of
an unborn child? 1Is the unborn baby a human being?
. lc. The absence of prohibition against abortion:

(Bruce K. Waltke, "Reflections from the 014 Testament on Abortion,"
Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society, Winter 1976, p.5)

Dr. Waltke observes:

"But when we turn to the Bible in the case of abortion we are embarrassed
for two reasons. First, it does not directly answer our gquestion. Second,
theologians who infer their answers from it differ in their conclusions.
The queen of sciences, here as elsewhere, appears to have a wax nose that
can be shaped according to the personal tastes of those who look at her."

CHILDREN

ARE AN HERITAGE OF THE LORD

There is no command, "Thou shalt not have an abortion."

14. Abortion was unthinkable in Israelite culture.

le. Children were recognized as special tokens of God's favor:
Gen. 33:5; Psa.l113:9; 127:3

2e. God was seen as opening the womb and permitting conception:
’ Gen. 29:33, 30:22; 1 Sam. 1:19-20

3e. Childlessness was seen as a curse, preventing the husband'’s
family name to be carried on: Deut. 25:6; Ruth 4:5

2d. Abortion would have fallen under the command: "Thou shalt not
murder”": Ex. 20:13

2c. The application of passages of Scripture:
1d. A possible text for abortion: Ex. 21:22-24

le. The passage:

(KIV) (NIV)

22If men who are fighting hit a preg-

mz,,z,, ?,,Thmc};?;v?omu?ar ‘i’,ﬁraf;'{',?é nant woman and she gives birth prema-
depart from her, and yet no mis- turely but there is no serious injury, the
chicf follow: (lll;ahall b&surdymr;\:‘n; offender must be fined whatever the
}l:\lx’scganscuc:{l la; u{:on hfmwgnd he woman’s husband demands and ‘the
shall pay as the judges determine. court allows. 3But if there is serious in-
23 And if any mischief follow, jury, you are to take life for life, 2%eye for

ﬂ;:“ :g‘;,‘; ’;l;fnl;yf":olgé,f?;l{&th eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot

hand for hand, foot for foot, for foot,

| Can a Christian
o | | Consider Abortion
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2e.  The proper interpretation:

. (Dr. Charles C. Ryrie, You Mean the Bible Teaches That .. . .
p. 87)

There are two principal interpretations of *so that her
fruit depart.” One understands it to mean a premature
birth of the child, and the fine is assessed because the life
of the child might have been harmed. Of course, if the
child that is prematurely born does not live, then the lex
talionis (the principle of an eye for an eye and a life for a
life from Lev 24:17-20) applied.’ The other interpretation
considers this as referring to the accidental miscarriage of

" the fetus, and the fine is imposed as an indemnification to

BAPTISTS the father because the fetus was lost. If the mother also
should die in the accident, then the lex talionis applied.? _

CUNDEMN The HehrewA word yatsa, translated "depart” or "came out"

usually refers to a live birth (Gen. 22:25-26; 35:11;

ABORT'UN 38:28-30; Ex. 1:5, etc.) 1In no case is the word used for
a miscarriage.

The usual verb for miscarriage is shakol and is found in
Gen. 31:38; Ex. 23:26; Job 2:10 and Hosea 9:14.

The reference here appears to be to a premature birth rather
than a miscarriage. If it is a miscarriage, the fine levied
would indicate the death of the fetus to be a lesser crime
than murder for which capital punishment was exacted. The
fetus would not be considered to be fully human. If the

‘ reference is to a premature birth, it must be concluded that
God values viable fetuses the same as He does adults.

Laney correctly observes:
Even if it could be successfully demonstrated that the text

refers to accidental miscarriage rather than premature birth,
it still could not be used to justify abortion. First, the
injury is accidental, not intentional as would be the case in
abortion. Second, though unintentional, the action was con-
sidered wrongdoing and punishable by law. Third, while the
text may not expressly prohibit abortion, neither does it
grant authority to perform abortion. (Bibliotheca Sacra,
October-December 1982, p. 348)

2d. The divine involvement with the unborn:

le. His activity in conception of the individual: Gen. 29:31-35;
30:17-24; Ruth 4:13; 1 Sam. 1:19-20

2e. His activity in the formation of the individual:

God told Jeremiah: "Before I formed thee in the belly I knew
thee " (Jer. 1:5)

o s e
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The word "formed" (yatzar) is used of the divine activity
in the creation of Adam, Gen. 2:7-8. 1In a secular sense,
Yatzar is used in relation to a potter fashioning a useful
vessel of clay. God fashioned Jeremiah in the womb,
separated him for a prophetic ministry. God was active in
life Jeremiah prenatal state.

Job traced his human origin back to his primal beginnings
with these metaphors: Job 10:8-12

Thy handds Enhioned and made me alogerher,
and wonddst thou destrov me?
Remember now that thow hast made me as clas:
and wouldst thou turn me into dust again?
Didkst 1hou not pour me out like milk
and curdle e ke cheese,
clothe me with skin and ilesh
andd knit me 1ogether with bones ind sinews?
I'hon hast granted me Bife and Jovingkindness,

andd thy care s preserved nn spivit (Job 10:8-12),

His activity in the development in the individual

Psalm 139:13-16 (ASV)

13 For Thou didst *form my Ninward parts;
Thou didst bweave me in my mother’s womb.
14 1 will give thanks to Thee, for 'I am fearfully and . .
wonderfully made;
*Wonderful are Thy works,
And my soul knows it very well.
15 My !2frame was not hidden from Thee,
When | was made in secret,
And skillfully wrought in the bdepths of the earth.
16 Thine “eyes have seen my unformed substance;
And in PThy book they were all written,
The cdays that were ordained for me,
When as yet there was not one of them.

Dr. Ryrie has well summarized the teaching of v. 13:

In this verse the protection and possession of God over the
unborn are clearly stated. God's concern and creative power
are extended to prenatal life. This teaching would make it
impossible to consider the embryo or fetus "just a piece of
tissue" or "an insensible blob of tissue.®

In verse 14 David reflects on the fact that he is a product
of God's awesome creative work in his mother's womb. 1In the
next verse, he refers to his exquisite fashioning in his
mother's womb ("in the depths of the earth" is a metaphor).
The Psalmist then refers to God's watchcare over His"unformed
substance,” that is his "embryo" (Golen). The verse is of
great significance for the abortion controversy since the
embryo in man refers to the prefetal product of conception up
to the third month of pregnancy.



Abortion, Page 10

As Laney says:

Psalm 139:13-16 is a strong biblical polemic against abortion,
for it clearly demonstrates God's personal involvement in the
creation, formation, and development of the human baby.
(Laney, p. 349)

3d. The humanness of the unborn in Scripture:
le. The image of God:

According to the Bible, what uniquely distinguishes man from
animals is man's creation in the image of God, Gen. 1:26-27;
5:1; 9:6. 1If the Bible discloses that the unborn baby is
made in the image of God then it must be obvious that the
unborn child is fully human.

2e. The nature of man:

Man possesses from the moment of conception characteristics

of his parents, including their material and immaterial nature.
In Psalm 51:5 David confesses that at conception he had a

sin nature:

"Behold, I was shapen in iniquity; and in sin did my mother
conceive me." ’

The inquity and sin are not those of his mother but his own.
Ryrie observes:

This important passage establishes the humanness of the
fetus since guilt is attached to it and since only humans
and angels can be guilty of sin. The act of conceiving
is not sin, but man from his conceotion onward is tainted
with sin and is gqguilty before God. This can only be true
if humanness is ascribed to the fetus. ( pp. 89-90)

3e. The humanness of the unborn:

Luke 1:41, 44 are a faithful apologetic for the fact that
though a child is unborn, yet it is ‘human.

Luke 1:41. 44 also point to the humanness of the unborn
child. John the Baptist is sald to have “leaped” in Elizabeth's
womb “for joy” when Mary's greeting was heard. John's prenatal
recognition of the presence of Mary. the mother of the divine
Messiah. points to-his spiritual and rational capacity in the
unborn state. Appropriately. the term used to describe John in
his prenatal state is Bpédog ("baby™). the Greek term used for a
child before and after birth (cl. Luke 2:12. 16: 18:15: 2 Tim.
3:15). Psalm 51:5 and Luke 1:41. 44 reflect the scriptural view
that unborn children are spiritual. rational, moral beings. A
baby. then. is "in the image of God™ in the unborn state. Frame
remarks. “There Is nothing in Scripture that even remotely sug-
gests that the unborn child is anything less than a human per-
son from the moment of conception.™

(Laney, p. 350)
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4e. The origin of the soul:

The traducian (from the Latin traduco, "to transfer")

This view sees the transfer of the soul from parent to child at
the moment of conception. The whole human race was seminally
present in Adam and participated in his original sin (Rom 5:12;
Heb. 7:9-10). The soul is present in the unborn child. Since
the fetus is especially planned, patterned and protected by
God and even in his prenatal state is in God's image with moral
accountability, the unborn child must be fully human.

2b. Theological Evaluation: Is abortion ever justified?

lc. Rape:
Rape rarely results in pregnancy. Furthermore, it is strange justice that
allows the innocent child to be killed for the crime of his father. God
promises to sustain the indivdual even with the heaviest burden:
1l Cor. 10:13.

2c. Incest:
Aborting the fetus would further jeopardize the physical and emotional
well-being of the victim. Abortions on the young are extremely dangerous.
The Lord is especially able in time of need: Heb. 3:18; 4:15,16.

3c. Protection of the mother's life:
C.. Everett Koop, the present surgeon general of the United States and
a leading pediatric surgeon, has stated:

"In my thirty-six years inpediatric surgery I have never known of one
instance where the child had to be aborted to save the mother's life."
(cited by Laney, P. 352).

-ll.'#;’%
#Q\gﬂ Dr. Koop emphasizes that he always opts in favor of life. He would pro-
%ﬁ? tect the human life as much as possible, even that of the unborn fetus.
1’

4c. Deformity:

@W‘ Modern medical science makes it possible for a physician to determine

whether a child is deformed or defective long before the child is born.
If a test shows that the child is deformed, should it be aborted? A
sovereign God certainly has the rightful authority to make some children
"imperfect.” When Moses questioned his own ability to speak to Pharoah
God said, "Who has man's mouth? or who makes him -dumb or deaf, or seeing
or blind? 1Is it not I, the Lord?" (Ex. 4:11). Deformed children are
special because as with the man in the Gospels who was born blind

"(John 9:3), God can use these handicapped for His glory.

CONCLUSION

Every Christian has a responsibility to become involved in this moral and ethical
issue andto the best of his ability do something about it (Prov. 24:11-14).

1b. Proper Information:
The Christian cannot be properly involved until he is informed of the issues.

Literature on abortion from a Christian perspective is available from the
Christian Action Council (788 National Press Building, Washington D.C. 20045).
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Persistent Prayer:

Alfred Lord Tennyson said: "More things are wrought by prayer than this
world dreamed of." God's Word says that the effectual fervent prayer of
a righteous man availeth much.” A single prayer by any individual could
sway the sentiment of the nine men on the Supreme Court. Our concerted
prayers can make possible a Human Life Bill which would permit pro-life-
states to outlaw abortion.” Our prayers can effectively influence our
legislators to pass a Human Life Ammendment to the Constitution so that
unborn children can receive the same protection as other Americans.

Political Support:

Christians should know the position of their political representatives
concerning abortion and should support those who share their conviction
concerning theiinestimable value of unborn human life. At the same time,
they should not support candidates and institutions who favor or encourage
abortion.

Prenatal Counseling:

Through counseling someone with an unwanted pregnancy, one may help save the
life of an unborn baby. Many pregnant mothers need counseling as to the
various possibilities open to them, they need housing and help in finding
adoptive parents for their infants.

Pastoral Compassion:

While a Christian may be upset with the practice of abortion, he must
show understanding and compassion when dealing with those who have had
abortions. Christians should hate the sin, but reflect Christ's love for
sinner (Rom. 5:8).

Many women who have had abortion were exploited by the men who wanted

sex without responsibility and by physicians who were more interested in
finances than the physical and mental well-being of the mother. Women who
have had abortion need the healing of the grace of God not the distain of
the people of God.

0k
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TODAY'S SLAVE . . . THE UNBORN CHILD

SLAVERY
1857

ABORTION
1873

Although he may have a heart
and a brain, and .he may be a
human life biologically, a slave is
not a legal person, The Dred Scott
decision by the U.S. Supreme
Court has made that clear.

Although he may have a heart
and a bdrain, and he may be a
human life biologically an unbdorn
baby is not a legal person. Our
U.S. Supreme Court has juct made
this clear.

A black person only becomes a
legal person when he or she is set
free. Before that time, we should
not concern ourselves about him
because he has no legal rights,

A baby only becomes a legal
person when he is born. Befors
that time, we should not concern
ourselves about him because he
has no legal rights.

It you think that slavery is wrong,
then nobody is forcing you to be a
slave-owner. But don't impose
your morality on somebody else!

If you think abortion is wrong,
then nobody is forcing you to
have one. But don't impose your
morality on somebody else!

A man has a right to do what he
wants with his own property.

A woman has a right to do what
she wants with her own body.

Isn't slavery really something
merciful? After all, every black
man has a right to be protected.
Isn't it better never to be set free
than to be sent unprepared, and
ill-equipped, into a cruel world?
(Spoken by someone already Iree)

Isn't abortion really something
merciful? Atter all, every baby
has a right to be wanted. Isn't it
better naver to be born than to be
sent alone and unloved into a
cruel world? (Spoken by someone
already born)

‘® The unborn baby is now the modern Ored Scott. As with a
black slave then, the unborn baby riow has no legal rights, is
the “property” of the owner (mother), and can be killed if the
Qwner wishes, any time before birth.

¢ The 14th Amendment to the Constitution was enacted speci-
fically to overtum the Dred-Scott decision.

* Nothing but another Constitutional Amendment can overturn
this recent dreadful decision.

* It you would respect all human life, black or white, born or
unborn, young or aged, mother or baby, then . .

JOINUSI. ..
IN A MAJOR CONTINUING EDUCATIONAL EFFORT IN
SPEAKING FOR THESE TINY ONES WHO CANNOT SPEAK
FOR THEMSELVES

Advertisement, The Cincinnati Post, February 19, 1973
by Cincinnati & Northern Kentucky Right to Life

165
(Willke, Handbook on Abortion, p. 165)

ABORTION

The Diary of an Unborn Child:

October 5 - Today my life began, My parents do not know it yet, 1 am as small as a seed

October 19 -

October 23 -~

October 25 -

November

November

~
.

12

of an apple, but it is [ already, And I am to be a girl, 1 shall have blonde
hair and azure eyes, Just about everything is settled though, even the fact
that I love flowers.

Some say that I am not a real person yet, that only my mother exists. But I am
a real person, just as a small crumb of wheat is yet truly bread. My mother is,
and I anm.

My mouth is just beginning to open now, Just think, in a year or so I shall
be laughing and later talking, I know that my first word shall be Mama,

From now on it shall gently beat

My heart began to beat today all by itself.
And after many years

for the rest of my life, without ever stopping to rest,
it will tire, it will stop, and I shall die.

1 am growing a bit every day. My arms and legs are beginning to take shape.
But I have to wait a long time yet before these little legs will raise me to my
mother's arms, before those little arms will be able to gather flowers amd
embrace my father.

- Tiny fingers are beginning to form on my hands. Funny how small they are! 1
shall be able to stroke my mother's hair to my mouth and she will probably say

"Oh no, no, dear. . ."

November 20 - It wasn't until today that the doctor told mom that I am living here under her

November

December

December

25

28

heart. Oh, how happy she must be! Are you happy, Mom?

- My mom and dad are probably thinking about a name for me. But they don't
know that I am a girl. They are probably saying Andy. But I want to be called
Cathy. I am getting so big already.

- I wonder if Mom hears the whispering of my heart. Some children come into
the world a little sick. And the delicate hands of the doctor perform miracles
to bring them to health. But my heart is strong and healthy. It beats so
evenly--tup-tup-tup . You'll have a healthy little daughter, Mom!

- Today my mother killed me.

(The above is an imaginary diary of a child in the mother's womb up
until the day the mother murders it.)
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BIRTH
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32 VIABILITY:
PERFECTLY HUMAN

6 MONTHS

‘5 MONTHS - -

20

3 MONTHS 18

FETUS :
PROGRESSIVELY HUMAN

. .
i ()
N
.
SN

2 MONTHS

8

EMBRYO:
POTENTIALLY HUMAN

NafedE. Kober

CONCEPTION o e R



- -~ 2 » &
° VA et s N

DIARY OF‘AN UNBORN CHILD

2 MONTHS
Heartbeat
Brainwaves
Responds to

touch :
Sucks thumb

EKG recordable

3 MONTHS
Wakes & sleeps
Digests & Bowel
movements
Fingerprints
Breathes (fluid)
Squints &
swallows
Makes a fist

All body systems
functioning

. - Tz o8
A ¥

i’
4 MONTHS
Cries
Hears voices
Eyebrows &
eyelaghes
Rapid eye
movemenl

5 MONTHS
Survival possible
if born
Can learn &
remember voices,
music, etc.
Well-coordinated
Kicks felt
by mother

From Photos by Dr. Rainer Jonas =\

-
_[We hold these truths])

. 7 MONTHS
| @ Continued
: growth in size
g maturity

to be self-evident,
that all men are cre-
ated equal, that they
are endowed by their
Creator with certain
unalienable Rights,
that among these
are life..
— The Declaration
of Independence

Who has the right to
snuff out the life of
this child who cannot
decide for himself?

Abortion is destroy-
ing America's future
. .. 0one life at a time.
In the U. S. there is
one abortion every
20 seconds!




Prayer: Do Mechanics Matter?
Prof. Manfred E. Kober, Th.D.

Definition of Prayer:

The petitioning of God for things agreeable to His
will, in the name of Jesus Christ, by the help of
the Holy Spirit.

OUR PART IN PRAYER

Some go to God in prayer They lay their burdens down
As though they would be heard On shoulders that are strong,

By merit of their edrnestness, Then take them back upon their own
Or power of their word; And carry them along.

As though God did not want to bless, Some humbly talk with God;
Or to their crying heed, -« Confess their helplessness,

But might be influenced to hear And having laid their burdens down
If they could proué their need. Trust Him to do the rest.

Some go to God.in prayer Such go away in peace,
With broken: ble¢ding hearts . And with the victor’s shout

Craving the peace and victory To watch with interest, and see
Which He alone imparts, How He will work things out.

—Barbara Ryberg
1a. The Central Purpose of Prayer:

1b. The terms employed:

lc. 014 Testament words:

. 1d. ﬂ]ﬂ ﬂ -- techinnah -- "to incline, to be gracious"
T L LS
24d. i_l ';29 Tl . -— tephillah -- "to judge"

2c. New Testament words:

1d. npoogedyopat -- proseuchomai -- general prayer, used of
prayer to God: Matt. 6-9

2d. elyouac -- euchomai -- general requests: 2 Cor. 13:7-9

3d. 6&€ouat -- deomai -- a specific request, made to God

or man: 1 Thess. 3:10; 2 Cor. 5:20

43. ol7téw ~- aiteo -- making a request from a superior:
James 1:5; , Mark 15:43

5d. €pwTdw -- erotao -- to ask in the sense of a request.
Used to the prayers of Christ:
John 14:16
6d. ¢évrtevyxdvw -- enteugchano -- to intercede, i.e., petitioning
a king or great person:
Rom. 8:26
7d. iuetedw -- iketeuo -- supplication in classical Greek,

only in Hebrews 5:7 as adjective
Lretepta (iketeria)

8d. mnapanaifw -- parakaleo -- to beseech, entreat appeal:

‘ 2 Cor. 5:8



2b.

2A. The

Prayer, p. 2

The truth expressed: ‘
John 14:13 "And whatsoever ye shall ask in my name, that will I do, that
the Father may be glorified in the Son."

Common Problems in Prayer:

1b.

2b.

3b.

The addressing of the prayer:

lc. Prayers should be addressed to the Father: Matt. 6:9; Eph. 3:14

2c. Prayers should be offered in the name of the Son: Jn. 14:13; 15:16;
16:23

3c. Prayers should be offered in the power of the Spirit: Eph. 6:18;
Jude 20

The content of the prayer: .
In prayers, frequently the Father is thanked for His death for our sins
and is asked to return soon for the believer, when these are distinct
works of the Son.

The conclusion of the prayer:
Prayers should be offered in the name of the Son, though they are
frequently concluded, "In Thy name, ie, in the Father's name, we ask it."

3A. The Correct Procedure of Prayer:

1b.

The period of prayer

lc. Morning: Mark 1:35
Ps. 5:3 "My voice shalt thou hear in the morning, 0O LORD; in the

morning will I direct my prayer unto thee, and will look
up- " N

2c. Night: Luke 6:12

3c: Mealtime: Acts 27:35
1l Tim. 4:4-5 "For every creature of God is good, and nothing to
be refused, if it be received with thanksgiving:
For it is sanctified by the word of God and prayer."

4c. Setting of the day:

5c. Set times during the day: Acts 2:46; 3:1; 10:9,30

Daniel 6:10~11 "Now when Daniel knew that the writing was signed,
he went into his house; and, his windows being
open in his chamber toward Jerusalem, he kneeled
upon his knees three times a day, and prayed, and
gave thanks before his God, as he did aforetime.
Then these men assembled, and found Daniel praying
and making supplication before his God."

Psalm 55:17 "Evening, and morning, and at noon, will I pray, and
cry aloud: and he shall hear my voice."

6c. Daily:
Psalm 86:3 "Be merciful unto me, O Lord: for I cry unto thee daily."

7c. Always: Eph. 6:18; Luke 18:1; 1 Thess. 5:17
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The posture in prayer:

lc. Standing: Gen 8:22
1d. With hands raised to heaven: 1 Kings 8:22; 1 Tim. 2:8
2d. With hands spread out: Is. 1:15; Ezra 9:5
3d. With hands laid on the breast or breast struck: Luke 18:13

2c. Kneeling: Luke 22:41; Acts 21:5
1d. Solomon while dedicating the temple: I Kings 8:54
24. Daniel thrice a day: Dan. 6:10
3d. Steven while suffering martyrdom: Acts 7:59
4d. Christ in the garden: Luke 22:41

3c. Face to the ground: Matt. 26:39

4c. Head between the knees: I Kings 18:42
Hazor

S5c. Seated: 2 Samuel 7:18
STELA BEARING A RELIEF, of two hands out-
stretched in prayer, surm d by an bl of
6C. In bed: Is. 63:6 the dcity: a .:un disc within 2 c‘rmn(. From the
‘Holy of Holies’ in the Cana’anite temple, of the
14th-13th ceaturies B.C.

7c. On land: John 17:1
8c. On the sea: Matt. 14:30

9c. In the air: Acts 1:10~-11

The proper way for man to pray,
Said Deacon Lemuel Keys,

The only proper attitude,
Is down upon your knees.

No! I should say the way to pray,
Said Reverend Doctor Wise

Is standing straight with outstretched arms.
And rapturous upturned eyes.

It seems to me llis hands should be
Devoutly clasped in front,

With both thumbs pointing toward the ground,
Said Reverend Doctor Blunt.

Last year I fell in Hodkin's well,
Head first, said Cyrus Brown,

With both my heels a 'stickin'up,
My head a pointin' down

And I made prayer right then and there -
Best prayer I ever said

The prayin' est prayer I ever prayed
Was standin'on my head.
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3b. The person in prayer: -
Prayer is to be offered in the name of Christ: John 14:14; 15:16; 16:23-27

In the name of Christ speaks of the fact that we have access because
of Him and authority through Him to enter the Holy of Holies, the very
presence of God.

4A. The Comforting Partner in Prayer:

1b. The prayer of Christ:

1c.

2c.

Intercession: John 17

Hebrews 7:25 "Wherefore he is able also to save them to the utter-
most that come unto God by him, seeing he ever 1liveth
to make intercession for them."

His advocacy:

1l John 2:1 "My litte children, these things write I unto you,
that ye sin not. And if any man sin, we have an
advocate with the Father, Jesus Christ the righteous."

2b. The petition of the Spirit:
Romans 8:26-27 "Likewise the Spirit also helpeth our infirmities: for

we know not what we should pray for as we ought: but

the Spirit itself maketh intercession for us with groanings
which cannot be uttered. And he that searcheth the hearts
knoweth what is the mind of the Spirit, because he maketh
intercession for the saints according to the will of God."

5A. The Comprehensive Promises of Prayer:

1b. The encouragement to unceasing prayer

1c.

2c.

3c.

The omniscience of God:
1ld. God answers before we call:
Is. 65:24 "And it shall come to pass, that before they call,

I will answer; and while they are yet speaking, I
will hear."

2d. God knows our needs before we voice them:
Matt. 6:8 "For your Father knoweth what things ye have need of,
before ye ask him."
Matt. 6:32 ".,.for your heavenly Father knoweth that ye have need
of all these things."

The omnipotence of-God:
Isaiah 59:1 "Behold, the LORD's hand is not shortened, that it
cannot save; neither his ear heavy, that it cannot hear."

The providence of God:
James 4:2b "Ye have not, because ye ask not."

Some things are not possessed by the believer because of his failure

to pray, while God grants other matters to believers, regardless of
their prayers.
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The prayers I make will then he sweot indeed Do Thou, then, breathe those thoughts into my mind
If Thou the spirit give by which 1 pray: By which such virtue may in me be bred

My unassisted heart is barren clay, That in "Thy holy footsteps I may tread ;

That of its native self can nothing feed : The fetters of my tongue do Thou unbind,

Of good and pious works Thou art, the seed, That 1 may l‘lave the power to sing of Thee,

That quickens only where Thou say’st it may : And sound Thy praises everlastingly.?

Unless Thou show to us Thine own true way
No man can find it: Father! Thou must lead.

(Wordsworth, cited by Hastings, p. 99.)

2b. The expressions of scriptural promises:
lc. Depended promises —-- conditional
1d. The will of God: 1 John 5:14
2d. The name of Christ: John 14:14
3d. Abiding in Christ: John 15:7,16
4d. Faith: Matt. 21:22
5d. Keeping the commandments:

1 John 3:22 "And whatsoever we ask, we receive of him, because
we keep his commandments, and do those things that
are pleasing in his sight."

6d. Seeking first the kingdom of God: Matt. 6:33
7d. Being in fellowship:

Psalm 66:18 "If I regard iniquity in my heart, the Lord will not
hear me."

Prov. 15:8 "The sacrifice of the wicked is an abomination to the
LORD: but the prayer of the upright is his delight."

2c. Dispensational promises -- chronological
Some promises are for us by application, but not to us by
interpretation:

1d. Physical healing:

Ex. 15:26 "And said, If thou wilt diligently hearken to the voice
of the LORD thy God, and wilt do that which is right
in his sight, and wilt give ear to his commandments,
and keep all his statutes, I will put none of these
diseases upon thee, which I have brought upon the
Egyptians: for I am the LORD that healeth thee."

2d. Physical healing of the land:

2 Chron. 7:14 "If my people, which are called by my name, shall
humble themselves, and pray, and seek my face,
and turn from their wicked ways; then will I hear
from heaven, and will forgive their sin, and will
heal their land."




3b.

3c.
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3d. Physical prosperity and life:

Prov. 3:1-4 "My son, forget not my law; but let thine heart
keep my commandments: For length of days, and
long life, and peace, shall they add to thee. Let
not mercy and truth forsake thee: bind them about
thy neck; write them upon the table of thine heart.
So shalt thou find favor and good understanding in
the sight of God and man."

Declarative promises -- corporate, including all believers at all times
Having met certain conditions, the believer may assume that all his
prayers will be answered: Luke 11:9-10 (Matt. 7:7-8)

"And I say unto you, Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, and ye shall
find; knock, and it shall be opened unto you. For every one that
asketh receiveth; and he that seeketh findeth; and to him that knocketh
it shall be opened.”

1d. Promises for wisdom:
James 1:5 "If any of you lack wisdom, let him ask of God, that
giveth to all men liberally, and upbraideth not;
and it shall be given him."

2d. Promise for strength: Col. 1:9-11; Ps. 138:3
3d. Promise for workers: Matt. 9:37-38
4d. Promise for peace and order: 1 Tim. 2:1-2

5d. Promise in time of trouble:

Ps. 50:15 "And call upon me in the day of trouble: I will

deliver thee, and thou shalt glorify me."

Phil. 4:4-6 "Rejoice in the Lord always: and again I say,
Rejoice. Let your moderation be known unto all
men. The Lord is at hand. Be careful for nothing;
but in every thing by prayer and supplication with

thanksgiving let your requests be made known unto
God.ll

1l Pet. 5:9 "Whom resist steadfast in the faith, knowing that
the same afflictions are accomplished in your
brethren that are in the world."

Explanation for unanswered prayer:

Prayer is not the manipulation of the wonderful power, but the petitioning
of a wise person. When the answer is not immediately given, it may be due
to the following factors:

lc.

2c.

3c.

4c.

5c.

Unscriptural requests: John 15:7

A sinful heart: Psalm 66:18; Isaiah 1:15; 59:1-2; Luke 18:11-14
Selfish petition: James 4:3

A delayed answer: 1 Samuel 1:5-19; 1 Kings 18:42-45

Disguised answers: Romans 1:9-10

Paul prayed that he might get to Rome. He came to Rome, but as a
prisoner.
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6c. Denial of the answer: 2 Cor. 12:7-9; Ps. 106:15

6A. The Crucial Possibilities of Prayer

1b. The proof of efficacious prayer:

Psalm 116:1-2 "I love the LORD, because he hath heard my voice and my
supplications. Because he hath inclined his ear unto me,
therefore will I call upon him as long as I live."

James 5:16 "Confess yours faults one to another, and pray one for
another, that ye may be healed. The effectual fervent
prayer of a righteous man availeth much."

energoumenous -- "The saints' prayers prevail when their earnestness is

divinely inspired."

Charles H. Spurgeon: "If there is any fact that is proved, it is that
God hears prayer. If there is any scientific
statement that is capable of mathematical proof,
this is it." (Strong, Systematic Theology, p. 437)

The power of prayer is so great that a single efficacious prayer can
change the entire course of a nation: 1 Kings 18:37-39

"Hear me, O LORD, hear me, that this people may know that thou art the
LORD God, and that thou hast turned their heart back again. Then the
fire of the LORD fell, and consumed the burnt sacrifice, and the wood,
and the stones, and the dust, and licked up the water that was in the

. trench. And when all the people saw it, they fell on their faces:
and they said, The LORD, he is the God; the LORD, he is the God.
2b. The prompting to efficacious prayer:

Luke 18:1 "men ought always to pray, and not to faint."

Luke 21:36 "Watch ye therefore, and pray always"

Col. 4:2 "Continue in prayer"

1 Thess. 5:17 "Pray without ceasing"

Rom. 12:12 "continuing instant in prayer"

1 Pet. 4:7 "watch unto prayer"

Eph. 6:18 "Praying always with all prayer and supplication in the Spirit"

1 Tim 2:8 "I will therefore that men pray every where"

7A. The Consummate Patterns of Prayer:
l1b. Classic 0ld Testament prayexs:

‘ lc. Prayer for repetition at the feast of first fruits: Deut. 26:5-15

2c. Prayer given at the dedication of Solomon's temple: 1 Kings 8:23-53



2b.
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3c. Joshua's, the high priest's, prayer after the captivity:
Classic New Testament prayers:

lc. The Lord's prayer: John 17:1-16

2c. The disciples' prayer: Matt. 6:9-13

3c. The apostle's prayer: Phil. 1:3-11

THE IMPORTANCE OF PRAYER
Blessings of Prayer

What various hindrances we meet

In coming to the mercy-seat!

Yet who that knows the worth of prayer,
But wishes to be often there!

Prayer makes the darkened cloud withdraw;
Prayer climbs the ladder Jacob saw;
Gives exercise to faith and love;

Brings every blessing from above.

Restraining prayer we cease to fight;
Prayer keeps the Christian's armor bright,
And Satan trembles when he sees

The weakest saint upon his knees.

Were half the breath that's vainly spent
To Heaven in supplication sent,

Our cheerful song would oftener be,
"Hear what the Lord has done for me."

~-William Cowper.

Neh. 9:5-38
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. HOW NOT TO PRAY:

Dear Father: We thank thee for this opportunity to study the
Word of God in relation to the important subject of prayer. We
pray that the blessing of God may be our portion during this hour.
We ask thee, Holy Spirit, to illumine our minds to thy truth, so
that our prayer lives might be enriched.

Our Savior, teach us to pray as we ought! And now, our Father,
we thank thee for the love wherewith you have loved us in eternity
past. We are grateful for thy saving grace which was manifest when
thou didst die for us on the cross for our sins. We love thee and
serve thee and look forward to the day when thou wilt come for us
to take us.to our eternal home. Bless us now and be with us, for
we ask it in your name. Amen

WHAT IS WRONG WITH THIS PRAYER?
1. The address of the prayer is wrong:

a. The problem: within this prayer both the Son and Holy Spirit are
addressed.

b. The principle: a true biblical prayer is addressed to the Father:
Mt. 6:9; Eph. 3:14.
"When ye pray, pray, Our Father. . .

"

Prayers should be offered in the name of the Son:
Jn. 14:13; 15:16
Prayers should be offered in the power of the
Spirit: Eph. 6:18; Jude 20

It is the Father who hears and answers our prayers. We come in the
name of, that is, by the authority of Christ, helped by the Spirit.

2. The doctrine of the prayer is wrong:

a. The problem: according to this prayer the Father died for us on the
cross. This common mistake in our prayers is really akin to the early
Christian heresy called patripassianism, that is, that the Father died.
It would be unthinkable for us to preach a sermon on the death of the
Father for our sins. 1Is doctrinal orthodoxy less important in our
prayers than in our preaching?

Another doctrinal error, likewise a frequent one, is that God the
Father will come back for us.

b. The principle: Unless we are Sabellians in our theology, namely,
that there is one divine person which assumes three different forms
called Father, Son and Spirit, we dare not attribute works to one
person of the Trinity which belong to another. The Son returns for
us to take us to the Father!

.3. The conclusion of the prayer is wrong:



Prayer, p. 10
a. The problem: many prayers end like this one, in the name of the Father.

b. The principle: since prayers are to be addressed to the Father and we
‘ have access to Him not by the Father's authority but by the Son's, we
need to pray as Christ commanded us, in his name Jn. 14:13; 15:16. We
come to the Father because Christ gives us the right through His death.

4. The requests of this prayer are wrong:

a. The problem: sometimes we pray for something that we do not need to
request. When we say, "teach us to pray" we imply that Christ never
taught us, when in fact much of Christ's teaching relates to prayer.
We need to ask for faithfulness in prayer.

Another common but superfluous request is, "be with us." Christ
is with us" unto the end of the age" Mt. 28:20 and He said "I will
never leave thee nor forsake thee" Heb. 13:5. It is, of course, a
commendable request to ask God for His special presence or enablement.

b. The principle: We need to know which promises are ours and which we
need to claim in prayer (see pp. 5-6). Some promises are dispensa=--
tionally conditioned. To pray "the sinner's prayer," "God be merciful
to me a sinner" would show bad theological judgment. The prayer of
Luke 18:13 actually requests, "God be propitiated to me, a sinner."”
But this occurred at the cross. The glorious truth of the cross is:
God has been merciful, He has been propitiated (I Jn. 2:2). Now we
simply ask God to apply the blood of His Son to our need.

5. The phrasing in the prayer is wrong:

. a. The problem: when we approach God we are talking to a person énd should
not switch to third person speech. A proper phrasing of the first
paragraph of the prayer should be: "Father: we thank thee for the

opportunity to study thy Word (not, the Word of God) . . . We pray that
thy blessings (not the blessings of God) may be our portion."

b. The principle: If we are consciously aware of approaching a person,
our expressions will indicate that. If our prayers are no more than a
string of pious phrases, then our prayers are mechanical and thus
meaningless.

6. The style of the prayer is wrong:

a. The problem: Consistency is a problem in many prayers. We may address
God as "thee" in the King James Version phraseology or as "you" in
modern English. The one is not any more disrespectful than the other.
But we should be consistent. The phrase of paragraph two should be
either: "we thank thee for the love wherewith thou didst love us" or
“we thank you for the love wherewith you didst love us" or better
yet, "we thank you for the love with which you loved us.”

b. The principle: Consistency in prayer is rare but commendable. It is
the highest form of conversation as we converse with the eternal God.
Should we be any less cautious here than in our preaching or daily
conversation?

.Yes, in prayer mechanics do matter. They tell us how much we understand about
that holy privilege. They show us how well we understand the functions of the
persons of the Trinity. They demonstrate whether our prayers come from the head
or heart, whether they are based on routine memory of pious phrases or regular
meditation on precious principle. How does your prayer life measure up? How
does mine?
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| Sir of
the Impossible

Why Pray to
Bt Jades. -

atholics pray to St. Jude because they

believe .in his powerful intercession.

He has been recognized down through
the centuries as the Patron of desperate and
hopeless cases, and Devotion to St. Jude is
growing in popularity in the United States.
Unsolicited reports of favors recéived prove
that St. Jude does help those who pray to him.

St. Jude was one of the twelve Apostles.
According to tradition, he was sent by Jesus
to cure the King of Edessa from leprosy. He
approached the suffering King with a cloth
on which Our Lord had impressed His image.
This is why St. Jude is generally pictured
with a medallion of our Lord in his hand.

. your generosity...

. .. does so much to further the devotions of St. fude
and to make many more people aware of his
powerful intercession. The person with a problem
can receive the same help that others have obtained.
Remember, with St. Jude, all things are possible.

St. Jude Shrine

#7512 WEST SARATOGA STREET + BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201

Following the Resurrection of Our Lord,

St. Jude brought Christianity to Mesopotamia,
Libya and Persia. Like the other Apostles, he
was fearless in preaching the Gospel.
Hardships and persecution did not dampen
his zeal. He was so successful in making:
converts, that the enemies of Christianity
plotted to kill him. On the appointed day, he
was physically tortured and brutally beaten
with clubs. Death came when someons
smashed his head with a broad ax, as his

bleeding body lay unconscious on the ground.

Today St. Jude's body rests in a tomb in the
Vatican Basilica of St. Peter's. This Baltimore
Shrine has arranged to have a daily Mass
celebrated on the Altar above the tomb for
the intentions of those whose names are -
registered at the Shrine.
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Majority of lowans are prayers, poll finds

W Most say they do it,
and most say their
prayers are answered.

By THOMAS A. FOGARTY
and TRACY DEUTMEYER

REGISTER STAFF WRITERS

COPYRIGHT. 190K, DES Moises
REGISTER AND TRIBUNE (10
Becky Orte, 36, of Clinton
prays daily for the people she
knows, and for those she reads

Poll finds Iowans
pray religiously

about in the newspaper.

“l have to talk to God on a
daily basis in order to be where
1 am today,” says Orte, a facto-
ry assembler.

According to a recent fowa
Poll, Orte’'s habit of daily
prayer is fairly typical. Forty-
nine percent of {owans pray
daily, according to the poli,
which is based on a scientifi-
cally drawn sample of adults in

PRAYER Turn to Page 2M

PRAYER

Continued from Page 1M

the state. Another 43 percent of lo-
wans pray, but less frequently than
every day. Just 5 percent never pray,
and the rest say they're unsure.

lowa’s percentage of people who
pray daily fcompares with the
55 percent of Americans who said
they pray daily in a 1996 poll spon-
sored by the Lutheran Brotherhood.
In that poll, 9.percent of Americans
said they never pray.

Women, Men
According:to the Iowa Poll, wom-
en (59 percent) are more apt than
men (38percent) to pray daily.
lowans 55fand older (67 percent)

and born-again Christians
(69 percent) are among those most
likely to offer daily prayers. Catho-
lics and Protestants are about equal-
ly likely to offer daily prayers, the
poll says.

Fifty-two percent of lowans with
annual household incomes less than
$50,000 pray daily, but just
41 percent of higher-income lowans
pray that often.

With all that prayer wafting heav-
enward from Iowa, what's happen-
ing at the other end?

lowans who pray at least several
times a month — and that's four-
fifths of them — say their praying is
pretty effective.

Answered Prayers
Thirty percent of lowans who pray

report that their prayers are an-
swered all the time, and another
58 percent say they're answered at
least occasionally. Five percent say
they're rarely answered, and just
1 percent say they're never an-
swered. The rest are unsure.
Geraldine King, 41, a Mount Ayr
housewife who prays daily, says
she's not frustrated by the fact that
God answers her prayers only occa-
sionally. To be so would be to ques-
tion God's wisdom. “We look at it
through man’s eyes,” says King.
Ronald Meyer, 67, Cedar Falls,
says he rarely prayed until a rela-
tive's cancer made him an occasion-
al prayer. “I just got the enthusiasm
my wife had for prayer,” he says.
Meyer says he believes his prayers
are always answered, although not
necessarily in the way he wanted.
Jean Lubbock, 65. a clerical work-
er from Cedar Rapids, isn't a
church-goer, but she prays daily.
“I believe in the power of prayer.”
says Lubbock. I am actually not reli-
gious, but I have friends and family

THE DES MOINES REGISTER

that need help.”

She says it can take a long time to
see the results of her prayers, but
occasionally they are answered.

Overall, half of Jowans say religion
is about as important to their daily
lives today as it was 10 years ago, the
Iowa Poll says.. Forty-three percent
say it's more important today than a
decade ago. Just 6 percent say reli-
gion has slipped in importance to
them over the last 10 years.

The Iowa Poll last polled on the
prayer habits of Iowa in 1996, and
the new poll found no significant
changes since then.

The lowa Poll, conducted Jan. 31-Feb.
4, asked the following:

I'd like to ask about religion now. How of-
ten would you say you pray — daily, several
times a week, several times a month, less
often than that, or never?

How often would you say your prayers are
answered — all the time, occasionally, rare-
ly, or never?

Compared to 10 years ago, would you
say that religion has more importance in your
own daily life, less importance, or has it
stayed about the same?

Do you happen to believe in angels?

The lowa Poll, conducted for The Des
Moines Register by Seizer & Co. Inc. of

B Fripay, APRIL 10, 1998

.. thoré rmportance” RS
. less: xmponance" .
stayed about the same? 50%

Unsure 1%
SOURCE: Based on interviews with 800
lowa adults.

TOM WEINMAN / THE REGIS

Des Moines, is ‘based on interviews
800 lowans age 18 or older. Interview
contacted h holds with randomly
ted h numbers. Percenta
based on tha full sample may hav
maximum margin of error of plus or
nus 3.5 percentage points. Indi\ndual
resp are idered
and poll participants who are quc
agreed to a subsequent interview wit
Register reporter. Republishing the cc
righted lowa Poll without credit to The |
Moines Register is prohibited.

Reporter Thomas A. Fogarty can be
reached at fogartyt@news.dmreg.c/
or (515) 286-2533.

Reporter Tracy Deutmeyer can be
reached at
deutmeyert@news.dmreg.com or
(515) 699-7043.




OUR PART

Some go to God in prayer
As though they would be heard
By merit of their edarnestness,
Or power of their word;
As though God did not want to bless,
Or to their crying heed,
But might be influenced to hear
If they could prouvé their need.
Some go to God in prayer
With broken, bleeding hearts
Craving the peace and victory
Which He alone imparts,

IN PRAYER

They lay their burdens down
On shoulders that are strong,

Then take them back upon their own
And carry them along.

Some humbly talk with God;
Confess their helplessness,

And having laid their burdens down
Trust Him to do the rest.

Such go away in peace,
And with the victor’s shout

To watch with interest, and see
How He will work things out.

—Barbara Ryberg
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PRAYER—THE CHRISTIAN'S LOST ART

Paul not only believed in praying for others, but humbly
solicited their prayers on his behalf. The Lord Jesus Christ
and the early apostles, by example and precept, emphasized
our text that “Men ought always to pray.”

Fundamentals of Prayer

One of the most familiar and yet abused and misunder-
stood words in our vocabulary is the word PRAY. What is
the real power of suggestiveness contained in this word, as
used by the Lord jesus Christ? Taken in its fundamental
simplicity and intention, it means (and this is not complete,
but it will help us to reach the complete thought) that
prayer is to wish forward; to desire toward the ultimate. Or,
if you will take the word as used by Paul in his letter to the
Colossians, it means the seeking of things “which are
above’’: “If ye then be risen with Christ, seek those things
which are above, where Christ sitteth on the right hand of
God™ (3:1).

The Christian is to be seeking the upper things, concen-
trating his thoughts upon them; everywhere and everywhen
he is to be hoping for, and endeavoring after, the ultimate.

This is the simplest definition of prayer: Spiritually
reaching forward; willing forward; wishing forward; desiring
forward; seeking the upper, the higher, the nobler things
that content one’s heart; desiring above all, the perfection
and acceptability of the will of God which bows the soul in
worship and adoration of God and His way of life.

In prayer the supreme attitude of the life becomes that
of submission. The supreme effort in life is that of cooper-
ating with God toward the ultimate, upon which God’s
heart is set. Prayer forevermore says, when it asks for any-
thing, “Not my will, but thine be done.” This means that if
the thing | ask for—however much | desire it—however good
it may seem to me—will hinder or postpone, even by a
hair’s breadth or a moment, the ultimate victory, let it be
denied me.

To pray is to desire forward, to seek forward, to en-
deavor after. On its higher level of suggestiveness, it is that
the suppliant have a new vision of God, and the ways of
God; also to be overwhelmingly convinced of the immuta-
bility of God and the perfection of all He does in our lives.

Unceasing Prayer

There is a word in this command which fell from the lips
of the Lord Jesus Christ that the average Christian either
ignores or resents—it is the word “always.” To live a godly
life of personal prayer in this present age of stress, strain
and demands, may to some be seemingly impossibl® The
common excuses are: ‘‘l am a busy man; 1 do not have
time; | cannot stop and take time.”” But some tried sugges-
tions are here offered as a help toward maintaining an inces-
sant attitude of prayer—they have been tried by many who
found them workable, and have testified to the reality of
the presence of the Lord Jesus Christ because of having
taken “‘these moments” to pray.

Suggestions of Times for Prayer

Meeting the new day: The rising-time in the morning is
characterized by many as when the ugly and hated tidal
wave of impure thoughts.sweeps up to the threshold of the
mind to tempt it before it is fully awake and prepared to
grapple with them. It is then that some use the “expulsive
power of a new thought” by uttering a simple prayer, such
as ““l thank thee, O Lord, for the gift of a new day. Help me
to keep it pure for Thee.” Others quietly sing the doxology.

4 o BIBLICAL RESEARCH MONTHLY

Praise God from whom all blessings flow,
Praise Him all creatures here below; :
Praise Him above, ye heavenly host,
Praise Father, Son and Holy Ghost.

The second opportunity for prayer is when one is shav-
ing or doing one’s hair. The mind will lay hold and retain
those thoughts that make us conscious of the fact that we
are going out into the world as representatives—ambassa-
dors—of the Lord Jesus Christ. Such thoughts conduce
strength for the new day.

Noon hour: The third period comes at lunchtime. These
are moments when the noises around us cease. It is then
that one can lift the soul to God and say—even if no more
than this—“l am Christ’s servant and friend, His man, His
woman, living in the same sort of a world as He did. He is
depending on me to witness for Him!”’

After work hours: The fourth period is when we are on
the way home from work in the evening, by foot, bus or
automobile. It is possible then to grasp that opportunity for
reflection: allow the mind to go back over the busy day;
ask forgiveness for everything unkind, impure or unworthy;
then one can realize the cleansing power of God's forgive-
ness and experience a return of peace to the soul.

At bedtime: The fifth period is the time between the
getting into bed and actually falling asleep. Then is an op-
portunity to think about Christ in such a way as to deter-
mine one’s waking thoughts the next morning. It is psycho-
logically true that our latest, conscious thoughts at night
determine the flow of the unconscious river of psychic life
during sleep—on the direction of which so much future ac-
tivity depends—also the waking thought of the next morn-

ing.
Conclusion

Without taking up additional space let me emphasize
these suggestions by simply saying that in them is to be
found an experiential reality of the transforming power of
the presence of the only Friend who can make us what
we want to become—five times during the day! Many spir-
itually-minded souls find the value of these suggested prac-
tices as a result of obeying the injunction of the Lord Jesus
Christ—-"“Men ought always to pray and not faint.” m

The shadow comes and casts its length
Across their lives today.

Tomorrow is a land unknown,

And dim may be the way.

But these, as choicest saints of God,
Do not, will not, despair.

For now, just as they ever did,
They go to Him in prayer.

This then is not an alien land;

But a place they know so well,

For day by day at God’s own throne,
They do serenely dwell.

His Word they love; it has first place;
They hide it in their hearts.

Now they're not strangers to His grace—
To them, God peace imparts.

How blest to be close to our God,
To know His grace and love;

To honor Him in al! of life,

And all his mercies prove.

Then when the day is difficult,
And we would see His face—
It is no problem for we're never

Strangers to His grace. —Florence Olson
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“If you can’t pray, worry.”—Anon.

“Men ought always to pray, and not to faint.” (Luke
18:1b)

his command fell from the lips of the Lord Jesus Christ
and is as binding upon the child of God as any one of the
Ten Commandments.

At the very beginning of this study let us be reminded of
a fact that may be surprising fo some—that the Lord Jesus
Christ was a man of prayer! He homed His soul in the atmo-
sphere of prayer. It may be said that if ever there was a per-
_son who lived on this earth who did not need to pray it was

the man Christ Jesus. But the startling, arresting fact is that
He was a man of prayer. He prayed in the desert. He prayed
on the mountains. He prayed all through the night. He
prayed before every great undertaking. He prayed as He
breathed. | repeat, His very soul was homed in prayer.

In our text the Lord Jesus Christ tells us it is our duty—a
practice due from us, to self, to man and to God—that we
as believers should always pray. And He circles all our pray-
ing around Himself. Jesus admonishes us never to pray a
prayer the wide world over, even to the end of time, with-
out invoking His name. His answer to prayer must accord
with the relationship it bears to Himself. Here are His
words: “If ye abide in me, and my words abide in you, ye
shall ask what ye will, and it shall be done unto you™ (John
15:7).

The Mode! Prayer

The Lord Jesus Christ did not leave church government
with a mode! for preaching, but He did give us the Model
Prayer: “After this manner therefore pray ye...” (Matt.
6:9). That mode! prayer—intercessory in character—is so
wide in its range that it touches everything between daily
bread and the Kingdom of God. And yet one can pray it in
less than a minute!

Not once is the singular found in the Model Prayer, only

the plural. Note: “Our Father ... give us ... our daily
bread . .. forgive us our debts . .. lead us not into tempta-
tion ... deliver us from evil...” (vss. 9-13). That prayer

sounds as though Jesus Christ could not conceive of a Chris-
tian ever praying solely for himself but that he would al-
ways bear in mind the thought of the Saviour—that the es-
sence of prayer is intercessorial in nature. The early Chris-
tians understood this, for we read that when Peter was
imprisoned by Herod, the church gave itself to ceaseless
prayer for his deliverance (Acts 12:1-19).

Prayer Given Priority of Importance

That the apostles also so understood this of Jesus is evi-
denced in their saying, “‘Look ye out among you seven men

. whom we may appoint over this business. But we will
give ourselves continually to prayer, and to the ministry of
the word” (Acts 6:3, 4). Observe the order: prayer before
preaching or the ministry of the Word. .

James, the brother and servant of Jesus Christ, tells us—
for our great encouragement—that if we lack wisdom we
should ask of God who giveth it to all men liberally and
upbraideth not—or without any chiding. James further ex-
plains why we receive not—it is because we fail to ask. And
then he triumphantly adds, “ls any among you afflicted?
. let him pray. ... Is any sick among you? . . . let them [the
elders] pray over him....” And to the unspoken objection

LAY L
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by Harold L. Proppe, B.D., M.A_, Ph.D.

that God may not be able to alleviate the suffering, or heal
the sick, James says that “Elias {Elijah] was a man subject
to like passions as we are, and he prayed earnestly that it
might not rain: and it rained not . .. [for three and a half
years|. And he prayed again, and the heaven gave rain. . .”
(James 5:13-18).

Paul, our great apostle to the Gentiles, was a man who
had learned in the school of Christ how all-important is
prayer. If we notice the introduction to his Epistle to the
Philippians we will find him—the great soul that he was, a
man of meticulous intellect—expressing prayerful concern
for those in the church at Philippi:

... In every prayer of mine for you ... | have you in my heart.

... | pray, that your love may abound yet more and more in

knowledge and /in all judgment (Phil. 1:4, 7, 9).

And more wonderful still he says in Colossians:

Continue stedfastly in prayer . .. withal praying for us also, that

God may open unto us a door for the word, to speak the mys-

tery of Christ ... that | may make it manifest, as | ought to

speak (4:2-4 A.S.V.).

Vel XL NO.7
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power of the Spirit.




THE TRINITY AND PRAYER
ADDRESS | AUTHORITY ANSWERS
14:13
15:16
16:23
16:24 “
16:26

. Prayer is directed to the Father, in the name of the Son, by the
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HELP IN PRAYER

HOLY SPIRIT CHRIST

PREVEN TION
A

4~  OFSsIN

ASSISTANCE o __ ADVOCACY

In Requests ,
Likewise the Spirit also helpeth our My little children, these things write I unto
infirmities: for we know not what we should you, that ye sin not. And if any man sin we
pray for as we ought: but the Spirit itself ~ have an advocate with the Father, Jesus
maketh intersession for us with groanings Christ the righteous: 1Jn.2:1
which cannot be uttered. Rom. 8:26 : : '
In Rela@onshlps .- I pray for them: I pray not for the world,
For'ye have not received the spirit ofbonfla.tge but for them which thou hast given me; for
again to fear; but ye have received the Spirit of they are mine. Jn. 17:9, also v.15, 17-20
Adoption, whereby we cry, Abba, Father. _
Rom. 8:15

PETITIONS
&~ FOR SUPPLY ~

INTERCESSION

Who is he that condemneth? It is Christ that

And he that searcheth the hearts knoweth died, yes rather, that is risen again, who is
what is the mind of the Spirit, because he even at the right hand of God, who also
maketh intercession for the saints according | maketh intercession for us. Rom. 8:34

to the will of God. Rom. 8:27 Wherefore he is able also to save them to the |

, uttermost that come unto God by him, seeing
, ' he ever liveth to make intercession for them.

Manfred E. Kober, Th.D. @ \ Heb. 7:25
L ] \/ ,




1A.

W/@RSHE ¥, Spiritual Exercise or Selfish Extravaganza?
Manfred E. Kober, Th.D.

The Definition of Worship

1b.  The English definition:

Worship is worth-ship, denoting the worthiness of an individual to receive
special honor in accordance with that worth.

An acknowledgement of divine perfection.
2b.  The pagan concept:

The idea of bowing down to an object of worship and kissing it.
3b.  The Old Testament concept:

**Hebrew term

Shahah—depress, bow down, prostrate

**Greek term

Proskuneo—to kiss towards

\The concept of genuine worship involves an outward act and an inward
attitude.

1c.  General worship of men:
1d.  Influenced by custom:

Genesis 18:2

And he lift up his eyes and looked, and, lo, three men stood by him: and
when he saw them, he ran to meet them from the tent door, and bowed
himself toward the ground.

2d. Based on family relationships:

Gen 49:8

Judah, thou art he whom thy brethren shall praise: thy hand shall be
in the neck of thine enemies; thy father's children shall bow down
before thee.

3d. Dependent on station in life:

1 Kings 1:31
Then Bath-sheba bowed with her face to the earth, and did reverence to
the king, and said, Let my lord king David live for ever.



2C.

Specific worship of God:
1d. It is honor rendered to God:

Exodus 24:1

And he said unto Moses, Come up unto the Lord, thou, and Aaron,
Nadab, and Abihu, and seventy of the elders of Israel; and worship ye
afar off.

It involves physical bowing down

1 Chronicles 29:20

And David said to all the congregation, Now bless the Lord your God.
= And all the congregation blessed the Lord God of their fathers, and
bowed down their heads, and worshipped the Lord, and the king.

Nehemiah 8:6

And Ezra blessed the Lord, the great God. And all the people answered,
Amen, Amen, with lifting up their hands: and they bowed their heads,

¢ and worshipped the Lord with their faces to the ground.

Psalm 95:6
O come, let us worship and bow down: let us kneel before the Lord our

maker.

4b.  The New Testament concept:

1c.

20C.

The physical prostration: bowing in honor and reverence

It is an attitude of reverence and awe toward God, resulting in
an acclamation of His uniqueness and worth.

2A. The Demands of Worship:

1b.  As indicated by the Savior—the ETHICAL aspect:

1c.

Acceptable worship and ethical integrity are inseparable.

Matthew 5:21-26

21 Ye have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt not kill; and
whosoever shall kill shall be in danger of the judgment:

22 But I say unto you, That whosoever is angry with his brother without a cause
shall be in danger of the judgment: and whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca,
shall be in danger of the council: but whosoever shall say, Thou fool, shall be in
danger of hell fire.

23 Therefore if thou bring thy gift to the altar, and there rememberest that thy
brother hath ought against thee;,

24 Leave there thy gift before the altar, and go thy way; first be reconciled to thy
brother, and then come and offer thy gift.

25 Agree with thine adversary quickly, whiles thou art in the way with him; lest at
any time the adversary deliver thee to the judge, and the judge deliver thee to the
officer, and thou be cast into prison.



26 Verily | say unto thee, Thou shalt by no means come out thence, till thou hast
paid the uttermost farthing.

1d.  Worship demands a forgiving spirit.

2d.  Worship must be interrupted until the brother is reconciled.
Reconciliation does not depend on whether the grievance is
just or unjust.

2c.  Acceptable worship and legalistic encumbrance are incompatible.

John 4:24
God is a Spirit: and they that worship him must worship him in spirit and in truth.

1d.  Worship is a spiritual exercise.
2d.  Worship is not dependent upon outward ritual to be genuine.
3c.  Acceptable worship and doctrinal impurity are impossible.

John 4:24
“in spirit and in TRUTH.”

True worship involves the right doctrine and the right method.
2b.  As implied by the Scriptures—the PUBLIC aspect:

1c.  Solemn, not trifling:

Psalm 89:7
God is greatly to be feared in the assembly of the saints, and to be had in
reverence of all them that are about him.

2c.  Simple, not pompous or ceremonial:
John 4:24
3c.  Cheerful, not with forbidding aspect:

Psalm 100:2
Serve the Lord with gladness: come before his presence with singing.

40. Sincere, not hypocritical:

Isaiah 1:12-13

When ye come to appear before me, who hath required this at your hand, to

tread my courts?

13 Bring no more vain oblations; incense is an abomination unto me; the new
. moons and sabbaths, the calling of assemblies, | cannot away with; it is iniquity,

even the solemn meeting.

Matthew 23:13



3b.

5c.

6c¢.
As illustrated by the saints—the PERSONAL aspect:

1c.

2cC.

But woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye shut up the kingdom
of heaven against men: for ye neither go in yourselves, neither suffer ye them
that are entering to go in.

Pure, not superstitious:

Isaiah 57:15

For thus saith the high and lofty One that inhabiteth eternity, whose name is
Holy; 1 dwell in the high and holy place, with him also that is of a contrite and
humble spirit, to revive the spirit of the humble, and to revive the heart of the
contrite ones.

Spiritual, not external.

The frequency of worship:
“To worship” appears:

24 times in the Revelation
11 times in the Gospel of John
9 times in Matthew, the Royal Gospel

The finality of worship:

1d.

2d.

3d.

4d.

Worship is only due God:

Revelation 19:10

And | fell at his feet to worship him. And he said unto me, See thou do it
not: | am thy fellowservant, and of thy brethren that have the testimony of
Jesus: worship God: for the testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy.

Acts 10:25
And as Peter was coming in, Cornelius met him, and fell down at his feet,
and worshipped him.

Satan’s desire is to draw worship to himself:

Luke 4.7-8

If thou therefore wilt worship me, all shall be thine.

8 And Jesus answered and said unto him, Get thee behind me, Satan:
for it is written, Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt
thou serve.

Worship is rejected by godly men

Acts 10:25-26

25 And as Peter was coming in, Cornelius met him, and fell down at his
feet, and worshipped him.

26 But Peter took him up, saying, Stand up; | myself also am a man.

(Also Acts 14:11-14)

Worship is rejected by loyal angels:



Revelation 22:8-9

And | John saw these things, and heard them. And when | had heard and
seen, | fell down to worship before the feet of the angel which shewed
me these things.

9 Then saith he unto me, See thou do it not: for | am thy fellowservant,
and of thy brethren the prophets, and of them which keep the sayings of
this book: worship God.

3c.  The form of worship:
1d.  In relation to the approach to God:

1e.  Worship is directed toward His being. It is not a
thanksgiving for His gifts.

2e.  Worship is directed toward his works in general:

Creation Rev. 4:11ff

Reign Rev. 15:3ff,16:5ff

Redemption Rev. 5:8-10

Consummation Rev. 11:15-18
2d. In relation to the attributes of God:

Eternality, omnipotence, honor, wisdom, holiness, power, etc.
3d. In relation to the acclamations of God:

1e. “Thou are worthy!” Rev. 4:11; 5:9, 12

2e. Salvation Rev. 7:10

3e. Hallelujah, Amen Rev. 7:12; 191, 3, 4

A mighty, universal strain permeates these expressions.

3A. The Delights of Worship

1b.

2b.

It is the highest form of spiritual exercise.
Although man is saved to serve, he is primarily saved to fellowship and
worship.

It is the best antidote to moral impurity.

Dr. Paul R. Jackson, former president of Baptist Bible Seminary in
Johnson City, New York, and national representative of the GARBC,
asserted that whenever he was tempted, he contemplated the loveliness
of the Savior, and temptation vanished.

The contemplation of our Savior involves, contrary to Roman Catholic and
cultic practices, a focus on the person and work of Christ revealed in the
Scriptures, rather than a veneration of images or statutes of the Savior.



Jews were forbidden to do. - But,'in dpposition to this °
sentiment, let it be observed, that not only the Jews, but
the heathens also, who never 'were subject to the ]aw of 6
Mosos, aro condemned in Scripture for-this modc of wor-
ship; as in. Romans, the first chapter, and in Acts xvii.
29, 30, where it is said—* Forasmuch, then,as we are the
oﬁ'spring of God, we ought not to think that the Godhead
. is ike unto guld, or silver, or stone, graven by art and
man’s device. . And the time of this i ignorance God wmked
at, but now commandeth all men everywhere to repent.”
522. The folly.of making i images or pictures of . Christ
'is evident; because they are not true representations of
the object; and. ‘have their origin solely in the’ ‘imagination
" of the statuary or painter.. The only account which an-
tiquity has transmitted to us of the personal appearance of
- our Savior is of altogether doubtful authority. Beside
i this, however, there are more serious ob_]ectlons to such
repreaentanons :

(the ancient source is unknown)

3b. Iltis the strongest weapon against individual self-centeredness.
Selfishness and self-centeredness are the real enemies of morality.
Worship lifts us to a higher plane of thought.

4b.  Itis the noblest form of personal involvement.
Worship involves man’s whole being: intellect, emotion, and will.
Eavey rightly observes: worship is
*to quicken the conscience by the holiness of God,
*to feed the mind with the truth of God,
*to purge the imagination by the beauty of God,
*to open the heart to the love of God,
*to devote the will to the purpose of God” (Practical Christian

Ethics, 51).

‘ 4A. The Day of Worship:
1b.  The Sabbath Day:

1c.  Its institution at creation:
Apparently man was to conserve a day of rest from creation on.

1d.  The institution of the Sabbath for Israel involved something
unusual and sacred.

2d. It is unthinkable that man would work incessantly every day
for thousands of years. Even in Babylonian and Assyrian
societies, a special day of rest was set aside each week.

2c. Its institution at Mount Sinai:

1d. There is no record that the Sabbath was kept from Adam to
Moses.

But there is also no mention of it from Moses to David.
Likewise, the principle of monogamy of Genesis 2:24 was
ignored.




2d. The Sabbath was a special holy day for Israel:

Nehemiah 9:13-14 .
Thou camest down also upon mount Sinai, and spakest with them from
heaven, and gavest them right judgments, and true laws, good statutes
and commandments:

14 And madest known unto them thy holy sabbath, and commandedst
them precepts, statutes, and laws, by the hand of Moses thy servant:

3d. ltis given to Israel as a sign of their God’s covenant people:
Ex 31:12-17

3c. Its importance to mankind:
1d. Even Adam in an unfallen state would have to keep it, Gen.
2:3.

2d. ltis not a day of inactivity, Gen. 2:2; John 5:17.
3d. Itis a day of cessation of the activity of the prior six days.
4d. ltis a day of (1) rest, (2) refreshment and (3) rejoicing.

Genesis 1:31
And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very
good. And the evening and the morning were the sixth day.

Exodus 31:17

It is a sign between me and the children of Israel for ever: for in six days
the Lord made heaven and earth, and on the seventh day he rested, and
was refreshed.

5d. ltis a day beneficial for man. (See further Chafer, Grace,
240ff).

2b.  The Lord’s Day:
1c.  The abrogation of the Sabbath Day:
1d.  Its prediction in prophecy:

Hosea 2:11
I will also cause all her mirth to cease, her feast days, her new moons,
and her sabbaths, and all her solemn feasts.

2d.  Its disappearance in the early church.
Nine times the Sabbath is mentioned in the book of Acts, but
only in relation to unbelieving Jews.



3d.

4d.

\\\\ I //////

/

}\

‘w":"*o,.,

N

lts existence in the tribulation:

Matthew 24:20 A
But pray ye that your flight be not in the winter, neither on the sabbath

day:
Its reestablishment in the Millennium:

Isaiah 66:23 )

And it shall come to pass, that from one new moon to another, and from
one sabbath to another, shall all flesh come to worship before me, saith
the Lord.

Ezekiel 46:1

Thus saith the Lord God; The gate of the inner court that looketh toward
the east shall be shut the six working days; but on the sabbath it shall be
opened, and in the day of the new moon it shall be opened.

Deuteronomy 30:8
And thou shalt return and obey the voice of the Lord, and do all his
commandments, which | command thee this day.

2c.  The appointment of the Lord’s Day:

1d.

2d.

Indications from the Old Testament:

Psalm 118:22-24

The stone which the builders refused is become the head stone of the
corner.

23 This is the Lord's doing; it is marvellous in our eyes.

24 This is the day which the Lord hath made; we will rejoice and be glad

in it.

Acts 4:10-11

Be it known unto you all, and to all the people of Israel, that by the name
of Jesus Christ of Nazareth, whom ye crucified, whom God raised from
the dead, even by him doth this man stand here before you whole.

11 This is the stone which was set at nought of you builders, which is
become the head of the corner.

Legalistic confusion of the Sabbath and Sunday:

1c. There is no Christian Sabbath.
The law, including the ten commandments with its
Sabbath directives, were abrogated when Christ died
on the cross. (That which was written and engraven in
stone has passed away, 2. Cor. 3:7-11)

2c. The first day was appointed to mark the glorious
resurrection of the Lord.



3c. A change in the day of worship involves great symbolic
significance.

3d. Events in the New Testament which happened on the first
day of the week:

1e.  The Resurrection Matt. 28:1

2e. Christ meets with His disciples John 20:19; Luke 24
3e. The the Holy Spirit descends Acts 2

4e. Paul preaches in Troas Acts 20:6ff

5e. The believers meet in Troas Acts 20:6-7

6e. John receives his revelation on the Lord’s Day
Revelation 1:10
I was in the Spirit on the Lord's day, and heard behind me a
great voice, as of a trumpet,
7e.  Special instructions are given for the ministry of the
~ saints on the firstday 1 Cor. 16:2

3c.  The activity on the Lord’s Day:

A
. 1d.  Worship—Acts 20:6-7 AE -

2d.  Fellowship—Heb. 10:25
3d. Stewardship—1 Cor. 16:2
4d. Rejoicing—Psa. 118:24

4c.  The acknowledgement of the Church Fathers.
Unanimous testimony from the early church that the first day
of the week is the day of worship.

Eusebius, A.D. 315, says, “There were synods and convocations of our
Bishops on this question and all unanimously drew up an
ecclesiastical decree in which they communicated to churches in all
places—that the mystery of the Lord’s resurrection should be
celebrated on no other day than the Lord’s Day.”

Tertullian, A.D. 200, says, speaking of the “sun worshipers:” “Though we
share with them Sunday, we are not apprehensive lest we seem to
be heathen.”

Clement of Alexandria, A.D. 194, says, “The old sabbath day has
become nothing more than a working day (to Christians).”

Irenaeus, Bishop of Lyons, A.D 178, says: “The mystery of the Lord’s
. resurrection may not be celebrated on any other day than the -
Lord’s Day.” ’
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Justin Martyr, A.D. 135, says: “Sunday is the day on which we all hold
our common assembly, because it is the first day on which God
having wrought a change in the darkness and matter made the
world and J. C. our Saviour, on the same day, rose from the dead.”

(Additional biblical and historical information is found in Chafer,
Systematic Theology, IV, 120ff.)

5c.  The rejection of the Lord’s Day by the Seventh Day Adventists:
1d.  Sunday worship is definitely the mark of the Beast.
2d.  The answer to the Seventh Day Adventists:
1e.  Noday is holy in itself.

Colossians 2:16
Let no man therefore judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect
of an holyday, or of the new moon, or of the sabbath days:

2e.  No one presently celebrates the Jewish Sabbath:
1f. It was from sunset to sunset.

2f. Regulations and penalties are not observed by
the Seventh Day Adventists.

3e. The exact day which God instituted in Genesis 2:2-3
is quite unknown.

6c¢. The balanced approach:
1d. God instituted a day of rest for all men.

2d. God designated a day of rest for Israel which came with
special regulations, penalties and customs.

3d.  God appointed a new day of rest for the church:
Psa. 118:22, symbolic of the new creation.



412. “O come, let us worship and bow
down, let us kneel before the LORD, our
Maker!” (Ps 95:6). “"Bow down to Yahweh
when the Holy One appears” (Ps 29:2b;
96:9a [translation by M. Dahood]).
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