











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































A TIME FOR MONOGAMY IN A DAY
OF DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE
By WILLARD COLLINS
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OUTLINE
I. THE HOME IS GOD’S FOUNDATION OF SOCIETY

A. The home gives honorable birth to children

B. Parents must protect the child and help him to grow
physically
C. The family must train the child

II. GOD’S PLAN OF MARRIAGE
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C. Marriage is characterized by tension
D. A condition in California

X. CONCLUSION

INTRODUCTION

I made my first talk for a Sunday morning worship
service in November, 1984, during the fime that I was a
freshman in College. I began my first local work on a full-
time basis with a congregation in August, 1939. During
the years since then, I have been asked more Bible questions
concerning marriage, divorce, and remarriage than any
other comparable topic. It is a privilege to study with
you the subject, “A Time for Monogamy in a Day of Di-
vorce and Remarriage.”

THE HOME IS GOD’S FOUNDATION FOR SOCIETY!

There are three reasons why the Bible teaches that the
home is God’s foundation for society. First, the home gives
honorable birth to children. Children born out of wedlock
do not come into this world in a way that is pleasing in
the sight of God. A long time ago, God told Adam and
Eve, “to be fruitful and multiply, and replenish the earth,
and subdue it.””2

The second reason for saying that the home is the foun-
dation of our society is that parents protect the child and
help him to grow physically. If we must replenish the
earth, we must protect the child physically.

The family must train the child. Paul says, “Fathers,
provoke not your children to wrath, but bring them up in

1. Matthew 19:3-9
2. Genesis 1:28
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the nurture and admonition of the Lord.”® A child is as a
piece of clay.

A man stood before the nursery of a large hospital and
looked through the glass partition at his little boy. The
Christian man said as a prayer, “God, in the name of
Christ, help me realize that this isn’t just a mouth to feed,
but a living soul to train.”

GOD’S PLAN OF MARRIAGE IS SPECIFIC

God’s plan of marriage teaches that the male and the
female become one in marriage. The ideal plan is for each
one of them to be faithful to the other until death. Jesus
taught, “Have you not read that he that made them from
the beginning made them male and female,” and said, “for
this cause shall a man leave father and mother, and shall
cleave to his wife; and the two shall become one flesh?
so that they are no more two, but one flesh.””

In view of the fact that the home is the foundation of
our society, then the proper kind of family must be built
upon God’s plan of marriage.

God’s plan of marriage is for a permanent union.

God’s way of marriage is so permanent that no man has
a right to walk off and leave a faithful companion. If he
does, and this companion commits fornication or forms a
union in adultery, then the man who departed for an un-
scriptural reason is responsible for the companion’s sin.
Jesus said, “But I say unto you, every one who putteth
away his wife, saving for the cause of fornication, maketh
her an adulteress: and whosover shall marry her when

3. Ephesians 6:4
4. Matthew 19:4-6
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she is put away, committeth adultery.”s When a man and
woman become one in marriage if the woman is faithful,
then the man does not have the right to walk off and leave
the woman, because he is tired of supporting her or for
any other unscriptural reason. If he does and the woman
goes astray, then the man is responsible for causing her
to sin. According to Matthew 5:32, if the woman becomes
guilty of fornication, then the man if he is an innocent
party, has the right to put her away.

No court in the land and no judge in the land has the
power to dissolve a marriage when God does not dissolve
it. Jesus said, “What therefore God has joined together,
let not man put asunder.”® Man may dissolve marriage
for mental cruelty, but God does not dissolve it.

THERE ARE TWO WAYS THAT MARRIAGE CAN
BE DISSOLVED IN THE SIGHT OF GOD

Death dissolves marriage according to God’s plan. Paul
said, “For the woman that hath an husband is bound by
law to the husband while he liveth, but if her husband die,
she is discharged from the law of the husband.”?

Fornication is a reason for dissolving the marriage if
the innocent party so desires. Almighty God does not re-
quire a Christian to live with an adulterer or fornicator.
The Lord said, “And I say unto you, whosoever putteth
away his wife, except for fornication, and shall marry an-
other, committeth adultery: and he that marrieth her when
she is put away committeth adultery.””s

Marriage is so permanent that when two people marry

5. Matthew 5:32
6. Matthew 19:6
7. Romans 7:2

8. Matthew 19:9
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there is only one way for this marriage to be dissolved in
the sight of God without at least one of the two people
becoming involved in sin, and this is by death. If fornica-
tion breaks the union, one of the two in the marriage must
be the fornicator. Both might be guilty, but at least one
has to be. If the marriage is broken by desertion, then
one of the two in the marriage has to be the deserter.
Therefore, when two people become one in marriage, there
is only one way for this marriage to end which is honor-
able for both parties of the contract and this is by death.
Any other way, at least one of the two parties in the con-
tract must be stained with sin.

THERE IS ONE SCRIPTURAL REASON FOR DIVORCE
AND REMARRIAGE ACCORDING TO GOD

The innocent party in a case of fornication has a right
to put away the first companion without it being adultery.

Jesus gave the general principle which is, “Whosoever
shall put away his wife, and shall marry another, com-
mitteth adultery.”®-1® This is the general rule given by
Christ and Paul. However, there is one exception and
according to Jesus’ teaching, the exception is fornication.

Therefore, if a man who is one with a woman puts away
this woman for some other reason than fornication and
marries wife number two, then he is in a union which is
not scriptural marriage, but is adultery in the sight of God.
Adultery means that he is living sexually with a woman
to whom he is not married. Of course, the rule works
both ways, but I mention the rule in the terms of the man
in these instances.

9. Ibid
10. Romans 7:3
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THERE IS A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN LEGAL
AND SCRIPTURAL DIVORCE

Divorce is both scriptural and legal when it is granted
for the reason of fornication.!

A divorce may be legal, but not scriptural. If a husband
puts away his wife for mental cruelty, he may secure a
legal divorce and then secure a legal marriage license to
be joined to another woman. However, this second union
is adultery. This is an example of a legal divorce and re-
marriage, but not a scriptural divorce. He is not living
with the woman to whom he is married in the sight of God,
but is living sexually with a companion to whom he is not
married in the sight of the Lord. This is adultery. The
union is wrong.

Adultery is serious because Paul said, “Now the works
of the flesh are manifest, which are these: fornication,
uncleanness, lasciviousness.!? The conclusion from this
passage is that they that do such things shall not inherit
the Kingdom of God.

THE MEANING OF REPENTANCE
IN A CASE OF ADULTERY

When one finds that according to the seriptures, he is

living in adultery, what is the solution according to the
gospel ?

Is it possible to become a Christian in the Bible way
and continue in the union which is defined as adultery in
the Bible? The answer is “No.” The problem is not a
problem of faith or baptism alone, but the basic problem
is one of repentance. A person must repent in order to

11. Matthew 19:9
12. Galatians 5:19
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be scripturally baptised.!® Repentance precedes baptism in
the conversion of the alien sinner as shown in this verse.
Jesus taught that repentance meant a change of mind which
leads to a change in direction. Surely, restitution must be
made where possible. The specific example given by the
Lord to show the meaning of this states, “What think ye?
A man had two sons; and he came to the first, and said
to the first, Come and go work today in the vineyard. And
he answered and said, I will not: but, afterward he re-
pented himself and went.”14

Repentance means that the individual turns from his evil
way. When the marriage is adultery, then this union is
wrong, and the adulterer must turn from this way in order
to become a Christian. The adulterer must make up his
or her mind to turn from evil. This is a prerequisite to
seriptural baptism. If one should steal a car and then later
become a Christian, the man who owned the car would
expect the return of the car. I realize that marriage is
quite a different situation from owning an automobile, but
repentance requires that one turn from evil.

Christian parents must teach the young people about
marriage. I realize that there are many marriages which
have difficult solutions. For this reason, I make the plea
that the young people should be taught the lessons of God
about marriage in order that they might never get into so
many situations which are difficult to remedy. I will admit
that there are some situations which are so deep that per-
haps I do not know a practical solution for all involved,
but if we will teach the young, then our teaching can cause
these people to be able to avoid many pitfalls.

Remember the judgement. My advice to people who are

13. Acts 2:38
14. Matthew 21:28,29
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afraid of their adultery is that they read the scriptures
like the ones I have given in this message, and that they
remember that each individual must face the Lord in Judg-
ment. Then, the individual should do what he is willing
to practice in order to face the Lord in Judgment. Re-
member that one cannot become a Christian without true
repentance, and one cannot continue to live the Christian
life without repentance because repentance both precedes
and follows scriptural baptism.15

WHAT WOULD PETER HAVE TOLD HEROD?

An event in the life of John the Baptist, which preceded
the first Pentecost after Christ was raised from the dead,
might be of interest here. Jesus taught in Matthew 14
that when Herod the tetrarch heard about Christ that Herod
stated that, “This is John the Baptist; he is risen from the
dead, and therefore do these powers work in him.”¢ John
the Baptist had condemned Herod because he had taken
his brother, Phillip’s wife, and was living with her.!” John
the Baptist was beheaded because of such preaching. Sup-
pose Herod and his wife, in this adulterous union, had been
present on Pentecost, and after hearing Peter preach could
have asked, “What must we do?’ The great preacher,
Peter, would have said, “Repent ye, and be baptized every
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission
of your sins; and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy
Spirit.”1® Herod could not have kept such a woman for
his wife, and become a member of the Lord’s church in
the Bible way. Would not repentance have demanded that

15. Acts 2:38 and Acts 8:22
16. Matthew 14:2

17. Matthew 14:4

18. Acts 2:38
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Herod give up his brother’s wife because John had said,
“It is not lawful for you to have her?”

MANY ARE GUILTY OF PROFANING THE SACRED

When one takes that which is sacred and makes it com-
mon such a person becomes guilty of profanity. For ex-
ample, the name of God is sacred according to Moses. When
the individual takes the name of God and makes it a com-
mon curse word, he is guilty of profanity which means
that he is taking that which is sacred and making it com-
mon.

Marriage is sacred in the sight of God according to
Jesus.’® When an individual takes marriage and turns this
into adultery, this person becomes guilty of profanity.
This is why Jesus said, ‘“Thou shalt not commit adultery.”20
When a society turns marriage into adultery, this society
is sick and is headed toward destruction. It may be the
Governor of a state in America or it may be a member of
the United States Supreme Court. Whoever it is, it is a
sin when marriage is turned into adultery. This is one
of the great avenues of national decay. This is happening
in the United States now. This is one reason why many
are fearful for the future of this country, even during the
days of their children and grandchildren who are already
born.

CHILDREN PAY THE GREAT PRICE

Since it is God’s plan for the male and the female to
become one in marriage, live together faithful to each other
until death, and in this union bring forth babies and train

19. Matthew 19:3-9
20. Matthew 19:18
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them for the Maker, it is the child who pays the dear price
when sin wrecks the home and there is a divorce.2!

Children must have both the masculine and the feminine
inﬁuence.

For example, when the seventh grade boy scratches his
hand during a football game and goes home, mother may
become very alarmed and have a fear that the boy will
have blood poisoning. The feminine touch demands that
she doctor the wound with all the care that a mother knows.
However, the masculine touch is needed. When daddy
comes home and sees the scratch on the hand, the masculine
end of the family might say, “If you can’t take this, you
had better start playing checkers.” Either the masculine
or the feminine influence is taken from a child’s life through
divorce and this is tragic. The great evil of divorce is
that God’s training ground for the young is disrupted and
that souls can be lost in torment for eternity.

Marriages characterized by tension produce wrath, strife,
and hatred. These can cause physical disease like ulcers
or even heart attacks for the physical body and eternal
destruction for the soul. Divorce is one cancer which can
help destroy a civilization.

As Governor Ronald Reagen pointed out in 1969 in a
report concerning conditions in his state, it is serious to
know some localities where the number of divorces each
year are approaching the number of marriages. This
means such a society is sick and nigh unto death.

CONCLUSION

It is estimated that some twenty-two civilizations al-
ready have been destroyed upon this earth because of sin.

21. Ephesians 6:1-4
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One particular sin which has had a major role in the de-
struction of many civilizations is the evil of divorce. When
people accept legal divorce and remarriage over scriptural
divorce and remarriage, and when people do not accept
God’s way of permanent marriage, these are avenues of
destruction. This is why I am afraid that unless there is
a spiritual revival in my home country that this country
is headed for ultimate turmoil and destruction. May each
individual light a candle of influence for Christ and resolve
anew to practice God’s way for the family which is the
very foundation of our society. If there has ever been a
time in America for monogamy and a return to God, that
time is 1970.

QUESTIONS

1. Why can it be said from the Bible that the home or family is
God’s foundation of society?

2. Show from the scriptures that God has a way of marriage and
state what this way is.

3. How permanent is God’s way of marriage?

4. Give the two ways that a marriage can be dissolved in the sight
of God.

5. What is the difference between legal and scriptural divorce?
6. What is the one scriptural reason for divorce?

7. When two people marry, what is the one honorable way for this
marriage to end for both parties to the contract?

8. What is the meaning of profanity?
9. Show how adultery is one form of profanity.

10. Approximately how many civilizations have been on earth, and
why have these fallen?

BIBLIOGRAPHY

All scriptural references are taken from the American Standard
Version of the Bible.
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OUTLINE

I. THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN UNION AND UNITY
A. The basic cause of disunity
B. The basis of Biblical unity

— 209 —
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C. A short definition of unity
D. Unity in diversity
II. TO WHAT EXTENT CAN FELLOWSHIP BE EXTENDED
OR DENIED?
A. Guidelines to fellowship

B. Approved example and necessary inference
C. The revelationary nature of Scripture

III. WHAT ABOUT FUTURE PROSPECTS FOR UNITY?

A. It depends upon us
B. Division cured either by love or by death

A long haired world, is seeking through drugs, Glossso-
lalia, and witcheraft to escape from the reality of its own
debauched estate. Drunk on material prosperity and high
on the opium of self-importance it is undergoing the psy-
chodelic experience of thinking that God is dead. It shuffles
along its irresponsible way, with the medallion of the
hammer and sickle, the Star of David, or the American
Eagle around its neck, with the worn sandals of spiritual
and moral exhaustion kicking up the dust of riot and revo-
lution, and the stench of its battlefields and ghettos testify-
ing to how long it has been since it was last cleansed.

With forty wars in Africa in a single decade, and with
a third as many government take-overs as there are nations
on earth in the same length of time it is no surprise that
the human race is periously close to another collapse of
civilization and another period of dark ages.

And in the matrix of religion the picture is not much,
if any, brighter. We have gone through Barth, Bruner,
Bultman, Tillich and the Nieburs without any profit. All
we have to show for it is christian atheism and profound
confusion. Chaos of the cults has become chaos in the
cults. Roman Catholicism is in shambles. Protestantism is
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bankrupt and is disintegrating. The citadels of religion
do not lie prostrate because of the shelling of the guns of
an outside enemy; they are heaps of ruble because of in-
ternal lack of faith and evangelism. Even religious people
have more faith in man’s ability to walk on the moon than
they have in God’s ability to make man out of dust. Our
real enemies are those of our own household.

If there were ever a time when the world needed leader-
ship to take it by the hand and lead it out of the acrid
smoke of its own holocaust and the hopeless labyrinth of
its social morass it is now. Science, perhaps the most
trusted guide of our decade, has never — in the history of
the world — been able to furnish that leadership. Educa-
tion alone has provided leadership only in the direction of
making man a more cunning animal. Philosophy admits
itself to be hopelessly lost; therefore it cannot lead. What
the world is in desperate need of right now is an element
of people with the kind of faith that made the first century
church great, and the kind of dedication that made them
martyrs.

There is a God-quality in faith. The highest peaks of
human attainment have been ascended by those whose ac-
tions were inspired by faith. Implicit faith can do what
science, education or philosophy can never do. Religion
has lost its right to world leadership because it has lost
its faith. The impossible can be expected only of those
who believe that God is, and that He is the rewarder of
those who diligently seek him. Only with men who believe
that the worlds were created by God’s ipsi-dixzit lies the
power to straighten out the problems of God’s creatures
who live on God’s little earth. There is a touch of God
in faith.
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NARROWING THE FIELD

We must limit what we have to say here to the field of
organized religion, momentarily, and then to the even more
restrictive area of the Restoration Movement.

In the religious world we have the same general condi-
tions that exist in the non-religious world. There are wars
and rumors of wars. There is suspicion and distrust. The
generation gap is never wider than in the churches. A
general breakdown of faith under classic liberalism and
neo-orthodoxy, and finally under existentialism and situa-
tion ethics, has rendered the religious world — both Roman
Catholic and Protestant incapable of the leadership the
world needs. Religion cannot even be at peace with itself.

- The evangelical mission of the church has largely been
abandoned by organized religion in the interests of better
housing, urbal renewal, political pressure and peace in Viet
Nam. The world is left without any appreciable voice
speaking to the needs of the souls of men. The church is
more interested in gaining the world than in saving souls.
Any leadership without this quality will inevitably lead
humanity further down the road to ruin, because it negates
the mission and medium of God’s Son among men.

Neither Romanism nor Protestantism any longer is heard
by the masses. Both have been weighed in the balances
and found wanting. And the world is plunging deeper and
deeper along the path of no return. What is more, or-
ganized religion — having lost its faith in the Bible and
the God of the Bible — will never be able to save itself.
Like the world it has lost its ability to life. Faith is the
only thing that does live. Neither humanity nor the church
can bootstrap itself up out of its abandon.

The Restoration movement was a noble idea, since its
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chief thesis was that man must return to the Bible he had
left and, through its teachings, return to God he had left.
The road back to God is not difficult to find; only men are
unwilling to use it. God’s self revelation is so plain that
he who runs may read it. Our trouble is, we are not in a
reading mood. We want to write our own script. The
number in the church today who do not believe in the verbal
inspiration of the scriptures is far greater than most of
us realize.

All who believe in God and the kingdom of God at all
believe that all of God’s people are essentially and funda-
mentally one. They have been saved from sins alike. They
are recipients of the same grace. They have by the same
new birth entered the same kingdom. They comprise one
family. Even throughout the fragmented factions of
Christendom this belief is universally held.

The second law of thermo-dynamics teaches that self
contained systems do not wind themselves up. They have
a tendency to run down. This is why evolution could never
produce a man. Lower forms of life do not evolve; rather,
higher forms of life, left to themselves tend to degenerate.
The church has, in the Word of God, that outside source
of power that can keep it wound up. When it breaks faith
with the Word of God the church begins to run down.
That is what happened in the third century. That is what
happened in every century since. It can happen with the
church today.

The point must inevitably be reached both with men and
with churches when God will no longer consider them His
own. The exact point at which they reach this position is
sometimes difficult for humans to designate because humans
are not God. But they reach it nevertheless.

The Restoration Movement was a noble attempt to get
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all religious people to go back to the Bible and back to
the God of the Bible. As human will had been substituted
for the Divine will, and opinion for faith in the apostasy,
they plead that human will be eliminated and Divine will
be enthroned, and that what could not be done by faith
should not be done in the Restoration.

This Movement was not a church; it was a Movement:
nothing more, It did not claim a monopoly on sound doc-
trine, nor did it presume to be pontifical in its pronounce-
ments. It urged people who had so lost contact with God
through abandonment of his revelation as to be without
God and without hope in the world to obey the gospel and
be saved. It urged those who had rendered acceptable
obedience to be careful that they did not let slip the things
they had learned. It was a noble Movement, but it was
not the church.

It is important that we always keep clear in our minds
the distinction between the Restoration Movement and the
New Testament church. God has put salvation in the later
but not in the former. The Restocation Movement may
result in men reaching the point in their faith where God
will accept them as his children, but the Movement itself
is not the church. The church of Jesus Christ is built by
Him alone, not by men. All churches built by men will
find that the gates of hell will prevail against them. Not
one of them shall survive the resurrection. But not the
one he built. It was builded by Him upon the sensational
fact that he was the Son of God. He was God and Mary’s
son; not Joseph and Mary’s son. Because of this fact —-
that he was the son of God — it was not possible for death
to hold him. And since he built a church upon this fact
it is not possible for death to hold the church either. It
will as surely survive the resurrection as Jesus arose from
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the dead. It is the only church that will. The restoration
movement will not survive the resurrection, but the church
will.

UNION IS NOT UNITY

Throughout christendom, in our times, the hue and cry
is for union. It is sometimes called unity by those who
do not know the difference between union and unity. You
can tie the tails of two cats together and throw them over
the clothesline and have union but not unity. Union with-
out unity may not even be desirable. Yet, it is union
rather than unity that has occupied so much time and
attention the past decade. The World Council of Churches
and the Ecumenical Movement in Protestantism, and the
Vatican Ecumenical Council among the Roman Catholics
are typical expressions of this union fad. The Ecumenical
Movement is another movement, just as the Restoration
Movement is a movement. The Restoration Movement was
aimed at Unity in Christ; the Ecumenical Movement was
aimed at union in diversity.

Some misguided brethren in the Lord’s church are at-
tempting to pose an Ecumenical Movement in the church.
They would ignore the things that have destroyed the Unity
of the church and insist that all factions be united in their
diversity. Unity in Diversity is the slogan of the Ecu-
menical Movement. Unity in Christ is the slogan of the
Restoration Movement. Unity in diversity and unity in
Christ are two different things altogether. An Ecumenical
movement in the church that ignores differences has the
same inherent weaknesses as has the Ecumenical Move-
ment of the World Council of Churches.

As we narrow the field down to the heirs of the Restora-
tion Movement let us keep this clearly in mind. If we do
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not do it we will, in a short time, destroy the very heart
of the Restoration movement. Unity in Diversity sounds
good, but it is incongruent with Bible teaching. The World
council has already found it so. We will, sooner or later;
if later, then to our own shame and harm.

The Basis of Disunity

That there is great disunity among the Lord’s people is
painfully evident, and is shamefully admitted by all. This
is not a new development. The First Century church had
to contend with it. There were divisions along ethnic,
racial and national lines within congregations and between
congregations. There were doctrinal divisions that likewise
marred the perfect unity of God’s people. Most of the
epistles were written to correct such divisions and to teach
the unity of Believers. In all probability the basis of their
disunity is the basis of all of ours. We doubt that there
is any essential difference.

1) One of the causes of disunity among God’s people
was, and is, the ever present unwillingness to be close stu-
dents of God’s word. God's self-revelation is plain enough
for the wayfaring man, even though it challenges the
world’s greatest intellects. However, too many study the
word of God like the blind men who went to see the ele-
phant. Seizing upon an individual passage, often taken
completely out of context, they make it a prooftext for
something the Bible does not teach. Superficial study, and
conclusions drawn from such study makes brethren trigger
happy and over-anxious to shoot at everything that moves.
They often go off half-cocked and blow to bits the kingdom
rather than the enemy.

2) Another of the causes of disunity springs from the
human trait of self-willed expression. In order for man
to fulfil God’s command to subdue the earth and rule over
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it, man must possess a will of his own. Without it he
would be nothing. The will is much like the tongue; it is
a thing of great potential, but it must be kept under strict
control or it will destroy multitudes.

Strong human wills destroyed the purity of the New
Testament church in the early centuries, and were respon-
sible for every major religious revolution since — including
the Restoration. Strong will are tremendously good things
when used under the control of God, but when they set
aside the law of God by their traditions these same wills
become instruments of unrighteousness.

We believe it to be demonstrable fact that every clevage
among the heirs of the Restoration has occurred because
of the exercise of the strong wills of a few men who, either
knowingly or unknowingly, were not governed by the will
of God. The head of woman is man; the head of man is
Christ; and the head of Christ is God. Each must recognize
that there is a will over his will. When the will of man
will no longer be subject to the will of Christ, or God,
apostasy is inevitable.

We do not have the many movements within a movement
that are ours today because the word of God taught all
these things. Truth is not a double tongue. Wherever
division appears in our ranks it appears because some one
was willing to let his own will usurp the prerogatives of
God. Count your many schisms. Name them one by one.
And it will surprise you what the will of man has done!
It should be thoroughly stressed that it is no honor to
become the father of a sect.

3) Perhaps the greatest cause of our disunity springs
from a difference in attitude toward the authority of the
scriptures. That there is a difference in attitude toward
the scriptures will be denied only by those who would
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submerge the church in an ecumenical glob in which truth
does not matter. Were it possible to bring together all
the factions of the Restoration under a broad umbrella
where differences are ignored, we would have union but
not unity. The fact that one loves all his brethren does
not produce unity. God loved sinners before Christ died
for them but that did not produce unity. It took more
than that. And it takes love for the brethren to produce
unity, but love for the brethren alone will not produce it.
It takes more than that.

Exactly what do we mean by a difference in attitude
toward the authority of the scriptures? Let us name a
few attitudes: (1) the attitude that the Bible is not the
word of God, but contains the word of God. This is the
view of classic liberals. (2) The attitude that the Bible
should be interpreted allegorically; that Adam was not an
individual created by God from dust according to the
Genesis account, but rather was a representation of the
whole human race as it evolved from lower forms of life.
This is the view of theistic evolutionists, among others.

(3) The attitude that what the Scriptures have not spe-
cifically condemned, that we are free to do. This is the
general attitude of the christian church — both Disciples
and Independents. (4) The attitude that the Secriptures
are both inclusive and exclusive in nature, and what God
has not, in the command, specifically allowed we are not
at liberty to do. This, with some variations, is the attitude
of most of the churches of Christ.

(5) There are various attitudes to the right of this,
which may be summed up for brevity’s sake of being more
restrictive than God’s law warrants. They bind where
God has not bound. They make a law where God has not
made a law. However conscientious these brethren may
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be, they contribute to the disunity in the body of Christ,
and must bear the consequence in the Judgment,

The Basis of Biblical Unity

We believe that God intended that his people be united.
The very nature of the Kingdom demands that. Jesus
taught that a Kingdom divided against itself will not stand
— even the kingdom of God. This solemn and authoritative
warning must not go unheeded, lest the church today bring
upon itself inevitable destruction.

On the other hand, Jesus’ prayer for unity in John 17
indicates that even the Master knew how hard it would
be for disciples to stay together. Next to the prayer He
prayed in the garden of Gethsemane when the pores of
his skin oozed drops of pure blood, this prayer for unity
stands as a study in intensity. There was almost agony
in it. He must have been seeing our day!

To me there seems to be a dual basis of unity, rather
than a single basis of unity. First, there is what God
says about a thing, and, second, there is what we are will-
ing to do about what God says about it. The Word of God
includes all that God has said about anything. It has often
been extolled as the “sole basis of unity.” And, in context
this may be true. But as some brethren have suggested,
we have had that all along and still do not have unity.
What then is missing? The missing ingredient is a united
attitude on our part toward the Word of God. It is this
second ingredient, not the first, that hinders our unity.
We have just outlined five or more causes for our disunity
and every one of them lie in the realm of our attitudes
toward the Scriptures. ‘

1) Certainly one of the bases of Biblical unity is the
Scriptures. On this there is perfect unity among us.
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“Where the Bible speaks we speak” has always been uni-
versally extolled among us as a valid slogan. There has
never been any disunity on this point, so we leave it with
mere mention.

2) It is the other end of the axis with which we must
struggle. Until we come to some sort of consensus among
ourselves in our attitude toward the scriptures there will
never be unity. We say and do not. We extol the Scrip-
tures as a perfect basis of unity, and they are, but we pay
little attention to our division in attitude toward them.
We are still blind men going to see the elephant. So long
as we have the divergent views mentioned earlier, plus
many more, we will have our divisions.

. It would be wonderful if someone could wave a magic
wand, and presto: we would all come to a consensus in
our attitude toward the Scriptures. But this cannot be.
There must be much patient, constant and hard work over
a long and often discouraging period of time to bring us
to the unity of the Spirit and the bond of peace. But this
is where the work must be done. It will not help our
divisions to ignore them, go blind to them, or to pretend
that they do not exist.

A Definition

The attempts to define unity are innumerable, It is
almost like defining God. It is no easier to do than to
define love. But for the benefit of this discussion, let us
try. Unity is not union, and I have indicated. Unity is
not compatibility. Unity is not Ecumenicy. Unity is not
amalgamation. Unity is not federation.

A unit is “l1. one person or thing of a number which
make up a group; also a single group (not a group of
groups) in an association made up of groups; 2. an un-
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divided number or amount, as opposed to a fractional one.”
according to Webster.

Unity is defined as “1. to bring together; combine so as
to form one. 2. to grow into one.”

Unity is a melting together as when elements, under heat
become one. It is a fusion of elements as when the mem-
bers of the body, fitly joined together, become one body.
It is a complete submerging of interests in Christ, as when
we are baptizo-ed into Christ: dipped, plunged, immersed,
buried into Jesus Christ.

This definition requires more than an amalgamation of
units which retain their identity, or a federation of groups
which retain their autonomy. It requires the submergence
of the human will and attitude in the Divine will. It re-
quires a consensus on the part of those being united, as
well as a Universal Regular and regulation to govern the
group.

What About Unity In Diversity?

The very fact that God made us individuals indicates
that there is diversity in humans. It does not indicate,
however that there may be a diversity of faiths in these
humans when it comes to their approach to the source of
faith — the Word of God. The one source of faith does
not, of itself, produce a multitude of faiths. The diversity
that is allowed, then, is diversity of human prerogative
and not diversity of faiths.

In human judgment, or human opinion, or human pre-
rogative, there must be complete .liberty. Brethren must
respect this truth. They must not make laws where God
has made none, and bind their opinions on their brothers
as law. Whoever they may be, or whatever their place in
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the religious spectrum, they are equally guilty before God
if they do so.

This is one of the most difficult roadblocks to unity to
be removed, because none who make such laws think of
themselves as lawmakers. They think their attitude toward
the scriptures is right, and all others wrong. Their limited
human capacity presumes to explore the height and depth
and breadth of Divine Revelation and deliver an ultimatum
for all others to keep. Only an extremely limited human
capacity would attempt such a presumption. The very
attempt discredits the lawmaker.

And, to the left, others think of themselves as champions
of extra freedom. They have exhausted the illimitable
scriptures and have decided that God’s law allows this and
that, and that the bounds of his habitation extend far be-
yond the written word, to allow what he has not specifically
prohibited. This, too, is an extremely limited human ca-
pacity, expressed in like presumptiousness.

We must always be disciples — students, followers,
learners —; we must never become Gods. I know more
about Baptism today than I did the day I was baptized.
I expect to know more about it ten years from now than
I know now. My knowledge and understanding expands
with every opening and perusal of the Sacred page. If
this is true with Baptism it most surely is true with such
a wonderful thing as fellowship. This thought should serve
as caution to headstrong brethren who are always anxious
to “withdraw fellowship” from others. They run the cal-
culated risk of being wrong when they stand in Judgment.

This does not mean at all that all diversity must be
tolerated. God does not tolerate a breach of faith., Neither
can we. But our divisions have not historically come from
breaches of faith; they have come from differences of
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opinion. The Word of God, from which we get all the
faith we have, does not teach a score of different faiths.
It delivers “the faith once and for all” to the saints. This
indisputable truth by itself brands as false all our foolish
divisions except one, and the chances are overwhelming
that it, too, contains some error. The pioneers were right
in proclaiming “in faith, unity...” In the realm of faith
we can tolerate no diversity.

In opinion there must be liberty — complete liberty. I
would be slave to God, but to no man’s opinion. What is
faith, and what is opinion? Aye, there is the rub! One
swears his opinion is a matter of faith, and another swears
that a matter of faith, is someone’s opinion. How can we
dissolve the matter? It could be that the matter is not
as difficult as it first appears. It all goes back to our
attitude toward the Scriptures. We do not have to work
over the seriptures, but we do have to work over our atti-
tudes toward them. When each of us comes to the point
where he is willing to come humbly before the Throne of
Grace saying, “Speak, Lord, thy servant heareth; command
and I will obey,” it will not be difficult to come to a unity
of faith and a liberty of opinion that does not encroach
upon faith. All the allowable diversity must be in the
realm of opinion. And room must be made for that. Our
opinions are inseparable from our attitudes; this is why
we insist that our divisions spring from our attitudes to-
ward the scriptures.

TO WHAT EXTENT FELLOWSHIP

Any grounds for a breach of fellowship between brethren
ought to be reduced to an absolute minimum, and that
only after every possible effort has been made to reconcile
and remove differences. Divisions in congregations, and
divisions between congregations, and even divisions be-
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tween groups of congregations are all of the devil. This
is universally agreed upon. Yet, we go right ahead causing
them, and tolerating them, as if they were of God.

It is difficult indeed to try to delineate guidelines for
extending or withholding fellowship. Often local circum-
stances and conditions must be taken into consideration,
but for our purposes here, may I propose the following.

So far as I can find from my study of the Bible there
are about three walid grounds for disfellowship. These
grounds are valid, and disfellowship must sometimes be
exercised. They are:

1. Doctrinal matters which vitally affect one’s faith in Jesus
Christ.1

2. Sowers of discord among brethren.2

3. Those who walk disorderly. (and I am taking this passage
out of context3)

You can subhead everything else under these three general
headings. When you reduce the causes of disfellowship
to an absolute minimum and eliminate the subheads, I feel
that these are the three valid ground. When you reduce
the question to its simplest terms, this is what you have.

Most of our divisions are caused by something that exists
in our minds. It has to do with “How to establish Biblical
authority.” This deals with our attitudes toward the
Scriptures. We have our divisions because of a difference
of opinion on where to draw the line. That a line must
be drawn somewhere is admitted by all. Where to draw
it is another matter. I have set forth these three sugges-
tions in an effort to help us at least a little in determining
where to draw the line. The question of how to establish

1. 2 John 9.
2. Romans 16:17.
8. 2 Thessalonians 3:6-7.
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Biblical authority is one that must be dealt with, and breth-
ren must come to a consensus on this subject before there
can be unity.

I have read widely the writings of brethren on this
subject and have listened to others whose special studies
lie here, and I am forced to the conclusion that an old and
cherished adage should be re-examined. We usually say
that there are three ways of establishing Biblical authority:
command, example and necessary inference. I believe that
Bible authority rests solely on the revelationary nature of
the scriptures and on nothing else. Dealing with necessary
inference and approved example involves the use of the
human mind in passing opinionated judgment, and that
much of it at least is, therefore, interpretation. Since no
scripture is given for private interpretation, there is actu-
ally no Biblical ground for disfellowship in differences that
are centered either in necessary inference or in approved
examples. Necessary to whom? Approved by whom?

Differences exist, certainly, but not disfellowshipping
differences. Both the degree of the necessity of the in-
ference and the degree of the bindingness of the example
are things that are determined by ourselves and not by
Scripture. :

Authority itself does not rest in the human mind, but in
the Word of God. It rests in the revelationary nature of
Scripture only. This is born out, I believe, in the difficulty
all of us find in knowing, for example, just when and at
what exact point a church ceases to be a church of Christ.

I want to repeat here some things said in the Arlington
meeting that have to do with fellowship.

Bound up in our dealing with the question of fellowship
is the degree of necessity of inference and the degree of
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bindingness of example. These matters are not yet clear
enough to disrupt fellowship. The fact that good minds
cannot resolve these questions readily indicates the lack
of grounds for disfellowship in most cases. The very fact
that these matters cannot be resolved easily indicates the
lack of valid grounds for disfellowship. How can we cease
fellowship when these basic principles are still up in the
air?

I differ with many brethren on many things, and I don’t
think they have a corner on understanding the seriptures.
I think, at least at this point, that my understanding is as
likely to be right as theirs. So long as so many things
remain in the realm of approved example or necessary in-
ference, and remain unresolved on the basis of the revela-
tionary nature of Scripture, I believe we can pull the
fringes of fellowship back together and mend our wounds
rather than make them deeper.

There will always be tensions in the body of Christ.
They exist between truth and tolerance. Bearing with
these tensions until they can be eased on the part of every
one of us is mandatory.

You cannot justify some of the projects in the brother-
hood — and the brotherhood includes you. I don’t agree
with some of your views and you do not agree with some
of mine., You do not have to agree with me to have my
fellowship, and I hope I do not have to agree with you to
have yours, for I would forego it rather than surrender
to your views. If, by the Scriptures, the righteousness of
your views can be demonstrated to me to the point where
my faith changes as a result of new conviction, based upon
better understanding of God’s revelation, then I’ll join you
without pressure.
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FUTURE PROSPECTS

I believe that there are some definite signs of a better
day dawning. I believe that the very alleviation of human
ignorance will destroy some of our divisions. Some of
them now have, like dinosaurs, become extinct. Others are
on the verge. There are two ways to cure divisions: by
brotherly love and by funerals. Those we cannot, or will
not, cure one way will, by the grace of God, be cured the
other. How much more becoming of Christians it would
be to eliminate division by love rather than by death.

God offers us, through unity, an opportunity to shine
like lights in a world of division and union. A light can
surely shine in a world like ours. But, brethren, “if that

light which is in you be darkness, how great is that dark-
ness?”’.
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OUTLINE

1. INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose of lecture: give reasons why some Christians are
non-pacifists.
B. Distinction between pacifism and non-pacifism.

II. ARGUMENTS FOR NON-PACIFISM
. The Old Testament and war.
. Self-defense,
. Cleansing the Temple.
. Multiple relationships.
. Obligation as part of the community.
. The problem of achieving justice.
. The civil government.
1. Instituted by God.
2. Purpose of government,
8. Government and the sword.
4. The war issue.

III. CONCLUSION

A. Peril of the non-pacifists is to rank national patriotism
above the claims of God’s kingdom.

B. Pacifists and non-pacifists should appreciate each other’s
point of view, even if they disagree.

QEEOOW

INTRODUCTION

This lecture is neither an endorsement of war nor an
appeal for everyone to adopt a non-pacifist position. The
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author has a firm appreciation for the absolute pacifist
and his conscience. He has presented a case for pacifism
in other writings.! Dr. Hugo McCord is ably qualified to
present that case in this lectureship. This lecture intends
to give reasons why some Christians cannot accept the
absolute pacifist stance.

The distinction between an absolute pacifist and a non-
pacifist is that the former believes that war is always and
absolutely wrong for a Christian; the latter will assist his
nation in what he considers to be just and necessary wars.?
A non-pacifist does not accept, necessarily, every war as
morally permissible. He believes that war is neither al-
ways wrong nor always right.

ARGUMENTS FOR NON-PACIFISM
The Old Testament and War

Whenever the question of participating in warfare is
brought to his attention, the Bible reader recalls that under
the Old Testament dispensation the people of God engaged
in wars with divine approval. This is not only the first
response of those who casually consider the problem, it is
one of the most definite facts realized by those who study
the issues in depth. Why this is true is plain.

The Old Testament has no tract of what we today call
absolute pacifism. There are more than thirty-five refer-
ences in the Old Testament in which God commands the
use of force. In the New Testament, the author of Hebrews
extols the historical conquerings of Gideon, Barak, Sam-
son, Jephthah, David and Samuel — men who became

1. See Allen C. Isbell, War and Conscience (Abilene, Texas: Biblical
Research Press, 1966), pp. 1-41.

2. For a discussion of the ‘“justifiable war doctrine,” see Ibid., pp.
76-101.
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mighty in war and who put foreign armies to flight: To
say that war is always unrighteous is presumptuous, and
is equivalent to saying that God himself has been unright-
eous.

The value of the Old Testament to the issues under dis-
cussion seems three-fold: First, it illustrates that there
are grounds for questioning whether a command in the
New Testament against killing necessarily rules out the
state’s use of the sword. Second, it corroborates the con-
tention that in order to avoid anarchy and to assure na-
tional sovereignty, a nation must maintain a militia. Third,
the Old Testament demonstrates that there is a difference
between what an individual may morally do personally
and what he may do as an agent of the state.

Self-defense.

The traditional view holds that self-defense is a funda-
mental moral and natural law. Natural law also grants
the state a right to defend itself against any who endanger
the common good, whether they be domestic or foreign
enemies. If another nation unlawfully endangers a na-
tion’s existence, it has the right to repel the aggression.
There is no greater difficulty in proving the state’s right
to defend itself against aggression than in proving that
this is the right of a single citizen.

Cleansing of the Temple.

Jesus demonstrated a non-pacifist behavior against evil
when he cleansed the temple. This example is critical to
show that non-resistance is not the only strategy open to
a Christian in dealing with evil.

3. Hebrews 11:30-34.
4. John 2:13-16.
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Multiple Relationships.

Every person has many relationships. He has one to
God, to himself, to his family, to his brethren, to his neigh-
bors and to his enemies. These multiple relationships may
thrust him into a predicament in which he must decide
which relationship will receive prior recognition.. One
scholar expresses the view that the Christian religion
finally came to countenance the soldier’s occupation ‘“be-
cause military personnel were judged to stand at the point
where there converged many multi-lateral relations of a
Christian to his neighbors.”’s :

What does a Christian do when several ethical duties
converge and it is impossible to recognize fully each one?
On what basis does he make a preferential choice? What,
for example, is a “good Samaritan’” to do if he arrives on
the scene at the moment of attack? Is he to stand aside
when an enemy strikes his neighbor? If so, why express
more love to the enemy than to the neighbor? On what
basis is such a preference made?

In this connection, the ethic of resistance almost becomes
a necessity under some conditions. How can one show love
to the ill-treated unless he assists him positively against
an enemy? How can one show love to the enemy while
assisting the one whom he is attacking? The dilemma is
too severe and complicated to permit over-simplified solu-
tions. The peril is that one will always choose the ex-
pression of love which is easier and which pleases him
personally.

When the Christian faces the problem of multiple duties
converging at once, he should attempt to do fullest justice
possible to all. He cannot afford to say that his obligation

6. Paul Ramsey, War and the Christian Conscience, (Durham, North
Carolina: Duke University Press, 1961), p. 305.
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to the neighbor permits a complete disregard for his obli-
gation to his enemy. Neither can he afford to insist on.
his obligation to the enemy so that he forgets his obligation
to his neighbor. It is not a simple matter to decide what
action to take in any given circumstance, but there are
conceivable times when love for your neighbor demands
some form of resistance to evildoers.

Obligation as Part of the Community.

Closely related to the previous argument is the emphasis
that a Christian is part of a community, and as a member
of the community, he is concerned with its orderly con-
tinuance because anarchy is contrary to the will of God.
The choice is said to be either to withdraw into the monas-
tery or to live responsibly in the community.

A Christian’s responsibility for the orderly operation of
the society in which he lives was a factor which influenced
Foy E. Wallace Jr.’s defection from the pacifist camp dur-
ing the forties. In explaining his new position, Wallace
postulated that a Christian operates in other realms than
the church. One of these realms is the secular community
in which discipline and law enforcement are essential.
Christians are citizens of civil government, partakers of
its benefits, and owe it the duties which pertain to that
citizenship, including protecting that government from
alien forces.

Closely related to this point is the contention that abso-
lute pacifism is essentially destructive of the State or com-
munity., The political impracticality of absolute nonresis-
tance is obvious. James T. Addison notes:

Reflection upon the factors involved in both nonresistance
and passive resistance and observation of their results in
action lead us to conclude that pacifism is not now a program
that is politically practical. For the statesman who is re-
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sponsible for the welfare and perhaps for the survival of
his country it is not a feasible alternative to war.$

The Problem of Achieving Justice.

A severe criticism against pacifism is that it ignores the
problem of social justice. Because of competing interests
and conflicting wills, there is a perennial need for justice
to be established. Yet, justice is normally secured by the
exercise of restraint and force. Secular society, composed
in the main of unregenerated mankind, is not an environ-
ment in which justice will naturally prevail. This is be-
cause a society partakes of the nature of its members.
The New Testament describes the unregenerated portion
of mankind as.being darkened in understanding, caloused,
hardened in heart, immoral, ambitious with the will-to-
power, greedy, covetous and filled with malice.” Such men
create a secular society in which justice is not easily pro-
cured, but is always necessary.

Is justice in secular society a rightful concern to Chris-
tians? The law of love requires that children of God al-
leviate the oppressed and achieve justice for the ill-treated,
in so far as they are able. God always has extolled the
virtue of justice and has commanded his people to assist
in procuring it. Judges were expressly forbidden to show
partiality in their ver@licts, being under this solemn charge:
“Justice and only justice you shall follow.”® The Psalmist
sang, “The Lord loves justice.”®

One sin which separated the people from God was in-
justice.l® The prophet lamented that justice was far from

6. War, Peace and the Christian Mind, (New York: Seabury, 1953),
p. 69,
. Ephesians 4:17-19; Colossians 3:5-10.
. Deuteronomy 16:18-20.
. Psalms 37:28.
. Isaiah 59:8.
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the people and had been turned back.!! Amos pleaded,
“Let justice roll down like waters.”2 A classic text is:
“He has showed you, Oh man, what is good; and what does
the Lord require of you but to do justice, and to love kind-
ness, and to walk humbly with your God?’13

It is true that these scriptures and thoughts are gleaned
from the Old Testament. But is it to be presumed that
justice has ceased to be of vital concern to God and his
people? No, for Jesus emphasized the need for justice,
which he terms one of the weightier matters of the law
of God.* Is it reasonable to think that Jesus condemned
the Pharisees for neglecting that which his followers are
to ignore?

Paul thought as much of justice in secular society as
he did of self-control and judgment to come, for upon these
three matters he addressed Felix.!s Evidently, he did not
believe that if Felix were to become a Christian he could
no longer operate on the basis of justice. To the contrary,
the emphasis was that if he became a Christian, Felix
should follow justice. The writer of Hebrews celebrates
the memory of those who enforced justice.l¢

Having established that justice is of Christian concern,
the question arises: ‘“How is justice to be achieved?”
Pacifists occasionally suggest that it will be secured through
the display of nonresistant love. The example of Onesimus
and Philemon is elevated as the method the church used
in eradicating the social injustice of slavery. Pacifists
induetively reason that Paul’s approach in this instance

11. Isaiah 59:9,14.
12. Amos 5:24.
13. Micah 6:9.
14. Matthew 23:23.
15. Acts 24:25.
16. Hebrews 11:33.
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is the Christian solution for every form of social injustice.
Pacifists boast that if we aim at love we shall establish
justice. The theory is that self-sacrificial love will redeem
and change the evil will.

The attitude that nonresistance will produce justice for
secular society is too naive. Although the sight of suffer-
ing will, on occasions, move an evil person to repentance,
it will not do so frequently or consistently enough in all
circumstances, to function as a practical means of achiev-
ing justice. Israel’s intense and bitter sufferings were
not what moved Pharoah to let God’s people go. It was
not the sight of a suffering Christ that prompted the cruci-
fiers to repent. The non-resistant prayer of Stephen did
not stop the stone-throwers.

In immoral society, justice is seldom attained by the
demonstration of absolute nonresistance. Caloused, hard-
ened men are persuaded to desist from evil by matched or
superior forces. To prevent a total victory for evil, a
balance of power must be achieved. Resistance is indis-
pensable to the cause of justice. It may be violent or non-
violent, overt or covert, but the threat of force must al-
ways be present.

What is true for any local society holds true for the
world society. To insure international justice, some form
of force is necessary. Faced with the lawlessness within
our community of nations, it seems necessary for nations
to be prepared to take collective action against irresponsible
violence and aggression. If Christians are to be instru-
mental in achieving justice, whether locally or interna-
tionally, they must be willing to cooperate in the use of
force.

The Civil Government.
In forming a Christian conscience toward government,
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one must study carefully Romans 18:1-7. These truths
are plainly taught: (1) that governing authorities are
instituted by God; (2) that there is a definite purpose for
governing authorities; (3) that to achieve this purpose,
governing authorities may use the sword; (4) that in con-
summating this purpose, governing authorities are servants
of God; and (5) that the Christian is obligated to submit
to governing authorities.

(1) Governing authorities are instituted by God. Paul
says that “there is no authority except from God, and those
that exist have been instituted by God.” Also, it is asserted
that the authorities were appointed by God. The implica-
tions of this have been variously understood. To some, it
means merely that the principle of government is insti-
tuted by God; to others, it means that any particular gov-
ernment which happens to be in power has been appointed
by God; still others contend that the context shows that
only a government functioning properly is instituted by
God.

Of special interest is whether Paul meant that any gov-
ernment which happens to be in power at a given time is
God-appointed. Has every government in the world today
been arbitrarily selected by God? There are scriptures
which indicate that on occasions God arbitrarily appoints
a certain ruler or government to power. Daniel said, “He
changes times and seasons; he removes kings and sets up
kings.”1” Nebuchadnezzar was to learn that ‘“the Most
High rules the kingdom of men.”18

Other indications, however, are that the particular gov-
ernment which might be in power at a given moment may
have been determined by the people themselves. For ex-

17. Daniel 2:21.
18. Daniel 4:17.
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ample, the people of Israel demanded and received a mon-
archial form of government, even though such a request
displeased God. Therefore, while God sometimes does
choose to remove or to elevate arbitrarily a specific govern-
ment, He does not choose to do so in every instance.

Because God ordains an institution, it does not follow
that He approves every abuse man might make of that
institution. For illustration, He ordained the institution
of marriage. But this does not mean that every marriage
is “made in heaven” or that every marriage is approved.
Men can and do use marriage as a means of adultery.!®
Hence, the statement that God has ordained or appointed
governing authorities does not prove that every government
which might be in power is God-appointed. Men with
wicked intent can and do get control of government; they
pervert its true purpose and mission.

The basic truth and affirmation of Paul’s words is that
God has ordained the institution of civil government, just
as he has ordained authority in all human relationships.
All earthly authority, regardless of its realm, is divinely
derived. Romans 13 gives us the origin of civil govern-
ment. Anarchy is not pleasing to God and so it was His
will that the communities of men should be governed by
law.

(2) The purpose of government. The purpose of gov-
ernment is clearly defined in Romans 18. God instituted
it for the good of His people. It works their good by
punishing wrong-doers and by protecting the good. It is
imperative to remember that God specified government’s
legitimate objectives. Principally, it is to maintain order
and to preserve justice. These objectives go hand in hand.
Where there is no order, there is no justice. It may be

19. Matthew 19:9.
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concluded that government is socially and morally neces-
sary.

(3) Government and the sword. If a government attains
its legitimate aims in a sinful society, it must have power
to resist, to coerce, and to punish. Thus, God gave au-
thorities the right to wield the sword against mischief-
makers and wrong-doers. The sword represents more than
capital punishment; it comprehends all forms of coercion
and punishment, including the right to imprison, the right
to fine, and (in extreme cases) the right to take life.

The right to use the sword properly is as divine as the
duty to protect the good and to punish the evil. Pacifists
become defensive in the face of this divine right, however.
They attempt to avert its obvious meaning by arguing that
although God appoints government to use the sword, civil
rulers are not morally justified in wielding it. In essence,
their position is that God ordains magistrates to do what
is wrong for them to do!

The fundamental issue between pacifists and non-pacifists
is whether a Christian can serve as a sword-bearer for a
civil government. Generally, pacifists admit that in a world
where evil and good co-exist, there is a necessary place
for the exercise of force by the state in restraining evil
and in protecting the good. But even then they hold that
a Christian cannot be the official who administers or bears
the sword.

To the theory that the ruler may draw his employees
only from among sinners, we would answer that if it is
wrong for a Christian to bear the sword, then it is wrong
for every man to do so. If it is right for any man to do
so, it is logically right for a Christian to bear the sword.
There is no double-standard of sin! God does not ordain
any man to do wrong. When a Christian is properly em-
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ployed by governing authorities in quelling injustices —
protecting the good and punishing criminals, he is acting
as an officer of the state and as such is a minister of God
for this purpose.

A question arises as to whether a Christian can do things
as an officer of the state which he could not morally do as
an individual, acting as a private citizen. The law of the
land recognizes a distinction, for example between what
a policeman can do in the performance of his duty and
what he may do as a private citizen. He may speed down
a highway at excessive speed when performing his duty,
without offending the law.

When off duty, however, he may travel at the same speed
and be guilty of a legal infraction. A policeman may shoot
a person while carrying out his responsibilities and not be
arrested for murder. But if he kills a person in a moment
of personal anger, he is liable for legal punishment. Thus,
the law of the land recognizes a distinction between what
one does as an official of the state and what he does un-
officially.

Does the Bible acknowledge this distinction? Yes, as
is apparent from the story of Joab and Abner. Joab, com-
mander of David’s army, slew Abner, who was commander
of Ishbosheth’s army, after the latter had made peace with
David.2? This was reckoned as cold-blooded murder be-
cause Joab acted as a private individual seeking personal
revenge, and not as an official of the state. David called
it murder because Joab avenged “in time of peace” blood
which had been shed in time of war.21

Thus, the Bible distinguishes between a soldier killing

20. 2 Samuel 3:12-30.
21, 1 Kings 2:5.
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during a battle and that same soldier killing during time
of peace. In the midst of war, Joab, as commander of the
army, could and did kill many men with impunity. But
in a private capacity, he could not take a life without in-
curring enormous guilt.

There are several considerations, then, which lead to a
conclusion that a Christian can act as an agent of the
government in a way not morally permitted him as an
individual. The important thing to observe is that the
state has certain rights which do not belong to a private
citizen. It is permissible, therefore, for its agents to do
things which they could not morally do apart from an
official capacity. At this point, the question to decide is
whether the government has the right to bear the sword.
That it does is stated in Romans 13. Therefore, as a state
rightfully wields the sword in administering justice, a
Christian can serve as its agent.

(4) The war issue and Romans 13. The question of
Christians going to war was probably not in Paul’s mind
as he wrote this passage. Support for going to war can be
gained only indirectly, as one establishes by this scripture
the divine right of government to exist and the right of
that government to protect, forcibly if necessary, that
existence.

CONCLUSION

The peril of the non-pacifists is that they tend to equate
Christianity with one particular nation or one specific
system of government. The pacifists’ tendency to with-
draw from all political affairs is, in some ways, a healthy
corrective to this other extreme which identifies the cause
of Christ with national interests. National feeling should
not obscure the fact that the Christian’s first allegiance is
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to the kingdom of God which has members in every nation.
It is difficult for non-pacifists, who don the uniform and
train for war, to remember the universality of the church’s
interest.

Because the kingdom of God is international and de-
mands our primary loyalty, we must not accept uncritically
the assumption that a rejection of absolute pacifism neces-
sitates unqualified acceptance of national wars. Yet, be-
cause a nation has an inherent right to defend its existence
from unlawful aggression, it cannot be said that war is
never justified. Some circumstances seem to warrant war.
In these times, a Christian may feel an obligation to involve
himself in that war.

My greatest hope is that the pacifists and the non-
pacifists can appreciate each other’s point of view, even if
they disagree.

QUESTIONS
1. Distinguish between absolute pacifism and non-pacifism.
2. When, if ever, do you believe a war is justifiable?

3. Does a non-pacifist necessarily believe that every war is morally
right?

4. How should a young man register, if he believes war is neither
always right nor always wrong?

. What is the value of the Old Testament to this question?
. Is self-defense a revealed or a natural law?

. What episode in Jesus’ life reflected a non-pacifist behavior?

0w 2 o o

. What should a “good Samaritan” do if he comes upon the scene
while an attack is happening?

9. Do you think the United States government should adopt an
absolute pacifist stance?
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10. Why is justice a matter of Christian concern, and how is it
achieved?

11. Can a Christian do things as an agent of the state that he could
not do privately as an individual?

12, What is a great peril for the non-pacifists?
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INTRODUCTION

Without bitterness and insults, loving Christians can dis-
cuss what they believe their Lord wants them to do in
war-time. In whatever country one finds his citizenship,
in war-time he is involved. Inescapably, whether in a
conscientious objectors’ camp, or paying taxes, or buying
bonds, or voting, or clerking in a store, or operating a
service station, or working in a defense plant, or serving
as a medical corpsman, or releasing an atom bomb over
Hiroshima, everybody has some connection with the war
effort. Every Christian must decide in his own heart just
what he can conscientiously do or refrain from doing. He
cannot extricate himself completely, and he does not want
to do so. Though he is not of the world, yet he is in the
world. He wants to be part of the solution of the problem,
not to be a problem himself. He wants to be salt in the
earth; he does not want to hide; he wants to shine as
Christ’s light. What should he do?

I. JUSTIFYING COMBATANT SERVICE

Major reasons cited by those who justify combatant
military service are the following:
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Self-defense

Some appeal to an unwritten law of self-defense. How-
ever, neither Christ! nor Stephen? nor Paul? tried to defend
himself from bodily attack. Further, since Christians do
not return ‘“evil for evil”* it is difficult to see how they
could defend themselves.

Protection of the Home

Some say that just as love for one’s family would not
allow a man to standby and allow mistreatment, so by
extension a soldier is protecting his home. A big difference
is that a Christian will try not to kill the invader,’ but
soldiers do their best to kill non-surrendering invaders.
Furthermore, a Christian, after trying to protect his fa-
mily, does not then go and bomb the family of the invader.®

Being Subject to the Powers that Be

One has to read military service into Romans 13:1-7,7
and then not satisfactorily. This is true because Rome
was an oppressive government, the kind of government
which some today would call an “outlaw” government, and
in whose service they would refuse to bear arms. But if
Romans 13 is authority for a Christian’s combat service,
then he cannot discriminate about the kind of government
under which he would serve.

1. I Peter 2:23.

2. Acts 7:59.

3. Acts 16:23.

4. I Peter 3:9.

5. Jesus rebuked James and John for wanting to kill (Luke 9:54-55).
Jesus did not kill the temple intruders; it is doubtful if he used
a whip on any but animals (John 2:15).

6. Cf. the families of Japanese soldiers in Hiroshima on August 6,
1945: 78,150 killed; 37,425 wounded; 13,083 missing.

7. Cf, also Matthew 22:21; I Peter 2:13; Titus 3:1.
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Furthermore, early Christians up to about 170 A.D., who
had read Romans 18, did not think they were violating
that passage in their refusing combat service.

In addition, a Christian who says he will not serve under
an aggressor government, might have some difficulty de-
ciding which government is only defensive. Christians
served on both sides in the Civil War; could they decide
which side was the aggressor? If one reads combatant
service into Romans 13, he can justify being in Hitler's
army.

We are thankful that in the United States one is not
required to serve in a combatant way; he can request some
other way to serve his country and still be subject to the
powers that be, and loyal, and an asset to his nation.

“Buy a Sword”

Some quote Jesus’ words, “buy a sword,”® as an example
for a Christian soldier. However, Jesus later forbad the
sword’s use, and philosophied about the futility of living
by the sword.?

New Testament Soldiers

Some point to the mention of soldiers in the New Testa-
ment as justifying Christians’ being soldiers.’® Certainly
there is work that soldiers may perform without violating
New Testament principles, but would a Christian behead
a John in prison?! Would he be among the “soldiers of
the governor”??2 They crucified Jesus. Would he be
among the soldiers of Herod Agrippa who decapitated

8. Luke 22:36.

9. Matthew 26:52,

10. Matthew 8:5; Luke 3:14; Acts 10:1-48.
11. Matthew 14:12.

12. Matthew 27:27.
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James?8 If Cornelius “of the Italian band”!4 had been
transferred back to Italy and had been ordered to draw
his sword on Paul’s exposed neck, what would he have
done? If Peter died the same day in the same way at the
same place, as has been alleged, would Cornelius have slain
the man who brought him to Christ?

“Then Would My Servants Fight”

Jesus’ words, “if my kingdom were of this world, then
would my servants fight,”!5 are quoted to prove that Jesus
approved of soldiers’ fighting for a worldly kingdom. But
if so, the same words would approve of soldiers’ fighting
for any kind of worldly kingdom, offensively or defensively,
for conquest or relief, for Hitler or for Eisenhower.

Communists Will Close All the Churches

It is plausible to reason that if Christians do not fight
carnally the Communists will take over our country and
close all the churches. But if physical war is the right
way to oppose enemies of the church, one wonders why
5,000 Christian men did not fight Stephen’s murderers?
Nero burned Christians at Rome. If Christians now should
slay Communists, what should they have done to Nero’s
soldiers? Diocletian ordered every church building closed.
What should Christians have done? Should they have
waged warfare on the emperor?

Christians in the days of Constantine had so far de-
parted from Christ’s spiritual kingdom that they fought in
Constantine’s army by the sign of the cross against pagan
peoples. What difference in principle is between their con-
duct and modern Christians fighting Communists? Further,

13, Acts 12:2.
14. Acts 10:1.
15. John 18:36.
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in the Middle Ages the Crusades were waged for religious
reasons. Pope Urban in 1095 exhorted Christians to go
kill the Turks, ‘an accursed race.” The Pope was not
teaching Christians that “the weapons of our warfare are
not carnal”!¢ but “let us do evil that good may come.”!?
Any similar “holy war” today against Communists or any-
body else is just what the Lord will not have: “put up
thy sword.”1®¢ “Blessed are they that are persecuted for
righteousness’ sake”’® will have to be revised to read
“Blessed are they that kill Communists for righteousness’
sake.”

Wars of Defense

Some say it is wrong for a Christian to help his nation
in a war of conquest, but wrong for him not to help in a
war of defense. But who defines the type of war? Napoleon
said he never fought an aggressive war, but only for de-
fense. The Japanese said they were being encircled by
Western imperialism, and only struck the first blow at
Pear] Harbor in a defensive war.

The best defense is an offense. Since this is true, any
Christian who attempts to define a defensive war or a just
war is likely to hear Christians on the other side making
opposite claims,

Christians not Responsible

Some argue that Christians killing on government orders
are not personally responsible, but are mere agents. If,
however, Christian soldiers were ordered to behead a John,
to decapitate a James or Paul, or to crucify Peter, it would

16. II Corinthians 10:5.
17. Romans 3:8.

18. Matthew 26:52.

19. Matthew 5:10.
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let them sleep no better to keep saying to themselves, “we
are not responsible.” As they drew their swords or raised
hammers to put nails in flesh, it would be doubtful if they
were saying a memory text, “whatsoever you do in word
or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus.”’20

Justice in a Secular Society

Some realize no case can be made from the New Testa-
ment for fighting physically for Christianity, but they make
an approach on justifying carnal warfare as an attempt
to effect justice in a secular society. During World War I
people were stirred to take part in the war to end wars,
to make the world safe for democracy. The secular society
of Jesus’ day in the Roman Empire experienced much in-
justice and cruel slavery. Jesus could have called legions
of angels to war against the Caesars and to correct all
humanity’s problems, but he did not. If Jesus refrained,
we today look somewhat out of place in becoming worldly
messiahs.

II. SITUATION ETHICS

Under situation ethics one may have a double or multiple
moral standard. In one situation he will act one way, but
in another situation he will reverse himself. Nothing is
ever firm. His moral code is flexible and fluid. It is strange
that good Christians, normally opposed vehemently to situa-
tion ethics, will adopt variable standards when war comes.

Retaliation

Christians do not follow the “eye for an eye” code.2!
They do not retaliate, Elijah brought down fire from
heaven on God’s enemies.?22 James and John wanted to do

20. Colossians 3:17.
21, Matthew 5:38.
22. Il Kings 1.
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the same against the Samaritans, but Jesus rebuked the
“sons of thunder.”28 The spirit of retaliation is not the
“spirit ye are of,” said the Lord.2

There is the iron rule, or the Roman rule: do to others
whatever you want to do; might prevails. There is the
silver rule, or the Mosaic rule; do to others as they do to
you.zs Then there is the golden rule, or the Christian rule:
do to others as you want them to do to you.26 Wars are
started by the iron rule, and then involve the silver rule.
War is impossible when the golden rule is practised.

Augustine taught that Christians as individuals must
turn the other cheek, but as soldiers they should not; that
a Christian soldier must love private enemies, but kill his
public enemies. Situation ethics is not new!

A Christian in going into combat must change I Thes-
salonians 5:15 to read, “see that everyone render evil for
evil.” In one situation a Christian must think first of feed-
ing his enemy 2" but in war he must think first of bayoneting
him.

Killing

If a Christian soldier is able to enter combat without the
anti-Christian spirit of retaliation, he yet must come to
terms with situation ethies in regard to killing. What he
has never done, now he must. For the duration he must,
instead of talking with a man about Jesus, try to kill him.
With bayonet at the ready he must abandon the golden

rule. Or, if he drops napalm, he must for the duration be
a son of thunder, a disciple of Elijah, not of Jesus. In

23. Mark 3:17; Luke 9:54.
24. Luke 9:55.

25. Exodus 21:25.

26. Matthew 7:12.

27. Romans 12:20.



A TIME FOR CONVICTION 251

any other situation he would not allow even an animal to
suffer, but now with situation ethics he must make to suffer,
with flaming gasoline, elderly people and helpless children.
In former days he would come on a seek and save the lost
mission,?8 but now he comes on a search and destroy mis-
sion.

Hate

The best Christian has crucified hate,2® but the best
soldier must develop it. ‘“Hate must become first nature
to a soldier,” says the War Department, for “until he hates
the enemy with every instinct and every muscle, he will
only be afraid.” Hence, for the duration, the most effective
soldier must put love in deep freeze. A Moslem said to a
Christian: “Your New Testament teaches you to love your
enemies, while our sacred book teaches us to fight; you
should set us a better example.”

Stealing

A Christian does not steal,® but that code of conduct
undergoes alteration if any invading army needs supplies
from homes by which they pass. Situation ethics takes
over.

Lying

Lying is the opposite of Christian conduct.3t A Chris-
tian is taught that Satan is a liar and the father of the
lie,32 while Christ and truth are one and the same.?® But
during war falsification becomes Christian (?) conduct.

28. Luke 19:10.

29. Matthew 5:45-48; I John 3:15.
30. Ephesians 4:28,

31, Colossians 3:8.

32. John 8:44.

33. John 14:6.
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The best spy is the best liar. The Christian imperative,
“lie not one to another,”3 has to be put in retirement by
the Christian in espionage.

Adultery

Situation ethics converts yesterday’s sin into today’s
moral code. Women spies use sex to inveigle foreign agents,
and why not? Why should a boy give his life for his
country and a girl not give her chastity? In Romans 13:9
is a commandment prohibiting killing and a commandment
prohibiting adultery. If a Christian boy may with impunity
kill for the duration, may a Christian girl with impunity
commit adultery for the duration? Is the situation ethics
advocate pressing the matter too far when he asks, “Is the
girl who gives her chastity for her country’s sake any less
approvable than the boy who gives his leg or his life?”

Brutality

Combatant service does not encourage the fruit of the
Spirit: love, joy, peace, longsuffering, gentleness, good-
ness, faith, meekness, self-control. Instead, it hardens and
brutalizes. War changed a Gospel preacher, B. F. Hall,
from a man of gentleness to a man of savagery. Advocating
strongly the Southern cause in the Civil War, he “acted
more like a fiend than a Christian gentleman,” says Earl
West. Hall, carrying a splendid rifle, expressly requested
that if Yankees appeared he wanted his share. With gleeful
laughter he told the story of a Southern soldier who, seeing
a wounded Federal soldier begging for medical assistance,
ruthlessly shot him. This perverted Gospel preacher ad-
vocated catching every Yankee soldier, cutting off their
right hands and sending them back home with the hand
tied to the saddle.

34. Colossians 3:8.
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Something is developing in both mother and son that did
not come from Jesus when she exhibits to guests a letter
opener made of bone from a Japanese soldier whom her
son had killed.

Let Brotherly Love Not Continue

James A. Garfield asked for an appointment in the Union
Army and was commissioned a Lieutenant-colonel. Among
the young men at Western Reserve Institute at Hiram,
Ohio, he formed the 42nd Regiment of the Ohio Volunteer
Infantry. These crossed the Ohio River into Kentucky to
slay Confederates, some of whom were members of the
church as he was. As he led his regiment into battle it is
doubtful that he read to the boys, “let brotherly love con-
tinue.”ss

All the way to Corinth, Mississippi, he led his troops,
where in the Southern Army was T. B. Larimore. If those
two men of God personally met it is doubtful that they felt
like exchanging a holy kiss, or of praying together.

In 1967 Seiichiro Kitayama, of Tokyo, a student at Okla-
home Christian College, being taught by some American
Christian boys, was baptized into his Lord. Seiichiro now
has returned to Japan. Should war between the United
States and Japan again come, what should Seiichiro and
the American boys do if they meet on a battle field?

Make Widows and Orphans

If it is pure religion3¢ to visit widows and orphans in
their affliction, what is it to make widows and orphans?

35. Hebrews 13:1.
36. James 1:27.
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III. A SAFE COURSE

A Gospel preacher, who has written an objective and
well-researched book on the war question, has said that
when he was a conscientious objector to combatant service
he had an uneasy conscience, and that since he has changed
his conviction he still has an uneasy conscience. With an
uneasy conscience nobody can execute the imperative,
“whatsoever ye do, do it heartily.”’™ Something is wrong
when a Christian cannot zealously engage, with all his
might, in that to which he puts his hand.3

If a Christian does nothing to help his country and hu-
manity, he has an uneasy conscience. Some Christians
have an uneasy conscience if they take rifles or napalm
in their hands. But is there a Christian who cannot heartily
risk being killed®® to help the wounded? Is there a Chris-
tian who cannot conscientiously be a good Samaritan? a
medical corpsman? Is there a sure course that is infallibly
safe and undeniably Christian?

QUESTIONS

1. There is, is not, a definite New Testament statement about a
Christian and combatant service,

2. Should matters of opinion be made tests of fellowship?

3. Appraise the action of a congregation of the Lord’s people who
filed a statement with the War Department opposing combatant
service.

4. Appraise the statement that “conscientious objectors are cowards.”
5. Appraise the statement that “soldiers are murderers.”
6. The Crusades were, were not, Christian in character.

37. Colossians 3:23.
38. Ecclesiastes 9:11.
39. John 15:13.
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7. Can one love and hate at the same time?
8. Is adultery worse than killing?
9, Is it worse to kill a fellow Christian than to kill a Communist?

10. Will Christianity survive if Communism takes the whole world?
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III. BELIEF IN GOD TODAY.

A. The dismal world without faith.
B. Faith’s access to a realm beyond the reach of science.

CONCLUSION: The long journey to the foot of the cross.

INTRODUCTION

My 1956 edition of Encyclopedia Britannica has no head-
ing entitled “Space Exploration.” In fact, NASA began
operating on October 1, 1958; Yuri Gagarin first orbited
the earth on April 12, 1961; and John Glenn became the
first American in space on February 20, 1962. The spec-
tacular scientific achievements of the 1960’s have contrib-
uted to the trend toward secularization. Soon affer the
launching of the first Sputnik, a lady remarked to a New
York minister, “You ministers can say what you like —
somehow that thing has gotten between me and God.”

Pure belief in God would probably be unaffected by any
scientific development, but as it happens, our knowledge
of God is included in the whole package of human experi-
ence and is often affected by emotion, history, philosophy,
and our mental pictures of what God is like.

In Columbus’ day, Spanish coins are said to have carried
the inscription, “Ne Plus Ultra” — “No more beyond.”
The earth was supposed to be flat, and if one sailed far
enough, he would drop off its edge. Columbus accepted a
new theory of a spherical earth and decided to try to reach
Asia by sailing due west. His discovery contributed to
the death of Ptolemaic astronomy, and the earth began to
move from the “center” of the universe to the position of

-a rather small planet in apparently limitless space.

The past decade has given the world a new list of heroes
to replace the Columbuses: Glenn, Gagarin, Titov, Schirra,
Armstrong, Conrad... With moon walks having been ac-
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complished, man wonders whether some future World’s
Fair may offer a ride around the earth in a spaceship, or
whether life will be found on other planets, and if so,
whether it will be of a higher or lower form than we,
whether this is the only “visited planet,” or in general,
whether in such a universe our little earth can be significant
to God.

DO WE, OR OUR BELIEFS, REALLY MATTER?

Our Limited Size in a Vast, Mysterious Universe.

Man’s smallness seriously affects his faith in himself
and in God. The sun’s mass is 332,000 times that of the
earth, and yet the sun is but one star in our galaxy; there
are perhaps one hundred billion other stars in our galaxy,
many of them larger than the sun. Our solar system is
revolving around the center of the Milky Way galaxy at
175 miles per second, yet two hundred million years will
be required to complete one revolution. The Milky Way
is one among perhaps billions of galaxies in the universe.

Harlow Shapley, the astronomer-editor of Science Pon-
ders Religion, has speculated about the possibility of life
on other planets.! He suggests that if only one star in
one hundred throughout the universe is a single star, and
of these only one in one hundred has a planetary system,
and only one in one hundred of these has an earth-like
planet, with only one in one hundred of these in the interval
of distance from the star to be neither too cold nor too
hot, and if only one in one hundred of these has the proper
chemical resources to support life, there would still be an
estimated ten billion planets suitable for life something
like that on earth. However, if we wonder about com-

1. Harlow Shapley, ed., Science Ponders Religion (New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1960), p. 8.



A TIME FOR FAITH 259

munication with other such planets, he reminds us that the
nearest suitable planetary station would be ten light years
away, which would appear to isolate man from such con-
tacts.

As man faces such discoveries and speculations with a
mixture of awe and pride, he begins to question his own
permanent significance and often decides that he is “on
his own” in a vast impersonal system, where individual
care of providence or even belief in a personal God seems
impossible.

Yet Man is “A Thinking Reed.”

But twentieth century man is not the first to have such
concerns, as a reading of the eighth Psalm will demonstrate.
Man’s smallness is a basic theme of this Psalm, but man
is also depicted as “a little less than God,” crowned with
“glory and honor,” and he has “all things under his feet.”
Pascal sensed his smallness in the universe and reflected,
“Man is but a reed, the most feeble thing in nature; but
he is a thinking reed.”2 Astronomically speaking, man is
quite unimportant; but man is the astronomer. He is cer-
tainly not likely to be toppled from his position of eminence
in God’s universe. He is capable of great suffering, wicked-
ness, selfishness and sin, but he has also been created with
great spiritual powers. In fact, one cannot imagine God
having created a form of life with higher spiritual capaci-
ties than those described in the eighth Psalm.

THE THEISTIC ARGUMENTS

While Christianity is ultimately a matter of faith, one
does not have to sacrifice his intellect or rationality in
order to believe. The Bible does not contain any detailed

2. Blaise Pascal, Pensees (New York: E. P. Dutton and Company,
1958), p. 97.
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argumentation aimed at proving God’s existence; it begins
with the fact that he is. The historical attempts to demon-
strate logically the existence of God are capable of very
detailed classification, but four major lines of argument
will summarize the case for theism.

The Cosmological Argument.

The cosmological argument looks at the cosmos, or the
visible world, and denies that this world is self-explanatory.
It is a rational form of the Biblical doctrine of creation:
creation implies a creator, the natural order is itself evi-
dence of a transcendent source or ground, an ultimate cause
which is not itself of nature but above nature. Paul sug-
gests this argument: “For the invisible things of Him
from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being under-
stood by the things that are made, even his eternal power
and Godhead; so that they are without excuse.” Aristotle
had given classic expression to this argument and Thomas
Aquinas included three variations of it in his five famous
theistic proofs.4

In the first proof Thomas argues that beings are in mo-
tion or change and that everything which is moved “must
be moved by another.” But one cannot have an infinite
regress in the chain of movers, so there must be a first
Mover.

In the second proof he argues that there is a hierarchy
of causes, with each subordinate cause being dependent
upon the cause above it in the hierarchy. Then, excluding
the possibility of an infinite regress, he concludes that
there must be a first Cause — God.

His third proof begins with the fact that some things

3. Romans 1:20.
4. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 1, Q. 2, A. 3.
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come into being and later perish, from which he concludes
that it is possible for them to exist or not to exist. Their
existence is contingent and not necessary. He then argues
that it is impossible for things of this kind to exist always,
since their existence is dependent upon something bringing
them into existence, and he concludes that if everything
in the universe were of this kind, at some time there would
have been nothing in existence. However, if there had
ever been nothing, nothing would now exist, since no being
or thing can bring itself into existence. There must be
some necessary and completely independent being who is
responsible for the origin of things — God.

The cosmological argument thus suggests that every ef-
fect has a cause, and every fact an explanation. And it
finds the explanation of the material universe in an eternal
spiritual being.

The Teleological Argument,

This is the argument from design, and has been based
on Psalm 19:1-3, as well as Romans 1. William Paley
popularized this argument in his “Watchmaker” illustra-
tion. Kant was more impressed by this argument than
by any other, except his own moral argument.

Thomas Aquinas’ fourth and fifth proofs are variations
of the argument from design. In the fourth proof, he
argues that there are degrees of perfection in things, so
that different kinds of finite things possess different per-
fections (e.g., goodness, truth, nobility) in various limited
degrees. He argues that these differing degrees of perfee-
tion are evidence of a supreme good to which other good
things approximate, and also that all limited degrees of
goodness are caused by this supreme Good — God.

His fifth proof is clearer, as he argues that we live in a
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very diverse world and yet a relatively stable world-order
or system prevails. Even non-intelligent material things
unconsciously cooperate in the maintenance of a stable uni-
verse, which makes it obvious that an intelligent Author
is operating the universe with an end in view. Aquinas
concludes each argument with “to which everyone gives
the name of God,” or an equivalent expression.

The teleological argument has often been abandoned,
particularly because of the rebuttal based upon disorder
in our world, but this has only resulted in its being revised
and re-stated, because it is irresistible. Its concern is not
so much with the origin and ground of things, as is the
cosmological argument, but with the purpose and end of
things. Confronted with an unquestionable purposiveness
at all levels of existence, man simply cannot believe it is
all the result of chance, the product of unmeaning chaos.

The Moral Argument.

The moral argument is grounded today in Paul’s brief
statement:

For when the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by nature
the things contained in the law, these having not the law,
are a law unto themselves: which shew the work of the law
written in their hearts, their conscience also bearing witness,
and their thoughts the meanwhile accusing or else excusing
one another...

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) first stated this argument in
terms of man’s universal sense of “oughtness.” Man uni-
versally believes there ought to be a standard of right
conduct. The specific content of this felt obligation may
vary from age to age, or from culture to culture, but the
fact of it stands always, and its meaning is beyond question.
This deep sense of oughtness has a sanctity about it which

6. Romans 2:14, 16.
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refuses to be bargained with. The ordinary man’s ines-
capable conviction that murder, lying, and adultery are
wrong, and that mercy, fairness, and truth are right, pro-
vide evidence of a moral imperative which has been planted
within man by a moral principle or Person behind the
universe.

The Ontological Argument.

Augustine (354-430) gave this argument credence, but
it was Anselm (d. 1109) who gave the argument clear
statement. Anselm wrote a work (Monologion) setting
forth three or four arguments for the existence of God,
which the monks who had requested his presentation found
too complicated for their purposes in convincing others.
Anselm followed with the Proslogion in which he sought
one inescapable argument proving the existence of God.

He reasoned: (a) God is that than which nothing greater
can be conceived; (b) obviously that which exists is greater
than that which does not exist; (c) therefore, God exists.
Anselm actually began with the conception of a being than
which there can be no greater being. If God is such a
being, He must exist; otherwise, I can conceive of one
greater — namely, one that exists. Anselm believed that
the idea that God would not enter man’s mind at all unless
man’s very being had its source in Him whose existence
is completely other than man’s existence. That is, the
very idea of God is possible to man only because God
already stands behind it. His argument assumes that
human thought is always a sign post pointing to something
beyond itself and that if one denies this “something,” all
human thought will be denied along with it.

Guanilo, a monk, attacked his argument, as did Aquinas
and Kant later, with the suggestion, “Just because you
conceive of something, this does not prove it actually
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exists.” Guanilo offered a counter illustration: “I have
an idea of an island than which no more perfect island
can be imagined ...” Having carried his island illustration
through Anselm’s three steps, he confessed that he was
not serious, and that his idea of an island no more proved
the reality of the island than did Anselm’s idea of God
prove God’s reality. Anselm’s response was that the idea
of an island in Guanilo’s mind was based upon his having
seen an island, or having had knowledge of one. However,
man has not seen “being,” and there is nothing in man’s
physical experience to give man the idea of Being. Hence,
the very idea of a perfect being is evidence of the existence
of such a being, to which man’s being has kinship.

BELIEF IN GOD TODAY

The Dismal World Without Faith.

The value of the theistic proofs has long been debated,
but the Christian obviously does not rely upon them in
isolation. They do serve as rational, confirmatory evidence
for his belief in God, the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.
The man who rejects faith finds that “things fall apart,
the center cannot hold,” or that “the world is an orphans’
home.” Man does not live easily with Dostoevski’s con-
clusion that “If God does not exist, then everything is
permitted.”

The Christian does not believe the heavens made them-
selves. He begins with what he knows of Jesus Christ,
and with the forgiveness of sins he has through Him, and
proceeds to a “cosmology,” an understanding of the world
about him as God’s creation. With Sir Isaac Newton, the
Christian feels somewhat like a child gathering a few shells
along the shores of an illimitable ocean as he searches for
knowledge. At the same time, he realizes that if he could
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with his finite mind describe exhaustively what God is like
and what He is doing with this universe, God would not
be God.6 Through Christ he believes that God’s nature
and purpose are love and he acinowledges with Paul,

O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge
of God! how nnrrearchable are his judgments and His ways
past finding out!...For of Him, and through Him, and to
Him, are all things: to whom be glory forever, Amen.?

Faith’s Access to a Realm Beyond the Reach of Science.

Great claims can be made for science and man’s tech-
nological expertise, but not absolute, final claims. Science
is one road to truth, but only one. It certainly does not
tell us all there is to know about the world and life. It
deals with physical nature and human nature, in terms of
verifiable, observable facts. But beyond this objective
world of science and the senses, there are other facts that
are inaccessible to the methods of science — facts like love,
the existence of God, and the deity of Jesus Christ. By
all means the Christian should listen to what scientists
have to say. But he must also listen to psalmists and
prophets, and on another level to poets and musicians, but
above all to Jesus Christ.

CONCLUSION

Jesus never went to the moon. He lived out His thirty-
three years in a land about the size of Vermont, far re-
moved from the center of earthly power in that day. But
the world has not yet caught.up with his courage, meek-
ness, tenderness, and obedience. He knew the Father as
no one has ever known Him, and taught us to call Him
Father as well. Perhaps now that we have been to the

6. Isaiah 55:8-9.
7. Romans 11:33-36.
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moon, someday we will have the wisdom to take the long
spiritual journey to the foot of the cross where the abundant
life begins.

QUESTIONS

1. Why has modern man lost faith in himself? How is this related
to his faith in God?

2. Does the Bible “argue” the existence of God? Why — or why
not?

3. Explain and evaluate the cosmological argument for the existence
of God.

4. What specific evidence can you relate which would seem to sup-
port or refute the argument from design in the universe?

5. To what extent should the moral and cosmological arguments be
attributed to Paul’s letter to the Romans (chapters 1 and 2)?

6. As a class project, check encyclopedia articles, and if possible the
Proslogion itself, to evaluate Anselm’s “ontological” argument.

7. Discuss the relationship between science and religion.
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FAITH IN CHRIST IN A DAY OF UNBELIEF

OUTLINE

INTRODUCTION: The bewildering religious scene in the last one-
third of the twentieth century,

I. OUR AGE OF IMPERMANENCE.

v A. “There is nothing permanent but change.”
B. “Jesus Christ: The same yesterday, today, and forever.”

II. IF GOD WERE TO BE INCARNATE.

A. If deity were focused in one man, what would he be like?
B. The myth of automatic progress — beyond Christ.

III. THE NEW TESTAMENT WITNESS.

A. Seven witnesses and seven signs,
B. The moral element in belief and unbelief.

IV. CAN WE STILL BELIEVE IN THE FINALITY OF JESUS?
A. The case for the uniqueness of Jesus.
B. Such faith has never been easy...nor is its alternative.

CONCLUSION: Jesus Christ or nothing.

INTRODUCTION

As we approach the mystic year, 2,000 — just under
thirty years away — everything around us is changing at
an accelerated speed. Most people are looking for some
answers. The common person in America once thought
that the Christian faith was what he needed for his deepest
inner wants. He trusted Christ as the hope of the world,
and felt that the Bible or perhaps the church was his surest
guide. Today, uncertainty and confusion have made the
average person less sure; the established religious bodies
seem to be having a difficult time and the influence of the
Bible is being disputed.

The Wall Street Journal reported on September 23, 1969,
that Bible sales are falling off significantly. The same
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article reported the results of two polls taken twelve years
apart, both of which asked the question, “Is religion losing
its influence on American life?” In 1957, fourteen percent
of Americans answered yes; in 1969, seventy percent an-
swered yes. George Gallup called this “one of the most
dramatic reversals in opinion in the history of polling.”

Winds of change are blowing and questions are being
raised about Christianity’s basic doctrines, while radically
new forms of worship are appearing and a bewildering
criss-crossing of denominational lines is taking place. It
has been suggested, for example, that the Roman Catholic
church is changing so rapidly that Pius XII, who died in
1958, would not recognize it today.

AN AGE OF IMPERMANENCE
“There is Nothing Permanent but Change.”

The paradoxical observation that “there is nothing per-
manent but change” is not new. We remark that time
passes but a more accurate observation would be that we
pass while time remains. Any old cemetery with its blocks
of granite and marble, cracked by weather and further
obliterated by seeds germinating in the cracks, reminds us
that nothing temporal is permanent. The family circle
seems wonderfully secure to the small child around the
holiday feast table, but within a few years, older ones have
gone and younger ones have become visitors in the old
home place.

Children look forward eagerly to the privileges of older
age only to realize slightly later that life has mounted skis
and begun descent on a steep slope. Even the boundaries
of nations have changed amazingly since World War II,
so that an atlas published ten or fifteen years ago is now
obsolete.
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“Jesus Christ: The Same Yesterday, Today, and Forever.”

We are a restless people but at heart we are not nomads.
We long for security and permanence even more than we
want change and adventure. The young want to “go it
on their own” but they want the security of a stable family
undergirding them. As we grow older, our desire for a
stable society with familiar standards increases and our
approach to life tends to become increasingly conservative.
Like Abraham, we look for a city which has foundations.

In a world where everything seems to be transient, the
brief affirmation of Hebrews 13 takes on special meaning:
“Jesus Christ the same yesterday, today, and forever.”®
The Christian believes that Jesus Christ was and is unique.
Before His coming, a unique succession of prophets led
up to his appearance. After His ascension, the apostles
and early church carried on His task and message. But
neither before nor after His appearance on earth is there
anyone to place alongside Him. Any spiritual progress we
make nineteen centuries later comes as we learn His way
more clearly and follow it more genuinely.

IF GOD WERE TO BE INCARNATE . ..

If Deity were Focused in One Man,
What Would He be Like?

J. B. Phillips’ little volume, Your God is Too Small®
briefly suggests and examines a dozen inadequate concep-
tions of God. Its constructive section then raises the ques-
tion, “If God were focused .. .,” if God were to become man,
what sort of person would He be? He notes Paul’s efforts

8. Job 14:1,2; Psalm 90:10; Ecclesiastes 12:5-7; James 4:14.

9. Hebrews 13:8.

10. J. B. Phillips, Your God is Too Small (London: Epworth Press,
1966.
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to help the Athenians to understand God by pointing to
Him as creator of all, as personal, eternal, loving Father,
who will one day raise men to eternal judgment.!! Phillips
asks what sort of person God is, and finds his answer,
“God is love.”’? He inquires into the purpose of life and
finds it to be “loving God and neighbor.”1?* He asks what
is wrong with the world and observes that it is man’s self-
centeredness.

Then, having raised these exploratory questions, he finds
the remedy for all human ills in “the Word who became
flesh.” Now we know what God is like, for we know how
Christ lived, died, thought, and what His attitudes and
values were.

This claim of uniqueness for Christ is offensive to modern
man. It seems absurd to him for us to claim to find eternal
meaning and final authority in a Jewish peasant who was
crucified for treason 1900 years ago. The race has de-
veloped a great deal since then, and while Christ played
an important part in that moral and spiritual development,
He is yet in the past and history goes on, leaving Him
behind. What could He have to say to an age of mushroom
clouds, moon probes, ICBM’s — an age that has harnessed
many of the deepest forces of nature and is deeply fright-
ened by its own accomplishments?

The Myth of Automatic Progress — Beyond Christ.

However, the thoughtful person may question whether
the race has really become better and better, and he may
be sure that the world has not yet caught up to the Christ
of the sermon on the mount. Change has not always been
upward. Civilizations have changed but not always for

11. Acts 17:22-31.
12. 1 John 4:8.
13. Matthew 22:37-39.
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the better. Greece, for example, is hardly as glorious today
as it was in the days of Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. The
Egypt of Nasser in 1970 A.D. is in many ways a terrific
comedown from the Egypt of 1970 B.C.

In almost any area outside of the physical sciences, one
may question whether there is an upward development;
indeed, he may rather successfully argue that there was a
peak of creativeness at a particular place and time in vari-
ous fields which may never be equalled again. To illus-
trate, where are the artists who today rival Michelangelo,
da Vinei, Raphael and others of the Italian renaissance of
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries? Where are the
philosophers who can approximate the creativity of the
fifth and fourth century B.C. Greeks? Or, are our poets
today really superior to those of Elizabethan England —
Shakespeare, Ben Jonson, Donne, Spencer, et al? Do we
have composers of music today who are superior to those
of eighteenth and nineteenth century Germany — Mozart,
Bach, Beethoven, Schubert?

When we realize that our age, which has made exciting
advances in the physical sciences within the last century
has not progressed comparably in other areas of achieve-
ment, it becomes less surprising for the Christian to say
that Christ is the true spiritual peak of all human history,
and that men still find their deepest needs satisfied only

in Him.
THE NEW TESTAMENT WITNESS
Seven Witnesses and Seven Signs.
Merrill Tenney has called John ‘“the gospel of belief.”!4

14, Merrill C. Tenney, John: The Gospel of Belief (Grand Rapids:
William B. Eerdmans, 1951.
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In his analysis of John’s purpose for writing his gospel,®
Tenney points to seven witnesses in the Gospel of John to
the deity of Christ. Five of these are in chapter five: his
witness concerning himself,1¢ the witness of John the Bap-
tist, the witness of his works, the witness of the Father,
and the witness of the scriptures.!” The witness of the
Holy Spirit and the witness of the apostles round out the
seven cited in the Gospel.18

Tenney has also pointed to seven signs in the Gospel of
John, excluding the incarnation, resurrection, and a post-
resurrection catch of fish — that is, seven signs from the
ministry of Christ prior to His death.!® Each of these
signs has its own character as a witness to Christ’s deity.
The water changed to wine indicates the quality of His
work; the healing of the nobleman’s son, with Jesus in
Cana and the child in Capernaum, illustrated His power
over space.? The healing of the man at the pool, whose
affliction had lasted thirty-eight years, shows His power
over time, while the feeding of the 5,000 stresses quantity
and the walking on the water His power over nature.?!
The healing of the man born blind demonstrates His power
to overcome misfortune while the raising of Lazarus pro-
claims His power over death.2?

The Moral Element in Belief and Unbelief.

John is careful to emphasize the moral element in belief
and unbelief in the Christ who thus showed Himself to

15. John 20:30,31.

16. John 5:30,31; 8:14.

17. John 5:32-47,

18. John 15:26,27.

19. Tenney, John: The Gospel of Belief, p. 312.
20. John 2:1-11; 4:46-54.

21, John 5:1-18; 6:1-14; 16-21,

22. John 9:1-41; 11:1-44,
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be divine. After many of the encounters with His audi-
ences, John notes that “some believed” and “some believed
not,” though both groups had witnessed the same signs
and teachings. The contrasting results are to be under-
stood in terms of the receptiveness of men’s hearts rather
than the weakness of the evidence presented. We should
expect the same to be true today; not enough syllogisms
can be devised to compel faith where the will does not lead.
Most converts will be drawn by the force of His character
and words without any technical argument which we will
devise.

CAN WE STILL BELIEVE
IN THE FINALITY OF JESUS?

The Case for the Uniqueness of Jesus.

The tendency of our time is not to question the historical
existence of Jesus Christ or to completely reject Him as
an imposter, but to place Him on a continuum with other
great religious leaders and deny Him uniqueness, hence,
deny His true deity. The study of world religions has
often contributed to this tendency to adjudge Christianity
different only in degree and not in kind from other major
world religions.

One of the classic treatments of this subject is Robert
E. Speer’s, The Finality of Jesus Christ28 Speer began
his work with a resume of the predominant conception of
Christ in the first two centuries, which gave the church
of that day its “staying power” during severe persecutions.
He further traced the attitude of primitive Christianity
toward non-Christian religions and attempted to summarize

23. Robert E. Speer, The Finality of Jesus Christ (Westwood, New
Jersey: Fleming H. Revell, 1933).
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the view of Christ and of non-Christian religions which
produced and sustained the growth of Christianity.

He then raised the question, “Can we still hold this
primitive view of Christ?’2¢ In eighty pages of careful
reasoning and lengthy citations from other students in the
same area, Speer elucidated thirteen reasons why we should
hold to the uniqueness of Christ today. These included a
comparison of Christ with the founders of Buddhism and
Islam, the superhuman character of Christ, the uniqueness
of His originality and His finality, His amazing claims and
His consciousness of His own mission, His sinlessness, an
examination of the great facts of the Christian religion
(the incarnation, the atonement, the resurrection), the
ethical preeminence of Christianity, and an argument from
the effect of Christianity on the world as proof of its divine
origin.

Speer recognized with others that many people find argu-
ments stale and unconvincing, but he wished to show that
one does not have to sacrifice his intellect in order to believe
in the deity of Christ. Against the tendency to consider
all religious leaders to be of a kind, he notes that Buddha
absolutely rejected belief in a personal God while Moham-
med believed so rigidly in monotheism that he could not
conceive of the incarnation.

Neither Buddha nor Mohammed was his faith, but only the
prophet of it; but Jesus is in a totally different category...
Neither Socrates nor Confucius, neither Buddha nor Plato,

neither Zoroaster nor Moses ever said, “I and the Father
are one.”25

Such Faith has Never Been Easy ... Nor is its Alternative.
Faith is the basic affirmation of Christianity — that God

24, Ibid., pp. 195-274.
25. Ibid., pp. 208, 231.
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actually became man in order to redeem man — has never
been easy, but the passage of time really has nothing to
do with this possibility. Early opponents of Christianity
appear to have been just as offended by the idea of deity
inhabiting human flesh as are twentieth century ones. But
still men are drawn to Him as the embodiment of man’s
highest hopes and deepest longings.

G. K. Chesterton said: “The trouble with Christianity
is not that it has been tried and found wanting, but that
it has been found difficult and not tried.” It is remarkable
that virtually every movement among the young or old of
our time, which seems to give a glimmer of hope, can be
understood as a groping after the Christian way. From
the flower and peace symbols so prevalent in our time to
the signs which simply say “love,” there appears to be a
longing for the agape of the New Testament. The deep
reverance for human personality which is being so widely
expressed is not really understandable apart from man’s
having been made in the image of God.

CONCLUSION

All of us have known people who turned away from
Jesus Christ, and we have heard many attempts to justify
either refusing or quitting the call of Christian disciple-
ship. But have you ever heard anyone honestly say, “I
have completely given myself to Jesus Christ in the past
but now I have found a better person or a better way?”

“Lord, to whom shall we go? Thou hast the words of
eternal life’’26 — this is still the answer to all who demand
a new way. If one follows the life of Jesus through the
Gospels, and observes Him helping all sorts of people in
need, he will find the counterpart of his own need being

26. John 6:68.
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met. There is the man who has been invalid so long that
he is apparently timid about accepting responsibility, and
Jesus asks if he is sure he wants to be made whole.2” And
there is the woman whose life has been ruined by untamed
lusts...and the man who has done so well that he is ex-
panding his plant in order to grasp more...and there are
the many who are outwardly righteous but who are suffer-
ing from a spiritual hardening of the arteries.

In His words of challenge, warning, reproof, sympathy,
and encouragement spoken to those people, we find our
own needs — which are the same — still being met. In-
deed, after surveying all the available opportunities, we
find ourselves announcing with Malcolm Muggeridge, fa-
mous British satirist, “As far as I am concerned, it is Jesus
Christ or nothing.”28

QUESTIONS

1. Make a list of the things most basic in your life, and divide them
as to temporary and permanent.

2. On the basis of reason, what would one expect of a “divine man?”
How does this correlate with what one finds in Jesus Christ?

3. How well has man’s progress in other fields kept abreast of his
scientific progress in the last century?

4. How does John build his case for the deity of Christ?

5. Suggest characteristics of the life of Jesus which you believe to
be unique among religious leaders of the world. Perhaps a class
assignment could have several members take one famous religious
leader each and compare his life with Christ’s.

6. What evidence can you give that we do or do not need a new
religion for a new time?

27. John 5:6.

28. Quoted from his rectorial address, University of Edinburgh,
January 14, 1968, in D. Elton Trueblood, A Place to Stand (New
York: Harper, 1969), p. 47.
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FAITH IN THE BIBLE
IN A DAY OF UNBELIEF

OUTLINE

INTRODUCTION: The problem of authority is central.

I. THE APPROACHES OF APOLOGETICS..
A. Inductive and deductive reasoning.
B. The appeal for decision.

II. THE NATURE OF BIBLICAL REVELATION.
A. In what sense is the Bible revelation?
B. The question of the infallibility of the Bible.

III. “IF ANY MAN WILL DO HIS WILL”
A. The limitations of apologetics.
B. Promises become facts.

CONCLUSION: Faith as a commitment of life.

INTRODUCTION

Winston Pearce began a sermon on faith in the Bible
with the following paragraph:
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The story is told that one morning England awoke and found
that she had no Bible; she had lost it. More than that, she
had lost its total influence in the life of her people and the
works of their brain and hand. It was an awful condition.
Her literature could not be understood; Shakespeare was
unintelligible; Ruskin made no sense; Browning was in rags
and tatters; Milton was a crossword puzzle. People could
scarcely carry on a conversation, for every influence, refer-
ence, and coloring of scripture had been removed from their
vocabulary. The national and political life of the people,
pledges, treaties, and covenants meant nothing. The every-
day life of the people was crude and course and cheap; the
people were anxious, bitter, cruel toward one another.29

His point was that the Bible is often lost through simply
not being read, and that we are unaware of our deep in-
debtedness to it in every phase of life.

We characterize the Bible as “a book for all seasons,”
“the book that understands me,” or say with Coleridge, “I
know the Bible is inspired because it finds me at greater
depths of my being than any other book.” Yet there are
reports of declining sales of copies of the Bible. And the
Bible has serious rivals in its appeal for the minds of men.
2,221 translations of the Bible into hundreds of languages
occurred between 1957 and 1967, making the Bible the most
translated book in the world. But Lenin was barely nosed
out, since his works were translated 2,179 times in the
same period.

Among those who acknowledge the Bible as the touch-
stone of all religious authority, heated debate continues
over the nature and extent of that authority. P. T. For-
syth, one of Britain’s most prominent theologians during
the twentieth century, commented that the question of au-

29, J. Winston Pearce, I Believe (Nashville: Broadman Press, 1954),
p. 91.
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thority in its religious form is the last as well as the first
issue of life.%

THE APPROACHES OF APOLOGETICS

The approaches of Christian apologists have differed
rather widely concerning the role and methods of Christian
evidences. In the early history of Christian thought, for
example, Justin Martyr, Clement and Origen felt free to
use Stoic and Platonic philosophy for their apologetic pur-
poses, while Tertullian and Cyprian refused to contaminate
Christianity with the pagan influence of philosophy.

Yet both sets of men can be called apologists, since they
were aware of a need to defend the truthfulness of Chris-
tianity against both opposition and indifference. Most
apologists today try to bring these two positions together
by studying carefully when to take a strong stand against
unbelief and when to make use of its methods and insights
in order to express the truth of the Gospel most clearly
and persuasively.

Inductive and Deductive Reasoning.

Two common approaches are made in conservative apolo-
getics today, following generally the lines of inductive and
deductive reasoning. In the first, one reasons inductively
from many forms of external and internal evidence toward
a conclusion about the inspiration of the secriptures and
the truthfulness of Christianity. William Paley3t (1743-
1805) began his argument with an extended section on
miracles, and then proceeded to argue from prophecy, the
morality of the gospels, the candor of the writers of the

30. Robert Clyde Johnson, Authority in Protestant Theology (Phila-
delphia: Westminster Press, 1959), p. 11.

31. William Paley, A View of the Evidences of Christianity (Mur-
freesboro, Tennessee: DeHoff Publications, 1952).
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New Testament, the identity and originality of Christ’s
character, evidence for the resurrection, and reflections on
the growth of Christianity.

McGarvey based his sermon on inspiration entirely upon
internal evidences.’? He cited the impartiality, calmness
and brevity of biblical writers, their view of angels in
contrast with typical views of invisible beings at that time,
their “air” of infallibility in dealing with the most difficult
issues of life, and the “inherent power of the New Testa-
ment writings to convince men of their own divine origin,
and move them to holy living.”

Bernard Ramm, in a widely read conservative textbook
of Christian evidences has included chapters on prophecy,
miracles, the supernatural character of Christ, the resur-
rection, the verification of Christianity through experience
and the supernatural character of the Bible.’3

Such approaches often emphasize also the unity of the
scriptures, the purity of the character of Christ, the nature
of the materials in scripture which have a bearing on other
fields of study (such as science and history), and the claims
of the writers of scripture themselves. External evidence
is sought in the archaeological confirmation of historical
references in the Bible, or an account of the rapid spread
of Christianity during its earliest years of proclamation.

Islam began, for example, in the sixth century A.D.
(Mohammed was born in 570). Khadijah, who was Mo-
hammed’s wife and some fifteen years his senior, believed
in him before Mohammed could believe in himself (he
apparently suffered from epilepsy, and leaned rather heavily

32, J. W. McGarvey, Sermons (Cincinnati: Standard Publishing Com-
pany, n.d.), pp. 1-15,

33. Bernard Ramm, Protestant Christian Evidences (Chicago: Moody
Press, 1953).
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upon her). His second convert was a fourteen year old
cousin and his third a Christian slave Mohammed had freed.
In short, he had a total of thirteen converts after three
years of preaching. His religion became prominent through
being spread by Holy War — a very different story from
3,000 converts in the very city of the crucifixion and resur-
rection on the first day of proclamation.

Zoroastrianism began in Persia around 600 B.C. Zo-
roaster worked ten years to make his first convert, and
after spending two years in the court of King Vishtaspa
(believed to be the father of Darius the Mede), was able
to convert the king, after which the two of them spread
his religion for the next thirty-five years, utilizing political
pressure and at times force.

The Appeal for Decision.

In the second apologetic approach referred to above, the
truth of Christianity is posited and the consequences of
this assupmption are spelled out in order to test the va-
lidity of the hypothesis. Scientific and philosophical theo-
ries are tested in this fashion regularly. If I assume the
truthfulness of Christianity, is it possible for me to con-
struct a reasonable view of the world in which I live, while
being true to the Bible? This means, for example, that
where secular and divine history touch one another, if the
secular account is true, there must be harmony. This does
not mean that every statement in the Bible must be con-
firmed by an extra-biblical account, but it does mean that
the Bible believer should not be forced to blink his eyes at
historical facts in order to maintain his faith.

While one does not mathematically demonstrate the
truthfulness of Christianity by such considerations, he does
provide evidence for its uniqueness and hopes to point the
inquirer toward a thorough consideration of all that Chris-
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tianity is. Ramm concluded his book with a personal appeal
for spiritual decision. He urged that Christianity “calls
for more than pure reason, whether of logic or of science,”%
but he insisted that Christian evidences do possess a strong
value as arrows pointing toward the truth. ‘“They inform
the unbeliever that although Christianity is of the heart,
it does not ask for stultification of the intellect.”3t

THE NATURE OF BIBLICAL REVELATION
In What Sense is the Bible Revelation?

The bulk of current discussion of the doctrine of inspira-
tion begins with an apparent consensus that the Bible is
inspired. However, a closer examination shows that the
words “revelation” and “inspiration” are being used very
differently by evangelical, neo-orthodox, and neo-liberal
writers as one goes across the continuum. The most popu-
lar position on the “left” is that scripture is not revelation
but a witness to revelation. The Bible tells of revelation
in the past and prompts us to expect it in the future. But
the Bible is actually a human document which can become
the word of God insofar as God uses it as a medium through
which to encounter men today.

The Question of the Infallibility of the Bible.

On the conservative side, a strong defense of biblical
infallibility continues to be made by a number of writers,
though the argument is ordinarily strongly flavored by Cal-
vinism. These writers include the late Edward J. Young,3¢

34. Ibid., p. 251.

35. Ibid.

36. Edward J. Young, Thy Word is Truth (Grand Rapids: William
B. Eerdmans, 1957).
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J. I. Packer,’” and Clark Pinnock.® Pinnock basically fol-
lows Warfield’s earlier argument?® and seeks to deal with
what he considers the “real difficulties of infallibility”:
alleged historical blunders, moral blemishes, scientific er-
rors, ete. His basic contention is stated in words from
the last page of Warfield’s work: “Revelation is but half
revelation unless it be infallibly communicated; it is but
half communicated unless it be infallibly recorded.”’4

“IF ANY MAN WILL DO HIS WILL”4
The Limitations of Apologetics.

Christian evidences seem mechanical and cold to many
people. It is likely that very few people are simply argued
into the Christian faith, or into any other faith, for that
matter. T. S. Eliot and C. S. Lewis are among those who
have been drawn to faith in the truthfulness of Christianity
by intellectual argument in recent times but argument
sometimes repels. Most people do not arrive at faith at
the end of a syllogism and it is obviously quite impossible
to arrive at ultimate religious truth through scientific ex-
perimentation and laboratory techniques.

However, belief without thought, religion without reason,
would be superstition. Pascal insisted, “The heart has its
reasons, which reason does not know.” He was not deny-
ing the role of reason but was rather insisting that the

37. J. L. Packer, God Speaks to Man (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1965).

38. Clark H. Pinnock, A Defense of Biblical Infallibility (Philadel-
phia: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company, 1967).

39. B. B. Warfield, The Inspiration and Authority of the Bible
(Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company,
1948).

40. Ibid., 442.

41, John 7:17.
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whole person be committed to God. Many Christians would
testify to the fact that their most fundamental ground of
believing cannot be fully stated in the form of intellectual
argument. Rather, they find Christianity verified at every
turn in their lives as the promises of God in the Bible
become facts in their daily existence.

Promises Become Facts.

Such promises of faith which have become facts of life
include the following:

We know that in everything God works for good with those
who love Him...42 But they who wait for the Lord shall
renew their strength, they shall mount up with wings like
eagles, they shall run and not be weary, they shall walk and
not faint.43 I came that they may have life, and have it
abundantly.44

This basic belief that God cooperates with us, that through
our “waiting” for Him He helps us in His own way to rise
above life’s circumstances, and to fulfill our basic quest
for meaning in life — these beliefs the Christian is so sure
of through the evidence in his own life that they often
become his most convincing argument.

CONCLUSION

Christianity does not offer simple mechanical techniques
or tidy gimmicks for “proving” itself or putting meaning
into the lives of people. The kind of faith that God rewards
is not to be taken directly from the ‘“ready-to-wear” racks.
It is based upon historical evidence and finds its great
confirmation in the “self-evident” nature of its truths when
applied to life. It begins in believing that God is, that

42. Romans 8:28, R.S.V.
43. Isaiah 40:31, R.S.V.
44, John 10:10, R.S.V.
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He is good, that He cares for us, and that in Jesus Christ
He has revealed to us a pattern for life. As we do His
will, which is revealed to us in the Bible, His promises
become facts for us, and we live by hope in his promises
for eternity.

QUESTIONS

1. What do you consider the prime problem in presenting Christianity
to men today?

2. With the aid of dictionary definitions, discuss the difference be-
tween inductive reasoning and deductive reasoning, as applied to
Christian evidences.

3. List the various (a) internal and (b) external evidences which
you see for the inspiration of the Bible.

4. What does inspiration mean? Does it differ from revelation?

5. To what extent is the Bible inspired? How is your conclusion
reached?

6. What is the most convincing evidence of the truthfulness of the
Bible to you?
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TIME OF A TROUBLED WORLD

We live in a troubled world — not because the natural
world is any more or less troubled than it has always been
— but because most of the three and one half billion people
in the world today do not know how to live.

Christian Troubled

This is a very tragic thing; but possibly even more tragic
is the fact that many people who call themselves Christian,
who are conversant with Christ and His Way, are not at
peace within themselves — are ridden by guilt and fear
and greed and lust and envy and hatred. Is it not tragic
when those who should be lights set on a hill give out only
a dull glimmer because they have never yet learned the
peace that comes with Christ, the trust that comes with
knowing God is their father and that all things will work
together for their good?

Is it not time that we who profess to be Christian learn
that Christianity is a way of life — that this way of life
brings relief from guilt, peace to the troubled heart, confi-
dence in place of fear?

It is time; and what a time for a Christian to walk abroad,
unafraid, not hating, not burdened with a sense of guilt,
knowing that in all things he is more than conqueror, that
death itself cannot hurt him — so what ugly thing could
man do unto him?

To Be Different

It is time for the Christian to recognize that the way
of the world is one way, and that the Way for the Christian
is an entirely different way. The Christian is in the world,
but not of the world; he is of Christ. The non-Christian
is in the world and of the world; the things and pressures
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and goals and ambitions of the world are his. With all
its conflicts, tearings, pushings, pullings, and twistings,
how can the worldly person be at peace?

And neither is the professed Christian, if he accepts the
values of the world, rather than the values of Christ.

TIME OF ANXIETY
Mizxed Allegiance

One of the great reasons why there is so much anxiety
at present amongst members of the Church of Christ is
that they have a mixed allegiance. They believe in Christ
and His teachings, and follow the simple rules of faith,
confession, repentance, and baptism — and these are neces-
sary to being a Christian — but when it comes to His
more difficult teachings, the teachings that work within us
and help us not to be of the world, so many of us say:
“That’s too hard to practice; surely He doesn’t mean for
me to feel that way or to act that way.”

Look at such a simple teaching of Christ as: “Love your
enemies.”

Many of your friends and mine that profess Christianity
cannot accept this; instead, in these troublous and war-like
times they say: ‘“But sometimes you have to kill your
enemies.” So such people are in conflict, and are torn;
they have anxiety and a deep sense of guilt. All of their
lives they have been taught that Christ is the Prince of
Peace; that He teaches that if a man smite you on one
cheek you are to turn the other; that Christ teaches the
way of non-violence in one’s life, for violence breeds only
more violence, and that violence can never win its cause
until all one’s enemies are dead.

But all their lives too they have lived in a world that
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believes and teaches and practices and lives violence. The
pressures of the world are hard to resist; so sometimes,
in this difficult battle, a Christian rationalizes a philosophy
that ‘“violence is all right when we have to use it.”

And when this Christian begins to accept this philosophy,
and is trying to hold both to the teachings of the world
and the teachings of Christ, he is in inner conflict. Inner
conflict is always related to the feelings of anxiety that
one has, as is very often guilt.

For this one, by his life and his actions and his feelings,
is trying to reconcile within himself two sets of teachings
that are irreconcilable. And it is internal conflict that
brings about both feelings of anxiety and feelings of guilt.

These statements are not the hashed-up conclusions of
a group of psychologists and psychiatrists but come from
a far more authoritative source. ‘“What causes wars, and
what causes fightings among you? Is it not your passions
that are at war in your members? You desire and do not
have; so you kill. And you covet, and cannot obtain; so
you fight and wage war. You do not have, because you
do not ask. You ask and do not receive, because you ask
wrongly, to spend it on your passions.”?

From the Word of God, itself, we find the tie-up between
anxiety, war, materialism, suffering within oneself, doubt,
fear. And the Christian, who is brought up to respect
the word of God as being truth, containing all good things
for the man to believe and practice and feel and do, cannot
cut out and delete at will the things of The Truth that
are too hard for him, and hold to the rest that are easy,
without a deep sense of guilt.

1. James 4:1-3.



A TIME FOR PEACE OF MIND 291

The “passions that war in our members” starts with the
un-Christian desires that stir within us individually.

Non Christian No Guilt But Fears

If we were not Christian, these desires would cause less
conflict and less feelings of guilt, less anxiety — for the
non-Christian is not taught that such desires are wrong;
he is not taught that to live the good life he must constantly
fight against and try to keep under subjection his human
desires and feeling, that, when out-of-bounds, are destruc-
tive.

The non-Christian comes up in a world that teaches if
a man wrong you, wrong him back — and this eye for an
eye and tooth for a tooth religion was and is a part of the
Jewish religious heritage. Consequently, he has little con-
flict, little anxiety or sense of guilt over doing what he is
supposed to do anyway.

The non-Christian comes up in a world that teaches if
you want something, it is yours to get. Of course, he is
taught that he must obey the law of the land, and that if
he breaks it and gets caught, he will be punished. But if
he can get it by pressure, by political influence, by par-
tiality, by being a member of the in-group, by gifts short
of bribery, by social pressure, by an extra-legal but not
illegal method, then it is all right. He is not called on to
consider how the other might feel in his place. He does
not waste a moment thinking about whether the conse-
quences of his action are good or bad so far as the other
is concerned, just so long as he gets what he wants and
stays within the law.

So this one is not in conflict with his conscience and has
very little feelings of guilt or of anxiety relating to his
guilt.
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Why, then, isn’t he happy? Why, in the world that he
has made, aren’t things good, and other men happy, too?

Simply because his life is built on fear. Fear that is all
encompassing, all pervading. Fear that increases as he
grows older, and has to compete more continuously and
more rigorously with his like fellows to get the things that
he wants, for he knows that others want them too. His
main goal in life is things. His greatest feelings of elation
come from his possession of power, his possession of things,
his satisfaction of his appetites and of his passions.

Feelings of elation are far from being happiness, or
peace. Exciting, yes. Stimulating — without a doubt.
But also without a doubt, just things of the moment. Things
that are a part of the philosophy of “eat, drink and be
merry, for tomorrow you die.”

And in between the moments of elation, that are only
now-and-then feelings and by no means all-the-time feelings
is the constant bedrock and superstructure of fear — fear
that he’ll not get what he wants; fear that he’ll lose what
he has — fear that he’ll get sick and die; fear that the stock
market will collapse and an economic catastrophe will take
place — fear that he’ll lose his appeal for others; fear that
others will no longer appeal to him. The list of fears that
such a one can develop are almost endless.

The condition of the world is evidence of the truth of
these statements.

Does war come about between peoples that are not afraid
of each other — that love each other, that share mutual
trust, that are considerate of the other, that think as much
of others as of themselves?

Is violence on the streets of our nations the outgrowth
of mutual respect and love, of confidence in each other and
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kindly treatment toward the other, of seeing the other per-
son with the same rights, the same needs, the same feelings
as oneself?

Does divorce grow out of love, murder out of a heart
that is at peace, rape out of a personality that is kind,
considerate, and self sacrificing?

Can thievery, cheating, stealing, lying, deceiving come
from the personality that is at peace within, without envy,
without lust, without greed?

Anxiety, fear, and guilt are all emotions of the inner
man.

And it is the inner man that moves the outer man.

Anxiety is a type of fear; but where we can recognize
what most fears are about and where they come from, an-
xiety is that constantly gnawing fear that we cannot always
locate and cannot always identify. It is a generalized fear;
a fear of future consequences; a fear of bad things hover-
ing in the air round about us; a fear that everything will
turn out ill, that nothing will be right.

Anziety In Contrast To Faith

For the Christian, anxiety exists in inverse proportion
to one’s faith. This is a high sounding way of saying that
the greater one’s faith in God and His promises through
Jesus Christ, the less is one’s anxiety. The greater one’s
anxiety, the less is one’s faith.

Faith is a feeling, the evidence of things not seen, the
substance of things hoped for. God has promised His chil-
dren that He will provide the necessary things for tke good
life — and by the good life I do not mean color televisions,
Cadillacs, and a four bathroom house for two people.

The good life for the Christian is one of reasonable peace
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and content; a life where he feels fulfilled, that he is ac-
complishing something that is worth something to someone
else; a life of service and love. True, necessary food and
clothing and health are a part of the good life; but they
are accessories, not the major substance of life.

And anxiety comes into the picture in the same propor-
tion that the Christian begins to lose sight of what the
good life consists of, and focuses more on what the world
thinks the good life is — things, money, and pleasure.

For as the Christian focuses more on the things of the
world, his sense of guilt and conflict within increases, for
all the things he begins to seek after themselves become
obstacles. He has been taught, and he has read from the
New Testament, that seeking after such things is one way
of holding to the world — but he rationalizes to make him-
self believe that this is all right, that he can eat his cake,
and have it too. Thus in his deepest and innermost self
this conflict rages, and he is torn, and ill at ease — anxious,
and not content.

The rich man with the big barns did not have this con-
flict, for he believed that all his riches were purely for his
own pleasure; that he could tear down the big barns and
build still bigger ones, and then eat, drink and be merry —
and laugh while others died. But we know the story, and
know that it was not to be so; that the man lived in a fools
paradise, and didn’t live to enjoy his gains.

The Christian many times has anxiety because he doesn’t
really want to shape a life that fits the Christian pattern
— humility, love, and service. He will often deceive him-
self into believing that he is a good church member; con-
sequently it is all right to seek after places of status,
position, and influence — that he is a failure, and not a
success unless he becomes some kind of a “big shot.”
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Even in Christian communities we laud and magnify the
“position” that our young people attain, and the position
is judged from the worldly viewpoint, not from the Chris-
tian. The amassing of “goods” in many such communities
is looked upon as being success. Even in Christian com-
munities we look upon and praise the outward man if this
one meets the worldly standards of dress, physical features,
figure, and such like.

Young women in Christian homes are especially being
subjected to influences that are anxiety bringing, for even
in Christian homes too many of them are being indirectly
taught by their mothers and directly taught by television
and movies and magazines that physical looks and physical
attraction is everything. And too many of them are being
left to believe that they have to compete with other females
as they approach maturity to attract and catch and hold
a man; that the outward person is the all important, that
the beauty of the inward person is inconsequential.

But every Christian who is the least bit familiar with
the New Testament knows that Christianity puts the em-
phasis just the other way around.

So with the anxieties engendered by feelings of: “I'm
not as attractive as she is” or “she’s more popular than I”
or “boys don’t like me like they do other girls” is added
the extra stress of competition, and its attendant anxieties.

Being neat and clean in outward appearance is not suf-
ficient for the average girl of today. She has to dress
according to the latest mode, use the “in” kind of makeup,
and look as much like the other millions cast in the same
mold, regardless of however ridiculous that mold may be.

Obviously, there is nothing intrinsically wrong for one
girl to look like another girl, or to use eye shadow, or to
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blondine her hair. But what is wrong is that in too many
Christian homes little or no emphasis is put on the complete
importance of knowing what is valuable — that outward
looks goes for naught but that what is really valuable is
developing the good inner person of the heart.

And with the anxieties that go with competition — for
in competition, somebody loses, and most of us believe that
to lose is to fail — goes the increasing anxiety and fret
about the sure and certain diminishing of her physical
beauty and her physical attractiveness, for if she lives to
be old or she dies young, she loses it.

One does not have to be anxious about the diminishing
of the beauty of the inner person of the heart if that
beauty is developed — for in ordinary circumstances that
beauty increases with age, rather than diminishes.

Age virtually always intensifies what we are.

If a basic part of our character is given over to nega-
tivism, crossness, crabbiness, criticism — then as we go
into old age, these characteristics are bound to be intensi-
fied.

If a basic part of our character is sweetness, kindness,
gentleness — then as we grow older, these things, too, will
be intensified — if we will work at making them so. It
seems that we can slip into the negative by just doing
nothing; that to make positive progress in living, we have
to work, work, work.

When will we, as Christians devoted to Christianity as
both a way of life and death, learn that it is not the outward
man that matters — that it is only the inner man — the
inner man of the heart.
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Guilt Feelings

Guilt is something that we have to learn to live with
from almost the very time that we are born.

One of the very tragic things about the developing of a
sense of guilt within a person is that so often, in otherwise
Christian homes, children are brought up to feel guilty
about things they should not feel guilty about — and are
oftentimes given no feelings of right or wrong about some
things that should make them feel guilty when they prac-
tice them.

A sense of guilt can work only in the person who has
developed a conscience, and this includes the vast majority
of mankind, even though in different social situations, a
different kind of conscience may be developed. But prob-
ably in every social situation there is now and then a person
who grows to adulthood, physically speaking, who for
various reasons never develops a really functioning con-
science and thus develops no real sense of guilt.

These people are aberrated, abnormal, and in trouble
as long as they live.

The average person develops a conscience, thus a sense
of guilt, relating to his social environment. The child
brought up under Christian teaching should develop a more
perceptive conscience than anyone, though this is by no
means always the case. And by a perceptive conscience I
do not mean a more powerful conscience, or a more active
conscience, but a conscience that works, and gives the feel-
ing of being right, or being wrong in correct situations,
but does not function where there is no place for the con-
science to function and for feelings of guilt to enter in.

Lying, in this violent and materialistic world of ours,
is accepted as a matter of course by most non-Christian
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people. Consequently, lying, for the person that has not
been taught that lying is wrong, brings about no real
stirrings of conscience and no real feelings of guilt. Maybe
a small stirring of fear lest they be caught in the lie and
some unpleasant consequences derive as the result — but
no real guilt.

So, for the Christian brought up in the Christian context,
lying should stir his conscience vigorously, and he should
have strong feelings of guilt in regard to his lying, un-
pleasant enough that of itself it would be a deterrent in
some measure to further lying.

Most of us with a Christian background have a strong
feeling of guilt about big, black lies that we tell. But all
too often, our sense of having done wrong is weakened or
stifled altogether over just everyday ordinary deception —
such as flattering someone to get what we want from them
— cheating on examinations — falsifying our income tax
— and other such outright lies that we consider justifiable.

Even then, it may be that many of us do not partake of
these. But look at the others that will very nearly take
in all the rest of us — deceiving ourselves about the real
reasons why we do something — such as a preacher taking
a new position, and giving as his reasons that he can do
more good in the new job and have more opportunities.
All of which are probably true — but at the same time
firmly denies to himself and to others that the 80% raise
in salary has anything to do with it.

The whole thing behind the mote and beam complex that
so many of us have and that Christ so strongly attacked
is a form of lying that is regularly practiced. Because
here is the fault within ourselves; but if we strike out
harshly enough against this fault in someone else then we
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can deceive ourselves into believing that it is not a fault
that we possess.

Harsh criticism is very akin to this. If we criticize the
others’ faults vigorously enough, then we — so we tell
ourselves — are without fault. But James, the writer of
God’s words in the letter bearing his name, tells us that
if we are this way, that we are liars.

The more we deceive ourselves, the more room we make
for our faults to grow. The more they grow, the stronger
will become our unconscious and internal sense of guilt,
bringing unrest and disquiet and lack of peace within us,
the fruits of guilt that are ever bitter in the mouths of
those that act in ugly and harmful and destructive ways
who have been taught better things.

Unmercifulness

Christians are taught that those that show mercy are
blessed; but unmercifulness that enters into a Christian’s
life is a very strong producer of guilt feelings.

Christian parents are many times unmerciful in some
of their dealings with their children. When children are
small enough to be spanked with beneficent results, some
parents are unmerciful in their meting out of this disci-
plinary measure just in order to allay some of their own
harsh feelings. This is always harmful to the child as
well as the parent, who will carry this internal and un-
conscious feeling of guilt connected with his lack of mercy.

Christian teachers are sometimes unmerciful in their
grading of students, using their power to punish rather
than to help, and punishing in measures that are completely
inconsistent with Christianity. The teacher who is partial
is an advocate of unmercifulness; the teacher who derides
his students, or is sarcastic toward them, or belittles and
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embarrasses them before others is unmerciful. The Chris-
tian anywhere who judges others, taking a function of God
and ascribing it to himself is unmerciful. And the un-
merciful who have been taught better will bear a load of
guilt; and a load of guilt will finally break the back of
any Christian — or anyone else.

FORGIVENESS FOR REMOVAL OF GUILT

But what about those that do wrong that is open, evident,
with no self deception to make believe we have not done
wrong ?

Well — this is what Christianity is about.

Which one of us that has reached adulthood but has
sometime done wrong — knowing it was wrong when we
did it, and knowing that it was wrong after we did it,
and never any rationalization nor self deception to try to
kid ourselves into believing it was all right?

Knowing it was wrong, recognizing it was wrong then
makes it possible for us to say: “God, I'm sorry. I'm a
gsinner. I don’t want to be a sinner, and I don’t want to
do this again. Will you forgive me? And will you help
me?”’

And God has given His eternal promise through Jesus
Christ His Son that He will forgive us and that He will
help us.

This is the essence of Christianity.
This is the core of Christianity.

This ability to be forgiven of our wrong, and to be re-
lieved of our burden of guilt is the heart-meat of Chris-
tianity.

For eternity is not fashioned for one to live forever
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carrying a load of guilt — a load of sorrow over wrong
doing — a knife of conscience sticking in our very vitals.

Christianity is a way of life that begins now and con-
tinues forever.

It is a way of life that brings peace within.

And peace within cannot exist where fear and anxiety
and guilt inhabit.

New Testament language speaks of the Christian in-
habiting the Kingdom of God now. There is no place in
the Kingdom of God for little things, ugly things, destruc-
tive things, violent things, mean things. There is no place
in the Kingdom of God for people who accept as a part
of their way of life adultery, lying, stealing, killing, un-
mercifulness, cruelty, judgment, hypoerisy, self-righteous-
ness.

Christ now reigns and has authority over all, both heaven
and earth.

Christ died to set us free.

To set us free from death, and to set us free from guilt
and fear.

His way is easy, and His way is hard, for we are human
beings.

But the ease it brings us is worth all the effort that it
can cost us, and a million times ten million more.

The hope that it brings us through our faith in Him,
the strength that He gives us in our weakness, the wisdom
that He lends us in our stupidity, the power that He infuses
into us in our exhaustion are things that happen NOW!
We do not have to wait for eternal life with Him to have
these things.
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And these are the things that can make life livable; it
is dross and refuse without them.

The Christian, then, will have these things if he lives
in The Way. He will not have them if he tries to hold to
Christ with one hand and holds to violence, lying, unmerci-
fulness, cruelty, lusting after the things of the world with
the other. And these things are standards of living for
the world.

Only when the Christian learns that he cannot serve
two masters will he have peace within.

Let not your hearts be troubled; believe in God, believe also
in me. In my Father’s house are many mansions; if it were
not so, I would have told you. I go and prepare a place for
you, but I will return again and take you to myself; for
where I am, there you may be also...I am the way, and the
truth, and the life; no one comes to the Father but by me.”2

2. Adapted from John 14:1-6.
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OUTLINE

INTRODUCTION
A. Ours a day of dissipation.
B. Bible description of dissipation: Excess (flood), I Pet. 4:1-5.
C. Deadly characteristic of sin is to grow.
D. Self control commanded by Christ.
1. Self-control is not a life of emptiness.
2. Nor does it mean we make our own rules.
3. God’s commandments are for our good.

— 303 —
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I. THE COMMAND TO ABSTAIN. I PETER 2:11

A,

B.

Definition of abstain, “To hold back one’s self, refrain.”

Abstinence to be a quality of babes in Christ as well as of
mature Christians,

II. ARGUMENTS OF MODERATION VS, ABSTINENCE

A,

Some say, “Jesus made wine in John 2; therefore alright to
drink.”
1. But word translated “wine” not necessarily mean intoxi-
cating wine.
2. Same word often translated “wine” means unfermented
grape juice. See Isa. 65:8; Prov. 3:9,10.
3. Josephus calls freshly squeezed grape juice “wine.”
4. Context must determine if “wine” means fermented or
unfermented.
a. Jesus came to do will of Father. Jno. 6:38.
b. Father's will: Prov, 23:31. Don’t look at it, if in-
toxicating,
¢. Would Jesus provide what Father forbade?
5. Consider also:
a. Prophet pronounces woe on him who gives nelghbor
intoxicating drink. Hab. 2:15.
b. Would Son be sent to do what prophet forbade?
6. Conclusion: The “wine” Jesus made was unfermented
wine. Not intoxicating.

. “What about Timothy? Paul commanded him to drink

wine.” 1 Tim. 5:23.

1. This a medicine. “Often infirmities.”

2. Had not taken wine until Paul urged him.

3. Then only to use a “little.”

“They couldn’t keep grape juice from fermenting back

then.”

1. Several methods for preserving freshness of grape juice
described in history.

2. They could keep grape juice fresh all year.

1I1. THE CASE FOR TOTAL ABSTINENCE

A,

The Bible commands it. “Be sober.” 1 Thes. 5:8.
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B. Abstain for sake of influence upon:
1. Those whom you want to convert.
2. Your brethren in the church.
3. Community.
4. Family,
C. Abstain because of what drinking can lead to.

1. Malice can lead to murder. Not always but often enough
that it is condemned.

2. Lasciviousness can lead to adultery. Condemned because
of what it can lead to.

3. Drinking can lead to alcoholic. Plus all its other vices
and fruit,

D. Abstain because drinking destroys body.
1. Brain cells. Dr. Knisely: “Damage permanent.”
2. 1 Cor. 3:16,11.

IV. THE DRUG AND NARCOTICS PROBLEM
A. Same principles in above scriptures also apply here.
B. The tragedy of addiction.

CONCLUSION:
A. Buffet body, or rejected. 1 Cor. 9:27.

B. Make body an instrument of righteousness unto God.
Romans 6:12,13.

INTRODUCTION

A Day of Dissipation

One does not have to read extensively to know many
details which reveal that we live in a day of dissipation.
Moral and spiritual decadence are displayed on almost
every page of the daily newspapers. The cry for more
freedom has been corrupted into a refusal of all law and
a rejection of the divine standard of right and wrong has
precipitated an acceleration of unbridled lusts. Men and
women alike are being overwhelmed by excesses which re-
quire more and more to satisfy them, even briefly. With
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experimental appetites, they try first one thing and then
another, searching for the elusive happiness in the pleasures
of this world which they have made their gods.

The Scriptures vividly describe such situations where the
worldly leok with scorn on the Christian because he does
not run with them into excesses and dissipations.

Forasmuch then as Christ suffered in the flesh, arm ye
yourselves also with the same mind; for he that hath suffered
in the flesh hath ceased from sin; that ye no longer should
live the rest of your time in the flesh to the lusts of men, but
the will of God. For the time past may suffice to have wrought
the desire of the Gentiles, and to have walked in lascivious-
ness, lusts, winebibbings, revellings, carousings, and abomi-
nable idolatries: wherein they think it strange that ye run
not with them into the same excess of riot, speaking evil of
you: who shall give account to him that is ready to judge
the living and the dead.l

What the apostle calls “excess” is not more than the
proper limit of a thing which is wrong as if, up to a point
it would be approved; but he means by “excess” an over-
whelming abundance of what was altogether evil. Those
who have become Christians no longer live this way. The
margin reads “a flood,” describing those who were uncon-
verted as living without holding back. They had no re-
straint. Unlimited indulgence was given to their desires.
This fully depicts the dissipation of that first century and
of our twentieth century.

Sin Grows

It is a deadly characteristic of sin to grow. It leads to
its excess — its flood — and brings its victim into dissipa-
tions. Not satisfied with the thrills of the past, the pleasure
seeker experiments in the search for new thrills while sin
grows in his heart. “Evil men and seducers shall wax

1. 1 Peter 4:1-5.
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worse and worse...”2 Instead of saying that wickedness
will increase as time goes by, Paul here says men who live
in sin will grow worse and worse. What can they do for
an encore? Their dulled senses call for more and more.
“Then the lust, when it hath conceived, beareth sin: and
the sin, when it is fullgrown, bringeth forth death.”® Sin
develops from the tiniest seed at conception to the full-
grown stature of a monstrous habit and then reproduces
its sinister offspring: death and eternal ruin. “The wages
of sin is death...”’

Self Control

In diametric opposition to g life of dissipation, Christ
calls for his followers to know the discipline of self control.
“Then said Jesus unto his disciples, If any man would come
after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and
follow me.”® Denying oneself is not an austere, meaning-
less, life of emptiness. Long ago, our Master taught that
following Him brought fullness of life. He said, “I came
that they may have life, and may have it abundantly.””®
The prophet Jeremiah truly acknowledges, “O Jehovah, I
know that the way of man is not in himself; it is not in
man that walketh to direct his steps.”?” As surely as man
cannot guide himself aright and as certainly as there is a
God in heaven, we must have His direction and guidance
or be doomed forever. “Thou wilt guide me with thy
counsel and afterward receive me to glory.”® By following

2. 2 Timothy 3:13.
8. James 1:15,
4. Romans 6:23.
5. Matthew 16:24.
6. John 10:10.

7. Jeremiah 10:23.
8. Psalm 73:24.
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Jesus, one not only will have eternal life; but he will enjoy
also life to its fullest even here on the earth.

God wants us to be happy here as well as hereafter; but
many things that people do for happiness’ sake do not bring
genuine joy. True, there is at times pleasure in sin; but
it is not lasting. And the pleasure is the sugar coating
which soon dissolves and exposes the bitter consequences.
Moses stood at the crossroads of decision and wisely rea-
soned that true pleasure did not reside in sin. “By faith
Moses, when he was grown up, refused to be called the
son of Pharaoh’s daughter; choosing rather to share ill
treatment with the people of God, than to enjoy the pleas-
ures of sin for a reason; accounting the reproach of Christ
greater riches than the treasures of Egypt: for he looked
unto the recompense of reward.”® Egypt's enticements
were no bargain, even with their momentary pleasures,
when he looked at payday. Moses’ choice was based on
faith in God and in his ability to reward them that dili-
gently seek him.

God made us; He knows what will make us genuinely
happy. He also knows that sin would ruin us and leave
us nothing but dissipated wrecks; therefore He pleads with
man to see obedience to Him as it really is — for our good.
The Bible says, “And commanded us to do all these statutes,
to fear Jehovah our God, for our good always, that he
might preserve us alive, as at this day.”!® Solomon’s search
was to “see what it was good for the sons of men that they
should do under heaven all the days of their life.”11 Here
was his inspired conclusion: “This is the end of the matter;
all hath been heard: Fear God, and keep his command-
ments; for this is the whole duty of man. For God will

9. Hebrews 11:24-26.
10. Deuteronomy 6:24.
11. Ecclesiastes 2:3.
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bring every work into judgment, with every hidden thing,
whether it be good, or whether it be evil.”’2 The word
“duty” is in italics in the text to show that it is not in the
Hebrew manuscripts. Man is made whole by keeping God’s
commandments, while the experiments of sin leave one
empty; therefore Solomon exclaimed after all his excur-
sions into dissipation: “All is vanity and a striving after
wind.”® But to obey God was the “whole of man.”

To remain in God’s word and to restrain one’s heart
from sin is not without its great rewards.

The law of Jehovah is perfect, restoring the soul: the
testimony of Jehovah is sure, making wise the simple. The
precepts of Jehovah are right, rejoicing the heart: the com-
mandment of Jehovah is pure, enlightening the eyes. The
fear of Jehovah is clean, enduring for ever: the ordinances
of Jehovah are true and righteous altogether., More to be
desired are they than gold, yea, than much fine gold; sweeter
also than honey and the droppings of the honeycomb. More-
over by them is thy servant warned: in keeping them there
is great reward.l4

Because of his great love for us, God calls upon his chil-
dren to know that the Christian life is a life of abstinence
from anything which would take our hearts away from
Him.

The Secriptures not only call some sins by name and
specifically condemn their practice; but they also prohibit
other things which would come under a generic heading.
For example, we read, “Beloved, I beseech you as sojourners
and pilgrims, to abstain from fleshly lusts, which war
against the soul.”’® Instead of naming the fleshly lusts,
Peter describes them generally as anything which wars

12. Ecclesiastes 12:13,14.
13. Ecclesiastes 2:17.

14. Psalm 19:7-11,

15. 1 Peter 2:11.



310 FORT WORTH CHRISTIAN COLLEGE LECTURES

against the soul. Whatever falls into this category is for-
bidden totally; therefore the command to abstain.

THE MEANING OF ABSTINENCE

The word translated “abstain” in 1 Peter 2:11 is defined
by Bullinger as “to hold back one’s self from, refrain.”!6
Thayer says the middle voice of the word is defined as “to
hold one’s self off, abstain.”” The present infinitive of the
verb is used in this passage, showing that these brethren
had already been abstaining, even though in verse two they
are called “babes in Christ.” Presently they are continuing
to abstain and will do so in the future. Williams translates
this verse, “Dearly beloved, I beg you as aliens and exiles
to keep on abstaining from the evil desires of your lower
nature, because they are always at war with the soul.”8
A Christian, whether fullgrown or a babe in Christ, is an
alien and stranger to the world of lusts of the flesh. Since
he is a foreigner to it and fleshly lusts war against the
soul, to partake of them would be to betray one’s citizen-
ship and aid and abet a permanent enemy. Children of
God are not to commit such treason to their souls.

Despite such plain restriction, some have arisen to try
to defend the case of moderation in such matters as alco-
holic beverages, drugs and narcotics. They would attempt
to convince men and women and boys and girls that there
is nothing wrong with moderate participation in these

16. Bullinger, Ethelbert W., Lexicon and Concordance to the English
and Greek New Testament, London, The Lamp Press Ltd., 8th
Edition, 1957, page 21.

17. Thayer, Joseph Henry, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testa-
ment, New York, American Book Company, Corrected Edition,
1889, page 57, apecho.

18, Williams, Charles B., The New Testament, Chicago, Moody Press,
1958, p. 57.
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things. A number of denominations have relaxed their
views toward drinking in the last ten years. And no doubt
some in the church would wish for some justification of
“moderate drinking.” However, one cannot ignore the
command to abstain as if the devil through some trick got
it into the Bible.

WHAT ABOUT THE USE OF WINE?

Jesus Made Wine

One of the most frequent arguments made in seeking to
uphold the practice of moderate and social drinking is the
case of Jesus’ turning the water to wine at the feast cele-
brating the wedding in Cana, recorded in the second chapter
of John. It is said that if Jesus provided wine for refresh-
ments there, it was alright for people to drink it. If it
was alright for them, it is alright for us. The thing wrong
with this argument begins with the assumption that the
wine Jesus made was an intoxicant. The Greek word, here
translated wine as well as in many other places in the Bible,
is “oinos.” It is used to refer to grape juice, whether
fermented or not. This same word appears in the Greek
translation of the Old Testament in Isaiah 65:8 where the
wine, “the new wine is found in the cluster.” It has been
argued that the word is here used in a figurative sense and
simply meant that it would produce wine later on. There
is abundant evidence to show that fresh pressed grape juice
was called wine. Solomon said, “Honor Jehovah with thy
substance, and with the first-fruits of all thine increase:
so shall thy barns be filled with plenty, and thy vats
(presses, K.J.V.) shall overflow with new wine.”® History
also bears out this use. Josephus tells of a situation where
the king was holding his cup and someone took a cluster

19. Proverbs 3:9,10.
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of grapes and began to squeeze the juice into the cup; but
Josephus used this language to describe it, “And they
squeezed them into a cup which the king held in his hand,
and when he had strained the wine, he gave it to the king
to drink.”20 Other references could be added to this evi-
dence (but it would be useless) in proving that the word
translated “wine” in John chapter two can refer to a non-
intoxicating, non-alcoholic, grape juice as easily as to fer-
mented wine,

Perhaps someone is ready to conclude, “We can’'t know;
perhaps Jesus provided an intoxicating wine on that occa-
sion.” Before you decide that, consider this question:
Would Jesus provide an intoxicating beverage for them on
an occasion like that? He has said, “I am come down from
heaven, not to do mine own will, but the will of him that
sent me.”?? Now what was the will of God in regard to
drinking intoxicating wine? The Word of God says, “Who
hath woe? who hath sorrow? who hath contentions? Who
hath complaining? who hath wounds without cause? Who
hath redness of eyes? They that tarry long at the wine;
they that go to seek out mixed wine. Look not thou upon
the wine when it is red, when it sparkleth in the cup, when
it goeth down smoothly: at the last it biteth like a serpent,
and stingeth like an adder.”22 The wine here forbidden is
the kind which giveth his color in the cup and moveth
itself aright, the intoxicating wine. God’s word taught,
then, not to even look at it. Jesus, who came to do the
will of God, provided a drink called wine at the wedding
feast. But the word used can refer to either grape juice
unfermented or fermented. Does anyone truly believe that
Christ provided the kind that His Father forbade?

20. Josephus’ Antiquities, Book 2, Chapter 5, Section 2.
21, John 6:38.
22, Proverbs 23:29-32.
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Again in Habakkuk we read, “Woe unto him that giveth
his neighbor drink, to thee that addest thy venom, and
makest him drunk also...”22 While the prophet goes
further to discuss the perverse purpose of giving the drink
under consideration, he nonetheless says, “Woe unto him
that giveth his neighbor drink.” Would God have his
prophet pronounce a woe upon a thing and then send His
Son to do the thing forbidden? Even the idea is repulsive! .

Timothy to Drink Wine

Some have attempted to justify their drinking by quoting
Paul’s statement to Timothy, “Be no longer a drinker of
water, but use a little wine for thy stomach’s sake and
thine often infirmities.”?¢ This is not a case of social drink-
ing, but was a little wine to be used as medicine. We are
told that the water was often not good in that vicinity.
Timothy had often infirmities and no doubt knew ahead
of time that wine would have alleviated his condition. But
he was so hesitant about taking it that he would not do so,
even as a medicine, until Paul urged him to do so. He is
not talking about wine as a beverage here. And you will
notice that previously, Timothy drank water only, He is
also instructed to use “a little” wine,

Not Keep Juice from Fermenting

Sometimes we hear someone say, “Surely you know that
they couldn’t keep grape juice in the first century all year
without it fermenting.” When you hear such a statement,
you can know that the individual hasn’t done his homework
on that point. .Several methods are described for preserv-
ing the fruit of the vine without its fermenting. Cato,
‘who lived B.C. 234-149, describes one way: “If you wish
to have must (grape juice) all year, put grape juice in an

23. Habakkuk 2:15.
24. 1 Timothy 5:23.
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amphora and seal the cork with pitch; sink it in a fishpond.
After thirty days take it out. It will be grape juice for
a whole year.”?s Lime and other fixatives also were used
to control acetous fermentation.2é6 Also an ordinary picture
was that their wine did have a little alcoholic content and
was reduced to a syrup. They would take that and mix
it with water and it would be in a greatly diluted form,
but it would be impossible for one to even become intoxi-
cated by its use.

THE CASE FOR TOTAL ABSTINENCE
Bible Commands

Having disposed of the arguments often made in favor
of moderate drinking, let us look at some other matters
that pertain to this subject. The Bible often calls upon
saints to “be sober” and the word is usually from the
Greek word sophroneo, meaning “To be of sound mind;
think and act discreetly, to use sound judgment.” But
there is another word, nepho, which means, “sober, tem-
perate, abstinent in respect to wine, etc.; in N.T. met. vigi-
lant, circumspect . ..””?” This is the word Paul uses in writ-
ing to the Thessalonians, “But ye, brethren, are not in
darkness, that that day should overtake you as a thief: for
ye are all sons of light, and sons of the day: we are not
of the night, nor of darkness; so then let us not sleep, as
do the rest, but let us watch and be sober. For they that
sleep sleep in the night; and they that are drunken are
drunken in the night. But let us, since we are of the day,
be sober...”28 Thayer quotes Green's Critical Notes on

26. Cato, De Agri Cultura, CXX.

26. Harper's Bible Dictionary, New York, Tth Edition, 1961, page 796.

27. The Analytical Greek Lexicon, New York, Harper and Brothers,
page 277.

28. 1 Thessalonians 5:4-8.
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the New Testament to show the word translated sober
when from the Greek, nepho, “signifies a state untouched
by any slumberous or beclouding influences, and thence, one
that is guarded against advances of drowsiness or bewilder-
ment. Thus it becomes a term for wariness against spir-
itual dangers and beguilements.”’2? Both the metaphorical
and the literal meaning of the word would forbid even
moderate drinking. The term forbids any slumberous or
beclouding influences.

Influence

But there are other scriptural principles which prove
that a Christian must not drink. The Bible does not have
to say in these words, “Thou shalt not drink socially or
moderately,” in order to condemn it. God deals in great
and eternal principles which also govern our actions. One
of these is the matter of one’s influence. God has given
us the responsibility of preaching and teaching the good
news to every creature. Suppose you have a friend. He
is lost, and you want to lead him to obedience to Christ.
How will you do it? Would you sit down with him and
say, “Let’s have a drink or a couple of beers and I will
talk to you about your soul?’ We can’t afford to lose our
influence over those whom we are trying to reach.

We cannot afford to lose our influence over our brother
in the church. Jesus said, “Whosoever shall cause one of
these little ones that believe on me to stumble, it were better
for him if a great millstone were hanged about his neck,
and he were cast into the sea.”’3¢

As members of the church, we can’t afford to lose our
influence in the community. People who drink know that

29. Thayer, ibid, under definition of agrupneo, page 9, defining ne-
phein.
30. Mark 9:42,
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it is wrong and most of them will tell you so. And if they
know of some member of the church who drinks, they will
say, “I'm as good as he is. Besides, I don’t have much
respect for that church.” The church is to be without spot
and blemish in the community, and if it harbors in its mem-
bership those who drink, they become a spot and wrinkle
on the good name of the church.

What about the influence over one’s family? Can you
afford to set a bad example over those who are the dearest
and most precious souls on earth to you? If influence were
the only thing involved, it would be reason enough for ab-
stinence; but there is more.

Fruits

The things that strong drink leads to are enough to con-
demn it. God in His Word condemns some things because
of what they lead to. He knows that hatred sometimes
leads to malice and that malice can lead to murder; there-
fore He doesn’t only condemn the murder, but also the
malice and the hatred that lead to it. Rarely does one who
hates kill; but it happens often enough that God said it is
wrong to hate. We know that lasciviousness leads to lust
and that lust can lead to adultery. It doesn’t always do it;
but it happens often enough that God listed lasciviousness
as one of the works of the flesh. He recognizes the pro-
gressive nature of sin, so he condemns sin at its beginning
stages of development. What does drinking lead to? In
America alone, there are more than five million aleoholics.
Not one of these intended to become an aleoholic. Not one.
Besides these, there are millions more problem drinkers.
“By their fruits ye shall know them.”8t The fruit alcohol
bears is corrupt and you can’t afford to take the chance of
ruining your life. If you knew that one in nine who went

31. Matthew 7:20.
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through a certain door would be shot, the fact that some
may make it without being killed would not convince you
of going through it. The chances are that great with
drinking: three in nine have a serious problem and one
of these becomes an alcoholic. Then add to this the auto-
mobile crashes caused by drinking. List the murders com-
mitted where drinking was involved. Talk to those who
have fallen into all kinds of vices and sin because their
moral resistance was lowered by the influence of alecohol.
Don’t forget the economic problems and losses of jobs.
Also, think of the divorces caused by drinking in the home.
Conclude with the disease and death it brings to the body
dissipated by drinking. That is part of the fruit it bears.
Don’t try to tell yourself that a Christian can afford to
take part in anything that bears that kind of fruit.

Destroys Body

A specialist in alcohol research has indicted social drink-
ing as destroying brain cells. Dr. Melvin H. Knisely, head
of the Department of Anatomy at the Medical College of
South Carolina has reported that so-called social drinking
may result in a “great deal of damage” to the brain. “When
his level of social drinking is such that he feels very happy,
a man is beginning to kill a few brain cells.” He stated
that as many as ten thousand brain cells were destroyed
at a time and the effect of damage was cumulative and
could be significant over a long period of drinking. Dr.
Knisely, reporting to the 28th International Congress on
Alcohol and Alcoholism in October 1968, described outward
manifestations of brain damage as increasing forgetfulness
and progressive loss of ability to work efficiently. As an
example of the ravages of alcohol on the brain itself, he
said the bodies of “skid row” drunks showed such extensive
destruction of cells that their brains were worthless for
use in teaching normal brain structure to medical students.
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Knisely pointed out that alecohol causes agglufination, or
thickening of the blood and can lead to blockage of the
blood flow through some of the brain cells. Starved of
oxygen for as little as three minutes, the affected cells die.
The specialist explained, “The damage is permanent.’”’s?
Some who have attempted to defend social drinking as
“harmless” while condemning drunkenness have not been
informed. In the light of research on the destruction of
brain cells by alcohol, such a defense is both unscientific
and unscriptural. “Know ye not that ye are a temple of
God, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in you? If any
many destroyeth the temple of God, him shall God destroy;
for the temple of God is holy, and such are ye.”38

THE DRUG AND NARCOTICS PROBLEM

The principle of abstinence found in the Scriptures we
have discussed apply equally to the problem of narcotics
and drugs. We are told that narcotics use in its varied
forms is the number one problem on the college campus,
and it is fast becoming as extensive a problem in high
schools and even the lower grades. Its extent pops into
alarming focus when trends show up, as in a recent survey,
that in one state, of the 50,327 persons arrested in 1969
for using just one drug, marijuana, one third were under
eighteen years of age.

Most of the young people who begin to take any drug
or narcotic usually do it out of experimental curiosity, a
means of escape from frustration, desire to be with others,
fear of being unpopular, or seeking a thrill. Once addic-
tion has occurred, it is all too seldom broken. The best
way not to become an addict is never to take the “first
one.”

32. Dallas Times Herald. Sunday, October 6, 1968. Page A-23.
33. 1 Corinthians 3:16,17.
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Does the Bible condemn narcotics and drug use? The
answer unequivocally is yes. Remember the Bible says,
“Abstain from fleshly lusts which war against the soul.””34
Note three things. First, drug and narcotics use are fleshly
lusts. Second, it wars against the soul. Who can deny it?
Third, to abstain does not mean to experiment, use it once
in a while, or practice moderation. It means to stay away
from it!

One may say, “Nowhere does the Bible say that drugs
are wrong.” But he cannot accurately say, “Nowhere does
the Bible teach that it is wrong to use narcotics.” The
Bible teaches against their use by what it says about keep-
ing our influence good and keeping our body pure. It
teaches that which produces evil fruit is evil itself.

The tragedy of the addict is sad to behold. The entice-
ments never picture the last state of the user. “The life
of the addict is almost intolerable. Without his drug he
is in unbearable misery — so great is that misery the addict
will steal or kill to get “dope” for relief. Can you imagine
such a great urge motivating a person every four hours
of every day of his life? His dose of medicine usually lasts
just four hours, then he must have another. As soon as
the medicine is injected, the “doper” is hunting for the
next “shot.”” That drives away loved ones and friends,
making him a roaming, restless, hunted, petty criminal,
whose suffering is almost beyond his ability to tolerate.”3s

The Word of God says, “His own iniquities shall take
the wicked, and he shall be holden with the cords of his
sin.”% How powerful those cords can be!

34. 1 Peter 2:11.

35. Varner, R. W., M.D., The Danger of Opiates and Similar Drugs,
20th Century Christian, July 1956, page 14,

36. Proverbs 5:22.
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I recently read of a 44 year old man who developed a
slight difficulty in swallowing. Upon proper diagnosis he
found he had cancer of the throat. You’re right. He
smoked. He told of his horror at the dim prospect before
him of never speaking another word as long as he lived
because the doctors were going to remove his larynx. He
said, “All of us in Seven-East were, I confess, morbidly
fascinated by the cigarette commercials. After smoking
approximately 19,000 packages of cigarettes, I — we all —
had turned out a bit different from those handsome fellows
and beautiful young women” in the cigarette commercials.

He continued, “Young people today are great believers in
realism. It might be interesting, therefore, if some adver-
tising agency were to do a cigarette commercial featuring
a patient who has lost his throat to cancer caused by smok-
ing. They could choose a man growing one of those flesh
pedicles. Or the camera might pan around the room, show-
ing all of us still faithfully smoking brand X or brand ¥ —
those of us who still had a complete mouth to put a cigarette
into. They might even show the one total addict I met
who smoked by holding his cigarette to the hole that led
to his windpipe, through which he breathed air into his
lungs,”’s7

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, let me urge that you remember the im-
portance of keeping your body under control at all times.
Paul said, “I buffet my body and bring it into bondage:
lest by any means, after that I have preached to others, 1
myself should be rejected.”®® Your body is holy and it is
to be used as an instrument to righteousness. “Let not

37. Mooney, Hugh J., What The Cigarette Commercials Don’t Show,
Readers Digest, January 1968, Page 74.
38. 1 Corinthians 9:27.
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sin reign in your mortal body, that ye should obey the lusts
thereof: neither present your members unto sin as instru-
ments of unrighteousness; but present yourselves unto God,
as alive from the dead, and your members as instruments
of righteousness unto God.”’3®

QUESTIONS
. What does it mean to deny one’s self?
. Why would God command his children to abstain from something?
. Are there pleasures in sin? Do they last?

. Define abstinence.

[ B - -

. Show from 1 Peter 2:11 and context that abstinence is not to be
practiced only by the mature Christian but also by the babe in
Christ.

6. Give two instances from the Bible where “wine” means fresh
grape juice.

7. What kind of “wine” did Jesus make in John 2? Give your
reasons.

8. May alcohol be scripturally used as a medicine? Find out if
doctors usually prescribe it today.

9. Give three methods used in the first century to keep grape juice
from fermenting.

10. Give four reasons why the Christian should abstain from alcohol,
drugs, tobacco and narcotics.

11. What is your attitude toward drinking? drugs? tobacco?

12. What does it mean to “buffet” your body?

39. Romans 6:12,13.
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