Abilene Christian University

Digital Commons @ ACU

Stone-Campbell Books Stone-Campbell Resources

1943

Can A Christian Kill For His Goverment?

Bennie Lee Fudge

Follow this and additional works at: http://digitalcommons.acu.edu/crs_books

b Part of the Biblical Studies Commons, Christian Denominations and Sects Commons,
Christianity Commons, Ethics in Religion Commons, Political Theory Commons, Practical
Theology Commons, and the Religious Thought, Theology and Philosophy of Religion Commons

Recommended Citation

Fudge, Bennie Lee, "Can A Christian Kill For His Goverment?" (1943). Stone-Campbell Books. 208.
http://digitalcommons.acu.edu/crs_books/208

This Book is brought to you for free and open access by the Stone-Campbell Resources at Digital Commons @ ACU. It has been accepted for inclusion

in Stone-Campbell Books by an authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ ACU. For more information, please contact dc@acu.edu.


http://digitalcommons.acu.edu?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://digitalcommons.acu.edu/crs_books?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://digitalcommons.acu.edu/scr?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://digitalcommons.acu.edu/crs_books?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/539?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1184?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1181?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/541?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/391?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1186?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/1186?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/544?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://digitalcommons.acu.edu/crs_books/208?utm_source=digitalcommons.acu.edu%2Fcrs_books%2F208&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:dc@acu.edu







CAN A CHRISTIAN KILL

FOR

HIS  GOVERNMENT?

By
BENNIE LEE FUDGE

#

PRICE 25 CENTS

#

Cider from

THE C. E. I. STORE
Box 858 Box 1895

ATHENS, ALABAMA ABILENE, TEXAS









PROPOSITION
A CHRISTIAN MAY KILL

The Bible authorizes the Christian’s acting as a punitive agent of
the civil government, either as a law enforcement officer or as a sol-
dier in the army.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

The Bible: The Old and New Testaments. It is not a question
of what seems right to me, of what I want to do, of what the ma-
jority want, neither is this question to be settled by the probable
consequences of our action. For the Christian the only question is,
what does the Bible teach?

Christian: An obedient believer in Christ. We are not concerned
with what the Old Testament Jew should do. He was under Moses.
Neither are we concerned with the relationship of sinners to the
punitive office. They are in the kingdom of darkness. Our question
is, What shall the follower of the Prince of Peace do?

Punitive agent: One who is authorized by the civil government
to execute punishment upon lawbreakers.

Civil Government: Organized human government, the legisla-
tive, judicial, and executive machinery of political government. Dis-
tinguished from ecclesiastical government. The primary functions
of all civil governments are to protect the innocent and punish the
criminal. The New Testament recognizes this in Romans 13. These
primary functions are kept in mind throughout this discussion when
referring to the institution of civil government.

)
SPIRITUAL AND MATERIAL REALMS

Luke 20:22-25, “And they asked him saying—Is it lawful for us
to give tribute unto Caesar, or not? But he perceived their craftiness,
and said unto them, Show me a denarius. Whose image and super-
scription hath it? And they said, Caesar’s. And he said unto them,
Then render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and unto God
the things that are God’s.”

The Christian lives and operates in two realms, he spiritual and
the material. God has two institutions operating under his authority.
To civil government he has given the responsibility of discipline as it
pertains to the physical life. To the church he has cornmitted the
spiritual resources, and given the responsibility of order and disci-
pline as it pertains to the spiritual life within the spiritual kingdom.
One of these ordained institutions employs physical force because
the nature of its work demands it. The other uses love and per-
suasion, because the nature of its work demands it. 'The spiritual
things are God’s, and must be rendered to him. The material things
are Caesar’s and must be rendered to him. To rightly divide the
word we must not apply scriptures dealing with the spiritual realm
to things of the material realm, and vice versa.

4



1. The Christian operates in two realms, the spiritual and the
material.

2. In the material realm force must be applied, because the na-
ture of the work demands it.

3. Therefore a Christian may employ force in the material
realm.

REPLY

The first premise is false. In the first place, the scripture cited
does not prove it. Read the quotation carefully. As we shall see
later, the Christian owes certain things to Caesar and other things to
God, but the words of the Master here are not a commentary upon
these general relationships. The Lord is here talking about money,
the denarius, the creation of Caesar, bearing his image and name.
That which bears Caesar’s image and superscription belongs to Cae-
sar, was made by him, must be rendered to him, and may be used by
him as he sees fit. Now, what is it that belongs to God, was made by
him, made in his image, bears his name or superscription, and must
be rendered to him and him alone, to be used by him as he sees fit?
The child of God. Body and soul, stamped with the image of God
(Gen. 1:27), and wearing his name (Acts 11:26; Eph. 3:15). My money
belongs to Caesar and must be freely rendered to him for whatever
purpose he may wish to use it. He used it often to persecute Chris-
tians, yet it was his and had to be rendered to him. He uses it today
to teach scientific and sociological theories contrary to the Bible, to
provide halls for dancing and reveling, and for other purposes that
I oppose; yet it is his; he, not I, is responsible for its use, and I must
rendar it to him. On the other hand, I belong to God (I Cor. 6:19-20),
and dare not use my body—which is not mine, nor Caesar’s, but God’s
—in any way that God has not authorized. Caesar has no voice Lere.
Just as certainly as the penny belongs to him by creation, image, and
superscription, the Christian belongs to God by creation, image, and
superscription.

The premise that the Christian operates in two separate realms,
the spiritual and the material, is false, in the second place, because
it is contrary to the teaching of the Bible. The truth is that in this
life the spiritual and the material are inseparable. The spiritual
operates only through the material. This is exactly what James is
talking about when he says, “What doth it profit, my brethren, if a
man say he hath faith, but have not works? Can that faith save
him? Even so faith, if it have not works, is dead in itself. Yea, a
man will say, Thou hast faith and I have works: show me thy faith
apart from thy works, and I by my works will show thee my faith”
(James 2:14-18). It is impossible for us to manifest our spiritual side
(our faith) except through our material side (our works). The ma-
terial life of the Christian is simply the spiritual life at work. Paul
recognizes this in Romans 12:1, “I beseech you therefore, brethren,
by the mercies of God, to present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy,
acceptable to God, which is your spiritual service.” Our spiritual
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attacker. We are never right in maliciously attacking another.

2. What is true of individuals is true of nations.

3. Therefore it is right for Christians to fight in a defensive
war, but not in an aggressive war.

REPLY

The second premise is misapplied. One instinctively defends his
own life when attacked; he does not instinctively defend the form of
government, national ideals, political and social customs, territories,
and other things that go to make up the nation. The very fact that
a tremendous national propaganda campaign necessarily accompanies
every war is proof enough of this.

One cannot lose his individual identity as a part of the nation.
That is the doctrine of Nazism and Fascism. Yet that is what one
must do to consider an attack upon his national institution an attack
upon himself personally, or to consider fighting for the national insti-
tution an exercise of the instinct of self-preservation.

Iv.

INNOCENCE AND GUILT

1. We have the divine right of self-preservation. The man who
kills in self-defense is not guilty of murder like the man who kills
deliberately and aggressively.

2. What is true of individuals is true of nations.

3. Therefore a man is not guilty of murder who kills in defen-
sive war.

REPLY

In the first place, it is impossible for a man to judge between
offensive and defensive wars while the war is in progress and he is
involved in it. Napoleon declared in his last days that he had never
waged an offensive war. The people of Germany believed in World
War I and also in this present war that they were defending their
fatherland. It is axiomatic in war that the best defense is a good
offensive,

Again the second premise is misapplied. It is assumed that men
lose their individual responsibility as a part of the nation. God’s
failure to punish Noah and Lot with their wicked nations shows that
this assumption is false. God respected them as individual person-
alities and recognized their personal responsibility. The punishment
of Achan in the midst of a righteous nation is another case in point,
and that even in a dispensation in which personal responsibility was
largely subjugated to the national. In the New Testament personal
accountability is emphasized throughout.

This argument contends that a man is not guilty of murder who
kills in defensive war. It necessarily follows that any man who Kkills
in offensive war is guilty of murder. To maintain this distinction
and keep in mind our individual accountability we must presuppose
one nation in which every person is individually guilty and another
in which every person is individually innocent. Otherwise individ-
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kingdom in itself but my nature as a servant of the kingdom that
keeps me from fighting for it. We claim to be fighting for the prin-
ciples of the kingdom of God in the present war. We can fight for
ideals and spiritual principles. I can fight for the kingdom of God—
its nature does not prevent my doing so, except as its nature has
changed my nature.

VI

THEY THAT TAKE THE SWORD PERISH
WITH THE SWORD

“All they that take the sword shall perish with the sword”
(Matt. 26:52). Perish with what sword? That of the civil ruler
(Rom. 13:4).

1. The civil government, acting through its subjects, has the
authority of Christ to wield the sword in punishment of murderers.

2. Christians are subjects of the civil government.

3. Therefore Christians, as subjects of the civil government and
acting as agents of the civil government, have the authority of Christ
to wield the sword in punishment of murderers.

REPLY
The major premise assumes that all subjects of the civil govern-
ment, Christians included, have the authority of Christ to wield the
sword. This is the very point at issue, so this is an assumption and
not an argument.
VIIL.

MORAL AND PENAL LAW

All law is of three kinds, positive, moral, or penal. Positive law
is that which rests upon the arbitrary authority of God. Moral law
is that which is derived from the nature of things and sets out what
is right between man and man. Penal law is that which defines the
punishment due the character violating the others.

1. A thing may be wrong under the moral law and yet be right
under the penal law.

2. Killing is one of these things. Moses said, “Thou shalt not
kill,” (morally wrong to Kkill), then said, “Thou shalt surely Kill,”
(right to kill under penal law).

3. Therefore, while the entire moral teaching of the Bible is that
killing is wrong, it is right to Kkill as penalty for violating the moral
code.

REPLY

This threefold classification of law is erroneous. All law is penal
law. There is no such thing as law without a penalty. However, we
shall accommodate ourselves to this classification, and examine this
argument from that viewpoint. We make the same accommeodation
in our first affirmative argument.

Since penal law is not inherent in the nature of things, it must
rest upon the positive authority of God or upon purely human auth-
ority. A thing that is morally wrong can never be right without a
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positive law from God to make it so. Divine penal law is simply one
phase of positive law. Under the Old Covenant the moral law was
given, “Thou shalt not kill.” Waithout a positive law from God auth-
orizing an exception to this law for penal purposes it would have
been unconditionally wrong for an Israelite to kill. But God author-
ized a penal law, “Thou shalt surely put to death,” and named the
administrator. It was still wrong for anyone to kill other than the
God-ordained legal administrators, but it was right for them.

Tn the New Covenant the same moral law still holds: “Thou shalt
not kill” (Matt. 19:18). God has ordained a penal law today involving
an exception to this moral law, and has named the administrator—
the civil government (Rom. 13). He has not authorized the Christian
as such to execute this penal law. The moral law still applies to him
without a positive law from God to authorize an exception for penal
purposes. The positive command to the Jew, “Thou shalt surely put
to death” is striking absent with the Christian. To assert that the
Christian may execute the penal law as an agent of the God-ordained
administrator, the civil government, is assuming the very proposition
to be proved.

VIIL.
CLEANSING THE TEMPLE

“And when he had made a scourge of small cords, he drove them
all out of the temple, and the sheep, and the oxen; and poured out
the changer’s money, and overthrew the tables” (John 2:13-16).

1. Jesus used force to enforce the law of the land against those
who violated it.

2. He is our example in all things.

3. Therefore the Christian may use force to enforce the lev of
the land against violators.

REPLY

The major premise is false. The Revised Version (universally
recognized as the better translation) reads, “And he made a scourge
of cords, and cast all out of the temple, both the sheep and the oxen;
and he poured out the changers’ money, and overthrew their tables.”
The Revision does not say that he used the scourge on men, but on
the animals. Neither translation has force applied to men in the par-
allel passages (Matt. 21:12-16, MK. 11:15-17, Luke 19:45-46). Instead,
every one of these accounts, including John's, tells us the means used
in driving the men out: he taught them and presented the Scriptures
to them. This weapon drove Satan from the field of battle in the
wilderness; it drove these men from the temple; it is the sword of the
Christian today. The same expression used here in both Greek and
English—*“cast out”-—is also used of “casting out” demons (Matt.
8:16, 8:31, 9:33, 34, etc.). I suppose Jesus flogged the demons with
a scourge of cords!

A second fallacy in this premise is that Jesus was enforcing the
law of the land. In cleansing the temple Jesus was performing a
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and certain things the government owes us. The government owes
the Christian armed protection, and the Christian owes the govern-
ment subjection, tribute, and prayer. On the other hand the Chris-
tian does not owe the government armed protection, and the govern-
ment does not owe the Christian subjection, tribute, or prayer.

XT.
CORNELIUS THE SOLDIER

Cornelius was a soldier in the Roman army. We do not know
whether he remained in the army after he became a Christian, but
Peter said, “Of a truth I perceive that God is no respector of persons,
but in every nation he that feareth him and worketh righteousness
is accepted with him.” (Acts 10:34). Peter applied this to Cornelius
before he preached the gospel to him and therefore confirmed his
moral character as a soldier.

1. Cornelius was a soldier (Acts 10:1).

2. Peter confirmed his moral character as a soldier (Acts 10:34).

3. Therefore there is nothing morally wrong with being a sol-
dier.

REPLY

If Acts 10:34 was applied to Cornelius before he became a Chris-
tian, he was accepted with God before he became a Christian, and
obedience to the gospel is not necessary to acceptance with God. The
fact is that Acts 10:34 teaches that only those who fear God and work
righteousness in obeying the gospel are acceptable with him. The
passage did not apply to Cornelius before he obeyed the gospel.

But grant for argument’s sake that Cornelius was morally per-
fect. He lived under either the Patriarchal or the Jewish dispensa-
tion, both of which sanctioned the execution of vengeance by God’s
people. Under either of these dispensations Cornelius could have been
a perfect moral character as a soldier, for God specifically provided
for that office. Where has he provided for the execution of ven-
geance by his people today? He has not. Cornelius was entering
into a new relationship with God, under a new system of worship,
new relationships with God and men, and a new system of penal laws.

XTI,
THE PHILIPPIAN JAILOR

Acts 16:23-36. “He was baptized, he and all his, immediately”
(verse 33). “But when it was day . . . the jailor reported the words
to Paul” (verses 35, 36).

The jailor was baptized between midnight and 1:00 A. M. When
it was day he was still holding his position as jailor. Nothing is said
about Paul’s telling him he was wrong in doing so, which he certainly
would if he had been wrong.

1. The jailor, after he became a Christian, occupied a punitive
office as an agent of the government.

2. What is right for him is right for Christians today.

14



3. Therefore it is right for Christians today to occupy a punitive

office as agents of the government.
REPLY

This argument, like those on Cornelius, Sergius Paulus, etc., is
based on the silence of the scriptures. No one has ever given up all
his bad habits or relationships or learned all the truth in the first six
hours of discipleship. Acts 19:19 tells of believers who had continued
to practice magical arts for a time. We have a record of their learn-
ing better and quitting. Acts 6:7 tells of Levitical priests who became
obedient to the faith. Nothing is said of their giving up their office
or of their being told that a Christian could not serve in such a
capacity. Polygamy was common in the first century, but there is
no mention of the apostles teaching against it or of anyone ceasing
to practice it. By this line of reasoning we conclude that it is right
for a Christian to hold the Levitical priesthood, practice polygamy,
and hold a punitive civil office. The same line of reasoning is used
upon this same text in Acts 16 to prove infant baptism. The jailor’s
household was baptized, and nothing is said about there being no in-
fants in it: therefore infant baptism is authorized by the Bible! An
argument that proves too much proves nothing at all.

X1,
COMBATANT AND NON-COMBATANT SERVICE

All agree that a Christian may pay taxes and render certain non-
combatant services to the government during war times, whether in
the army or out of it. All this is directly in the prosecution of the
war. There is no difference in principle between combatant and non-
combatant service. It is just a question of participating a little or a
lot.

1. A Christian may perform services that are indispensable to
the man who does the Killing in war.

2. This makes the Christian responsible for killing men in war.

3. Therefore a Christian may kill men in war.

REPLY

We deny the second premise. We owe the government every
service that does not conflict with the law of Christ. If I owe a legi-
timate debt to a man whom I know to be a bootlegger, I am duty
bound to pay him that which I owe, as long as it does not involve a
sacrifice of Christian principle. I must pay him the money I owe
him, even though I know he will use it in the manufacture and sale
of illicit liquor. It is his money, not mine—I merely have it borrowed
for a time. I am not responsible for the use he makes of his own
money. I owe the government taxes. It is Caesar’s money, not mine.
I am not responsible for the use he makes of his own money. If I
owe my bootlegger neighbor work I can pay it by pulling corn for
him or by delivering food for his family, knowing in so doing I am
releasing him to go to the still and make whiskey. I am not respon-
sible for what he does with his time and labor. The service that I am
rendering him is his. I owe it to him. But I cannot go to the still
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meditated private killing, or murder. In the Pi’el or intensive form
of the word this is true, according to Gesenius, but in the Kal form it
is not true. The prohibition in Ex. 20:13 and Deut. 5:17 is expressed
in Kal. The Kal form of the word is cited by Gesenius as being used
for premeditated murder fifteen times, for accidental killing twenty-
one times, and for Killing in justice by the divinely and legally ap-
pointed avenger of blood twice. Throughout Numbers 35 the word
“ratsach” is used consistently to refer to all three parties, the mur-
derer, the accidental slayer, and the legal avenger. A good example
of the interchangeability of the Kal form of “ratsach” with other
words meaning “kill” is Num. 35:30. “Whosoever killeth (nacah)
any person, the murderer (ratsach) shall be slain (ratsach) at the
mouth of witnesses; but one witness shall not testify against any per-
son that he die (muth).” Also Num. 35:27: “The avenger of blood shall
slay (ratsach) the manslayer (ratsach).” If God had intended to pro-
hibit premeditated and private murder but at the same time imply a
condoning of other forms of Killing he would have used the Pi’el; form
of the word, which means just that. But he did not use the Pi’el; he
used the Kal form which means to kill, to slay a human being; homi-
cide; manslaughter; the taking of the life of man by man, regardless
of the means or motive.

It is the stating for the Jewish dispensation of an eternal prin-
ciple of God, which has applied in all ages of mankind. It is a general
prohibition of killing one’s fellow man. True, God made exceptions
to this general rule—Xkilling in justice by divine appointment, and
going to war at divine command. The first exception is made in the
same word of the commandment, “ratsach,” (Num. 35:27, 30). The
other uses the general terms for Kkill or slay, which we have already
shown to be applied to murder and used synonymously with “ratsach”
in many places.

This distinction has proved to be a distinction without a differ-
ence.

XV.
HISTORICAL EVIDENCE

History shows that during the early ages of the church Christians
were connected with the military service.

“There were, up to this time, many Christians connected with
the military service, both in the higher and lower ranks; and they as
yet had never been compelled to do anything contrary to their con-
science” (295 A. D.) Neander, Vol. 1, page 146.

“The persecution having begun with those brethren who were in
the army,” Eusebius, Book 8, chapter 1.

Cyprian and Tertullian also mention Christians serving in the
army.

1. The Christians in the early ages of the church were in posi-
tion to know what was right.

2. They engaged in military service.

3. Therefore military service is right for the Christian.

18



REPLY

The authorities cited simply show that Christians served in the
army in the second and third centuries A. D. They do not show that
it was generally accepted by the church, or that it was right. Neander,,
the historian quoted above, argues at length his opinion that the early
Christians were wrong in refusing service. When he made the state-
ment quoted, he referred only to certain individuals among the
Christians. When treating of the attitude of the church in general
toward military service, he says.

“Many Christians, again, from a conscientiousness
worthy of all respect, thought themselves bound to take pass-
ages like Matt. 5:39 in the literal sense. That tone of mind
very generally prevailed . . . . It revolted their Christian
feelings to suffer themselves to be employed as instruments
of pain to others, to serve as the executors of laws which, in
all cases, were dictated and animated by the spirit of rigid
justice, without any mixture of mercy or love. .

The Christians stood over against the state, as a priestly,
spiritual race; and the only way in which it seemed possible
that Christianity could exert an influence on civil life was
(which it must be allowed was the purest way) by tending
continually to diffuse more of a holy temper among the citi-
zens of the state.”

The time of which both Neander and Eusebius spoke (295 A. D,,
which, incidentally, was during Eusebius’ lifetime) was after the
apostasy and corruption of the developing Catholic Church was well
under way. The entire selection from which the above sentence of
Eusebius’ was taken, describes the condition of the church at that
time:

“But when on account of the abundant freedom, we fell
into laxity and sloth, and envied and reviled each other, and
were almost, as it were, taking up arms against one another,
rulers assailing rulers with words like spears, and people
forming parties against people, and monstrous hypocrisy and
dissimulation rising to the greatest height of wickedness, the
divine judgment with forbearance, as is its pleasure, while
the multitudes yet continued to assemble, gently and moder-
ately harassed the episcopacy. This persecution began with
the brethren in the army.”

This passage proves that at that age of the church Christians
were (1) lax, (2) slothful, (3) envying and reviling each other, (4) at
the point of taking up arms against each other, (5) forming rival fac-
tions, (6) practicing monstrous hypocrisy and dissimulation, (7) ris-
ing to the greatest height of wickedness, (8) serving in the army. It
no more endorses ohe of these things than it does the others.

The reference to Cyprian dos not mention military service at
all. Tertullian mentions Christians serving in the army and states
his disapproval of it.
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given for the life of a murderer; no expiation can be made for

a murder but by the blood of the murderer (Deut. 19:4ff;

Josh. 20; 2 Sam. 14:6£ff). According to the law the children

of a murderer could not be held responsible for the crime of

their father (Deut. 24:16; 2 Kings 14:6). The order in which

the nearest relative was considered the Go’el is given in Lev.

25:48f.: first a brother, then an uncle or an uncle’s son, and

after them any other near relative. This order was observed

in connection with (1) above, but probably also in the other

cases except (4).

From this it will be seen that in the Jewish dispensation much of
the personal element of revenge is eliminated. The avenger of blood
becomes the agent of the civil government in avenging himself. In
this dispensation the law was, “Thou shalt not kill.” (Ex. 20:13); the
penalty, “No expiation can be made for the land for the blood that
was shed therein, but by the blood of him that shed it,” (Num. 35:33);
the administrator, the legally appointed Go’el or avenger of blood,
the nearest of kin of the slain man.

At this point it will be well for us to study carefully the dis-
tinction between ‘“avenge” and revenge.” Webster’s Unabridged
Dictionary says:

In present usage, to avenge is to inflict punishment,
either in behalf of oneself or of others, for the sake of vindi-
cation or just retribution; as, to avenge an insult; to avenge
the injuries of the helpless and innocent; “He (Moses)
avenged him that was oppressed, and smote the Egyptian”
(Acts 7:24). To revenge is to inflict pain or injury in mali-
cious or resentful retaliation.

The Twentieth Century Dictionary says:

“Avenge” and ‘“revenge’” radically are synonymous, but
modern usage makes a valuable distinction in the use of
these words, restricting “avenge” to the taking of just pun-
ishment, and “revenge” to the infliction of pain or evil mali-
ciously.”

On the same point, under article “Avenge” and “Avenger,” the
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia has this to say:

“Avenge:

The general idea connected with this word is that of in-
flicting punishment upon the wrong-doer.—The usual Hebrew
word is “nakam” or derivatives, “to avenge.” — In the New
Testament “avenge” is translated from the Greek “ekdikeo,”

“to do justice,” “to protect.”

“Avenger:

The person who inflicts punishment upon the evildoer
for a wrong experienced by himself (“nakam,” “to avenge,”)
or by someone else “ga’al,” “to redeem”). In the New Testa-
ment avenger occurs only once: “The Lord is an avenger in
all things” (I Thess. 4:6). It was the duty of the nearest
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relative to execute vengeance upon the murderer of his kin;

he became the Go’el.”

The same source, article “Revenge,” says,

“Revenge:
The same Hebrew and Greek words are used to express

the idea of “to avenge” and “to revenge” (Hebrew “nakam”

or derivative; Greek ‘“ekdikeo” or derivative). In English

these words are synonymous in that they are both used to

express the infliction of punishment upon the wrong-doer, but

“to take revenge” may also imply a spiteful, wrong, or ma-

lignant spirit. In the latter case the Revised Version pre-

serves ‘revenge” (Jer. 20:10; Ezek. 25:15; 25:17 is an anthro-
pomorphism), but, wherever it is synonymous with

“avenge,” this word is used (Num. 31:2, 3; Psa. 79:10; Nahum

1:2; Rom. 13:4; 2 Cor. 7:11; 10:6; the Authorized Version has

“revenge” in all these cases).”

Thayer’s Greek Lexicon defines “ekdikeo”:

“A. to vindicate one’s right, to do one justice; to protect,

to defend, one person from another; to avenge one’s self.

“B. to avenge a thing (i e. to punish a person for a
thing).”

Ekdikeo comes from two words, ek, out, and dikee, right, justice,
penalty. Its root meaning is to mete out right or justice in penalty,
synonymous with modern English “avenge”, not with “revenge.” In
every case in the New Testament it is used in this sense. The Auth-
orized or King James Version does not distinguish between the two
words, but the Revised Version adheres strictly to the distinction.

Keeping this distinction in mind and using the Revised Version,
wee see that the Jews were forbidden to revenge: “Thou shalt'not
hate thy brother in thy heart; thou shalt surely rebuke thy neighbor
and not bear sin because of him. Thou shall not take vengeance, nor
bear any grudge against the children of thy people; but thou shalt
love thy neighbor as thyself” (Lev. 19:17-18). They were never for-
bidden to avenge themselves in meting out justice to the offender,
but were commanded thus to avenge themselves.

This command to avenge blood in just punishment did not in any
way conflict with the prohibition against taking vengeance or
revenge in illegal, spiteful, personal retaliation.

The New Testament was given to people who were familiar with
this system of exacting justice or avenging, whether it be in the loss
of a tooth or the loss of life. This was a fundamental principle of the
Mosaic penal code. “He that smiteth any man mortally shall surely
be put to death. And he that smiteth a beast mortally shall make it
good, life for life. And if a man cause a blemish in his neighbor; as
he hath done, so shall it be done to him: breach for breach, eye for
eye, tooth for tooth; as he hath caused a blemish in a man, so shall it
be rendered unto him. And he that killeth a beast shall make it
good: and he that killeth a man shall be put to death. Ye shall have
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penal system? Turn to I Cor. 5:9-13. “I wrote unto you in my epistle
to have no company with fornicators; not at all meaning with the
fornicators of this world, or with the covetous and extortioners, or
with idolaters; for then must ye needs go out of the world; but as it
is, I wrote unto you not to keep company, if any man that is named
a brother be a fornicator, or covetous, or an idolater, or a reviler, or a
drunkard, or an extortioner; with such an one no, not to eat. For
what have I to do with judging them that are without? Do not ye
judge them that are within? But them that are without God judgeth.
Put away the wicked man from among yourselves.”

Paul often teaches by question. “What have I to do with judging
them that are without?” The obvious answer is, “Nothing!” The
Christian has nothing to do with judging them that are without, men
of the world. Them that are without God judgeth, as we have seen,
through the penal systems of civil government. But I can have noth-
ing to do with this, On the other hand I have committed to me the
solemn charge of judging, exercising discipline upon, those violators
of God’'s laws who are within, “With such an one no, not to eat.”
“Put away therefore the wicked man from among yourselves.” “Now
we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ,
that ye withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh disor-
derly, and not after the tradition which they received of us” (II Thess.
3:6). “Deliver such a one unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh,
that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus” (I Cor. 5:5).

So completely is the Christian to separate himself from the penal
system of the civil government that he is even forbidden to go to law
against his brother in the civil courts. “Dare any of you, having a
matter against his neighbor, go to law before the unrighteous,- and
not before the saints?—It is altogether a defect in you, that ye have
lawsuits one with another. Why not rather take wrong? Why not
rather be defrauded?” (I Cor. 6:1, 7). This agrees with the words
of the Master, “And if any man would go to law with thee and take
away thy coat, let him have thy cloak also.”

If the divine plan outlined in I Cor. 5 and 6 were carried out, the
Christian would never take part in the penal system of civil govern-
ment; and the church would never have a reproach brought against it
by the penal systems of the land, for it would either reform or expel
the sinning brother from its ranks. “Do that which is good, and th
shalt have praise from the same” (Rom. 13:3). As Christians it
our duty to administer discipline, to judge, in the church. The lir
of our powers there is putting away the wicked man from among !
Then, God, through his other agent, the civil government, will jud
him as one without. But I am to have nothing to do with judgi
them that are without. Today too many of us have nothing to
with judging them that are within, but are spending our lives in t
penal systems of the civil government—Ilegislatures, courts, law «
forcement officers, armed forces—judging those who are without.
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m will. God raised him to the throne that he might show his power
rough him (Ex. 9:16). God did not create his character that he
ight use him in this way; he used him because of his character.
tamples could be multiplied. Judas Iscariot was used of God to
tray Jesus (Acts 2:23) because he was the type of character to do
at work. Simon Peter could never have been used for that purpose,
¢, with all his faults, Peter was not a deliberate traitor. Likewise,
lomas could never have been entrusted with the keys of the king-
m, but Peter was the logical man for the responsibility. Paul was
epared by citizenship, disposition, and education for the apostleship
the Gentiles, and God used him there. It is an inspirational thought
Christians that if we prepare ourselves for real service in the Mas-
”s kingdom, he will provide the opportunity for that service. On
e other hand, if we prepare ourselves for infamy, opportunities will
presented for infamy.

With our premise established that for any work God uses those
10 are best prepared for that work, we ask, who is the better pre-
red for punitive work, the child of God or the man of the world?
is true that God has decreed that evildoers be punished, that mur-
rers’ blood be shed, that the sword be wielded, and that pain be in-
cted. It is his privilege to choose from the inhabitants of the earth
5 agents for this work. He also chooses for any work those best
ted for it. Who is the better fitted for the work of punishment,
dodshed, infliction of pain, and wielding the sword, the follower of
e meek and lowly Nazarene or the man of the world?

The Christian is taught, “Blessed are ye when men shall reproach
1, and persecute you, and say all manner of evil against you falsely,
r my sake. Rejoice and be exceeding glad, for great is your reward
heaven; for so persecuted they the prophets which were before
u,” (Matt. 5:11, 12). The man of the world does not have this
aching.

The Christian is taught, “Every one who is angry with his
other shall be in danger of the judgment; and whosoever shall say
his brother, Raca, shall be in danger of the council; and whosoever
all say, Thou fool, shall be in danger of the hell of fire” (Matt.
22). The world knows nothing of this teaching.

The Christian is commanded, “Resist not him that is evil; but
10soever smiteth thee on thy cheek, turn to him the other also”
Tatt. 5:39). To the world this is foolishness. The disciple of Christ
told, “Love your enemies, and pray for them that persecute you;
at ye may be sons of your father who is in heaven, for he maketh
s son to rise on the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the
st and the unjust. For if ye love them that love you, what reward
ve ye? do not even the publicans the same?” (Matt. 5:44-46). The
irld scoffs at this doctrine.

The guiding principle of the man of the world, even the best moral
aracter, is justice. He often expresses it, “Give even the devil his
les.” Whatever a man deserves, be it good or evil, give it to him.
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Accord to every man his “rights” and inistst upon your own “rights.”
The guiding principle of the Christian is love. He has no “rights.”
They were all signed over to the Lord in baptism. He is forbidden to
execute justice (Rom. 12:19). That cherished “right” of the sinner,
the Christian has waived to the Lord.

The follower of Christ is told, “Render to no man evil for evil”
(Rom, 12:17). “Avenge not yourselves, beloved, but give place unto
the wrath of God: for it is written, Vengeance belongeth unto me; I
will recompense, saith the Lord. But if thine enemy hunger, feed
him, if he thirst give him to drink: for in so doing thou shalt heap
coals of fire upon his head. Be not overcome of evil, but overcome
evil with good” (Rom 12:19-21). Whatever this teaching may prepare
one for, the Christian has it and the sinner does not.

Again, “Owe no man anything, save to love one another: for he
that loveth his neighbor hath fulfilled the law” (Rom. 13:8). “Who-
soever hateth his brother is a murderer: and ye know that no mur-
derer hath eternal life abiding in him” (I John 3:15). *“Beloved, let
us love one another: for love is of God; and every one that loveth is
begotten of God and knoweth God. He that loveth not knoweth not
God; for God is love” (I John 4:7, 8). “If a man say, I love God, and
hateth his brother, he is a liar; for he that loveth not his brother
whom he hath seen, cannot love God whom he hath not seen” (I John
4:20). “Mercy glorieth against judgment” (James 2:13). “One only
is the lawgiver and judge, even he who is able to save and to destroy:
but who art thou that judgest thy neighbor?” (James 4:12). “Whence
come wars and whence come fightings among you? Come they not
hence, even of your pleasures that war in your members? Ye lust,
and have not; ye kill, and covet, and cannot obtain: ye fight and war;
ye have not because ye ask not” (James 4:1-2). Any work that can
be performed better without these principles can be done better by
the man of the world, for he does not have them, whereas the Chris-
tian is bound by them.

The Christian must pattern his life after that of Christ. “Christ
also suffered for you, leaving you an example, that ye should follow
his steps: who did no sin, neither was guile found in his mouth: who,
when he was reviled, reviled not again; when he suffered, threatened
not; but committed himself to him that judgeth righteously” (I Peter
2:21-23). “If any man hath not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of
his” (Rom. 8:9). By all of his examples, teaching, and spirit, the
Christian is unfitted for the work of judging and punishing. The un-
believer, the non-Christian, with his philosophy, emphasis, and prac-
tice of justice, is peculiarly fitted for that work.

1. God uses people in the work for which they are best prepared.

2. If the Christian prepares himself according to the Bible he
will not be fitted for the work of judging or punishing people.

3. Therefore God does not intend for the Christian to take part
in the work of judging or punishing people.
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which it stands; we can only fight for principles, and then only for
the principles of the kingdom of God.

Now, let us see what the Holy Spirit says about the use of carnal
weapons and carnal warfare to defend and spread the kingdom of
God. “For though we walk in the flesh, we do not war according to
the flesh (for the weapons of our warfare are not of the flesh, but
mighty before God to the casting down of strongholds)” (2 Cor. 10:
3, 4). “For our wrestling is not against flesh and blood, but against
the principalities, against the powers, against the world-rulers of this
darkness, against the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heavenly
places. Wherefore take up the whole armor of God . . .” (Eph. 6:
12ff). Paul is talking about our spiritual warfare — the means that
may be employed in the defense and spread of the kingdom of God.
He emphatically forbids our using carnal weapons for this purpose.
But this is the only purpose for which God has ever authorized his
people to fight, and the only purpose for which anyone today will
contend that the Christian should fight. When Paul said, “Though
we walk in the flesh, we do not war according to the flesh,” he was
speaking directly upon our subject.

1. The only purpose for which God’s people have ever been per-
mitted to fight is the defense and spread of his kingdom.

2. Christians are forbidden to engage in carnal warfare in the
defense and spread of the kingdom of God.

3. Therefore Christians are forbidden to engage in carnal war-
fare for any purpose.

VI.

IS IT A GOOD WORK?

“That the man of God may be complete, furnished completely
unto every good work” (2 Tim. 3:17).

This passage of scripture has been often used — and rightly so
— to condemn innovations in the worship of God. But if we stop to
think a moment, it is evident that its meaning cannot be limited to
works of worship. The scriptures furnish the man of God with in-
structions as to his work as an elder, as a neighbor, as a father, etc.
In fact, they furnish the man of God completely unto every good
work, just as Paul says they do. Every basic relationship of life into
which God intends his people to enter—every good work—is furnished
with rules of conduct in the scriptures.

Let us notice some of these.

As a child toward parents. “Children, obey your parents in the
Lord: for this is right. Honor thy father and mother (which is the
first commandment with promise), that it may be well with thee, and
that thou mayest live long on the earth” (Eph. 6:1-3).

As a father to his children. “And, ye fathers, provoke not your
children to wrath: but nurture them in the chastening and admonition
of the Lord” (Eph. 6:4).

As a husband to his wife. ‘“Husbands, love your wives, even as
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{s that he is to be subject, obey the laws, pay tribute and custom,
render honor and fear to officials, and pray for the rulers. But he
is not furnished with one word of instructions about serving as a
part of the penal system of the government. Therefore, since he is
furnished unto all good works, we conclude that it is a good work for
a Christian to act as an obedient subject of the government, but not
a good work for him to act as a responsible part of the government.

1. The man of God is furnished completely unto every good
work.

2. He is not furnished to be a part of the government’s penal
system.

3. Therefore it is not a good work for the Christian to be a part
of the penal system of the civil government.

VIIL.
HISTORICAL EVIDENCE

Some of the greatest teachers in the church lived during the first
two hundred years after the time of the apostles. Some of these men
were taught by the apostles themselves; others by pupils of the apos-
tles. These great teachers (usually referred to as the Ante-Nicene
Fathers, because they lived before the Council of Nicea in 324 A. D.)
were not inspired; in fact they often wandered into erroneous doc-
trines; but since they lived so near the days of the apostles, it is
worthy of notice when they speak unanimously upon a subject. We
can at least find the general attitude of the early church toward a
subject. Keep in mind also that the further we come this side of the
apostles, the further the church had gone into apostasy. The Council
of Nicea, 325 A. D. was the first great step in the development of the
politico-religious system of Roman Catholicism.

The historian Gibbon, in his Decline and Fall of the Roman Em-
pire, pages 562-563, says:

“The Christians were not less averse to the business than
to the pleasures of this world. The defense of our persons
and property they knew not how to reconcile with the patient
doctrine which enjoined an unlimited forgiveness of past in-
juries, and commanded them to invite the repetition of fresh
insults. Their simplicity was offended by the use of oaths,
by the pomp and magistracy, and by the active contention of
public life, nor could their humane ignorance be convinced
that it was lawful on any occasion to shed the blood of our
fellow-creatures, either by the sword of justice or by that of
war; even though their criminal or hostile attempts would
threaten the peace and safety of the whole community, It
was acknowledged that, under a less perfect law, the powers
of the Jewish constitution had been exercised, with the ap-
probation of Heaven, by inspired prophets and by anointed
kings. The Christians felt and confessed that such institu-
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tions might be necessary for the present system of the world,
and they cheerfully submitted to the authority of their Pa-
gan governors. But while they inculcated the maxims of
passive obedience, they refused to take any active part in the
civil administration or the military defense of the empire.

Several of these early church writers mention Christians serving

in the Roman army, but it was not a common practice, and not one—
so far as I have been able to find—of these teachers sanctioned their
doing so. Celsus, the Pagan philosopher, in his work, “The True Ac-
count,” written 176 to 180 A. D., attacks Christianity on this point

with great force and candor. He says,

in a book called, “Against Celsus.”
page 272, sums up the replies of Origen on this point, (Book 8, chap-

“Does not the emperor punish you justly? for should all
do like you, he would be left alone,—there would be none to
defend him; the rudest barbarians would make themselves
masters of the world, and every trace, as well of your own
religion itself, as of true wisdom, would be obliterated from
the human race; for believe not that your supreme God
would come down from heaven and fight for us.”

How like the arguments presented today, not only by Pagans, but
even by disciples of Christ!

The great Christian writer, Origen, refuted the charges of Celsus

ters 72-74) as follows:

“We are rendering the emperors a divine assistance,
when we put on a divine armor, wherein we follow the com-
mand of the apostle; (I Tim. 2:1). The more devout the man,
the more is it in his power to render the emperor a far bettel
service than can be done by ordinary soldiers . . . The Chris-
tians render greater service to their country than other men,
by forming the hearts of the citizens, and teaching them piety
towards that God on whom the well-being of the state de-
pends, and who receives those who, in the meanest cities have
led a good life, into a city which is heavenly and divine.”

The historian, Neander, Vol. 1,

To another proposal made by Celsus to the Christians, namely,

that they should undertake the administration of civil affairs in their

country, Origen replies,

“But we know, that in whatever city we are, we have
another country, which is founded on the word of God; and
we require those who by their gift of teaching and by their
pious life are competent to the task, to undertake the admin-
istration of the offices of the church.” Book 8, chapter 75.

When Justyn Martyr was confronted with the accusation that the

Christians were unpatriotic for refusing to serve in the army, he de-

fended them by saying,

“Tribute and customs we seek uniformly, before all oth-
ers, to pay to your appointed officers, as we have been taught
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“Once brought to his (Nero’s) notice, their notorious lack
f patriotism, their reputed atheism, their unsociability,
heir alleged devotion to the black arts, and their general un-
jopularity might well lead him to see in them the best pos-
ible person to accuse of the crime which he had himself
ommitted.”

VIIL
CONCLUSION

Che Bible does not authorize the Christian to act as a punitive
t of the civil government, either as a law enforcement officer or
soldier in the army. Instead, it forbids his doing so. This does
nean that the Christian is disloyal or is not a good citizen. The
stian is the best citizen any government can have, for he pays his
, obeys all laws, and prays for his rulers for conscience’ sake.
government is one party; the Christian is another. The Chris-
by God’s decree, owes the government taxes, subjection, honor,
and prayer; also by God’s decree the government owes the
stian armed protection.

. can do anything for the government that I can do for an in-
ual or a corporation; and, outside the things due the government
od’s decree, I can do nothing for the government that I cannot
r an individual or a corporation. I can serve in the employ of
rovernment as a teacher, as a doctor or first-aid worker, as an
ultural worker, etc.,, but I cannot serve in any capacity that
s me responsible, either as legislator, judge, or executioner, for
nfliction of punishment or death upon my neighbor.

Jur brethren in Japan and other countries of the world are now
r tried as by fire, but God in his goodness has blessed us in
rica with the most considerate government known to man in its
ict for the conscience of its citizens. It would make no differ-
in our duty to God, no matter what laws the civil power passed,
our Congress has provided for non-combatant service for the
’ientious objector.

-t us unceasingly thank God for our beneficient rulers, ask his
»m to guide them, and avail ourselves of the opportunity they
so graciously provided for serving our country in a capacity
will not conflict with our nature as children of God.
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