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INTRODUCTION
Years ago I determined to pursue truth as an end in
itself, not as a means to defend denominational
biases. It is impossible to find truth, when you go to
the Bible to prove your case. If you are not neutral
when you come to the Word of God, you are
bound to wrest the Scripture to your own fancy.
You must come to the Word of God to learn, not to

prove.

In all honesty, you are more in love with your ism,
heritage, or denomination than you are with Jesus
Christ if you would rather defend your “camp”,
than defend the pure truth of God’s Word. The
Pharisees started at the wrong end when they
determined their doctrine: They decided where
they wanted to arrive, and then geared their
doctrine to make sure it would arrive at the
predetermined destination. This is error, rebellion,
and pride. You must get on the Bible train, and let
it take you wherever it will. You must be seeking
God’s conclusions, not enlisting God to defend
your conclusions,
With this in mind, get on your knees and promise
God that you will read this book with only one
motive: to learn and defend truth for Jesus’ sake.
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Chapter One
THE FOUNDATION OF DOCTRINE
It was mid December, 1990, and I was serving as a
pastor near Peoria, IL. My wife and I were still
fairly young with only two children. Our daughter,
now 24, was then a new baby born the second
week of November. It was Wednesday evening,
and we were preparing to head out for our
midweek prayer meeting at church. We were
staying with my wife’s grandmother, as she had
graciously opened her home to us while we were
getting established.
My wife said she wasn’t feeling well and thought
she might stay home that evening with the baby
and rest. I consented, but as she thought on it, she
later decided she didn’t want to be home alone,
and so she got ready and went with us. After the
service we all merrily drove home with the ringing
of hymns in our ears and the thought of getting a
good nights rest.
As we drove into the driveway, we all began
gathering our things to head for the house. I
unlocked the door for the others, and then went
back to get our son, Micah, who was a year and a
half old. My wife took the baby asleep in her baby
seat, and was the first to enter the house. I walked
up the curving stairs to the porch and was getting
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ready to walk into the house behind her, when
suddenly she came back out the door trembling,
pale, and crying. “Somebody’s been here!” she
whimpered as tears streamed down her cheeks. It
was obvious she was deeply shaken. I immediately
rushed in the house and saw what she had seen.
The phone was gone, with only the phone line
hanging over the table; the microwave table was
bare; the toaster was gone; and as we looked, we
could see many things missing – the house had
been robbed! I immediately told Angela to go
back out and have the neighbors call the police,
while I made sure the house was safe.
What I found made a deep impression on my mind.
The thieves had easily used a pry bar or large
screwdriver and had popped the back door open
slightly splintering the jamb. When I went out to
look for evidence, I saw their dirty hands had slid
over the siding down the back wooden stairs. Then
I saw something that was very sobering: I found
that before they had made their entrance they first
cut the phone line to cripple any alarm system
through the phone lines and also to keep anyone
inside from calling for help. Anger and fear
gripped my heart as I realized my wife and baby
had almost stayed home that night alone in the
back bedroom to rest. Had she been awakened by
someone breaking in – if she would have even
heard them – she would have grabbed the phone
to call for help, and found it dead. How I thanked
God she had not stayed home that night – others
have not been so fortunate.
Later, we learned these men stabbed another man
while robbing his house after robbing Grandma’s
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House. Eventually they were caught and much of
Grandma’s things were returned. They were
robbing houses at this time of year expecting to
find Christmas trees with gifts under them. Our
lives could have been changed forever that night.
What if my wife had been able to have a shotgun
or pistol to protect herself and the baby in that
back bedroom? Some teach it would have been
wrong to use it for self defense. Some teach that it
would be God’s will for her to be raped or killed,
rather than use violence to defend herself and the
baby against these men. That seems extreme; but
what does the Bible say?
If we really wish to please God, then we need to
know where the boundaries are, and what He
expects us to do. We cannot allow our fear or
feelings to dictate our actions; but must walk by
faith in God’s Word and Ways. But what is God’s
Word and Ways in this situation? Jesus taught that
we should “not resist evil”; but when smitten on the
one cheek we should “turn the other cheek”; does
that include not defending one’s self against rape
or murder? What does God expect us to do in
these or similar situations where our lives and
those whom we are supposed to protect are
endangered by evil men?
When God says, “Vengeance is mine” does He
mean that He personally is responsible to protect
the innocent, deliver the damsel in distress, avenge
the victim, and uphold law and order apart from
human agency? If that were true, then why did He
bother making laws about what to with a murderer
or rapist (Deut 22)? Why does he need the police
5

officer as the “minister of God, a revenger to
execute wrath upon him that doeth evil” (Rom 13)?
Why does Jesus imply that the “goodman of the
house” is supposed to protect his household? Why
would He tell his disciples to buy a sword due to
upcoming dangers? Why does God condemn
those who will not deliver one whose life is in
danger? Does God ordain human offices of
authority to carry out some of His governmental
work? Are we given responsibility to uphold law
and order under God’s authority; or did Jesus
forbid His followers from helping in this realm?
Is it ever right for Christian people to be used of
God in upholding law and order? What if such a
task requires force or “resisting evil”, does this
conflict with what Jesus said on the subject? Can I
be Christ-like and yet defend my wife and children
against an intruder? We need to know the biblical
answers to questions like these, or we will not
know what to do if we are in a bad situation.
Is there a difference between my response to
being persecuted for my faith and being
threatened by a vandal? Can Christians serve as
“ministers of God” in capacities that require the
use of the “sword”? What about in the realms
which do not require the use of the “sword”? Has
God ordained an office of authority, which
Christians are commanded to honor, financially
support, and obey; but that must be filled by
unconverted men? What does the Bible teach
about the non-resistance and non-participation in
government that many teach? Was Jesus a
pacifist?
Can you affectively answer these
questions from the Bible?
6

Usually, even in erroneous doctrine, there is much
truth mixed in; but people have a hard time
drawing the lines between the two. There are
endless hypothetical situations which demand
answers. Are there clear Biblical principles on
which to build? In speaking with many pacifist
ministers about this subject, it is clear that they
also struggle with where
to draw the lines.
Selfish men seek
self-preservation
I sincerely hope that all
who read this agree that
at the expense of
God’s Word is to be the
others; but
foundation for doctrine;
Spiritual men seek
and that any other
the salvation of
foundation
is
as
others at their own
building on sand. My
expense.
feelings, my heritage,
the majority opinion,
preacher’s opinions, and even case histories are
not the proper foundation for doctrine. We must
be willing to bow to the Word of God and base our
beliefs and opinions firmly on what the Bible
actually says when taken in proper context and
compared with the whole counsel of God. If we
vainly think we have improved upon God’s ways,
then we are blinded by our own arrogant
ignorance. We must search the Word of God for
eternal principles on which to build our doctrine.
The doctrine of non-resistance, which is taken from
Jesus’ words, “resist not evil...” is the Christian
grace of unselfish love in action. Jesus summed up
His teaching in Matthew 7:12 and showed that it
was exactly what God’s Word had been trying to
teach people.
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Therefore all things whatsoever ye would that men
should do to you, do ye even so to them: for this is the
law and the prophets.

Many precepts in God’s Law have been obeyed in
an attitude or with motives contrary to God’s
intent. The Jews were notorious for this; and
Christians haven’t been much better. Jesus taught
men to obey God’s Word with the attitudes and
motives God intended.
We, as believers, are to be working for the eternal
salvation of sinful men. In doing so, we are going to
suffer persecution. When we are insulted, and our
carnal nature wants to retaliate, we should instead
walk in the Spirit of Love and seek to be
ambassadors for Christ - not serve our own ends.
We should leave our injuries in God’s just hands,
and seek to win our enemy’s soul, knowing they are
blind, and headed for Hell. In other words, we
should “keep rank”. We know we wrestle not
against flesh and blood, but against evil spirits who
energize and motivate these blind sinners. Jesus
knew this and prayed, “Father, forgive them, for
they know not what they do”. Stephen prayed for
his zealous, yet ignorant murderers in the same
manner, saying, “Lord, lay not this sin to their
charge”.
Selfish men seek self-preservation at the expense
of others; but Spiritual men seek the salvation of
others at their own expense. This is the foundation
of the teaching of non-vengeance. This is sound
doctrine and a very important aspect of the
Christians’ testimony. The principle of nonvengeance goes back to the Old Testament; and
8

has to do with us minding our own jurisdiction; and
not taking the law into our own hands. It also has
to do with the principle of fulfilling my duty before
God, and not avenging myself with my own hand;
which in the Bible is different than self-defense or
protecting the weak.
The law of Love, when engrafted into the believer’s
life by the Holy Spirit will keep them from selfglory,
self-exaltation, carnal competition,
vengeance, hate, slander, attack, rejoicing when
their enemy falls, and any other fleshly pursuit that
has it’s roots in “self-preservation at other’s
expense” and violates the principles of nonvengeance and non-resistance.
In churches that claim to be non-resistant it is sad
to see men and women competing against their
brethren, exalting themselves at the expense of
their brothers, gossiping, slandering, and lacking
love and compassion for the lost men around them.
They may claim the doctrine of non-resistance, but
they are missing the principles upon which it is
based. It is one thing to claim a doctrine or have it
in my creed, and quite another to understand its
foundational principles and apply it in every area
of my life.
A Biblically non-resistant person is not going to be
quick to give provocation; nor will he be easily
provoked. He will be quick to hear, slow to speak,
and slow to wrath. He will be approachable,
teachable, and considerate. However, he will not
be a compromiser or pacifist when it comes to his
God ordained duties. Those who know him will
know him to be gentle and gracious; but
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unbendable and firm in righteousness and truth.
Jesus was the perfect example of this, as everything
He did was appropriate, whether it be scolding the
Pharisees, whipping the changers out of the
temple, or receiving children on his knees to bless
them. Jesus’ life was the art of appropriateness;
and His example along with the example of the
apostles is our guide in all these matters.
Many believers wish to understand what is
righteous to do when confronted with danger.
Others wish to know if it is possible to be a
Christian and also serve in the government
positions where lethal force is sometimes
necessary to uphold law and order. In answering
these questions, we must put aside our feelings.
There were many things in the Bible which God
commanded men to do that were judicially right,
but surely didn’t feel good. Consider the Israelites
destroying all those Canaanite women and
children.
Judicially the whole society was
condemned to destruction just like Sodom and
Gomorrah were; but this time God told his people
to do it. I’m sure they grew weary of the bloodshed
and didn’t feel holy and loving; but judicially it was
holy and loving for God to execute the judgment
these people brought upon themselves. Until you
understand this principle, you will not appreciate
or understand God’s holy and benevolent
government or his will concerning law and order
here on earth.
It only matters what God thinks, and we are
extremely arrogant to think we have improved
upon God’s ways or know better than He. The wise
approach is to realize we are finite, and God is
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infinite; therefore let us learn in silence. Let us
seek out the wisdom of His ways, and stop
spouting our own opinion. Let us set our carnal
feelings aside, and learn from the Judge of all the
earth, who will determine every man’s eternal
destiny with the most exacting and pure judgment
ever known. Let us humbly gaze into His revelation
and learn that “He doeth all things well”.
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Chapter Two
WHAT DO THE SCRIPTURES TEACH ABOUT
“NON-RESISTANCE” OR “NON-VENGEANCE?”
Observe the spirit and desire of Almighty God as
he seeks to bring fallen man to his way of doing
things.
“Thou shalt not avenge, nor bear any grudge against
the children of thy people, but thou shalt love thy
neighbor as thyself: I am the LORD.” Lev. 19:18; Matt.
19:19; 22:39; Mark 12:31.
“But the stranger that dwelleth with you shall be unto
you as one born among you, and thou shalt love him as
thyself; for ye were strangers in the land of Egypt: I am
the LORD your God.” Lev. 19:34; Duet. 10:19.
“If thou meet thine enemy’s ox or his ass going astray,
thou shalt surely bring it back to him again. If thou see
the ass of him that hateth thee lying under his burden,
and wouldest forbear to help him, thou shalt surely help
with him.” Ex. 23:4, 5
“Rejoice not when thine enemy falleth, and let not
thine heart be glad when he stumbleth: Lest the LORD
see it, and it displease him, and he turn away his wrath
from him.” Prov. 24:17, 18
“The beginning of strife is as when one letteth out
water: therefore leave off contention, before it be
meddled with.” Prov. 17:14
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“Be not a witness against thy neighbour without cause;
and deceive not with thy lips. Say not, I will do so to him
as he hath done to me: I will render to the man
according to his work.” Prov. 24:28,29
“If thine enemy be hungry, give him bread to eat; and if
he be thirsty, give him water to drink: for thou shalt
heap coals of fire upon his head, and the LORD shall
reward thee.” Prov. 25:21, 22
“Plead my cause, O LORD, with them that strive with
me: fight against them that fight against me...for
without cause have they hid for me their net in a pit,
which without cause they have digged for my
soul...False witnesses did rise up; they laid to my charge
things I knew not. They rewarded me evil for good to
the spoiling of my soul. But as for me, when they were
sick, my clothing was sack-cloth: I humbled my soul
with fasting; and my prayer returned into mine own
bosom. I behaved myself as though he had been my
friend or brother: I bowed down heavily, as one that
mourneth for his mother. But in mine adversity they
rejoiced, and gathered themselves together: yea, the
abjects gathered themselves together against me, and I
knew it not; they did tear me, and ceased not…Lord,
how long wilt thou look on? rescue my soul from their
destructions...Let not them that are mine enemies
wrongfully rejoice over me- For they speak not peace:
but they devise deceitful matters against them that are
quiet in the land...This thou hast seen, O LORD: keep
not silence: O Lord, be not far from me...” Ps. 35
“Save me, O God; for the waters are come in unto my
soul...l am weary of my crying: my throat is dried: mine
eyes fail while I wait for my God. They that hate me
without a cause are more than the hairs of mine head:
they that would destroy me, being mine enemies
wrongfully, are mighty: then I restored that which I took
not away.” Ps. 69:1-4
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I have quoted a few Old Testament verses in order
to show that the teaching of unselfish Love, peacemaking and Non-vengeance is rooted in the Old
Testament. The Apostle
The Apostle Paul
Paul quotes the Old
quotes the Old
Testament
as
his
Testament as his
Scriptural authority when
Scriptural
teaching Non-resistance.
authority when
Romans
12:19
Dearly
teaching Nonbeloved,
avenge
not
resistance.
yourselves, but rather give
place unto wrath: for it is
written, Vengeance is mine; I will repay, saith the Lord
(Deut. 32:35). 20 Therefore if thine enemy hunger, feed
him; if he thirst, give him drink: for in so doing thou
shalt heap coals of fire on his head (Prov. 25:21-22).
The Apostle quoting Scriptures from the Old
Testament to validate his points only proves that what
he is teaching is in the same spirit or meaning as the
Old Testament Scriptures. The apostles also proclaim
the message of Proverbs in Ro 12:17 Recompense to no
man evil for evil. (See also: 1Th 5:15; 1Pe 3:9)
 Pr 20:22 Say not thou, I will recompense evil; but
wait on the LORD, and he shall save thee.
 Pr 24:29 Say not, I will do so to him as he hath done
to me: I will render to the man according to his work.
The Apostles didn’t see a conflict between the
teachings of the New Testament and the Old, as
they continually quote the Old Testament as their
foundation for New Testament doctrine and
practice. An index in the Jewish New Testament
catalogs 695 separate quotations from the books
of the Old Testament in the New (Jewish New
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Testament Publications, Jerusalem, 1989) The
apostles were continually validating their points by
quoting the only Scriptures which existed in the
beginning of their ministries – the Old Testament
Scriptures. These they fully believed and preached
from.
Ac 24:14 But this I confess unto thee, that after the way
which they call heresy, so worship I the God of my
fathers, believing all things which are written in the law
and in the prophets:
Ac 28:23 And when they had appointed him a day,
there came many to him into his lodging; to whom he
expounded and testified the kingdom of God,
persuading them concerning Jesus, both out of the law
of Moses, and out of the prophets, from morning till
evening.

The nation of Israel was indeed different from the
New Testament Church in that Israel was a nation
with civil government. It included people who
loved God and also those who just went with the
program for personal gain. There was, at all times,
only a remnant that truly had faith in God. The
New Testament Church is not to be a nation with
its own civil government, but the “remnant”
element called out into separate assemblies
among all nations, and under their respective
governments. The Church IS the remnant, and is
commanded to excommunicate all who don’t
exercise an obedient faith in Christ. The dispersion
of the Jews into many lands and the setting up of
their synagogues in all those foreign lands was a
part of God’s preparation for the establishment of
the New Testament churches.
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The Law of Moses was given to organize a nation
and teach civil leaders how to justly deal out
judgment. The authorities
were commanded to judge
God’s Moral
justly and deal out an eye
Law is eternal,
for an eye, and a tooth for
and Jesus
a tooth; which was a just
didn’t change it.
and fair reward to the
offender. However, carnal
men began using this principle for their personal
relationships. They had hate and vengeance in
their hearts, and often took the law into their own
hands or justified their personal vengeance with
the “eye for an eye” principle. Hard hearted
people always use righteous principles to their own
advantage, and not as they were originally
intended.
Men’s hard hearts were only outwardly controlled
by the laws laid down; but Jesus came to
regenerate men. He called them to repent of
being hard hearted and to practice the true
righteousness of the Law, not use the Law for their
own designs. Thus we see Jesus correcting their
misconceptions and abuses of the Law, and
preaching the true spirit and righteousness of the
Law in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt 5-7). Jesus
taught the proper distinction between what laws
were for magistrates and what laws were for
interpersonal relationships; and gave God’s
intended attitudes and motives behind the
precepts. Romans 8:4 states that when a New
Testament believer walks in the Spirit, they are
fulfilling the righteousness or “original intent” of
God’s Moral Law through Moses. God’s Moral Law
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is eternal, and Jesus didn’t change it. (See our book,
Did Jesus Correct Moses)

Moses’ Law was given to organize society; but
Jesus’ teaching was to prepare men to preach the
gospel to all nations where they could not expect a
fair redress of grievances. They would have to go
out as sheep among wolves and couldn’t expect
justice. Jesus taught them to do right without
expecting right in return - it was spiritual warfare.
You can’t expect justice on the battle field.
Jesus, in the Sermon on the Mount, was talking
about our personal responses while striving to be
the salt of the earth; while much of Moses’ Law was
written so magistrates could know how to deal
with crimes. They do not contradict at all; but are
meeting different needs. Jesus’ teaching clears the
Law of abuse and misapplication. God still wants
those in civil power to keep law and order and
fulfill their duty to society; but He also wants
individuals to deal with one another in love and
kindness – both are necessary.
The non-resistance taught in the OT was in
harmony with the sword bearing of the OT
authorities, and what Jesus taught is also in
harmony with God's ordained governments
bearing the sword as "ministers of God to thee for
good" - Romans 13.
We will now see in the New Testament that Jesus
upheld and fine tuned this spirit of non-vengeance
when he taught and expounded the spiritual intent
of God’s Law. The spiritually dull people who did
not comprehend the intent of God’s Law; had
misunderstood and misconstrued much of the
17

“original intent” of God’s Law. Jesus is calling the
remnant to come out and follow true
righteousness.
“Blessed are the meek: for they shall inherit the
earth…Blessed are the merciful: for they shall obtain
mercy...Blessed are the peacemakers: for they shall be
called the children of God. Blessed are they which are
persecuted for righteousness’ sake: for theirs is the
kingdom of heaven. Blessed are ye, when men shall
revile you, and persecute you, and shall say all manner
of evil against you falsely, for my sake. Rejoice, and be
exceeding glad: for great is your reward in heaven: for
so persecuted they the prophets which were before
you.” Matt. 5:5-12
“Ye have heard that it was said by them of old time,
Thou shalt not kill; and whosoever shall kill shall be in
danger of the judgment: But I say unto you, That
whosoever is angry with his brother without cause shall
be in danger of the judgment: and whosoever shall say
to his brother, Raca, shall be in danger of the council:
but whosoever shall say, Thou fool, shall be in danger of
hell fire. Therefore if thou bring thy gift to the altar, and
there rememberest that thy brother hath ought against
thee; leave there thy gift before the altar, and go thy
way; first be reconciled to thy brother, and then come
and offer thy gift.” Matt- 5:21 -24
“Ye have heard that it hath been said, An eye for an eye,
and a tooth for a tooth: But I say unto you, That ye resist
not evil: but whosoever shall smite thee on thy right
cheek, turn to him the other also. And if any man will
sue thee at the law, and take away thy coat, let him
have thy cloke also. And whosoever shall compel thee
to go a mile, go with him twain. Give to him that asketh
thee, and from him that would borrow of thee turn not
thou away. Ye have heard that it hath been said, Thou
shalt love thy neighbor, and hate thine enemy- But I say
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unto you, Love your enemies, bless them that curse you,
do good to them that hate you, and pray for them
which despitefully use you, and persecute you: That ye
may be the children of your Father which is in heaven:
for he maketh his sun to rise on the evil and on the
good, and sendeth rain on the just and on the unjust.
For if ye love them which love you, what reward have
ye? do not even the publicans the same? And if ye
salute your brethren only, what do ye more than others?
do not even the publicans so? Be ye therefore perfect,
even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect.” Matt.
5:38—48
“For if ye forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly
Father will also forgive you: But if ye forgive not men
their trespasses, neither will your Father forgive your
trespasses.” Matt. 6:14—15
“Bless them which persecute you: bless, and curse not.
Rejoice with them that do rejoice, and weep with them
that weep. Be of the same mind one toward another.
Mind not high things, but condescend to men of low
estate. Be not wise in your own conceits, Recompense
to no man evil for evil. Provide things honest in the
sight of all men. If it be possible, as much as lieth in you,
live peaceably with all men. Dearly beloved, avenge not
yourselves, but rather give place unto wrath: for it is
written, Vengeance is mine; I will repay, saith the Lord.
Therefore if thine enemy hunger, feed him; if he thirst,
give him drink: for in so doing thou shalt heap coals of
fire on his head. Be not overcome of evil, but overcome
evil with good.” Romans 12:14—21
“See that none render evil for evil unto any man; but
ever follow that which is good, both among yourselves,
and to all men.” I Thess. 5:15
“Servants, be subject to your masters with all fear; not
only to the good and gentle, but also to the froward.
For this is thankworthy, if a man for conscience toward
19

God endure grief, suffering wrongfully. For what glory
is it, if, when ye be buffeted for your faults, ye take it
patiently? but, if when ye do
well, and suffer for it, ye take
Rev.12:11
it patiently, this is acceptable
“And they
with God. For even hereunto
overcame him
were ye called: because
by the blood
Christ also suffered for us,
of the Lamb,
leaving us an example, that
and by the
ye should follow his steps:” I
word of their
Peter 2:18-21
testimony;
and they
loved not their
lives unto the
death.”

“Not rendering evil for evil,
or railing for railing: but
contrariwise blessing; ...but
and if ye suffer for
righteousness’ sake, happy
are ye: and be not afraid of
their terror, neither be troubled;...For it is better, if the
will of God be so, that ye suffer for well doing, than for
evil doing-” I Peter 3:9-17

As with Proverbs 17:14“The beginning of strife is as

when one letteth out water: therefore leave off
contention, before it be meddled with”, Jesus’

teaching about turning the other cheek is very
practical in thwarting controversy by not fostering
it yourself. If you turn the other cheek in Christian
charity then the contention will usually cease and
not escalate like a flood to greater damage for
both sides. The worldly minded will usually judge
you by their own wicked hearts and expect you to
be operating by the same selfish motives. When
you reveal that you are seeking their good and not
harm, they will be touched and rebuked for their
selfishness. This will often end the strife and leave
a testimony for Christ.
20

In Revelation 12 Satan is represented as the great
persecutor, deceiver, and accuser, Verse 11 reveals
the believer’s response to all three of these attacks.
The believer’s personal response to persecution is
not vengeance or hate, but “loving not their lives
unto the death” in doing what is right before God.
We are to be willing to sacrifice our lives to be
faithful subjects of God’s kingdom. We overcome
deception by the “word of our testimony”; and we
overcome accusation by claiming the “blood of the
Lamb” as our justification before God.
You will notice that when the apostles were
arrested or persecuted for preaching the Gospel by
the authorities, they didn’t gather the believers
together for battle or ambush the opposition with
weapons. Non-resistance is an attitude of humility
and willingness to suffer for doing what is right. It
is an unwillingness to lower ourselves sinfully to
become no better than the hateful sinners who
persecute us; and it has much to do with
jurisdiction, and honoring God ordained
boundaries. Even King David knew the difference
between killing Goliath, and avenging himself on
Nabal.
1 Sam. 25:32 And David said to Abigail, Blessed be the
LORD God of Israel, which sent thee this day to meet
me:
33 And blessed be thy advice, and blessed be thou,
which hast kept me this day from coming to shed blood,
and from avenging myself with mine own hand.
David suffered much in order to respect God
ordained boundaries and not rise up against King
Saul who was wrongfully seeking David’s life; and
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had even given David’s wife to another man. David
knew he was righteous to defend himself and
protect those under his care; but he also knew it
was wrong to avenge himself with his own hand,
rise up against his God ordained authority, or shed
innocent blood. He later condemns Joab for
shedding the blood of war during a time of peace.
God has ordained government to avenge and
protect the innocent. Though the apostles were
willing to die for Jesus, they still made appeal to
rightful authorities to protect them against
unlawful suffering and death. They were not
against the God ordained authorities using lawful
force and military power to protect them when
they were due that protection. The apostle Paul
not only reported criminal action planned against
him; made use of his rights as a citizen to avoid
unlawful suffering; appealed to the emperor
against those who sought his life; but he also
rebuked the unlawful and unjust activity of rulers.
Jesus also did this, even at His unjust trial.
There are five basic God ordained authorities that
we are accountable to in our life:
1. God
2. Parents
3. Husband or earthly Master
4. Civil authorities
5. Bishop and elders of the Church

We are told to obey all of them; but what if they
disagree? Whom do we then obey? Well,
ultimately we must obey God and whatever
authority is in line with God. We obey God
ordained authority until it would require us to
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disobey God; then we must obey God and not man.
However, in doing this, we must be willing to
suffer, if necessary, at the hands of the human
authority with a proper spirit as a testimony for
God. If we are haughty and rebellious in this, we
will not be thought to be truly seeking obedience
to God, but only rebellion to man.
David obeyed his earthly authority, and even when
treated very wrong by King Saul; he respected the
position, and let God avenge him. It is everywhere
acknowledged that in the Old Testament a man
could be a devout and faithful follower of Jehovah
obeying all the Scriptures about “non-vengeance”
and loving one’s enemies while at the same time
serving in government and using lethal force to
uphold law and order. Did the New Testament
change these principles?
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Chapter Three
SEPARATION OF CHURCH AND STATE
In the nation of Israel there wasn’t much
distinction between “church” and “state” when
they had a theocracy, and men like Moses
& Samuel acted as spiritual and civil leaders.
However, after they set up Saul as king, there was a
distinction. The kings were not to serve in the
Temple, nor were the priests and Levites to reign
as kings. The priests generally didn’t declare war,
execute criminals, or enforce the law. However,
they did have a “state church” and the civil
authorities were supposed to enforce obedience to
the “church”.
Israel was a “nation” and at the same time “the
congregation of the Lord” or “church”; not an
assembly of believers within and among all nations.
Because of this, you could not be a part of the
“state” without being a part of the “church”. When
there is a marriage of “church” and “state”, as
there was in Israel, excommunication (church
discipline) is done by execution or banishment
(state discipline). Tithe and offering is upheld by
law and becomes a “tax”. Membership and
citizenship are joined into one, and so initiation
(circumcision in the OT, and baptism in the NT) is
applied to infants - because as soon as they are
citizens of the state, they must be members of the
church. In this setting there is little distinction
between who actually wages war or executes
24

criminals - the church or the state? When they are
both fulfilling the mandate of God according to
lawful jurisdiction, God is pleased and glorified;
otherwise God’s work suffers, and God is
misrepresented.
NEW TESTAMENT CHURCH & STATE
When Jesus set up the New Testament Church, it
was not to rival or usurp authority from any earthly
king or government, but be part of Christ’s work of
redemption among all nations. With Jesus being
the Christ of God, He was the rightful sovereign
over all men, and earthly governments were meant
to recognize this and order their affairs in light of
this reality and Christ’s coming judgment.
Whether they submitted to this or not, the
churches must still maintain Christ’s will within
their communion. The New Testament Churches
were assemblies of believers among the nations
and were still subject to their respective state
governments (Romans 13:1-8 & 1Peter 2:11-19).
This required a separation between church
government and state government. The church was
not to run the state, and the state was not to run
the church; but each had a separate and unique
mission. They were both supposed to fulfill God
given mandates, and should dwell together in
harmony under God. Due to the reality that state
rulers are usually in rebellion against God’s
authority, conflict and persecution often occurs.
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The church government is to discipline erring
members by excommunication; but the state
government by execution. The church government
initiates
members
by
baptism
when
they
Both should
intelligently
embrace
the
be governed
faith
of
Jesus
Christ,
but
the
by God’s will
state government counts its
in their
citizens from infancy. The
respective
church is supported by
roles with the
freewill tithes and offerings,
church being
but the state by mandatory
the spiritual
tax. The qualification of
guide and the
church leaders is spiritual,
state being
but the state leaders are not
the protector
always moral. So the
of the people.
government of the churches
must be separate from the
government of the states in which they dwell. The
church is not commissioned to wage physical war
with physical weapons, but rather to wage spiritual
war with spiritual weapons (2 Cor. 10:4). The state
is commissioned to execute wrath on evil doers
and protect its citizens by means of force (Romans
13). Both should be governed by God’s will in their
respective roles with the church being the spiritual
guide and the state being the protector of the
people.
ROMAN CATHOLICISM
The formation of the Roman Catholic Church was
largely due to a marriage of church and state
contrary to the teachings of the New Testament.
The church leaders, in trying to gain power over
the people, began acting as a state institution.
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They exchanged evangelism as the Biblical means
of growing the church for the state method of
growing the state – conquering with the sword.
They dealt with “heretics” the way the state deals
with criminals - execution. Tithe became tax, and
baptism was now for infants; because they became
citizens and members at the same time. Doctrine
was now established by state legislature, not by
preaching and exhortation based on Scripture with
the example of godly living. There is a delicate
balance of power when both the church and the
state are trying to fulfill God’s will. They will work
in cooperation without trespassing the respective
roles and boundaries God has ordained for them.
Roman Catholics developed a church hierarchy
much like the Old Testament with priests, temples,
altars, and the communion became their sacrifice.
Ultimately, they usurped Christ’s role as the one
mediator between God and men when they made
it illegal to give the Scriptures to the common
people and taught confession of sins to the priest
for forgiveness.
These gross errors were produced by power hungry
men in church positions, who became worldly and
apostate; but didn’t want their positions
challenged or their powers lost. This error was
promoted by denominational bias and pride that
wanted the state’s help in eliminating the
opposition. Thus we have 1200 plus years of
terrible persecution called “The Dark Ages”. The
reign of the Anti-Christ system showed its true
colors, and justified its slaughter of over 50 million
non-conformist believers by saying they were just
trying to “discipline erring sheep”. This mother of
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harlots had a number of daughters (protestants)
who abused the state-church union and also
persecuted any who didn’t agree.
THE NON-CONFORMISTS
During this time of Roman Catholic dominion, men
who protested the corrupt marriage of church and
state in the Roman communion; who saw the
horrible “crusades” of the Romish Church; and who
were expected to participate in these church/state
ventures; diligently taught the separation of
church and state. They knew that men should not
wage war in the name of the church or in the name
of Christ against those who believed differently.
They suffered greatly for not participating in
church initiated holy wars, and for protesting the
corrupt state church doctrine and practice.
The descendants of these faithful believers are
found in the reformation times (and earlier) as
Anabaptists. They were called Anabaptists for
maintaining the baptism of adult believers only, as
opposed to that of infants in the state-church
system. Many whom they baptized had already
been “baptized” as children by the state church; so
they were scornfully called re-baptizers (Ana Baptists).
These believers who held to the separation of
church government and state government became
divided on some important particulars about this
separation of church and state. Does the
separation of church government and state
government mean the separation of church
members and state? Can an officer of the state be
also a member of the church? What about Christ’s
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teaching of Non-vengeance and loving your
enemies? Some began to teach non-participation
in government all together. This teaching can be
found in varying degrees. Most of the pacifists
agreed that a member of the church could not
hold office in the state. Those we are calling
pacifists usually did believe that the state was to
bear the sword (Romans 13); but the state could
only be run by unbelievers, so every government
was to be a heathen government, and there could
be no Christian rulers.
This confusion arose from the ill feelings toward
the state-church governments that they suffered
under. The tendency to be anti-government was
natural and to be
Had they forgotten
expected in such
that the Christians
circumstances.
But
of the first century
was it Biblical? To be
also lived under
an officer of the
religious state
state/church seemed
governments
to be cooperating
opposed to their
with the Anti-Christ
church?
system. Were they to
participate in the
Anti-Christ church’s “evangelism with the sword”?
When an apostate church is married to the state it
really complicates matters. When your church is
illegal according to this state, then how can you
support the state? From these trying
circumstances, there arose some unbiblical
teaching about the separation of church and state
as well as non-resistance/pacifism.
Had they forgotten that the Christians of the first
century also lived under religious state
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governments opposed to their church? Had they
not realized that when Paul wrote Romans 13 he
was under not only the Sanhedrin and Judean
government that crucified Jesus; but also the
Roman government that supported pagan
idolatry? So, do we build doctrine on what seems
expedient for our day, or on eternal principles of
the Word of God? The first century believers,
under the guidance of the apostles, had to deal
with pagan emperors, just as the Ana-Baptists had
to deal with apostate religious rulers. How did they
deal with it? What example and teaching did the
apostles give? We know that in the OT men could
be devout followers of God, while at the same time
being kings or soldiers; but what about in the NT?
Since the apostles understood Jesus’ teaching
better than any of us today, we need to see what
they did and what they taught. They are to be our
pattern, not any other man or group of men in
history. Only the apostles were inspired to write
and teach infallibly the truth of God. Any man who
dreams that he or his group has improved on the
teaching or understanding of the apostles is a very
arrogant and deceived man.
Php 3: 17 Brethren, be followers together of me, and
mark them which walk so as ye have us for an ensample.
18 (For many walk, of whom I have told you often, and
now tell you even weeping, that they are the enemies
of the cross of Christ:

Paul makes it clear that we are to follow the
example of the apostles, and use their example as
a ruler to measure other teachers or writers. There
were many even in Paul’s day that professed to be
Christian teachers or writers, but who didn’t line up
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with the example and teaching of the apostles. All
men who teach, write, or preach, but do not line up
with the example of the apostles are ENEMIES OF
THE CROSS OF CHRIST, whether they realize it or
not. This should make all of us seek the Lord
through His inspired Word with humble and
teachable hearts.
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Chapter Four
DEMONSTRATION

NOT INTERPRETATION
We are not going to interpret the Scriptures to
start with, but we are going to demonstrate from
the Scriptures certain undeniable facts, which will
serve as foundation stones for interpretation.
These undeniable facts greatly narrow our options
of interpretation, therefore it is vital for sound
interpretation that we first analyze these facts.
DID THE APOSTLES BELIEVE YOU COULD BE AN
OFFICER OF THE STATE AND ALSO A MEMBER OF
THE CHURCH?
About 12 years after Pentecost God opened the
door of the Gospel to uncircumcised Gentiles.
They could be baptized into the Kingdom of Jesus
Christ without first being Jewish Proselytes. Of all
the Gentiles in the world whom God could have
used to open this door, who did he choose? He
used an officer of the state! He chose not only an
officer of the state, but an officer of the state
military! Cornelius. Notice carefully the attitude of
Holy Scripture as it describes this man BEFORE he
was even converted. (Acts 10)
“There was a certain man in Caesarea called Cornelius,
a centurion of the band called the Italian band, a
devout man, and one that feared God with all his house,
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which gave much alms to the people, and prayed to
God alway. He saw in a vision evidently about the ninth
hour of the day an angel of God coming in to him, and
saying unto him, Cornelius. And when he looked on
him, he was afraid, and said, What is it Lord? And he
said unto him, Thy prayers and thine alms are come up
for a memorial before God. And now send men to
Joppa, and call for one Simon, whose surname is Peter:
he lodgeth with one Simon a tanner, whose house is by
the sea side: he shall tell thee what thou oughtest to do.
And when the angel which spake unto Cornelius was
departed, he called two of his household servants, and
a devout soldier of them that waited on him
continually; And when he had declared all these things
unto them, he sent them to Joppa.”

Cornelius, in God’s estimation was “devout” and
“God fearing” as an officer over 100 soldiers in the
Roman army. He also had a devout soldier, who
was his servant, whom he
sent with other servants
These
to protect them from
undeniable facts
robbers while they went
greatly narrow
to get Peter. Why wasn’t
our options of
Cornelius
considered
interpretation,
wicked and vile? Why
therefore it is
wasn’t he convicted and
vital to sound
repentant for being a
interpretation
soldier of the state? We
that we first
will see.
analyze these
After this our story takes
facts.
us to Peter having a
vision whereby God
makes it clear to him that “what God hath
cleansed, that call not thou common.” Then Peter
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goes with the servants and preaches the Gospel to
Cornelius.
“While Peter yet spake these words, the Holy Ghost fell
on all them which heard the word....Then answered
Peter, Can any man forbid water, that these should not
be baptized, which have received the Holy Ghost as
well as we? And he commanded them to he baptized in
the name of the Lord.” Acts 10:44-48

Peter barely had time to share who Jesus was, and
what he offered. Why didn’t God give him time to
tell Cornelius to stop being a soldier of the state
before he poured out the Holy Ghost on him? In
Acts 11 we find from Peter’s testimony that he had
just “began to speak” . So he didn’t have much time
to spell out pacifism.
More than this; hear what Peter says about God
sending an Angel to lead Cornelius to the Gospel:
“Of a truth I perceive that God is no respecter of
persons: But in every
nation he that feareth him,
“Of a truth I
and
worketh
perceive that God
righteousness, is accepted
is no respecter of
with him.” Acts 10:34,35
persons: But in
every nation he that
Peter testified that,
feareth him, and
because Cornelius was
worketh
God-fearing and was
righteousness,
is
working righteousness
accepted
with
(already), God had
him.”
mercy on him and was
leading him to salvation.
Why no mention of him repenting of his state
office? Why was this not made an issue at all
anywhere? We shall see.
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Now we will skip over to chapter 11 and hear Peter
defending himself - not for baptizing a state
officer and a military man - but for baptizing an
uncircumcised Gentile. We will see that the fact of
him being an officer of the state or a soldier was
not a problem for them at all; but first let us get
the full testimony of Peter on the subject.
“And when Peter was come up to Jerusalem, they that
were of the circumcision contended with him, saying,
Thou wentest in to men uncircumcised, and didst eat
with them. But Peter rehearsed the matter from the
beginning, and expounded it by order unto them...And
as I began to speak, the Holy Ghost fell on them, as on
us at the beginning. Then remembered I the Word of
the Lord, how that he said, John indeed baptized with
water; but ye shall be baptized with the Holy Ghost.
Forasmuch then as God gave them the like gift as he
did unto us, who believed on the Lord Jesus Christ; what
was I, that I could withstand God? When they heard
these things, they held their peace, and glorified God,
saying, Then hath God also to the Gentiles granted
repentance unto life.” Acts 11:2-18

Again, nothing at all is said about his position as a
soldier or state officer, but only that he was a
Gentile. Once again hear Peter in Acts 15:
“And when there had been
When Peter
much disputing, Peter rose up,
baptized
and said unto them, Men and
brethren, ye know how that a
Cornelius he
good while ago God made
was accepting
choice among us, that the
him into
Gentiles by my mouth should
communion.
hear the word of the gospel,
and believe. And God, which
knoweth the hearts, bare them witness, giving them the
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Holy Ghost, even as he did unto us; and put no
difference between us and them, purifying their hearts
by faith.” Acts 15:7-9

“Us and them” is only referring to the Jew and
Gentile distinction and has nothing at all to do
with Cornelius being a government official. It
would be nice if people today were as easy to
convince as these Jews were. Peter did not
“interpret”, but “demonstrated” by God’s very
actions and choices what the obvious conclusion
must be. God put no difference between this
uncircumcised Gentile officer of the state military
and the apostles when he believed on Jesus as his
Lord and Savior. Peter's argument is that because
God poured out the Holy Spirit while Cornelius
was still uncircumcised, that it would be tempting
God to force it on him now -- the same argument
could be given for the fact that God poured the
Spirit upon Cornelius while he was a Roman officer.
When Peter baptized
Cornelius
he
was
When baptized,
accepting
him
into
Cornelius was
communion. Would your
an
officer of the
minister accept a Roman
state
and also a
soldier into communion
member of the
or baptize him while he
body of Christ.
was still in the military?
In this case we have God
choosing for the first Gentile convert - a Roman
centurion. There is absolutely no evidence of
Cornelius stepping down from his position, or
being instructed on pacifism before his baptism.
All the evidence is to the contrary. When baptized,
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Cornelius was an officer of the state and also a
member of the body of Christ.
Notice not one person raised concern about his
being a soldier or an officer of the state. Why
would they, when Jesus and John the baptist also
accepted officers of the state? Publicans (Matt.
21:31-32) and centurions are officers of the state
(Matt. 8:5-10). Consider what Jesus was saying
about another Centurion like Cornelius in these
verses:
Matt. 8:10 "When Jesus heard it, he marvelled, and
said to them that followed, Verily I say unto you, I have
not found so great faith, no, not in Israel. 11 And I say
unto you, That many shall come from the east and west,
and shall sit down with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob,
in the kingdom of heaven. 12 But the children of the
kingdom shall be cast out into outer darkness: there
shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth."

Jesus is saying to those around that men like this
Roman Centurion will be in heaven, while many
Jews without his faith will be cast out -- Can you
accept this from the mouth of Jesus?
Zacchaeus was also an officer of the state. It is
obvious Jesus didn’t demand him to change
occupations, but endorsed his continuance as an
honest and fair tax collector.
Luke 19:8 And Zacchaeus stood, and said unto the Lord;
Behold, Lord, the half of my goods I give to the poor;
and if I have taken any thing from any man by false
accusation, I restore him fourfold. 9 And Jesus said unto
him, This day is salvation come to this house, forsomuch
as he also is a son of Abraham.
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John the Baptist, the one with the “baptism of
repentance” to “prepare the way of the LORD”, is
recorded in Luke 3 in a direct pre-baptism
discussion with two different groups who were
officers of the state:
“Then came also publicans to be baptized, and said
unto him, Master, what shall we do? And he said unto
them, Exact no more than that which is appointed you.
And the soldiers likewise demanded of him, saying, And
what shall we do? And he said unto them, Do violence
to no man, neither accuse any falsely; and be content
with your wages.”
It is obvious to the humble seeker of truth that “do
violence to no man” is related to “neither accuse
any falsely”. It does not mean they couldn’t
continue as a soldier, because John also says, “be
content with your wages”. John wouldn't tell them
to collect a check for being a soldier, and then not
fulfill their duty, as this would be living a lie. “Do
violence” is the abuse of power, not the use of
power in the line of just duty as an officer of the
state. There is no doubt that John’s concept of “do
violence to no man” meant, “Don’t abuse your
power”. When sent to arrest or guard, many
soldiers would rough up their captive, extort
money, and threaten contrary to the law and
outside of the realm of just and righteous duty. The
soldier who was not content with his wages would
try to extort money by violence. If this didn’t work,
he would accuse them falsely.
Adam Clarke says “Do violence to no man” means,
“...do not extort money or goods by force or
violence from any. This is the import of the words
neminein concutite, used here by the Vulgate, and
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points out a crime of which the Roman soldiers
were notoriously guilty, their own writers being
witnesses. Concussio has the above meaning in the
Roman law.”
Adam Clarke, after commenting on the phrase,
“neither accuse any falsely”, says, “Bishop Pearce
observes that, when the concussio above referred
to did not produce the desired effect they wished,
they often falsely accused the persons, which is the
reason why this advice is added.”
Yes, I know some will say John was still Old
Testament; but he was come to “prepare the way
of the LORD”, and the soldiers in Luke 3 were
asking him what to do to “prepare for the
Messiah’s coming”. Jesus said the Law and the
Prophets were until John, and since that time, the
kingdom of Heaven is preached. It doesn’t say that
the law and the prophets were until after John.
John was not “Old Testament” as they are saying.
And what if John was “Old Testament”? God’s
morality doesn’t change and what was righteous
before God in the Old Testament is still righteous
before God. Jesus is the author of the Old
Testament Scriptures too. Romans 8:4 declares
that the righteousness of the Law (Moral Law) is
fulfilled in believers who walk in the Spirit. The
New Covenant is God writing His Laws on our
heart, not changing them. Moses’ Law was still
binding on all men until 12 years after Pentecost
when
Gentiles
were
accepted
without
circumcision. The Jews were still under Moses’ Law
(both moral and ceremonial) in Acts 21 (29 years
39

after Pentecost); and the Moral Law is binding on
all men for eternity.
So, we find John the Baptist didn’t have a problem
baptizing repentant publicans and soldiers; Jesus
said the Centurion would be in Heaven; the
apostles didn’t have a problem baptizing soldiers;
and now we will see:
1. Paul’s first recorded convert on his first
missionary journey was a
governor
(proconsul),
The New
Sergius Paulus (Acts 13). It
Covenant is
is obvious that Paul did not
God writing His
tell the man to step down
Laws on our
from his state office. There
heart, not
is absolutely no evidence
changing them.
that he did step down.
2. Paul’s second missionary journey is highlighted
with the remarkable conversion story of the
Philippian jailor (Acts 16). The Philippian jailor was
baptized at midnight, and the next day we find him
still the keeper of the prison - thus saith the
Scripture. It is clear that he did not step down upon
conversion. Not even a mention of his planning to.
When baptized he was in communion as a soldier
of the state bearing a sword
3. Philip converted the Ethiopian eunuch, a Jewish
proselyte. He was a eunuch of great authority, and
the treasurer of Candace queen of the Ethiopians.
It is obvious he didn’t step down from his state
office. (Acts 8)
4. Erastus, the chamberlain of the city of Corinth
was a church member and a beloved brother.
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(Romans 16:23, Acts 19:22, 2 Tim. 4:20). It is clear
that when Paul wrote Romans, he had not stepped
down from his office, though it seems he served
with Paul later, possibly after his term was over.
Maybe he retired. But, when he was converted, he
was the chamberlain of the city.
Now, before you feel so sure that we are heretics,
stop and ask yourself, “Would my church baptize
these men who were baptized by the apostles?”
......Why not?
These few examples
serve to demonstrate
the truth, so when we
interpret, we won’t be
off track. You can’t
argue
with
truth

“Would my
church baptize
these men who
were baptized by
the apostles?”
......Why not?

demonstrated.

Everybody knows that
when a person is
baptized they are then members of the church and
eligible for communion. So, if their state office or
military position did not hinder them getting
baptized, it would not hinder them being members
of the church or taking communion either.
I’ve read pacifists who declare that during the first
three centuries high public officials had to step
down to be church members; but they gave no
solid evidence for this. I’ve never seen evidence for
this being the apostolic position; but we have given
you much to the contrary — and there is more in
extra-biblical sources (Appendix A). If you look at
the persecutions that took place, you’ll find
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records of certain public officials and soldiers
being persecuted also.
Now, how is it that one can be an officer of the
state and still obey Christ’s teachings of loving
their enemies and not avenging themselves? We
must either...
#1. Conclude that this can be done and the two are

not mutually exclusive, or...

#2. Conclude that these converts did not obey

Christ -- and the apostles didn’t say a word; but
actually allowed it.
Only one conclusion is possible -- they obeyed
Christ and served in a state office. I’ll explain how.
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Chapter Five
DUTY AND JURISDICTION
VS PERSONAL VENDETTA
“Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For
there is no power but of God: the powers that be are
ordained of God. Whosoever therefore resisteth the
power, resisteth the ordinance of God: and they that
resist shall receive to themselves damnation. For rulers
are not a terror to good works, but to the evil. Wilt thou
then not be afraid of the power? Do that which is good,
and thou shalt have praise of the same: For he is a
minister of God to thee for good. But if thou do that
which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the sword in
vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to
execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. Wherefore ye
must needs be subject, not only for wrath, but also for
conscience sake. For for this cause pay ye tribute also;
for they are God’s ministers, attending continually upon
this very thing.” Romans 13:1- 6

When an officer of the state executes righteously
his duty, he is acting, not as an individual avenging
himself, but as an officer of the state fulfilling the
mandate of God. What he does is not in his own
name or person, but in the name of the state, AND
AS A MINISTER OF GOD. The arrest, execution,
etc. is a matter of duty, and not a matter of
personal hate, envy, vengeance, etc. The Bible
commands the governing officials to kill, judge,
punish, etc.; but commands us as persons not to
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take the law into our own hands for personal
vengeance. Even those in a position of authority
are not to use that position for personal
vengeance.
Nowhere in the Bible is it implied that a state
officer commits murder or breaks God’s Law when
executing a duly convicted criminal. God, as the
judge of all the universe, is love! He is still love
when he destroys wicked men with a flood, or
sends people to Hell. He is still love when he
destroys Sodom and Gomorrah with fire and
brimstone. If God did not execute the penalty of
the Law on transgressors he would not be just, holy,
and would not love the innocent and obedient.
Jesus loves righteousness and hates iniquity (Heb.
1:8,9) – this is the “love of God”.
When serving as an officer of the state, a man who
is commanded to love his personal enemies cannot
violate the civil law and pardon a criminal because
of feelings of pity or personal compassion. He has
no right to become personally involved, except to
fairly execute the law in the fear of God. He is
acting as an officer of the state under the
commission of God -- he has no right to act in his
own person, as he is not the state or God; but only
a servant of both. See Deut. 19:13 concerning the
execution of a murderer:
“Thine eye shall not pity him, but thou shalt put away
the guilt of innocent blood from Israel, that it may go
well with thee.”

The judgment of human government is supposed
to be the fulfillment of God’s judgment. When a
government is just in its dealings, even when it uses
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the sword under the mandate of a loving God, it is
an act of love. The God of love knows that if sinful
and wicked men are left in anarchy without
accountability or punishment, it will be the
innocent and peace loving people who will suffer.
Out of love for the innocent and weak, God
ordains government to put down evil and protect
good. God also is concerned about putting away
evil influences and upholding righteousness. God
wants the young to “hear and fear” the
consequences of going down the road of crime
and lawlessness. (Deut. 13:11;17:13) Can you see in
these verses the purpose
and loving wisdom of
“And those which
God?
remain shall hear,
Deut. 19:18 And the
and fear, and shall
judges shall make diligent
henceforth commit
inquisition: and, behold, if
no more any such
the witness be a false
evil among you.”
witness, and hath testified
falsely against his brother;
19 Then shall ye do unto him, as he had thought to
have done unto his brother: so shalt thou put the evil
away from among you.
20 And those which remain shall hear, and fear, and
shall henceforth commit no more any such evil among
you.
21 And thine eye shall not pity; but life shall go for life,
eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for
foot.

This was the command of God for the judges to
protect society from moral decay. It was an act of
love, and should have had nothing to do with the
individual’s personal love for neighbor or enemy.
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To serve as an officer of God ordained government
is a service of love. When a government gives
unjust and wicked orders, which are outside the
mandate of God’s laws, then Christian state
officers must conscientiously object to that, and
obey God rather than men. Most of the time,
however, as Paul states in Romans 13, government
rewards the good, and punishes the evil.
The individual who obeys Romans 12:14-21 can
also be an officer of the state as in Romans 13:1-6.
Romans 12 covers his PERSONAL life and attitude,
while Romans 13 deals with his DUTY AS A
MINISTER OF GOD through the state. He still has
the same heart and attitude, he is still walking in
the fear of God, which is the very thing that makes
his duty just and fair. He is the best magistrate to
have! He is much like Jesus will be when he returns
to Judge the world in righteousness. If you think
love and justice are mutually exclusive or opposing
forces, then you don’t understand God’s love or His
judgment; and you surely cannot understand Jesus
reigning with a rod of iron. God’s love and
judgment are not like the Chinese “Yin-Yang”.
God’s love is the basis of his judgment - very
different than pacifism. When Jesus reigns with
the rod of iron, it will be a perfect example of
loving judgment in rewarding every man according
to his works – Loving righteousness and hating
iniquity.
If I am a sheriff, and have personal enemies or
insults, I am to obey Christ and not seek vengeance
or render evil for evil. In my personal attitude and
affairs, I am to be “devout” and “God fearing” just
like Cornelius. If I am devout in my personal
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attitude, then I will be devout in my execution of
duty before God.
When I am in the line of duty for the state as a
minister of God (Romans 13); then what I do is in
the name of the state, it is not personal in nature.
This doesn’t mean I can be unjust and not be
personally responsible; but that I am not
“murdering” when putting a criminal to death
according to the law, and my duty as an officer of
that law. If I must execute a criminal, it is not a
personal vendetta, but an act of righteous duty to
protect the innocent victims and obey God. The
state is not called to overlook criminals, but to deal
justice to them. They are called to execute God’s
wrath and vengeance upon the evil doers. When
one is an officer of the state, he is to do his duty
before God in an honest and just way. The fact
that this act of duty is not in his own name, but in
the name of the state doesn’t excuse sinful action;
but rather demands he do what is righteous for
governments to do under the mandate of God.
What he does would not always be righteous for an
individual. Why? Because, as an individual, one
does not have the same jurisdiction, authority, or
duty to act in such a way – that is what makes it
sinful for an individual but not for the state officer.
Everyone has some jurisdiction, duty, and
authority; but must learn where those boundaries
are.
Go ask a police officer if he is allowed to become
personally involved with the insults he receives in
the line of duty and lash back in personal
vengeance; or if he must ignore what he hears and
stay in the line of duty within the law – “keep rank”.
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If a prison guard develops a personal vendetta
against a prisoner, and beats him, he will be
disciplined for his action. King David, in the Old
Testament, understood that he was not to avenge
himself with his own hand (I Sam. 25:26-33). He
also knew that as a king or soldier he was to
protect the innocent and execute the criminal.
Now, if I am a soldier or police officer, and am
ordered to commit some injustice or evil work
outside the realms of Godly government, I will
conscientiously object and suffer as a Christian just like the servant spoken of in I Peter.
Balthasar Hubmaier, an Anabaptist minister and
martyr for the faith, in commenting on Romans
12:19, says concerning good government,

“...government has no enemy, hates no one, envies
no one, it also then does not desire to wreak
vengeance on anyone. Rather, what it does it must
do by the mandate of God, who intends through it
as his instrument to punish wicked and harmful
people. It does this not out of anger, but with a sad
heart. Vengeance, however, follows from wrath,
but if one wants to avenge oneself out of one’s own
wrath it is forbidden here, for the vengeance is
God’s, Deut. 32:35; Heb. 10:30. He wants to repay
evil, Prov. 25:21 - 22. Therefore after the twelfth
chapter Paul shows the reason in the thirteenth
chapter why we should not avenge ourselves, for
God has ordained the government as his servant to
bring vengeance. It is the government’s duty to
protect, punish, and avenge.”
As a Christian, it is not appropriate that I should
selfishly desire to have the rule and power of
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government. Jesus rebuked the disciples for
seeking to lord over each other. However, to
humbly serve your fellow man and meet a need is a
different situation.
Jesus didn't forbid having
"bishops" in the church; and He wasn't forbidding
Christians being in roles of authority, but rather
promised it to them (Mt 19:28). A Christian who is in
government doesn’t “lord over” anyone, but serves
in the fear of God. Jesus drove the money changers
out of the Temple with force because it was his
Father’s house - that means he was given
jurisdiction over this area, and it was his
responsibility to maintain “law and order”. He
wasn’t violating nonresistance any more than a
parent who spanks, or a police officer who keeps
the peace. Jesus wasn’t very passive that day in the
temple.
Recently I’ve read a pacifist’s book arguing that
Jesus only used the scourge on the animals, not the
men. Isn’t that silly? Does this man spank his
children? Does he also think THAT is just Old
Testament? "After all, it is in the book of
Proverbs." Read the facts and judge for yourself:
John 2:14 "And found in the temple those that sold
oxen and sheep and doves, and the changers of money
sitting:
15 And when he had made a scourge of small cords, he
drove them all out of the temple, and the sheep, and
the oxen; and poured out the changers' money, and
overthrew the tables;
16 And said unto them that sold doves, Take these
things hence; make not my Father's house an house of
merchandise.
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Jesus drove the MEN and the sheep and oxen out
of the temple. After it says He drove "them all"
out of the temple, it adds, "and the sheep...". Only
proud men try to twist the Scripture for their own
purposes.
Ok, we now have seen from the Scriptures that
those in authority with proper jurisdiction have a
mandate from God to use force to uphold law and
order; but what about a father protecting his wife
and children who are under his jurisdiction? What
about defending yourself when your life is in
danger? What does the Bible teach about this?
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Chapter Six
DUTY OF LOVE
“If thou forbear to deliver them that are drawn unto
death, and those that are ready to be slain; If thou
sayest, Behold, we knew it not; doth not he that
pondereth the heart consider it? and he that keepeth
thy soul, doth not he know it? and shall not he render to
every man according to his works?” Prov. 24:11,12

In the Law of Moses (Deut 22) it says that if a damsel
is attacked in the city, but doesn’t resist and cry out
for help, she is considered guilty of the fornication
and stoned. If she resists and cries out for help, she
is considered innocent. Now, pray tell me, what am
I, as a God fearing man, to do if I hear the damsel
cry out for help?
Should I pray for her?
Now, pray tell me,
Maybe I should tell her
what am I, as a
that I can’t get
God
fearing man,
involved because I
to do if I hear the
don’t
believe
in
damsel
cry out for
violence? No way! If I
help?
have
God’s
love
abiding in me, I will do
my best to deliver her from her attacker. This is
not just for an officer of the state, but for any
person who is able to help this victim.
The girl is supposed to fight back, or she is
considered immoral, and the man who hears her is
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to lay down his life to save her. Has this changed?
NOT AT ALL! Would not a woman who yields to
the rapist without crying for help still have her
innocence questioned? She is still to cry out, flee,
and resist. And a person who hears her cry is still
supposed to try and deliver her.
This is not contrary to God’s love or Jesus’
teachings. The Bible clearly states in the New
Testament that LOVE, as defined by the apostles,
fulfilled the Old Testament Law. THE SAME LOVE
FULFILLS BOTH THE NEW TESTAMENT MORAL
REQUIREMENTS AND THE OLD TESTAMENT
MORAL REQUIREMENTS SIMULTANEOUSLY. This
can only mean the moral principles are the same
and that New Testament love would also fulfill
Prov. 24:11,12 and the “damsel in distress”
scenario. This fact proves that if Jesus or his
disciples saw someone trying to molest Martha or
Mary, they wouldn’t just stand by and weep. We
have a God commanded duty to protect the weak
if it is in our power to do so. This is love. Jesus
taught plainly that all the Old Testament moral law
was based on the exercise of godly love (Mt
7:12;22:40). This means that all God’s laws were
trying to teach us how to exercise His Love in
earthly situations. This can only mean that when
Jesus spoke of love it was in the context of what
the Law of God considered love. The love of God’s
Law was consistent with
We have a God
“Just War”, protecting
commanded duty
the
weak,
and
to protect the
defending one’s life
weak if it is in our
against criminal attack.
power to do so.
In order for Jesus, who
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was born “under the Law” (Gal. 4:4), to be the
spotless, lawful, Lamb to atone for sins; He could
not have violated the Law in word or deed. This
proves that he would have tried to “deliver them
that are drawn unto death” like Prov. 24:11-12
states; and also that he would have delivered the
damsel who cried. This also proves He never
preached anything contrary to the “righteousness
of the Law” (Romans 8:4). Paul tells us that love
fulfills the Old Testament Law because “love works
no ill” to one’s neighbor; but this is in the context
of fulfilling the Law. This means one must deliver
and defend his neighbor if need be so as not to do
“ill” to his neighbor.
Love has priorities. Jesus didn’t say to Love your
enemies more than your neighbor or wife. He
didn't say, "If a man take your daughter, give him
your wife also" -- We must keep his words in the
context in which he spoke them. Jesus was clearing
the Law of misconceptions, not changing God's
Word or correcting God’s judgment calls. Taking
Jesus’ words to an unwarranted extreme is
dangerous. Just after Jesus said, “resist not evil”
He made another statement that could be taken to
the opposite extreme from where the pacifists take
“resist not evil”.
Matt. 5:41 And whosoever shall compel thee to go a
mile, go with him twain.
This is speaking of forced service, and refers to
military service.
A Roman soldier could
commandeer a civilian to carry his armor or
weapons for a mile. Jesus says to go the second
mile as a volunteer.
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Liberty Bible Commentary: “In ancient times government

agents were in a position to compel forced service upon
a subjugated people. A Roman soldier, for example,
could compel a Jewish native to carry his armor or
materials for one mile, in order to relieve the soldier.
Jesus now states that if someone compels you to walk a
mile, go with him twain. The believer is to be willing to
“go the extra mile”. Doing double our duty not only
proves the loyalty and faithfulness of our cooperation
to human authority, but likewise proves the spiritual
intention of our heart. It also provides an opportunity
of conviction in order to witness effectively out of our
life message. It would have been foolish for the
believer of Jesus’ day to reluctantly go only a mile with
a Roman official and then attempt to share the gospel
with him. By going the second mile he proved the
innermost intention of his heart.”

Can you imagine where this could go in the hands
of an extremist? One could justify any command
being obeyed even beyond what is commanded;
but this would not be sound Bible teaching –
neither are the pacifist’s extremes. Jesus was
clearly speaking of personal insult, not an attack
on one’s life when He said to “resist not evil”, but
“turn the other cheek”.
Balthasar Hubmaier says that if you forbear to
deliver or protect the weak when it is in your
power to do so, then you share in the guilt of their
death. If my neighbors’ wife calls crying and tells
me that a drunk man is breaking into her house; I
am not going to tell her, “I’m sorry, but I don’t
believe in violence, so I can’t get involved, but I will
pray for you.” Instead, I would tell my wife to call
the police while I go try to detain the man until
they arrive. If the only way I can stop him is by
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force, then I will use force to protect the innocent.
When Paul knew that men sought his life, he
reported it to the authorities (Acts 23:17) and
endorsed the use of 200+ soldiers to protect him.
He carried his defense to the Supreme Court, and
appealed to Caesar for his own protection. This
means he was endorsing all the power of the
government to keep evil men from killing him.
Now, there is a difference between me, the head
of my house, “protecting my family from a criminal
until the authorities can arrive” or “rebelling and
warring against God ordained authority, and
hatefully responding to people which may be
persecuting me for my faith” - This difference I
think is quite evident to the open mind. Jesus said
you couldn't spoil the house until you bound the
strong man -- this was an understood principle of
society, and still is. You are responsible to protect
from evil those under your jurisdiction.
The Christian’s option’s when persecuted for the
faith by ruling authorities are given in Scripture:
1. FLEE: This would apply to all persecution, even
from Government. Matthew 10:23 says, “...when
they persecute you in this city, flee ye into
another...” Paul did this once when the city of
Damascus was kept with a garrison. The brethren
let him down over the wall in a basket with ropes,
and he escaped. God broke Peter and others out of
jail. To flee from one city to another or one
government to another is the first and best mode
of response when the government is behind the
persecution or unable to stop it. Even Jesus used
this on a number of occasions.
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2. APPEAL TO AUTHORITY: This is what Paul did in
Acts 25:11. He appealed to the Roman Supreme
Court for protection against his persecutors. Many
pacifists won’t even appeal to the authorities for
protection, because they feel it is wrong. It would
not be wrong to say Paul “sued for protection” as
that is exactly what he did.
This includes calling the police, alerting proper
authorities, etc. The Christian is not allowed to
avenge himself by means of an unjust lawsuit, but,
just as Paul, he is allowed to defend himself
through legal channels. Paul made use of his
Roman citizenship to avoid injustice on a number
of occasions. Paul’s appealing to Caesar; his
Roman citizenship; and reporting the Jew’s evil
plans to the authorities for protection -- all this
was Paul authorizing the soldiers and magistrates
to act on his behalf. If he thought it evil for them
to bear swords and act as they did, he was a
hypocrite for demanding they do their duty on his
behalf. I know people who think it is wrong for me
to have a vehicle, electricity, computer and
internet; but it is amazing how much they want me
to use them on their behalf. Paul was not this way.
If it was wrong for them to do, he would not have
authorized the action.
3. SUFFER: This is what we have already given
sufficient Scripture for. We must commit our case
to God and cry out for deliverance. We are not
allowed to deny Christ or his doctrine in the face of
death or torture. If we are faithful unto death, we
will receive the crown of eternal life. In every
instance love, not hate; Spirit, not flesh; and God’s
will, not our own will must be the motivating
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factor. The man who has been habitually studying
and following the principles of Scripture will
receive the Spiritual guidance he needs at the
crucial time.
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Chapter Seven
IS THE PRINCE OF PEACE A PACIFIST?
The Google definition of “pacifism” is: “The belief
that any violence, including war, is unjustifiable
under any circumstances, and that all disputes
should be settled by peaceful means”. Obviously if

the enemy is not a pacifist, then “peaceful” means
YOU SURRENDER. In disputing with pacifists it is
quite clear that they don’t believe it is ever right to
resort to violence of any kind to defend yourself, the
weak, or to uphold law and order. Is this what Jesus
taught? Will Christ’s Kingdom be a pacifist kingdom?
Is it morally wrong for rulers to execute criminals or
those in rebellion to just government? Is it morally
wrong for a man to be a ruler who executes criminals?
Can a righteous man fill this role?

Lu 19:11 And as they heard these things, he added and
spake a parable, because he was nigh to Jerusalem, and
because they thought that the kingdom of God should
immediately appear. 12 He said therefore, A certain
nobleman went into a far country to receive for himself a
kingdom, and to return. 13 And he called his ten servants,
and delivered them ten pounds, and said unto them,
Occupy till I come. 14 But his citizens hated him, and sent a
message after him, saying, We will not have this man to
reign over us. 15 And it came to pass, that when he was
returned, having received the kingdom, then he
commanded these servants to be called unto him, to whom
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he had given the money, that he might know how much
every man had gained by trading. 16 Then came the first,
saying, Lord, thy pound hath gained ten pounds. 17 And he
said unto him, Well, thou good servant: because thou hast
been faithful in a very little, have thou authority over ten
cities. 18 And the second came, saying, Lord, thy pound
hath gained five pounds. 19 And he said likewise to him, Be
thou also over five cities...
...27 But those mine enemies, which would not that I
should reign over them, bring hither, and slay them
before me.

No serious student of the Bible would try to say that
Jesus will reign as a pacifist. I try not to be too
dogmatic on my interpretations or conclusions
concerning “end-time” prophecies; but it seems that
many Scriptures cannot be fulfilled without Jesus
reigning with His saints on planet earth over mortal
unregenerate nations (Rev 20, Zech 14). How will
we who are saved reign with Christ (Rev 5:10)? Over
whom will we reign? Why would Jesus rule the
nations with a rod of iron, if they were all converted
people (Ps 2:9; Re 2:27; Re 12:5; Re 19:15)?
We don’t know how this Kingdom will occur exactly;
but we do know a few things about it. Just looking at
this parable we can see that the Kingdom of God was
not to immediately appear; that Jesus would be gone
for a long time (Mt 25:19) to receive for himself a
kingdom and return; that his servants were to be
occupied doing his business while he was gone; and
that when he returned, having received the
kingdom, he would both reward his faithful servants
with positions of authority and judge those who
opposed him or were unfaithful. We, the Christian
Church, are in the category of “occupying” till he
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comes. He is coming to reign; and his faithful
servants will reign with Him over “cities” of people.
Who exactly will they be? Will it be on this earth?
Will believers be immortal, while those over whom
they reign are still mortal? We can be confident on
some points; but cannot be dogmatic on all the
details. Below are some observations about Christ’s
Kingdom that are quite certain:
#1 It is not here now in the sense that we are to
expect it in the future. Were those servants who
were commanded to “occupy” already in the
kingdom? Yes and No. They were already under
their king and serving him; but not yet in the
kingdom that was coming. The disciples were with
Jesus when he told the Pharisees, “The Kingdom of
God is within you” and they knew what that meant;
but they still asked Jesus in Acts 1:6, “Wilt thou at
this time restore again the kingdom to Israel?” We
are now to be waiting for a coming kingdom, striving
to be worthy to inherit it, and being tested to see if
we are faithful in little so we can then be trusted with
much (five or ten cities, etc.). Notice in the following
Scriptures the difference between NOW and LATER
when Jesus returns. I will insert an N for NOW, and
an L for LATER.
 Mt 5:5 Blessed are the meek (N): for they shall

inherit the earth. (L)

 Mt 5:10 Blessed are they which are persecuted for

righteousness' sake (N): for theirs is the kingdom of
heaven. (L)
 Mt 5:19 Whosoever therefore shall break one of
these least commandments, and shall teach men so
(N), he shall be called the least in the kingdom of
heaven (L): but whosoever shall do and teach them
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(N), the same shall be called great in the kingdom
of heaven. (L)
Mt 5:20 For I say unto you, That except your
righteousness shall exceed the righteousness of the
scribes and Pharisees (N), ye shall in no case enter
into the kingdom of heaven.(L)
Mt 6:10 Thy kingdom come. Thy will be done in
earth, as it is in heaven.
Mt 7:21 ¶Not every one that saith unto me, Lord,
Lord, (N) shall enter into the kingdom of heaven (L);
but he that doeth the will of my Father which is in
heaven. (N)
Mt 25:34 Then shall the King say unto them on his
right hand, Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit
the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation
of the world:
Ac 1:6 When they therefore were come together,
they asked of him, saying, Lord, wilt thou at this
time restore again the kingdom to Israel?
Ac 3:21 Whom the heaven must receive until the
times of restitution of all things, which God hath
spoken by the mouth of all his holy prophets since
the world began.
o

This time of restitution relates to “the
regeneration” spoken of in Mt 19:27 below
in #2

 Ac 14:22 Confirming the souls of the disciples, and

exhorting them to continue in the faith, and that
we must through much tribulation (N) enter into
the kingdom of God. (L)
 1Co 6:9 ¶ Know ye not that the unrighteous (N)
shall not inherit the kingdom of God?(L)
 2Th 1:5 Which is a manifest token of the righteous
judgment of God, that ye may be counted worthy
of the kingdom of God,(L) for which ye also suffer
(N)
61

 2Ti 4:1 ¶ I charge thee therefore before God, and








the Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and
the dead at his appearing and his kingdom;
2Ti 4:18 And the Lord shall deliver me from every
evil work, and will preserve me unto his heavenly
kingdom: to whom be glory for ever and ever.
Amen.
Heb 12:28 Wherefore we receiving a kingdom
which cannot be moved,(L) let us have grace,
whereby we may serve God acceptably with
reverence and godly fear: (N)
Jas 2:5 Hearken, my beloved brethren, Hath not
God chosen the poor of this world rich in faith, and
heirs of the kingdom which he hath promised to
them that love him?
2Pe 1:11 For so an entrance shall be ministered
unto you abundantly into the everlasting kingdom
of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ.

#2 We who have suffered with Christ here and
faithfully finished our course will reign with Him over
other people. Zechariah 14 seems to say it will be
those left after Christ conquers the world.
 Zech 14:16 And it shall come to pass, that every one

that is left of all the nations which came against
Jerusalem shall even go up from year to year to worship
the King, the LORD of hosts, and to keep the feast of
tabernacles. 17 And it shall be, that whoso will not
come up of all the families of the earth unto Jerusalem
to worship the King, the LORD of hosts, even upon
them shall be no rain.
 Mt 19:27 Then answered Peter and said unto him,
Behold, we have forsaken all, and followed thee; what
shall we have therefore? 28 And Jesus said unto them,
Verily I say unto you, That ye which have followed me,
in the regeneration when the Son of man shall sit in
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the throne of his glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve
thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel.
 Lu 22:28 Ye are they which have continued with me in

my temptations. 29 And I appoint unto you a
kingdom, as my Father hath appointed unto me; 30
That ye may eat and drink at my table in my kingdom,
and sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.
 1Co 6:2 Do ye not know that the saints shall judge the
world? and if the world shall be judged by you, are ye
unworthy to judge the smallest matters?
 2 Tim 2:11 It is a faithful saying: For if we be dead
with him, we shall also live with him: 12 If we suffer,
we shall also reign with him: if we deny him, he also
will deny us:
 Re 5:10 And hast made us unto our God kings and
priests: and we shall reign on the earth. (compare
Zech 14:16)

#3 Christ’s Throne is called the Throne of his father
David. Christ is called the “Son of David”. This
Kingdom is future.
 Mt 25:31 When the Son of man shall come in his

glory, and all the holy angels with him, then shall he
sit upon the throne of his glory:
 Lu 1:32 He shall be great, and shall be called the Son
of the Highest: and the Lord God shall give unto him
the throne of his father David:
 Ac 2:30 Therefore being a prophet, and knowing that
God had sworn with an oath to him, that of the fruit
of his loins, according to the flesh, he would raise up
Christ to sit on his throne;

#4 We are now to spread the glad tidings of this
coming kingdom and call men to the hope and
preparation for it. We are now in the highways
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and hedges compelling people to come to the
wedding.
 Mt 22:9 Go ye therefore into the highways, and as













many as ye shall find, bid to the marriage.
Lu 8:1 And it came to pass afterward, that he went
throughout every city and village, preaching and
shewing the glad tidings of the kingdom of God: and
the twelve were with him,
Ac 8:12 But when they believed Philip preaching the
things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name
of Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both men and
women.
Ac 14:22 Confirming the souls of the disciples, and
exhorting them to continue in the faith, and that we
must through much tribulation enter into the
kingdom of God.
Ac 19:8 And he went into the synagogue, and spake
boldly for the space of three months, disputing and
persuading the things concerning the kingdom of
God.
Ac 20:25 And now, behold, I know that ye all, among
whom I have gone preaching the kingdom of God,
shall see my face no more.
Ac 28:23 And when they had appointed him a day,
there came many to him into his lodging; to whom he
expounded and testified the kingdom of God,
persuading them concerning Jesus, both out of the
law of Moses, and out of the prophets, from morning
till evening.
Ac 28:31 Preaching the kingdom of God, and
teaching those things which concern the Lord Jesus
Christ, with all confidence, no man forbidding him.

Now, with these definite principles in mind, let us
consider a few things. If there is coming a
kingdom where the “Just One” will reign with a
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Rod of Iron; will enforce righteousness on the
earth; will reign on the throne of his father David;
will have His saints reigning with him; etc....And, If
we are now to be proclaiming the glories and
hopes of this King and Kingdom, so men will
repent and prepare their hearts for the coming
King....And, If we are seen now as ambassadors for
this coming kingdom of righteousness....where
does pacifism come in??? It simply doesn’t fit; and
the church of Jesus Christ on earth now is not THE
kingdom; but is waiting and preparing for and
preaching the coming kingdom. The church is
betrothed as the King’s Bride; but the marriage has
not taken place. We are therefore in some degree
in His realm, His “kingdom”; but not in the fullest
sense. IF what we have now is a taste and
foreshadowing of the coming kingdom, THEN
THERE SHOULD BE NO MATERIAL DIFFERENCE
IN THE FOUNDATIONAL PRINCIPLES.
We will not be pacifists in the kingdom - that is sure.
The peace that comes on the earth will not be due to
pacifism, but a rod of iron (Ps 2:9; Re 2:27; Re 12:5;
Re 19:15). It is prophesied that the peace Jesus
brings on the earth with His sword and rod will cause
the nations to cease fearing the threat of danger, so
they will beat their swords into plowshares and their
spears into pruning hooks, and will learn war no
more – but not because they are pacifists, but
because they are SAFE under Christ’s reign.
 Isa 2:4 And he shall judge among the nations, and

shall rebuke many people: and they shall beat their
swords into plowshares, and their spears into
pruninghooks: nation shall not lift up sword against
nation, neither shall they learn war any more.
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 Isa 9:6 For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is

given: and the government shall be upon his
shoulder: and his name shall be called Wonderful,
Counsellor, The mighty God, The everlasting Father,
The Prince of Peace. 7 Of the increase of his
government and peace there shall be no end, upon
the throne of David, and upon his kingdom, to order
it, and to establish it with judgment and with justice
from henceforth even for ever. The zeal of the LORD
of hosts will perform this.
 Mic 4:1 But in the last days it shall come to pass, that
the mountain of the house of the LORD shall be
established in the top of the mountains, and it shall
be exalted above the hills; and people shall flow unto
it. 2 And many nations shall come, and say, Come, and
let us go up to the mountain of the LORD, and to the
house of the God of Jacob; and he will teach us of his
ways, and we will walk in his paths: for the law shall
go forth of Zion, and the word of the LORD from
Jerusalem. 3 And he shall judge among many people,
and rebuke strong nations afar off; and they shall
beat their swords into plowshares, and their spears
into pruninghooks: nation shall not lift up a sword
against nation, neither shall they learn war any more.
4 But they shall sit every man under his vine and
under his fig tree; and none shall make them afraid:
for the mouth of the LORD of hosts hath spoken it.

We know this is not speaking of the church age,
because Jesus said the following concerning the
church age, which we are presently in:
 Mt. 24: 4 And Jesus answered and said unto them,

Take heed that no man deceive you. 5 For many shall
come in my name, saying, I am Christ; and shall
deceive many. 6 And ye shall hear of wars and
rumours of wars: see that ye be not troubled: for all
these things must come to pass, but the end is not
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yet. 7 For nation shall rise against nation, and
kingdom against kingdom: and there shall be
famines, and pestilences, and earthquakes, in divers
places. 8 All these are the beginning of sorrows. 9
Then shall they deliver you up to be afflicted, and
shall kill you: and ye shall be hated of all nations for
my name's sake. 10 And then shall many be offended,
and shall betray one another, and shall hate one
another. 11 And many false prophets shall rise, and
shall deceive many. 12 And because iniquity shall
abound, the love of many shall wax cold. 13 But he
that shall endure unto the end, the same shall be
saved. 14 And this gospel of the kingdom shall be
preached in all the world for a witness unto all
nations; and then shall the end come.

We are in this age of turmoil waiting for the coming
Kingdom of Christ. We are to be preaching the glad
tidings of this kingdom, not some pacifist kingdom.
We are ambassadors for the coming kingdom.
In Revelation we see this scenario laid out for us:
 The “Israel of God” brings forth the Messiah, who
is caught up to heaven: (Acts 3:21)
12:5 And she brought forth a man child, who was to rule all
nations with a rod of iron: and her child was caught up unto
God, and to his throne.

 The “Church” flees to the wilderness and Christians
are persecuted by Satan who knows he has a short
time left.
12:11 And they overcame him by the blood of the Lamb,
and by the word of their testimony; and they loved not their
lives unto the death. 12 Therefore rejoice, ye heavens, and
ye that dwell in them. Woe to the inhabiters of the earth
and of the sea! for the devil is come down unto you, having
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great wrath, because he knoweth that he hath but a short

time.

 The gospel is preached around the world:

14:6 ¶ And I saw another angel fly in the midst of heaven,
having the everlasting gospel to preach unto them that
dwell on the earth, and to every nation, and kindred, and
tongue, and people,
 Jesus (the child brought forth by the woman) returns

to judge, conquer, and reign with the rod of iron
(see also Zech 14)

19:11 And I saw heaven opened, and behold a white horse;
and he that sat upon him was called Faithful and True, and
in righteousness he doth judge and make war.
12 His eyes were as a flame of fire, and on his head were
many crowns; and he had a name written, that no man
knew, but he himself.
13 And he was clothed with a vesture dipped in blood: and
his name is called The Word of God.
 Believers who have died or were caught up come

with Him will judge and reign (Jude 14,15; 1Th 4:17)

19:14 And the armies which were in heaven followed him
upon white horses, clothed in fine linen, white and clean.
15 And out of his mouth goeth a sharp sword, that with it
he should smite the nations: and he shall rule them with a
rod of iron: and he treadeth the winepress of the fierceness
and wrath of Almighty God.
16 And he hath on his vesture and on his thigh a name
written, KING OF KINGS, AND LORD OF LORDS.

 In Revelation 20 we see Satan bound for 1000
years while Jesus and His saints reign on the earth
over mortals. We see that these people are
68

mortals who can still be deceived and rebel
against Christ when Satan is loosed.
20: 1 ¶ And I saw an angel come down from heaven, having
the key of the bottomless pit and a great chain in his hand.
2 And he laid hold on the dragon, that old serpent, which is
the Devil, and Satan, and bound him a thousand years,
3 And cast him into the bottomless pit, and shut him up,
and set a seal upon him, that he should deceive the nations
no more, till the thousand years should be fulfilled: and
after that he must be loosed a little season.
4 And I saw thrones, and they sat upon them, and
judgment was given unto them: and I saw the souls of them
that were beheaded for the witness of Jesus, and for the
word of God, and which had not worshipped the beast,
neither his image, neither had received his mark upon their
foreheads, or in their hands; and they lived and reigned
with Christ a thousand years.
5 But the rest of the dead lived not again until the
thousand years were finished. This is the first resurrection.
6 Blessed and holy is he that hath part in the first
resurrection: on such the second death hath no power, but
they shall be priests of God and of Christ, and shall reign
with him a thousand years.
7 And when the thousand years are expired, Satan shall be
loosed out of his prison,
8 And shall go out to deceive the nations which are in the
four quarters of the earth, Gog and Magog, to gather them
together to battle: the number of whom is as the sand of
the sea.
9 And they went up on the breadth of the earth, and
compassed the camp of the saints about, and the beloved
city: and fire came down from God out of heaven, and
devoured them.
10 And the devil that deceived them was cast into the lake
of fire and brimstone, where the beast and the false
prophet are, and shall be tormented day and night for ever
and ever.
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 After the 1000 year reign we see the final

judgment:
11 ¶ And I saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it,
from whose face the earth and the heaven fled away; and
there was found no place for them.
12 And I saw the dead, small and great, stand before God;
and the books were opened: and another book was
opened, which is the book of life: and the dead were
judged out of those things which were written in the books,
according to their works.
13 And the sea gave up the dead which were in it; and
death and hell delivered up the dead which were in them:
and they were judged every man according to their works.
14 And death and hell were cast into the lake of fire. This is
the second death.
15 And whosoever was not found written in the book of life
was cast into the lake of fire.

So, we are supposed to be representing this coming
King and Kingdom by proclaiming the glories and
virtues of both. We are to proclaim the justice and
righteousness of this coming kingdom as a standard
and pattern for present men and governments. We
are to represent to men the rightness of our King’s
ways, and His claim upon men and the earth. We are
to call men to now repent and accept Him as their
King, or face His wrath for their rebellion. This
opportunity to repent and reconcile is the Gospel
message we are to preach along with the glad tidings
of the coming Kingdom of righteousness.
HOW CAN MEN DO THIS AND PREACH PACIFISM?
They cannot! Pacifism is not the answer, and is not
used or promoted to set up or maintain Christ’s
Kingdom. We need to now preach what the Bible
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says about righteousness in all of life including
government, so men know what Jesus’ reign will be
like. We need to preach all the realms of holiness
that will be active and operating in Christ’s future
kingdom while we pray, “Thy kingdom come, thy will
be done on earth as it is in heaven”. Would pacifism
be appropriate to teach if we were now reigning on
the earth with Christ in a millennial type reign that
the Bible seems to predict? Would pacifism fit
anywhere? No, we would have to then teach the
type of non-resistance that we present in this book,
which is consistent with righteous government
action, and not some pacifism that Jesus never
intended, and will not be promoting in His future
kingdom.
Do pacifists pray for God’s Kingdom to come and
God’s will to be done in earth as it is in heaven? Are
God’s servants pacifists in Heaven?
Re 12:7 And there was war in heaven: Michael and his
angels fought against the dragon; and the dragon fought
and his angels,

In order for God’s will to be done in earth as it is in
heaven there must be war to subdue Satan and all
who side with him. This is what Jesus will do when
He returns.
Would a pacifist speak in the manner Jesus does in
the parables about himself or His Father coming
back to slay those who refuse to submit to him?
We’ve already seen what He said in Luke 19 about
Himself when He returns. In Mt 21 after Jesus
cleanses the temple, the next day he is confronted by
the religious leaders asking Him by what authority
He is claiming to act as He is. Jesus gives a parable
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about a husbandman seeking to receive the fruit of
his vineyard. He sends servants (prophets) to these
people (Jewish leaders); but they kill and mistreat
them; but then he sends his son (Christ).
Mt 21: 37 But last of all he sent unto them his son, saying,
They will reverence my son. 38 But when the husbandmen
saw the son, they said among themselves, This is the heir;
come, let us kill him, and let us seize on his inheritance.
39 And they caught him, and cast him out of the vineyard,
and slew him. 40 When the lord therefore of the vineyard
cometh, what will he do unto those husbandmen? 41 They
say unto him, He will miserably destroy those wicked
men, and will let out his vineyard unto other
husbandmen, which shall render him the fruits in their
seasons. 42 Jesus saith unto them, Did ye never read in
the scriptures, The stone which the builders rejected, the
same is become the head of the corner: this is the Lord's
doing, and it is marvellous in our eyes? 43 Therefore say I
unto you, The kingdom of God shall be taken from you,
and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof. 44
And whosoever shall fall on this stone shall be broken: but
on whomsoever it shall fall, it will grind him to powder.
45 And when the chief priests and Pharisees had heard his
parables, they perceived that he spake of them. 46 But
when they sought to lay hands on him, they feared the
multitude, because they took him for a prophet.

Is Jesus teaching pacifism? The definition of pacifism
is: “The belief that any violence, including war, is
unjustifiable under any circumstances, and that all
disputes should be settled by peaceful means.” One

pacifist who has corresponded much with us said,
“Nonresistant people never find themselves involved
in violence at any level.” So, is Jesus teaching

pacifism? The prophets Jesus speaks of were martyrs,
but they were not pacifists. Why would Jesus line
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Himself up with these other non-pacifist martyrs as
though they all were of the same stripe?
Jas 5:10 Take, my brethren, the prophets, who have spoken
in the name of the Lord, for an example of suffering
affliction, and of patience.
Should we do this? Should we suffer as they did? They
were not pacifists. So, we are to be follow their example of
suffering affliction – there must not be a conflict of
principle.
Here is another example of His teaching.

Mt 22: 2 The kingdom of heaven is like unto a certain
king, which made a marriage for his son, 3 And sent forth
his servants to call them that were bidden to the wedding:
and they would not come. 4 Again, he sent forth other
servants, saying, Tell them which are bidden, Behold, I
have prepared my dinner: my oxen and my fatlings are
killed, and all things are ready: come unto the marriage. 5
But they made light of it, and went their ways, one to his
farm, another to his merchandise: 6 And the remnant took
his servants, and entreated them spitefully, and slew
them. 7 But when the king heard thereof, he was wroth:
and he sent forth his armies, and destroyed those
murderers, and burned up their city.

His servants were slain (martyrs); but does that mean
they were non-resistant? They were the servants of a
king who was certainly not. We know the Old
Testament prophets were not pacifist. Jesus is telling
what is going to happen to Jerusalem because they
rejected Him. Is He teaching pacifism? If He meant
to, He needed to convince His Father.
The Non-Resistance taught in this book is consistent
with our coming King and His Kingdom; and will still
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be relevant in that kingdom; but pacifism does not
fit!
The Pilgrims who founded Plymouth seem to have
had a decent handle on this principle. They honored
and obeyed their authorities in England and Holland
to the best of their ability without denying the faith.
Some of their persuasion were burned at the stake
and died as noble martyrs. They didn’t take up arms
against their rightful lords; but they did believe in
defending themselves against criminals. When they
set up Plymouth, they established government with
military to protect the colony; but at the same time
they made friends with all the neighboring Indians.
The didn’t make friends by being pacifists or they
would have been killed. There was mutual respect
developed because the Pilgrims could defend
themselves and would. They were not war-mongers;
but peace-lovers. They knew, however, that peace
comes from proper government and putting down
evil, not from being pacifists. As much as possible,
they lived peaceably with all men in England,
Holland, and America; but they didn’t do this to the
point of not protecting those under their care.
How can we preach pacifism and at the same time
preach the glories of the coming kingdom of Christ?
They are not the same! They are built on completely
different principles. We would actually be making
Christ act the hypocrite by presenting Him as
sending ambassadors to proclaim that saints cannot
partake in government; that all use of force is unholy
and unchristian; that self-defense and protecting the
weak is not righteous; and that pacifism is Christ’s
way – WHEN THESE ARE NOT PRINCIPLES OF HIS
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OWN KINGDOM! That would be hypocritical of
Christ’s kingdom, would it not?
You say, “Well, we are not supposed to participate in
earthly kingdoms, but only Christ’s”. So, you believe
it is OK for Jesus to be violent, but not man? Is this
because He has authority and Jurisdiction? And
what if Jesus delegates that authority to earthly
government (“ministers of God” Rom. 13)? And how
is this any different than when we reign with Jesus?
Why then is it wrong for Christians to serve in
government now? Do you not know that God has
ordained earthly positions of government and labels
earthly governors as His ministers and commands us
to obey, honor, and pay them to do their work?
Earthly governments are not enemies of Christ’s
Kingdom unless they are misusing their God
ordained authority. The only reason Jesus will have
to conquer when He returns is because men have
used the God ordained positions unlawfully. Godly
men will be placed in these very positions when Jesus
reigns on the earth. We are supposed to honor and
relate to earthly governments in righteousness as a
testimony to them of what they ought to be. This is
what Paul did when confronting those in authority.
If an earthly governor is also a Christian, can he not
then serve Christ’s Kingdom from that position by
doing basically the same things he will do when he
reigns with Christ? Is this not Christ’s will for earthly
governments? Would it not be better if all
government officials were Christians? Pacifists are
not just against “earthly governments”, but are
against “violence”, which they define, not as the
abuse of power, but as the use of force in any way. If
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the use of force to uphold law and order is wrong,
then Jesus will be doing wrong. If the use of force to
subdue the wicked and protect the innocent is bad,
then Jesus and His saints will be bad. Should we not,
as ambassadors for Christ’s Kingdom, be preaching
the very righteous and holy principles that actually
operate in Christ’s Kingdom, and will be the rule
when His Kingdom comes, and His Will is done in
earth as it is in Heaven?? How can we claim to “seek
first the kingdom of God and his righteousness” if we
preach a different righteousness based on an
effeminate aversion to “violence” even when it is
necessary to put down evil and protect the weak and
innocent? The one schooled in pacifism must alter
his thinking to see that holiness does not consist in
an effeminate aversion to wrath, judgment, and the
use of force; but rather God’s holiness includes the
appropriate masculine use of wrath, judgment and
force to establish righteousness and put down evil.
Any time God is showing wrath or judgment He is
simultaneously showing love and mercy. Wrath on
evil men is simultaneously mercy on the victims. This
reality cannot be changed or altered; but is just the
way it is. God is love in all He does, even when
pouring out wrath on those who deserve it. Jesus
was showing love for God and truth when whipping
the men out of the temple. God’s holiness includes
the appropriate use of wrath and force with the
simultaneous exercise of love and mercy.
Why else would Paul use wrestling, boxing,
competitive sports, and warfare to describe the
spiritual passions of the overcoming Christian? With
what spirit and attitude are we to overcome with the
Christian’s armor, sword, and shield? The apostle
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Paul exhorted men to “fight the good fight of faith”;
and gloried when at last he knew he had “fought a
good fight”.
He was fighting for truth and
righteousness as was appropriate for him to do in his
office. We realize that much of the battle is with our
own carnality; but as with the verse below, it also has
to do with exercising lawful authority.
1Co 4:21 What will ye? shall I come unto you with a rod,
or in love, and in the spirit of meekness?

This fervor is not consistent with the pacifist’s
disposition, which is geared to even stand by
passively while the damsel cries out and actually
think this is being holy.
When you love
righteousness and hate iniquity, as Jesus did, you
cannot be passive and just allow evil to overtake
those under your care or within your ability to help.
We are not speaking here of the carnal wrath of
man, but the holy zeal with which Jesus cleansed the
temple and will rule with the rod of iron. There is no
doubt in my mind which course makes Scriptural
sense and properly represents Christ and His
Kingdom; and which one does not.
As wicked and carnal as our world is, you’d still be
surprised at how close the current laws about self
defense are to the teachings of the Scriptures. The
law allows you to defend your life and the lives of
others when life is in danger; but does not allow you
to take a life just to protect your property and
belongings. It does not allow you to take a life to
avenge yourself against insult; but only to defend
yourself when you believe your life is in danger.
“Castle Doctrine” allows you to protect your
residence while you are in it from unlawful entry; but
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does not allow you to take a life until someone has
actually broke in, which is a threat on your life. I
believe this is in line with the Love that fulfills the
law. Jesus said not to take life just to protect your
goods; but let them have them, and give more as a
testimony. Jesus said to turn the other cheek against
personal insult; but Jesus upheld the law that taught
us to defend the week when life is at stake. God’s
Law and common sense always run parallel; because
God is the master of appropriateness.
2Th 1: 3 We are bound to thank God always for you,
brethren, as it is meet, because that your faith groweth
exceedingly, and the charity of every one of you all
toward each other aboundeth; 4 So that we ourselves
glory in you in the churches of God for your patience and
faith in all your persecutions and tribulations that ye
endure: 5 ¶ Which is a manifest token of the righteous
judgment of God, that ye may be counted worthy of the
kingdom of God, for which ye also suffer: 6 Seeing it is a
righteous thing with God to recompense tribulation to
them that trouble you; 7 And to you who are troubled
rest with us, when the Lord Jesus shall be revealed from
heaven with his mighty angels, 8 In flaming fire taking
vengeance on them that know not God, and that obey not
the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ:
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Chapter Eight
GOD: THE MASTER OF APPROPRIATENESS
Matt 5:6 Blessed are they which do hunger and thirst after
righteousness: for they shall be filled.
Matt 6:33 But seek ye first the kingdom of God, and his
righteousness; and all these things shall be added unto you.
Romans 12:1 I beseech you therefore, brethren, by the
mercies of God, that ye present your bodies a living
sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God, which is your
reasonable service. 2 And be not conformed to this world:
but be ye transformed by the renewing of your mind, that
ye may prove what is that good, and acceptable, and
perfect, will of God.

But what is “Righteousness”, “His Righteousness”, and
the “Perfect Will of God”? Is it arbitrary? Does God
flip a coin or use trial and error? Does God make
mistakes and then try to improve? Is it just one answer
for every question as the pacifists try to make it? Is it
one medicine for every malady? Simple minds like
one answer for every situation; but God doesn’t work
that way. Pacifists believe, as a basis for their doctrine,
that Jesus was correcting Moses’ Law in the Sermon on
the Mount. They use this same ideology with Jesus’
teaching on divorce, remarriage, swearing, and
resisting evil. We’ve been telling them that it is
impossible for Jesus to be correcting God’s inspired
Word, because God is unchanging in His Moral
judgments. Listen to what one pacifist wrote in PLAIN
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THINGS periodical as a response to our position; and
see if you can discern the problems with what he says.
B--- L--: Let us consider some of Jesus' Kingdom of God
teachings that were discussed in Mark's and Joshua's
debate Relative to divorce and remarriage, which
Jesus explained was allowed by Moses, not
according to the will of God, but because of "the
hardness of (their) hearts", and then He contrasted
it to "the beginning" when divorce and remarriage
"was not so" (Mt 19:8): Here we find the unchanging
God allowing Moses to issue divorce decrees
CONTRARY TO HIS WILL for mankind because of
the sinful hearts of the Jews during the Mosaic
period.

From this he tries to say that what Moses wrote was
changed by Jesus. When I read stuff like this, it
makes me want to pull my hair out; but I’m already
running short.
So, did Moses do something
unrighteous? Was Jesus correcting him and his
teachings in the Sermon on the Mount? What could
Moses have done that was not “contrary to God’s
will” in this situation? Was it only the “Jews during
the Mosaic Period” that had hard sinful hearts?
What was Jesus saying when He stated that, “In the
beginning it was not so”? Did Jesus desire to take us
back to the Garden of Eden rules and standards, as
they teach? Hmm, maybe they should go read the
dress code for Eden before they declare such things.
So, how are we to know what is righteous if God
gives commandments “contrary to His will” in His
“inspired” Word, and then later “corrects” them with
more “inspired” Words? First of all, He doesn’t do
that; but let me give you a word to help you
understand God’s righteousness. The word is
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APPROPRIATE.
God is The Master of
Appropriateness.
His Law is The Art of
Appropriateness; and the study of God’s Word is the
study of His perfect appropriateness in every
situation. What Moses said was God’s judgment call
for that situation; and because God is immutable it is
still His will in the same situations today. Jesus did
not come to correct or change what Moses wrote.
Jesus was simply deflating the Jew’s pride who had
been abusing Moses’ Law (God’s remedy for sin) as
though it was righteous to put away your wife “for
every cause” according to the husbands’ whim. He
was telling them that this law was a remedy for
circumstances created by sinful hard hearts; not a
standard of excellence. Once man fell, many laws
were needed as remedies to the problems sin
caused.
It was God’s will for Adam and Eve to be unclothed
“in the beginning”; but after they sinned, it was
God’s will for them to be clothed. Did God change
his moral judgment? NO. In the beginning it was
God’s will for Adam and Eve to live in the Garden of
Eden; but after they sinned, it was God’s will for them
to leave. Did God change his moral judgment? NO.
Did His will change? Yes. Why? Because the
circumstances changed. The need changed. The
situation changed. What was appropriate and best
at one time, was no longer appropriate.
Was it God’s will “in the beginning” for men to read
the Bible? No, there was no Bible. Was it God’s will
in the beginning for men to fast, pray, preach,
witness, be missionaries, build churches...? No,
because man had not fallen! Of all this it can be said,
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“it was not so in the beginning” and was due to the
“hardness” or fallen condition of man.
Have you ever seen a tire plug kit? When your tire
gets a hole in it, you first push the sharp rasp into the
tire and clean out the hole; and then push in the plug
to stop the leak. Is that a good thing to do? What if
I do it to your brand new tire without a hole? Is that
a good thing to do? NO, it is only good when it is
appropriate! It is only good when it is needed to fix
a problem.
Is the use of the rod of correction the ideal
relationship between parent and child? Should we
just do it all the time because it is a good thing to
do? NO, it is only good when it is appropriate and
needed to fix a problem.
Do you enjoy sitting in your cellar? Is it where you
love to sit and relax and spend your time? NO. It is
only so when there is a tornado coming! What am I
saying?
The tire plug, the rod of correction, and the cellar
are only good when they are needed and
appropriate! Do you just drink medicine all the
time? ...Or, do you just appreciate it and use it when
it is appropriate and needed to fix a problem?
God’s Laws through Moses were given to fix
problems that didn’t exist in the Garden of Eden; but
have existed ever since. God’s Laws were God’s will
to fix problems that occurred due to man’s fall,
which left ALL men with hard unregenerate hearts.
God’s Word is a study in appropriateness. All his laws
are the wisest and most appropriate thing to do under
the circumstances – ALWAYS!
When the same
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circumstances exist, God’s judgment call on what to
do in those circumstances is STILL the most
appropriate thing to do. This cannot change,
because GOD CANNOT BE IMPROVED, CHANGED,
OR UPDATED. This will also not change in Christ’s
Kingdom. God’s moral precepts given through
Moses will be the laws used for the same situations if
they still occur in Christ’s millennial reign. If we
reign with Christ over unregenerate mortals, then we
will execute Moses’ moral precepts. They cannot be
improved upon.
A new covenant arrangement cannot make lying,
cheating, murder, adultery, fornication, and idolatry
suddenly righteous or acceptable. This is impossible.
If God gives laws in one covenant that allows divorce
and remarriage as the appropriate remedy for a
moral problem; then those steps cannot be called
adultery in another covenant. If God commands
men to swear by His name, then doing so cannot
become sin in another covenant with the same God –
especially when Christ and His apostles acted
according to the Old Testament Law in their
examples. If it was right to defend and protect the
weak in the Old Testament, then it will be forever
right to do so in the same circumstances. If, in the
Old Testament, it was morally right for one to be a
“godly man” and at the same time be a magistrate or
soldier, then forever it will be morally right in the
same scenario.
The moral judgments of God cannot improve! We
need to see ALL God’s Word as a cherished jewel of
God’s exercise of divine wisdom in his perfectly
appropriate judgment calls.
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2Ti 3:16 All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction in righteousness: 17 That the man of God may
be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works.

We need to listen, learn, study, and thus discover the
wisdom of God’s righteousness in the Old Testament
so we can be “thoroughly furnished” unto all good
works in the New Testament Church. If we vainly
and arrogantly think we have evolved higher and
improved on God’s wisdom and ways, we will
someday be shown to be the fools we are. God has
not evolved or improved!
Jas 1:17 Every good gift and every perfect gift is from
above, and cometh down from the Father of lights, with
whom is no variableness, neither shadow of turning.

God always did the very wisest and most righteous
thing to do under all circumstances, and under the
same circumstances, He would do the same thing
today. Do you think God is embarrassed by what He
said and did? Do you think Jesus was feeling the
need to cover for or correct what Moses said? Was
Jesus disappointed in Moses? If one would believe
such, they are quite ignorant of God’s Word and
ways. God’s Law through Moses is still the most
righteous thing to do in the situation where it was
given, because it is the most appropriate remedy for
that situation! We still have many of those same
situations, and need to know what to do.
The true test of man’s wisdom, spirituality, and
maturity is whether they have recognized and
appreciated God’s appropriateness or not. Does not
the New Testament clearly say that LOVE, as defined
by the apostles, fulfills the law? Will we live by love
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in the kingdom? Yes, and it will still be the fulfilling
of the law! The pacifist may cry, “Love fulfills the law
because it works no ill to its neighbor!” That is
exactly right! This means that if your neighbor is in
danger, you will deliver him from his attacker,
otherwise you are working ill to your neighbor.
How can it be said in the New Testament that “love
is the fulfilling of the law” if God’s moral judgments
have changed? Everything God has ever said or done
was LOVE – appropriate love, that is. The SAME love
fulfills both the Old Testament and the New
Testament. It is love when the shepherd kills the
wolf; but it is appropriate love. Love must have
priorities. Love must also hate. You cannot love
righteousness without hating iniquity! At least Jesus
and God cannot – maybe some think they have
evolved further??? God never did anything that was
contrary to appropriate love.
Jesus, likewise, never did anything inappropriate in
the eyes of God; but everything He ever did or said
was the fruit of God’s Holy Spirit. Jesus was walking
in the Spirit, turning the other cheek, loving His
enemies, and being consistent with everything He
taught when He made a scourge and whipped the
money changers out of the Temple. He was also
obeying every Law of Moses at the same time! How?
They all run parallel and synchronize perfectly. God
doesn’t have to stop loving in order to hate or judge;
it all works together. Does the mother have to stop
loving her child to hate the sin that would destroy it?
God’s grace is another example of this principle; and
it can be turned into lasciviousness when it is
exercised inappropriately (Jude 4). God will never
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do this; but men misrepresent God’s grace all the
time in their false gospels of unconditional love,
forgiveness, and acceptance. God’s grace must only
be exercised consistent with His love, hate, justice,
and all His moral laws or it becomes lasciviousness –
the absence of appropriateness. That which keeps
men from being greatly used of God is:
#1 They don’t have the wisdom to know what is
appropriate.
#2 They don’t have the discipline to only do what is
appropriate.
If you are not doing what is appropriate in God’s
eyes, you are not being righteous, no matter what
the pacifist’s say. Let me give you another pacifist
quote from J---- G---- in the same paper, so you can
see how they miss the important principle we are
discussing.
J----- G-----: You spend a lot of time trying to prove
that Moses' words were God's words, but to what
point? We agree with you on that. The thing you fail
to comprehend is that Moses' words were not
intended to be God's eternal standard by which all
His people would be judged. The coming of a New
Kingdom exists beyond the bounds of earthly nations.
When God replaced the earthly kingdom with a
more glorious, heavenly Kingdom, the words of
Moses that spoke of law and order in an earthly
kingdom became obsolete!

Sounds pretty, but it is false piety built on some
unrealistic fanciful view of life in the New Testament
times. We are speaking here about God’s unchanging
moral precepts, not ceremonial laws which are meant
to be temporal object lessons fulfilled when the type
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meets the reality. The only way to fulfill a moral law is
to DO IT. How do you fulfill “Honor thy father and
mother”? Jesus clearly said He came to uphold God’s
Moral Law. (See our book, DID JESUS CORRECT MOSES?)
Mt 5:17 Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or the
prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. 18 For
verily I say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or
one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be
fulfilled. 19 Whosoever therefore shall break one of these
least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be
called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever
shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great in
the kingdom of heaven. 20 For I say unto you, That except
your righteousness shall exceed the righteousness of the
scribes and Pharisees, ye shall in no case enter into the
kingdom of heaven.

The whole purpose of God in sending Jesus was so His
Laws could be written in our hearts by the Holy Ghost.
Listen close:
Ro 8: 3 For what the law could not do, in that it was weak
through the flesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness
of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh: 4
That the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us,
who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.

People in Christ’s day, as well as today, are certainly
not in some “heavenly state”, but are still on earth with
the same basic problems occurring now that
happened in the Old Testament. People still have
hard, sinful, fallen hearts just like in Moses’ day. They
still commit adultery, steal, lie, cheat, etc. – and God’s
laws still apply for these situations. Jesus didn’t
change this; but defended and upheld God’s Laws
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through Moses.
Jesus never went against the
Scriptures, because they were His very words, and He
could not improve on Himself.
Psalms 19:7 The law of the LORD is perfect, converting the
soul: the testimony of the LORD is sure, making wise the
simple. 8 The statutes of the LORD are right, rejoicing the
heart: the commandment of the LORD is pure, enlightening
the eyes. 9 The fear of the LORD is clean, enduring for ever:
the judgments of the LORD are true and righteous
altogether. 10 More to be desired are they than gold, yea,
than much fine gold: sweeter also than honey and the
honeycomb. 11 Moreover by them is thy servant warned:
and in keeping of them there is great reward.

THIS IS STILL TRUE!! In Heaven where they “neither
marry, nor are given in marriage; but are as the angels
of God” the laws about marriage will possibly become
obsolete; but certainly not on earth today. The only
way to make God’s eternal unchanging judgments
irrelevant is to remove the circumstances that made
them appropriate to begin with. Changing from the
Old Covenant to the New did not do this; but
ACTUALLY MADE GOD’S LAWS MORE RELEVANT.
How? God made the basis of the New Covenant the
writing of His Laws on our hearts and our minds! He
wants to teach us His perfect appropriateness. He
didn’t write new laws that correct the old; because you
cannot improve on God’s moral judgments – not even
God can.
Heb. 8:10 For this is the covenant that I will make with the
house of Israel after those days, saith the Lord; I will put my
laws into their mind, and write them in their hearts: and I
will be to them a God, and they shall be to me a people:
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In this book we have focused on misconceptions about
God’s Word concerning pacifism; but all the
misconceptions that stem from thinking Jesus was
correcting Moses in the Sermon on the Mount can be
cured by this one chapter, if people would just listen
and think. They want to say they agree that Moses’
words were Jesus’ words; but yet they still deny that
Jesus was correcting misconceptions about Moses’ Law
in the Sermon on the Mount rather than correcting
Moses. Admitting this naturally surrenders the case
for them. The issues concerning divorce and
remarriage, swearing oaths, pacifism, etc. are all
answered when we understand God’s eternal
unchanging appropriateness in His moral judgments.
Jesus was the WORD made flesh, and He never
changes His moral judgments. Malachi, in introducing
the Messiah, clearly tells us that Jesus would call men
back to God’s Law, not correct it.
God’s
commandments will always be a standard and
example of perfect appropriateness.
Heb 13:8 Jesus Christ the same yesterday, and to day, and
for ever.
Re 12:17 And the dragon was wroth with the woman, and
went to make war with the remnant of her seed, which
keep the commandments of God, and have the testimony
of Jesus Christ.
Re 14:12 Here is the patience of the saints: here are they
that keep the commandments of God, and the faith of
Jesus.
Re 22:14 Blessed are they that do his commandments,
that they may have right to the tree of life, and may enter
in through the gates into the city.
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Only those who have properly valued and obeyed
God’s commandments will be allowed into Heaven;
and unless you get a proper grip on this, you won’t be
allowed in. This is speaking about all of God’s moral
judgment calls. If you don’t put them in their proper
place, you will be put in your proper place.
Re 22:18 For I testify unto every man that heareth the
words of the prophecy of this book, If any man shall add
unto these things, God shall add unto him the plagues that
are written in this book: 19 And if any man shall take away
from the words of the book of this prophecy, God shall take
away his part out of the book of life, and out of the holy
city, and from the things which are written in this book.
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Chapter Nine
QUESTIONS and ANSWERS
1. Doesn’t the Bible say, “Thou shalt not kill”?
ANSWER:
Yes, and the same God who said that commanded
the government officers to kill many people, and
judged them sorely when they disobeyed. That
command is forbidding murder. Executing a
criminal according to the law is not murder.
Shedding innocent blood is wrong for
governments as well as individuals.
2. Do early Christian writings tell of soldiers in the
Roman army?
ANSWER:
Yes, they certainly do. They also tell of times when
these soldiers lost their lives because a pagan
emperor ordered all his soldiers to put an oblation
on the pagan altar; and they refused.
Tertullian makes it clear that Christians served in
the military, and this was common knowledge in
his day.
“Without ceasing, for all our emperors we offer prayer.
We pray for life prolonged; for security to the empire;
for protection to the imperial house; for brave armies, a
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faithful senate, a virtuous people, the world at rest,
whatever, as man or Caesar, an emperor would wish.

He also adds: So we sojourn with you in the world,
abjuring neither forum, nor shambles, nor bath, nor
booth, nor workshop, nor inn, nor weekly market, nor
any other places of commerce. We sail with you, and
fight with you, and till the ground with you; and in like
manner we unite with you in your traffickings--even in
the various arts we make public property of our works
for your benefit”
If Tertullian said, “we”, who was he referring to, but
the majority of Christians he knew at that time? So
even after Tertullian became a Montanist (minority
group), there was a majority out there still
believing what he used to believe, and they all had
churches and ministers who accepted them. In this
apology also he brings up a story that happened
previous to his time:
“So far from that, we, on the contrary, bring before you
one who was their protector, as you will see by
examining the letters of Marcus Aurelius, that most
grave of emperors, in which he bears his testimony that
that Germanic drought was removed by the rains
obtained through the prayers of the Christians who
chanced to be fighting under him.”
It seems obvious that when Tertullian is writing
public officials with an apology for the Christians
that he is going to speak the truth he knows and
that the public officials know about the majority of
the Christians. If the majority were pacifists
Tertullian could never say these things about the
Christians without making matters worse – they
would know he was lying. Tertullian and a few
others giving their pacifist statements cannot
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overturn the fact that the majority of Christians at
that time were not pacifists. It obviously was not
the “official church position”.
Tertullian later gives the idea that, If you were
converted while a soldier, you were allowed to
fulfill your term; but a Christian wasn’t supposed to
seek military life as a career. This was largely due
to all the problems they would face in deciding
“when to obey orders” and “when not to” for
conscience sake under a pagan government. The
Christian should seek to be free to build the
kingdom of God, not serve in the kingdom of men
unnecessarily.
Being that the Roman Army was filled by volunteers,
rather than by draft; and being that Christian young
men would not be the type to volunteer for such
things having more to live for otherwise; it is easy to
see how some could be confused and take this to an
unbiblical extreme thinking it was sinful to be a
soldier, and thus think Christians must be pacifists.
The undeniable fact that Tertullian wrote to the
authorities and declared that Christians filled their
senate, forum, military camp, and fought in their
armies with them, proves a couple things:
#1 The majority of Christians did not see government
and military action as sinful or wicked in principle,
though they understood the potential for
wickedness and probably didn’t want their sons to
volunteer. I would certainly agree.
#2 The Authorities knew that the majority of
Christians were not pacifists, or Tertullian could
have never said such things without being exposed
as a deceiver.
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#3 Regardless of what writers declared as to their
personal belief of what Christians should do or not
do, Tertullian’s words prove that the majority were
not pacifists and that pacifism was not the official
stance of most Churches.

3. Did all the Anabaptists believe in nonparticipation in government and pacifism?
ANSWER:
No. Balthasar Hubmaier and many others with him
believed as I do on this issue. I have this man’s
writings on the subject.
If you read the writings of Menno Simons, you will
find he doesn’t believe in this modern Mennonite
position, though he probably didn’t completely
agree with Balthasar Hubmaier. He believed
Magistrates could be Christians and saved without
stepping down or becoming a pacifist. He was
against the church government acting as a civil
government like the state churches were doing;
but he certainly desired to have Christian
magistrates who used the sword in a just and
righteous way, according to Romans 13. The
following quotes are from The Complete Writings
Of Menno Simons published by Herald Press.

“Therefore, dear sirs, take heed; this is the task to
which you are called: namely, to chastise and
punish, in the true fear of God with fairness and
Christian discretion, manifest criminals, such as
thieves, murderers, Sodomites, adulterers,
seducers, sorcerers, the violent, highwaymen,
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robbers, etc. Your task is to do justice between a
man and his neighbor, to deliver the oppressed out
of the hand of the oppressor... Such rulers were
Moses, Joshua, David,..0 highly renowned, noble
lords, believe Christ’s Word, fear God’s wrath, love
righteousness, do justice to widows and
orphans....bow to the scepter of him who called
you to this high service. Then shall your throne
stand firm forever.” Pg. 193
‘Do not boast that you are mighty ones upon the
earth, and have great power, but boast in this
rather if so be you rule your land in the true fear of
God with virtuous wisdom and Christian
righteousness to the praise of the Lord...For if you
are such kings, then you are not only kings
according to the flesh, but also according to the
spirit;” Pg. 206
“Be pleased, in godly fear, to ponder what it is that
God requires of your Highnesses. It is that without
any respect of persons you judge between a man
and his neighbor, protect the wronged from him
who does him wrong, even as the Lord declares,
Execute judgment and justice, Assist, against the
violent, him that is robbed, Abuse not the stranger,
the widow, the orphan, Do violence to no man, and
shed no innocent blood, so that your despised
servants and unhappy subjects, having escaped the
mouth of the lion, may in your domain. ...serve the
Lord in quietness and peace...” Pg. 526
“Dear sirs, seek God; fear God; serve God with all
your might; do justice to widows, orphans,
strangers, the sad, and the oppressed; wash your
hands of blood; rule your lands with wisdom and
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peace. Train yourselves in thought, word, and deed
upon the crucified Christ Jesus, follow his steps,
and then, though your sins be red as blood they
shall be white as snow, though they be red as
crimson they shall be as wool!” Pg. 529
“Paul says, Rulers are not a terror to good works,
but to evil...But if thou do that which is evil, be
afraid; for he beareth not the sword in vain; for he
is the minister of God, a revenger to execute wrath
upon him that doeth evil...you may understand
from these Scriptures that you are called of God
and ordained to your offices to punish the
transgressors and protect the good...” Pg. 550-551
“He that saith he abideth in Christ, he, whether he
be emperor or king, ought himself also so to walk,
even as he walked. I John 2:6. Beloved lords, this is
God’s Word. This is the prize and standard after
which we should strive...We teach and direct you in
the right way which you should walk if you wish to
be saved...God is my witness that I desire nothing
but that you all may actually be what you are
acclaimed to be noble lords and Christian
magistrates...” Pg. 553-554
It is obvious from the Scriptures and thoughts
Menno employs that he didn’t believe what
modern pacifists believe. Menno, who was chosen
as head bishop over the Anabaptist movement,
should be a good representation of what they
believed. Is there such a thing as a Christian
magistrate who follows Jesus? Menno thought so.
Did you notice that Menno’s understanding of “Do
violence to no man” is simply “don’t shed innocent
blood or abuse your office” (Pg. 526). How is it that
96

Mennonites today have veered so far from the
common sense and Scriptural understanding of
their forefathers? Menno believed that when a
magistrate rightly and fairly executed his office to
protect the innocent and punish the wicked that
he was “following Jesus”! He uses Old Testament
examples to teach what New Testament state
officers were to be like! He teaches that emperors
and kings can walk as Jesus walked, even in their
positions!
How different from modern day
Mennonites; BUT HE WAS RIGHT.
4. Didn’t Jesus take Peter’s Sword away?
ANSWER:
No, Jesus told Peter to sheath his sword; but the
most amazing thing about this whole passage in
Matthew 26, Mark 14, Luke 22, and John 18:10 is
that Peter was wearing a sword! PETER, who had
been trained by Jesus for 3½ years; PETER, who was
one of the inner circle of disciples; PETER, who
personally heard the sermon on the mount from
the mouth of Jesus and could ask any questions he
wanted; PETER, who was with Jesus through his
entire ministry - was wearing a sword and intended
to use it for self-defense. Isn’t that amazing? Not
only did he have a sword, but Jesus knew he had a
sword. Not only did Jesus know it; but Jesus told
him to have it with the idea of using it for self
defense.
If Jesus had a problem with Peter having and
wearing a sword, he would have rebuked him for
that long ago. Peter possibly had this sword while
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he went out preaching and baptizing. This was
most likely seen as a tool as well as for protection.
Jesus had told the disciples to sell their shirt and
buy a sword due to upcoming troubles. However,
Jesus did not want them using their sword against
God ordained authorities.
Jesus was being
arrested by the authorities, and resisting arrest is a
criminal act – this is why Jesus told Peter to put up
the sword. When Jesus proverbially told them to
sell their shirt and buy a sword, He was speaking of
future self defense in traveling through many
lands, not for use that very night against the
authorities.
I know that Peter and the other apostles didn’t yet
fully understand everything about Jesus’ teachings;
but, had Jesus been the pacifist that many are
making him out to be today; he would have gotten
rid of Peter’s sword a long time ago! It is possible
that the show of force, and the fact that they had
swords kept the mob from pursuing the disciples
into the darkness, rather than only taking Jesus this may have been part of Jesus' purpose.
Jesus told Peter to sheath his sword in this
situation, not throw it away. John 18:11 has Jesus
giving Peter the reason he was not to defend him,
“Put up thy sword into the sheath: the cup which
my Father hath given me, shall I not drink it?” Jesus
knew his time had come. He also told Peter to do
this, because “all those who draw the sword upon
their own authority, and against the governing
authority, will fall under the judgment of the state
sword” (Balthasar). Jesus was arrested by the
authority of the chief priests and Jewish elders.
Had his disciples fought and killed someone, then
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they would have been accused of criminal action
or insurrection. These were not just criminals
doing mischief, but officers with authority to arrest
Jesus.
Jesus never allowed the courts to have any
legitimate accusation against him, and He wasn’t
going to start now. Not only that, but Jesus had
told the disciples already that His time was come,
and He did not want them to get in the way. He
had already rebuked Peter for this once. Now, He
could even use their lack of fighting as evidence
before Pilate that his Kingdom was spiritual, and
not a rival of earthly governments.
Now, let me candidly say, since most pacifists who
will shout, “all they that take the sword, shall
PERISH with the sword” (and interpret perish to
mean “go to hell”); also hold to the espousal theory
about the divorce and remarriage issue -- Let me
say to them that since Matthew was only written to
the Jews (according to them), then this passage
about perishing with the sword must only be for
the Jews also. If the “exception clause” only being
in Matthew makes it for Jews only, then be
consistent and say that “perishing with the sword”
is also only for the Jews; because it is left out of the

other 3 gospels!

5. How could you execute someone, knowing you
were sending them straight to Hell?
ANSWER:
If I am executing them as a “Minister of God” (Ro
13) in a God ordained office, then my number one
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concern is that of obeying God. Shall I condemn
God’s ways? Shall I usurp God’s authority and
render judgment contrary to God? Absolutely not!
If God commanded the criminal to be put to death,
then that is what I am going to do, and leave the
judgment to God Almighty who knows what is best.
If I don’t obey God, then I am endangering my own
soul. If I end up killing someone while trying to
protect the weak or defend my own life against
their criminal action; then I am still acting in my
God ordained role, and their blood is upon their
own head. God has commanded me to protect the
weak, and there is no sin in doing so; but there
would be sin in not doing so. If my life is the only
one at stake, and I choose to die rather than kill,
then that is my choice; but there is no sin in
defending my life against criminal action.
6. What about the draft?
ANSWER:
There is an important principle that determines
whether or not a Christian should help the
government officers when asked to do so.
Is it due to righteous government action? Is the
endeavor that the government is asking help with a
just and righteous cause? Is it within the bounds of
God ordained government action? Or, are they
acting in unholy aggression? Are they seeking
wealth at another’s expense? If you are uncertain
whether you should participate, then be a
conscientious objector.
Don’t violate your
conscience before God to spare your life. Your
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eternal salvation depends on you maintaining a
clear conscience before God. “He that doubteth is
damned if he eat, because he eateth not in faith:
for whatsoever is not of faith is sin” (Romans
14:23). This principle applies to anything that
could defile your conscience before God. But God
also expects you to obey the authorities and
educate your conscience.
If the local Sheriff comes to my ranch and tells me
there is a group of criminals that plan to shoot up
our little country town, and he needs a posse to
protect the town. What do I do? Do I tell him that
I am a Christian, and therefore I cannot help him?
He is the minister of God for this purpose; but I
cannot help him; because helping this minister of
God do his God given duty and lay down his life to
save innocent lives is sinful. Is this good sense?
Now, on a larger scale, when the United States
Government (who has kicked God out of its’
education system, accepts sodomites in the
military, and promotes much ungodliness) tells you
it needs your help to fight a foreign country —
How can you know who is being the bad guy?
Maybe the USA is being a global bully to maintain
it’s money and oil supply. Who knows? Well, if
you are unsure about the political maneuvering
behind the scenes, then you should conscientiously
object. It becomes a matter of personal faith and
conscience before God, and Christians ought to
forbear those who disagree with them on this
subject.
We will all answer to Christ for
maintaining a pure conscience and doing only
those things that we can do in faith that it pleases
God. We will also answer to Christ for not
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cooperating and helping in righteous government
action.
Balthasar Hubmaier, an Anabaptist minister and
martyr for the faith, writes concerning Romans
13:1-7:

“...everyone should be subject to the government.
Believing or unbelieving, we should be obedient
and subject to it. He points out the reason. For
there is no government which does not come from
God. Therefore obedience consists in all that
which is not against God, for God has not ordered
the government against himself. Now if the
government wants to punish the evil ones-as it
should for the sake of their soul’s salvation-and is
yet not strong enough to deal with the evil ones,
then it is now to command its subjects through
bells and various alarm signals, letters, or through
other summons. Subjects are obligated for the
sake of the salvation of their souls to sustain and
help their superiors so that the evil ones are
annihilated and rooted out according to the will of
God. Nevertheless, subjects should first test well
the spirit of their governments, as to whether they
are not moved and compelled more out of
arrogance, rather than out of love of the common
good and territorial peace. For that would not be
to use the sword according to the order of God.
However, if you recognize that the government
punishes the evil only so that the righteous remain
at rest and unharmed, then help, counsel, and
sustain it, as often and as much as you are
commanded. Thereby, you fulfill the order of God
and do his work and not a human work. However,
if a government is childish or foolish, yea,
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perchance it is not competent at all to reign, then
you may escape from it legitimately and accept
another, if it is good. For on account of an evil
government God has often punished an entire
land. If the seeking of another cannot be done
lawfully and peacefully, and not also without great
damage and rebellion, then one must endure it, as
the one which God has given us in his wrath, and as
if he desires to chastise us on account of our sins,
as those who deserve no better.
Whoever now does not want to help the
government save widows, orphans, and other
oppressed ones, as well as to punish vandals and
tyrants, resists the order of God and will receive a
judgment from him, for he acts against the
mandate and order of God, who wants the
righteous to be protected and the evil punished.
However, if you are obedient you should truly
know that you are obedient not to the government
or to people but to God himself, and you have
become a special servant of God just as the
government itself also is nothing other than a
servant of God.
However, Paul testifies openly that the
government has the power and authority to kill the
evil when he says: “The authority does not bear the
sword in vain.” If now the government did not have
the authority to kill, why should the sword then
hang at its side? It would then bear it in vain, which
Paul cannot bear. He also explicitly adds that the
authority is the servant of God. Where are now
those who say a Christian cannot use the sword?
For if a Christian could not be a servant of God,
could not fulfill the mandate of God without
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sinning, then God would not be good. He would
have made an order which a Christian could not
fulfill without sin. That is blasphemy.
Accordingly I counsel you faithfully, dear brothers,
return and repent. You have stumbled badly and
produced much trash everywhere against God and
against brotherly love under the appearance of
spirituality and the pretense of humility. God
knows whom I mean.” Balthasar Hubmaier, pgs.
520,521.
Here, Balthasar is writing to correct pacifist
Anabaptists. He also says that if the judge is
righteous to condemn the criminal to death, then
the executioner is no less righteous to fulfill the
order of the judge. He points out faithful men like
Benaiah, in the Old Testament, who fulfilled the
orders of King Solomon. Then he adds, “Therefore

the judges, governments, and executors of justice
are called servants of God in the Scripture and not
murderers, Rom. 13:4. God judges, sentences, and
kills through them, and not they themselves. From
this it follows that those who do not want to kill the
evildoer but let them live, are acting and sinning
against the commandment: “You should not kill.”
For whoever does not protect the righteous kills
him and is guilty of his death as much as the one
who does not feed the hungry.”
It is interesting that pacifists will pay the
executioner, the judge, the police, etc. to arrest
and execute a criminal - with their taxes; and then
think they have no part in it. When God
commanded you to pay governors to do their jobs,
God made you a part of it. God called them his
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ministers, and told you to pay them, honor them,
and pray for them.
Yet, some have foolishly said that those in
government are a special class that cannot believe
because “the world needs governors, and
Christians cannot be governors”. I’d like to see
someone find this in the Bible!
7. Didn’t Jesus say, “If my kingdom were of this
world, then would my servants fight” implying that
his servants would never fight? (John 18:36)
ANSWER:
No, Actually Jesus said, “. . if my kingdom were of

this world, then would my servants fight, that I
should not be delivered unto the Jews;”. This is
what Jesus said. I would like to know why in every
pacifist tract that I have read, they only quote part
of the statement in order to give a false impression
of Jesus’ statement! I think they realize that to
quote the whole sentence gives their case away.

It is obvious what Jesus meant when you read the
whole sentence. It is proof that he was not rivaling
any earthly kingdom, because his disciples did not
fight to deliver him. This is why Jesus told Peter to
put away his sword - He did not want to give a
wrong impression and opportunity for his enemies
to accuse him.
As a friend pointed out after reading the
manuscript, “Jesus said, ‘now’ is my kingdom not

from hence. His kingdom will indeed replace those
of this world, in flaming fire and vengeance, at his
second coming. But we are still in the ‘now’, and
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his servants do not advance his kingdom by
fighting”.
8. Doesn’t non-resistance go beyond the
prohibition of personal vengeance to the point of
forgoing legitimate means of redress (I Cor.6:7)?
ANSWER:
I don’t believe “non-resistance” goes to the point
of foregoing all legitimate means of redress.
1Cor. 6:1-8, “Dare any of you, having a matter against
another, go to law before the unjust, and not before the
saints? Do ye not know that the saints shall judge the
world? and if the world shall be judged by you, are ye
unworthy to judge the smallest matters? Know ye not
that ye shall judge angels? how much more things that
pertain to this life? If then ye have judgments of things
pertaining to this life, set them to judge who are least
esteemed in the church. I speak to your shame, Is it so,
that there is not a wise man among you? no, not one
that shall be able to judge between his brethren? But
brother goeth to law with brother, and that before the
unbelievers. Now therefore there is utterly a fault
among you, because ye go to law one with another.
Why do ye not rather take wrong? why do ye not rather
suffer yourselves to be defrauded? Nay, ye do wrong,
and defraud, and that your brethren.”

1Cor. 6:1-8 actually establishes a legitimate means
of redress between brethren. This passage has to
do with quarrels between brethren. To appeal to
Caesar when attacked by evil men is not outside
the realms of non-resistance, or Paul would have
been condemned for doing it. He appealed to the
Law concerning his Roman citizenship many times
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to keep from being beaten and imprisoned. He
appeared before a number of kings and finally
Caesar to appeal for just protection.
9. Hasn’t the church come to greater light over the
course of 2000 years?
ANSWER:
I believe that the apostles were the only ones who
could claim to have “all truth” as given by the Holy
Spirit. I don’t believe the “church” is growing to
greater light and revelation as some believe.
Individuals are gaining greater understanding of
“the faith once delivered unto the saints”; but God
is not adding to that “faith” any new revelations.
Therefore we are commanded to hold fast the
truth handed to us by the apostles, and be
followers of them; not assuming we can improve
upon their teaching (Acts 20:26—31).
I believe it is rank heresy to think we can improve
on the Word of God and this includes the writings
and examples of the apostles of Christ.
10. Is government office a fitting and honorable
pursuit for Christians?
ANSWER:
There are many types of positions in Government.
Some would be as good a place for a Christian as
working for the local factory, contractor, or
hardware store – and nobody preaches against
that. “We are simply establishing the fact that
faith and government involvement are not
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mutually exclusive. If there were a situation where
a community was predominantly Christian,
obviously God still wants officers for the state, and
Christians would need to fill the spot. The Pilgrims
who established the Plymouth settlement were a
good example in this.
I believe it is a falsehood to think God has
ordained something to be done by man that
believers cannot righteously do; and even do much
better than lost men. I don’t believe that only lost
men can fill the office of Government. That would
really cause a problem in a community if, due to
the conversion of the sheriff and judge, the only
lost men were the murderers in the jail. Nor do I
believe that we are to change society by
government. We, as the salt of the earth, are to
change society through the preaching of the
gospel and our example wherever we live and
work.
11. Did the apostles accept men in government the
way they accepted men in polygamous and mixed
faith marriages?
ANSWER:
No. The church accepted those in mixed faith
marriages and polygamy; but these were not
offices that had to be filled. They were not God
ordained positions. Those in these positions were
not called “ministers of God” for a God ordained
work as is true with government. Government
positions are ordained of God and have to be filled
by someone. It is much better for Christian families
108

if government positions are filled by God fearing
persons; therefore the church should not
discourage this.
12. You seem to say that what one does as an
officer of the state, he is not personally responsible
for. Are you saying that when there is a conflict
between two authorities, the authority you are
under at the time has priority? Where will this
lead? The same logic allows a clerk to say, “I am
not responsible for selling liquor to this customer.
I am merely acting as an employee of the owner of
the store, and it is he who is accountable, not I.”
How much of the church’s salting influence in the
world is lost because, “I don’t personally approve
of this or believe this way, but (my boss, our
church, the law, etc.) says it (must/mustn’t) be
done?” How much of the world’s wickedness is
done by people who don’t like what they are
doing, but circumstance or authority seems to
require it? Is this good doctrine?
ANSWER:
When two authorities are in conflict, we made it
clear that one cannot violate his conscience and
disobey God. We must educate our conscience,
but not violate it.
It is indeed good doctrine that a person can be a
godly Christian and still be in government service.
Just because he is not personally hating or
avenging when administering vengeance is not
what makes him righteous; but that in both
positions he is working righteousness - it is
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righteous not to personally avenge or hate; but it is
also righteous for “ministers of God” to punish evil
doers and protect the innocent. He doesn’t have
to say, “I’m doing it, but I don’t believe in it”. He
should believe in it! He should get up in the
morning and pray for God to help him be a good
sheriff. The liquor salesman cannot do this. An
employee or a servant is commanded to be willing
to suffer for righteousness sake (I Peter 2:11—22).
The godly executioner will probably visit the cells
of those who are to be executed and try to bring
them to Christ. He will feel sad and regret the
wreckage that sin brings; but just as all godly men
in the OT, and just as Peter with Ananias and
Sapphira; he will do his duty before God, and for
God. God has given the civil authorities a charge
to keep - even Jesus didn’t stop the process of
government for the thief on the cross. He
deserved to die; he repented and believed; but he
still died. There is no divided loyalty when a
government is acting in justice, according to its
God ordained purpose. Duties do not conflict.
Think how it would be if your son became part of a
rebel gang and killed someone, and you were the
judge? You would have a broken heart, but you
would still have to sentence your son impartially
for his crime. The same would be true if you were
the sheriff, and your son became leader of a
criminal gang. You would still love your son, but
may have to be the one to shoot him, if it came
down to a showdown -- Your heart would be
broken, but you would still have to do your duty. Is
this how God felt when He sent the flood? The
Bible says it grieved Him at His heart.
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When Government becomes crooked, steps
outside its boundary, and begins to punish the
good and protect the evil; a believer must
conscientiously object to that -- not to the office of
government. When a government demands an
unbiblical oath, wrong allegiance, or to place an
oblation on a pagan altar, the believer must object
to that -- not to the office of government.
The principles are eternal and unchanging.
Circumstance may cause other principles to come
into play, but doesn’t change the original
principles.
13. How do we know what God is doing? How do
we determine “just cause”? Protecting one’s
homeland against foreign invaders, saving our
innocent wives and children, would surely seem an
easy call. That is why Jeremiah had such a hard
time telling them to surrender without a fight to
the pagan Babylonians who made not even a
pretense of worshipping God. They thought he
should be executed for treason. Christian’s have
not had a good track record of discerning on which
side God wants them to fight. Or is it possible that
sometimes God expects his followers to shoot at
each other?
ANSWER:
Jeremiah wasn’t telling the soldiers, governors and
kings that in this circumstance their office and duty
was unholy; but that they would lose and die unless
they surrendered to the Chaldeans. They weren’t
sinning by defending their citizens; but by not
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listening to God’s instructions for this particular
circumstance, they were causing themselves more
harm. An Israelite should object to fighting with
the Chaldeans against his own people; and an
Israelite should also object to fighting when the
prophet of God warns them against it. God was
telling them that if they surrendered it would be
better for them; not that he considered
government office as sinful.
If Christians would simply live by principle and not
feeling, they wouldn’t be shooting at each other,
nor making poor judgments. For a general, king, or
governor to surrender or seek terms of peace
rather than lose a battle is not against the
principles of government.
The problem is that many don’t want to suffer and
stand for what is right, so they continue to go with
the flow, even though they know it is not right.
The man who is obeying the principles of God’s
Word and seeking the leading of the Spirit of God
will be led into the right path.
14. Isn’t it true that when Christians hold
government office they are distracted from their
main objective of building Christ’s Kingdom?
ANSWER:
As far as God’s children being distracted from their
main objective: I am just as distracted from that
main objective when I am up re-roofing a house as
the sheriff is when he punches the time clock. I
think a sheriff actually can do more productive
ministering at his job than I might, because he is
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continually dealing with people in need. The
Ethiopian Eunuch still went up to Jerusalem to
worship. John the Baptist didn’t expect the
publican or soldiers to give up their occupation.
There is definitely a principle to consider in Christ
calling Matthew to leave his occupation to be a
preacher; but not Zaccheus. Separation of church
and state is a separation of church government and
state government. Not all church members are
bishops or evangelists; but many are common
laborers, servants, masters, magistrates, tax
collectors, etc. Every government official should
be trying to use his power to build God’s Kingdom
and establish truth and justice in the earth. When
Christians pray, “thy kingdom come, thy will be
done on earth as it is in heaven”, they are
committing them selves to do their part. Wouldn’t
it be wonderful if all our government officials
prayed that every morning and then lived
accordingly?
15. Since the faithful Christian is an enlisted soldier
in a war being fought not with carnal (physical)
weapons but with spiritual, doesn’t taking up
physical weapons seem like entangling himself
with the affairs of this life, to the displeasure of his
Commander? Can a man do both without
sacrificing one or the other?
ANSWER:
Only those who don’t see that “Christians can do all
that God ordains for man to do”, will think you
can’t combine spiritual warfare and civil service in
the same individual. Using spiritual weapons to
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advance the church and physical weapons to keep
peace and justice are not in conflict, but in
cooperation. The same God ordained both for his
glory. Jesus will someday wear both hats as He
rules with a rod of iron, and calls forth his enemies
to be slain before him (Luke 19:27). It is certainly
easier for me to raise my children for God where
there is freedom to do so, and not Islamic rule, or
communism, etc. Unless the government keeps
the peace and upholds justice, it is very hard for
God’s people to do their work.
Today God takes vengeance through men in God
ordained government. Jesus avenged the apostles
and prophets on Jerusalem through the Roman
Government in AD 70 (Luke 21:20—22). Jesus
never avenged himself of personal attacks, but did
so in his governmental position as King of Kings
(Luke 11:49-51; Rev. 6:9,10)
Just as God has ordained for men to “work or not
eat”; He has ordained that some men’s work
consist of Government duty. God has never
ordered an office for men to fill that HIS men
cannot fill better than others. God did not ordain
an office to minister for him that could ONLY be
filled by the ungodly -- If you believe this, you have
deep rooted problems in your theology about the
origin of evil, the goodness of God, etc.
16. I revere George Washington as a great man of
Christian faith. Where does the state find such
men, if not from the church? I assume it is a result
of the church’s influence beyond its members,
since such cannot hold state office and be a
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member of the church. ...Or, maybe God uses those
who have misunderstood his instructions to be the
magistrates, etc’.
ANSWER:
Was George Washington a great man of Christian
faith? Then he is also a good church member. If he
cannot be a church member, then he is not a great
man of Christian faith at all. I have read
Mennonite confessions that say, “We must pray

that the Lord would recompense them (our rulers),
here and in eternity, for all the benefits, liberties,
and favors which we enjoy under their laudable
administration.” Now, if they think these people,

who cannot be a member of their church, will be in
Heaven; they have a conflict of principle. Anyone
who can go to Heaven, can also be a member of
the church of Jesus Christ, and ought to be -otherwise excommunication has lost all meaning.
How do they think God is going to recompense
these men in eternity? If they cannot be a member
of the body of Christ, then they are headed for
Hell. There may be those who go to Heaven who,
though walking in all the light they have, have held
to a practice that keeps them away from my
particular fellowship; but that practice cannot be a
God-ordained one or my church administration is
wrong.
To say that God can only use those who
“misunderstand” his instructions to fulfill a God
ordained office is not good doctrine in my opinion.
Many times God uses people who have
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misunderstood his instructions, but that it must be
so is a false principle.
17. David Bercot’s book, The Kingdom That Turned
The World Upside Down, teaches pacifism; and
reveals some of the warped ideology common
among pacifists. He never speaks of “God
honoring civil magistracy keeping the peace,
protecting the innocent, and punishing evil doers”
but only speaks of “WAR, AGGRESSION, etc.”
when dealing with government action and
avoiding participation in Government. This is so
typical of pacifists and their bias. His attitude
toward government actions is far different than
Paul’s. Let me illustrate with two questions that he
poses and answers:
QUESTION #1. “But doesn’t Jesus' words (resist not
evil) apply merely to private retribution - not to
state sponsored actions?”
Bercot’s answer: “Some Christians maintain that if
we pay back evil for evil as individuals, it’s wrong.
However, if we do it under state authority, it
doesn’t violate Jesus’ teaching.”
My Answer: From here, Bercot argues that if
something is wrong for an individual, then it is
wrong for the state. He points out that Jesus’
teaching about not rendering an “eye for an eye”
was for the state also.
This is so shortsighted. This would only apply to
two states or governments in dealing with one
another; but what about punishing evil doers? Is
punishing evil doers “returning evil for evil?” Is
spanking a rebellious child returning evil for evil?
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Of Course not! I am not allowed to catch the
robber who robbed me and execute him — that
would be vengeance and taking the law into my
own hands; But, for the state to catch and execute
that same robber is God ordained justice and
righteous government action. It is a matter of
jurisdiction and duty. Paul tells us the government
officers who did this are ministers of God for the
very purpose of executing God’s wrath against the
evil ones. We are even told to pay them to do it
with our taxes! Jesus’ words about not seeking an
“eye for eye” vengeance against someone does not
mean it is wrong for the government to catch and
execute criminals or defend its’ borders against
invading criminals. God's Law commanded
governments to deal out justice - eye for eye, etc.;
but this was for judges and those with proper
authority; it was not for individuals in their
interpersonal relationships.
Bercot compares a Christian who serves in a
Government office and helps bring justice and
order in the community by arresting criminals,
acting as a judge, etc. -- He compares these
people’s actions in government service to that of a
Christian being commanded by an evil government
to offer sacrifice to an idol, abort a baby, etc.
Now, he doesn’t do this directly, but indirectly as
he tries to keep his readers focused on WAR; but in
his logic he is including the police officer who risks
his life to bring peace and order to the community.
This is deception and folly.
QUESTION #2 “But can’t we wear two hats? When
I’m in an army uniform and am part of the U.S.
Army, it isn’t me, the individual, doing the killing.
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It’s the United States government. And the United
States government has been entrusted with the
sword by God, according to Romans 13.”
Notice that “the killing” is not seen here as
“ministers of God” doing their duty; but is seen as
murder and sin.
Bercot’s answer: “Actually, a real-life situation
similar to my illustration recently happened. A few
years ago, the United States conducted a war
against the Taliban regime of Afghanistan. In the
course of the war, the U. S. Army captured an
American citizen named John Walker Lindh, who
had joined the Taliban fighters. Now, let’s suppose
that Mr. Lindh had made the following defense at
his trial: ‘I, John Walker Lindh, as an individual
American citizen, would never do anything to harm
another American. Yes, it’s true that I joined the
Taliban army. But at the time I joined, they were
not at war with the United States. Whatever
actions I took after that were not mine - they were
the Taliban government’s actions. I did not fight
against the United States as an individual. I only
fought as a unit of the Taliban government.
Therefore, I am innocent.’ Do you think an
American jury would have accepted that? I think
not”
My Answer: OK, David Bercot, let’s analyze your
illustration which tries to show that there is no
difference between me killing as a part of
government, or me killing in my own name and
authority. You are trying to say that if a man is
using the sword according to Romans 13 in a
government position that really he is like John
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Lindh. John was an American citizen who was really
fighting with our enemies against America – So you
are saying that if a Christian is an officer of the U.S.
Government (soldier, police, Sheriff, etc.) he is
actually an enemy fighting against Christ’s
Kingdom. Did you forget what Romans 13 says?
Jesus Christ commands us to PAY the “ministers of
God” to use the sword! Would the U.S. command
its citizens to financially support the Taliban Army
and call the Taliban “ministers of the U.S.
Government?” Your logic is warped, and this
illustration proves you are on the wrong page.
What God has ordained for government to do is
righteous before God, and those who participate
are righteous before God. If the government is
corrupt and commands its soldiers to kill its own
civilians without due process of law, etc., the
soldiers are accountable to God to object to any
command that is not within the realm of righteous
government action ordained by God. “Killing” is
not the problem, but the lawfulness of that killing.
We aren’t going to always run to WAR and
aggression between two governments; but, like
Paul, we are going to look at the normal activities
of God ordained government in the use of the
sword -- punishing evil and protecting the
innocent. We all agree that aggression due to
pride, greed, hate, etc. is wrong for government as
well as individuals; but Bercot is not just attacking
that. He is indirectly and cautiously attacking the
police, sheriff, judge, jailor, etc. Governments ARE
supposed to seek peace with other governments
(almost like individuals are); but governments ARE
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NOT supposed to seek peace with criminals or they
are disobeying God!
Bercot is indirectly saying that the Sheriff, when he
kills a criminal in the line of duty is like John Lindh
fighting against the U.S. He is saying that Jesus
sees that Sheriff as fighting against His Heavenly
Kingdom; and will see him just like any other
murderer who kills for hate, greed, etc. This is
foolish and shortsighted at best. Would the

United States government hold John Lindh
innocent if he hadn’t fought, but paid and
supported the Taliban Army with his money? No,
they would consider him just as much of an enemy
of their government. But Jesus commands his

people to pay and support the sheriff to shoot the
criminal!

What difference does it really make whether you
are the sheriff who catches the criminal, the judge
who sentences him, the jailor who holds him until
his execution, the man who flips the switch, or the
taxpayer who pays them to do it!? God doesn’t see
you or them as fighting against His Kingdom. They
are actually called ministers of God! Would the
U.S. call John Lindh a “minister of the United
States President”? Paul baptized the Philippian
jailor at midnight, but he was still the Philippian
jailor the next day! We are not responsible for all
the wrong uses of our taxes, but in this case the
Scriptures tell us that we are to pay taxes for this
very purpose -- the state using the sword! What
else they do with the money is between them and
God, but we are commanded to pay for them to
use the sword.
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David Bercot, in this same book on page 187
makes this amazing statement, “That’s one reason
why the Christians of the first three centuries
required high government officials to step down
from office if they wanted to become Christians.”
This is amazing in light of Cornelius, Sergius Paulus,
the Ethiopian Eunuch, Erastus, and all the others
we have mentioned. Bercot himself tells this story
(quoting Eusebius) on page 179 of a Roman
emperor in the second century (Philip the Arabian)
that became a Christian, “After six years as Roman

emperor, Gordon died, and Philip succeeded him.
Word has it that he was a Christian and wanted to
join with believers in the prayers of the church on
the day of the last Paschal vigil. But the bishop of
the time would not let him enter until he confessed
publicly and joined those who were judged sinful
and were occupying the place [in the church] for
penitents. Otherwise, had he not done so, he
would never have been received, due to the many
charges against him. It is said that he readily
obeyed, showing by his actions how genuinely and
piously disposed he was toward the fear of God.”

Bercot here contradicts his own statement. Philip
the Arabian did not step down from his office, but
simply had to enter the church like every other
sinner – through the gate or repentance. This was
in the second century. The story Bercot tells proves
the opposite of what he was trying to prove!
Again on page 125 Bercot makes another amazing
statement, “There is no evidence in either Christian
or secular Roman writings that any Christians
served in the Roman armies prior to A.D.170.”
Hmmm, shall we consider the Bible “Christian
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writings”? What then about Cornelius, the soldiers
that John spoke with, and the Centurion that Jesus
said would be in heaven? What about the public
officials who were Christians? Tertullian says that
Christian soldiers were fighting in the Army of
Marcus Aurelius (161-180AD), and their prayers
ended a drought and saved the army. Shall we
assume these men were brand new recruits and the
very first Christians in the military? Evidently this is
what Bercot assumes.
All the non-resistance articles I have read from
pacifists include this same shortsighted logic and
anti-government attitude. Instead of forming your
idea’s from the “early church fathers”, you need to
meditate on the Scripture until you gain the
Scriptural view of God’s Kingdom. Don’t believe
everything you read in some man’s book – Get to
know God’s Book! Relying on “early church
writings” is very misleading as can be seen in the
letter I answered from a pacifist (see Appendix A)
CONCLUSION
Dear friends, be humble and willing to follow the
whole counsel of God! Don’t abuse what we have
said and be war-mongers; macho men; sportscompetition-violence fans, hateful, proud,
vengeful, etc. Nor should you abuse what we have
said to be anti-government, pacifist, effeminate,
etc. We uphold all the righteous virtues and
characteristics of self-denying love, mercy,
patience, meekness, kindness, compassion, and
non-vengeance.
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We also uphold the righteous exercise of God
ordained government. God put the sword at their
side, not to chastise only, but to execute. Capital
punishment is God’s order at the mouth of two or
three witnesses for those who have committed
crimes worthy of death. May you stand against the
tide of evil and proclaim truth without partiality!
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Chapter Ten
SHOULD WE VOTE?
This question naturally follows the subjects we
have been discussing. More than any of the other
subjects, this subject is a matter of personal
conviction and conscience. Because of this I will
share my personal opinion.
I believe that when a government cares enough to
get the consensus of society, then society has an
obligation to respond. The ungodly will always be
quick to push for their way; and if the godly do not
oppose their efforts; they can’t complain much
about the situation. This primarily has to do with
voting on ISSUES, not CANDIDATES. Issues are
right or wrong, candidates may be deceitful or
uncertain. Issues are
The ungodly will
usually black and white.
always be quick
Candidates may be right
to push for their
on one issue, but
way; and if the
dreadfully wrong on
godly do not
others. The best you can
oppose their
usually hope for in
voting for candidates is
efforts; they can’t
to find the “lesser of two
complain much
evils” -- and that can be
about the
debatable.
situation.
I am not saying you
should vote for evil; but for what is less “harmful”,
which is how the word “evil” is often used in
124

Scripture. One candidate is going to get in!
Someone is going to take the reigns and start
making decisions that will affect your life and most
likely your children’s future. Either it will be the
“more harmful”, or the “less harmful”, and your
vote needs to make the difference, if possible. I
can almost guarantee that there will be no perfect
candidates for you to vote for; so don’t allow this
fact to keep you from having a positive influence in
society. If God waited for a perfect man to use, He
would be waiting a long time. Even God’s choices
are sometimes based on what is “the less harmful”
or “the best under the circumstances”. Consider
the choosing of King Saul, David, Jehu, Solomon,
or any human being for that matter. When an
office has to be filled, and someone is going to fill
it, we must make the best of it.
By voting for a candidate, you share some
responsibility for what he does -- not only the
good, but also the bad. By not voting you also
share some responsibility for who gets in and what
they do – If you don’t vote for the lesser of two
evils, then the greater evil might prevail, and you
will also be somewhat accountable for that.
So, in order to be the salt of the earth in our local
setting, I say YES, we should vote on issues and the
best candidates under the circumstances. Be sure,
however, that you add to this vote the vote of your
life and message for God, which will declare your
overall position before the world’s eyes. God
chose men who failed terribly and even advanced
the kingdom of darkness. Do any of us think ill of
God for choosing fallible men to fill important
roles? No, because we know God’s overall desires,
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and can see He was simply doing the best thing
with the circumstances He had to deal with. The
office had to be filled, and there were no better
choices.
The Bible speaks very clearly on one certain way
you can influence your government.
“I exhort therefore, that first of all, supplications,
prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks, be made
for all men; for kings, and for all that are in authority;
that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life in all
godliness and honesty. For this is good and acceptable
in the sight of God our Saviour; Who will have all men
to be saved, and to come unto the knowledge of the
truth,” I Tim. 2:1-4

The hour you spend driving to the place to vote,
standing in line, voting, and driving home — if
spent in prayer for God’s hand to lead could be
more productive than your vote. God’s wants you
to do both – pray and act. You vote every day of
your life by the way you live what kind of society
you want. Every time you buck the church standard
and want a more worldly lifestyle, you vote for the
destruction of the morals of society at large. Every
time you pursue carnal appetites, you vote for a
carnal society. Every time you are selfish, you vote
for a selfish society. Every time you don’t witness
for Jesus, you vote for a godless society. Every time
you don’t rebuke evil, you vote for an evil society.
Every time you dress fashionable, wear makeup,
jewelry, dress immodest, watch TV, etc.; you vote
for a licentious society. DON’T THINK A GOOD
PRESIDENT CAN CHANGE ALL THIS!
The
Christian Church is the salt of the earth that will
change society, not the government! If there is a
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part of being salt that requires you to vote, then
vote - but make sure you put more weight on your
testimony and prayer life, than on your voting.

127

Chapter Eleven
GOVERNMENT AID -- SINFUL OR NOT?
Many people consider it sinful and wicked to
accept any form of government aid. Is it sinful?
Where does the Bible say this? If it is sinful, then it
is also wrong for the government to offer it. If it is
sinful, then we must not allow church members to
do it. If it is sinful, then we need to preach against
it like we do against other sins.
Others will maintain that the reason it is wrong is
because the church is supposed to take care of its
own. This means that it is only wrong for
Christians. What if a believer stands for truth and
is put out of the “church” for this. What if he and
some others leave the established or state church
and meet on their own in order to be faithful to
truth. What if they do not have the means
financially to help their brethren in a crisis? Then is
it sinful to accept charity from another source?
What about a government source?
Because many are anti-government in their
thinking, they think it is evil for needy people to
accept any type of charity from a government
program. There are many things to be considered
on a subject like this one: Is the government
setting a trap or helping its people? Is the
recipient truly needy or just a hobo who abuses the
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system? How will this affect later generations? Do
the Scriptures forbid the poor and needy from
receiving help? What strings are attached to the
receiving of government aid?
HAS GOD ORDAINED GOVERNMENT AID?
Ex. 23:10,11 “And six years thou shalt sow thy land, and
shalt gather in the fruits thereof: But the seventh year
thou shalt let it rest and lie still; that the poor of thy
people may eat: and what they leave the beasts of the
field shall eat. In like manner thou shalt deal with thy
vineyard, and with thy olive yard.”
Lev. 19:9-10, “And when ye reap the harvest of your
land, thou shalt not wholly reap the corners of thy field,
neither shalt thou gather the gleanings of thy harvest.
And thou shalt not glean thy vineyard, neither shalt
thou gather every grape of thy vineyard; thou shalt
leave them for the poor and stranger: I am the LORD
your God.
Deut. 24:19-22, “When thou cuttest down thine harvest
in thy field, and hast forgot a sheaf in the field, thou
shalt not go again to fetch it: it shall be for the stranger,
for the fatherless, and for the widow: that the LORD thy
God may bless thee in all the work of thine hands.
When thou beatest thine olive tree, thou shalt not go
over the boughs again: it shall be for the stranger, for
the fatherless, and for the widow. When thou gatherest
the grapes of thy vineyard, thou shalt not glean it
afterward: it shall be for the stranger, for the fatherless,
and for the widow. And thou shalt remember that thou
wast a bondman in the land of Egypt: therefore I
command thee to do this thing.”

In Daniel 4 we have Daniel interpreting a dream
for Nebuchadnezzar. The purpose of the dream
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was to show all living that God is ultimately in
charge of “who was king” (see vss. 17,32,&37).
Daniel’s advice to the king was this: “Wherefore, 0

king, let my counsel be acceptable unto thee, and
break off thy sins by righteousness, and thine
iniquities by shewing mercy to the poor; if it may
be a lengthening of thy tranquillity.” (vs. 27).

Daniel basically told him that God sets up who he
wishes, and God cares for the poor--so if you want
God to keep you in power, help the poor with the
power you have in government. Now, if
Nebuchadnezzar did this, would it be wrong for
the poor to receive it?
I think we can see that God set up a “welfare”
system in the Old Testament whereby the poor
could “eat the crumbs which fell from the rich
man’s table” like Lazarus. It was a part of the Law,
and therefore was a government program. It
seems rather obvious that it was right for the rich
to obey this law, and also it was not evil for the
poor to gratefully partake. Being a “sluggard” or
“leech” (see Proverbs) was evil. To abuse a good
system when you are not in a legitimate state of
need, is sinful; but to be poor, or to accept charity
is not sinful - even if it is from a government
program. This is the Old Testament teaching on
the subject; but what about the New?
WHAT WOULD JESUS DO?
Matt. 12:1, “At that time Jesus went on the sabbath day
through the corn; and his disciples were an hungered,
and began to pluck the ears of corn, and to eat. “ (Mk
2:23; Luke 6:1)
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Here we find Jesus in a state of poverty with
hungry disciples making use of the “welfare”
program that was set up by God in the Law. See
Deut. 23:24,25:
“When thou comest into thy neighbor’s vineyard, then
thou mayest eat grapes thy fill at thine own pleasure;
but thou shalt not put any in thy vessel. When thou
comest into the standing corn of thy neighbor, then
thou mayest pluck the ears with thine hand; but thou
shalt not move a sickle unto thy neighbor’s standing
corn.”

WHAT IS THE CONCLUSION?
We are not ready to make any conclusions yet.
First let us look at some warnings:
1. Prov. 23:1-8, “When thou sittest to eat with a ruler,
consider diligently what is before thee: and put a knife
to thy throat, if thou be a man given to appetite. Be not
desirous of his dainties: for they are deceitful meat.
Labour not to be rich: cease from thine own wisdom.
Wilt thou set thine eyes upon that which is not? for
riches certainly make themselves wings; they fly away as
an eagle toward heaven. Eat thou not the bread of him
that hath an evil eye, neither desire thou his dainty
meats: For as he thinketh in his heart, so is he: Eat and
drink, saith he to thee; but his heart is not with thee,
The morsel which thou hast eaten shalt thou vomit up,
and lose thy sweet words,”
The warning: Don’t be dazzled with the hospitality
of a ruler who has an evil eye (double motive). He
may be trying to lead you on for his own evil
purposes. Be careful not to be lured into “signing
on the dotted line” without knowing what is really
going on. Beware of government “deals”. In the
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same note: beware of “get rich quick” schemes in
the same way.
2. II Thess. 3:10-12, “For even when we were with you,
this we commanded you, that if any would not work,
neither should he eat. For we hear that there are some
which walk among you disorderly, working not at all,
but are busybodies. Now them that are such we
command and exhort by our Lord Jesus Christ, that with
quietness they work, and eat their own bread.”
The warning: Don’t fall into the trap of thinking the
brethren, church, government, society, etc. owes
you anything! If you are needy, it doesn’t mean
somebody owes you lunch! If you partake of
charity, because you are in an emergency situation
and cannot pay your own way, be humble and
grateful; but don’t let up on your own striving to
pay your own way. Don’t let up on prayer,
thriftiness, careful planning, sweat, and tears - just
because you know there is something to fall back
on in an emergency.
So many people take unnecessary risks because
they have insurance, church help, or government
programs to fall back on. This is what is sinful.
THOUGHTS TO CONSIDER
1. Daniel told Nebuchadnezzar that in order to
lengthen his tranquillity as a ruler he should leave
off his sins, and help the poor. Was it right for the
poor to accept this help? Of course it was.
2. Consider all, the times in history when kings and
rulers have opened their coasts and allowed
persecuted Christians to settle in their realm. This
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was government aid. Every land grant given, to
Christian settlers was government aid.
3. Many people strongly criticize someone in
America if they accept government help in a time
of emergency; but these same people have
relatives and sister churches in Canada who
partake of socialized medicine and don’t criticize
them. What is wicked in one country is accepted
in another. This is not consistent.
4. In America we have a strange system. We have
hospitals and doctors whose prices are not set for
consumer incomes, but for the insurance
companies. If Hospitals and doctors had to set
their rates according to what consumers could
afford, we would all, gladly pay; but that is not the
case. The insurance companies in America have
caused all the medical pricing to rise much higher
than the average person can pay on his own. The
hospitals also spend extravagantly on their
buildings, architecture, and landscapes, which
doesn’t help matters.
Now, what if you can’t pay, and you don’t have
medical insurance (because you can’t afford it
either)? Can you just keep your sick child home and
pray? If he dies can you just suffer the Loss and go
on as the old pioneers did? No you can’t. The
government demands you get medical attention
for a sick child. If you don’t, they will prosecute
you for negligence and take away your other
children.
What if you tell them you can’t afford the
outrageous prices, and you can’t afford insurance?
They will tell you that they have a program to help
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people in your condition. So, you can either use
their program or be prosecuted and lose all your
children. Get the picture! The government is not
evil for helping people who need help; and they
are not evil for demanding you get the help they
provide. This is exactly what a good government
should do. It is then only right for them to help pay
for something that they demand you do, which you
cannot afford. It is right that they protect children
against abuse (though they often do it wrong), and
it is right that they put their money where their
mouth is.
Is it right for a Christian nation to help the poor in
other countries? Is it right for other countries to
accept this help? I believe so; and I also believe it
is right for that same government to help its own
people who are needy. Just because some abuse
the system, it doesn’t mean every person who uses
it is evil.
If the government demands that I use their
expensive system with all its expensive regulations,
then it is only fair and right that they are willing to
help pay for it. What would you do if you were the
king, and wanted to help the poor in your land?
Don’t think I am one who quickly accepts help. I
have broken my hand and my wrist at different
times and didn’t even have them looked at by a
doctor, because I didn’t have the money to pay for
it, and didn’t want to get help from a program. I
suffered much from these decisions, though I have
healed enough to work fairly normal now.
However, as willing as I am to suffer and pray
through a trial with my own health; I am not going
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to watch my child die, just because I am too proud
to accept help when it is available. At the present
time I do not have to deny Jesus Christ or my faith
in him, just because I choose to accept help. If the
time comes that I do have to deny Christ for help,
then I will just watch my child die in God’s will.
In the story of the rich man and Lazarus: Lazarus
was sick and couldn’t provide for himself, so he ate
the crumbs which fell from the rich man’s table was this denying Christ? Jesus obviously didn’t
think so. Jesus didn’t say Lazarus should have just
trusted God to provide any more than himself and
his disciples when they ate out of the fields. If God
set up the system, then that is how God provides!
In our government, we are not told to leave the
corners of our fields, etc. as in the Old Testament.
We are not all farmers as they were. Our
government tells them to “glean their fields” and
give that part to the government, and then the
government does the distribution. This is similar to
what Joseph set up in Egypt. God made it to where
everyone in Egypt lived on welfare after a while and, Yes, the government ended up owning them
and their land; but they survived. Our government
collects according to income and makes
distribution to the poor through special programs.
This is not much different than the Old Testament
plan in principle.
IF THE CHURCH CAN TAKE CARE OF ITS OWN, THEN
DO IT. BUT DON’T BE TOO PROUD TO ACCEPT HELP
IN A CRISIS.

5. Possible problems in a church setting: Even in a

church setting where people believe in the church
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taking care of the needs and they have the means
to accomplish this, there may be some ‘problems.
The church must monitor and regulate the incomes
and spending of its members in order to have a fair
and productive program. Why? Because one
brother may live very thrifty and save money back
for a time of need. Another brother may invest all
his profit back into assets. Another brother may
just be a little lazy and loose with his spending.
Another may get in debt over his head and need
bailed out to protect the testimony of the church.
When a crisis comes up, who has the cash to pay
for it? The most righteous one of the bunch, who
has lived carefully, sacrificed, and saved, is the only
one with CASH. The one who is trying to get rich,
has all his money tied up in assets, which may not
be easy to liquidate. The lazy one has no money.
This can work nicely if you have enough people,
enough cooperation and strong leadership to
maintain fairness among brethren. This was a
challenge even for the apostles in Jerusalem.
The question we are asking is: Is it sinful to accept
government help if you haven’t this type of help,
and you can’t pay for it yourself? No, it is not sinful
or shameful.
Yes, the brethren should all try to save and pay
their own way. Yes, the brethren should all try to
help each other; but this may not always work.
There may not always be the means or enough
brethren. To compromise on truth just so you can
stay in a group to maintain “church insurance” is
much more shameful than having to accept
government help in a crisis BECAUSE YOU STOOD
136

FOR TRUTH AND STOOD ALONE. This is exactly
what happened to Jesus and his disciples! This
also happened to many Anabaptist brethren and
other persecuted Christians.
CONCLUSION
DON’T BE SO QUICK TO JUDGE, ESPECIALLY
WHEN YOU DON’T HAVE BIBLICAL GROUNDS
FOR IT. Live your convictions, and don’t violate
your conscience; but don’t shame someone who
has not done something shameful.
IT IS NOT SINFUL to accept help from government
programs, BUT IT MAY BE DANGEROUS.

It is dangerous in the same way to accept
help from a church, if it causes you to
compromise on truth for that church. It is
dangerous in the same way to receive a
paycheck, if it causes you to compromise
truth to keep getting that paycheck.
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Appendix A
The following is part of the correspondence with some
pacifists. The full correspondence can be seen at
www.thefaithoncedelivered.info
on
the
link,
OBJECTIONS ANSWERED. This letter was chosen
because of content concerning early church writings,
and how they are misleading. My responses are
inserted into the text of the letter with my name.
PACIFIST:
Dear Mark,
Thank you for your prompt reply to both my letter and the
PLAIN THINGS article. Thank you also for your pamphlet,
THE ARK BUILDER. I have a busy life right now, and it has
not allowed me the leisure to sit down and write for quite
awhile. Nonetheless, the subject has never been far from
my mind, and I have prayed, thought, and studied much on
it since receiving your response.
I appreciate your prayer that God would help me to
understand and hear you out with an open and humble
mind. I need that. I want God to open my mind to truth, and
I desperately need humility. The more humble a man is
about his position, the less far he has to fall when
disproven. Even though I believe beyond all shadow of
reasonable doubt that our premise concerning the
teachings of Jesus Christ and the New Testament is correct,
yet I know that we are very fallible humans, and the
arguments we make to defend that premise may fall flat on
their face when exposed to the truth. I am told that one of
Soren Kierkegaard’s strongest beliefs was that "God wants
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people to obey Him, not argue for Him." I think that's true,
and I have no desire for this discussion to turn into a mere
argument. When humans argue over things too high for
them too fully understand, God is not honored, nobody is
edified, and all we have done is made a lot of noise.
But Jude urges us to contend earnestly for the faith which
was once for all delivered to the saints. And so, with
caution, I proceed; because the faith which you are
preaching, though you believe it to be the faith once
delivered, was not understood by our forefathers in the
faith to be the true faith once delivered.
But before going any further, I would like to acknowledge
an embarrassing mistake on our part. When A----- wrote in
his introduction to my article in PLAIN THINGS that you
attempt to "take us back to the God of the Old Testament,"
that was a very poor choice of words. We certainly believe
that the God of the Old Testament is the same God as the
God of the New, and that before Abraham was, Jesus Christ
was the great "I AM." We have zero respect for the gnostic
idea of a lesser god being the god of the Old Testament,
while today we serve a greater God. That is ignorant
foolishness, and we stand with you in condemning it.
Furthermore, we believe that the two covenants harmonize
perfectly, when properly understood.
However, when A_____ said what he did, he was making a
point that still stands, even though his word choice was
poor. You are attempting to take us to a view of God that is
very Old Covenant, in many ways; although you can never
be entirely in agreement with even the Old Covenant. In
many ways, you are taking your readers and followers back
to God as he was understood by people who lived before
the coming of the Messiah and His glorious new Kingdom.
You are taking them back to God as He was understood
within the context of an earthly kingdom and a fleshly Israel
- at least in part. But I suspect not even you yourself would
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be interested in entirely following the moral law of God
that was revealed to them then.
MARK BULLEN:
I am taking people back to a view of God presented by the
Old Testament Scriptures, because I say that Jesus’ teaching
is consistent with Moses’ Law, and that the moral law of
God is still relevant because God’s morals never change?
Thanks for the compliment.
I want all the moral law of God, because in every
circumstance where the moral law of God was given, it was
the best thing to do under those circumstances. God’s
Word is always the best thing to do when used in the
proper context. Woe to the man who thinks he is smarter
than God. I can’t believe the arrogance behind the
statement you just made. Who revealed that moral law to
them??? It was God! We are to tremble at His Word – Is.
66:2. We ought to see every decision He made and cherish
it as a precious jewel of divine wisdom. Are you
embarrassed by what God did in the OT? Do you think He
is? Do you think if Jesus was alive in Moses’ day that He
would have made different laws? Would Jesus command
that city officials stone a rebellious youth whom the parents
could no longer control? HE DID. Do you think Jesus
would allow divorce and remarriage under certain
circumstances? HE DID. Would he kill two church
members for giving a large sum of money to the church, but
not being honest about it? HE DID. What He did was
determined by what office He was holding at the time and
what jurisdiction and responsibility that office contained.
Think about it. If it was God who inspired Moses, then
every law given is the best thing to do in that situation, and
if that situation is where I find myself, then that is what I
should do! God’s judgment calls never change; and if the
same scenario is presented, God will give the same
judgment call – He is eternal and omniscient and his
morality has not evolved or matured or changed – “with
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whom is no variableness, neither shadow of turning”. Jesus
Christ, the same YESTERDAY, TODAY, AND FOREVER.
Moses’ words are Jesus’ words.
You have just admitted that the point A----- was making
still stands, but the words were too obvious – I say this
because you’ve said now that it was the Old Covenant
VIEW of God that is the problem. A wrong view of God is
essentially a different God, especially when that wrong
view comes from the only revelation of him that existed.
What else constitutes a different God? Read 2 Cor. 11:4
and tell me what constitutes a different Jesus or Gospel?

“4 For if he that cometh preacheth another Jesus, whom
we have not preached, or if ye receive another spirit, which
ye have not received, or another gospel, which ye have not
accepted, ye might well bear with him.”
By Old Covenant you must mean Old Covenant/Testament
Scriptures – what else could be meant? So, the view of God
created by the Old Covenant Scriptures is a wrong view? Is
that what you are saying? What else could you be saying?
God revealed himself to man through the Scriptures for the
first 4000 years of life on earth and it was a wrong view? Yet
these Scriptures and especially the Old Covenant were
supposed to be our tutor to bring us to Christ. Let’s think
about this:
Mt 22:29 Jesus answered and said unto them, Ye do err, not
knowing the scriptures,


According to you, they would err if they did know the
Scriptures – it gave a wrong view of God. A wrong view of God
is essentially a different God

Joh 5:39 Search the scriptures; for in them ye think ye have
eternal life: and they are they which testify of me.


Actually searching the Scriptures would give them a wrong
view of God

Ac 17:2 And Paul, as his manner was, went in unto them,
and three sabbath days reasoned with them out of the
scriptures,
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Why reason with them out of a document that gives a wrong
view of God?

Ac 17:11
These were more noble than those in
Thessalonica, in that they received the word with all
readiness of mind, and searched the scriptures daily,
whether those things were so.


What would searching the Scriptures do, but give them a
wrong view of God?

Ac 24:14 But this I confess unto thee, that after the way
which they call heresy, so worship I the God of my fathers,
believing all things which are written in the law and in the
prophets:


Paul worshipped the God of his fathers believing ALL things
which are written in the law and the prophets – So maybe he
was a heretic with a wrong view of God????

Ro 15:4 For whatsoever things were written aforetime were
written for our learning, that we through patience and
comfort of the scriptures might have hope.


How could the things written aforetime be for our learning,
when they give us a wrong view of God? Wouldn’t this be a
false hope and false comfort?

2Ti 3:15 And that from a child thou hast known the holy
scriptures, which are able to make thee wise unto salvation
through faith which is in Christ Jesus.


From a child poor Timothy had a wrong view of God – how
could this make him wise unto salvation?

2Ti 3:16 All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction in righteousness: 17 That the man of God may
be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works.
 ALL Scripture is given by inspiration of God – was it a poor job


of revealing himself???
Paul says that it is profitable for doctrine, reproof, correction,
and for instruction in righteousness – HOW COULD THIS BE IF
IT GAVE A WRONG VIEW OF GOD?
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2Pe 1:20 Knowing this first, that no prophecy of the
scripture is of any private interpretation. 21 For the
prophecy came not in old time by the will of man: but holy
men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.


Did the Holy Ghost give a wrong view of God?? Could it be
that you have a wrong view of Jesus?? Could it be that you
have a wrong view of Christ’s Kingdom??

It seems you are ignoring so much that has already been
said on this subject. Things that have not been answered,
but ignored. How do you answer the fact that both Jews
and Gentiles converting to Christianity, i.e. brought into
the New Covenant - were all required to be circumcised
and keep the law of Moses for the first 12 years after
Pentecost (were they heretics?), the meeting in Acts 15 was
20 years after Pentecost where it was still uncertain to
many about the Gentiles being free from the Ceremonial
laws; and then in Acts 21 we find (29 years after Pentecost)
that ALL the Jewish Christians are still abiding by Moses’
Law, except that they could now receive Gentiles as
brothers in the faith (were they heretics during this time?).
How does this fit with your view that the Old Testament
Scriptures only gave a wrong view of God?? Don’t just say
“transition period”, for these men and their doctrine were
to be our teachers and examples, and how then are we to
know what part of the transition they were in – I guess I
could just ask you? How is it that the New Covenant was
made with Israel (not with Gentiles) by God writing His
Laws (not new ones) on their hearts? Why is it continually
stated that the Old Testament Scripture stories were
written for our admonition and examples? Why is nearly
every NT example of Faith, perseverance, etc. from OT
people? Why are we to have the faith of Abraham if he had
a wrong view of God? Why is the OT continually quoted by
NT writers to validate their points – even on nonvengeance (Romans 12:19,20)? How can James declare
that we are supposed to look into the perfect law of liberty
and be “doers of the word”, and at the same time say that
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with God there is no variableness, neither shadow of
turning – wouldn’t this conflict if the OT gives a wrong view
of God?? The church is said to be built upon the
foundation of the apostles and prophets; but how can our
foundation be partially a wrong view of God? We could go
on and on...
...Just maybe, you have a wrong view of this whole
subject???
PACIFIST:
Now, about your letter to me: First of all, I was very
disappointed that you did not do for the book that I sent
you what you expected us to do for the books you sent us.
You expected us to carefully read your books, and then
respond with clear explanations of what was wrong, with
them and why we disagreed. However, when I send you a
book, you respond with a very short paragraph, sweeping
the book under the table. A shrug of your shoulders, and
the matter is dismissed. "It has chasms," you say, "lacking
Scripture and common sense." But you do not bother to
explain what those are.
MARK BULLEN:
I gave you books with Scriptural exegesis and plain verses
to back up my points and demonstrate the truth of what I
am proposing. You sent me a book containing a man’s
perusal of history and his biased view of that history. You
expect me to take each point in this history and refute it??
It wouldn’t even serve my purpose. I told you that I am also
aware of all the embarrassing failures of the
Amish/Mennonite peoples; but why should I enumerate
these to counter this man’s exposure of protestant failures
– failures which I don’t deny – nor do I wish to defend? All I
care about is what the Bible actually says to us, not how
other people failed to obey it, nor this man’s opinion of it.
You sent a book of a man’s philosophy, not a book
interpreting Scriptures, as I gave you. We can find truth by
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searching the Scriptures and comparing Scripture with
Scripture; but not by trying to prove our points by our
interpretation of history or philosophical speculations. I
guess when the Scriptures don’t hold up your doctrine you
are forced to seek out other sources? Yet, I will give you
one example of the chasm between this man assumptions
and the truth.
 On page 424, “There were some Christians in the

Roman military, but some historians believe most
of them were converted after promising to serve in
the army and were therefore unable to be released.
According to Jesus’ teaching, such persons should
have stopped serving in the army and suffered
whatever penalties the Roman government
decided; but apparently the church of their time
(after AD 180) had compromised to the point that
it did not require this. It does appear that the
church’s official position before AD 313 was a
member who joined the military after he joined the
church was to be disciplined.
o

The footnote reads: Some historians

believe that when Constantine began to
promote Christianity instead of paganism,
possibly one-third of his army was already
“Christian”. If that is true, it may be the
case that though the official church
position was to discipline a member who
joined the military, such discipline was
often not carried out.
Now, any judicious mind can see the incredible
assumptions and false statements here. First, “some”
Christians, and “one third of the army” is quite different.
Where did we get this “official church position” – one or
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two writers? Please give me the evidence that the church
before AD 180 required his misconception of Jesus’
teaching. “According to Jesus’ teaching” – What? We
have and can read Jesus’ teaching and example: The
Centurion who just explained to Jesus his high ranking and
authoritative position in the Roman military while asking
Jesus to heal his servant is said to have greater faith than
what Jesus saw in Israel, and then Jesus goes on to say
concerning this man, “Matt 8:11 And I say unto you, That

many shall come from the east and west, and shall sit down
with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of
heaven. 12 But the children of the kingdom shall be cast
out into outer darkness: there shall be weeping and
gnashing of teeth. 13 And Jesus said unto the centurion, Go
thy way; and as thou hast believed, so be it done unto thee.
And his servant was healed in the selfsame hour.” Jesus
taught they must step down and take whatever penalties
the Roman government decided??? Where is this teaching
I ask? It certainly doesn’t line up with Jesus’ example when
speaking to one.

Add to this that John told the soldiers to not abuse their
office and be content with their wages. He expected them
to stay in the military, be just and fair, and be content with
their wages and do what they were paid to do. They had
asked what they must do to be acceptable to the Messiah;
and John said nothing about never using force or not
carrying their sword – nothing; but actually implied the
opposite by telling them to not abuse their authority and
be content with their wages.
Listen to what the Bible says about Cornelius: Acts 10: 1 ¶

There was a certain man in Caesarea called Cornelius, a
centurion of the band called the Italian band, 2 A devout
man, and one that feared God with all his house, which
gave much alms to the people, and prayed to God alway. 3
He saw in a vision evidently about the ninth hour of the day
an angel of God coming in to him, and saying unto him,
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Cornelius. 4 And when he looked on him, he was afraid, and
said, What is it, Lord? And he said unto him, Thy prayers
and thine alms are come up for a memorial before God.
This Roman centurion then calls for a “devout” soldier,
probably for their protection, and sends men to Peter who
has just been told by God – “What God hath cleansed, that
call not thou common”. When Peter comes into the house
of Cornelius, who tells his story, Peter declares: 34 Then

Peter opened his mouth, and said, Of a truth I perceive that
God is no respecter of persons: 35 But in every nation he
that feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted
with him. This refers to his life previous to meeting Peter.

In the next chapter Peter says, 15 And as I began to speak,

the Holy Ghost fell on them, as on us at the beginning.
Then in Acts 15 Peter says: 7 And when there had been
much disputing, Peter rose up, and said unto them, Men
and brethren, ye know how that a good while ago God
made choice among us, that the Gentiles by my mouth
should hear the word of the gospel, and believe.
8 And God, which knoweth the hearts, bare them witness,
giving them the Holy Ghost, even as he did unto us; 9 And
put no difference between us and them, purifying their
hearts by faith.
None of the Jews who questioned Peter had any issue with
the man being a centurion, but only that he was a Gentile.
If they were baptized, then they were IN, and ready for
communion, right? The instructions about stepping down
should have come BEFORE baptism if your quotes from the
early church are correct and represent the “Biblical view”.

We find Jesus telling his disciples to sell their shirt and buy
a sword; we find Paul telling us that the sword bearing
rulers are the ministers of God to us for good; and we find
many public officials being converted and baptized with no
word about stepping down from their positions. In Acts 16
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we have the keeper of the prison converted and baptized at
midnight, but still the keeper of the prison the next day
after his baptism and Paul’s preaching. We see Paul calling
upon the Roman soldiers to protect him from the Jews, and
finally appealing to Caesar for the same protection. Then
we find Jesus in Revelation going forth to war with the
armies of heaven shedding blood and destroying his
enemies. Some of this is obviously symbolic, but not all of
it; because listen to Jesus’ words in His own teachings:


Lu 19:27 But those mine enemies, which would not
that I should reign over them, bring hither, and slay
them before me.

That the author’s statement in the book you sent is full of
bias and assumption based on his indoctrination is the best
that could be said for it. There is a big difference between
“government use of force” as a principle and a particular
government’s military being a dangerous and unhealthy
environment for a Christian young man. YES military life in
a worldly government is not a place a Christian should seek
to be a part of; but that doesn’t change the fact that
soldier/police action as a principle was not considered
sinful in itself – according to John, Jesus, and the apostles.
When Jesus returns and has his enemies slain before Him,
we will be his officers and soldiers in a good military
environment.
PACIFIST:
And then you say that you see in him similar indoctrination
as you see in me, when I state that the conclusion we reach
“harmonizes with the conclusion the vast majority of true,
God-fearing Christians throughout history have reached.”
This statement assumes far too much, you say; and insist
that I will be surprised at who were the true godly
Christians through the ages. Let me just say that, if the true,
God-fearing Christians throughout history were those who
believed it was okay to go to war and fight for a just cause,
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or to resist with physical force someone who was coming
against them or their loved ones, I will be very surprised
indeed. If I discover that those who stubbornly held to a
very literal interpretation of Christ’s Sermon on the Mount
were in error, and even gave their lives for that cause in
vain, I will be surprised; and so will many others.
MARK BULLEN:
Yes, you will be surprised which side of the issue Jesus and
the apostles land on, as their view of God came from the
Scriptures which read: Pr 24:11 ¶ If thou forbear to deliver

them that are drawn unto death, and those that are ready
to be slain; 12 If thou sayest, Behold, we knew it not; doth
not he that pondereth the heart consider it? and he that
keepeth thy soul, doth not he know it? and shall not he
render to every man according to his works?

Jesus said that he who breaks one of the least of the “Old
Covenant” commandments and shall teach men so, the
same shall be called least in the Kingdom of Heaven – that
Kingdom you say he revealed that made all the Old
Covenant view of God in error. Jesus reproved harshly
those who made the Word of God (what Moses said) of
none affect by their own teaching – Mark 7. Jesus surely
would not do what he is reproving others for doing. Did
they ever accuse Him of doing the same??
You think that your view harmonizes with the vast majority
of God fearing Christians through history, yet the few you
quote are known to be in error on important points. You
read your views into what others say, but I will show you
that you are not being consistent with your own beliefs; and
the evidence is not all on one side.
PACIFIST:
You wondered if my statement about the honest student of
Scripture going for help was an accusation. Let me confirm
that for you: It was. You can not be an honest student of
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Scripture and ignore the voices of the great cloud of
witnesses that cry out throughout history, voicing their
understanding of the Scriptures. If you pursue an
interpretation of Scripture that places you at odds with
those early church fathers who sat at the feet of the
apostles and learned from them, you are treading on
dangerous ground. I intend to go into this at length shortly,
because the early Christians provide a resounding universal
witness in support of a literal, simple explantion of the
teachings of Christ. Their conclusions do not harmonize
with yours.
MARK BULLEN:
Excuse me, J-----, but the book you sent me (quoted above)
says that the church after 180 AD compromised and didn’t
uphold the teachings of Jesus. This is pretty early, you
know. So, whom do I believe as my great cloud of
witnesses? MY beliefs are not at odds with those who sat at
the apostle’s feet; but may be with later confused and
erring Gentile Christians who you quote, but wouldn’t even
follow yourself. To say that I must adhere to the voices of
the early church fathers in order to be an honest student of
Scripture is a statement based on ignorance of the subject
which I will prove here shortly. First, the church fathers that
“sat at the feet of the apostles” don’t teach what you are
teaching; but you can find heretics later on that seem to.
Some you quote are not even worthy of being called
Christians when you find out what they really believed and
taught. If they were alive today, you would not want to
associate with them. ONLY the Scripture is preserved and
inspired by God for our doctrinal foundation, and it is
enough. You will indeed see that one of your fellows did
support a literal explanation of the teachings of Jesus – Yes,
Origen, which you will soon quote and really seem to like,
castrated himself in trying to take Jesus literal. You will also
learn that he was condemned by the church as a heretic by
10 and later 15 anathemas. He believed many heresies
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including reincarnation. There is no doubt the man was
sincere in his youth; but he was not inspired and infallible.
As I told you before: if I were to take Jesus’ teachings
“literal” in the way you speak of, I would only pray in my
closet, I would never plan the next day, I would not work for
my food, I would sell my shirt and buy a sword, I might cut
off my hand or pluck out my eye, I would never own two
coats, I would only wear sandals, I would go the second
mile with any cause where I was asked to help (good or
bad), I would never resist any evil – meaning I would never
discipline myself or my children, I would yield to
temptation, and would never fight against the devil, false
doctrine, etc. ---- YES it would be foolish to take
everything Jesus said “literal” without the proper context of
the whole Word of God; which is what I’ve been trying to
tell you. Jesus’ words must be taken in JESUS’ LITERAL
MEANING and INTENT, not your “literal” interpretation of
the words used. Jesus is the WORD made flesh and He did
exactly what Malachi said he would do. Why can’t you take
Malachi “literal”? Jesus’ teachings are consistent with the
WHOLE WORD OF GOD, and all of the Word of God is His
teaching – including Malachi. The apostles, NOT EARLY
WRITERS, understood Jesus PERFECTLY, and they are the
only ones we can trust to interpret Jesus for us by their
examples and writings.
PACIFIST:
Before we go there, however, let's talk about your offer for
a 1,000 dollar reward to anyone who can refute, with
Scripture, the message of The Alien Exposed. First of all,
who is to be the judge? If you are the judge, no one will
ever refute the book's message. The reason? You have
already interpreted all the Scriptures that will be used
against you in such a way as to nullify any opposing
argument, It all boils down - not, as you suppose, to
Scripture- but to Scripture interpretation.
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MARK BULLEN:
Is this why you run to Origen and friends? You don’t
believe the Scriptures can be understood? Do you not
realize that there are laws and rules in regards to
interpreting Scripture? We can let the whole world and
God judge how we use the Scripture - Yes, that would be
great if we could only talk about what the Scriptures
actually say. I am offering $1000 dollars to anyone who can
show me from the Scriptures that my position is not what
the Scripture is saying – God is the judge of my heart’s
motives. Quit worrying about actually getting your $1000
and just attempt to correct me from the Scriptures. The
fact is that I’ve previously left my indoctrination from
childhood and college due to those who could show me in
the Scripture that I was wrong. This is something you
cannot say; and if you are right, you need not say it; but I’m
the one challenging others to correct me, and I can show
that I’m capable of being corrected on a number of points,
because I have been - God knows; and your job is not to
assume upon my motives, but to show me from the
Scripture where I am not interpreting it properly. This
means you cannot avoid the Scriptures I use, but must
interpret them correctly for me. It is all being posted on
the world wide web, so God and man can be the judges.
PACIFIST:
Sam Harris, a widely known and hard-core atheist, recently
made this offer: He would give 10,000 dollars, he said, to
anyone who could prove to him beyond a doubt that there
is a God. In the flurry of letters and e-mails and tweets and
general hoopla that followed one man offered to refund
the bill dollar for dollar. He said he would give Mr. Harris
back his 10,000 dollars if anyone could convince him. Why
was he so bold? Perhaps partly to help encourage people to
persuade Mr. Harris; but mostly, think, because he knew
Harris would not be convinced. You don't win a name when
your opponent sets up the board and plays according to his
own rules.
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As for Mr. Harris, he is doing this so he can feel good about
himself. He wants to be able to tell God, on judgment day,
"I gave you every opportunity to convince me, but you
would not. I even begged for it, promising to pay a large
sum of money; but you would not. Therefore you are at
fault, not me." The problem for Sam Harris is that God is
not made to play by our rules, He plays by His own rules,
and He will not force anyone to believe anything. And to
you, I would say this: If you are in error in your
interpretation of Scripture, God will not force you to
change. The evidence is always there, waiting for you to
rise up and see it; but you have to want to first. Therefore,
unless you are really open to seeing things in a different
light, your 1,000 dollar reward will do nothing. - no matter
how many clear and undisputable proofs are presented to
you.
MARK BULLEN:
Your comparison is foolish and unjust. First, it is impossible
to prove God exists. YES, there are great and powerful
evidences of God’s existence for those who wish to see it
and believe in it by FAITH; However, in our debate, it is
possible to read plain English in the Bible and know what
the document is teaching. It is possible to show what Jesus
actually taught and didn’t teach if we are willing to submit
to proper rules of interpretation, rather than run from
them. Your job is not to falsely accuse and judge as you
have done, but to put forth the message of Scripture, not
quote individual heretics from history and assume theirs is
the “Official Church Position”. Everyone who follows this
discussion can see your continual avoidance of plain
Scriptural arguments presented – I will let them and God
judge who is unwilling to see so many clear and
indisputable proofs.
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PACIFIST:
And now let's talk about early Christians and their view of
the subject. This is very important, because many of these
men sat at the feet of the apostles or the personal disciples
of the apostles. If they understood something as
foundational as the teachings of Christ in a light different
than we did, let me ask you: who is more likely to be in
error? I'm not talking about the beliefs of one early
Christian. I'm talking about what the early Christians
believed, as a whole. Because on this particular subject,
before the council of Nicaea, they are united.
MARK BULLEN:
You speak quite confident, but you are lacking much
information. None of the men you quote sat at the feet of
the apostles, and only Irenaeus was supposedly acquainted
with Polycarp, but when he argues for Jesus living to 50
years old with a 20 year ministry, he betrays his ignorance
of Jesus and the apostles. The Bible says if an angel from
heaven preaches any other gospel, let him be accursed.
Who should know better what the Bible means, me or an
angel from heaven? In I John we are told to try the spirits:


1 John 4:1 Beloved, believe not every spirit, but try
the spirits whether they are of God: because many
false prophets are gone out into the world.

In the days when the apostles were still alive it was
necessary to not believe every voice, whether angel or
spirit; but to try them with what? The Word of God. How
much more important was this principle after the apostles
were dead – when Paul says the grievous wolves would
come in and not spare the flock. QUESTION: Are you
prepared to agree with all that these exalted writers
believed and wrote?? If not, then you are being a
hypocrite, because you are expecting me to accept their
154

word against Scripture on the points you like, when you are
not willing to submit to all their writing and believing.
Who should know better – you? or them?? If Diotrephes
wrote some discourses would we care to read them? He
was contemporary with the apostles! The only way we
know he was bad, is because the Scriptures tell us. What if
he wrote 100 years after Paul died? If there were men like
him while the apostles were alive, what about 100 or 200
years later?
I do have all the Ante-Nicene, Post Nicene, and church
council writings. Most of the Ante-Nicene writings are
more than 100 years removed from the apostles. The one’s
that are closer don’t teach your extreme and erroneous
views, and the one’s farther out that you think agree with
you also teach known errors. Bercot puts too much weight
on the "early church fathers" and I think he has led you
astray.
PACIFIST:
There is a wealth of information available on this subject,
from the early church fathers. Since I do not have a set of
the Ante-Nicene Fathers writings I am using Bercot's
Dictionary of Early Christian Beliefs as my source. I would
encourage you to do some research on your own as well.
Let's begin with Irenaeus, an Eastern writer who was taught
by Polycarp as a boy. Polycarp was a personal disciple of the
apostle John, who served as the bishop of Smyrna for many
years. Just for interest's sake, I will quote this paragraph by
Irenaeus:
"While I was yet a boy, I saw you in lower Asia with
Polycarp..... I can even describe the place where the
blessed Polycarp used to sit and teach... together with
the discourses that he delivered to the people. I can
remember also, how he would speak of his familiar
relations with John, and with the rest of those who had
seen the Lord. I remember how he would call their
words to remembrance. Whatever things he had heard
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from them concerning the Lord, both with regard to
His miracles and His teaching, Polycarp would recount
them all in harmony with the Scripture - having in that
manner received it from the eye-witnesses of the Word
of life."
- Irenaeus, c. 180 (Dictionary, p. 526; ANF v. 1,
p.569)
Irenaeus was born around 130 AD, and lived to about the
year 200. At this time Christianity was still young, and
people were still living who had the words of the apostles
ringing in their ears. Of course, Irenaeus could have some
serious misconceptions; but listen to what he says
concerning the Sermon on the Mount:
"With the Lord, not only is the adulterer rejected,
but also the person who desires to commit
adultery. Not only is the actual murderer
considered guilty of having killed another person
(to his own damnation), but also the man who is
angry with his brother without a reason. Jesus
commanded (His followers) not only not to hate
men, but also to love their enemies. He
commanded them not only not to swear falsely, but
not even to swear at all … He commanded...not
only not to strike others, but even, when they
themselves are struck, to present the other cheek...
He commanded not only not to injure their
neighbors, nor to do them any evil, but also, when
they are dealt with wickedly, to be long-suffering.
-Irenaeus, c. 180 (Dictionary, p. 610; ANF v. 1, p. 408)
Perhaps you would agree one hundred percent with that
paragraph, although I hardly see how you could. Do you not
believe that there are times when we must injure our
neighbors (i.e., in defense of someone else)? Yet Irenaeus
does not qualify his statement or the teachings of the Lord
in such a way as to allow for that kind of action.
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MARK BULLEN:
I agree 100% with the parts that are simply paraphrases of
Scripture; but do you believe that a man is “guilty of having
killed another person” who is angry with his brother
without a reason?? Is this what Jesus said? They may both
be in danger of the judgment and not fit for heaven; but
the one who is angry without a reason certainly does not
have the same guilt as the actual murderer. This is not what
Jesus was saying, and therefore Irenaeus NEEDS to qualify
his statements. You just swallowed it because it sounded
good; but I doubt you really believe what the man said. I
would qualify his statements to agree with the rest of
Scripture – if they don’t, then he is wrong.
Here is a quote for you.
The believer’s response to persecution is not vengeance, hate, or
war, but “loving not their lives unto the death”. They overcome
deception by the “word of their testimony”; and they overcome
accusation by claiming the “blood of the Lamb”.
You will notice that when the apostles were arrested or
persecuted for preaching the Gospel by the authorities, they
didn’t gather the believers together for battle or ambush the
opposition with weapons. Non-resistance is an attitude of
humility and willingness to suffer for doing what is right. It is an
unwillingness to lower ourselves sinfully to become no better
than the hateful sinners who persecute us; and it has much to do
with jurisdiction, and honoring God ordained boundaries. Even
King David knew the difference between killing Goliath and
avenging himself on Nabal.
It comes from my book called, “Resist Not Evil?” You, who have
not yet apologized for your false representation that I would sue
the poor family of the deluded man who killed the girls at
Nickel Mines, need to understand that there is a Biblical
position between the extremes that you seem to only see.
However, when the Amish called the police, what did they
expect them to do? If the police had killed the man before
he killed the girls everyone would rejoice; but this business
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of saying they forgave him after he was dead because they
didn’t sue his poor family is ludicrous and shallow thinking
at best.
PACIFIST:
Concerning the old (Mosaic) Laws and how it differs from
the law we are under today, Irenaeus says this:
"The Lord also showed that certain provisions were
enacted for them by Moses on account of their
hardness... It was for that reason that they received
from Moses this law of divorce, adapted to their
hard nature."
-Irenaus, c. 180 (Dictionary, p. 218; ANF v. 1. p. 480)
MARK BULLEN:
Should I agree with Irenaeus’ quote? Do you know what
Irenaeus believed on the subjects at hand? Let me help you
in your study by giving you some quotes not found in
Bercot. Concerning the quote just above, let me give you
the quote in it’s context of Irenaeus’ meaning and you will
see that he is not supporting what you think, but may be
revealing his own heretical thinking – depending on what
he is implying.


And not only so, but the Lord also showed that certain
precepts were enacted for them by Moses, on account
of their hardness [of heart], and because of their
unwillingness to be obedient, when, on their saying to
Him, "Why then did Moses command to give a writing
of divorcement, and to send away a wife?" He said to
them, "Because of the hardness of your hearts he
permitted these things to you; but from the beginning it
was not so;"(6) thus exculpating Moses as a faithful
servant, but acknowledging one God, who from the
beginning made male and female, and reproving them
as hard-hearted and disobedient. And therefore it was
that they received from Moses this law of divorcement,
adapted to their hard nature. But why say I these things
concerning the Old Testament? For in the New also are
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the apostles found doing this very thing, on the ground
which has been mentioned, Paul plainly declaring, But
these things I say, not the Lord."(7) And again: "But this I
speak by permission, not by commandment."(8) And
again: "Now, as concerning virgins, I have no
commandment from the Lord; yet I give my judgment, as
one that hath obtained mercy of the Lord to be
faithful."(9) But further, in another place he says: "That
Satan tempt you not for your incontinence."(10) If,
therefore, even in the New Testament, the apostles are
found granting certain precepts in consideration of
human infirmity, because of the incontinence of some,
lest such persons, having grown obdurate, and
despairing altogether of their salvation, should become
apostates from God,--it ought not to be wondered at, if
also in the Old Testament the same God permitted
similar indulgences for the benefit of His people,
drawing them on by means of the ordinances already
mentioned, so that they might obtain the gift of
salvation through them, while they obeyed the
Decalogue, and being restrained by Him, should not
revert to idolatry, nor apostatize from God, but learn to
love Him with the whole heart.

Is he saying that God makes laws in consideration of our
needs, infirmities, and abilities through his inspired writers
– as in the Old Testament, so in the New? OR is Irenaeus
saying that Moses and Paul were not inspired when giving
these precepts? Hopefully not. Either way, he is not saying
what you think, because he believes that men still have
hard hearts and the New Testament makes similar rules to
accommodate them as the Old – so why would he believe
the Old are repealed? Now what else did Irenaeus believe
about whether or not Jesus was correcting Moses?
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Irenaeus book IV. CHAP.II

3. But since the writings (litera) of Moses are the words of Christ,
He does Himself declare to the Jews, as John has recorded in the
Gospel: "If ye had believed Moses, ye would have believed Me:
for he wrote of Me. But if ye believe not his writings, neither will
ye believe My words."(3) He thus indicates in the clearest manner
that the writings of Moses are His words. If, then, [this be the case
with regard] to Moses, so also, beyond a doubt, the words of the
other prophets are His [words], as I have pointed out. And again,
the Lord Himself exhibits Abraham as having said to the rich man,
with reference to all those who were still alive: "If they do not
obey Moses and the prophets, neither, if any one were to rise
from the dead and go to them, will they believe him."(4)
...Lest, therefore, we should incur the same punishment as these
men, the Lord reveals [to us] their end; showing at the same time,
that if they obeyed Moses and the prophets, they would believe
in Him whom these had preached, the Son of God, who rose from
the dead, and bestows life upon us; and He shows that all are
from one essence, that is, Abraham, and Moses, and the prophets,
and also the Lord Himself, who rose from the dead, in whom
many believe who are of the circumcision, who do also hear
Moses and the prophets announcing the coming of the Son of
God.

Here is his belief on whether Jesus corrected Moses or was
correcting the false interpreters of Moses:
Chapter XII

1. For the tradition of the elders themselves, which they
pretended to observe from the law, was contrary to the law given
by Moses. Wherefore also Esaias declares: "Thy dealers mix the
wine with water,"(6) showing that the elders were in the habit of
mingling a watered tradition with the simple command of God;
that is, they set up a spurious law, and one contrary to the[true]
law; as also the Lord made plain, when He said to them, "Why do
ye transgress the commandment of God, for the sake of your
tradition?"(7) For not only by actual transgression did they set the
law of God at nought, mingling the wine with water; but they also
set up their own law in opposition to it, which is termed, even to
the present day, the pharisaical. In this [law] they suppress certain
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things, add others, and interpret others, again, as they think
proper, which their teachers use, each one in particular; and
desiring to uphold these traditions, they were unwilling to be
subject to the law of God, which prepares them for the coming of
Christ. But they did even blame the Lord for healing on the
Sabbath-days, which, as I have already observed, the law did not
prohibit. For they did themselves, in one sense, perform acts of
healing upon the Sabbath-day, when they circumcised a man [on
that day]; but they did not blame themselves for transgressing the
command of God through tradition and the aforesaid pharisaical
law, and for not keeping the commandment of the law, which is
the love of God.
2. But that this is the first and greatest commandment, and that
the next [has respect to love] towards our neighbour, the Lord has
taught, when He says that the entire law and the prophets hang
upon these two commandments. Moreover, He did not Himself
bring down [from heaven] any other commandment greater than
this one, but renewed this very same one to His disciples, when
He enjoined them to love God with all their heart, and others as
themselves. But if He had descended from another Father, He
never would have made use of the first and greatest
commandment of the law; but He would undoubtedly have
endeavoured by all means to bring down a greater one than this
from the perfect Father, so as not to make use of that which had
been given by the God of the law. 4. The Lord, too, does not do
away with this [God], when He shows that the law was not
derived from another God, expressing Himself as follows to those
who were being instructed by Him, to the multitude and to His
disciples: "The scribes and Pharisees sit in Moses' seat. All,
therefore, whatsoever they bid you observe, that observe and do;
but do not ye after their works: for they say, and do not. For they
bind heavy burdens, and lay them upon men's shoulders; but they
themselves will not so much as move them with a finger."(4) He
therefore did not throw blame upon that law which was given by
Moses, when He exhorted it to be observed, Jerusalem being as
yet in safety; but He did throw blame upon those persons,
because they repeated indeed the words of the law, yet were
without love. And for this reason were they held as being
unrighteous as respects God, and as respects their neighbours. As
also Isaiah says: "This people honoureth Me with their lips, but
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their heart is far from Me: howbeit in vain do they worship Me,
teaching the doctrines and the commandments of men."(5) He
does not call the law given by Moses commandments of men, but
the traditions of the elders themselves which they had invented,
and in upholding which they made the law of God of none effect,
and were on this account also not subject to His Word.
5. Now, that the law did beforehand teach mankind the necessity
of following Christ, He does Himself make manifest, when He
replied as follows to him who asked Him what he should do that
he might inherit eternal life: "If thou wilt enter into life, keep the
commandments."(8) But upon the other asking "Which?"" again
the Lord replies: "Do not commit adultery, do not kill, do not
steal, do not bear false witness, honour father and mother, and
thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself,"--setting as an ascending
series (velut gradus) before those who wished to follow Him, the
precepts of the law, as the entrance into life; and What He then
said to one He said to all. But when the former said, "All these
have I done" (and most likely he had not kept them, for in that
case the Lord would not have said to him, "Keep the
commandments"), the Lord, exposing his covetousness, said to
him, "If thou wilt be perfect, go, sell all that thou hast, and
distribute to the poor; and come, follow me;" promising to those
who would act thus, the portion belonging to the apostles
(apostolorum partem). And He did not preach to His followers
another God the Father, besides Him who was proclaimed by the
law from the beginning; ...But He taught that they should obey
the commandments which God enjoined from the beginning...

Irenaeus says many good things; but is not a trustworthy
foundation to build doctrine upon, because he wasn’t right
on every point; Yet he is not fully supporting your position
either. He believed that Christians could hold any office in
the government, like Joseph, Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael,
and Azariah, as long as they could keep free from idolatry
and unchristian practices. This principle I agree with as
government office is not sin in principle; but a God
ordained office that is better filled by the godly than the
ungodly. He seems, though, to struggle with the fact that
John baptized soldiers and Jesus accepted and commended
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the centurion, and reveals that his ideas are a little warped
in your direction and probably for the same reasons.
PACIFIST:
And Origen fleshes this thought out a little further:
"Some of the laws were written - not as excellent but as by way of accommodation to the weakness
of those to whom the Law was given. For something
of this kind is indicated in the words, 'Moses,
because of the hardness of your heart, allowed you
to put away your wives."
- Origen, c. 245 (Dictionary, p.219; ANF 9.510)
The early Christians saw perfect harmony between the two
covenants, yet they made it clear, that laws such as the one
just mentioned and more which we will get into later, were
specifically for the Israelites and their earthly kingdom.
Those laws were necessary for the purpose God had for
Israel; but when Jesus came and brought the Kingdom of
heaven, they understood quite simply, without any need to
build elaborate theologies, that that age was now past
along with all of those temporary laws that it takes to hold
an earthly kingdom together.
MARK BULLEN:
Origen’s words could simply mean what I believe Jesus to
have meant by these words. Jesus wasn’t saying that the
Jews were hard hearted above Gentiles; but that this law
was given due to man being a fallen race, not because it
was God’s first will for marriage – a standard of excellence.
Jesus said, if you break one of the least of these
commandments and teach men so, you will be called least
in the Kingdom of heaven. The law of God, which God
wrote on the hearts of men as the basis for the New
Covenant is, as we have proved from the Scriptures, the
moral law or “righteousness of the law” which applies to all
men in all ages, and is necessary for our salvation – Romans
8:4-13. This law applies to church members, church
leaders, people in government, etc. It is the moral
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principles of LOVE applied to every area of life. Jesus said
that all the law and the prophets hung from it, and we are
still accountable to God’s inspired applications of love. Let
me give you a quote that sounds a lot like what Irenaeus
and Origen just said:


“When Jesus asked them what Moses
commanded, they went directly to Deut. 24
instead of Genesis -- this showed their root
problem. They took one passage by itself without
the tempering aspect of the other. This is where
most people err today also. Upon this basis,
Jesus reveals the reason why Moses tolerated
divorce: because the people were sinful and
hardhearted in their fallen state. The Jew’s pride
was greatly deflated by the fact that their
justification for their divorces was based on a part
of the Law which was given, not as a righteous
standard, but as a restraint and regulation for
fallen sinful man. The Law was given because
mankind was now a fallen race, and the Law told
leaders what to do when sin happened -- how to
righteously deal with sin and fallen society.”

This quote happens to be from my book on “What The
Bible Really Teaches About Divorce And Remarriage”.
Who would think that the Jews were the only men with
hard hearts, and fallen man today doesn’t have such?
Jesus even upbraided his own disciples for their hard
heartedness.
PACIFIST:
There is a rather lengthy correspondence between Origen
and Celsus (a pagan critic), that I will only be able to quote
in part, but it's all good, and I'd encourage you to check the
rest of it out for yourself:
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MARK BULLEN:
Don’t tell me you read it all. It is very long, and you don’t
even have it all – how can you say it is all good???
PACIFIST:
(Origen) "To those who inquire of us from where
we come, or who is our founder, we reply that we
have come agreeably to the counsels of Jesus. We
have cut down our hostile, insolent, and wearisome
swords into plowshares. We have converted into
pruning hooks the spears that were formerly used
in war. For we no longer take up "sword against
nation," nor do we "learn war anymore.," That is
because we have become children of peace for the
sake of Jesus, who is our leader.
- Origen, c. 248 (Dictionary, p. 678; ANF 4.558)
(Celsus) "'How could God command the Israelites
through Moses to gather wealth, to extend their
dominion, to fill the earth, to put their enemies of
every age to the sword, and to destroy them
utterly?... For, on the other hand, His Son, the man
of Nazareth, promulgated laws quite opposed to
these. He declared that no one can come to the
Father who loves power, riches, or glory. Jesus said
that to anyone who has given them one blow, they
should offer to receive another. So is it Moses or
Jesus who taught falsely? When the Father sent
Jesus, did He forget the commands He had given
to Moses? Or did He change His mind, condemn
His own laws, and send forth a Messenger with
opposite instructions?....
(Origen's Reply:) "We would observe that it must
be impossible for the legislation of Moses, taken
literally, to harmonize with the calling of the
Gentiles and with their subjection to the Roman
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government. On the other hand, it would be
impossible for the Jews to preserve their civil
economy unchanged if they were to embrace the
gospel. For Christians could not slay their enemies.
Nor could they condemn those who had broken
the law to be burned or stoned, as Moses
commands.... In the case of the ancient Jews, who
had a land and a form of government of their own,
to take from them the right of making war upon
their enemies, of fighting for their country, of
putting to death or other-wise punishing
adulterers, murderers, or others who were guilty of
similar crimes, would have been to subject them to
sudden and utter destruction whenever the enemy
fell upon them. For, in that case, their very laws
would restrain them and prevent them from
resisting the enemy. Yet, that same providence that
of old gave the Law, and as now given the gospel of
Jesus Christ, has destroyed their city and their
temple, not wishing the Jewish state to continue
any longer....However, this providence has
extended the Christian religion day by day, so that
it is now preached everywhere with boldness. And
this is in spite of the numerous obstacles that
oppose the spread of Christ's teaching in the world.
However, since it was the purpose of God that the
nations should receive the benefits of Christ's
teaching, all the devices of men against Christians
have been brought to nothing. For the more that
kings, rulers, and peoples have persecuted them
everywhere, the more Christians have increased in
number and grown in strength."
-Origen, c. 248 (Dictionary, p. 679; ANF 4.617-621)
If we are heretics, it is not a new heresy.
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MARK BULLEN:
You are right, it is not a new heresy (what heresy is new?);
but it is still heresy, and Origen is also a heretic. The
answers he gives Celsus are flaky, because like other
Gentile Christians of his day, he had left the Hebraic roots
of the gospel and was notorious for trying to allegorize
everything. Jesus’ teaching does not in any way render the
Scriptures impossible to obey or make them contradictory
unless you have a heretical view like yours and Origen. The
gospel Jesus preached did not make Paul’s illustrations of
faith improper in Hebrews 11 where through faith “33 Who

through faith subdued kingdoms, wrought righteousness,
obtained promises, stopped the mouths of lions, 34
Quenched the violence of fire, escaped the edge of the
sword, out of weakness were made strong, waxed valiant in
fight, turned to flight the armies of the aliens.” The whole

purpose of the New Covenant and Work of Christ through
the Spirit was “That the righteousness of the law might

be fulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh, but after the
Spirit”. Menno Simons knew all about the early church
writings, yet he did not believe your heresy, and he was the
recognized bishop of the Anabaptists for many years.

The following quotes are from The Complete Writings Of
Menno Simons published by Herald Press.
“Therefore, dear sirs, take heed; this is the task to which you are
called: namely, to chastise and punish, in the true fear of God
with fairness and Christian discretion, manifest criminals, such as
thieves, murderers, Sodomites, adulterers, seducers, sorcerers,
the violent, highwaymen, robbers, etc. Your task is to do justice
between a man and his neighbor, to deliver the oppressed out of
the hand of the oppressor... Such rulers were Moses, Joshua,
David,..0 highly renowned, noble lords, believe Christ’s Word,
fear God’s wrath, love righteousness, do justice to widows and
orphans....bow to the scepter of him who called you to this high
service. Then shall your throne stand firm forever.” Pg. 193
‘Do not boast that you are mighty ones upon the earth, and have
great power, but boast in this rather if so be you rule your land in
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the true fear of God with virtuous wisdom and Christian
righteousness to the praise of the Lord...For if you are such kings,
then you are not only kings according to the flesh, but also
according to the spirit;” Pg. 206
“Be pleased, in godly fear, to ponder what it is that God requires
of your Highnesses. It is that without any respect of persons you
judge between a man and his neighbor, protect the wronged
from him who does him wrong, even as the Lord declares,
Execute judgment and justice, Assist, against the violent, him that
is robbed, Abuse not the stranger, the widow, the orphan, Do
violence to no man, and shed no innocent blood, so that your
despised servants and unhappy subjects, having escaped the
mouth of the lion, may in your domain. ...serve the Lord in
quietness and peace...” Pg. 526
“Dear sirs, seek God; fear God; serve God with all your might; do
justice to widows, orphans, strangers, the sad, and the oppressed;
wash your hands of blood; rule your lands with wisdom and
peace. Train yourselves in thought, word, and deed upon the
crucified Christ Jesus, follow his steps, and then, though your sins
be red as blood they shall be white as snow, though they be red as
crimson they shall be as wool!” Pg. 529
“Paul says, Rulers are not a terror to good works, but to evil...But
if thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the
sword in vain; for he is the minister of God, a revenger to execute
wrath upon him that doeth evil...you may understand from these
Scriptures that you are called of God and ordained to your offices
to punish the transgressors and protect the good...” Pg. 550-551
“He that saith he abideth in Christ, he, whether he be emperor or
king, ought himself also so to walk, even as he walked. I John 2:6.
Beloved lords, this is God’s Word. This is the prize and standard
after which we should strive...We teach and direct you in the
right way which you should walk if you wish to be saved...God is
my witness that I desire nothing but that you all may actually be
what you are acclaimed to be noble lords and Christian
magistrates...” Pg. 553-554
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It is obvious from the Scriptures and thoughts Menno
employs that he didn’t believe what modern pacifists
believe. Menno, who was chosen as head bishop over the
Anabaptist movement, should be a good representation of
what they believed. Is there such thing as a “Christian
magistrate” who follows Jesus? Menno thought so. Did you
notice that Menno’s understanding of “Do violence to no
man” is simply “don’t shed innocent blood or abuse your
office” (Pg. 526).
Yes, Origen was confused and maybe for the same reasons
you are. We don’t believe Israel’s civil laws concerning an
earthly government are for the church to execute – the
church is not a civil government, but lives under other
governments. The moral precept of God that says to stone
the adulterer was and is for civil authorities; and when
those in power choose to believe God, they will administer
their office according to God’s precepts, and receive
corresponding blessings for doing so.
PACIFIST:
Obviously Origen was as full of confusion and deception as
we are. And here's the interesting thing: He believed the
same as we do concerning the New Kingdom of Christ
which makes the Old Kingdom of the Jews along with all of
its national, "earthly government" laws obsolete; but he
had no sympathy for the gnostics. Strange! If he lived today,
you wouldn't hesitate to classify him as a gnostic; but he
was not accused of that by the orthodox Christians of his
day.
MARK BULLEN:
There were many free-thinkers in Origen’s day, and Origen
was not accepted by all Christians in his day, but was cast
out by some, and later his teachings were condemned as
heresy by the council of Constantinople on 10 to 15 counts.
He believed that eventually all would be saved including
Satan – he was a universalist who also believed in
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reincarnation. This is your man – at least he says he
rejected the Gnostics; but it is obvious he was affected by
them just as your doctrine is. We must listen to what it
actually says and believe it, not presume upon it or try to
make an allegory out of it.
PACIFIST:
"We refute those who think that the father of our
Lord Jesus Christ is a different God from Him who
gave the answers of the Law to Moses, or
commissioned the prophets."
-Origen, c. 225 (Dictionary, p. 308; ANF 4.275)
The early Christians of the first two to three centuries after
Christ saw the Kingdom of God as the central focus of their
everyday lives, and the beautiful fulfillment of all the Old
Testament prophets foretold.
MARK BULLEN:
Actually, the church was not believed to be the fulfillment
of ALL the OT prophets foretold. You equate the church
age with Christ’s future kingdom, which is not the case and
seems to be a root of your error. Listen to Jesus
Matt 25:14 For the kingdom of heaven is as a man travelling into
a far country, who called his own servants, and delivered unto
them his goods.
15 And unto one he gave five talents, to another two, and to
another one; to every man according to his several ability; and
straightway took his journey.
16 Then he that had received the five talents went and traded
with the same, and made them other five talents.
17 And likewise he that had received two, he also gained other
two.
18 But he that had received one went and digged in the earth,
and hid his lord's money.
19 After a long time the lord of those servants cometh, and
reckoneth with them.

170

The parallel passage in Luke says: Luke 19:11 And as they heard
these things, he added and spake a parable, because he was nigh
to Jerusalem, and because they thought that the kingdom of God
should immediately appear.
12 He said therefore, A certain nobleman went into a far country
to receive for himself a kingdom, and to return.
13 And he called his ten servants, and delivered them ten
pounds, and said unto them, Occupy till I come.
14 But his citizens hated him, and sent a message after him,
saying, We will not have this man to reign over us.
15 And it came to pass, that when he was returned, having
received the kingdom, then he commanded these servants to be
called unto him, to whom he had given the money, that he might
know how much every man had gained by trading.
....27 But those mine enemies, which would not that I should reign
over them, bring hither, and slay them before me.

Jesus left to “receive for himself a kingdom and to return”;
when that time comes, he will slay all those who oppose
him, and bring peace to the earth. We are in the time
when he is gone and are supposed to “occupy till he
comes”, but we are not living in the kingdom that He will
receive as of yet. He has told us to pray, “thy kingdom
come, thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven”. The
apostles taught that we must through much tribulation
enter into the kingdom of heaven.








1Co 15:50 Now this I say, brethren, that flesh and blood
cannot inherit the kingdom of God; neither doth
corruption inherit incorruption.
Ga 5:21 Envyings, murders, drunkenness, revellings, and
such like: of the which I tell you before, as I have also
told you in time past, that they which do such things
shall not inherit the kingdom of God.
Eph 5:5 For this ye know, that no whoremonger, nor
unclean person, nor covetous man, who is an idolater,
hath any inheritance in the kingdom of Christ and of
God.
2Th 1:5 ¶ Which is a manifest token of the righteous
judgment of God, that ye may be counted worthy of the
kingdom of God, for which ye also suffer:
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2Ti 4:1 ¶ I charge thee therefore before God, and the
Lord Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and the
dead at his appearing and his kingdom;
2Ti 4:18 And the Lord shall deliver me from every evil
work, and will preserve me unto his heavenly kingdom:
to whom be glory for ever and ever. Amen.
Heb 12:28 Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which
cannot be moved, let us have grace, whereby we may
serve God acceptably with reverence and godly fear:
Jas 2:5 Hearken, my beloved brethren, Hath not God
chosen the poor of this world rich in faith, and heirs of
the kingdom which he hath promised to them that love
him?
2Pe 1:11 For so an entrance shall be ministered unto
you abundantly into the everlasting kingdom of our Lord
and Saviour Jesus Christ.

When Jesus reigns with a rod of iron, there will be peace,
but this peace will come not by pacifism, but by war; as
Jesus will conquer and reign. What have the prophets said
about this?
Isa2:2 And it shall come to pass in the last days, that the mountain
of the LORD'S house shall be established in the top of the
mountains, and shall be exalted above the hills; and all nations
shall flow unto it.
3 And many people shall go and say, Come ye, and let us go up to
the mountain of the LORD, to the house of the God of Jacob; and
he will teach us of his ways, and we will walk in his paths: for out
of Zion shall go forth the law, and the word of the LORD from
Jerusalem.
4 And he shall judge among the nations, and shall rebuke many
people: and they shall beat their swords into plowshares, and
their spears into pruninghooks: nation shall not lift up sword
against nation, neither shall they learn war any more.
Micah 4:1 ¶ But in the last days it shall come to pass, that the
mountain of the house of the LORD shall be established in the
top of the mountains, and it shall be exalted above the hills; and
people shall flow unto it.
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2 And many nations shall come, and say, Come, and let us go up
to the mountain of the LORD, and to the house of the God of
Jacob; and he will teach us of his ways, and we will walk in his
paths: for the law shall go forth of Zion, and the word of the
LORD from Jerusalem.
3 And he shall judge among many people, and rebuke strong
nations afar off; and they shall beat their swords into plowshares,
and their spears into pruninghooks: nation shall not lift up a
sword against nation, neither shall they learn war any more.
4 But they shall sit every man under his vine and under his fig
tree; and none shall make them afraid: for the mouth of the
LORD of hosts hath spoken it.
Ps. 72:1 Give the king thy judgments, O God, and thy
righteousness unto the king's son.
2 ¶ He shall judge thy people with righteousness, and thy poor
with judgment.
3 The mountains shall bring peace to the people, and the little
hills, by righteousness.
4 He shall judge the poor of the people, he shall save the
children of the needy, and shall break in pieces the oppressor.
5 They shall fear thee as long as the sun and moon endure,
throughout all generations.
6 He shall come down like rain upon the mown grass: as showers
that water the earth.
7 In his days shall the righteous flourish; and abundance of peace
so long as the moon endureth.
8 He shall have dominion also from sea to sea, and from the river
unto the ends of the earth.
Re 17:14 ¶ These shall make war with the Lamb, and the Lamb
shall overcome them: for he is Lord of lords, and King of kings:
and they that are with him are called, and chosen, and faithful.
Re 19:11 ¶ And I saw heaven opened, and behold a white horse;
and he that sat upon him was called Faithful and True, and in
righteousness he doth judge and make war.

More could be added, but though we are personally living
under Christ’s authority, and the church is in some degree
His spiritual kingdom on earth; yet it is only in type and a
temporary arrangement. The beautiful prophecies of a
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peace that is real where people are not afraid, harmed, or
in danger are due to Jesus conquering and reigning. In this
scenario there will be no war, nor learning war once peace
is established. At this time, according to Romans 13 there is
still the need for “ministers of God” to bear the sword and
execute God’s wrath on evil doers. This is what the majority
of Christians have believed, including the Anabaptists
during the reformation under Menno Simons who didn’t
command the officials to beat their swords into plowshares,
but to use them according to the Word of God with
examples from the OT. How could state officials be the
ministers of God who bear the sword to execute his wrath
upon evil-doers if they are disobeying the command to
beat their swords into plows?
PACIFIST:
If you would have accused them of being slow of heart to
hear all the teachings of the prophets and obey them scorning them for some whacky interpretation of Jesus'
words which puts them at odds with Moses- they would
have looked at you with compassion and said, "I see you
don't understand. You, in all your zeal for Moses and the
prophets, have missed the entire point of them.
We read the Law and the Prophets, and we see them all
coming to glorious fulfillment in the Messiah, Jesus Christ.
Can't you see the beautiful fulfillment of the prophecies of
a new age? Can't you see how the glorious revelation of the
Kingdom of God has finally been made known to us? Once
you get a glimpse of that, then the entire picture begins to
come together. Suddenly the old laws of Moses and the
words of the prophets make sense in a new way.
MARK BULLEN:
It is easy to ramble; but pray tell me the new ways in which
you read the old laws of Moses? Of course they were
pointing to Christ, the church, and the coming Kingdom of
Christ; but your doctrine is not just seeing Moses’ law in a
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new way – that is dishonest at best, and nothing but a
fanciful spatter of words. If you were to go to the early
Christians, even those that seem to agree with you in some
areas and tell them you don’t receive new converts with
divorce and remarriage in their past, because you see them
as living in perpetual adultery, they would look at you with
compassion and say, “I see you don’t understand”. There is
no evidence in history, the Bible, among Anabaptists, etc.
of making new converts divorce before baptism. The
closest thing would be among the Marcionites, who made
people separate who had not been joined by them – they
were Gnostics. There was more to Gnosticism than the one
aspect you have mentioned. Is this part of the New Way
you see Moses’ old laws? You know that all the Anabaptists
agree with us against you on this point – Michael Sattler,
Menno Simons, Leonard Bouwens, Dirk Philips, Rauff Bisch,
etc. It is foolish to try and paint it up as though you just see
Moses and the prophets in a new light – what light do you
see Malachi in when he is telling you that Jesus came to
preach against false swearers and adulterers – defined as
the abuse of Moses’ Law, not as obedience to Moses’ Law?
Do you not also see Jesus calling himself evil when he says,
“Whatsoever is more than these cometh of evil” – because
you have him speaking against lawful swearing which he
commanded in the Law?
PACIFIST:
They were all pointing to this! Don't you see? Sadly, in your
zeal to harmonize the teachings of Christ with those of
Moses, you missed the point of both of them. No, it is not
us who are slow of heart to hear the prophets. We hear
them and rejoice that at last they have been revealed to us.
We live as if they meant what they said."
"The new covenant that brings back peace and the
law that gives life have gone forth over the whole
earth, as the prophets said: ‘For out of Zion will go
forth the law, and the word of the Lord from
Jerusalem; and he will rebuke many people; and
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they will break down their swords into plowshares,
and their spears into pruning hooks, and they will
no longer learn to fight.’...These people (i.e.,
Christians) formed their swords and war-lances into
plowshares,...that is, into instruments used for
peaceful purposes. So now, they are unaccustomed
to fighting. When they are struck, they offer also
the other cheek.
-Irenaeus, c. 180 (Dictionary, p.676; ANF 1.512)
MARK BULLEN:
Irenaeus is clearly confused in some of his writings trying to
reconcile Jesus’ example with his own interpretation of His
words. He ignores the fact that the prophet speaks of
NATIONS not individuals beating their swords into
plowshares. He later admittedly departs from Polycarp on
the Passover issue to side with the Roman bishops. He is
not a reliable source. Tell me where in history Micah’s
prophecy has been fulfilled.
Compare Micah’s prophecy with Jesus’ words and tell me
where we are in all this:
Micah 4:1 ¶ But in the last days it shall come to pass, that the
mountain of the house of the LORD shall be established in the
top of the mountains, and it shall be exalted above the hills; and
people shall flow unto it.
2 And many nations shall come, and say, Come, and let us go up
to the mountain of the LORD, and to the house of the God of
Jacob; and he will teach us of his ways, and we will walk in his
paths: for the law shall go forth of Zion, and the word of the
LORD from Jerusalem.
3 And he shall judge among many people, and rebuke strong
nations afar off; and they shall beat their swords into plowshares,
and their spears into pruninghooks: nation shall not lift up a
sword against nation, neither shall they learn war any more.
4 But they shall sit every man under his vine and under his fig
tree; and none shall make them afraid: for the mouth of the LORD
of hosts hath spoken it.
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Matt 24:3 And as he sat upon the mount of Olives, the disciples
came unto him privately, saying, Tell us, when shall these things
be? and what shall be the sign of thy coming, and of the end of
the world?
4 ¶ And Jesus answered and said unto them, Take heed that no
man deceive you.
5 For many shall come in my name, saying, I am Christ; and shall
deceive many.
6 And ye shall hear of wars and rumours of wars: see that ye be
not troubled: for all these things must come to pass, but the end
is not yet.
7 For nation shall rise against nation, and kingdom against
kingdom: and there shall be famines, and pestilences, and
earthquakes, in divers places.
8 All these are the beginning of sorrows.
9 Then shall they deliver you up to be afflicted, and shall kill you:
and ye shall be hated of all nations for my name's sake.
10 And then shall many be offended, and shall betray one
another, and shall hate one another.
11 And many false prophets shall rise, and shall deceive many.
12 And because iniquity shall abound, the love of many shall wax
cold.
13 But he that shall endure unto the end, the same shall be
saved.
14 And this gospel of the kingdom shall be preached in all the
world for a witness unto all nations; and then shall the end come.
Luke 21: 7 And they asked him, saying, Master, but when shall
these things be? and what sign will there be when these things
shall come to pass?
8 And he said, Take heed that ye be not deceived: for many shall
come in my name, saying, I am Christ; and the time draweth near:
go ye not therefore after them.
9 But when ye shall hear of wars and commotions, be not
terrified: for these things must first come to pass; but the end is
not by and by.
10 Then said he unto them, Nation shall rise against nation, and
kingdom against kingdom:
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11 And great earthquakes shall be in divers places, and famines,
and pestilences; and fearful sights and great signs shall there be
from heaven.
12 But before all these, they shall lay their hands on you, and
persecute you, delivering you up to the synagogues, and into
prisons, being brought before kings and rulers for my name's
sake.
13 And it shall turn to you for a testimony.
14 Settle it therefore in your hearts, not to meditate before what
ye shall answer:
15 For I will give you a mouth and wisdom, which all your
adversaries shall not be able to gainsay nor resist.
16 And ye shall be betrayed both by parents, and brethren, and
kinsfolks, and friends; and some of you shall they cause to be put
to death.
17 And ye shall be hated of all men for my name's sake.
18 But there shall not an hair of your head perish.
19 In your patience possess ye your souls.
20 ¶ And when ye shall see Jerusalem compassed with armies,
then know that the desolation thereof is nigh.
21 Then let them which are in Judaea flee to the mountains; and
let them which are in the midst of it depart out; and let not them
that are in the countries enter thereinto.
22 For these be the days of vengeance, that all things which are
written may be fulfilled.
23 But woe unto them that are with child, and to them that give
suck, in those days! for there shall be great distress in the land,
and wrath upon this people.
24 And they shall fall by the edge of the sword, and shall be led
away captive into all nations: and Jerusalem shall be trodden
down of the Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled.
25 And there shall be signs in the sun, and in the moon, and in
the stars; and upon the earth distress of nations, with perplexity;
the sea and the waves roaring;
26 Men's hearts failing them for fear, and for looking after those
things which are coming on the earth: for the powers of heaven
shall be shaken.
27 And then shall they see the Son of man coming in a cloud with
power and great glory.
28 And when these things begin to come to pass, then look up,
and lift up your heads; for your redemption draweth nigh.
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It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to see which era we are in.
Obviously Irenaeus was lulled to sleep by the peace of his
particular day – a peace maintained only by the sword of
Rome – not the lack of swords having been made into
plows. You cannot say, well there is a difference between
the peaceful church and the warring world; because the
prophecies both have to do with “the nations” of the earth,
and the nations of the earth have never fulfilled Micah’s
prophecy yet, but are indeed fulfilling what Christ said
about the church age.
PACIFIST:
I have quoted just a few early Christian writers, but that is
not because they are the only ones who defend this
position. Nothing could be further from the truth, Hermas,
MARK BULLEN:
Have you ever read Hermas? Probably not, or you’d never
use him for your side of anything.
PACIFIST:
Justin Martyr, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian,
MARK BULLEN:
Let me quote Tertullian against Marcion for you: "But,

observe, if this Christ be yours when he teaches contrary to
Moses and the Creator, on the same principle must He be
mine if I can show that His teaching is not contrary to them.
I maintain, then, that there was a condition in the
prohibition which he now made of divorce; the case
supposed being, that a man put away his wife for the
express purpose of marrying another. His words are:
"Whosoever putteth away his wife, and marrieth another,
committeth adultery; and whosoever marrieth her that is
put away from her husband, also committeth adultery," -"put away," that is, for the reason wherefore a woman
ought not to be dismissed, that another wife may be
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obtained. For he who marries a woman who is unlawfully
put away is as much of an adulterer as the man who marries
one who is undivorced. Permanent is the marriage which is
not rightly dissolved; to marry, therefore, whilst matrimony
is undissolved, is to commit adultery. Since, therefore, His
prohibition of divorce was a conditional one, He did not
prohibit absolutely; and what He did not absolutely forbid,
that He permitted on some occasions, when there is an
absence of the cause why He gave the prohibition. In very
deed His teaching is not contrary to Moses, whose precept
he partially defends, I will not say confirms. If, however,
you deny that divorce is in any way permitted by Christ,
how is it that you on your side destroy marriage, not uniting
man and woman, nor admitting to the sacrament of
baptism and of the eucharist those who have been united in
marriage anywhere else, unless they should agree together
to repudiate the fruit of their marriage, and so the very
Creator Himself? Well, then, what is a husband to do in
your sect, if his wife commit adultery? Shall he keep her?
But your own apostle, you know, does not permit "the
members of Christ to be joined to a harlot." Divorce,
therefore, when justly deserved, has even in Christ a
defender. So that Moses for the future must be considered
as being confirmed by Him, since he allows divorce in the
same sense as Christ does, if any unchastity should occur in
the wife. For in the Gospel of Matthew he says,
"Whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for the cause of
fornication, causeth her to commit adultery." ...The Creator,
however, except on account of adultery, does not put
asunder what He Himself joined together....He prohibits
divorce when He will have the marriage inviolable; he
permits divorce when the marriage is spotted with
unfaithfulness." Tertullian 3.404,405
Do I agree with Tertullian completely? NO, neither would
you if you knew all he believed. Nor would you agree with
Justin or Clement if you knew all they believed.
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PACIFIST:
Theonas of Alexandria, Lactantius, Tatian, Athenagoras,
Cyprian, Hippolytus, and Arnobius are a few more names
among the many who speak out in defense of the simple,
yet profound, words of Jesus in the Sermon on the Mount. I
would love to copy all their writings on the subject for you
here, but it would be a big job. Still, I encourage your do
the research for yourself if you have any doubts about what
I'm saying. The facts are not hidden. I anticipate that you
will be quick to point out obscure passages that seem to
contradict the general voice of the early church in this
matter, but those are precious few; and upon closer
inspection they produce absolutely no proofs against the
united, orthodox position of the church in this matter.
MARK BULLEN:
This reply of yours is shamefully empty of Scripture. I bring
to you Scripture and you bring man’s writings that are full
of things you’d never accept as truth. Irenaeus calls Tatian
the source of blasphemy concerning the origin of the
Encratites. Athenagoras says that if a man marries after his
wife is dead, he is a “cloaked adulterer”. Clement of
Alexandria was a universalist, like Origen. Lactantius
became Constantine’s advisor and the tutor of his son, and
wrote of how God appeared to Constantine and Licinius
and gave them victory over their enemies. You can follow
these uninspired and often heretical individuals if you wish;
but I’ve presented to you the Word of God, and you have
not accepted it. If most of these men were alive today, you
would not let them in your church or quote them; but they
are far enough away that you pick out words that seem to
agree with you, and use them.
PACIFIST:
Does this make sense to you? If the early church
understood the Bible as you do, we should be seeing clear
teaching from writers all over explaining how Jesus' words
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about loving one's enemies and not returning evil for evil
apply strictly to interpersonal relationships; then they
should go on to explain how and when it is okay to resist
with force. But all we hear them saying is that it is never
okay to resist with force. How strange! Did they all fall into
apostasy and deception so fast? And what a strange
apostasy to fall into, by people who loved the Old
Testament Scriptures and quoted them continually.
MARK BULLEN:
You say “early church” as though they must be void of
heretics; which reveals your lack of understanding on the
subject. These individual writers were not the whole
church. There was much controversy among writers in the
early church era. The apostles were continually battling
heretics even in their ministries; and just look at the
churches of revelation and all their problems. The people
you quote are 100 years or more removed from the
apostolic churches who even had heresies in John’s day –
1Jn 4; 2 Jn; 3Jn; Rev 2-3.
Are you trying to say here that Jesus’ teaching on “resisting
not evil” applies to police and government as well?? If they
weren’t referring to “person to person relationships”, then
they were referring to “gov. to person relationships”. Why
then did the Amish at Nickel Mines call the police to resist
evil? Would you call the police? I’m declaring that God’s
law told the judges, not the individuals to reward “eye for
eye”, and the people were using it as a guide for
interpersonal relationships – person to person
relationships; when it was only meant to be a rule for
judges and magistrates in governing justly. The people
weren’t to have an “eye for eye” attitude toward other
people – that was never the point of God’s law, but an
abuse of such. Surely you understood what I was saying. So
now you are saying that in the law it was for person to
person relationships?? Or you are now saying that Jesus
meant for even magistrates to turn the other cheek to
criminals? I think you are a little confused, because you
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also now say it is OK for soldiers to stay in the military as
long as they don’t kill; but can they honestly be “content
with their wages” as a soldier and then “resist not evil men”
which they are paid to do? Was John telling them to
receive wages to keep the peace, and yet not keep the
peace by resisting evil? Can they use force to arrest and
use any force short of killing? It would be good to think it
through before writing.
Most of the OT they quote, they misapply. Arnobius is said
to be totally ignorant of the OT and even the Jew’s way of
life. Many of these Gentiles, being removed from the
Hebrew roots of the Scripture began to interpret them
wrong based on their Gentile views, which were sadly
ignorant of the Jewish scriptures. I see many flaws when
reading
their arguments,
which reveal their
misunderstanding of the OT. Much heresy today is because
of seeing the Scriptures of the New Testament apart from
the Hebrew roots of the Old Testament. These men’s
churches were full of innovations that were not found in
scripture concerning their baptisms and services – there
was much mixing of pagan rites and superstitions which is
how we ended up with Roman Catholicism – it didn’t
happen overnight.
PACIFIST:
Tertullian is often cited as being okay with military service,
as he says in that one obscure passage, "We serve in the
military with you." But I ask you to do an honest study of the
writings of Tertullian and see if you still believe, when
you're done, that he had any sympathy whatsoever for
warfare.
"We willingly yield ourselves to the sword. So what
wars would we not be both fit and eager to
participate in (even against unequal forces), if in
our religion it were not counted better to be slain
than to slay?"
-Tertullian, c. 197 (Dictionary, p. 677; ANF 3.45) Apology
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MARK BULLEN:
I’m sorry that your confidence is on such a wobbly
foundation. Tertullian’s “obscure passage” is not obscure at
all, and if you’d read the whole discourse you would see
what he is saying. He is telling the emperor that Christians,
as a sect or group, do not intend to join as a force against
the government; but are content to live their religion under
the present government without being a threat. Listen to
the part that Bercot left out that goes just before and after
this quote:
“If we desired, indeed, to act the part of open enemies, not
merely of secret avengers, would there be any lacking in strength,
whether of numbers or resources? The Moors, the Marcomanni,
the Parthians themselves, or any single people, however great,
inhabiting a distinct territory, and confined within its own
boundaries, surpasses, forsooth, in numbers, one spread over all
the world! We are but of yesterday, and we have filled every
place among you--cities, islands, fortresses, towns, marketplaces, the very camp, tribes, companies, palace, senate, forum,-we have left nothing to you but the temples of your gods. For
what wars should we not be fit, not eager, even with unequal
forces, we who so willingly yield ourselves to the sword, if in our
religion it were not counted better to be slain than to slay?
Without arms even, and raising no insurrectionary banner, but
simply in enmity to you, we could carry on the contest with you by
an ill-willed severance alone. For if such multitudes of men were
to break away from you, and betake themselves to some remote
corner of the world, why, the very loss of so many citizens,
whatever sort they were, would cover the empire with shame;
nay, in the very forsaking, vengeance would be inflicted. Why,
you would be horror-struck at the solitude in which you would
find yourselves, at such an all-prevailing silence, and that stupor
as of a dead world. You would have to seek subjects to govern.
You would have more enemies than citizens remaining. For now it
is the immense number of Christians which makes your enemies
so few,--almost all the inhabitants of your various cities being
followers of Christ.”
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NOTE: The Christians fill “the camp” (military) as well as
the senate, forum, and palace – This is not in agreement
with you; but does explain that “obscure” passage, doesn’t
it? Christians would rather be slain, than to slay contrary to
righteousness, which is what he is referring to as we will see
in his other quotes.
PACIFIST:
"Now inquiry is made about the point of whether a
believer may enter into military service .....A man
cannot give his allegiance to two masters - God
and Caesar...How will a Christian man participate
in war? In fact, how will he serve (in the military)
even in peace without a sword? For the Lord has
taken the sword away."
-Tertullian, c. 200 (Dictionary, p.677; ANF 3.73) “On
Idolatry”
MARK BULLEN:
Tertullian’s ideas changed with time; and after he became a
Montanist he was against the government and military
service; but earlier on we find a different Tertullian: in his
apology He says of the Christians:
“Without ceasing, for all our emperors we offer prayer. We pray
for life prolonged; for security to the empire; for protection to
the imperial house; for brave armies, a faithful senate, a virtuous
people, the world at rest, whatever, as man or Caesar, an
emperor would wish.
He also adds: So we sojourn with you in the world, abjuring
neither forum, nor shambles, nor bath, nor booth, nor workshop,
nor inn, nor weekly market, nor any other places of commerce.
We sail with you, and fight with you, and till the ground with you;
and in like manner we unite with you in your traffickings--even in
the various arts we make public property of our works for your
benefit”
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If Tertullian said, “we”, who was he referring to, but the
majority of Christians he knew at that time? So even after
Tertullian became a Montanist (minority group), there was
a majority out there still believing what he used to believe,
and they all had churches and ministers who accepted
them. In this apology also he brings up a story that
happened previous to his time:
“So far from that, we, on the contrary, bring before you one who
was their protector, as you will see by examining the letters of
Marcus Aurelius, that most grave of emperors, in which he bears
his testimony that that Germanic drought was removed by the
rains obtained through the prayers of the Christians who chanced
to be fighting under him.”
It seems obvious that when Tertullian is writing public
officials with an apology for the Christians that he is going
to speak the truth he knows and that the public officials
know about the majority of the Christians. If the majority
were pacifists Tertullian could never say these things about
the Christians without making matters worse – they would
know he was lying. Tertullian and a few others giving their
pacifist statements cannot overturn the fact that the
majority of Christians at that time were not pacifists. It
obviously was not the “official church position”.
PACIFIST:
"Nation will not take up sword against nation, and
they will no more learn to fight." Who else,
therefore, does this prophecy apply to, other than
us? For we are fully taught by the new law, and
therefore observe these practices.... The teaching
of the new law points to clemency. It changes the
primitive ferocity of swords and lances to
tranquility. It remodels the primitive execution of
war upon the rivals and enemies of the Law into the
peaceful actions of plowing and cultivating the
land.
-Tertullian, c.. 197 (Dictionary, p.677; ANF 3.154)
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Now, as to what Tertullian meant when he said,. "We serve
in the military with you," I can only interpret in light of all
the other things he said on the subject. He is supposed to
have written that passage around 197, which places it right
in the same time frame as all these other arguments against
war or violent retaliation of any kind.
MARK BULLEN:
Bercot’s chronology does not fit with some other historians.
Tertullian became a Montanist around 206 AD, and the
Apology was placed at 197 or 198; but these later quotes
from “On Idolatry” and “Answer to the Jews” are placed
after he became a Montanist by some. The quote below is
from the De Corona placed about 204. I don’t care about
the chronology, but it seems obvious that Tertullian
changed on this point as he did on many others after
becoming a Montanist or he just was not consistent – he is
not hear to ask, so it really doesn’t matter. When he
changed, he left a majority group to join a minority group.
PACIFIST:
Later, around the year 211, Tertullian makes a statement
which I believe clears up the problem:
"Of course, if faith comes later and finds someone
already occupied with military service, their case is
different. For example, there is the instance of
those whom John (the Baptist) received for
baptism, and of those most faithful centurions. I
mean the centurion whom Christ approved, and
the centurion whom Peter instructed. Yet, at the
same time, when a man has become a believer and
faith has been sealed, there must be either an
immediate abandonment of the military office,
which has been the course of many - or else all
sorts of quibbling will have to be resorted to in
order to avoid offending God. And such quibbling
is not allowed even outside of military service."
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-Tertullian, c. 211 (Dictionary, p.682; ANF 3.100) De
Corona
MARK BULLEN:
This quote from Tertullian proves one important aspect of
his thinking at this time: That military service as a principle
is not sinful; but that a heathen military will present many
obstacles to a Christian that he will have to overcome in
order to not offend God. If military action was justly and
righteously carried out like it would be if Cornelius were
your captain, then the military action itself would not
offend God – otherwise John was a compromiser and what
would we think of Jesus? What could be said of Luke, Peter
and the Holy Ghost in their appraisal of Cornelius even
before His receiving of the Holy Ghost? Righteous
government and military action is pleasing to God –
Romans 13. We would not want our young men to join the
military or police force due to the challenging
environment; but not because the office in itself or the
execution of justice in itself is evil.
It is very important to notice four words: THEIR CASE IS
DIFFERENT. Anyone familiar with early church writings
knows they often speak of general rules and ideals; but
quotes like this show that there are exceptions to things
they say, and these exceptions make all the difference in
the world. One example is, “What if someone was divorced
and remarried before conversion?” or “What if they were
divorced before conversion?” Listen to Tertullian on this
point concerning his interpretation of I Cor. 7:27,28, "Thou

hast been bound to a wife, seek not loosing; thou hast been
loosed from a wife, seek not a wife." "But if thou shalt have
taken to thyself a wife, thou hast not sinned;" because to
one who, before believing, had been "loosed from a wife,"
she will not be counted a second wife who, subsequently to
believing, is the first; for it is from the time of our believing
that our life itself dates its origin."
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PACIFIST:
In the Apostolic Tradition (c. 200), concerning persons
coming to baptism, Hippolytus writes:
"A soldier of the civil authority must be taught not
to kill men and to refuse to do so if he is
commanded, and to refuse to take an oath. If he is
unwilling to comply, he must be rejected for
baptism. A military commander or civic magistratewho wears the purple must resign or be rejected. If
an applicant or a believer seeks to become a
soldier, he must be rejected, for he has despised
God.
(Apostolic Tradition 16)
MARK BULLEN:
Would you like to hear this man’s views of baptism? It is
very doubtful if the man Hippolytus had anything to do
with this “Apostolic Tradition”, and it is now believed to be
from the 3rd or 4th century Alexandrian or Syrian churches.
It wasn’t even discovered until the 19th century, and the
evidence is scanty. It is certainly not apostolic tradition!
“Apostolic tradition” on Baptism: They who are to be

baptized shall fast on Friday, and on Saturday the bishop
shall assemble them and command them to kneel in prayer.
And, laying his hand upon them, he shall exorcise all evil
spirits to flee away and never to return; when he has done
this he shall breathe in their faces, seal their foreheads, ears
and noses, and then raise them up. They shall spend all that
night in vigil, listening to reading and instruction. They who
are to be baptized shall bring with them no other vessels
than the one each will bring for the eucharist; for it is fitting
that he who is counted worthy of baptism should bring his
offering at that time. At cockcrow prayer shall be made
over the water. The stream shall flow through the
baptismal tank or pour into it from above when there is no
scarcity of water; but if there is a scarcity, whether constant
or sudden, then use whatever water you can find. They shall
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remove their clothing. And first baptize the little ones; if
they can speak for themselves, they shall do so; if not, their
parents or other relatives shall speak for them. Then
baptize the men, and last of all the women; they must first
loosen their hair and put aside any gold or silver ornaments
that they were wearing: let no one take any alien thing
down to the water with them. At the hour set for the
baptism the bishop shall give thanks over oil and put it into
a vessel: this is called the "oil of thanksgiving". And he shall
take other oil and exorcise it: this is called "the oil of
exorcism". [The
anointing is performed by a presbyter.] A deacon shall
bring the oil of exorcism, and shall stand at the presbyter's
left hand; and another deacon shall take the oil of
thanksgiving, and shall stand at the presbyter's right hand.
Then the presbyter, taking hold of each of those about to
be baptized, shall command him to renounce, saying: I
renounce thee, Satan, and all thy servants and all thy works.
And when he has renounced all these, the presbyter shall
anoint him with the oil of exorcism, saying: Let all spirits
depart far from thee. Then, after these things, let him give
him over to the presbyter who baptizes, and let the
candidates stand in the water, naked, a deacon going with
them likewise. And
when he who is being baptized goes down into the water,
he who baptizes him, putting his hand on him, shall say
thus: Dost thou believe in God, the Father Almighty? And
he who is being baptized shall say: I believe. Then holding
his hand placed on his head, he shall baptize him once. And
then he shall say: Dost thou believe in Christ Jesus, the Son
of God, who was born of the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary,
and was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and was dead and
buried, and rose again the third day, alive from the dead,
and ascended into heaven, and sat at the right
hand of the Father, and will come to judge the quick and
the dead? And when he says: I believe, he is baptized
again. And again he shall say: Dost thou believe in [the]
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Holy Ghost, and the holy church, and the resurrection of
the flesh?
He who is being baptized shall say accordingly: I believe,
and so he is baptized a third time.1 And afterward, when he
has come up [out of the water], he is anointed by the
presbyter with the oil of thanksgiving, the presbyter saying:
I anoint thee with holy oil in the name of Jesus Christ. And
so each one, after drying himself, is immediately clothed,
and then is brought into the church.
That is right – Trine immersion forwards with naked
applicants and deacons and others standing in the water
waiting. This document is full of superstition and
perversion; but you didn’t know that, you just liked it
because it said something you liked. The shame of it is that
John, Jesus, Peter and Paul have been shown clearly to not
believe what this document says about baptizing soldiers
and government officials – BUT YOU’D RATHER BELIEVE
THIS PERVERTED DOCUMENT.
So, do you really think this man learned this at the
feet of the apostles? Do you suppose he thought this is
what the apostles did with 3000 on the day of Pentecost? I
say again, these writers are not to be trusted too far.
PACIFIST:
The early Christian church was a powerful witness to people
all over the empire - from wealthy slave owners to slaves to
prominent politicians to quiet farmers in the country. Any
man who experienced the gripping power of the gospel
found himself being forced to make radical changes in the
way he lived his life. Soldiers were no exception. When
men who were enlisted in the imperial army felt the call of
Jesus Christ, they were suddenly in a very hard spot. It
seems as if they had only two options- either try to live as
Christ would have you live in the military, which meant you
must promise never to kill anyone and never to take an
oath and to keep yourselves free from idolatry- a pretty tall
order for a military man, but not always entirely impossible,
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since the military during the time of the Pax Romana was
rarely involved in active fighting or, the other option was to
resign, knowing that you probably just signed your death
sentence. Begging to be excused as a conscientious
objector simply wasn't an option.
MARK BULLEN:
This “Pax Romana” idea is foolishness when we see all the
soldier/police activity in the NT Scriptures themselves with
hostile Jews, robbers, and insurrectionists like Judas of
Galilee, Barabbas, Theudas, etc. There were continual
insurrections which led to the Jewish wars and the
destruction of the Jewish state in AD 70. It is said that
between the reign of Marcus Aurelius and the beginning of
Constantine’s establishment as sole emperor in 324, there
were no fewer than 21 wars against foreign enemies, three
major secession movements, two major civil wars, and
thirteen military coups. Just police action is enough for the
use of the sword just as Romans 13 spells out. We live in
relative peace in the USA, but the police are actively in use
of force every day. Thank God for those willing to serve the
community in these jobs. They are the ministers of God to
us for good, and the more of them that are converted to
Christ and become Christian officers, the better for
everyone.
PACIFIST:
Obviously, it appears there were mixed feelings about
which option was the better one. I would tend to agree
with Tertullian that staying in the military was a
compromise that required lots of "quibbling" to make sure
you weren't overstepping your bounds as a Christian. Still,
I’m sure if their hearts were earnestly turned to God, He
had grace for them. I am sure in no position to judge the
decisions of my fathers in the faith of two millennia ago. I
tremble sometimes to think what they might say if they
were to rise up in judgment of our generation.
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MARK BULLEN:
If you agree that the problem of staying in the military is
that it would bring lots of “quibbling” to make sure you
weren’t overstepping your boundaries as a Christian, then
do you even understand your own position on the subject?
You are supposed to believe in Non-participation in
government, whether using the sword, or any other
government position – isn’t that right? Isn’t that your
position? You think that all in government had to step
down when converted – that is what most of your people
teach – whether governor, jailor, judge, police, or sheriff. If
God had grace for those who stayed in their positions, as
you now say, then their positions were not wrong in
principle – AS I HAVE BEEN SAYING ALL ALONG! Does
God also have grace for people who stay in a second
marriage, because they came to faith while in it? If He
does, then it is not sinful; but if he doesn’t then it is because
they are living in sin, right? How then can God have grace
on a man who stays in the military if being there at all is sin?
Do you believe in “non-participation in government” or
not? God NEVER has grace for those who continue in sin.
Your respect for “your fathers in the faith” needs to be
transferred to the Holy Word of God and the clear
testimony of the apostles who baptized soldiers, jailors,
governors, tax collectors, chamberlains, without any word
of stepping down! You need to be more concerned about
what John the Baptist and Malachi said, than these fallible
and often heretical men.
PACIFIST:
The point I want to impress upon you above all, is this: A
child in the faith, reading the writings of those early church
fathers, would have no doubts about where they stood on
whether or not it was okay to use force against someone to
their hurt or injury, in order to protect oneself, one's family,
or one's country. The only person I know of who could read
those writings and come up with a different idea is perhaps
a college professor or a very learned, intelligent man with
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preconceptions which force him to invent explanations
against the obvious. But not a child. There is too little guile
in one who is a child in the faith, for them to be able to get
around the simple facts.
MARK BULLEN:
Pray tell me where in the Word are we supposed to have
the understanding of a child?? What is the benefit of
reading men’s writings like a child and swallowing
everything fallible men say?? This is asking for deception!
You are not even supposed to read the inspired Word with
the understanding of the child. Being humble as a child
and being gullible as a child are very different.
Romans 16:18 For they that are such serve not our Lord
Jesus Christ, but their own belly; and by good words and
fair speeches deceive the hearts of the simple.
1Co 14:20 Brethren, be not children in understanding:
howbeit in malice be ye children, but in understanding be
men.
Eph 4:14 That we henceforth be no more children, tossed
to and fro, and carried about with every wind of doctrine,
by the sleight of men, and cunning craftiness, whereby they
lie in wait to deceive;
2Ti 2:15 Study to shew thyself approved unto God, a
workman that needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing
the word of truth.
Heb. 5:12 For when for the time ye ought to be teachers, ye
have need that one teach you again which be the first
principles of the oracles of God; and are become such as
have need of milk, and not of strong meat.
13 For every one that useth milk is unskilful in the word of
righteousness: for he is a babe.
14 But strong meat belongeth to them that are of full age,
even those who by reason of use have their senses
exercised to discern both good and evil.
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There was great danger due to deceivers while the apostles
were alive, and you think you can just believe whatever
writings you find a hundred years after they die??? This is
very reckless to say the least! God has not endorsed any of
these men. Who preserved the writings – the Roman
Catholics? All you have to do is read more than Bercot
gives you, and you will realize how unreliable they are!
If you wish to remain a child in the faith, then you should at
least drink the milk of the Word, not of fallible men full of
superstition and error. Look at all the “Christian authors”
today and ask yourself how many represent true
Christianity. There were thousands of pastors and writers
whom we don’t know because their writings have perished.
God has preserved His precious Word, and it is the only
foundation for our Faith and Practice.
PACIFIST:
You have made me think a lot, Mark, and I thank you for
that. If I had turned to the writings of the early Christians
and found there a compelling witness to see the Bible as
you see it, I would've had some really deep second thoughts
about the way we believe. As it is, however, the witness is so
overwhelmingly, compellingly in our favor that I would
have to be very foolish indeed, to desire to part ways with
them and adopt a new view.
And now, there are a few more things I should address that
you wrote about in your last letter to me;
1. You say that Jesus, since he quoted Moses' law
about stoning children who curse their parents,
obviously felt this law was still valid. I say you are
correct. The law was still the standard for them at
that time. The old was not obsolete until the new
was established... And you're right also, that there
was a period of several years of transition before
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the new was fully understood and established.
Customs centuries old do not die quickly; but God
in His perfect wisdom arranged the course of
events perfectly, so that transition could be made.
Jesus was accusing them of not keeping the law
that was delivered to them. He spoke out in anger
many times against those who had corrupted God's
law and made it of no effect. Then He revealed to
any who could receive it the Kingdom of Heaven,
which brought a new standard, and a new way of
life. To turn back now to the old law, after the new
has been established, would be to scorn the new
and say it is no better.
MARK BULLEN:
Ooh MY! Pray tell me how I’m supposed to know which of
Jesus’ teachings are for the Old Covenant Jews and which
ones are for the New Covenant Jews – and which are for
Gentiles in the church 2000 years later? Is this confusion
why the apostles were following Moses’ Law and only
accepting converts on that basis until God gave Peter a
vision 12 years after Pentecost? Were the apostles
confused? Jesus said that the “law that was delivered to
them” was still incumbent on everyone who wished to enter
His kingdom - Matt 5:19. God said the new covenant was
His laws written on our hearts! Are we Gentiles then in yet
another “new covenant” different than the New Covenant
the Jews had? Must we walk through all the points again?
The Scriptures that existed in Jesus’ and the apostle’s days
were OT Scriptures until the Apostles began to record what
Jesus said and write epistles – It was the Word of God and
was profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction in righteousness that the man of God might be
thoroughly furnished unto ALL good works. The New
Covenant was preached from the Old Testament Scriptures.
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I’m afraid you have really missed it. I’ve proved from
Scripture to you that it was the ceremonial law that was
done away, not the moral law – there is a clear distinction
in the Written Word.
So, when was the New Covenant “fully understood and
established??” Maybe with Origen? When did Peter, Paul,
John and James make it through the transition and finally
figure it out? In Acts 21 Paul had already written Romans,
Galatians, and Corinthians – So they must not count. James
had already written James – So that must not count. So, tell
us all when the old was finally obsolete and the new was
finally established, and what Scriptural teaching and which
of Jesus’ words and examples we can follow – Please.
PACIFIST:
2. You say that the reason Jesus was not able to
condemn the adulteress of John 8 was because
there were no witnesses. This is a very weak
argument at best. We are told that she was caught
in the very act. Jesus did not tell them, "Whoever
among you are the witnesses, cast the first stone."
He made them all very acutely aware of their own
sin in some way- perhaps by what He wrote on the
ground, I don't know-whatever it was, they
recognized that they were just as guilty as she was,
and they crept away in shame. Jesus was showing
them here a principle deeper than the principle of
justice. He was not despising the law- He was
showing them that there is a righteousness which
goes far deeper than the letter of the law.
Furthermore, we are never told in the Old
Testament that the witnesses must be blameless; all
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we are told is that there must be more than one,
and their testimony must be true.
MARK BULLEN:
J_______, you really are mistaken on this point. JESUS
DIDN’T SEE HER CAUGHT IN THE VERY ACT; but was
talking to her accusers – witnesses. Jesus most definitely
was not saying, “He that is perfectly righteous in every area
cast the first stone” as though perfection were a
requirement to execute law and order in society. If Jesus
meant that, he would be taking the rod away from every
parent, the sword away from the state, the judgment away
from every judge; and anarchy would reign supreme as
nobody would be fit to execute the law and bring order and
justice on offenders. Listen to Jesus: “Joh 8:10 When Jesus

had lifted up himself, and saw none but the woman, he said
unto her, Woman, where are those thine accusers? hath no
man condemned thee? 11 She said, No man, Lord. And
Jesus said unto her, Neither do I condemn thee: go, and sin
no more. He wasn’t saying he didn’t condemn her SIN; but
he wouldn’t condemn her to death for her sin, which is what
“condemn” means in this context. The woman was caught
in the very act; but WHERE WAS THE MAN? Jesus knew
these men were not righteous in what they were doing; and
this is not a weak argument or interpretation to those who
know their Bible, but the facts of the case. When there are
no witnesses, you cannot condemn someone to death.
Notice even at Jesus’ trial how hard they tried to get two
witnesses to agree so they could put him to death, then
finally they put him under oath to answer a question that
would in itself condemn him in their eyes; and he answered
under oath (Matt 26).

My friend, you either contradict yourself or you never
understood the point in the beginning – First you say that
Jesus was pointing out their own sin which made them
unworthy to witness against her and stone her; then you tell
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me that witness didn’t have to be blameless; but their
testimony had to be true – do you understand what you are
saying? Witnesses did have to be blameless in the sense of
their testimony being true – “thou shalt not bear false
witness”; but they did not have to be “sinless” in every area
or nobody could be a witness, judge, or magistrate. THE
POINT WAS THAT JESUS GAVE THE SAME JUDGMENT
CALL AS GOD’S LAW – ADULTERERS SHOULD BE STONED
WHEN JUST AND RIGHTEOUS WITNESSES ARE PRESENT
TO CAST THE FIRST STONES. GOD HAS NOT CHANGED
HIS MIND. Some gainsayer will now ask why I don’t stone
adulterers. Because this was for public officials, not any Joe
citizen to do at his own whim; and, though I think our
public officials should do this, they are in charge and
following the laws of the present government. They will
give account to God for not following God’s will in this
matter – I’m not responsible for doing their job. These
religious leaders were also trying to get Jesus in trouble
with the Romans who had taken the power of life and death
away from the Jews at this time; but Jesus put it back in
their lap by giving them the judgment call of the Law which
required them to cast the stones if they were the true
witnesses. These are simply the facts. The only reason they
tried to trap Jesus this way is BECAUSE THEY KNEW HE
WOULD NOT COMPROMISE THE LAW OF GOD, BUT
WOULD ADHERE TO THE SCRIPTURES AT ALL COST.
PACIFIST:
3. I said that when Jesus cried out on the cross, "It is
finished!" that covered a lot of things: The Old
Covenant; the law and the prophets; His own
teaching; and God's great sacrifice. You said the
only part of that that wasn't rank heresy was God's
great sacrifice. Perhaps I didn't use the right words
there. I think maybe you heard me saying
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something different than I actually intended. What
I meant to say was that the age, the dispensation of
the law and the prophets was over - it was finished
as in "brought to a close." The Old Covenant was
finished as in "fulfilled; completed." Jesus' teaching
that He gave here on earth, while in the flesh, was
finished as in John 17:4: "I have glorified You on
the earth. I have finished the work which You have
given he to do." I did not mean that Jesus would
never continue to teach us anything, through His
spirit. I meant that His own life's work as "the Son
of Man," which the Father sent Him here to fulfill,
was fulfilled...
MARK BULLEN:
Thank you for explaining how Jesus’ one word “finished”
meant so many different things – the Law and the prophets
are “brought to a close” – “over”; but Jesus’ teaching on
earth is only finished in the sense of completed, but not
brought to a close or completed in the sense of “over”; but
the Old Covenant on the other hand was completed in the
sense of “over” and “brought to a close”...... All from Jesus
saying on the cross – “IT is finished”.
Actually, according to the context of all you said
around that point in the last letter, what you seemed to be
clearly saying was that because Jesus said, It is finished, that
these things were over and not binding on us – BUT you
lumped the Old Covenant together with Jesus’ teachings –
oops! While saying that the Old Covenant was over and
not binding, you included Jesus’ teachings on earth, which
are binding – you didn’t clarify that “finished” meant
different things. What purpose is there in this point
anyway? Jesus saying “it is finished” only referred to his
present life service and sacrifice on the cross, as that was
the only thing DONE and OVER and FINISHED. The
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existing Scriptures continued their relevance, His teachings
were still relevant and unfinished, and even the Old
Covenant was still relevant at that point to a large degree.
YES, I know that many things were finished at that point,
including his heart beating, the darkness over the land, the
veil being whole, and all history before those words; but
that is not what Jesus is referring to. The work of
redemption was not finished, nor the work of the
redeemer. Just because part of the Old Covenant was
fulfilled at that point, all the types were not yet fulfilled,
many prophecies were not yet fulfilled, and the Holy Ghost
had not been given. There is nothing in Jesus’ words that
really help your position, and so this point is irrelevant to
the argument at hand. Jesus’ words are not the dividing
line between the New and Old Testaments, etc. etc. It was
pointless, and we will let it drop as long as you understand
that it really doesn’t help your argument.
PACIFIST:
... And that brings us to a very important point. Jesus was
telling His Father that He had finished His work before He
ever went to the cross. This is so important, because it
exposes the heresy of believing that the only reason Jesus
came to earth was to die for me so that I wouldn't have to
go to hell. No, Jesus came to establish a Kingdom! That was
His life's work, from beginning to end. He did not come to
earth to bear all of God's wrath in our place, so we wouldn't
have to go to hell. He came to earth to reconcile all of
creation to Himself, and His death and resurrection was the
seal, the crowning cap of His work; but it was by no means
all of His work. Those who believe that Jesus simply came to
pay the debt for their sins have missed the whole picturethey can't see the Kingdom!
MARK BULLEN:
I don’t know anyone who teaches that the ONLY reason
Jesus came was to die so we wouldn’t go to hell; but it
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wouldn’t surprise me. Let’s see what Scripture says about
this kingdom:
Matt 19: 24 And again I say unto you, It is easier for a camel
to go through the eye of a needle, than for a rich man to
enter into the kingdom of God.
25 When his disciples heard it, they were exceedingly
amazed, saying, Who then can be saved?
26 But Jesus beheld them, and said unto them, With men
this is impossible; but with God all things are possible.
27 Then answered Peter and said unto him, Behold, we
have forsaken all, and followed thee; what shall we have
therefore? (In the end when we are judged?)
28 And Jesus said unto them, Verily I say unto you, That ye
which have followed me, in the regeneration (when the
kingdom comes) when the Son of man shall sit in the throne
of his glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging
the twelve tribes of Israel. (in the kingdom)
29 And every one that hath forsaken houses, or brethren, or
sisters, or father, or mother, or wife, or children, or lands,
for my name's sake (for the kingdom), shall receive an
hundredfold, and shall inherit everlasting life.(In the

kingdom)

Notice that the kingdom is equated with “saved” and then
we see that we are referring to a future kingdom and future
state of being. YES, I agree that Jesus came to establish a
kingdom and also to give his life a ransom – John 3:16; but
His kingdom is not here now in its full sense, but only in the
hearts of those waiting for that kingdom and suffering to
be worthy to inherit it. We have the gospel of the kingdom
– the good news of the coming King and kingdom; but we
have not inherited it yet. I hope this is clear in your belief
system; because as I explained earlier, this affects your
understanding of the great time of peace prophesied. It
seems some of the Gentile church writers which you quoted
were confused on that point. Peace in Christ’s kingdom is a
result of the destruction and subduing of the wicked. At
this time all we can do is keep leaven out of the church.
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Mt 25:34 Then shall the King say unto them on his right
hand, Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom
prepared for you from the foundation of the world:
2Ti 4:1 ¶ I charge thee therefore before God, and the Lord
Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and the dead at his
appearing and his kingdom;
2Ti 4:18 And the Lord shall deliver me from every evil work,
and will preserve me unto his heavenly kingdom: to whom
be glory for ever and ever. Amen.
Heb 12:28 Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which
cannot be moved, let us have grace, whereby we may serve
God acceptably with reverence and godly fear:
Jas 2:5 Hearken, my beloved brethren, Hath not God
chosen the poor of this world rich in faith, and heirs of the
kingdom which he hath promised to them that love him?
2Pe 1:11 For so an entrance shall be ministered unto you
abundantly into the everlasting kingdom of our Lord and
Saviour Jesus Christ.
WE CAN ONLY TRUST AND BUILD DOCTRINE ON THE
WORD OF GOD INTERPRETED IN ITS OWN CONTEXT,
CONSISTENT WITH THE WHOLE OF GOD’S REVELATION,
AND CONSISTENT WITH THE EXAMPLES GIVEN.
BEWARE USING FALLIBLE HUMAN INTERPRETERS FOR
YOUR FOUNDATION – READ THE PLAIN ENGLISH BIBLE
FOR YOURSELF WITH HUMILITY, A SOUND THINKING
MIND, AND PRAYER. Everyone can see that I continually
bring Scripture to you; but your case cannot be defended
from pure Scripture in context. Please reconsider for the
love of Christ and truth.
PACIFIST:
This letter will overlap a lot with the response we give in
PLAIN THINGS, as a lot of the stuff we say there will be for
a wider audience. You have my permission to post this on
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your website as long as you post the whole thing, word for
word.
Thank you for your patience.
MARK BULLEN:
If you are writing another response in PLAIN THINGS, I
would like a copy.
Thanks for your concern. May God help you to see the
truth.
Mark Bullen
NOTE:
The quotes from early Christian writings only prove that
there were some pacifists during that time, IF we are
understanding them properly and have all the facts. Being
that the Roman Army was filled by volunteers, rather than
by draft; and being that Christian young men would not be
the type to volunteer for such things having more to live for
otherwise; it is easy to see how some could be confused and
take this to an unbiblical extreme thinking it was sinful to
be a soldier. The undeniable fact that Tertullian wrote to
the authorities and declared that Christians filled their
senate, forum, military camp, and fought in their armies
with them, proves a couple things:
#1 The majority of Christians did not see government and
military action as sinful or wicked in principle, though
they understood the potential for wickedness and
probably didn’t want their sons to volunteer. I agree.
#2 The Authorities knew that the majority of Christians
were not pacifists, or Tertullian could have never said
such things without being exposed as a deceiver.
#3 Regardless of what writers declared as to their personal
belief of what Christians should do or not do, Tertullian’s
words prove that the majority were not pacifists and that
pacifism was not the official stance of most Churches.
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