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Introduction 
 
 Regarding the question of military combat participation, the movements and writers in 
the 19th and early 20th centuries covered in this project were primarily pacifist or non-resistant. 
However, a wide range of attitudes are expressed toward participation in government as well as 
the degree to which the world could be improved through both religion and politics. Some 
leaders were positive about society’s potential for reform and were quite engaged politically 
(e.g., Jonathan Blanchard), while others were pessimistic about reform and felt Christians should 
be separate from the politics of this world (e.g., Frank Bartleman). To discover these differences, 
it is useful to keep in mind the following questions when reading the various excerpts: 
 

• What are the types of reasons given for being against participation in military combat—
humanitarian, political, theological, historical, eschatological, etc.? 

• What roll does the life and teachings of Jesus play in each argument? 
• Are arguments more deontological (~do right) or teleological (~goal oriented)? 
• What assumptions about the causes of war and violence can be detected? 
• Is this author positive or negative about improving society? 
• Is the author focused primarily on social engagement or separation? 
• Where is change desired—in the world (international structures, national politics, 

society…) or in the church (theology, practice, personal holiness, church culture…)? 
• Is government (and political involvement) viewed as positive or negative? In what ways? 

For whom? 
• To what degree is a two-kingdom paradigm at work—ethics for Christians different from 

society (including governments & non-Christian individuals) or one ethic from God 
expected of all levels of society? 

• What do the similarities and differences tell us about religious interpretation?  
 

1. Peace Societies 

David Low Dodge (1774-1852) 
 
Biography: Dodge wrote “the first pamphlets published in America directed expressly against the 
war system of nations, and of having founded the first peace society ever organized in America 
or in the world. His first pamphlet, The Mediator’s Kingdom not of this World, was published in 
1809. His second and more important pamphlet, War Inconsistent with the Religion of Jesus 
Christ, was prepared for the press in 1812 [but published in 1815]….In August [1815] the New 
York Peace Society, the first in the world, was organized, with Mr. Dodge as its president” 
(Introduction to War Inconsistent with Religion of Christ, Boston: Ginn and Co., 1972/1905, p. 
vii. Both “pamphlets” are in Ozer’s 1972/1905 collection). 
 
Wikipedia: “David Low Dodge (June 14, 1774 - April 23, 1852) helped to establish the New 
York Peace Society and was a founder of the New York Bible Society and the New York Tract 
Society.”  
 
Available online: War Inconsistent with the Religion of Jesus Christ: 



• http://books.google.com/books?id=YQwAAAAAYAAJ&printsec=frontcover&dq=david
+low+dodge&source=bl&ots=a6fCVsTxCI&sig=o2tZ1v4-
cLD860OhlwyRxA58DSY&hl=en&ei=vFyqTb_NN6uI0QH7rMn5CA&sa=X&oi=book
_result&ct=result&resnum=7&ved=0CD4Q6AEwBg#v=onepage&q&f=false 

• http://www.nonresistance.org/docs_htm/~War_Inconsistent/War_Inconsistent.html 
 
 
“War Inconsistent with the Religion of Jesus Christ” 
 
 Humanity, wisdom, and goodness at once combine all that can be great and lovely in 
man. Inhumanity, folly, and wickedness reverse the picture, and at once represent all that can be 
odious and hateful. The former is the spirit of Heaven, and the latter the offspring of hell. The 
spirit of the gospel not only breathes “glory to God in the highest, but on earth peace, and good 
will to men.” The wisdom from above is first pure, then peaceable, gentle, easy to be entreated; 
but the wisdom from beneath is earthly, sensual, and devilish. 
 It is exceedingly strange that any one under the light of the gospel, professing to be 
guided by its blessed precepts, with the Bible in his hand, while the whole creation around him is 
so often groaning under the weight and terrors of war, should have doubts whether any kind of 
wars under the gospel dispensation, except spiritual warfare, can be the dictate of any kind of 
wisdom except that from beneath; and much more so, to believe that they are the fruit of the 
Divine Spirit, which is love, joy, and peace. 
 An inspired apostle has informed us from whence come wars and fightings. They come 
from the lusts of men that war in their members. Ever since the fall, mankind have had naturally 
within them a spirit of pride, avarice, and revenge. The gospel is directly opposed to this spirit. It 
teaches humility, it inculcates love, it breathes pity and forgiveness even to enemies, and forbids 
rendering evil for evil to any man. 
 Believing as I do, after much reflection and, as I trust, prayerful investigation of the 
subject, that all kinds of carnal warfare are unlawful upon gospel principles, I shall now 
endeavor to prove that WAR is INHUMAN, UNWISE, and CRIMINAL, and then make some 
general remarks, and state and answer several objections. In attempting to do this I shall not 
always confine myself strictly to this order of the subject, but shall occasionally make such 
remarks as may occur, directly or indirectly, to show that the whole genius of war is contrary to 
the spirit and precepts of the gospel.1 
 
War is Inhuman: 

I. Because it hardens the heart and blunts the tender feelings of mankind. 
II. War is inhuman, as in its nature and tendency it abuses God’s animal creation. 
III. War is inhuman, as it oppresses the poor. 
IV. War is inhuman, as it spreads terror and distress among mankind. 
V. War is inhuman, as it involves men in fatigue, famine, and all the pains of mutilated 

bodies. 
VI. War is inhuman, as it destroys the youth and cuts off the hope of gray hairs. 
VII. War is inhuman, as it multiplies widows and orphans, and clothes the land in 

mourning. 
 
                                                        
1 David Low Dodge, War Inconsistent with the Religion of Jesus Christ (Boston, MA: Ginn and Company, 1972), 1‐2. 



War is Unwise: 
I. Because, instead of preventing, it provokes insult and mischief. 
II. War is unwise, for instead of diminishing, it increases difficulties. 
III. War is unwise, because it destroys property. 
IV. War is unwise, as it is dangerous to the liberties of men. 
V. War is unwise, as it diminishes the happiness of mankind. 
VI. War is unwise, as it does not mend, but injures, the morals of society. 
VII. War is unwise, as it is hazarding eternal things for only the chance of defending 

temporal things. 
VIII. War is unwise, as it does not answer the professed end for which it is intended. 

 
War is Criminal: 

I. Going to war is not keeping from the appearance of evil, but is running into 
temptation. 

II. War is criminal, as it naturally inflames the pride of man. 
III. War necessarily infringes on the consciences of men, and therefore is criminal. 
IV. War is criminal, as it is opposed to patient suffering under unjust and cruel treatment. 
V. War is criminal, as it is not doing to others as we should wish them to do to us. 
VI. War is inconsistent with mercy, and is therefore criminal. 
VII. War is criminal, as the practice of it is inconsistent with forgiving trespasses as we 

wish to be forgiven by the final judge. 
VIII. Engaging in war is not manifesting love to enemies or returning good for evil. 
IX. War is criminal, as it is actually doing evil that good may come; and this is the best 

apology that can be made for it. 
X. War is opposed to the example of the Son of God, and is therefore criminal. 

 
 

2. Stone-Campbell Movement (Churches of Christ) 

Barton W. Stone (1772-1844) 
 
Biography: “Stone had many internal struggles before he was ordained as a Presbyterian 
minister. He questioned the depth of his conversion, the genuineness of his call to preach, and 
the truth of the traditional doctrines of the Trinity and predestination.”2 
 
Wikipedia: “Barton Warren Stone (December 24, 1772-November 9, 1844) was an important 
preacher during the Second Great Awakening of the early 19th century. He was first ordained a 
Presbyterian minister, then was expelled from the church after the Cane Ridge, Kentucky revival 
for his stated beliefs in faith as the sole prerequisite for salvation. He became allied with 
Alexander Campbell, and formed the Restoration Movement in . His followers were first called 
‘New Lights’ and ‘Stoneites’. Later he and Campbell tried to bring denominations together that 
relied solely on the Scriptures.” 
 
                                                        
2 Gary Holloway and Douglas A. Foster, Renewing God’s People: A Concise History of Churches of Christ (Abilene, 
TX: Abilene Christian University Press, 2001), 31. 



Experience with soldiers related in autobiography about the Revolutionary War: 
 
The soldiers, when they returned home from their war-tour, brought back with them many vices 
almost unknown to us before; as profane swearing, debauchery, drunkenness, gambling, 
quarreling and fighting. For having been soldiers, and having fought for liberty, they were 
respected and caressed by all. They gave the ton to the neighborhood, and therefore their 
influence in demoralizing society was very great. These vices soon became general, and almost 
honorable. Such are universally the effects of war, than which a greater evil cannot assail and 
afflict a nation.3  
 
Copied April 6, 2011, from http://www.mun.ca/rels/restmov/texts/bstone/barton.html. 
 
Alexander Campbell (1788-1866) 
 
Biography: In the first journal he edited, Campbell discussed “what he regarded to be the 
absurdity of Christians in warfare…. In the years that followed, Campbell continued to denounce 
the practice of war as incompatible with Christian faith. Upon hearing of the beginning of the 
Civil War, the elderly Campbell poured out in writing his grief and moral disgust at the 
willingness of North and South to slaughter and destroy, all the while claiming to be shaped and 
motivated by Christian faith. He condemned the war as a monstrosity…”4 
 
“He taught that while all scripture is inspired of God, not all scripture is equally authoritative for 
Christians. Campbell asserted that in order to understand and apply any portion of scripture one 
must be attentive to the dispensation to which it properly pertains.”5 “Only the authority of Christ 
and the apostles was definitive for the church according to Campbell…. Given the dispensational 
principle of interpretation Campbell embraced, participation in war could not be justified by 
appealing to examples within the Old Testament.”6 
 
Wikipedia: “Alexander Campbell (12 September 1788 – 4 March 1866) was an early leader in 
the Second Great Awakening of the religious movement that has been referred to as the 
Restoration Movement, or Stone-Campbell Movement.” Campbell also published The Millennial 
Harbinger & The Christian Baptist.  
 
(1) Christian Baptist, I, (Bethany, Virginia, 1823), 17-18. (Found in Disciple of Peace by Craig 
Watts, p. 17. Craig’s book has more info that can be used if the following quotes are 
insufficient.) 
 

[S]ee that Christian general, with his ten thousand soldiers, and his chaplain at his elbow, 
preaching, as he says, the gospel of goodwill among men; and hear him exhort his general and 
his Christian warriors to go forth with the Bible in one hand and the sword in the other, to fight 

                                                        
3 Barton W. Stone, “A Short History of the Life of Barton W. Stone Written by Himself (1847),” in Voices from Cane 
Ridge (St. Louis, MO: The Bethany Press, 1954), 31‐134. 
4 Craig M. Watts, Disciple of Peace: Alexander Campbell on Pacifism, Violence and the State (Indianapolis, IN: 
Doulos Christou Press, 2005), 17. 
5 Ibid., 23. 
6 Ibid., 24. 



the battles of God and their country; praying that the Lord would cause them to fight valiantly, 
and render their efforts successful in making as many widows and orphans as will afford 
sufficient opportunity for others to manifest the purity of their religion by taking care of them.7 
 
(2) "Address on War" (1848) at http://www.mun.ca/rels/restmov/texts/acampbell/ac2.html.  
 
[NOTE: In the address below, I have highlighted portions that I feel are most likely to be useful 
for the original sources project.] 
 
Alexander Campbell 
Delivered at Wheeling, Virginia, 1848 
 
Printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of November 22, 1937 by Request of Hon. Joseph 
B. Shannon of Missouri 
 
 
MR. SHANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks and to include an 
Address on War made in 1848 by that great Christian and scholar Alexander Campbell. It is the 
most eloquent discourse I have ever read on that subject. His arguments against war are as 
tenable today as they were when advanced by him in 1848.  
 
The address is as follows:  
 
 
Ladies and gentlemen, has one Christian nation a right to wage war against another Christian 
nation?  
 On propounding to myself, and much more to you, my respected auditors, this 
momentous question so affecting the reputation and involving the destiny of our own country 
and that of the Christian world, I confess that I rather shrink from its investigation than approach 
it with full confidence in my ability to examine it with that intelligence and composure so 
indispensable to a satisfactory decision. With your indulgence, however, I will attempt, if not to 
decide the question, at least to assist those who, like myself, have often and with intense interest 
reflected on the desolations and horrows [sic] of war, as indicated in the sacrifice of human life, 
the agonies of surviving relatives, the immense expenditures of a people's wealth, and the 
inevitable deterioration of public morals invariably attendant on its existence and career. If with 
Dr. Dick, of Scotland, we should put down its slain victims to the minimum of 14,000,000,000; 
or with Burke, of Ireland, at the maximum of 35,000,000,000; or take the mean of 
24,500,000,000, what imagination could picture all the miseries and agonies inflicted upon the 
slain and upon their surviving relatives and friends? And who could compute the wealth 
expended in the support of those immense armies whose butchered millions can never be exactly 
computed? If Great Britain alone, from the revolution in 1688 to the overthrow of Napoleon in 
1815, during her 7 years' wars, occupying 65 years of 127, expended the sum of L2,023,000,000 
- more than $10,100,000,000 - sum much more easily expressed than comprehended by even the 
most accomplished financier - how can we compute the aggregate expenditures of all the battles 
                                                        
7 Craig M. Watts, Disciple of Peace: Alexander Campbell on Pacifism, Violence and the State (Indianapolis, IN: 
Doulos Christou Press, 2005), 17. 



fought and wars carried on during a period of some 5,000 years? Yet these millions slain and 
these millions expended are the least items in its desolations to the mind of an enlightened 
Christian philanthropist. When we attempt to reflect upon one human being in the amplitude and 
magnitude of his whole destiny in a world that has no limit and also survey the capacities and 
susceptibilities of his nature according to the Christian revelation, how insignificant are the 
temporal and passing results of any course of action compared with those which know neither 
measure nor end. How important, then, it is that in investigating a subject whose bearings on 
society arithmetic cannot compute nor language express we approach it with a candid and 
unprejudiced temper and examine it with a profound and concentrated devotion of our minds to 
all that history records, philosophy teaches, and religion enjoins.  
 But, before entering upon the proper examination of this question, it may be of much 
importance to a satisfactory issue that we examine the terms in which it is expressed. More than 
half the discussions and controversies of every age are mere logomachies, verbose wranglings 
about the terminology of the respective combatants; and more than half the remainder might be 
compressed into a very diminutive size, if, in the beginning, the parties would agree on the real 
issue, on the proper terms to express and define them.  
 As public faith or commercial credit, founded upon an equivocal currency, on its 
exposure suddenly shrinks into ruinous dimensions, at once blighting the hopes and annihilating 
the fortune of many a bold adventurer, so many a false and dangerous position, couched in 
ambiguous terms, when pruned of its luxuriant verbiage, divested of its captivating but delusive 
elocution, and presented in an intelligible, definite, and familiar attitude, is at once reprobated as 
unworthy of our reception and regard.  
 On comparing the literature and science of the current age with those of former times we 
readily discover how much we owe to a more rigid analysis and a more scrupulous adoption of 
the technical terms and phrases of the old schools, to which the whole world at one time looked 
up as the only fountains of wisdom and learning. When submitted to the test of a more 
enlightened criticism many of their most popular and somewhat cabalistic terms and phrases 
have been demonstrated to be words without just or appropriate ideas, and have been "nailed to 
the counter" as spurious coin; others, however, like pure metal in antique forms, have been sent 
to the mint, recast, and made to receive the impress of a more enlightened and accomplished age.  
 The rapid progress and advancement of modern science is, I presume, owing to a more 
rational and philosophical nomenclature and to the more general use of the inductive system of 
reasoning, rather than to any superior talent or more aspiring genius possessed either by our 
contemporaries or our immediate predecessors.  
 Politics, morals, and religion - the most deservedly engrossing themes of every age - are, 
in this respect, unfortunately, behind the other sciences and arts cultivated at the present day. We 
are, however, pleased to see a growing conviction of the necessity of a more apposite, 
perspicuous, and philosophical verbal apparatus in several departments of science, and especially 
to witness some recent efforts to introduce a more improved terminology in the sciences of 
government, morality, and religion.  
 To apply these preliminary remarks to the question of this evening, it is important to note 
with particular attention the popular terms in which we have expressed it, viz.:  
 
"Has one Christian nation a right to wage war against another Christian nation?"  
 



We have prefixed no epithet to war or to right, while we have to the word "nation." We 
have not defined the war as offensive or defensive. We have not defined the right as human or 
divine. But we have chosen, from the custom of the age, to prefix Christian to nation. The 
reasons for this selection and arrangement of terms shall appear as we proceed.  
 First, then, had we prefixed the word "offensive" to the word war, we would, on proving 
that a Christian nation had no right to wage an offensive war, be obliged to institute another 
question, and to ask, "Can a Christian nation wage a defensive war against another Christian 
nation?" thereby implying that one Christian nation might be the aggressor and another the 
aggrieved. But we cannot without great difficulty imagine such a thing as a Christian nation 
carrying on an aggressive war. We, therefore, simplify the discussion by placing in the 
proposition the naked term "war." Nor shall we spend our time in discussing the political right of 
one nation to wage war against another nation, and then ask whether they have a divine right. 
Indeed, the latter generally implies the former; for, if a nation have a divine right, it either has or 
may have a political or moral right to do so.  
 But we must inquire into the appropriateness of the term "Christian" prefixed to nation - 
for popular use has so arranged these terms - and the controversy, either expressly or impliedly, 
as nowadays occasionally conducted in this country, is, Has one Christian nation a right to wage 
war on another Christian nation? We have, indeed, had, for many centuries past, many nations 
called Christian nations; but we must fearlessly ask, at what font were they baptized? Who were 
there godfathers? In what record are their sponsors registered? Aye, these, indeed, are 
preliminary questions that demand a grave and profound consideration. That there are many 
nations that have Christian communities in them is a proposition which we most cheerfully and 
thankfully admit. By a common figure of speech, we also give to that which contains anything 
the name of the thing contained in it. Thus, rhetorically, we call one edifice a college; another, a 
bank, a third, a church; not because the brick and mortar, the plank and nails, constitute a 
college, a bank, a church, but because these buildings contain these institutions. So we have - if 
anyone contend for the name - as many Christian nations as we have Christian communities in 
different nations, and as many Jewish nations as we have nations with Jewish synagogues in 
them, and as many Mohammedan nations as we have nations containing mosques in them. But, 
according to this rhetorical figure, we may have a Christian and a Mohammedan nation, in one 
and the same nation, as we sometimes find both a Jewish and a Christian synagogue in the same 
nation. But a rhetorical Christian nation and a proper and unfigurative Christian nation are very 
different entities. A proper literal Christian nation is not found in any country under the whole 
heavens. There is, indeed, one Christian nation, composed of all the Christian communities and 
individuals in the whole earth.  
 The Apostle Peter, in one letter addressed to all the Christians scattered throughout 
Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and the Bithynia, though "strangers" or aliens in these 
respective nations, calls them collectively "a holy nation, a royal priesthood, a peculiar people." 
In strict logical and grammatical truth there is not, of all the nations of the earth, one properly 
called a Christian nation. Therefore, we have never had as yet one Christian nation waging war 
against another Christian nation. Before anyone, then, no matter what his learning or talents may 
be, can answer the great interrogatory now in discussion, he must form a clear and well defined 
conception of what constitutes a nation and what constitutes a Christian.  
 We have very high Roman authority for defining a nation, from nascor. Pardon me for 
quoting it: "Genus hominum qui non aliunde venerunt, sed ibi nati sunt"; which, in our 
vernacular, means a race or tribe of men who have not come abroad but live where they were 



born. Being a Roman word, derived from natural birth, a Roman author has the best right to 
define it. Now, a Christian is not one born where he lives; he is born from above, as all 
Christians of all parties admit. Therefore, no nation, as such, as respects either its natural birth or 
its constitution, can with any show of truth or reason be called a Christian nation. When anyone 
produces the annals of a nation whose constitution was given by Jesus Christ, and whose citizens 
are all born of God spiritually, as well as of man physically, I will at once call it, in good faith, 
without a figure, a true, proper, and literal Christian nation.  
 Now, although we have this advantage, which no one can take from us, and conceded, 
too, by all the literary and Christian authorities in Christendom, we will not build on it alone, nor 
at all. We will not have it said that we carry our definition by a grammatical or rhetorical 
decision of the great question. We appeal to all our public documents, without regard to party. 
We appeal to all our elementary and most profound writers on the subject of nationality. Nay, we 
appeal to the common views of this whole community. Have we not a church and a state in every 
State in the Union and in every European nation? Do not all belong to the state or nation, and a 
part only, and that often a small part, to the church? Is not the bond of political union blood, or 
naturalization? Is not the bond of union in the Christian kingdom faith, or the new birth? What 
nation is there whose citizens, or a majority of them, are Christians. Not one, even in profession.  
 But there is a reflex light of Christianity, a moralizing and a civilizing influence as well 
as a direct and soul-redeeming radiance, which imparts to those nations that have the oracles of 
God a higher standard of moral excellence, a more discriminating conscientiousness, and a more 
elevated national character which, in contrast with pagan nations, obtains for them the honorary 
distinction of Christian nation. Still, as nations, or states, the spirit and character of the nation are 
anti-Christian. A community of Jews in New York or New Orleans, even were they naturalized 
citizens of the United States, would not impart to those cities an American or Gentile spirit, nor 
would they impart to our Nation a Jewish spirit or character. They would still be Jews and we 
Americans.  
 
The American Nation as a nation is no more in spirit Christian than were Greece and Rome when 
the apostle planted churches in Corinth, Athens, or in the metropolis of the empire, with Caesar's 
household in it. Roman policy, valor, bravery, gallantry, chivalry are of as much praise, 
admiration, and glory in Washington and London as they were in the very center of the pagan 
world in the days of Julius or Augustus Caesar. We worship our heroes because of their martial 
and Roman virtue. Virtue in the Roman language was only a name for bravery or courage. Such 
was its literal meaning. With a Roman it was queen of all the graces and of all moral 
excellencies. It raised from plebian to partician rank and created military tribunes, decemvirs, 
triumvirs, dictators, consuls, kings, emperors. With us it cannot make a king, but may, perhaps, a 
third time make for us a President. If, indeed, it does not yet make for us a king we shall blame 
the soil, not the culture. Kings cannot grow in America. But under our free and liberal 
institutions we can impart more than kingly power under a less offensive name.  
 But a Christian community is, by the highest authority, called a kingdom. He, however, 
who gave it this name said to Caesar's representative, "My kingdom is not of this world. Had My 
kingdom been of this world, My servants would have fought, and I should not have been 
delivered to the Jews. But now is My kingdom not from hence." It is, then, decided, first, that we 
have no Christian nation or kingdom in the world, but that Christ has one grand kingdom 
composed of all the Christian communities in the world, of which He is Himself the proper 
sovereign, lawgiver, and king.  



 Having, then, no Christian nation to wage war against another Christian nation, the 
question is reduced to a more rational and simple form, and I trust it will be still more intelligible 
and acceptable in this form, viz.: Can Christ's kingdom or church in one nation wage war against 
His kingdom or church in another nation? With this simple view of the subject, where is the man 
so ignorant of the letter and spirit of Christianity as to answer this question in the affirmative? Is 
there a man of ordinary Bible education in this city or commonwealth who will affirm that 
Christ's church in England may of right wage war against Christ's church in America?  
 But I will be told that this form of the question does not meet the exact state of the case as 
now impinging the conscience of very man good men. While they will with an emphatic no 
negative the question as thus stated, they will in another form propound their peculiar difficulty:  

"Suppose," say they, "England proclaims war against our Nation, or that our Nation 
proclaims war against England: Have we a right, as Christian men, to volunteer, or enlist, or, if 
drafted, to fight against England? Ought our motto to be, "Our country, right or wrong'? Or has 
our Government a right to compel us to take up arms?"  
 This form of the question makes it important that we should have as clear and definite 
conceptions the word "right" as of any other word in the question before us. We must, then, have 
a little more definition. For the doctrine of right and wrong, so frequently spoken of by 
elementary political writers, I cannot say that I entertain a very high regard. Men without 
religious faith, being without an infallible guide, are peculiarly fond of abstractions. Led by 
imagination more than by reason, authority, or experience, they pride themselves in striking out 
for themselves and others a new path, rather than to walk in the old and long-frequented ways. 
They have a theory of man in society with political rights, and of man out of society with natural 
rights; but as they cannot agree as to the word "natural" prefixed to "right" - whether nature be a 
divinity or the cause of things - I will not now debate with them the question of natural rights, 
but will take the surer and well- established ground of a divine warrant, or a right founded on a 
divine annunciation.  
 Much, in all cases of any importance, depends on beginning right; and in a question upon 
right itself, everything depends upon that ultimate tribunal to which we make our appeal. In all 
questions involving the moral destinies of the world, we require more than hypothetical or 
abstract reasoning from principles merely assumed or conceded. We need demonstration, or, 
what in this case of moral reasoning is the only substitute for it, oracular authority. All questions 
on morals and religion, all questions on the origin, relations, obligations, and destiny of man, can 
be satisfactorily decided only by an appeal to an infallible standard. I need not say that we all, I 
mean the civilized world, the great, the wise, the good of human kind, concede to the Bible this 
oracular authority; and, therefore, constitute it the ultimate reason and authority for each and 
every question of this sort. What, then, says the Bible on the subject of war?  
 It certainly commended and authorized war among the Jews. God had given to man, ever 
since the flood, the right of taking away the life of man for one specified cause. Hence 
murderers, ever since the flood, were put to death by express divine authority. "He that sheds 
man's blood, by man shall his blood be shed." He gave authority only, however, to one family or 
nation, whose God and King he assumed to be. As soon as that family was developed into a 
nation, He placed it under His own special direction and authority. Its government has been 
properly called by Josephus, a distinguished Jew, a theocracy. It was not a republican, an 
aristocratical, or monarchical, but a theocratical government, and that, indeed, of the most 
absolute character, for certain high ends and purposes in the destinies of mankind - temporal, 



spiritual, and eternal. God was, therefore, in person the king, lawgiver, and judge of the Jewish 
nation.  
 It was not simply for desiring a king that God was at one time displeased with them. It 
was for asking a king like those of other nations, and thereby refusing God Himself and God 
alone as their king. Still, He never made their kings any more than viceroys. He, for many 
centuries, down to the end of the Old Testament history, held in His own hand the sovereignty of 
the nation. Hence the kings ruled for him, and the high priest, or some special prophet, was the 
Lord's mouth to them. Their kings were, therefore, unlike other kings. They truly, and only they, 
of all the kings on earth, were "the Lord's anointed." The Jewish kingdom was emphatically a 
typical institution, prospective of a kingdom but not of this world, to be instituted in future times 
and to be placed under the special government of His only Son and Heir. Hence it came to pass 
that the enemies of Israel became typical of the enemies of Jesus Christ; and hence the temporal 
judgments inflicted on them were but shadows through which to set forth the spiritual and eternal 
judgments to be inflicted on the enemies of the Messiah's reign and kingdom. Whether, 
therefore, the enemies of the Jews fell in battle, or by any of the angels of death, it was God that 
slew them. Hence their kings and God's angels were but mere sheriffs, executing, as it were, the 
mandates of high heaven.  
 It is, however, important to reiterate that God gave to Noah, and through him to all his 
sons and successors in government, a right to take away, in civil justice, the life of a murderer. 
As the world of the ungodly, antecedent to the Deluge, during the first 500 years of Noah's life, 
was given to violence and outrage against each other, it became expedient to prevent the same 
violence and bloodshed after the flood; and for this purpose God gave to man, or the human race 
in Noah's family, the right to exact blood for blood from him who had deliberately and 
maliciously taken away the life of his fellow. Had not this been first ordained, no war, without a 
special divine commission, could have been sanctioned as lawful and right even under the Old 
Testament institution. Hence we may say that wars were first allowed by God against those who 
had first waged war against their fellows, and consequently, as viewed by God himself, they 
were murderers. The first and second wars was reported in the annals of the world were begun by 
the enemies of God and His people, and hence the reprisals made by Abraham and Moses are 
distinctly stated to have been occasioned by the enemies of God and His people.  
 But what is most important here and apposite to the occasion is that these wars waged by 
God's people in their typical character were waged under and in pursuance of a special divine 
commission. They were, therefore, right. For a divine precept authorizing anything to be done 
makes it right absolutely and forever. The Judge of all the earth can do only that, or command 
that to be done, which is right.  
 Let those, then, who now plead a jus divinum, a special divine warrant or right for 
carrying on war by the authority of the Lord Jesus Christ, produce a warrant from the present 
Monarch of the universe. What the God of Abraham did by Abraham, by Jacob, or by any of his 
sons, as the moral Governor of the world, before He gave up the scepter and the crown to His 
Son, Jesus Christ, is of no binding authority now. This is a point of much more importance than 
we can at present develop, and one which has been, so far as known to me, wholly slurred over 
in this great investigation. The very basis of the Christian religion is that Jesus Christ is now the 
Lord and King of both earth and heaven, and that His Father and our God no longer assumes to 
be either the lawgiver, judge, or king of the world. It is positively declared by Him that all 
legislative, judiciary, and executive power is now committed into the hands of One who is both 
our kinsman and God's only begotten Son. Two grand declarations that ought to revolutionize 



our whole views of civil government as respects its ultimate authority, and change some of our 
forms of legal justice, are wholly overlooked so far as they are of any practical value and 
importance. The first was announced by the Messiah immediately before His ascension into 
heaven; the other was publicly pronounced by an embassy from heaven immediately after His 
ascension. The former declares that "all authority" (exousia), all legislative, judiciary, and regal 
authority in heaven and earth is given to Jesus Christ; the other affirms that God has made Jesus, 
Lord and Christ, or anointed Him sovereign of the universe. Kings of the earth and courts of high 
judicature are all under Him, but they do not really acknowledge it; few of them, perhaps, know 
or believe the fact that Jesus Christ has been on the throne of the universe for more than 1,800 
years. Hence, the courts of England and America, the two most enlightened nations in the world, 
are yet deistical in form, rather than Christian. In every place where they have the phrase, "In the 
name of God," they ought to have, "In the name of the Lord." This is the gist of the whole 
controversy between the friends and the enemies of war, on the part of the subjects of Christ's 
kingdom. The coronation of Jesus Christ in heaven as Lord of all, His investiture with all 
authority in heaven and earth, legislative, judiciary, and executive, is the annunciation, on the 
belief and public acknowledgment of which the first Christian church was founded in Jerusalem, 
where the throne of David was, in the month of June, 1,814 years ago, A.D. 34.  
 God the Father, in propria persona, now neither judges nor punishes any person or nation, 
but has committed all judgment to His Son, now constituted head of the universe and judge of 
the living and the dead. This simplifies the question and leaves it to the judgment of all. It is this: 
Has the author and founder of the Christian religion enacted war or has He made it lawful and 
right for the subjects of His government to go to war against one another? Or, has He made it 
right for them to go to war against any nation, or for any national object, at the bidding of the 
present existent political authorities of any nation in Christendom?  
 The question is not Whether, under the new administration of the universe, Christian 
communities have a right to wage war, in its common technical sense, against other communities 
- as the house of Judah against the house of Israel, both of the same religion, language, and 
blood. This is already, by almost universal consent, decided in the negative, probably only one 
society of professed Christians excepted. But the question is, May a Christian community, or the 
members of it, in their individual capacities, take up arms at all, whether aggressively or 
defensively, in any national conflict? We might, as before alleged, dispense with the words 
"aggressive" and "defensive"; for a mere grammatical, logical, or legal quibble will make any 
war either aggressive or defensive, just as the whim, caprice, or interest of an individual pleases. 
Napoleon, on his deathbed, declared that he had never engaged, during his whole career, in an 
aggressive war - that all his wars were very defensive. Yet all Europe regarded him as the most 
aggressive warrior of any age.  
 But the great question is: Can an individual, not a public functionary, morally do that in 
obedience to his government which he cannot do in his own case? Suppose the master of an 
apprenticed youth, or the master of a number of hired or even bond servants, should fall out with 
one of his neighbors about one of the lines of his plantation, because, as he imagined, his 
neighbor had trespassed upon his freehold in clearing or cultivating his lands. His neighbor 
refuses to retire within the precincts insisted on by the complainant; in consequence of which the 
master calls together his servants and proceeds to avenge himself or, as he alleges, to defend his 
property. As the controversy waxes hot, he commands his servants not only to burn and destroy 
the improvements made on the disputed territory but to fire upon his neighbor, his sons, and 
servants. They obey orders, and kill several of them. They are, however, finally taken into 



custody and brought to trial. An attorney for the servants pleads that those servants were bound 
to obey their master, and quotes these words from the Good Book: "Servants, obey in all things 
your masters according to the flesh." But, on the other side, it is shown that the "all things" 
enjoined are only "all things lawful." For this obedience is to be rendered "as to Christ"; and, 
again, "as the servants of Christ, doing the will of God from the heart." No judge or jury could do 
otherwise than condemn as guilty of murder servants thus acting. Now, as we all, in our political 
relations to the Government of our country, occupy positions at least inferior to that which a 
bond servant holds toward his master, we cannot of right as Christian men obey the powers that 
be in anything not in itself justifiable by the written law of the great King - our liege Lord and 
Master, Jesus Christ. Indeed, we may advance in all safety one step further, if it were necessary, 
and affirm that a Christian man can never of right be compelled to do that for the state, in 
defense of state rights, which he cannot of right do for himself in defense of his personal rights. 
No Christian man is commanded to love or serve his neighbor, his king, or sovereign more than 
he loves or serves himself. If this is conceded, unless a Christian man can go to war for himself, 
he cannot for the state.  
 We have already observed that the Jews were placed under a theocracy, that their kings 
were only vicegerents, and that they were a symbolic or typical nation adumbrative of a new 
relation and institution to be set up in "the fullness of time" under an administration of grace. In 
consequence of this arrangement, God was first revealed as the God of Abraham; and afterward, 
when He was about to make Himself known in all the earth, in contrast with the idols of the 
nations, He chose by Moses to call Himself the God of the Hebrews. As the custom then was, all 
nations had their gods, and by their wars judged and decided the claims and pretensions of their 
respective divinities. Esteeming the reputation and pretensions of their gods according to their 
success in war, that nation's god was the greatest and most to be venerated whose people were 
most successful and triumphant in battle. God, therefore, chose this method to reveal Himself as 
the God of the Hebrews. Hence He first poured out 10 plagues upon the gods of Egypt. The 
Egyptians worshipped everything from the Nile and its tenantry to the meanest insect in the land. 
He first, then, plagued their gods. Afterward, by causing the Jews to fight and destroy many 
nations in a miraculous manner, from the victory over Amalek to the fall of the cities and kings 
of ancient Palestine, He established His claims as supreme over all. Proceeding in this way, He 
fully manifested the folly of their idolatries and the omnipotence, greatness, and majesty of the 
God of the Jews.  
 The wars of pagan nations were, indeed, much more rational than those of our miscalled 
Christian nations. No two of these nations acknowledged the same dynasties of gods; and, 
therefore, having different gods, they could with much propriety test their claims by invoking 
them in battle. But two Christian nations both pray to one and the same God to decide their 
respective quarrels and yet will not abide by the decision; for success in war is not by any of 
them regarded as an end of all strife as to the right or justice of the demands of the victorious 
party. Did our present belligerent nations regard victory and triumph as a proof of the justice of 
their respective claims, they would in the manner of carrying on their wars prove themselves to 
be very great simpletons indeed; for why sacrifice their hundred millions of dollars and their fifty 
thousand lives in one or two years, when they could save these millions of men and money by 
selecting each one of their genuine simon-pure patriots and heroes and having them voluntarily 
to meet in single combat before a competent number of witnesses and encounter each other till 
one of them triumphed - and thus award, from heaven's own court of infallible rectitude, to the 
nation of the survivor the glory of a great national triumph both in heroism and justice? But this 



they dare not do, for these Christian nations are quite skeptical so far as faith in the justice of 
their own cause or in the right decision of their claims in the providence and moral government 
of God is concerned. To what purpose, we therefore ask, do they both appeal to the same God, 
when neither of them feels any obligation to abide His decision?  
 But as we are neither under a Jewish nor a Pagan government, but professedly, at least, 
under a Christian dispensation, we ought to hear what the present King of the Universe has 
enacted on this subject. The maxims of the Great Teacher and Supreme Philanthropist are, one 
would think, to be final and decisive on this great question. The Great Lawgiver addresses His 
followers in two very distinct respects: First, in reference to their duties to Him and their own 
profession, and then in reference to their civil rights, duties, and obligations.  
 So far as any indignity was offered to them or any punishment inflicted upon them as His 
followers, or for His name's sake, they were in no way to resent it. But in their civil rights He 
allows them the advantages of the protection of civil law, and for this cause enjoins upon them 
the payment of all their political dues, and to be subject to every ordinance of man of a purely 
civil nature, not interfering with their obligations to Him.  
 "If a heathen man, or persecutor, smite you on one cheek, turn to him the other also. If he 
compel you to go with him one mile, go two. If he sue thee at law, and take away thy coat, let 
him have thy mantle also," etc. These and whatever else of civil treatment they might receive, as 
Disciples of Christ, they must, for His sake, endure without resistance or resentment. But if in 
their citizen character or civil relations they are defrauded, maligned, or prosecuted, they might, 
and they did, appeal to Caesar. They paid tribute to civil magistrates that they might protect 
them; and therefore they might rightfully claim their protection. In this view of the matter, civil 
magistrates were God's ministers to the Christian "for good." And also, as God's ministers, they 
were revengers to execute wrath on those who did evil. Therefore, Christians are in duty bound 
to render to Caesar what is Caesar's, and to God what is God's - to reverence, honor, and support 
the civil magistrate, and, when necessary, to claim his protection.  
 But as respects the life peculiar to a soldier, or the prosecution of a political war, they had 
no commandment. On the contrary, they were to live peaceably with all men to the full extent of 
their power. Their sovereign Lord, the King of Nations, is called "The Prince of Peace." How, 
then, could a Christian soldier, whose "shield" was faith, whose "helmet" was the hope of 
salvation, whose "breastplate" was righteousness, whose "girdle" was truth, whose "feet were 
shod with the preparation of the gospel of peace," and whose "sword" was that fabricated by the 
Holy Spirit, even "the word a Hannibal, a Tamerlane, a Napoleon, or even a Victoria? [???] 
 Jesus said, "All that take the sword shall perish by the sword." An awful warning! All 
that take it to support religion, it is confessed, have fallen by it; but it may be feared that it is not 
simply confined to that; for may I not ask the pages of universal history, have not all the nations 
created by the sword finally fallen by it? Should anyone say, "Some few of them yet stand," we 
respond, "All that have fallen also stood for a time; and are not those that now stand tottering just 
at this moment to their overthrow?" We have no doubt, it will prove in the end that nations and 
states founded by the sword shall fall by the sword.  
 When the Saviour, in His sententious and figurative style, indicating the trials just 
coming upon His friends, said, "You had better sell your outside garments and buy a sword," one 
present, understanding him literally, as some of the friends of war still do, immediately 
responded, "Lord, here are two swords." What did he say? "It is enough." Two swords for twelve 
apostles! Truly, they are dull scholars who thence infer that He meant they should literally use 
two swords to fight with! When asked by Pilate whether He was a king, He responded that He 



was born to be a king, but not a king of worldly type or character. Had He been such a king, his 
servants would, indeed, have used the sword. But His kingdom neither came nor stands by the 
sword. When first announced as a king by the Jewish prophets, more than seven centuries before 
He was born, the Spirit said of His reign, "He shall judge among the nations, and decide among 
many people. And they shall beat their swords into ploughshares, and their spears into pruning 
hooks; nation shall not lift up sword against nation, neither shall they learn war any more." 
(Isaiah 2:2-4.) Two prophets describe it in almost the same words. Micah, as well as Isaiah, says:  
 
"Out of Zion shall go forth the law,  
And the word of Jehovah from Jerusalem;  
And He shall judge among many people.  
And decide among strong nations afar off;  
And they shall beat their swords into ploughshares,  
And their spears into pruning-hooks;  
Neither shall they any longer learn war;  
But they shall sit every man under his vine,  
And under his fig-tree, and none shall make him afraid;  
For the mouth of Jehovah of hosts hath spoken it."  
 

Such was, according to prophecy, such is, according to fact, the native influence and 
tendency of the Christian institution. The spirit of Christianity, then, is essentially pacific.  
 There is often a multiplication of testimony for display rather than for effect. And, 
indeed, the accumulation of evidence does not always increase its moral momentum. Nor is it 
very expedient on other considerations to labor a point which is generally, if not universally, 
admitted. That the genius and spirit of Christianity, as well as the letter of it, are admitted, on all 
hands, to be decidedly "peace on earth, and good will among men," needs no proof to anyone 
that has ever read the volume that contains it.  
 But if anyone desires to place in contrast the gospel of Christ and the genius of war, let 
him suppose the chaplain of an army addressing the soldiers on the eve of a great battle, on 
performing faithfully their duty, from such passages as the following: "Love your enemies; bless 
them that curse you; do good to them that hate you, and pray for them that despitefully use you 
and persecute you, that you may be the children of your Father in Heaven, who makes his sun to 
rise upon the evil and the good, and sends his rain upon the just and the unjust."  
 Again, in our civil relations: "Recompense to no man evil for evil." "As much as lieth in 
you, live peaceably with all men." "Dearly beloved, avenge not yourselves; but rather give place 
to wrath." "If thine enemy hunger, feed him; if he thirst, give him drink." "Be not overcome of 
evil; but overcome evil with good." Would anyone suppose that he had selected a text suitable to 
the occasion? How would the commander in chief have listened to him? With what spirit would 
his audience have immediately entered upon an engagement? These are questions which every 
man must answer for himself, and which everyone can feel much better than express.  
 But a Christian man cannot conscientiously enter upon any business, nor lend his 
energies to any cause, which he does not approve; and in order to approve he must understand 
the nature and object of the undertaking. Now, how does this dictate of discretion, religion, and 
morality bear upon the case before us?  
 Nothing, it is alleged, more tends to weaken the courage of a conscientious soldier than to 
reflect upon the originating causes of wars and the objects for which they are prosecuted. These, 



indeed, are not always easily comprehended. Many wars have been prosecuted, and some have 
been terminated after long and protracted efforts, before the great majority of the soldiers 
themselves, on either side, distinctly understood what they were fighting for. Even in our 
country, a case of this sort has, it is alleged, very recently occurred. If, it is presumed, the true 
and proper causes of most wars were clearly understood and the real design for which they are 
prosecuted could be clearly and distinctly apprehended, they would, in most instances, miscarry 
for the want of efficient means of a successful prosecution.  
 A conviction of this sort, some years ago, occasioned an elaborate investigation of the 
real causes for which the wars of Christendom had been undertaken from the time of Constantine 
the Great down to the present century. From the results furnished the Peace Society of 
Massachusetts it appeared that, after subtracting a number of petty wars long since carried on and 
those waged by Christian nations with tribes of savages, the wars of real magnitude amounted in 
all to 286.  
 The origin of these wars, on a severe analysis, appeared to have been as follows: 22 for 
plunder and tribute; 44 for the extension of territory; 24 for revenge or retaliation; 6 for disputed 
boundaries; 8 respecting points of honor or prerogative; 6 for the protection or extension of 
commerce; 55 civil wars; 41 about contested titles to crowns; 30 under pretense of assisting 
allies; 23 for mere jealousy of rival greatness; 28 religious wars, including the Crusades. Not one 
for defense alone, and certainly not one that an enlightened Christian man could have given one 
cent for, in a voluntary way, much less have volunteered his services or enlisted into its ranks.  
 If the end alone justifies the means, what shall we think of the wisdom or the justice of 
war, or of the authors and prominent actors of these scenes? A conscientious mind will ask, Did 
these 286 wars redress the wrongs, real of feigned, complained of? Did they in all cases, in a 
majority of the cases, or in a single case, necessarily determine the right side of the controversy? 
Did they punish the guilty, or the more guilty, in the ratio of their respective demerits? No one 
can, indeed, no one will, contend that the decision or termination of these wars naturally, 
necessarily, or even probably, decided the controversy so justly, so rationally, so satisfactorily as 
it could have been settled in any one case of the 286 by a third or neutral party.  
 War is not now, nor was it ever, a process of justice. It never was a test of truth - a 
criterion of right. It is either a mere game of chance or a violent outrage of the strong upon the 
weak. Need we any other proof that a Christian people can in no way whatever countenance a 
war as a proper means of redressing wrongs, of deciding justice, or of settling controversies 
among nations? On the common conception of the most superficial thinkers on this subject, not 
one of the 286 wars which have been carried on among the "Christian nation's" during 1,500 
years was such as that an enlightened Christian man could have taken any part in it, because, as 
admitted, not one of them was for defense alone; in other words, they were all aggressive wars.  
 But to the common mind, as it seems to me, the most convincing argument against a 
Christian becoming a soldier may be drawn from the fact that he fights against an innocent 
person - I say an innocent person, so far as the cause of the war is contemplated. The men that 
fight are not the men that make the war. Politicians, merchants, knaves, and princes cause or 
make the war, declare the war, and hire men to kill for them those that may be hired on the other 
side to thwart their schemes of personal and family aggrandizement.  
 The soldiers on either side have no enmity against the soldiers on the other side, because 
with them they have no quarrel. Had they met in any other field, in their citizen dress, other than 
in battle array, they would, most probably have not only inquired after the welfare of each other, 
but would have tendered to each other their assistance if called for. But a red coat or a blue coat, 



a tri-colored or a two-colored cockade, is their only introduction to each other, and the signal that 
they must kill or be killed! If they think at all, they must feel that there is no personal alienation, 
or wrong, or variance between them. But they are paid so much for the job; and they go to work, 
as the day laborer to earn his shilling. Need I ask, how could a Christian man thus volunteer his 
services, or hire himself out for so paltry a sum, or for any sum, to kill to order his brother man 
who never offended him in word or deed? What infatuation! What consummate folly and 
wickedness! Well did Napoleon say, "War is the trade of barbarians"; and his conqueror, 
Wellington, "Men of nice scruples about religion have no business in the army or navy." The 
horrors of war only enhance the guilt of it; and these, alas, no one can depict in all their hideous 
forms.  
 By the "horrors of war" I do not mean the lightning and the thunder of the battlefield, the 
blackness and darkness of those dismal clouds of smoke, which like death's own pall, shroud the 
encounter; it is not the continual roar of its cannon, nor the agonizing shrieks and groans of fallen 
battalions, of wounded and dying legions; nor is it, at the close of the day, the battlefield itself, 
covered with the gore and scattered limbs of butchered myriads, with here and there a pile, a 
mountain heap of slain heroes in the fatal pass, mingled with the wreck of broken arms, lances, 
helmets, swords, and shattered firearms, amidst the pavement of fallen balls that have completed 
the work of destruction, numerous as hailstones after the fury of the storm; nor, amidst these, the 
sight of the wounded lying upon one another, weltering in their blood, imploring assistance, 
importuning an end of their woes by the hand of a surviving soldier, invoking death as the only 
respite from excruciating torments. But this is not all; for the tidings are at length carried to their 
respective homes. Then come the bitter wail of widows and orphans, the screams and the anguish 
of mothers and sisters deprived forever of the consolations and hopes that clustered round the 
anticipated return of those so dear to them, that have perished in the conflict.  
 But even these are not the most fearful desolations of war. Where now are the 200,000 
lost by England in our Revolutionary War; the 70,000 who fell at Waterloo and Quatre-Bros; the 
80,000 at Borodino; the 300,000 at Arbela; or where the 15,000,000 Goths destroyed by 
Justinian in 20 years; the 32,000,000 by Genghis Khan in 41 years; the 60,000,000 slain by the 
Turks; the 80,000,000 by the Tartars, hurried away to judgment in a paroxysm of wrath, amid the 
fury of the passions? What can we think of their eternal destiny? Besides all these, how many 
have died in captivity? How many an unfortunate exile or captive might, with a French prisoner, 
sing of woes like these, or even greater? -  
 
"I dwelt upon the willowy banks of Loire;  
I married one who from my boyish days  
Had been my playmate. One morn - I'll ne'er forget -  
While choosing out the fairest twigs  
To warp a cradle for our child unborn,  
We heard the tidings that the conscript lot  
Had fallen on me. It came like a death knell!  
The mother perish'd; but the babe survived;  
And, ere my parting day, his rocking couch  
I made complete, and saw him sleeping, smile -  
The smile that play'd erst on the cheek or her  
Who lay clay cold. Alas! the hour soon came  
That forced my fetter'd arms to quit my child!  



And whether now he lives to deck with flowers  
The sod upon his mother's grave, or lies  
Beneath it by her side, I ne'er could learn.  
I think he's gone; and now I only wish  
For liberty and home, that I may see,  
And stretch myself and die upon their grave!"  
 

But these, multiplied by myriads, are but specimens of the countless millions slain, the 
solitary exiles, the lonely captives. They tell the least portion of the miseries of war. Yet even 
these say to the Christian, "How can you become a soldier? How countenance and aid this 
horrible work of death?"  
 For my own part, and I am not alone in this opinion, I think that the moral desolations of 
war surpass even its horrors. And amongst these I do not assign the highest place to the vulgar 
profanity, brutality, and debauchery of the mere soldier, the professional and licensed butcher of 
mankind, who, for his $8 a month or his 10 sous per day, hires himself to lay waste a country, to 
pillage, burn, and destroy the peaceful hamlet, the cheerful village, or the magnificent city, and 
to harass, wound, and destroy his fellow man, for no other consideration than his paltry wages, 
his daily rations, and the infernal pleasure of doing it, anticipating hereafter "the stupid stares and 
loud huzzas" of monsters as inhuman and heartless as himself. And were it not for the infatuation 
of public opinion and popular applause, I would place him, as no less to be condemned, beside 
the vain and pompous volunteer, who for his country, "right or wrong," hastens to the theater of 
war for the mere plaudits of admiring multitudes, ready to cover himself with glory, because he 
has aided an aspirant to a throne or paved the way to his own election to reign over a humbled 
and degraded people.  
 I make great allowance for false education, for bad taste, for the contagion of vicious 
example; still, I cannot view those deluded by such sophistry, however good their motives, as 
deserving anything from contemporaries or posterity except compassion and forgiveness. Yet, 
behold its influence on mothers, sisters, and relatives; note its contagion, its corruption of public 
taste. See the softer sex allured, fascinated by the halo of false glory thrown around these 
worshipped heroes! See them gazing with admiration on the "tinselled trapping," the 
embroidered ensigns," of him whose profession it is to make widows and orphans by wholesale! 
Sometimes their hands are withdrawn from works of charity to decorate the warriors' banners 
and to cater to these false notions of human glory! Behold, too, the young mother arraying her 
proud boy "with cap and feather, toyed with a drum and sword, training him for the admired 
profession of a man killer."  
 This is not all. It is not only at home, in the nursery, and infant school that this false spirit 
is inspired. Our schools, our academies, our colleges echo and reecho with the fame of an 
Alexander, a Caesar, a Napoleon, a Wellington. Forensic eloquence is full of the fame of great 
heroes, of military chieftains, of patriotic deliverers whose memory must be kept forever verdant 
in the affections of a grateful posterity, redeemed by their patriotism or rescued from oppression 
by their valor.  
 The pulpit, too, must lend its aid in cherishing the delusion. There is not infrequently 
heard a eulogium on some fallen hero, some church service for the mighty dead, thus desecrating 
the religion of the Prince of Peace by causing it to minister as the handmaid of war. Not only are 
prayers offered up by pensioned chaplains on both sides of the field even amid the din of arms, 
but Sabbath after Sabbath, for years and years, have the pulpits on one side of a sea or river and 



those on the other side resounded with prayers for the success of rival armies, as if God could 
hear them both and make each triumphant over the other, guiding and commissioning swords 
and bullets to the heads and hearts of their respective enemies.  
 And not only this; but even the churches in the Old World, and sometimes in the new, are 
ornamented with the sculptured representations of more military heroes than of saints - generals, 
admirals, and captains who "gallantly fought" and "gloriously fell" in the service of their 
country. It is not only in Westminster Abbey or in St. Paul's that we read their eulogiums and see 
their statues, but even in some of our own cities we find St. Paul driven out of the church to 
make room for generals and commodores renowned in fight. And, last of all, in consummation of 
the moral desolation of war we sometimes have an illumination - even a thanksgiving - rejoicing 
that God has caused ten or twenty thousand of our enemies to be sent down to Tartarus and has 
permitted myriads of widows and orphans to be made at the bidding of some chieftain or of some 
aspirant to a throne.  
 But it would exhaust too much time to speak of the inconsistencies of the Christian world 
on this single subject of war, or to trace to their proper fountains the general misconceptions of 
the people on their political duties and that of their governments. This would be the work of 
volumes - not of a single address. The most enlightened of our ecclesiastic leaders seem to think 
that Jesus Christ governs the nations as God governed the Jews. They cannot separate, even in 
this land, the church and state. They still ask for a Christian national code.  
 If the world were under a politico-ecclesiastic king or president, it would, indeed, be hard 
to find a model for him in the New Testament. Suffice it to say that the church, and the church 
only, is under the special government and guardianship of our Christian King. The nations, not 
owning Jesus Christ, are disowned by him; He leaves them to themselves, to make their own 
institutions, as God anciently did all nations but the Jews. He holds them in abeyance, and as in 
providence, so in government, He makes all things work together for the good of His people, 
restrains the wrath of their enemies, turns the counsels and wishes of kings as He turns the rivers, 
but never condescends to legislate for the bodies of men, or their goods or chattels, who withhold 
from Him their consciences and their hearts. He announces the fact that it is by His permission, 
not always with His approbation, that kings reign and that princes decree justice, and commands 
his people politically to obey their rulers and to respect the ordinances of kings, that "they may 
lead quiet and peaceable lives in all godliness and honesty." And where the Gospel of Christ 
comes to kings and rulers, it addresses them as men in common with other men, commanding 
them to repent of their sins, to submit to His government and to discharge their relative duties 
according to the morality and piety inculcated in His code. If they do this, they are a blessing to 
His people as well as an honor to themselves. If they do not, He will hold them to a reckoning, as 
other men, from which there is neither escape nor appeal. What Shakespeare says is as true of 
kings as of their subjects:  
 
"War is a game that, were their subjects wise, Kings would not play at."  
 

For, were both kings and people wise, wars would cease, and nations would learn war no 
more.  
 But how are all national disputes to be settled? Philosophy, history, the Bible, teach that 
all disputes, misunderstandings, alienations are to be settled, heard, tried, adjudicated by 
impartial, that is, by disinterested, umpires. No man is admitted to be a proper judge in his own 
case. Wars never make amicable settlements, and seldom, if ever, just decisions of points at 



issue. We are obliged to offer preliminaries of peace at last. Nations must meet by their 
representatives, stipulate and restipulate, hear and answer, compare and decide.  
 In modern times we terminate hostilities by a treaty of peace. We do not make peace with 
power and lead. It is done by reason, reflection, and negotiation. Why not employ these at first? 
But it is alleged that war has long been, and must always be, the ultima ratio regum - the last 
argument of those in power. For ages a father inquisitor was the strong argument for orthodoxy; 
but light has gone abroad and he has lost his power. Illuminate the human mind on this subject 
also, create a more rational and humane public opinion, and wars will cease.  
 But, it is alleged, all will not yield to reason or justice. There must be compulsion. Is war 
then the only compulsory measure? Is there no legal compulsion? Must all personal 
misunderstandings be settled by the sword?  
 Why not have a bylaw-established umpire? Could not a united national court be made as 
feasible and as practicable as a United States court? Why not, as often proposed, and as 
eloquently, ably, and humanely argued, by the advocates of peace, have a congress of nations 
and a high court of nations for adjudicating and terminating all international misunderstandings 
and complaints, redressing and remedying all wrongs and grievances?  
 There is not, it appears to me, a physical or a rational difficulty in the way. But I do not 
now argue the case. I merely suggest this expedient, and will always vote correspondingly, for 
reasons as good and as relevant as I conceive them to be humane and beneficial.  
 
To sum up the whole we argue:  
 
(1) The right to take away the life of the murderer does not of itself warrant war, inasmuch as in 
that case none but the guilty suffer, whereas in war the innocent suffer not only with, but often 
without, the guilty. The guilty generally make war and the innocent suffer from its consequences.  
 
(2) The right given to the Jews to wage war is not vouchsafed to any other nation, for they were 
under a theocracy, and were God's sheriff to punish nations; consequently no Christian can argue 
from the wars of the Jews in justification or in extenuation of the wars of Christendom. The Jews 
had a Divine precept and authority; no existing nation can produce such a warrant.  
 
(3) The prophecies clearly indicate that the Messiah himself would be "the Prince of Peace," and 
that under his reign "wars should cease" and "nations study it no more."  
 
(4) The gospel, as first announced by the angels, is a message which results in producing "peace 
on earth and good will among men."  
 
(5) The precepts of Christianity positively inhibit war - by showing that "wars and fightings 
come from men's lusts" and evil passions, and by commanding Christians to "follow peace with 
all men."  
 
(6) The beatitudes of Christ are not pronounced on patriots, heroes, and conquerors but on 
peacemakers, on whom is conferred the highest rank and title in the universe: "Blessed are the 
peacemakers, for they shall be called the sons of God."  
 



(7) The folly of war is manifest in the following particulars: First. It can never be the criterion of 
justice of a proof of right. Second. It can never be a satisfactory end of the controversy. Third. 
Peace is always the result of negotiation, and treaties are its guaranty and pledge.  
 
(8) The wickedness of war is demonstrated in the following particulars:  
 
First. Those who are engaged in killing their brethren, for the most part, have no personal cause 
of provocation whatever.  
 
Second. They seldom, or never, comprehend the right or the wrong of the war. They, therefore, 
act without the approbation of conscience.  
 
Third. In all wars the innocent are punished with the guilty.  
 
Fourth. They constrain the soldier to do for the state that which, were he to do it for himself, 
would, by the law of the state, involve forfeiture of his life.  
 
Fifth. They are the pioneers of all other evils to society, both moral and physical. In the language 
of Lord Brougham, "Peace, peace, peace! I abominate war as un-Christian. I hold it the greatest 
of human curses. I deem it to include all others - violence, blood, rapine, fraud, everything that 
can deform the character, alter the nature, and debase the name of man." Or with Joseph 
Bonaparte, "War is but organized barbarism - an inheritance of the savage state," With Franklin 
I, therefore, conclude, "There never was a good war, or a bad peace."  
 
No wonder, then, that for two or three centuries after Christ all Christians refused to bear arms. 
So depose Justin Martyr, Tatian, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, and so forth.   
 In addition to all these considerations, I further say, were I not a Christian, as a political 
economist even, I would plead this cause. Apart from the mere claims of humanity, I would urge 
it on the ground of sound national policy.  
 Give me the money that's been spent in wars and I will clear up every acre of land in the 
world that ought to be cleared, drain every marsh, subdue every desert, fertilize every mountain 
and hill, and convert the whole earth into a continuous series of fruitful fields, verdant meadows, 
beautiful villas, hamlets, towns, cities, standing along smooth and comfortable highways and 
canals, or in the midst of luxuriant and fruitful orchards, vineyards, and gardens, full of fruits and 
flowers, redolent with all that pleases the eye and regales the senses of man. I would found, 
furnish, and endow as many schools, academies, and colleges as would educate the whole human 
race, would build meeting houses, public halls, lyceums, and furnish them with libraries 
adequate to the wants of a thousand millions of human beings.  
 Beat your swords into plowsheares, your spears into pruning hooks, convert your 
warships into missionary packets, your arsenals and munitions of war into Bibles, school books, 
and all the appliances of literature, science, and art, and then ask, "What would be wanting on the 
part of man to 'make the wilderness and solitary peace glad,' to cause 'the desert to rejoice and 
blossom as the rose,' to make our hills 'like Carmel and Sharon,' and our valleys as 'the garden of 
God'?" All this being done, I would doubtless have a surplus for some new enterprise.  
 On reviewing the subject in the few points only that I have made and with the 
comparatively few facts I have collected, I must confess that I both wonder at myself and am 



ashamed to think that I have never before spoken out my views, nor even written an essay on this 
subject. True, I had, indeed, no apprehension of ever again seeing or even hearing of a war in the 
United States. It came upon me so suddenly, and it so soon became a party question, that, 
preserving, as I do, a strict neutrality between party politics, both in my oral and written 
addresses on all subjects, I could not for a time decide whether to speak out or be silent. I finally 
determined not to touch the subject till the war was over. Presuming that time to have arrived, 
and having resolved that my first essay from my regular course, at any foreign point should be on 
this subject, I feel that I need offer no excuse, ladies and gentlemen, for having called your 
attention to the matter in hand. I am sorry to think - very sorry indeed to be only of the opinion - 
that probably even this much published by me some three years or even two years ago, might 
have saved some lives that since have been thrown away in the desert - some hot-brained youths 
-  
 
"Whose limbs, unburied on the shore, Devouring dogs or hungry vultures tore."  
 

We have all a deep interest in the question; we can all do something to solve it; and it is 
everyone's duty to do all the good he can. We must create a public opinion on this subject. We 
should inspire a pacific spirit and urge on all proper occasions the chief objections to war. In the 
language of the eloquent Grimke, we must show that "the great objection to war is not so much 
the number of lives and the amount of property it destroys, as its moral influence on nations and 
individuals. It creates and perpetuates national jealousy, fear, hatred, and envy. It arrogates to 
itself the prerogative of the Creator alone - to involve the innocent multitude in the punishment 
of the guilty few. It corrupts the moral taste and hardens the heart; cherishes and strengthens the 
base and violent passions; destroys the distinguishing features of Christian charity - its 
universality and its love of enemies; turns into mockery and contempt the best virtue of 
Christians - humility; weakens the sense of moral obligation; banishes the spirit of improvement, 
usefulness, and benevolence; and inculcates the horrible maxim that murder and robbery are 
matters of state expediency."  
 
Let everyone, then, who fears God and loves man put his hand to the work; and the time will not 
be far distant when -  
 
"No longer hosts encountering hosts  
Shall crowds of slain deplore:  
They'll hang the trumpet in the hall,  
And study war no more."8  
 
(E-TEXT FURNISHED BY DR. HANS ROLLMANN; TYPED BY HANS-PAUL 
ROLLMANN)  
 
Copied April 6, 2011, from http://www.mun.ca/rels/restmov/texts/acampbell/ac2.html. 
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Adin Ballou (1803-1890) 
 
Wikipedia: “Adin Ballou (April 23, 1803 – August 5, 1890) was an American prominent 
proponent of pacifism, socialism and abolitionism, and the founder of the Hopedale Community. 
Through his long career as a Universalist, and then Unitarian minister, he tirelessly sought social 
reform through his radical Christian and socialist views…..In 1830, Ballou aligned himself with 
the Restorationists, who were upset with the views among some Universalists, that complete 
salvation and no punishment would follow death. Although Ballou served the Unitarian church, 
1831–1842, Ballou continued to identify himself as a Restorationist.” 
 
Started "nonresistance" as label. 
 
Christian Non-Resistance, in All It's Important Bearings, Illustrated and Defended (1846, repr., 
New York: Garland, 1972). For more biographical information, see the intro to his book. 
 
Sections from Chapter 1 of Christian Non-Resistance, “Explanatory Definitions”: 
 
The Key Text of Non-Resistance. 
 Now let us examine Matt. 5:39. “I say unto you, resist no evil,” &c. This single text, from 
which, as has been stated, the term non-resistance took its rise, if justly construed, furnishes a 
complete key to the true bearings, limitations and applications of the doctrine under discussion. 
This is precisely one of those precepts which may be easily made to mean much more, or much 
less, than its author intended. It is in the intensive, condensed form of expression, and can be 
understood only by a due regard for its context. What did the divine Teacher mean by the word 
“evil,” and what by the word “resist?” There are several kinds of evil. 1. Pain, loss, damage, 
suffered from causes involving no moral agency, or natural evil. 2. Sin in general, or moral evil. 
3. Temptations to sin, or spiritual evil; and 4. Personal wrong, insult, outrage, injury—or 
personal evil. Which of these kinds of evil does the context show to have been in our Saviour’s 
mind when he said, “resist not evil?” Was he speaking of fires, floods, famine, disease, serpents, 
wild beasts, or any other mere natural evil agents? No. Then of course he does not prohibit our 
resisting such evil. Was he speaking of sin in general? No. Then of course he does not prohibit 
our resisting such evil by suitable means. Was he speaking of temptations addressed to our 
propensities and passions, enticing us to commit sin? No. Then of course he does not prohibit our 
resisting the devil, withstanding the evil suggestions of our own carnal mind, and suppressing 
our evil lusts. Was he speaking of personal evil, injury personally inflicted by man on man? Yes. 
“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,” i.e. personal outrage, insult, affront—injury. The word “evil,” necessarily 
means, in this connection, personal injury or evil inflicted by human beings on human beings. 
 But what did Jesus mean by the words “resist not?” There are various kinds of resistance, 
which may be offered to personal injury, when threatened or actually inflicted. There is passive 
resistance—a dead silence, a sullen inertia, a complete muscular helplessness—an utter refusal to 
speak or move. Does the context show that Jesus contemplated, pro or con, any such resistance 
in his prohibition? No. There is an active, righteous, moral resistance—a meek, firm 
remonstrance, rebuke, reproof, protestation. Does the connection show that Jesus prohibits this 
kind of resistance? No. There is an active, firm, compound, moral and physical resistance, 
uninjurious to the evil doer, and only calculated to restrain him from deadly violence or extreme 



outrage. Was Jesus contemplating such modes of resisting personal injury? Does the context 
show that he intended to prohibit all resistance of evil by such means? No. There is a determined 
resistance of personal injury by means of injury inflicted; as when a man deliberately takes life to 
save life, destroys an assailant’s eye to save an eye, inflicts a violent blow to prevent a blow; or, 
as when, in retaliation, he takes life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, &c.; or, 
as when, by means of governmental agencies, he causes an injurious person to be punished by 
the infliction of some injury equivalent to the one he has inflicted or attempted. It was of such 
resistance as this, that our Saviour was speaking. It is such resistance as this that he prohibits. His 
obvious doctrine is: Resist not personal injury with personal injury. I shall have occasion to press 
this point more conclusively in the next chapter, when presenting my Scriptural proofs. Enough 
has been said to determine the important bearings and limitations of the general doctrine. It bears 
on all mankind, in every social relation of life. It contemplates men as actually injured, or in 
imminent danger of being injured, by their fellow man; and commands them to abstain from all 
personal injuries either as a means of retaliation, self-defence, or suppression of injury. If smitten 
on one cheek, they must submit the other to outrage, rather than smite back. If the life of their 
dearest friend has been taken, or an eye or a tooth thrust out, or any other wrong been done to 
themselves or their fellow men, they must not render evil for evil, or railing for railing, or hatred 
for hatred. But they are not prohibited from resisting, opposing, preventing, or counteracting the 
injuries inflicted, attempted or threatened by man on man, in the use of any absolutely 
uninjurious forces, whether moral or physical. On the contrary, it is their bounden duty, by all 
such benevolent resistances, to promote the safety and welfare, the holiness and happiness of all 
human beings, as opportunity may offer.9 
 
Necessary Applications of Non-Resistance. 
 The necessary applications of the doctrine, are to all cases in human intercourse where 
man receives aggressive injury from man, or is presumed to be in imminent danger of receiving 
it: i.e., to all cases wherein the injury of man upon man, is either to be repelled, punished or 
prevented. There are four general positions in which human beings may stand to resist injury 
with injury. 1. As individuals; 2. As a lawless combination of individuals; 3. As members of 
allowable voluntary associations; and 4. As constituent supporters of human government in its 
State or National sovereignty. Standing in either of these positions, they can resist injury with 
injury, either in immediate self-defence, in retaliation or by vindictive punishments. As 
individuals, they may act immediately by their own personal energies, or they may act through 
their agents—persons employed to execute their will. Connected with a lawless combination, 
they may act directly in open co-operative violence, or clandestinely, or through secret agents, or 
in a more general manner through their acknowledged leaders. As members of allowable 
voluntary associations, they may exert a powerful influence, without any deeds of violence, by 
means of speech, the press, education, religion, &c., to delude, corrupt, prejudice and instigate to 
evil the minds of mankind one toward another. Thus designedly to stimulate, predispose and lead 
men to commit personal injury, under pretence of serving God and humanity, is essentially the 
same thing as directly resisting injury with injury by physical means. The mischief may be much 
greater, the moral responsibility certainly no less. As constituent supporters of human 
government, (whether civil or military, or a compound of both,) in its State or National 
sovereignty, men are morally responsible for all constitutions, institutions, law, processes and 
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usages which they have pledged themselves to support, or which they avowedly approve, or 
which they depend upon as instrumentalities for securing and promoting their personal welfare, 
or in which they acquiesce without positive remonstrance and disfellowship. Thus if a political 
compact, a civil or military league, covenant or constitution, requires, authorizes, provides for or 
tolerates war, bloodshed, capital punishment, slavery, or any kind of absolute injury, offensive or 
defensive, the man who swears, affirms or otherwise pledges himself to support such a compact, 
league, covenant or constitution, is just as responsible for every act of injury done in strict 
conformity thereto, as if he himself personally committed it. He is not responsible for abuses and 
violations of the constitution. But for all that is constitutionally done he is responsible. The army 
is his army, the navy his navy, the militia his militia, the gallows his gallows, the pillory his 
pillory, the whipping post his whipping post, the branding iron his branding iron, the prison his 
prison, the dungeon his dungeon, and the slaveholding his slaveholding. When the constitutional 
majority declare war, it is his war. All the slaughter, rapine, ravages, robbery, destruction and 
mischief committed under that declaration, in accordance with the laws of war, are his. Nor can 
he exculpate himself by pleading that he was one of a strenuous anti-war minority in the 
government. He was in the government. He had sworn, affirmed or otherwise pledged himself, 
that the majority should have discretionary power to declare war. He tied up his hands with that 
anti-Christian obligation, to stand by the majority in all the crimes and abominations inseparable 
from war. It is therefore his war, its murders are his murders, its horrible injuries on humanity are 
his injuries. They are all committed with his solemn sanction. There is no escape from this 
terrible moral responsibility but by a conscientious withdrawal from such government, and an 
uncompromising protest against so much of its fundamental creed and constitutional law, as is 
decidedly anti-Christian. He must cease to be its pledged supporter, and approving dependent.10 
 
What a Christian Non-Resistant Cannot Consistently Do. 
 It will appear from the foregoing exposition, that a true Christian non-resistant cannot, 
with deliberate intent, knowledge or conscious voluntariness, compromise his principles by 
either of the following acts. 

1. He cannot kill, maim or otherwise absolutely injure any human being, in personal self 
defence, or for the sake of his family, or any thing he holds dear. 

2. He cannot participate in any lawless conspiracy, mob, riotous assembly, or disorderly 
combination of individuals, to cause or countenance the commission of any such absolute 
personal injury. 

3. He cannot be a member of any voluntary association, however orderly, respectable or 
allowable by law and general consent, which declaratively holds as fundamental truth, or claims 
as an essential right, or distinctly inculcates as sound doctrine, or approves as commendable in 
practice, war, capital punishment, or any other absolute personal injury. 

4. He cannot be an officer or private, chaplain or retainer, in the army, navy or militia of 
any nation, state, or chieftain. 

5. He cannot be an officer, elector, agent, legal prosecutor, passive constituent, or 
approver of any government, as a sworn or otherwise pledged supporter thereof, whose civil 
constitution and fundamental laws, require, authorize or tolerate war, slavery, capital 
punishment, or the infliction of any absolute personal injury. 
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 6. He cannot be a member of any chartered corporation or body politic, whose articles of 
compact oblige or authorize its official functionaries to resort for compulsory aid in the 
conducting of its affairs, to a government of constitutional violence. 
 7.  Finally, he cannot do any act, either in person or by proxy; nor abet or encourage any 
act in others; nor demand, petition for, request, advise or approve the doing of any act, by an 
individual, association or government, which act would inflict, threaten to inflict, or necessarily 
cause to be inflicted, any absolute personal injury, as herein before defined. 
 Such are the necessary bearings, limitations and applications of the doctrine of Christian 
non-resistance. Let the reader be careful not to misunderstand the positions laid down. The 
platform of principle and action has been carefully founded, and its essential peculiarities plainly 
delineated. Let it not be said that the doctrine goes against all religion, government, social 
organization, constitutions, laws, order, rules, and regulations. It goes against none of these 
things per se. It goes for them in the highest and best sense. It goes only against such religion, 
government, social organization, constitutions, laws, order, rules, regulations and restraints, as 
are unequivocally contrary to the law of Christ; as sanction taking “life for life, eye for eye, tooth 
for tooth;” as are based on the assumption that it is right to resist injury with injury, evil with 
evil.11 
 
The Principle and Sub-Principle of Non-Resistance.  
 This chapter may be profitably concluded with a brief consideration of the doctrine under 
discussion with respect to the principle from which it proceeds, to the sub-principle which is its 
immediate moral basis, and to the rule of duty in which all its applications are comprehended. 
What is the principle from which it proceeds? It is a principle from the inmost bosom of God. It 
proceeds from ALL PERFECT LOVE that absolute, independent, unerringly wise, holy love, 
which distinguishes the Divine from all inferior natures, and which, transfused into the natural 
sentiment of human benevolence, superinduces the highest order of goodness. Of this it is said—
“Love worketh no ill to his neighbor; therefore love is the fulfilling of the law.” Or as the 
amiable John expressed it—“He that dwelleth in love, dwelleth in God, and God in him.” This 
love is not mere natural affection, nor sentimental passion, but a pure, enlightened, conscientious 
principle. It is a divine spring of action, which intuitively and spontaneously dictates the doing of 
good to others, whether they do good or evil. It operates independently of external influences, 
and being in its nature absolutely unselfish, is not affected by the merit or demerit of its objects. 
It does not inquire, “Am I loved? have I been benefited? have my merits been appreciated? shall 
I be blessed in return? Or, am I hated, injured, cursed and condemned?” Whether others love or 
hate, bless or curse, benefit or injure, it says, “I will do right; I will love still; I will bless; I will 
never injure even the most injurious; I will overcome evil with good.” Therefore its goodness is 
not measured by or adjusted to the goodness of others, but ever finds in itself a sufficient reason 
for doing good and nothing but good to all moral agents. Jesus, in whom flowed the full current 
of this divine love, the sublime efflux of the heavenly nature, laying hold of the great 
commandment, “Thou shalt love they neighbor as thyself,” drew it forth from the ark of the 
Mosaic Testament, all mildewed and dusty with human misapprehension, and struck from it the 
celestial fire. The true principle was in it, but men could not clearly perceive it, much less 
appreciate its excellency. He showed that the “neighbor” intended was any human being, a 
stranger, an enemy, a bitter foe—any one needing relief, or in danger of suffering through our 
selfishness, anger or contempt—the greatest criminal, the veriest wretch of our race. Hence, 
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knowing that the entire wisdom of this world had justified injury to injurers, hatred to enemies, 
and destruction to destroyers, he reversed the ancient maxims, abrogated the law of retaliation, 
and proclaimed the duty of unlimited forbearance, mercy and kindness. Imperfect religion, 
worldly minded philosophy, and vindictive selfishness had concurrently declared “there is a 
point beyond which forbearance ceases to be virtue.” He swept away this heartless delusion with 
a divine breath, and sublimely taught obedient and everlasting adherence to the law of love, as 
well toward offenders, injurers and enemies, as toward benefactors, lovers, and friends. “I say 
unto you, take not life for life, eye for eye, and tooth for tooth. Smite not the smiter to save thine 
own cheek. Give to him that asketh, and turn not the borrower away. 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 in Heaven. For he maketh his sun 
to rise on the evil and the good, and sendeth rain on the just and on the unjust. For if ye love, and 
salute, and do good to them that love you, what are ye better than the publicans?” Be like your 
Father in Heaven. Such is the true light radiated from the bosom of the Infinite Father, and 
reflected on this benighted world from the face of Jesus Christ. What are the puerile 
sentimentalisms of effeminate poets, or the gossamer elaborations of the world’s philosophers, or 
the incantations of solemn but vindictive religionists, compared with the divine excellency of 
Truth, as it distilled in the language of the Messiah. 
 All-perfect, independent, self-sustaining, unswervable love—DIVINE LOVE—is the 
principle from which Christian non-resistance proceeds. What is the sub-principle which 
constitutes its immediate moral basis? The essential efficacy of good, as the counteracting force 
with which to resist evil. The wisdom of this world has relied on the efficacy of injury, terror, 
EVIL, to resist evil. It has trusted in this during all past time. It has educated the human race to 
believe that their welfare and security depended mainly on their power to inflict injury on 
offenders. Hence it has been their constant endeavor to possess a sufficiency of injurious means 
to overawe their enemies, and terrify their encroaching fellow-men. Their language has been, 
“keep your distance; touch not my property; insult not my honor; infringe not my rights, assail 
not my person; be just and respectful; yield to my convenience, and be my friend; or I will let 
slip the dogs of war; you shall feel the weight of my vengeance; I will inflict unendurable 
injuries on you death itself, torture, imprisonment in a loathsome dungeon, pains and penalties, 
shall be your portion. I will do you incomparably greater evil, than you can do me. Therefore be 
afraid, and let me alone.” And so perfectly befooled are the children of this world, with faith in 
injury as their chief ultimate security, that scarcely one in a thousand will at first thought allow 
the non-resistance doctrine to be anything better than a proclamation of cowardice on one side, 
and of universal anarchy, lawlessness and violence on the other. As if all mankind were so 
entirely controlled by the dread of deadly, or, at least tremendous personal injury, that if this 
were relinquished a man’s throat would be instantly cut, his family assassinated, or some horrible 
mischief inflicted. Very few know how entirely they trust for defence and security in this grim 
and bloody god of human injury. They have enshrined him in the sword, the gibbet and the 
dungeon. They worship him in armies, navies, militia organizations, battle-ships, forts, arsenals, 
penal statutes, judicial inflictions, pistols, daggers and bowie knives. And if we propose to lay all 
these evils aside, and go for nothing but uninjurious, beneficent treatment of transcending 
mankind never, even with the most outrageous, the limits of firm, but friendly personal restraint, 
lo, they cry out with alarm, “these have come hither that turn the world upside down!” “Torment 
us not before the time!” “Great is Diana of the Ephesians!” “Great is the sword, the halter, the 
salutary power to kill or injure sinners at discretion! What would become of human society, if 



war, capital and other injurious punishments should be abolished!” On this altar they have 
sacrificed human beings enough to people twenty such planets as the earth, with no other success 
than to confirm and systematize violence throughout the whole habitable globe. And yet 
INJURY is their god, and at his gory altar of revenge and cruelty they are resolved forever to 
worship, amid the clangor of deadly weapons, and the groans of a bleeding world.12 
 
Christian Non-Resistance. The Conclusion. 
 But the Son of the Highest, the great self-sacrificing Non-Resistant, is our prophet, priest 
and king. Though the maddened inhabitants of the earth have so long turned a deaf ear to his 
voice, he shall yet be heard. He declares that good is the only antagonist of evil, which can 
conquer the deadly foe. Therefore he enjoins on his disciples the duty of resisting evil only with 
good. This is the sub-principle of Christian non-resistance. “Evil can be overcome only with 
good.” Faith, then, in the inherent superiority of good over evil, truth over error, right over 
wrong, love over hatred, is the immediate moral basis of our doctrine. Accordingly we transfer 
all the faith we have been taught to cherish in injury, to beneficence, kindness, and uninjurious 
treatment, as the only all-sufficient enginery of war against evil doers. No longer seeking or 
expecting to put down evil with evil, we lift up the cross for an ensign, and surmounting it with 
the glorious banner of love, exult in the divine motto displayed on its immaculate folds, 
“RESIST NOT INJURY WITH INJURY.” Let this in all future time be the specific rule of our 
conduct, the magnetic needle of our pathway across the troubled waters of human reform, till all 
men, all governments and all social institutions shall have been moulded into moral harmony 
with the grand comprehensive commandment of the living God—“THOU SHALT LOVE THY 
NEIGHBOR AS THEYSELF.” Then shall Love (God by his sublime name) “be all in all.” 
 

The earth, so long a slaughter-field, 
Shall yet an Eden bloom; 
The tiger to the lamb shall yield, 
And War descend the tomb: 
For all shall feel the Saviour’s love, 
Reflected from the cross— 
That love, that non-resistant love, 
Which triumphed on the cross.13 
 

3. Wesleyan Movement 

Jonathan Blanchard (1811-1892) 

Biography: “Prompted by this vision of a ‘perfect state of society’ and compelled by obedience 
to Christ’s command to ‘seek ye first the kingdom of God,’ Blanchard was propelled into a life 
of reform that climaxed in the founding of Wheaton College. His life was so dominated by 
reform that upon his death the Political Dissenter commented that ‘in the death of Dr. Jonathan 
Blanchard, American reformers have lost one of their foremost leaders. No more fearless voice 
ever rang out on the platform, or from the pulpit. No keener or more valiant pen has been 
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wielded against popular wrongs, and in defense of unpopular truth.’”14 “Blanchard’s 
commitment to reform soon propelled him into an important leadership role among the 
abolitionists. He held office in the Ohio Anti-Slavery Society. In 1843 he was elected to the 
American vice-presidency of the World’s Anti-Slavery Convention in London.”15 

Wikipedia: “Jonathan Blanchard (1811–1892) was a pastor, educator, social reformer, 
abolitionist and the first president of Wheaton College, which was founded in 1860.” “Blanchard 
had a clear vision for evangelical cooperation in gospel work and social reform…. Blanchard 
insisted that the church go on public record with its opposition to slavery and secret societies and 
its support for temperance. It was said that, on almost every conceivable political or social issue, 
Jonathan Blanchard was a radical.” “He was a driving force behind, and the first president of the 
National Christian Association…and he worked closely with Charles. G. Finney in opposition to 
the ‘insidious influence of [secret] societies.’” “In 1884, Blanchard was a candidate for the 
Presidency of the United States on the Anti-Masonic Party ticket.” 

More biographical information at http://recollections.liblog.wheaton.edu/2011/01/19/where-the-
law-of-god-is-the-law-of-the-land/. 
 
“A perfect State of Society” (Speech given at Oberlin College in 1839) [selected portions] 
 

Gentlemen—There are two points in which men of all ages have substantially agreed: the 
evil of their present earthly estate; and the hope of a better, for themselves or their posterity. 

 The poet has bid the world expect that better state in the return of its golden age; the 
moralist, in the universaI sway of justice: the atheist, in the annihilation of all social restraints: 
and the Christian, in the Millennial reign of Christ. Of course, the devices of men to bring in this 
improved condition of human things, which is to shut out all social evils, have been as varied as 
their ideas of what is A PERFECT STATE OF SOCIETY. 

The mass of present opinion on this subject is one vast chaos, in which the mountain-tops 
are slowly appearing. Nothing could be more confused than the minds of men, as to what is best 
to be done in the family, the Church, and the State. Some would have our children and ourselves 
governed more, some less; While others would have men under no government, but that which is 
immediately exercised by God. One thinks that the various reforms of the day are pushed beyond 
prudence; another complains that they stop short of righteousness. Some churches are thought to 
have set up a standard of holiness higher than the word of Gad; others, lower:—while it is plain 
that many church organizations have no standard of holiness whatever; but receive all well-
behaved persons, having a general belief in christianity, to the communion of saints. Thus, while 
all are looking for a "better state," almost no two agree in what it consists, or in the means to 
produce it. All have the same aim, but each travels in a different direction.16 
 
 You have just been most properly told, that every true minister of Christ is a universal 
Reformer, whose business it is, so far as possible, to reform all the evils which press on human 
concerns. Now every reformer needs a perfect state of society ever in his eye, as a pattern to 
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work by, so far as the nature of his materials will admit. True he cannot construct a perfect 
society out of imperfect men, but he may approach it as knowledge and piety advance. And 
seeing clearly what state of things ought to be, he will know what he may, and what he may not 
rationally attempt. He will neither sink down in despondency, nor squander his efforts upon vain 
and impracticable schemes; but having a great and glorious and certain end always before him, 
he will toil toward it with a manful and unfaltering trust, concerned for nothing but the wisdom 
and rectitude of his means.17 
 

Now it is plainly irrational to hope that society on earth will ever secure the same end 
which it would have done, had man never fallen. The idea of reclaiming men, could not enter 
into the institution of society for the sinless. The object of such social intercourse must have 
been, that holy beings might be happy in God, and in each other. But now, that is the best state of 
society which is best adapted to take up sinful mortals and fit them for heaven.18 

 
It seems plain also, that we are not to expect that the law of love ever will govern 

mankind on earth, in all points, as it would have done had man never sinned. In other words, we 
are not to hope society will ever get along without some application of physical restraints.  

The law of love can never govern infants, idiots, or madmen; and we have no reason to 
doubt there will be some of each class while the world stands. A general cessation of luxury and 
vice, would doubtless mitigate or remove most of our distempers: yet the sentence of death, 
passed upon man's body, has never been revoked, and we have every reason to expect that men 
will continue to the end of time, to die both by accident and disease. Christ did not come to 
rebuild for man an earthly Eden, but to place him within reach of a more glorious Paradise 
above.19  

 
Now it strikes me as self-evident, that the child before he becomes a moral agent, and the 

maniac, after he ceases to be one, must always be governed by physical force. But we know also, 
that aIl sin is madness, and that all men are sinners. And l see no good reason why society should 
stop to ask, whether the mad-man who assaults my family, or puts a brand to my dwelling, was 
made frantic by anger, delirium, intemperance, or lust. In either case, l think he ought to be 
seized, restrained, and dealt with upon the high and holy principles of love.20 
 
 Nor is it to any purpose that a man bids me trust in God for safety, when he takes away 
all civil government, and turns the hardened and frantic offender loose, delirious from the bite of 
the serpent, sin! If l hold not back the hand of the incendiary which puts a brand to my dwelling, 
I cannot trust in God that it will not burn! If I do hold it back, though but a pin's weight, it is 
restraint by physical force, and civil government may properly do the same.  

I conclude, therefore, that there will be some use in society for physical force while the 
world stands; that public wrong-doers must be restrained till the Gospel regenerates mankind:—
and that, even in the Millennium, restraint by force will be required, in the discipline of children, 
and the management of the insane. And if so, then the law of love never will rule our race on 
earth just as it would have done, had man never sinned. 
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It is a practical question of great importance; —May the children of Gad properly take 
part in governments which restrain offenders by force? Ought they not to “come out,” “be 
separate,” and act upon the law of love at once!  

I answer:—None deny that we may properly submit ourselves to every ordinance of man. 
But to submit is to pay taxes:—to pay taxes is to support:—and to support is to endorse:—and all 
these is to participate. 
 When Christ and the Apostles pay taxes to Caesar, they endorse the principle of civil 
government, though they abhor the cruelties of Nero. Would they, if required, have contributed 
to the expenses of a brothel, or of a heathen temple, or of any establishment, founded and 
administered in sin? Paul never could have commanded Christians to "honor" the "ruler"—as a 
"minister of God"—“for good," and that too while he was in the very act of "executing wrath 
upon evil-doers"—if all that ruler's functions were clear invasions of the rights of man, and 
usurpations of the prerogatives of God. 
 The question between the advocates of the coercion of criminals, and their opposers, is 
not a question between justice and oppression, but of government and no government. It is idle to 
talk of relying on God to do the work of a human police. Without our efforts, God's providence 
will not guard our houses from felons, any more than it will carry the mail. While this discourse 
was preparing, the headless and limbless body of a youth was carried by my door, who was 
burned to death in the preceding night's conflagration of his father's mill. He was the son of an 
industrious Quaker, whose buildings were fired by unknown incendiaries:—creatures who 
neither fear God nor regard man; who, "having wasted their substance in riotous living among 
harlots," are resolved to burn down society to the level of their own wretchedness, by fire! To 
say that such men should not be restrained, fed, instructed, and if possible, reclaimed, is not only 
to take the sword from the hand of justice, but to put a bandage on her eyes.21 
 

Of course in the fall of man, society suffered a corresponding lapse. It fell from the 
freedom of love, under the dominion of civil government by physical restraint: it being 
impossible that a community of animals, or aiamalized men should be kept in order by any law 
but that of "brute force." Now the object of Christ's mission was, to change such men from 
animal to spiritual; from the law of force to the law of love, by the operation of reason and the 
power of faith. 

Now it is clear that the man who loves his neighbor as himself, needs no law-penalty of 
force, to keep him from cutting his neighbor's throat. It is also clear that the gospel is capable of 
making men love their neighbors as themselves. And so far as it really effects this, government 
by physical coercion must go into disuse. Where there is no felon there will be no jailer; and the 
prison may be turned into a house of refuge for the orphan and the insane. The force-principle 
will be thrown aside by a perfect society as crutches by the recovered lame; and mankind will 
dwell together, like one mighty cluster of free, orderly, contented and happy families. This is a 
perfect state of society. Thus the final effect of Christ's coming will be precisely what the Jews 
laid to the charge of his Apostles. It will "turn the world upside down:"—that world of all 
worlds, the nature of man! He came to set up an order of things which is to restore the character 
of man to his state before he fell:—to put his animal nature under the sway of his reason, and to 
subject his reason forever to the mightier and more awful principle of love.22 
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The Temperance and Anti-Slavery reforms, great as are their particular benefits, are 
worth far more as means than as ends. They are teaching the art of exterminating sin in all its 
burrows. They are teaching the doctrine of "total abstinence" from sin, and the "immediate 
abolition of iniquity." They have set on foot a process, by which every practice must, in its turn, 
be under the burning focus of the public eye, till nothing but the gold of human conduct remains; 
for it will always be for some body's interest to expose any one sin. Thus the public standard of 
character will become a rule of pure excellence. Every man's reputation will be measured in 
degrees of moral worth, upon a scale of simple holiness; and he can rise in the esteem of such 
society, no higher than he ascends in the favor of his God. This is a "perfect state of Society."23 
 

There is a steady course of deterioration in the fact that in an elective government, so 
long as men are depraved, the candidate who has most talents combined with the least 
conscience has the best chance of being elected. The vices of a republic will always he 
represented. Its virtues seldom or never, till the whole mass is pure. Thus, where there is no 
hereditary principle, or standing army to hold them up, governments, like clocks, are perpetually 
running down.24 

 
There are three orders of reputation, corresponding to the three elements which meet in 

man; the material, the intellectual, and the moral. The first kind is gained in barbarous, the 
second in civilized, and the third in christian society. The strongest savage is most esteemed by 
his tribe; the wisest philosopher, by his school; and the holiest christian by Christ. Force is the 
principle of the material; intellect, of the mental; and love, of the moral world.  

But when the gospel has made the law of love the supreme law of the earth, it will then 
dispense reputation by a scale of its own; and the concurrent force of the public opinion of the 
entire world, must fall in with and enforce the law of God, praising only the good and blaming 
only the bad. And as society draws near this perfect state, the remaining wicked must feel like 
fiends amid the blazing glories of heaven! Were this principle now to prevail throughout the 
earth, what havoc would it make of the hopes, what overturning and dashing in pieces of the 
prospects and occupations of its inhabitants! The moment an enlightened and sanctified public 
sentiment shall compel men to be respectable in order to be respected, mere physical courage 
will be no more praised in the hero than in the mastiff. Office will then cease to be the symbol of 
power, and the burden of it will equal the pay, and it must cease to be an object of desire to the 
wicked, if any should be left; for depravity can never covet what nothing but virtue can enjoy. 
Station can no longer make meanness look venerable, nor the most brilliant talents cheat 
mankind into admiration of sin. The bigot, who has nothing but his bigotry to recommend him, 
must cease to share the applause of his sect; nor can a man, made loathsome by his vices, gain 
homage by the multitude of his oppressions, or consideration by the color of his skin. But men 
"shall return and discern between the righteous and the wicked, between him that serveth God, 
and him that serveth him not."25 
 

These are the means, these the agencies by which the Millennium is to be ushered in. All 
voluntary associations for the destruction of individual vices, as licentiousness, intemperance, 
and slavery, must invariably react to purify and elevate the Church. They set before all humble 
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christians a better and holier object to strive for than the petty interests of a sect: and no church 
organization can long survive the shock of discussion which does not cast out of its communion 
each particular wickedness which these several societies expose. And when the Church of Christ 
is openly and definitely pledged against every way and practice which a worldly man loves, its 
atmosphere will be so intolerable for purity, that none can abide in it who have not true holiness 
of heart. Then “shall the mountain of the Lord's house be established in the tops of the 
mountains, and shall be exalted above the hills; add all nations shall flow unto it.” “The zeal of 
the Lord of hosts shall do this."26 
 
(Downloaded PDF April 7, 2011, from http://espace.wheaton.edu/lr/a-
sc/archives/blanchard/APerfectStateOfSociety1839.pdf)  

 

Dwight L. Moody (1837-1899) 
 
Biography: “Dwight L. Moody was a conscientious objector during the Civil War.”27 
 
Wikipedia: “Dwight Lyman Moody (February 5, 1837 - December 22, 1899), also known as 
D.L. Moody, was an American evangelist and publisher who founded the Moody Church, 
Northfield School and Mount Hermon School in Massachusetts (now Northfield Mount Hermon 
School), the Moody Bible Institute and Moody Publishers.”  
 
There has never been a time in my life when I felt I could take a gun and shoot down a fellow 
being. In this respect I am a Quaker.28 
 
A pamphlet “advertised in Moody’s Christian Worker Magazine” titled “The Word of the Cross: 
Christ Again Before the Tribunal” that was “read into a sedition trial during World War I” of 
“Clarence Waldren, a Pentecostal who was formerly a Baptist.”29 Waldren had been arrested for 
distributing the tract, which he had purchased via Moody’s magazine, and the following portion 
was read at the trial:30  
 

Surely, if Christians were forbidden to fight to preserve the Person of their Lord and 
Master, they may not fight to preserve themselves, or any city they should happen to dwell in. 
Christ has no kingdom here. His servants must not fight.  

The Christian may not go to “the front” to repel the fo—for there he is required to kill 
men. 

They [referring to the Twelve Apostles] knew the force of the Lord’s example, and 
whether to save themselves or to save others—never, never use the sword. 

Better a thousand times to die than for a Christian to kill his fellow. 
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I do not say that it is wrong for a nation to go to war to preserve its interests, but it is 
wrong to the Christian, absolutely, unutterably wrong. 

Under no circumstances can I undertake any service that has for its purpose the 
prosecution of war.31 

 

4. Presbyterian 
 
Charles Finney (1792-1875) 
 
Wikipedia: “Charles Grandison Finney (August 29, 1792 – August 16, 1875) was a leader in 
the Second Great Awakening. He has been called The Father of Modern Revivalism. Finney was 
best known as as an innovative revivalist, an opponent of Old School Presbyterian theology, an 
advocate of Christian perfectionism, a pioneer in social reforms in favor of women and blacks, a 
religious writer, and president at Oberlin College.” 
 
“Letters on Revivals–No. 23: The Pernicious Attitude of the Church on the Reforms of the 
Age” 
 

One of the most serious impediments that have been thrown in the way of revivals or 
religion and one that has no doubt deeply grieved the Spirit of God is the fact that the church to a 
very great extent has lost sight of its own appropriate work and has left it in a great measure to be 
conducted by those who are for the most part illy prepared for the work. The work to which I 
refer is the reformation of mankind. 

It is melancholy and amazing to see to what an extent the church treats the different 
branches of reform either with indifference, or with direct opposition. There is not, I venture to 
say upon the whole earth an inconsistency more monstrous, more God-dishonoring, and I must 
say more manifestly insane than the attitude which many of the churches take in respect to nearly 
every branch of reform which is needed among mankind.32 

 
Is it possible, my dearly beloved brethren, that we can remain blind to the tendencies of 

things–to the causes that are operating to produce alienation, division, distrust, to grieve away 
the Spirit, overthrow revivals, and cover the land with darkness and the shadow of death? Is it 
not time for us, brethren, to repent, to be candid and search out wherein we have been wrong and 
publicly and privately confess it, and pass public resolutions in our general ecclesiastical bodies, 
recanting and confessing what has been wrong–confessing in our pulpits, through the press, and 
in every proper way our sins as Christians and ministers–our want of sympathy with Christ, our 
want of compassion for the slave, for the inebriate, for the wretched prostitute, and for all the 
miserable and ignorant of the earth. 

May the Lord have mercy on us, my brethren.33 
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5. Seventh-day Adventists 

George W. Amadon (1832-1913) 
 
“Why Seventh-day Adventists Cannot Engage in War” (Advent Review and Sabbath Herald, 
March 7, 1865): 
 

1. They could not keep the Lord's holy Sabbath. “The seventh day is the Sabbath of the Lord 
thy God; in it thou shalt not do any work.” Ex. xx,10. Fighting, as military men tell us, is 
the hardest kind of work; and the seventh day of all days would be the least regarded in 
the camp and field.  

2. The sixth command of God's moral law reads, “Thou shalt not kill.” To kill is to take life. 
The soldier by profession is a practical violater of this precept.  But if we would enter 
into life we must “keep the commandments.” Matt. xix,17.  

3. “God has called us to peace;” and “the weapons of our warfare are not carnal.” 1 Cor. 
vii,15; 2 Cor. x,4. The gospel permits us to use no weapons but “the sword of the Spirit.”  

4. Our kingdom is not of this world.  Said Christ to Pilate, “If my kingdom were of this 
world then would my servants fight.” John xviii,36. This is most indisputable evidence 
that Christians have nothing to do with carnal instruments of war.  

5. We are commanded to love even our enemies. “But I say unto you,” says the Saviour, 
“Love your enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray 
for them that despitefully use you and persecute you.”  Matt. v,44. Do we fulfill this 
command when we blow out their brains with revolvers, or sever their bodies with 
sabres? “If any man have not the spirit of Christ he is none of his.” Rom. viii,9.  

6. Our work is the same as our Master's, who once said, “The Son of man is not come to 
destroy men's lives, but to save them.” Luke ix,56. If God's Spirit sends us to save men, 
does not some other spirit send us to destroy them?  Let us know what manner of spirit 
we are of.  

7. The New Testament command is, “Resist not evil; but whosoever shall smite thee on the 
right cheek, turn to him the other also.” Matt. vii,59. That is, we had better turn the other 
cheek than to smite them back again.  Could this scripture be obeyed on the battle field?  

8. Christ said to Peter, as he struck the high priest's servant, “Put up again thy sword.” Matt. 
xxvi,2. If the Saviour commanded the apostle to “put up” the sword, certainly his 
followers have no right to take it. Then let those who are of the world fight, but as for us 
let us pray.34 

 
[NOTE: Also available at 
http://www.adventistpeace.org/templates/System/details.asp?id=39491&PID=465408.)  
 

General Conference of Seventh-day Adventists (1865) 
 
THIRD ANNUAL MEETING - May 17, 1865 
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VOTING 

RESOLVED, That in our judgment, the act of voting when exercised in behalf of justice, 
humanity and right, is in itself blameless, and may be at some times highly proper; but that the 
casting of any vote that shall strengthen the cause of such crimes as intemperance, insurrection, 
and slavery, we regard as highly criminal in the sight of Heaven.  But we would deprecate any 
participation in the spirit of party strife. 

OUR VIEWS OF WAR 

RESOLVED, That we acknowledge the pamphlet entitled 'Extracts From the Publications 
of Seventh-day Adventists Setting Forth Their Views of the Sinfulness of War,' as a truthful 
representation of the views held by us from the beginning of our existence as a people, relative to 
bearing arms. 

OUR DUTY TO THE GOVERNMENT 

RESOLVED, That we recognize civil government as ordained of God, that order, justice, 
and quiet may be maintained in the land; and that the people of God may lead quiet and 
peaceable lives in all godliness and honesty.  In accordance with this fact we acknowledge the 
justice of rendering tribute, custom, honor, and reverence to the civil power, as enjoined in the 
New Testament.  While we thus cheerfully render to Caesar the things which the Scriptures show 
to be his, we are compelled to decline all participation in acts of war and bloodshed as being 
inconsistent with the duties enjoined upon us by our divine Master toward our enemies and 
toward all mankind. 

FIFTH ANNUAL SESSION - May 14, 1867  

RESOLVED, That it is the judgment of this Conference, that the bearing of arms, or 
engaging in war, is a direct violation of the teachings of our Saviour and the spirit and letter of 
the law of God.  Yet we deem it our duty to yield respect to civil rulers, and obedience to all such 
laws as do not conflict with the word of God.  In the carrying out of this principle we render 
tribute, customs, reverence, etc. 

SIXTH ANNUAL SESSION - May 14, 1868 

WHEREAS, In the struggle through which our country lately passed for its national 
existence, our sympathies were with our rulers and our government in their efforts to maintain 
law and order; and in view of the unsettled state of our national affairs, and of the troubles lying 
before us in the future, we shall continue to pray for those in authority, that they may have 
wisdom to govern with discretion and in the fear of God; and while we cheerfully pay tribute and 
honor to those to whom they are due, desiring to live peaceable and quiet lives, as law-abiding 
people. 

RESOLVED, That we feel called upon to renew our request to our brethren to abstain 
from worldly strife of every nature, believing that war was never justifiable except under the 



immediate direction of God, who of right holds the lives of all creatures in his hand; and that no 
such circumstance now appearing, we cannot believe it to be right for the servants of Christ to 
take up arms to destroy the lives of their fellow-men. 

 
Ellen White (1827-1915) 
 
Wikipedia: “Ellen Gould White (born Harmon) (November 26, 1827 – July 16, 1915) was a 
prolific Christian author and one of the American Christian pioneers whose ministry was 
instrumental in founding the seventh-day Sabbatarian Adventist movement that led to the rise of 
the Seventh-day Adventist Church.” “Her supporters believe she had the spiritual gift of 
prophecy as outlined in Revelation 19:10. Her Conflict of the Ages series of writings endeavor to 
showcase the hand of God in Biblical and Christian church history. This cosmic conflict, referred 
to as the ‘Great Controversy theme’, is foundational to the development of Seventh-day 
Adventist theology. Her involvement with other Sabbatarian Adventist leaders, such as Joseph 
Bates and her husband James White, would form what is now known as the Seventh-day 
Adventist Church.” 
 
“The Rebellion”35 (1863) 
 
I saw that those who have been forward to talk so decidedly about refusing to obey a draft, do 
not understand what they are talking about. Should they really be drafted, and, refusing to obey, 
be threatened with imprisonment, torture, or death, they would shrink, and then find that they 
had not prepared themselves for the emergency…. Those who would be best prepared to 
sacrifice even life, if required, rather than place themselves in a position where they could not 
obey God, would have the least to say. They would make no boast. They would feel deeply and 
meditate much, and their earnest prayers would go up to heaven for wisdom to act and grace to 
endure. Those who feel that in the fear of God they cannot conscientiously engage in this war 
will be very quiet, and when interrogated will simply state what they are obliged to say in order 
to answer the inquirer, and then let it be understood that they have no sympathy with the 
Rebellion.36 
 
I was shown that God’s people, who are His peculiar treasure, cannot engage in this perplexing 
war [the U.S. Civil War], for it is opposed to every principle of their faith. In the army they 
cannot obey the truth and at the same time obey the requirements of their officers. There would 
be a continual violation of conscience. Worldly men are governed by worldly principles. They 
can appreciate no other. Worldly policy and public opinion comprise the principle of action that 
governs them and leads them to practice the form of rightdoing. But God’s people cannot be 
governed by these motives. The words and commands of God, written in the soul, are spirit and 
life, and there is power in them to bring into subjection and enforce obedience. The ten precepts 
of Jehovah are the foundation of all righteous and good laws. Those who love God’s 
commandments will conform to every good law of the land. But if the requirements of the rulers 
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are such as conflict with the laws of God, the only question to be settled is: Shall we obey God, 
or man?37 
 
 
The Great Controversy (1888, p. 589) 
 
Satan delights in war, for it excites the worst passions of the soul and then sweeps into eternity 
its victims steeped in vice and blood. It is his object to incite the nations to war against one 
another, for he can thus divert the minds of the people from the work of preparation to stand in 
the day of God.38 
 
 
“The Kingdom of Christ” (Ellen G. White, Review and Herald, Aug. 18, 1896) 
 

[W]hen Christ came to the world to establish a kingdom, he looked upon the 
governments of men, and said, "Whereunto shall we liken the kingdom of God?" Nothing in civil 
society afforded him a comparison. The world had cast aside that class of people most needing 
care and attention; even the most earnest religionists among the Jews, filled with pride and 
prejudice, neglected the poor and needy, and some among them frowned upon their existence.   

In striking contrast to the wrong and oppression so universally practised were the mission 
and work of Christ. Earthly kingdoms are established and upheld by physical force, but this was 
not to be the foundation of the Messiah's kingdom. In the establishment of his government no 
carnal weapons were to be used, no coercion practised; no attempt would be made to force the 
consciences of men. These are the principles used by the prince of darkness for the government 
of his kingdom. His agents are actively at work, seeking in their human independence to enact 
laws which are in direct contrast to Christ's mercy and loving-kindness.  

Prophecy has plainly stated the nature of Christ's kingdom. He planned a government 
which would use no force; his subjects would know no oppression. The symbols of earthly 
governments are wild beasts, but in the kingdom of Christ, men are called upon to behold, not a 
ferocious beast, but the Lamb of God. Not as a fierce tyrant did he come, but as the Son of man; 
not to conquer the nations by his iron power, but "to preach good tidings unto the meek;" "to 
bind up the broken-hearted, to proclaim liberty to the captives, and the opening of the prison to 
them that are bound;" "to comfort all that mourn." He came as the divine Restorer, bringing to 
oppressed and downtrodden humanity the rich and abundant grace of Heaven, that by the power 
of his righteousness, man, fallen and degraded though he was, might be a partaker of divinity. 

In the eyes of the world, Christ was peculiar in some things. Ever a friend of those who 
most needed his protection, he comforted the needy, and befriended those shunned by the proud 
and exclusive Jews. The forsaken ones felt his protection, and the convicted, repentant soul was 
clothed with his salvation. And he required of his subjects that they give aid and protection to the 
oppressed. No soul that bears the image of God is to be placed at the footstool of human power. 
The greatest possible kindness and freedom are to be granted to the purchase of the blood of 
Christ. Over and over again in his teaching, Christ presented the value of true humility, showing 
how necessary it is that we exercise helpfulness, compassion, and love toward one another. 
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Christ taught that his church is a spiritual kingdom. He himself, "the Prince of peace," is 
the head of his church. In his person humanity, inhabited by divinity, was represented to the 
world. The great end of his mission was to be a sin-offering for the world, that by the shedding 
of blood an atonement might be made for the whole race of men. With a heart ever touched with 
the feelings of our infirmities, an ear ever open to the cry of suffering humanity, a hand ever 
ready to save the discouraged and despairing, Jesus, our Saviour, "went about doing good." His 
words inspired hope; his precepts awakened men to faith, and caused them to put their trust in 
him.  
 

How long God will bear with the heartless indifference shown in the treatment of men 
toward their fellow men, we cannot determine. But "whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also 
reap." If men sow deeds of love and compassion, words of comfort, hope, and encouragement, 
they will reap that which they have sown. 

Christ longs to manifest his grace, and stamp his character and image upon the whole 
world. He was offered the kingdoms of this world by the one who revolted in heaven, to buy his 
homage to the principles of evil; but he come to establish a kingdom of righteousness, and he 
would not be bought; he would not abandon his purpose. This earth is his purchased inheritance, 
and he would have men free and pure and holy. The world's Redeemer hungered and thirsted for 
sympathy and co-operation; and his earthly pilgrimage of toil and self sacrifice was cheered by 
the prospect that his longings would be satisfied, that his work would not be for naught. And 
though Satan works through human instrumentalities to hinder the purpose of Christ, there are 
triumphs yet to be accomplished through the blood shed for the world, that will bring glory to 
God and to the Lamb. His kingdom will extend, and embrace the whole world.39 

 

Alonzo T. Jones (1850-1923) & Uriah Smith (1832-1903) 
 
Wikipedia (A. T. Jones): “A.[lonzo] T.[révier] Jones (1850–1923) was a Seventh-day Adventist 
known for his impact on the theology of the church, along with friend and associate Ellet J. 
Waggoner.” “From 1901 to 1903, Jones served as president of the California Conference of the 
church. Leaving this position, he accepted an invitation to work with Dr. John Harvey Kellogg at 
the Battle Creek Sanitarium at Battle Creek, Michigan, which was under Kellogg’s directorship. 
Because Kellogg was at that time in conflict with the leadership of the church, Jones was 
counseled not to pursue this course. Coupled with tensions arising from theological opposition 
that had dogged him since the 1888 General Conference session, Jones’s association with 
Kellogg soon soured his allegiance to the Church and ceased his denominational employment 
and fellowship. Though separated from fellowship, A.T. Jones remained loyal to the doctrines of 
the Seventh-day Adventist Church until his death in 1923.” 
 
Wikipedia (Uriah Smith): “Uriah Smith (May 3, 1832 – March 6, 1903) was a Seventh-day 
Adventist author and editor who worked for the Review and Herald (now the Adventist Review) 
for 50 years.” “Uriah Smith was a gifted church leader—a teacher, writer, editor, poet, hymn 
writer, inventor, and engraver. Uriah Smith in 1863, when the General Conference was 
                                                        
39 Ellen G. White, “The Kingdom of Christ,” in The Peacemaking Remnant: Essays and Historical Documents, ed. 
Douglas Morgan (Silv: Adventist Peace Fellowship, 2005), 98‐101. 



organized, was elected its first secretary. This was a position that he subsequently held five 
different times.” 
 
“A Novel Christian Duty” (Alonzo T. Jones & Uriah Smith, Review and Herald, July 12, 1898) 
 
 In connection with the war that is now being waged with Spain, there is one amusing 
thing; and that is the efforts of the pulpits and the religious press to make it appear Christian—to 
make it fit with the sermon on the mount. 
 Recognizing the Spaniards as their enemies—they call them “our enemies”—and being 
forced to recognize that there has been, that there is yet, and that there is likely to be, 
considerable killing of them, these good “Christian” preachers and editors find considerable 
difficulty in making all this harmonize with the Lord’s direction, “Love your enemies.” 
 The Independent maintains that when the war is over, “we” will love the Spaniards just as 
much as ever, and will do only good to them. But Jesus did not say, When you have killed all the 
enemies you can kill, then love all the rest. The love of Christ—that love alone which can love 
enemies—is a love that will not allow us to kill any of them. This love loves them so that it will 
not do anything that would even lead to the killing of them. Christian love loves all enemies long 
before the war is over, long before those professing it have killed all they can of them; it loves 
them so that there can be no war against them at all. 
 A doctor of divinity publishes an article on this subject, under the text, “I say unto you, 
Love your enemies;” and his first sentence is, “Americans are confronted to-day with an entirely 
novel Christian duty.” And this “novel Christian duty” is the duty of loving their enemies while 
they are fighting them, and doing everything possible to kill all of them they possibly can! Or 
else it is the duty of fighting and killing all of their enemies they possibly can, while loving 
them! It is not decidedly clear which. However, either way, the “duty” is sufficiently novel to 
deserve notice. 
 We should say that in either case that is decidedly a novel Christian duty—so novel, 
indeed, that it is difficult to conceive how anybody who understands the first principle of 
Christianity could ever be “confronted” with it, or think that anybody could ever be confronted 
with it. 
 This doctor of divinity fears that such a novel situation threatens the “demoralization of 
our Christian consciousness.” But any Christian consciousness that will allow the possessor of it 
to kill his enemies, even going across seas to hunt them down and kill them—such a Christian 
consciousness is already absolutely demoralized. 
 Again, he says: “To love our ‘enemies’ is intelligently and actively to pity them. This we 
do. What American would stay his hand from ministering to the man wounded and suffering, 
because he is a Spaniard! Rather, we would help him the more promptly and joyfully. This much 
of Christ’s spirit we have thoroughly learned. There is no fear that Spanish prisoners of war will 
be starved or harshly treated, or even taunted.” 
 What a beautifully active Christian pity that is, indeed, that will allow the possessor of it 
to do his best to kill an “enemy,” and having succeeded in only wounding him, and so causing 
him to suffer, then stays not the hand from ministering to him, only then becomes at all active! 
 But the true question here is not, “What American would stay his hand from ministering 
to a man wounded and suffering because he is a Spaniard?” but, What Christian wound a man, 
and cause him to suffer, and that in a direct effort to kill him because he is a Spaniard, or any 
other “enemy”? 



 How much of Christ’s spirit has any man even partially, much less “thoroughly,” learned 
who will do everything he can to kill his “enemies,” and will wound and make prisoners of war 
all that he can not kill? We were Christ’s enemies; and instead of doing his best to kill us, he 
suffered us to kill him. We were enemies, but instead of wounding us, “he was wounded for our 
transgressions.” We were enemies; but instead of causing us to suffer, he suffered for us; he 
“endured the cross,” “the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God.” 
 Again, this doctor of divinity says that “Christian love does not demand that we make 
war feebly.” No; Christian love demands that its possessor shall not make war at all. “Put up 
again thy sword into his place,” is the word of the Author of Christianity, the embodiment of 
Christian love. 
 So long as men think they can be Christians, and at the same time be a part of worldly 
governments—a part of nations which do fight and will fight; which do make war, and kill all the 
enemies they can, and would and make prisoners of war all the others—just so long will they be 
confronted with that “novel Christian duty” which is so entirely novel that it works the absolute 
“demoralization of Christian consciousness” in everyone who occupies such an attitude. 
 But just as soon as men recognize the truth that Christians are not of this world, but are 
chosen out of the world; that Christians are strangers and pilgrims on the earth, seeking a 
country, even a heavenly; that no Christian can make war—that no Christian can kill even his 
enemies, even in war—just so soon will they easily be rid of the inconsistency of the “novel 
Christian duty” of doing their best to kill the “enemies” whom they “love,” and of exercising 
active Christian pity toward them only when, having failed to kill them, they are wounded and 
suffering. 
 When men will hold Christianity as that which separates from this world, and all that is 
of this world; as that which lifts them above this world, and joins them to heaven; as that which 
empties men altogether of the Spirit of this world, and fills them with the Spirit of heaven and of 
God, then this world will have a chance to know that God has sent Jesus Christ into the world, 
and has loved us as he loves Jesus Christ.40 
 
 
 
“War—The True and False Estimate” (1899) 
 
NOTE: A. T. Jones is believed to have been the author of this article. 
 
 War is the loss of all human sense; under its influence men become animals entirely…. It 
is the reversal of Christianity. 
 And yet to-day in the United States, actually the great majority of professed ministers of 
the gospel hold war to be perfectly compatible with Christianity—that Christians can go to war 
and still be Christians! 
  
 Is it not high time that there were a revival of the preaching of the gospel of peace? 
 
 Jesus Christ is the Prince of peace, not war. His gospel is the gospel of peace, not war. 
The preachers of his gospel are sent to preach “peace by Jesus Christ.” 
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 These preachers that preach war are not the ministers of Christ, whatever their profession 
may be. General Sherman, one of the greatest warriors of modern times, in the quiet of the times 
of peace, soberly declared that “war is hell.” How, then, can any Christian go to war? How can 
any Christian preach in favor of war? “Babylon is fallen, is fallen.” Apostasy, apostasy, apostasy, 
must now be written of the churches.41 

6. The Church of God (Anderson) (1898) 
 
[NOTE: More information is available at the Church of God Peace Fellowship archive: 
http://pfarchives.yolasite.com/116-years-the-church-of-god-on-war-and-peace.php.] 
 
 
"Should We Go to War?" (E. E. Byrum, Gospel Trumpet, April 14, 1898, p. 4.) 
 
Portion quoted in Proclaim Peace (Schlabach and Hughes, 115): 
 
We have recently received a number of letters concerning going to war, one of which we here 
insert. 

  
“Please answer through the Gospel Trumpet: Providing there would be war in the United 
States, would it be right for a holy man of God to go as a soldier?” 

We answer no. Emphatically no. There is no place in the New Testament where Christ gave 
instructions to his followers to take the life of a fellowman. In olden times it was “an eye for an 
eye and a tooth for a tooth. Love your neighbor and hate your enemy!” In this gospel 
dispensation it is quite different. Jesus says, “But I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless them 
that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them that despitefully use you. . . .” 
Matt. 5:44. “Avenge not yourselves . . . If thine enemy hunger, feed him, if he thirst, give him to 
drink”—not shoot him.42 
 
 

7. Pentecostalism 
 
NOTE: Notable people not covered here: Charles H. Mason, John Alexander Dowie, Charles 
Parham, Donald Gee, and Howard Carter, and Amos Dresser.43 

 

Holiness Movement Roots 

Thomas Upham (1799-1872) 
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Biography: “Upham became the first vocal pacifist to join to the Holiness Movement. Two years 
previously, Upham published his Manual on Peace, which was an absolute statement of 
pacifism. Upham called for nonparticipation in war, avoidance of war taxes, and the abolition of 
capital punishment. Arguments were taken both from nature and scripture. He advocated civil 
disobedience if necessary…”44 
 
“He examined war in the light of nature, the Old Testament, and the principles of the gospel. 
Upham drew objections to war from the New Testament and the testimony and practice of early 
Christians, and related participation in war with the millennium. He made extensive observations 
and suggestions regarding the development of international law, blockades, free shipping, private 
property, fisheries, military chaplaincy, capital punishment, and the slave trade.”45 
 
Wikipedia: “Thomas Upham (30 January 1799 – 2 April 1872) was an American philosopher, 
psychologist, pacifist, poet, author, and educator. He was an important figure in the holiness 
movement. He became influential within psychology literature and served as the Bowdoin 
College professor of mental and moral philosophy from 1825-1868.” 
 
Manual for Peace, excerpt: 
 
“While Christian soldiers mingle in its ranks and Christian chaplains pray for its success: on no 
subject is the cry louder and more urgent, ‘Touch not the unclean thing. Come out and be 
separate.’”46 
 
Free Methodist, East Michigan Conference, statement against war (1914): 
 
“War. Has Civilization perished from the earth? Have the ideals of Christianity, introduced two 
thousand years ago by the PRINCE OF PEACE, utterly failed? … The appeal to the god of brute 
force is founded upon the basest elements in the nature of men…. We are far short of the 
millennium, rather are we come to the fulfillment of prophecy in reference to the conditions 
preceding the coming of the Son of Man. We commend the efforts of the little nuclei of men who 
are endeavoring to bring about peaceful arbitration in the nations of the earth.”47 

 

Church of God of Prophecy 

Ambrose Jessup Tomlinson (1865-1943) 
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Wikipedia: “Ambrose Jessup Tomlinson (Sept. 22, 1865–Oct. 2, 1943) a former Quaker, united 
with the Holiness Church at Camp Creek in 1903. With his drive, vision, and organizational 
skills, he was elected the first general overseer of the Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee) in 
1909. He also served as the first president of the church's Lee College (1918–1922). In 1923, 
Tomlinson was impeached, causing a division which led to the creation, by followers of 
Tomlinson, of what would become Church of God of Prophecy.” 
 
“Second Coming and the Resurrection” 
 That He (the Lord) is going to return to earth is an absolute fact according to Scripture. 
And we know there is much to be done to make ready, but I must insist that the exercise of 
governmental authority and obedience thereto must not be ignored or thrust aside. Those who 
despise government will not be in the Church that the Lord presents to Himself.48 
 
“Division vs Unity” 
 This ferocious beast, this deadly poison, this mighty explosive and hell are all united in 
battle array against unity. And since discord and division exercise such unbounded authority and 
power the multitudes of mankind fall in with that dominating spirit and fall out among 
themselves and spend much of their time fighting against one another to their own detriment and 
eternal loss. Such doings are unwise, to say the least. But that is the way the world is going, and 
of course we cannot rule the world. The serious thing about division, however, is that it has 
declared war on unity, and undertakes to exercise such intensive dominating power that unity has 
but little show, even where it is of the utmost importance for it to reign supreme.49 
 
“The World Must Know the Church of Prophecy” 
 It has been said many times that the Church of God of the Bible is God’s government for 
His people on earth. There is much written in that blessed Book to verify that statement. On 
account of this fact we feel constrained and under strong obligations to talk and teach and 
instruct about it quite extensively. In fact, I feel strongly impelled to make the Church known in 
all the world because it is God’s government for His people. Because of this, I feel pressed to say 
the world must know the Church of prophecy. God’s people need government just as much as 
the American people or any other people need government…. Our government in the United 
States of America is a government by the people for the people. But the Church of God is a 
government by God for His people, and we have God’s Word, the Bible, to supply the laws, so 
this, in fact, is God’s government and makes it theocratic.50 
 
“The Awful War Seems Near”51 
 War is butchery and contrary to the spirit of Christianity. We, as a nation, make a boast of 
being a Christian nation, but how little the spirit of Christianity prevails. We are a boasting, 
proud nation, running to many excesses, and spending much of our time in mere play. In order 
for God to answer the many prayers that are constantly ascending the hill of the Lord, He will 
have to bring about a state of humility that does not now exist, and how do we know but what 
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this is to be accomplished, by passing us over into the power of satan for the destruction of our 
pride and haughtiness. 1 Cor. 5:5. 
 While the awful war seems near, the saints of God should still remember that they are not 
of this world even as their Lord was not of the world. John 17:16. Our citizenship is not here, but 
in heaven. Phil. 3:20. Jesus said if His kingdom was of this world His servants would fight, but 
as it was not, there would be no fighting for the mastery. Jno. 18:36. Therefore He was delivered 
over to His enemies and slain by them because He would not fight.  
 Here is an example for us. If our Lord could submit to His enemies and be imposed upon 
by them rather than fight, where is the authority for us to flee to arms and engage in the 
wholesale slaughter of our enemies because they are trampling upon our rights? 
 Indeed we love our country, and hope for peace and prosperity, but to level our guns and 
mow down our enemies like grass and hasten their souls to hell is not the spirit of our Master. 
And we are to follow Him. He is our example and we must follow in His steps. 1 Peter 1:21. We 
are not cowards, but we want to follow the example and teaching of our Lord. If He joined the 
army and fought for His country then we should do likewise. But as He did not do this, we can 
not. 
 Yes, the awful war seems near, but we cannot fight in carnal warfare when Jesus taught 
differently, both by precept and example. We might go on the battlefield and care for the 
wounded and dying, and lend our assistance in the hospitals, and preach to the soldiers, but we 
cannot take a gun and kill and mangle our enemies, when Jesus commands us to love them and 
do them good instead of evil. Matt. 5:44. 
 No doubt many of the saints of God are perplexed about the war problem. They are 
wondering what is right for them to do in case war is declared. Then they look still farther on and 
wonder what they should do in case the war becomes so fierce and far-reaching that they will be 
forced into the service against their will. We have but one way to determine our course. What 
would Jesus do? Ask ourselves this question and study the life and character of our blessed Jesus 
and apply it to ourselves and the problem is solved. I cannot dictate to any one in detail. Matters 
of great moment will have to be decided by the individual on the spur of the moment. The 
instructions of Jesus that were given to follow in case of being brought before magistrates and 
officers will be safe to follow in such cases: “And when they shall bring you * * * unto 
magistrates, and powers, take no thought how or what thing ye shall answer, or what ye shall 
say: For the Holy Ghost shall teach you in the same hour what ye ought to say.” Luke 12:11-12. 
Every child of God needs to get so close to God and live so in His presence that he can have the 
assistance of the Holy Ghost in these perilous times.  
 There is one thing sure, we cannot fight, but just how or what to do when the crisis comes 
to the individual will have to be determined at the moment.  
 
[N]ow is the time for us to live in constant expectancy of our Lord’s return to redeem us from 
awful tribulations that it seems are almost ready to burst forth with all the hellish fury of his 
satanic majesty. The coming of the Lord is drawing nigh; and this is an epoch the world has 
never known. 
 While the awful war is raging, and the nations are vieing with each other and engaging in 
the wholesale slaughter of men, the church must shine and bless humanity regardless of the 
world war. As members of His church, this is our duty and glorious privilege. And we must bless 
people of other nations as well as our own. There can be no respecter of persons with us. Help 



one as well as another when opportunity affords was the spirit of Him who wore the seamless 
coat. “As we have therefore opportunity, let us do good unto all men,” says Paul. Gal. 6:10. 
  
 I warn our people against enthusiasm and excitement over the war. This is a time for us to 
keep cool and continue in our efforts to evangelize the world. If there are any advantages to be 
gained in this respect by the awful world war, then we must utilize them and make progress 
while others may be giving their attention more to the war. If others who profess religion want to 
give their time and attention to the war, let them go, but we should bend all our energies to the 
one thing undivided. 
 The secular newspapers are full of the spirit of the world and calculated to inflame the 
minds of the American people with patriotic zeal. If war is declared public speakers will soon be 
infesting our country to enthuse the war spirit into our young men to induce them to volunteer to 
fight for their country, but we must guard against such things as much as possible on account of 
our religion. We have already enlisted to fight in a spiritual warfare for our Great General and 
Chief Executive and we must not betray our trust. 
 We cannot afford to forsake the work of the Lord to display our patriotic zeal and bravery 
in a war against people for whom Christ died the same as He did for us. While others may do 
this, we cannot. Our young men need to spend their energy and strength in planting the gospel 
among the Germans rather than killing them and thus sending their souls to hell. We may not be 
able to take the gospel to Germany just now, but we can go elsewhere and we trust the time will 
come before long when we can plant the Church of God on German soil. 
 I admit that there will be awful wars and blood shed, and so much that blood will flow 
down the valleys like rivers, but no where does the Scripture show that the saints of God shall 
engage in this awful carnage. The Lord is to fight our battles for us while we spread the glorious 
gospel of love and cheer to the benighted and darkened souls of men and women of earth. 
 The CHURCH MUST SHINE AND BLESS HUMANITY regardless of the world war.  
 
Now is the time for the preparation for the great day of the Lord. The signs are so plain that we 
need not be in darkness nor in doubt about the time in which we are living. 
 When we know of this and how the time is short, we cannot afford to idle away our 
moments by taking an active hand in the world war, nor spend our strength and energies in that 
kind of service when we should spend and be spent for God and His beautiful Church.52  
 
“The War Draft”53 
 Our men that come within the age limit of the conscript law should be sure to register on 
June 5, according to the law, and enter a plea for exemption on the grounds that the church of 
which they are members objects to its members going to war. 
 All should remember that the Church of God stands for peace and against war, and we 
cannot take up arms and go on the battle field and fight. If our men are selected in the draft, and 
they find no exemption, then they should plead for a place in the hospitals, relief corps, as 
chaplains or anything else besides taking a gun and going on the battle field to fight. 
 If men will fight and get wounded, of course it is our duty as Christians to render 
assistance to the wounded and dying, but we cannot kill. 
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 We must obey the laws of our country so long as they do not conflict with the laws of 
God and His Christ, but when the laws of our country are made to oppose the laws of the Bible 
we have to obey God and submit to the penalty. 
 Read Rom. 13:1-7, Acts 4:18-20, Acts 5:28, 29, Dan. 3:15-18, Dan. 6:10-13. 
 We must pray earnestly and expect God to manage some plan to keep us out of the war 
and off the battlefield unless it is to assist the wounded and dying. I believe God will help us as 
we go on with our special line of work which is the spread of the glorious gospel of our Savior.54 
 
“Days of Perplexity”55 
 This war draft law, and the war itself, are giving our people much concern. We cannot 
fight and we are sometimes at a loss to know just where to draw the line. We are helping in the 
war by paying high prices for food and clothing, but these are necessities and we cannot refuse to 
purchase them. 
 We are helping in the war by using the mails and purchasing postage stamps, but we 
cannot stop our correspondence. We are helping in the war by borrowing money at banks and 
purchasing revenue stamps, but many of our people are in debt and are compelled to get small 
loans occasionally. 
 We are helping in the war when we work in the coal mines and dig coal for the 
government and for companies. The farmer and truck grower, the merchant and mechanic are not 
exempt from assisting in the war. It makes scarcely any difference what one engages in now he is 
helping in the war more or less in some way. 
 
 But we say we cannot kill; this is true, and yet indirectly we are lending our assistance in 
the very thing our conscience condemns. We are helping to pull the triggers that fire the guns 
that take the lives of our fellowmen. We do not want to do this, but it is forced upon us. Our 
people know of all this and they are perplexed about it, and they want to know what to do about 
it. 
 
 There is no use trying to deny this, it is too true. But it is in our hearts to bless and curse 
not. (Rom. 12:14.) We do not want to kill and mangle our fellowmen, and we do not intend to do 
it directly, but we are lending our assistance in this matter perhaps in a thousand ways. 
 
 We have succeeded in getting some of our men exempt from the firing line, but it places 
them in other positions that aid the war, and this cannot be avoided unless we decide to refuse to 
serve the government in any line and take the consequences. Then to do this it would be difficult 
to draw the line and know just where to stop. 
 
 Some are afraid to accept too much and sign too many papers for the government for fear 
they will accept the mark of the beast, and they would die rather than do this knowingly. But 
they do not know, and this is cause for perplexity. The way we have to do to purchase fuel in the 
cities, and the war taxes and registrations all look frightful to our people who are conscientious 
and want to please the Lord. They do not want to submit to anything that will cause them to lose 
their souls. 
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 There is one thing special to which I wish to call attention right here. When Jesus was 
asked, “Is it lawful to give tribute to Caesar, or not?” Jesus called for a penny. When they had 
brought it to Him “He saith unto them, Whose is this image and superscription? And they said 
unto Him, Caesar’s. And Jesus answering said unto them, Render to Caesar the things that are 
Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s” (Mark 12:15-16.) 
 By the above incident we believe Jesus furnishes us with a fair explanation of our duty 
under the present circumstances. The government requires certain taxes, so we will have to pay 
them where required in order to continue our work in spreading the gospel. We are not 
responsible for what the tax is used. When Jesus was required to pay tribute He did not ask for 
what purpose the tribute money was to be used. He only sent Peter out after a fish to get the 
money to pay it. If it had been used for war it would have been the same with Jesus. He was 
sending to Caesar the things that were Caesar’s. This is the way we will have to do. 
 We do not approve of capital punishment for criminals, but we pay our tax and this helps 
to pay salaries to officers that execute the laws, one of which is to hang or electrocute certain 
criminals. War is a wholesale slaughter while hanging and electrocuting are only occasional, but 
the principle is the same. 
 I would not serve in an office where I would be compelled to take a life when the law 
said do it. I could not take a gun and fire it at my fellow men even at the command of a military 
officer. I could submit to the penalty inflicted upon me for refusing, but I cannot kill. I doubt if I 
could take the obligation to become a soldier in the first place. I do not say that others should 
not. There is a stopping place, but it may not be necessary for me to mark the line. If our men are 
forced into the fighting lines it will be considered by us as a mark of persecution. If our 
government wishes to lower its standard of freedom of conscience and attempt to compel us to 
fight when we refuse, we cannot prevent it, but we will be obliged to enter the fact upon the 
pages of history as persecution if they inflict penalties upon us when we politely refuse to kill. 
 We are facing some very grave problems. We do not know the final results, but God is 
going to give us grace and wisdom. We are in the world, but not of the world. While we are here 
we must obey the laws of the country in which we live so long as those laws do not require us to 
disobey God, then God must be first even if the penalty is inflicted upon us. This is God’s word. 
Here is where we must stand. We must be loyal to God and to one another. We must stick close 
together now in these days of perplexity, and trust God to give us the necessary wisdom and 
love. I believe He will do it. 
 Surely, surely, we will put aside everything that has the least tendency to create friction 
or crosses between individuals, and stand firmly knit together in love. We must lovingly and 
tenderly bear with one another in our misunderstanding.  In speaking of one another to others we 
should use the most endearing terms, and when we talk together a good sweet spirit should 
always prevail. 
 I wish I could emphasize that sweet word “love,” but I would much rather exalt the 
experience and the importance of having it in our lives. “Love never faileth.” We need 
something that will not fail now in these days of perplexity. Everything else may fail in these 
days of peril, but this one thing will stand. “And now abideth faith, hope, love, these three; but 
the greatest of these is love.” (1 Cor. 13:13.)56 
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NOTE: The following quote by Tomlinson was reconstructed from this link 
http://helapingsten.wordpress.com/2009/11/27/krig-del-12-den-tidiga-pingstrorelsens-pacifism/ 
and a 2-page PDF I received from Dixon Pentecostal Research Center. The paragraphs come 
from his 1913 work, Answering the Call of God. 
 

My interest in politics vanished so rapidly that I was almost surprised at myself when 
campaign year came around and found nothing in me craving the excitement of conventions, 
rallies and public speakings. I was so taken up with Jesus, and so bent on electing Him, that one 
day as I was walking along the road two gentlemen met me and shouted out just like I had 
usually done, “Hurrah for M—!” With hardly a thought, and no premeditation, and yet with real 
enthusiasm, I shouted back to him, “Hurrah for Jesus!” He was so startled and amazed that as he 
rode on and looked back at me he looked as if he wondered if I had just escaped from the lunatic 
asylum. But he said no more, and went on. 

My friends and neighbors begged me to at least go to the polls and vote, but I said, “No, I 
will only vote for Jesus.” Their kindness, their friendship, their entreaties and reasoning had no 
more effect on me than if I had been in another world. I was dead to the world and the world was 
dead to me. I never have taken any part in politics since, nor gone to the polls and cast a ballot.57 

 

Assemblies of God 
 
“On April 28th, 1917, with the entry of the United States into World War I, the Executive and 
General Presbytery of the Assemblies of God passed a resolution which was to remain their 
‘official’ position on war until 1967.”58 It reads: 
 
Assemblies of God Policy on War – 1917 
 

Resolution Concerning the Attitude of the General Council of the Assemblies of God 
Toward any Military Service which Involves the Actual Participation in the Destruction of 
Human Life. 

While recognizing Human Government as of Divine ordination and affirming our 
unswerving loyalty to the Government of the United States, nevertheless we are constrained to 
define our position with reference to the taking of human life. 
 WHEREAS, in the Constitutional Resolution adopted at the Hot Springs General 
Council, April 1-10, 1914, we plainly declare the Holy Inspired Scriptures to be the all-sufficient 
rule of faith and practice, and 
 WHEREAS the Scriptures deal plainly with the obligations and relations of humanity, 
setting forth the principles of "Peace on earth, good will toward men." (Luke 2:14); and 
 WHEREAS we, as followers of the Lord Jesus Christ, the Prince of Peace, believe in 
implicit obedience to the Divine commands and precepts which instruct us to "Follow peace with 
all men," (Heb. 12:14); "Thou shall not kill," (Exod. 20:13); "Resist not evil," (Matt. 5:39); 
"Love your enemies," (Matt.5:44): etc. and 
 WHEREAS these and other Scriptures have always been accepted and interpreted by our 
churches as prohibiting Christians from shedding blood or taking human life; 
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 THEREFORE we, as a body of Christians, while purposing to fulfill all the obligations of 
loyal citizenship, are nevertheless constrained to declare we cannot conscientiously participate in 
war and armed resistance which involves the actual destruction of human life, since this is 
contrary to our view of the clear teachings of the inspired Word of God, which is the sole basis 
of our faith.59 
 

Arthur Sidney Booth-Clibborn (1855-1939) 
 
Biography: “Born: February 20, 1855, Moathe, County Westmeath, Ireland. Died: February 12, 
1939, Islington, London, England. Son of linen mill owner James Clibborn, Arthur attended 
schools in France and Switzerland, graduating from Lausanne University. Though raised a 
Quaker, he joined the Salvation Army (SA), and went to Paris, France, in 1881, where he edited 
the paper Avant. The next year, he began organizing SA meetings in Geneva, Switzerland. He 
changed his name to Booth-Clibborn in 1887 after marrying Catherine Booth, eldest daughter of 
SA founder William Booth. The two of them worked for the SA in France, Switzerland, Belgium 
and Holland. In 1901, Arthur left the SA to join American evangelist John Dowie. Author of 
over 300 and hymns” (http://www.hymntime.com/tch/bio/b/o/o/booth-clibborn_as.htm). 
 
“Booth-Clibborn was born in a family with a 250-year ancestry of Quakers. As a young man, he 
became a Quaker minister…. As missionaries in Europe for the despised Salvation Army, they 
were often persecuted; on numerous occasions they spent time in jail for preaching the gospel 
and trying to help the poor…. Booth-Clibborn argued, like the Quakers, that the loss of pacifism 
in the church occurred at the time of Constantine and was solely the result of the great 
apostasy…. Booth-Clibborn also related pacifism to his eschatology. He was in no sense given to 
optimism. Instead, he held to a premillennial pessimism…. Since Booth-Clibborn held that this 
was the time of the end, and the solution to wars would only come with the second advent of 
Christ, he had no desire to link arms with secular pacifists in the cause of peace. It was futile for 
Christians to impose their rules of conduct on the world…. The Christian’s place was to declare 
the insanity of war and participate in the war for converts. Carnal war was adverse to Christian 
missions, which were based on a love for all nations.”60 
 
Wikipedia: “Commissioner Arthur Sydney Booth-Clibborn (née Clibborn) (1855 – 20 February 
1939) was a pioneering early Salvation Army officer in France and Switzerland, and the husband 
of Kate Booth, the oldest daughter of General William and Catherine Booth.” “After becoming 
Pentecostals in 1906 the Booth-Clibborns together continued preaching and spreading the Gospel 
as travelling evangelists in Europe, the United States, and Australia for the rest of their lives.” 
 
Sections from his 1914 book, Blood against Blood: 
 
[NOTE: This book is promoted in the Oct. 1, 1915 edition of Word and Witness. “A most 
striking, realistic and forceful book by Arthur Sidney Booth-Clibborn, an English Pentecostal 
Evangelist and Elder who has put into words the principles burning in the hearts of all the 
                                                        
59 “Assemblies of God Policy on War 1917,” Weekly Evangel, August 4, 1917, 6. Quoted in Jay Beaman, Pentecostal 
Pacifism, 24. 
60 Beaman, Pentecostal Pacifism, 41‐43. 



Pentecostal saints on the subject of whether a Christian should go to war or not. This book 
presents war from a Christian standpoint and is not intended for those out of Christ. Should the 
United States go to war with Germany, or any other nation, what shall be the attitude of the 
Pentecostal people. Send for a copy of this wonderful book and then make a decision.”61] 
 
 
War is madness. 
 Quickly,—before any of the sophisms of modern “Christian” civilisation about war being 
a necessary evil, and killing being lawful and glorious when organised on a sufficiently vast 
scale and decorated with such names as patriotism and progress;—quickly, before any such 
questions could be thrashed out in that honest rustic brain, before black could be argued white, 
the bare horrid truth had acted with the power and precision of an arsenal steam-hammer, the 
supreme unreasonableness of the whole bloody business had produced such an overwhelming 
reaction that reason itself collapsed under the shock: and just as man had met man and murdered 
him on that hill side, so reason had met reason and murdered it in that brain.62 
 
 In war all things are inverted. Many a vice becomes a virtue. Lying and spying is part of 
the patriotic work for which Christian governments secretly pay great sums of money to 
individuals of other nations, while ready to shoot individuals of their own nationality for similar 
services rendered to the “enemy.” 
 The stabbing and shooting which is wrong to the individual in private life, becomes right 
in international quarrels. Reason must admit to a thousand wrenches, and accept a whole 
education in false philosophy and specious sophistry before it can accommodate itself to war, its 
principles, its scenes and associations. 
 Here, nearly all the laws of social life are suspended, the ties of home violated, the very 
idea of humanity being one great family is denied, in the obligation laid upon husbands and 
fathers to slay other husbands and fathers, and thus destroy humanity in its very centre—the 
home.63 
 
 War is therefore a mass of hideous contradictions, and an outrage upon reason and 
common sense. 
 There are no contradictions in true Christianity. War is therefore anti-Christian in all its 
forms. The testimony of the fathers of the Church was unanimous in this respect, and in 
Reformation days, Erasmus boldly repeated that testimony, saying, “Christ in disarming Peter, 
disarmed every soldier.” “The weapons of our warfare are not carnal, but spiritual,” said Paul, in 
describing the central principle of the overcoming of evil in the world. The words of Christ 
“Love your enemies” are absolute. They embody his description of the spirit animating the 
children of God on earth, as opposed to that controlling the children of the world. And why? 
“That ye may be the children of your Father who is in heaven, who maketh His sun to shine upon 
the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and on the unjust.” And in describing the 
heathen—the unregenerate,—he  said: “If ye love them who love you, what reward have ye, do 
not even the heathen the same.” The difference then between the heathen and the Christian is an 
essential difference in spirit and disposition and in the means employed to remedy the evils in the 
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world: to the heathen it is carnal power and worldly war, expressed in hatred and ending in 
death; to the Christian it is spiritual power and gospel war, expressed in love and ending in life. 
 In the one, man sacrifices his neighbour and sheds blood; in the other, man sacrifices 
himself and lets his own blood be shed. In the one it is Cain; in the other it is Abel.64 
 
 One of the signs of the apostasy in the book of Revelation was that the wicked woman 
arrayed in scarlet—the false bride of Christ,—was seated upon the beast—the beast of carnal 
force and national power. The power of the gospel message to the world and its authority upon 
mankind must have therefore been seriously reduced wherever Christian Churches or 
Associations have sanctioned war.65  
 
 War is therefore like Christianity—an absolute system. It admits of no discounting, no 
attenuation. To acknowledge war to be right in some cases is to give away the whole case, and 
surrender the very citadel of Christianity. “From whence come wars and fightings,” asks James, 
and he answers “From lusts.” “No,” say some Christians, “from patriotic duty.” But the very 
word patriotism, as used in war, is anti-Christian, for it denies the brotherhood of man, and 
therefore denies the fatherhood of God.66 
 
 This is the one final test of true Christianity: the life—the willingness to sacrifice it as a 
martyr rather than save it in killing others. It is not necessary to live, but it is necessary to do 
right. Better to die than lie; better to suffer than to sin. 
 And thus it is that in the Revelation, where we read of the mighty lost of the overcomers 
standing before the throne, we find their career described in these wonderful and comprehensive 
words, beginning at the blood of Christ shed for their salvation, and ending after a life of 
testimony, in their own blood shed in bringing salvation to others.67 
 
 And at the present hour, when the Christian host is being admittedly driven back 
spiritually in so many spheres, should not the most extreme faith and practice of early 
Christianity be brought into the field; that category which declares all carnal war to be wrong, 
and creates willingness to lay down life if needs be in the spiritual war?68 
 
 The question is one of life and death, of right and wrong, and is far too solemn to allow 
any considerations but those of principle to occupy a moment’s thought. It is not a matter of 
persons or policies, it is not a political question or one of sect, party or ism; it is one which 
towers far above and far beyond all such considerations, it is one which goes right back to the 
fountain head of our faith, even to Calvary, to Christ, and to the blood of the Covenant. In the 
question is war right or wrong for the Christian, the safety of the very citadel of Christianity 
itself is involved.69 
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 Let us, therefore, as we look at the question in some of its most tragical aspects, lift our 
minds above the fogs of prejudice or party, of politics or nationality, let us do so as overcomers, 
whose spiritual stature makes their heads come over the little partitions which separate nations 
and organisations,—enabling them to examine universal truth in a spirit of universal love, and 
recognise fellow men everywhere and brethren in those born again.70 
 

Christian war involves a double denial of the central law of both natural and supernatural 
being—life reproduced by love. The worldling knows only one kind of brotherhood—that in 
Adam. The Christian knows two, that in Adam and that in Christ. In war the worldling denies 
one kind of tie in killing his fellow-creature; the Christian denies two kinds—he kills his fellow-
creature and his fellow-Christian. War is thus shown to be at least twice as evil for the Christian 
as for the worldling. But if we take into account the incalculable difference between the temporal 
and the eternal, then the participation in these hatred-breeding, life-destroying, infidel-making 
scenes of carnage is infinitely worse in the converted than in the unconverted.71 
 
 Were a system required to ensure the spiritual blinding and backsliding of simple-minded 
Christians, and to march them back into deeper sin than that which they had left, none could 
have been devised more perfectly adapted to the end in view, than that of war, the military 
system, and official association with the empires of earth and their cruel quarrels.72 
 
 Earthly empires have always sought to insure their own lives and perpetuation in power 
at all costs. They are actuated by purely animal or beast instincts. They can know nothing of 
Calvary. The sword is their natural emblem, for it embodies their policy of insurance. They must 
crucify the Christ principle, whose central force is a life insurance of an exactly opposite kind.73 
 
 Yes, the simple-hearted Christian convert instinctively sees war to be wrong by the sight 
he has had of Calvary, and feels it to be wrong because the steel tool and the cold, clammy hand 
of death do not strike him as being his natural fellow-workers, in spreading over earth that life-
giving gospel which is the only force in which he has really any more interest. 
 All else is to him but a means to serve that life-giving work, just as all things else seemed 
to Napoleon but necessarily subservient to his end of personal universal dominion “for the good 
of mankind.” Thus the object of this book is to help keep the newly converted from being 
perverted.74 
 
 And thus generation after generation hands on the lie as it is in Cain, or the truth as it is in 
Christ, the false “glory” of empire and the sword, or the true glory of the cross and of Pentecost; 
and each profits by all the accumulated lessons of its brief presence upon the stage of human life, 
to extend its own principle into the next generation at an even higher degree or carnal or spiritual 
power. 
 Let us rest assured that God will claim a higher service of the cross from his seers of the 
rising generation than from all the preceding ones. Why should not every newly converted 
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Christian be kept from the horrors of the past fifteen centuries, by being told from the first hour 
of his first love, that the first Christians refused to bear arms and were right in so doing. 

This result can never be attained by studying any human standards of right and wrong, 
but by a careful painstaking study of the Scriptures. There we find “the mind of Christ.”75 

 
Calvary shows us that the world renders us just as much evil as we render it good. The 
proportion remains the same in every true Christian’s life. And if he, by training or 
circumstances, has more foresight than some others, and knows from God’s word that certain 
roots must bear certain fruits eventually, then his foresight will be his greatest offence in the eyes 
of men of Earth Empire. Should he, even in their own true interests, and in order to serve them 
on the highest plane possible, oppose their follies in the name of the Word of God, he will be 
treated as a madman in exact proportion to his heavenly wisdom. When he refuses to adopt 
carnal methods, or when he resists systematised sinning by disobedience to his rulers, he will be 
accused of breaking the gospel law of non-resistance…76 
 
Should any young Christian read this who is thus bound by human “law,” made in open defiance 
of God’s law, let him remember how small, how trifling in the sight of God are the Empires of 
this world. Let him remember that he belongs to the innumerable company of the redeemed, of 
which the immense majority are invisible, but encompass him about as a great cloud of 
witnesses. Let him remember that he is not merely a child of time, but a child of eternity. Let him 
set divine Law above human destroying decrees….and no man will ever be really a law-breaker 
who puts divine Law above all else.77 
 
 Thus the Christ of Calvary, and not the Caesars of earth’s thrones, must be the leader and 
commander of God’s people in this question of war as in all other vital matters.78 
 
 The Christian soldier is obliged to set the orders of his general above those of Christ in 
His sermon on the Mount, and to love his own life so much more than that of his fellow Christian 
in the hostile host that he must shoot him. If, in a spirit of love or self-sacrifice, he allowed 
himself to be shot and crippled in battle rather than shoot his “comrade” enemy, he would break 
his vow of loyalty to his king in keeping that of loyalty to Christ. He would sin in the military 
sense. He is, therefore, expected to shoot all the more conscientiously because he is a Christian.79 
 
 What great proof can we have of the true character of war than the endless amount of 
argument, yes, and of sophistry, which is required in order to reconcile it in the least degree with 
the Sermon on the Mount. And if its teachers and the spirit and lives of Christ and the Apostles 
did not condemn war, how is it that the vast majority of Christians in the first two centuries 
refused to bear arms? If war is right for Christians, so also are slavery and duelling, for there is 
no explicit declaration against these in the New Testament. The fact is so plain that he who runs 
can read:—The whole of the New Testament is opposed to all war, being opposed to the spirit 
which engenders war, and the whole of the Old Testament is opposed to Christian war because 
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its Mosaic wars were types of the spiritual conflict, just as its sacrificed lambs were types of 
Christ. The sword when divinely ordered killed unbelievers and Israelitish idolaters equally with 
the heathen, and its judgments were the outward symbol of the action in the moral sphere of 
universal Law, such as the law of Gravitation, which is no respecter of persons. Those wars 
expressed the truth, “the soul that sinneth it shall die.” Far from justifying our “Christian” war, 
they all unite to condemn it. Apply their terrible and absolute injunctions to our modern armies, 
and every unbeliever, every liar, every licentious soldier, every gambling hussar, would have to 
be killed straight off unless he sought refuge in submission to God, and in shelter under some 
symbol of Calvary such as were the Jewish sacrifices in their day. 
 Oh! incredible perversion of all the central truths of the Bible, the attempt to justify the 
horrors of our modern selfish wars by the unselfish religion of a holy God!80 
 
The Christian’s place is with the Lamb of God, and not with wolf force in any form. His place in 
this fallen world is the cross, not the throne, humble service to the last and the least, and not 
national glory.81 
 
Conscience must never be sacrificed to a government. We must not kill because emperors order 
it82 
 
 And so the Christian (for I write for our “class” alone) must be for or against war, with 
all his heart. No half measures are possible for him except he consent to add a deeper darkness to 
that already surrounding him, by contributing that of a paganised Christianity to existing 
paganisms…. Nothing can be clearer on this point than the words of our Lord. The terms He uses 
are always absolute and final. Darkness or light, life or death, truth or lie, saving one’s life or 
losing it—heaven or hell—and may we not now, as the summary of His life and teaching add—
salvation war or destruction war.83 
 
 What is the force of an earthly regiment? Its entire surrender to the service of King and 
country. The men conquer because they are willing to die. This is what brings them into closest 
contact with the enemy in the bayonet charge, into the place where they can kill. The same is true 
of the apostolic Christian. He gets into the closest contact with the “enemy,” because he is 
determined to save even should he get killed in the attempt. How awful then that Christian lives 
of such salvation-value should be thrown away in these hideous wars of Earth Empire.84 
 
 And so we are “left without excuse.” If we take Calvary and Christianity seriously the 
whole question is settled in an instant. Sincerity is all that is required. Unshakable uprightness of 
heart makes duty clear. Christ gave Himself for us. We give ourselves for humanity. We do 
exactly what the worldly soldiers do in their wars. We sacrifice our lives if need be; but we kill 
no one. All complications disappear once this point is made plain.85 
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What the world needs is a body of men not afraid to die, who are determined to owe it nothing, 
and who will not let their roots become so deeply fastened into its vested interests that their 
spiritual life will be compromised by any obligations not to disturb its false peace, or its real 
war.86 
 
 Life and death are extreme things. To love your neighbour as yourself, or to pass a 
bayonet through his chest, may be safely looked upon as being opposites. “To save life or to 
destroy it” are not things bearing much resemblance. Between converting a man and killing him 
there certainly lies a considerable distance.87 
 

You consider all blood-shedding war by Christians to be wrong? 
Yes, absolutely. 
On what do you base this conviction? 

On the Word of God, as given in the Old and New Testaments, upon the fact that Christ our King 
shed His Blood to stop all sin, and therefore all blood-shedding, and upon the very spirit of 
Christianity. 
 What are the principle passages of Scripture which may be quoted in support of this 
view? 
 “Thou shalt not kill!” (Exod. xx. 13.)88 
 
 Will you give some other passages which definitely forbid war?89 
 Matt. 5:39, 44, 46, 48; 7:12; 2 Cor. 10:4; Eph. 6:12; John 18:36; Rom. 12:10, 17, 19, 20, 
21; James 4:1.90 
 
 But what of the words “render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and unto God 
the things that are God’s”? 
 The utmost that anyone can adduce from this passage in favour of war, is that the body 
born within the bounds of an empire must, if needs be, be surrendered to the sovereign at his call. 
But that is precisely what the Christian does, in allowing himself to be shot down by his king’s 
orders rather than shoot. He does not resist Caesar bodily, or seek to kill him to save his own life 
or even to preserve himself or his fellows from military service, or from the tyranny of an 
autocratic government.91 
 
 But have not Christian wars been raging for many hundreds of years? 
 Yes, they commenced when Christianity began to be Paganised, and it seems almost 
incredible that the chief seal of their “lawfulness” set upon them by history (yes, and quoted by 
sincere Christian historians), is that absurd and monstrous legend of the vision of the Roman 
Emperor Constantine, who was supposed to have seen a flaming cross hanging in the sky above 
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his murdering legions, and who interpreted it into an order to become Christian,—and a fighting 
one! Is it possible that such fables still find credence?92 
 
 But might not the consequences by very serious to life and property if we were all to put 
in practice such commands as those you have quoted? 
 Yes, certainly, but there is not a word in the Bible to say that we are to preserve our lives 
or our property by any wrong means, or that we are to hesitate for one moment to offer them to 
the service of the Kingdom of God, or to lose them if needs be in that Blessed Service. Christians 
are treated in the Bible as the loyal subjects of the King of Heaven. We live in a rebel, and 
therefore a fallen world, and should thus consider ourselves as liable at any moment to be 
martyred.93 
 
 But are not these wars necessary for the spread of civilisation and the opening up of 
heathen countries? 
 Yes, if we could consider that organised lying or theft would be necessary. 
 It is quite true that God’s people use the roads made by Empires. God used a Roman ship 
to take Paul to the shores of Italy and a Roman road to take him to the capital. This is part of the 
indirect providential administration of God, which is quite distinct from His direct 
administration resulting from obedience to His laws in the lives of His true subjects. God, 
indirectly, by the laws of chemistry, makes the powder explode in the pistol of the assassin. But 
is it God who has committed the murder?94 
 
 But do you think war will be abolished by Christianity at is present rate of progress? 
 No. But that has nothing to do with our individual duty.95 
 
 There exists a widespread and ever-extending anti-military movement on the Continent 
of Europe. It is non-Christian, political, partly social-democratic, partly anarchistic. It is an 
extension to the present social conditions and an application of the principles underlying the 
French Revolution. 
 The working classes claim that they pay most in blood and labour to support war, and that 
the middle and upper classes profit most by it. 
 This anti-war movement is thus a declaration of war in another form,—war between the 
masses and the classes. It has nothing to do with Christianity. Its “peace principles” must not, 
therefore, be confounded with those of the gospel of Christ, nor its anti-militarism with that of 
primitive and pure Christianity. 
 This book is not anti-military in the ordinary sense. It is simply pro-Christian. 
 The first is merely negative, and therefore productive of as little good to humanity as is 
war—that other supreme expression of mere negation. 
 It is opposed to wars of destruction simply because it advocates the war of Salvation, and 
believes it to be the only true remedy to the ills from which fallen humanity suffers. It is loyal to 
all kings alike in being loyal to the King of kings, who “came not to destroy men’s lives, but to 
save them.” 
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It centres around the truth that the blood shed on Calvary obviates all further blood-
shedding by Christians. For it would be futile and offensive to lay down any law or rule of 
conduct for worldlings. Sin and worldliness have their own invariable and inevitable laws…. It 
would be folly to ask worldlings to accept Christian peace principles while living in a state of 
sin, rebellion and war against God.96 

 
True Christianity is alone true science, because it deals with causes, not effects, with 

roots, not fruits. It removes sin instead of merely suppressing it. It cleanses it away instead of 
gilding it over. It destroys war by destroying the spirit which engenders war. 

All peace principles, therefore, which are not absolutely Christian, are absolutely illusory, 
and consequently create in the long run a worse state of things than that which they profess to 
remedy. The Christian who supports them proves thereby that he has not full confidence in the 
efficacy of his own system and his own Lord and Master. In other words, he has not faith. He 
helps in the self-deception of the unregenerate. He aids them in creating some fresh “fool’s 
paradise.”97 

 
True Christianity is heresy to the worldly and their kings. Worldliness is heresy to the true 
Christian and to his King. All that is required is for each to be true in his own sphere. “It is 
required of a steward that he be faithful.” The worldling must be true to blood-shedding 
principles and doctrines, the Christian to those of the Blood shed.98 
 
 The spiritual drives out the carnal by a natural process. For the individual to put on peace 
principles as a cloak, or to accept them as a doctrinal legacy from ancestors, or from some 
particular denomination of Christians, without a corresponding intensity of divine war principles 
and practices, would be an anomaly. A truth, which is not personally experienced as life, is 
inoperative and self-deceiving. It has an element of unreality. It does not fit with facts. But the 
converse is also true: wherever there is a revival of the spirit of apostolic Christianity, there also 
appears a revival of the conviction and testimony that war is anti-Christian. 
 The breaking on all hands of the bonds uniting Church and State is significant. War has 
always been bad for Christianity, and Christianity bad for war. Each has handicapped the other; 
each has hindered its unnatural associate, in the full development of his own character.99 
 
 One of the thoughts uppermost in the mind of the writer in issuing this volume is that we 
are now in the closing period of this Dispensation. The Scriptures clearly indicate that the end of 
the age would have a Laodicean character.100 

 

Samuel H. Booth-Clibborn (n.d.) 
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Biography: Son of Arthur Sidney Booth-Clibborn. [NOTE: I found virtually no biographical 
information for Samuel. He is not in Wikipedia or Ch. 3 in Jay Beaman’s Pentecostal Pacifism.] 
 
Sections from his 1917 book, Should a Christian Fight?: 
 
“Part One: Reasons Why a Christian Should Not Fight” 
 
Reason I. A Christian should not fight because through conversion or regeneration he has been 
born again into the kingdom of God and his citizenship is now in heaven. “For our citizenship is 
in heaven” (Phil. 3:20, R. V.). He must  therefore obey first the law of heaven which is the law of 
love as opposed to that of revenge and slaughter; this latter often becoming the law of his 
country when at war. The Bible says: “Seek ye first the kingdom of God and His righteousness” 
(Matt. 6:33), that is, we must put the claims of the kingdom of God far above those of our earthly 
country. They should come before those of earthly governments and when the governments 
happen to contradict them, as in war, the claims of the heavenly kingdom should always have the 
preference. 

What are the laws of the kingdom of heaven? What say the Scriptures? Throughout they 
are summed up in one word, “Love,” it being the fulfillment of the law.101 
 
Reason II. Because through the same blessed experience of regeneration the Christian has been 
baptized into “the Body of Christ” and now, as a member of that Body, he must love its other 
members irrespective of their nationality…. 
 Therefore, we are all members of one mystical Body of which Christ is the Head. If we 
are all brethren of the “household of faith,” how can we hate and kill each other, which we are 
bound to do when fighting for our respective countries? What right have these countries to drag 
us into such a crime? Shall these doomed nations, who are compared in Daniel and Revelation to 
wild beasts, continue to tear asunder the Body of Christ? No! We, as Christians, must stand 
together and refuse to partake in their iniquity.102 
 
Reason III. Because Christ sent His disciples into all the world, not to improve society by means 
of laws, nor to settle international quarrels by means of wars but only to save men. This is the 
command He gave them, “Go ye into all the world and preach the Gospel to every creature” 
(Mark 16:15). The world-wide Evangelical Missionary Movement of the last century has been 
founded and kept up on this command. Just as the nations send their soldiers to the ends of the 
world to kill, so the Church has sent hers to save. Therefore, how can a missionary who has been 
laboring in a foreign land to save the heathen, suddenly turn around and kill the very same 
people because his earthly country happens to be at war with them?103 
 
Reason IV. Because Christ instituted one supreme test whereby His genuine followers would 
always be known, “By this shall all men know that ye are My disciples if ye have love one to 
another” (John 13:35). Mark, they were not to be recognized as His disciples only by their 
religious feelings, or experiences, or knowledge, or denominations, or doctrines, but by their love 
to one another. Nothing short of fervent, intense, Divine love was to characterize them. He well 
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knew that they could not possess this Divine love but through genuine salvation, and also that the 
world would notice that characteristic sooner than any other, for the simple reason that love 
Divine is not manufactured down here, but bears the mark “made in heaven” and can be bought 
only with “the blood of the lamb.” 
 But just as love is the chief feature of the kingdom of heaven, so hate is that of warring 
nations. Now, can fervent love and bitter hate dwell together in God’s child? Impossible.104 
 
Reason V. Because war is a form of judgment on sin as well as one of its consequences, and the 
true Christian, having been already judged in Christ, therefore escapes that judgment. “The 
wages of sin is death,” but war brings death, therefore wars, like earthquakes, cyclones, etc., are 
but forms of outward judgment, God having so ordered things that sin automatically brings its 
own punishment with it. This truth is also brought out in the following passages, 
 “Be not deceived; God is not mocked: for whatsoever a man soweth, that shall he also 
reap” (Gal. 6:7). 
 For over twenty years the rulers of each nation have sown fear, suspicion, prejudice and 
hatred among their people regarding other nations (I know whereof I speak, having actually lived 
in eight countries now at war), and now they are reaping hogsheads of blood.105 
 
Reason VI. The Christian should not fight because it is absolutely useless for him to defend and 
preserve the existence of a nation which the Bible declares is already doomed to final 
destruction. Daniel (Dan. 2:44) prophesied the doom and overthrow of these nations and the 
setting up of Jesus Christ’s everlasting kingdom whose subjects we, His followers, already are…. 
 The Christian must obey Christ’s call: “Let the dead bury their dead, come thou and 
follow Me.” In other words: Let England and Germany destroy each other, don’t join in the 
butchery but follow Me “and I will make you fishers of men.”106 
 
Reason VII. The Christian should not enlist as a recruit because the Bible says: “We wrestle not 
against flesh and blood but against * * the rulers of the darkness of this world” (Eph. 6:12). 
 This passage clearly shows that our warfare is now no more carnal but purely spiritual as 
the following verses bear out. For instance, verse fifteen says: “And your feet shod with the 
preparation of the Gospel of peace.” What a contrast in the mission of his feet and that of the 
soldiers whose feet, in a bayonet charge, “are swift to shed blood.”107 
 
Reason VIII. A Christian young man should not enter the blood-shedding business because 
Christ shed His own precious blood on Calvary that He might stop all sin and its results of hate 
and bloodshed amongst His true followers. “Having made peace through the blood of His cross” 
(Col. 1:20). So His shed blood was to stop all bloodshed.108 
 God’s only way to peace between men is that they should first be reconciled and at peace 
with Him, and that can only be through the acceptance of Christ’s atoning sacrifice; that is, 
through real salvation (Heb. 9:14).109 
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Reason IX. The Christian should not engage in war because the early Christians never did. We 
certainly look to them for guidance in this for they lived so near the period of the Apostles that 
they still held many of the precepts of the faith in their original purity. What do we learn from 
Church History? Namely this, that for the first three centuries, Christians abstained totally from 
carnal warfare.110 
 
Reason X. The young Christian need not mix up in this world’s quarrels because our blessed 
Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ, is coming again; first, to take us—His Church—unto Himself; 
then to reign with us a thousand years on this earth as supreme Lord and King (I Thes. 4:17; Rev. 
20:1-5). Therefore we, His Church, should not get entangled in this world’s wars or politics, but 
should separate and purify ourselves from the world in preparation for the rapture as the Word 
says: “Wherefore come out from among them and be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not 
the unclean thing; and I will receive you” (II Cor. 6:17). For these wars won’t settle quarrels or 
make the world any better, but only worse. Peace and happiness will come only when Jesus 
Christ takes the government of this benighted planet into His own hands. We are truly in the last 
days, for the Church has been behaving exactly as Israel of old. Like Israel, she has left her 
Divine Lord and Bridegroom and gone into adultery with godless nations and heathen empires 
by becoming a “State Religion,” thereby acknowledging her sinful bondage to them. Ever since 
she sold herself into bondage to Emperor Constantine in the Fourth Century for the “mess of 
pottage” of carnal pomp and show, she has sunk deeper and deeper….111 
 
Reason XI. The Christian should not enlist as a recruit because no reason or excuse whatsoever 
can justify him in killing his fellow-men.112 
 
 Are you responsible for all the actions of these governments from the beginning? You 
have been repeatedly told that the people had a voice in the government; did you have a voice in 
bringing all this about? Did these statesmen ever consult you, or have any regard for your 
Christian scruples before making the treaties and alliances which have entangled England (and 
America) into this? No, they did not! Then what right have they to make you uphold a situation 
in the making of which you never had a voice? None!113 
 
 Therefore, young man, whoever you are, serve your country with all your might provided 
you have nothing higher to live and die for. You might as well die defending your country as to 
be living a selfish or immoral life at home. The only difference between you and us Christians is 
that we do have a better cause to live and die for, praise the Lord. We live and die, if necessary, 
for Christ Jesus! Hallelujah!114 
 
Reason XII. “Sons and daughters” of the “Lord Almighty” should strenuously abstain from 
participation under any form in the present war mania, because of the shocking moral and 
spiritual consequences which follow in its wake! 
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 First; as to the moral results. 
 That the military barracks and camps of the nations are breeding places for every form of 
immorality, is a fast so well known among the well-informed that it amounts to a platitude. 
Governments are aware of this and look upon it as a necessary evil, like war itself.115 
 
 Secondly; as to the dire spiritual consequences. Christians hearts are soon filled with a 
wild and stupid hatred (for they really don’t know what it is all about) for the “enemy.” In many 
the love of God and of men departs, making room for blood-lust, as was exhibited some time ago 
in the series of articles by an English clergyman, entitled “Keep on killing Germans!” German 
pastors returned the compliment by dwelling at length on what high privilege and noble duty was 
theirs,—even that of purging the earth from the nasty British vermin, etc. etc.!116 
 Finally, the tares of false doctrines and “doctrines of devils” are flourishing in 
consequence as never before—and no wonder!117 
 Likewise to the vampire of spiritism, or as the Bible calls it “doctrines of devils,” has this 
war been congenial; for the victims have been numerous and easily gulled. In this case the 
longing to communicate with the beloved dead is the cause for the increasing rush to mediums 
and “seances.” And they do communicate—with demons, of course.118 
 

Stanley H. Frodsham (1882-1969) 
 
Biography: “Stanley Frodsham had a great deal of influence on the Assemblies of God, and 
helped formulate its creed in 1916. He was closely associated with the Pentecostal Evangel from 
1916 to 1948. Little of his opinion on pacifism seems to be documented, but Carl O’Guin 
believes that he was one of the more absolutist of the pacifists in the beginning who helped 
formulate the Assemblies of God position regarding war. Frodsham was an Englishman who 
came into the Pentecostal Movement in 1908.”119 
 
Additional biographical information at 
http://www.pentecostalpioneers.org/stanleyfrodsham.html. 
 
“Our Heavenly Citizenship” 
 
 In a recent issue of the Evangel it was emphasized that the children of God should 
preserve an attitude of strict neutrality to the warring nations in Europe. But it seems to the writer 
that the Word of God teaches something deeper than that. We frequently sing, “This world, this 
world is not my home, this world is not my resting place.” This is true. The salvation of Jesus is 
a deliverance from “this present evil world” (Gal. 1:4). It is a translation into the Kingdom of 
God’s dear Son (Col. 1:13). The Cross of Jesus Christ is the place where the saint and the world 
separate forever (Gal 6:14). 
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 When any foreigner comes to the United States and seeks to be a citizen he has to 
renounce his loyalty to his former king, so when one comes into that higher kingdom and 
becomes a citizen of that “holy nation” (1 Peter 2:9), the things that pertain to earth should 
forever lose their hold, even that natural love for the nation where one happened to be born, and 
loyalty to the new King should swallow up all other loyalties.120  
 
 How different everything of earth looks when viewed from the place where one is seated 
with Christ in the heavenlies. “Behold, the nations are as a drop of a bucket, and are counted as 
the small dust of the balance. All nations before Him are as nothing…. The school children of 
every nation are nurtured in national pride from the day they begin to read their history books; 
but national pride, like every other form of pride, is an abomination in the sight of God. And 
pride of race must be one of the all things that pass away when one becomes a new creature in 
Christ Jesus. 
 When seen from the heavenly viewpoint, how the present conflict is illuminted. The 
policy of our God is plainly declared in the Word. “Peace on earth, good will toward men.” The 
nations who have drawn the sword to kill those of the same blood in other nations, for God “hath 
made of one blood all nations of men,” are not merely fighting against one another, but with their 
policy of “War on earth and illwill toward men,” they are, without knowing it, again fulfilling 
the Scriptures, “The Kings of the earth set themselves and the rulers take counsel together, 
against the Lord and against His anointed.” Is any child of God going to side with these 
belligerent kings? Will he not rather side with the Prince of Peace under whose banner of love he 
has chosen to serve?....If these kings only had anointed eyes, they would cease their bloody 
conflict, and kneel in reverence to the King of kings who has given them a little power for a little 
space on earth, until He comes and takes the nations for His inheritance and the uttermost parts 
of the earth for His possession.121 
 
 The nations of the earth have chosen the sword, and they who take the sword shall perish 
by the sword, even by the sword of Him who will come forth upon a white horse, clothed with a 
vesture dipped in blood, and His Name is called the Word of God (Rev. 19:11-21). The world, 
especially the religious world, has no use for the children of God, but the Lord taketh pleasure in 
His people, and will let them share in His triumph over the nations.122 
 
 It is important for the saint fo God to realise that his citizenship is in heaven, and that 
here he has no continuing city. The writer of Ecclesiastes sampled everything “under the sun” 
and he found it all “vanity and vexation of spirit.” That is why the Apostle exhorts us to “seek 
those things that are above” and to set our affections on those things, and not on things of the 
earth. We are told to bank our treasure in heaven, where thieves do not break through and steal, 
and rust and moth do not corrupt. Paul tells us that those “who mind earthly things” are enemies 
of the Cross of Christ. For himself, he declared to the Corinthians, “I determined not to know 
anything among you, save Jesus Christ and Him crucified.”123 
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Frank Bartleman (1871-1936) 
 
Biography: “Frank Bartleman may have gained his pacifist beliefs from his Quaker mother. 
Bartleman was a Holiness minister in Los Angeles, who grew to some prominence in the revival 
at Azusa Street in 1906 and through his continuous writing and travels.”124 “As early as 1914, 
Bartleman had been spreading the word of peace in Pentecostal circles in Europe. From 1912 to 
1914, he took a trip to visit Pentecostal missions in Europe, including Russia, Germany, and 
England.”125 
 
“He worked in the slums, preached revivals, studied his Bible, and participated in D. L. Moody’s 
camp meetings…. Bartleman traveled throughout the South as a holiness evangelist, attended 
‘colored’ churches, and concluded that black Christians were more dependable than white 
Christians.”126 
 
“Frank Bartleman had a significant effect on the early Pentecostal movement as a whole and the 
Assemblies of God in particular. His books, articles, and tracts were distributed by the hundreds 
of thousands; almost every Pentecostal magazine that existed in the early twentieth century 
published his work.”127 
 
Wikipedia: “Frank Bartleman was born December 14, 1871 and lived through August 23, 1936. 
He was converted and also became a preacher in 1892. In the year 1905 he became a prolific 
writer.” “Bartleman wrote many daily articles for the Pentecostal magazines and documented the 
events that lead up to the revival and this helped him have many accomplishments during his 
lifetime. Bartleman wrote the famous book Azusa Street which was a major movement in 
the Pentecostal revival. He authored six books, four pamphlets, over five hundred and fifty 
published articles, and one hundred tracts.” 
 
“War and the Christian” (article excerpts, 1915)128  
 
[NOTE: This long article begins with several quotes from notable people on war. I have not 
included these quotes even though they are quite engaging.] 
 
 Let it be understood that the following message is to Christians. “For what have I to do to 
judge them that are without? Do not ye judge them that are within, but them that are without God 
judgeth?”—I Cor. 5:12. 
 To show the popular attitude that exists on the matter of war we quote the following 
excerpts from a variety of sources: 
 The Rev. Reginald Campbell, the most popular preacher in England, was one of the first 
to assert that the British soldier who gave his life in this war was sure of heaven. This expression 
was widely quoted by British chaplains and recruiting officers, and helped to stimulate patriotic 
feeling.”—Los Angeles Examiner, Oct. 27, 1918. 
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 An Australian writer reports, May, 1916: “The Governor of this State said last year at a 
meeting of the Bible Society (Western Australia,) “Soldiers fighting and dying in this conflict, go 
straight to heaven, whatever their previous lives may have been.” 
 
 The clergy have urged the young men to enter this war. Notwithstanding the fact that the 
Lord has taught that no murderer shall enter His Kingdom, the clergy teach that he who dies 
while engaged in war upon the battlefield has an abundant entrance into heaven.” 
 
 What the future will bring we know. We anticipate further persecution—for the nearer we 
approach the end of the age, the more bitter will become Satan’s wrath, as he perceives his time 
shortening and his certain doom approaching. 
 “Pilgrims toward a “better land” were forced into training camps, beaten with clubs, 
prodded with bayonets, choked and kicked mercilessly. 
 
 Hundreds of true and faithful men of God have been incarcerated for the Word of God 
and the Testimony of Jesus Christ. Some have lost their lives through disease brought on by the 
rigors of the persecution. A few of these young men were so brutally beaten again and again that 
mind and body were completely exhausted. 
 
 Some of the well-known Evangelists have become little better than recruiting sergeants, 
and scores of young men were sent to fight directly through them. 
 The whole professing church has apostatized from Christ, marking her apostasy by her 
eager vindication of the saints’ participation in war. The act of the so-called churches and 
ministers flinging themselves into war only exposes the hollowness of their pretensions. 
 What an opportunity the believers of every nation had when this war began! (To refuse to 
fight because they were Christians. That would have stopped the war. The leaders in the war 
themselves were professed Christians.) And what an opportunity lost! (Lost forever.) 
  
 In most Christian Assemblies the “war spirit” has been so predominant during the last 
few years that one dared not pray publicly for God’s saints in prison without being assailed by a 
torrent of abuse. 
 
 Let us take a glance at prospective modern warfare, subject to much greater efficiency, no 
doubt, with time. 
 “Washington exhibits a tiny bottle filled with killing gas so deadly that the German gas 
would be infants’ food compared with it. Dropped by fliers in quantities this poison would have 
killed the millions in Berlin or any great city. This country was making the gas at the rate of ten 
tons a day when war ended.—(Arthur Brisbane.) 
 In England flame throwers have been invented capable of licking up everything in their 
path, and these will be brought to a high degree of perfection. 
 
 A precious mother, whose son died in one of our penitentiaries from extreme exposure in 
a damp cell and lack of care when sick, writes that she suffered equally with her boy in insults, 
scorn and slurring remarks heaped upon her, even by many Pentecostal professors. Her boy was 
a precious, consistent saint of God. All that he was guilty of was of being too true to Jesus to go 
and kill his fellow creatures, against whom he felt no ill and who had never done him any harm. 



 
 Our first introduction to “church patriotism” was in England, in 1910. There we found all 
the old musty war banners, that had been taken from other nations in battle for centuries, stacked 
up in God’s house of worship. Busts of all the leading Generals, who had led the most men to 
death, and sent the most men to hell, occupied the prominent niches in the Chapels. Honored as 
paragon saints. This custom prevails in Christian (?) nations pretty much all over Europe. We 
have now adopted it in America. 
 It is not right to curse our enemies simply because it is popular. During the war there was 
little else left for a preacher to do, especially if he wanted to be popular. The Gospel was scarcely 
allowed to be preached. One could not preach “love your enemies,” or even “pray for them” 
honestly. To do so brought down a storm upon our heads. To be a Christian meant to be 
denominated “pro-German.” Spies haunted every little Pentecostal meeting. It was almost as 
difficult to preach the Gospel as in Russia before the war. 
 
 The “Crusaders” tried to convert the Moslem Turk with the sword. He was pretty good at 
that game himself. The Greek Church in Russia has waged war against the Jew for centuries. The 
“massacres” and “pogroms” are world-known. The Reds (largely Jews) are objecting. Can we 
expect the Jew to accept the Christ of the system under which he has for so long time suffered so 
atrociously and unjustly? About all the Socialists know of Christ in Europe is what they have 
suffered at the hands of the Autocratic, capitalistic classes, who have claimed to be sole 
custodians of the Gospel. 
 Any system must be radically wrong that forbids, or even discourages, the preaching of 
the Gospel. Has the Gospel changed? Gospel before the war was surely Gospel during war.. But 
we did not hear much of it. Most people were preaching “patriotism.” The churches were 
Recruiting Stations. (They had been political platforms, largely.) 
 Is war the work of the church—Christ’s commission? Men who preached so clearly and 
nobly before the war, against war, all seemed suddenly to get the lock-jaw. It was about to cost 
them something. They became “dumb-dogs” (D.D’s.) They could not bark. There were few 
applicants for martyrs’ crowns. Yet what a noble opportunity to “Dare to be a Daniel, dare to 
stand alone. Dare to have a purpose firm, and dare to make it known.” All got busy “saving their 
lives.” They have failed their Lord, like Peter, in the crisis. “They all forsook Him, and fled.” 
The Church lost her opportunity during the war. She cannot escape the penalty for the same. 
 The Church’s sole business is to evangelize the world, and that as quickly as possible. 
The churches have been shot full of holes through participation in the war. They must repent, be 
cleansed from blood, if they can ever expect to have a Revival. 
 
 War is contrary to the whole Spirit and teaching of Christ. Any one going into war is 
bound to lose out. Christ’s Kingdom is “not of this world.” If so, “then would His servants 
fight.” When first saved you could not have been induced to harm your own worst enemy. What 
then has happened? The church has lost her “first love.” Was is “licensed” murder. 
 When heathen soldiers became converted they threw down their arms. Jesus instructed 
the soldiers to “do violence to no man.” He could not call them out of the army. He was not 
fighting governments. His “time was not yet come.” Dispensationally the “new birth” had not yet 
arrived. 
 No Christian going into war can ever be quite the same again. He has lost the 
opportunity, possibly of a life-time, of standing true to Christ in a supreme test. For here is the 



supreme test of a Christian, to be killed rather than to kill. He can never forget his participation 
in the war, and his betrayal of the principles of the Christ who died for all men. A Christian must 
refuse to obey any spirit contrary to the Gospel. All elements of war are contrary to the teachings 
of the Scripture. Hate, murder, lust, etc., none of them fruits of the Spirit. No one can kill a man, 
and yet love him. We have got to love all men alike. War cannot be Christian. Ask the boys in 
the camp, or on the battlefield.  They will tell you it is hell, from end to end. Compare it with the 
Sermon on the Mount. 
  
 The Christian is first a witness, then a “martyr.” He is never a judge or avenger. The 
Pentecostal people failed to stand by the Lord. What can we expect of the churches? Where will 
God get His martyrs for these “last days.” Abject fear reigns in the hearts of most believers. They 
fear the edicts of men more than God. 
 
 War is insanity, madness. A great insane asylum turned out of doors. Language was 
allowed during the war, and win winked at, that will curse the next generation. Magazines were 
filled with war literature, all intended to inspire hate in the readers. A supreme effort was made 
to harden the nation for war. And it succeeded. There is very little response now to the Gospel. 
The soldiers especially were ruined, morally and physically. Of course they ought to know where 
to stop. But they do not. When you train the youth of the nation for fighting machines, and send 
them forth to kill, they cannot be remodeled with a mere magician’s wave of the hand. It takes 
much longer to make saints than devils. 
 War belongs to the old creation, to the “first Adam,” the fallen nature. It is unregenerate 
and under the “curse” fully. “In the beginning it was not so.” It is not the Christian’s calling. We 
are “new creatures,” in the “second Adam,” regenerated, citizens of a heavenly country. “Old 
things are passed away, behold, all things are become new.” Our “citizenship is in heaven.” We 
have no more business with the politics of this world than a Foreign Ambassador has meddling 
with the politics of the country to which he is sent. He is to represent a foreign court. Let us 
represent our country faithfully. If Jesus had shown any other spirit than love on the cross, the 
atonement would have been marred and rendered worthless. We are of the same Spirit. 
 The Christian in war-time is up against the real thing. He is practically asked to deny 
Christ. It is “Good-bye God until the end of the war.” There can be no greater test of one’s 
faithfulness. The way real Christians were persecuted during the war ought to be sufficient to 
determine for any thinking man where wars come from. In times of war one discovers in reality 
who is the “prince of this world.” Then must he decide where his citizenship really is. The devil 
will soon discover also where the real Christian stands.  
 
 Can a Christian be a citizen of this world, when at the will of a handful of exploiters the 
love and property of the common people can be commandeered without a protest? Patriotism in 
most cases has been proven to spell “Graft.” “Dollar” patriotism. War bonds are reduced in price 
until the poor man is either forced or frightened into unloading. Then they suddenly soar above 
par. Stung again! They are now in the hands of the very patriotic Broker. The innocent are sent to 
do the killing, and be killed. Those responsible for the wars are generally beyond reach. 
 The persecution of Christians during the war was in many cases equal to that of the first 
century. Many who refused to fight were literally “martyred,” in a Christian (?) land. The regular 
course was to deliver them first to an Army bully, who would give them the “third degree,” that 
is, beat them up unmercifully, to make the fight back. After that they were delivered over to the 



“tormentors,” in the penitentiaries, etc. God will judge the guilty ones in this business. One’s 
heart burns to think of these Christian “martyrs,” who in many cases literally laid down their 
lives, rather than partake of the damning virus of war, fail Christ and lose their souls. 
 A “war church” is a Harlot church. It persecutes the true children of God. Slave of 
tradition and cowardly fear, she traitorously hands over the true children of God to a demonized 
state to destroy them…. The church persecuted its “pacifist” members with the bitterness of hell 
itself during the war. She had to walk in the light, or persecute those who did. The old patriotic 
Harlot, ridden by the Beast. Religion and State unite against the Christ. 
 
 War is demoralizing. It is as disastrous in the end to victor as to vanquished. Napoleon 
conquered by force. Jesus conquered by love (not hate). But some may say, “If we are attacked 
by a heathen nation? What then?” We answer, Would the missionary kill a heathen, if attacked 
by him? My message is to Christians. If the church had obeyed her commission from God, to 
spend all her energies in the power of the Holy Ghost, in preaching the Gospel to the heathen 
there would be no such situation. But, if there were the Christians would have no more right to 
take life, to kill his enemy. 
 The spirit of Antichrist is causing the saints to fear. It is binding their conscience, for the 
rule of Antichrist. The war has paved the way definitely for this issue. The “mark of the Beast” 
comes gradually. It will soon mean bondage, or “Siberia.” The apostate church will not repent of 
her sin in going into war. She will go on with her hypocritical pretensions, and carnal efforts at 
world-betterment. 
  
Rulers are supposed to be a “terror to the evil,” not to God’s children. And they are God’s 
ministers “for good,” not for evil. The usurpation of power by the “man of sin” is on the 
increase, to culminate in the rule of Antichrist. Antichrist will be a combination of Religion and 
Rule. He will head all government. 
 
God has rejected the nations. Antichrist is soon destined to appear. Lawlessness hastens to the 
end. The world has lost its bearings. The nations will be broken to pieces, removed to pave the 
way for the universal reign of the terrible Antichrist, the “Lawless One.” Such is the teaching of 
the Word of God. The only hope for anyone is to seek God. 
 
 
Christian Citizenship (tract excerpts, 1922)129 
 
 Two great iron jaws are coming rapidly together. The Apostate church system, and 
Socialism. The true church will be caught and ground between the two. The socialist system is 
distinctly antichrist. A true christian certainly has no part in it. The Socialists class all christians 
alike. They believe Christianity to be at the root of all world troubles. What a shrewd move on 
the part of the devil! With one sweep he would rid the world of Christ and Christianity. The 
autocratic, ruling, capitalistic classes have usurped church authority, using it to bind the 
consciences of the people. This the Socialists are determined to destroy. The system has proven a 
traitor, terribly misrepresenting the Gospel of our Lord jesus Christ and the grace of God. The 
people have been deceived. Retribution follows. 
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 And this is world politics. What place has a christian in it? It is all corruption and 
hypocrisy, hopelessly fallen. “These shall hate the harlot and shall make her desolate and naked, 
and shall burn her utterly with fire. For God hath put in their hearts to fulfill His will.” Rev. 
17:16-17. This the “Reds” are fulfilling before our eyes. And it is heading this way. A pure, 
martyr church will be persecuted by both factions. Each would compel us to fight for them. So 
the move that paves the way for Anti christ also brings forth the “martyr” company. 
 John Wesley said, “Shall Christians assist the Prince of Hell, who was a murderer from 
the beginning, by telling the world of the benefit or need of war?” 
 As Christians we are “born again,” this time into the Kingdom of God. We are citizens of 
the country we are born into. The Christian is a “man without a country,” as far as earthly 
citizenship is concerned. He renounces his earthly citizenship in this world when converted as 
surely as one renounces his citizenship in the U. S., should he swear allegiance to a foreign 
country. “Who hat delivered us from the power of darkness, and hath translated us into the 
Kingdom of His dear Son.” Col. 1:13. Our “citizenship” is in heaven. Heaven is our country. We 
are to “render unto Caesar the things that are Caesar’s. But our lives and souls belong to God. He 
gave them. We must “render unto God (not Caesar) the things that are God’s.” Caesar disputes 
this ownership with God. 
 A christian has no more to do with the politics of this world than an American has with 
the politics of Europe. The church can only take part in politics when she is worldly. The early 
christians were persecuted because they were christians. They were not accorded a place in the 
world.  They were not citizens here. And the world recognized the fact. They were different. This 
treatment kept the church clean. Only “new creatures” could bear the test and live under such 
persecution and hatred. “Because ye are not of the world, therefore the world hateth you.”—John 
15:19. 
 To go to war the church must go back under the Law. But the Church was never under 
Law. Israel was under Law, in the Old Dispensation. The Church was born under Grace. 
 
 He who justifies the church in going to war under the Gospel, proves he knows absolutely 
nothing of the nature of the Gospel. This is the “foolishness of the Gospel.” “Unto Gentiles 
foolishness.” “For He was crucified through weakness. We also are weak in Him”. The Gospel 
of Christ is “weakness” in the eyes of the world. It will not fight for its preservation, thereforeit 
is despised and condemned utterly. 
 In times of war we are forbidden to preach the Gospel. One must preach murder, hate and 
revenge. The Gospel teaches “love your enemy, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them 
that despitefully use you.” And “resist not evil.” “Who, when He was reviled, reviled not again; 
when He suffered, threatened not; but committed himself to Him who judgeth righteously.” 
What foolishness to the world! None but a real christian can do this. “Love worketh no ill to his 
neighbor,” but rather “doeth good unto all men.” The Christian must obey the Gospel. We are 
boiund to “obey God rather than men.” Gov’t is squarely up against God in its demands on 
Christians during war time. And christians are squarely up against the question whether they 
shall obey God or man. 
 Should those in authority forbid the preaching or practicing of the Gospel, which Gospel 
forbids to the christian the exercise of war, there is but one thing for him to do. He must obey 
God. Let human governments remember they also have One to whom they must account. They 
are subject to the King of kings and Lord of lords. Nations rise and fall at His word. Should an 
enemy appear, the christian is bound to do only good to them. He must suffer the loss of all 



things, yea, even of life itself if need be, rather than “resist evil” by defending himself by carnal 
means to the intended injury of an enemy. This is the clear teaching of the Word. God can 
change the hardest heart in his favor. He can protect those who trust Him, for His glory. There is 
no other course for the christian to pursue. He may not defend himself by violence. To do so, is 
to forfeit the protection of God. He is utterly defenseless, except for God. 
 Only the christian’s cause is righteous after all. The wicked are to be punished, on 
whatever side. The christian is not to protect the wicked from the possible righteous judgment of 
God. “He that killeth with the sword must be killed with the sword. Here is the patience and the 
faith of the saints.”—Rev. 13:10. How few accept the Gospel standard in such case. If we would 
prove God we should not need to defend ourselves, or others. 
 
Who would say that the issues in Washington and Lincoln’s day might not have been settled 
without blood if those who named the name of Christ had but possessed the Spirit of Christ? 
Antichrist aims soon to control all government. Must christians obey Antichrist? 
 
 An apostate church goes to war with carnal weapons. But judgment follows. Having 
taken the sword, they perish with the sword, as the Scripture hath said. It acts automatically. 
Zwingli went to war, and perished miserably on the field of battle, at Cappel. Christian rulers lost 
their thrones and lives in the late war. Our own President Wilson was paralyzed as a result of the 
great strain. 
 
 Can we imagine Jesus or the Apostles going to war at the behest of the Roman 
government? Converting men by the power of the Gospel, and later killing these same converts, 
across some imaginary boundary line? Imagine christian meeting christian on the actual field of 
battle, and murdering one another. To a really converted man the idea is unthinkable. First 
Gospel, then bullets? How are the mighty fallen! War for what? Territory, commerce, etc., for 
the supremacy of one nation over another. Our Gospel is a Gospel of love, not hate and murder. 
 The christian dare not obey even government decree when opposing the command of 
God to him. He must not seek to harm an enemy. He cannot engage in war under any 
circumstances without doing violence to the Spirit and command of Christ. The Gospel is 
“foolishness” to the natural man. The nations are fallen. They are not “born again.” They have no 
claim on the “new creature.” A christian is free from their jurisdiction in all matters of 
conscience. He is not a citizen here. Morally he is a citizen of heaven at the mercy of this world, 
to be persecuted, except as God protects him. The nations are in rebellion against God. He 
cannot fight, for or against any one. How few have a clear vision of this matter. He may not even 
strive for his legitimate rights. 
 Christians cannot contemplate killing. It is utterly foreign to the spirit of their calling. A 
real christian cannot take part in war. He has no part in the matter of judgment, but rather mercy. 
Unregenerate government will naturally misunderstand him. We are forbidden in time of war to 
aid (do good to) the enemy. But the Gospel commands us to “do good unto all men.”—Gal. 
6:10…. We may not seek to injure an enemy, even in self defense, for that will not tend to the 
winning of him to Christ. It was Christ’s suffering love, in non-resistance, that won us to Him. 
 Sanctity only surrounds government edict so long as its mandates are in keeping with the 
Word of God. Could the early christians have obeyed the mandates of the Roman government 
when they  involved the abuse of their conscience in disobedience to the Gospel? Certainly not! 
Government mandate must be obeyed by the christian so far as it ministers “for good,” for 



righteous living, etc. But God never calls a christian as an avenger, nor to protect himself or 
others by violence against men. His whole calling is very different. War in its very nature, be it 
offensive or defensive, violates the word of God for christians. It can in no sense be 
accommodated to the teachings and spirit of the Gospel. 
 God’s commands to His children are above even the decrees of fallen governments. Are 
there any governments in the world today obeying God, or at all christian? Then what is a 
christian’s duty but to obey God, though he may even have to disobey government edict? War 
has no authority to change the code of morals for the christian. What is wrong for a christian in 
time of peace is equally wrong in time of war. He has no more right to attack a State enemy in 
time of war than he has to attack a private, personal foe. He is certainly not justified in sinning 
because of government decree. If government were to command the christians to deny God, as 
Antichrist will do, what should they do? They are doing that in Russia now. 
 When the heathen became converted in the first centuries they were outlawed by 
government and their property confiscated. They “took joyfully the spoiling of their goods.” The 
Jews and Romans could not destroy Jesus’ arguments, so they destroyed Him. If the kingdoms of 
this world were Christ’s, John would not have written,—“The kingdoms of this world are 
become the Kingdoms of our Lord, and of His Christ.”—Rev. 11:15. John wrote prophetically of 
a future time in the end. 
 The traditional sanctity thrown about Government mandate (right or wrong), has become 
one of the most subtle and powerful dangers for the christian. It involves real sacrifice to 
withstand this false idea. 
 “Lifting up holy hands, without wrath and doubting.” I Tim. 2:8. Can a christian do this 
and go to war? No! The christian owes no duty to the call of war. It is a call in the wrong 
direction for him, away from God. “From whence come wars and fightings? Come they not 
hence, even of your lusts?”—Jas. 4:1. We are to obey the legitimate laws of the land, for 
“conscience’ sake.” There is no hint here that a christian should ever go to war. In the very same 
connection we are commanded distinctly, “Thou shalt not kill.”—Rom. 13:9. A government 
agent said to some objecting brethren, “To hell with your conscience!” 
 One of the greatest crimes of the late war was that of robbing the church of her sacred 
calling and “pilgrim” role, turning her aside from the saving of souls, to plunge into the vortex of 
world politics and patriotism, with all its fallen prejudices and preferences, avarices, cruelties, 
hates and murders. The church has fallen before the god of War, in place of Dagon falling before 
the Ark of God. What does the church look like on the human field of battle, all stained with 
human gore? 
  
A man who has not the courage to be the only christian in the world if need be, and remain true 
to God, is not yet much of a christian. We have yet to stand the test individually, not as a body. 
Small wonder christians are so hazy on the war question, when they can hate their fellow 
christians, ready to do them harm by voice and pen, if not by actual physical violence. 
 In place of responding joyfully to the call to suffer for Christ, most christians are busy 
looking for a way to avoid such sufferings. They adore the history of the early martyrs who 
suffered, but condemn all present day martyrdom for Christ…. A beautiful bunch of hypocrites 
most of us are! We praise up dead saints eloquently and curse down living ones fervently. 
  



 If it were the duty of christians to go to war in obedience to the rulers, then it would be 
their duty on one side as much as on another. Government would be an arbitrary god, without 
reason. Who is government but the people? 
 
 Shall christians fight under government compulsion? Must God be disobeyed to obey 
government decree? The traditional god of government edit in time of war precedes the authority 
of God Almighty with most christians. It is Christ or Caesar. That is the issue. 
 The church is no place to flaunt flags or national preference. God’s grace and Gospel are 
international. Christ died for all men. Antichrist means to run the church by government edict. 
Then we will have State and Church. The State will dictate to the Church. The flags represent 
fallen nations, with fallen nationalistic, sectional prides, ambitions, etc., that breed strife, enmity, 
jealousy and war, for they are without Christ. We do not belong to them. 
 

International Pentecostal Experience 
“There were expressions of pacifism in Pentecostal groups in other parts of Europe 

during World War I. The Weekly Evangel in 1917, noted the international character of the 
Pentecostals’ belief in pacifism: 

From the very beginning, the movement has been characterized by Quaker 
principles. The laws of the Kingdom, laid down by our elder brother, Jesus Christ, 
in His Sermon on the Mount, have been unqualifiedly adopted, consequently the 
movement has found itself opposed to the spilling of the blood of any man, or of 
offering resistance to any aggression. Every branch of the movement, whether in 
the United States, Canada, Great Britain or Germany, has held to this principle. 
When the war first broke out in August of 1914, our Pentecostal brethren in 
Germany found themselves in a peculiar position. Some of those who were called 
to the colors responded, but many were court marshalled and shot because they 
heartily subscribed to the principles of non-resistance. Great Britain has been 
more humane. Some of our British brethren have been given noncombatant 
service, and none have been shot down because of their faith.130 
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