Abusive Churches

What characterizes abusive churches 1is their cultic method of
ministry. Although outwardly orthodox in their theology, these
churches use abusive and mind control methods to get their
followers to submit to the organization. In this article Dr.
Pat Zukeran covers eight characteristics of abusive churches.

This article is also available in Spanish. T

We are all familiar with traditional cults such as
the Mormons and the Jehovah’s Witnesses. There are,
however, other groups with cultic characteristics
that do not fit the same profile as the traditional
cults. Sometimes called “abusive churches” or even
“Bible-based cults,” they appear outwardly orthodox in their
doctrinal beliefs. What distinguishes these groups or churches
from genuine orthodox Christianity is their abusive, cultic-
like methodology and philosophy of ministry.

In his book Churches That Abuse, Dr. Ronald
(j (]{EE; Enroth carefully examines several of these
THAT

churches throughout the United States. He

}X]g Ii reveals the cultic methods these groups use

and points out several distinguishing marks

e ety of abusive churches. At this point I will

$$:E? briefly introduce each of these

characteristics and some of my own. Later,

RONALD M ENROTH I'll discuss all these characteristics in
=" detail.

First, abusive churches have a control-oriented style of
leadership. Second, the leaders of such churches often use
manipulation to gain complete submission from their members.
Third, there is a rigid, legalistic lifestyle involving
numerous requirements and minute details for daily life.
Fourth, these churches tend to change their names often,
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especially once they are exposed by the media. Fifth,
denouncing other churches 1is common because they see
themselves as superior to all other churches. Sixth, these
churches have a persecution complex and view themselves as
being persecuted by the world, the media, and other Christian
churches. Seventh, abusive churches specifically target young
adults between eighteen and twenty-five years of age. The
eighth and final mark of abusive churches is the great
difficulty members have in getting out of or leaving these
churches, a process often marked by social, psychological, or
emotional pain.

Those involved in a church that seems to reflect these
characteristics would be wise to evaluate the situation
thoroughly and leave the church if it is appropriate. Staying
may increase the risks of damaging your family relationships
and multiplies the likelihood of losing your perspective.
Members of such churches often develop a distorted view of
reality, distrust everyone, and suffer from stress, fear, and
depression. Some former members even continue to experience
these things after escaping from an abusing church. There are
also several documented cases in which associating with an
abusive church has led to the deaths of individuals or their
relatives.

Some of these groups have networks of many sister churches. In
some cases these groups have split off from more mainstream
denominations. Occasionally the new groups have even been
denounced by the founding denomination. Such groups often
disguise themselves by frequently changing the name of their
organization, especially following adverse publicity. This
practice makes the true nature of these organizations more
difficult to determine for the unsuspecting individual. Some
abusive churches have college ministries all across the
country. On some university campuses such student movements
are among the largest groups on their respective campuses.

It is important that Christians today know the Bible and know



how to recognize such churches so as not to fall into their
traps. In order to help people become more aware of churches
which may be abusing their members, I now want to go through
in more detail the eight characteristics I mentioned earlier.

Control-Oriented Leadership

A central feature of an abusive church is control-oriented
leadership. The leader in an abusive church is dogmatic, self-
confident, arrogant, and the spiritual focal point in the
lives of his followers. The leader assumes he is more
spiritually in tune with God than anyone else. He claims
insight into Scripture that no one else has. Or, he may state
that he receives personal revelations from God. Because of
such claims, the leader’s position and beliefs cannot be
questioned; his statements are final. To members of this type
of church or group, questioning the leader is the equivalent
of questioning God. Although the leader may not come out and
state this fact, this attitude is clearly seen by the
treatment of those who dare to question or challenge the
leader. The 1leader of the movement often makes personal
decisions for his followers. Individual thinking 1is
prohibited; thus the followers become dependent on the leader.

In the hierarchy of such a church, the leader is, or tends to
be, accountable to no one. Even if there is an elder board, it
is usually made up of men who are loyal to, and will never
disagree with, the leader. This style of leadership is not one
endorsed in the Bible. According to Scripture all believers
have equal access to God and are equal before Him because we
are made in His image, and we are all under the authority of
the Word of God. In 1 Thessalonians 5:21 believers are
directed to measure all teachings against the Word of God.
Acts 17:11 states that even the apostle Paul was under the
authority of the Bible, and the Bereans were commended because
they tested Paul’s teachings with the Scriptures. Leaders and
laity alike are to live according to Scripture.



Manipulation of Members

Abusive churches are characterized by the manipulation of
their members. Manipulation is the use of external forces to
get others to do what someone else wants them to do. Here
manipulation is used to get people to submit to the leadership
of the church. The tactics of manipulation include the use of
guilt, peer pressure, intimidation, and threats of divine
judgment from God for disobedience. Often harsh discipline 1is
carried out publicly to promote ridicule and humiliation.

Another tactic is the “shepherding” philosophy. As practiced
in many abusive churches this philosophy requires every member
to be personally accountable to another more experienced
person. To this person, one must reveal all personal thoughts,
feelings, and discuss future decisions. This personal
information, is not used to help the member, but to control
the member.

Another means of control is isolation. Abusive churches may
cut off contact between a new member and his family, friends,
and anyone else not associated with the church.

How different this style of leadership is from the leadership
of Jesus, the Good Shepherd who lovingly, gently, humbly, and
sacrificially leads His sheep.

Rigid, Legalistic Lifestyle

The third characteristic of abusive churches is the rigid,
legalistic lifestyle of their members. This rigidity is a
natural result of the leadership style. Abusive churches
require unwavering devotion to the church from their
followers. Allegiance to the church has priority over
allegiance to God, family, or anything else.

Often members are required or pressured to attend Bible
studies five, six, or seven days a week. There 1is a



requirement to do evangelism; a certain quota of contacts must
be met, and some churches even require members to fill out
time cards recording how many hours they spent in evangelism,
etc. Daily schedules are made for the person; thus he 1is
endlessly doing the church’s ministry. Former members of one
church told me they were working for their church from 5:00 am
to 12:00 midnight five days a week.

Members of such churches frequently drop out of school, quit
working, or even neglect their families to do the work
required by the church. There are also guidelines for dress,
dating, finances, and so on. Such details are held to be of
major importance in these churches.

In churches like these, people begin to lose their personal
identity and start acting like programmed robots. Many times,
the pressure and demands of the church will cause a member to
have a nervous breakdown or fall into severe depression. As I
reflect on these characteristics I think of Jesus’ words
concerning the Pharisees who “tie up heavy loads and put them
on men’s shoulders, but they themselves are not willing to
lift a finger” (Matt. 23: 4). What a contrast from the
leadership style of Jesus who said, “Come to me, all you who
are weary and burdened, and I will give you rest. Take my yoke
upon you. . . .For my yoke is easy and my burden is light”
(Matt. 11:28-30).

Frequent Changing of Group/Church Name

A fourth characteristic of abusive churches is a pattern of
constantly changing the name of the church or campus ministry.
Often a name change is a response to unfavorable publicity by
the media. Some abusive churches have changed their name
several times in the course of a few years.

If you are in such a church, one that has changed its name
several times because of bad publicity, or if you feel
unceasing pressure to live up to its demands, it is probably



time to carefully evaluate the ministry of the church and your
participation in it.

Denouncing All Other Churches

Let us now take a look at the fifth characteristic: abusive
churches usually denounce all other Christian churches. They
see themselves as spiritually elite. They feel that they alone
have the truth and all other churches are corrupt. Therefore,
they do not associate with other Christian churches. They
often refer to themselves as some special group such as,
“God’s Green Berets,” “The faithful remnant,” or “God’s end-
time army.” There is a sense of pride in abusive churches
because members feel they have a special relationship with God
and His movement in the world. In his book Churches That
Abuse, Dr. Ron Enroth quotes a former member of one such group
who states, “Although we didn’t come right out and say it, in
our innermost hearts we really felt that there was no place in
the world like our assembly. We thought the rest of
Christianity was out to lunch.” However the Bible makes it
clear, that there are no spiritually elite groups or churches.
Ephesians 4:36 states, “Make every effort to keep the unity of
the Spirit through the bond of peace. There is one body and
one Spirit, just as you were called to one hope, when you were
called, one Lord, one faith, one baptism; One God and Father
of all.”

The Christian church universal is united by the same God, the
same Holy Spirit, and the fundamental beliefs of the Bible
which include such things as the Trinity, authority of the
Bible, the death and resurrection of Jesus, the deity of
Christ, justification by faith alone, and so on. In these
central truths we stand united. A church which believes itself
to be elite and does not associate with other Christian
churches is not motivated by the spirit of God but by divisive
pride.



Persecution Complex

The sixth characteristic follows naturally. Because abusive
churches see themselves as elite, they expect persecution in
the world and even feed on it. Criticism and exposure by the
media are seen as proof that they are the true church being
persecuted by Satan. However, the persecution received by
abusive churches is different from the persecution received by
Jesus and the Apostles.

Jesus and the Apostles were persecuted for preaching the
truth. Abusive churches bring on much of their negative press
because of their own actions. Yet, any criticism received, no
matter what the source—whether Christian or secular—is always
viewed as an attack from Satan, even if the criticisms are
based on the Bible. This makes it difficult to witness to a
person in such a church for he will see your attempt to share
the gospel with him as persecution. Often in cases like these,
when I am accused of persecuting, I simply reply, “I am here
talking to you with the Word of God which you say you believe.
How can this be persecution?” This approach often helps in
continuing the dialogue with a member of an abusive church who
has been brainwashed to believe that all opposition 1is
persecution.

Targeting Young Adults

The seventh characteristic of abusive churches is that they
tend to target young adults ages 18-25 who are in the middle
class, well educated, idealistic, and often immature
Christians. Young adults are the perfect age group to focus on
because they are often looking for a cause to give their lives
to, and they need love, affirmation, and acceptance. Often
these churches will provide this, and the leaders frequently
take the role of surrogate parents.



Painful Exit Process

The eighth characteristic is a painful and difficult exit
process. Members in many such churches are afraid to leave
because of intimidation, pressure, and threats of divine
judgment. Sometimes members who exit are harassed and pursued
by church leaders. The majority of the time, former members
are publicly ridiculed and humiliated before the church, and
members are told not to associate in any way with any former
members. This practice is called shunning.

Many who leave abusive churches because of the intimidation
and brainwashing, actually feel they have left God Himself.
None of their former associates will fellowship with them, and
they feel isolated, abused, and fearful of the world. One
former member of a particular campus ministry said, “If you
leave without the 1leadership’s approval, condemnation and
guilt are heaped upon you. My pastor told me he thought it was
satanic for me to leave and wondered if I could continue my
salvation experience.”

Let me conclude this discussion by sharing some practical ways
of reaching those who are involved in abusive churches. First,
we must begin with prayer. Witnessing to those brainwashed in
abusive churches is often intimidating and difficult. Often
leaders will not allow an individual member to meet with an
outsider unless accompanied by an older, more experienced
person who is trained in debating and/or intimidation.
Therefore, we must pray (1) for a chance to speak with the
individual{l} and that he would be open to what we have to
share.{2}

Second, lovingly confront the person and surface some biblical
issues. Often, abusive churches have a bizarre teaching or a
theological error that can be pointed out. In his book
Churches That Abuse, Dr. Ron Enroth documents several examples
of this. For instance, the leader of one church had strange
teachings based on his claims of extra-biblical revelations



from God.{3} These included dietary laws, sexual behavior,
home decorations, and others. The leader of another group
called doctors “medical deities.” He also claimed medicines
had demonic names and if taken, opened a person up to demonic
influence.{4} Pointing out errors, inconsistencies, and
bizarre beliefs may open the individual’s mind and prompt him
to begin asking questions.

Third, share articles you may find in the newspaper or in
magazines on the particular church under discussion. The book
that I have often quoted from, Churches That Abuse, 1is an
excellent resource. The key is to get the individual to start
asking questions and research answers for himself. Tell him to
test everything with the Scriptures and not to be afraid to
ask questions. If the leader is afraid or hesitant to answer a
member’s honest questions, the maturity of that leadership may
be suspect.

Jesus, however, said that truth is a means of freedom, not
bondage. He said, “You shall know the truth, and the truth
shall make you free” (John 8:32).

Notes

1. Ronald Enroth, Churches That Abuse (Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Zondervan, 1992), p. 118.

2. Ibid., p. 181.
3. Ibid., p. 128.
4. Ibid., p. 170.
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Your Work Matters to God

Sue Bohlin helps us look at work from a biblical perspective.
If we apply a Christian worldview to our concept of work, it
takes on greater significance within the kingdom of God.

This article is also available in Spanish.

Many Christians hold a decidedly unbiblical view of work. Some
view it as a curse, or at least as part of the curse of living
in a fallen world. Others make a false distinction between
what they perceive as the sacred-serving God-and the
secular—everything else. And others make it into an idol,
expecting it to provide them with their identity and purpose
in life as well as being a source of joy and fulfillment that
only God can provide.

In their excellent
book Your Work
Matters to God,{l}
Doug Sherman and

OUH William Hendricks expose the

wrong ways of thinking about

work, and explain how God

invests work with intrinsic

value and honor. Rick Warren

echoes this 1idea 1in his

A i blockbuster The Purpose Driven

_ Life when he writes, “Work

l()( ()D becomes worship when you

W 4 ;f]“ dedicate it to God and perform

it with an awareness of his
presence.”{2}
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First, let’s explore some faulty views of work: the secular
view, some inappropriate hierarchies that affect how we view
work, and work as merely a platform for doing evangelism.

Those who hold a secular view of work believe that life 1is
divided into two disconnected parts. God is in one spiritual
dimension and work is in the other real dimension, and the two
have nothing to do with each other. God stays in His corner of
the universe while I go to work and live my life, and these
different realms never interact.

One problem with this secular view is that it sets us up for
disappointment. If you leave God out of the picture, you’ll
have to get your sense of importance, fulfillment and reward
from someplace else: work. Work is the answer to the question,
“Who am I, and why am I important?” That is a very shaky
foundation—-because what happens if you lose your job? You're
suddenly a “nobody,” and you are not important because you are
not employed.

The secular view of work tends to make an idol of career.
Career becomes the number one priority in your life. Your
relationship with God takes a back seat, family takes a back
seat, even your relationship with other people takes a back
seat to work. Everything gets filtered through the question,
“What impact will this have on my career?”

The secular view of work leaves God out of the system. This 1is
particularly unacceptable for Christians, because God calls us
to make Him the center of our life.{3} He wants us to have a
biblical worldview that weaves Him into every aspect of our
lives, including work. He wants to be invited into our work;
He wants to be Lord of our work.{4}

Inappropriate Hierarchies: Soul/Body,
Temporal/Eternal

In this article, we’re examining some faulty views of work.



One comes from believing that the soul matters more than the
body. We can wrongly believe that God only cares about our
soul, and our bodies don’t really matter. The body is not
important, we can think: it is only temporal, and it will fade
and die. But if that view were true, then why did God make a
physical universe? Why did He put Adam and Eve in the garden
to cultivate and keep it? He didn’t charge them with, “Go and
make disciples of all nations which aren’t in existence yet,
but they will be as soon as you guys go off and start making
babies.” No, He said, “Here’s the garden, now cultivate it.”
He gave them a job to do that had nothing to do with
evangelism or church work. There is something important about
our bodies, and God is honored by work that honors and cares
for the body—which, after all, is His good creation.

Another wrong way of thinking is to value the eternal over the
temporal so much that we believe only eternal things matter.
Some people believe that if you work for things that won’t
last into eternity—jobs like roofing and party planning and
advertising-you’re wasting your time. This wrong thinking
needs to be countered by the truth that God created two sides
to reality, the temporal and the eternal. The natural universe
God made 1is very real, just as real as the supernatural
universe. Asking which one 1is real and important is like
asking which is real, our nine months in our mother’s womb or
life after birth? They are both real; they are both necessary.
We have to go through one to get to the other.

Those things we do and make on earth DO have value, given the
category they were made for: time. It’'s okay for things to
have simply temporal value, since God chose for us to live in
time before we live in eternity. Our work counts in both time
and eternity because God is looking for faithfulness now, and
the only way to demonstrate faithfulness is within this
physical world. Spiritual needs are important, of course, but
first physical needs need to be met. Try sharing the gospel
with someone who hasn’t eaten in three days! Some needs are



temporal, and those needs must be met. So God equips people
with abilities to meet the needs of His creation. In meeting
the legitimate physical, temporal needs of people, our work
serves people, and people have eternal value because God loves
us and made us in His image.

The Sacred/Spiritual Dichotomy; Work as a
Platform for Evangelism

Another faulty view of work comes from believing that
spiritual, sacred things are far more important than physical,
secular things. REAL work, people can think, is serving God in
full-time Christian service, and then there’s everything else
running a very poor second. This can induce us to think either
too highly of ourselves or too lowly of ourselves. We can
think, “Real work is serving God, and then there’'s what others
do” (which sets us up for condescension), or “Real work 1is
serving God, and then there’s what I have to do” (which sets
us up for false guilt and a sense of “missing it"”).

It's an improper way to view life as divided between the
sacred and the secular. ALL of life relates to God and is
sacred, whether we’re making a business presentation or
changing soiled diapers or leading someone to faith in Christ.
It’s unwise to think there are sacred things we do and there
are secular things we do. It all depends on what'’s going on in
our hearts. You can engage in what looks like holy activity
like prayer and Bible study with a dark, self-centered,
unforgiving spirit. Remember the Pharisees? And on the other
hand, you can work at a job in a very secular atmosphere where
the conversation is littered with profanity, the work 1is
slipshod, the politics are wearisome, and yet like Daniel or
Joseph in the 0ld Testament you can keep your own conversation
pure and your behavior above reproach. You can bring honor and
glory to God in a very worldly environment. God does not want
us to do holy things, He wants us to be holy people.



A final faulty view of work sees it only as a platform for
doing evangelism. If every interaction doesn’t lead to an
opportunity to share the gospel, one is a failure. Evangelism
should be a priority, true, but not our only priority. Life is
broader than evangelism. In Ephesians 1, Paul says three times
that God made us, not for evangelism, but to live to the
praise of His glory.{5} Instead of concentrating only on
evangelism, we need to concentrate on living a life that
honors God and loves people. That is far more winsome than all
the evangelistic strategies in the world. Besides, if work 1is
only a platform for evangelism, it devalues the work itself,
and this view of work is too narrow and unfulfilling.

Next we’ll examine at how God wants us to look at work. You
might be quite surprised!

How God Wants Us to See Work

So far, we have discussed faulty views of work, but how does
God want us to see it? Here’s a startling thought: we actually
work for God Himself! Consider Ephesians 6:5-8, which Paul
writes to slaves but which we can apply to employees:

Slaves, obey your earthly masters with respect and fear, and
with sincerity of heart, just as you would obey Christ. Obey
them not only to win their favor when their eye is on you,
but like slaves of Christ, doing the will of God from your
heart. Serve wholeheartedly, as if you were serving the
Lord, not men, because you know that the Lord will reward
everyone for whatever good he does, whether he is slave or
free.

It's helpful to envision that behind every employer stands the
Lord Jesus. He sees everything we do, and He appreciates it
and will reward us, regardless of the type of work we do. I
learned this lesson one day when I was cleaning the grungy
bathtub of a family that wouldn’t notice and would never



acknowledge or thank me even if they did. I was getting madder
by the minute, throwing myself a pity party, when the Lord
broke into my thoughts. He quietly said, “I see you. And I
appreciate what you’re doing.” Whoa! In an instant, that
totally changed everything. Suddenly, I was able to do a
menial job—and later on, more important ones—as a labor of
love and worship for Jesus. I know He sees and appreciates
what I do. It forever changed my view of work.

God also wants us to see that work is His gift to us. It is
not a result of the Fall. God gave Adam and Eve the job of
cultivating the garden and exercising dominion over the world
before sin entered the world. We were created to work, and for
work. Work is God’s good gift to us!

Listen to what Solomon wrote:

After looking at the way things are on this earth, here’s
what I’'ve decided is the best way to live: Take care of
yourself, have a good time, and make the most of whatever
job you have for as long as God gives you life. And that’s
about it. That's the human lot. Yes, we should make the most
of what God gives, both the bounty and the capacity to enjoy
it, accepting what’s given and delighting in the work. It’s
God’'s gift!{6}

Being happy in our work doesn’t depend on the work, it depends
on our attitude. To make the most of our job and be happy in
our work is a gift God wants to give us!

Why Work is Good

In this article we’re talking about how to think about work
correctly. One question needs to be asked, though: Is all work
equally valid? Well, no. All legitimate work is an extension
of God’s work of maintaining and providing for His creation.
Legitimate work is work that contributes to what God wants
done in the world and doesn’t contribute to what He doesn’t



want done. So non-legitimate work would include jobs that are
illegal, such as prostitution, drug dealing, and professional
thieves. Then there are jobs that are legal, but still
questionable in terms of ethics and morality, such as working
in abortion clinics, pornography, and the gambling industry.
These jobs are legal, but you have to ask, how are they
cooperating with God to benefit His creation?

Work is God’s gift to us. It is His provision in a number of
ways. In Your Work Matters to God, the authors suggest five
major reasons why work is valuable:

1. Through work we serve people. Most work is part of a huge
network of interconnected jobs, industries, goods and services
that work together to meet people’s physical needs. Other jobs
meet people’s aesthetic and spiritual needs as well.

2. Through work we meet our own needs. Work allows us to
exercise the gifts and abilities God gives each person,
whether paid or unpaid. God expects adults to provide for
themselves and not mooch off others. Scripture says, “If one
will not work, neither let him eat!”{7}

3. Through work we meet our family’s needs. God expects the
heads of households to provide for their families. He says,
“If anyone does not provide for his relatives, and especially
for his immediate family, he has denied the faith and is worse
than an unbeliever.”{8}

4. Through work we earn money to give to others. In both the
0ld and New Testaments, God tells us to be generous in meeting
the needs of the poor and those who minister to us
spiritually. {9}

5. Through work we love God. One of God’s love languages 1is
obedience. When we work, we are obeying His two great
commandments to love Him and love our neighbor as we love
ourselves.{10} We love God by obeying Him from the heart. We
love our neighbor as we serve other people through our work.



We bring glory to God by working industriously, demonstrating
what He is like, and serving others by cooperating with God to
meet their needs. In serving others, we serve God. And that’s
why our work matters to God.

Notes
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Marriages — Are Straight and
Gay Marriages Identical?

Although Kerby wrote this article before same-sex marriage was
legalized, his assessment of homosexual relationships has not
changed because the intrinsically disordered nature of same-
sex relationships has not changed. He 1identifies the
measurable benefits of heterosexual marriage over other types
of family set ups. Then he considers the difficulties
introduced by homosexual marriage 1in obtaining the same
benefits. With the fundamental differences between
them, considering them to be equivalent will not make it so.

Is there any difference between heterosexual
marriage and homosexual marriage? We are told that
there is essentially no difference between the two
and thus marriage status should be granted to
anyone of any sexual orientation. This is not true
(as I discuss in more detail in my book A Biblical Point of
View on Homosexuality{1l}).

Traditional, Heterosexual Marriage

Let’s begin by talking about the benefits of traditional
marriage. Traditional marriage is the foundation of
civilization. So before we even consider the impact of
homosexuality, same-sex marriage, and other alternative
lifestyles, we should consider the benefits of traditional
marriage to society.

BAELIEd L

| HOMOSEXUALITY

An excellent summary of the studies done on
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married people can be found in the book, The Case for
Marriage: Why Married People are Happier, Healthier, and
Better off Financially by Linda Waite and Maggie Gallagher.{2}
Here are just a few of the many findings from the research:

e Married people are much happier and likely to be less
unhappy than any other group of people.

* Married people live up to eight years longer than divorced
or never-married people.

* Married people suffer less from long-term illnesses than
those who are unmarried.

e Married people are less likely to engage in unhealthy
behaviors such as drug and alcohol abuse.

* Married people have twice the amount of sex as single people
and report greater levels of satisfaction in the area of
sexual intimacy.

A look at individual studies by social scientists also
confirms these conclusions. For example, married men and women
report greater satisfaction with family life.{3} Married
couples report greater sexual satisfaction.{4} Married women
report higher levels of physical and psychological health.{5}
Married people experience less depression.{6}

Researchers at the Heritage Foundation have also compiled
numerous statistics that also demonstrate the positive impact
of marriage. Traditional marriages have higher incomes when
compared to step families, cohabiting couples, or those who
never married.{7} Traditional marriages also result in lower
welfare costs to society when compared to divorced couples or
out-of-wedlock births.{8} Married women are less likely to be
victims of domestic violence, and married couples are more
likely to be happy and less likely to attempt suicide.{9}

The studies compiled by the Heritage Foundation also found



many positive effects on children.{10} For example, they found
that:

e Children in married families are less like to suffer serious
child abuse.

e Children in married families are less likely to end up in
jail as adults.

e Children in married families are less likely to be depressed
as adolescents.

e Children in married families are less likely to be expelled
from school.

e Children in married families are less likely to repeat a
grade in school.

e Children in married families are less likely to have
developmental problems.

e Children in married families are less likely to have
behavioral problems.

e Children in married families are less likely to use drugs
(marijuana, cocaine).

e Children in married families are less likely to be sexually
active.

Children benefit from traditional marriage in the same way
just as was previously mentioned adults. For example, they are
better off financially. The National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth found that child poverty dramatically increased outside
of intact marriages.{11} Children in married homes are
generally healthier physically and emotionally when they reach
adulthood than children from other home situations.{12}

Although these are relatively recent studies, the conclusions
have been known for much longer. In the 1930s, British



anthropologist J.D. Unwin studied 86 cultures that stretched
across 5,000 years. He found that when a society restricted
sex to marriage, it thrived. However, he also found that when
a society weakened the sexual ethic of marriage, it
deteriorated and eventually disintegrated.{13}

Differences Between Heterosexual
Marriages and Homosexual Marriages

Are heterosexual couples and homosexual couples different? The
popular media treats heterosexual couples and homosexual
couples as if they are no different. One headline proclaimed,
“Married and Gay Couples Not All that Different,” and
essentially said they were just like the couple next door.{14}

There is good reason to question that assumption. Dr. Timothy
Dailey has compiled numerous statistics that demonstrate
significant differences.{15} He shows that “committed”
homosexual relationships are radically different from married
couples in at least six ways: relationship duration, monogamy
vs. promiscuity, relationship commitment, number of children
being raised, health risks, and rates of intimate partner
violence.

Consider the duration of a relationship. Gay activists often
point to high divorce rates among married couples, suggesting
that heterosexuals fare no better than homosexuals. Research
shows, however, that male homosexual relationships last only a
fraction of the length of most marriages. By contrast, the
National Center for Health Statistics reported that 66% of
first marriages last ten years or longer, with 50% lasting
twenty years or longer.{16}

Various studies of homosexual relationships show a much
different picture. For example, the Gay/Lesbian Consumer
Online Census of nearly 8,000 homosexuals found that only 15%
described their “current relationship” lasting twelve years or



longer.{17} A study of homosexual men in the Netherlands
published in the journal AIDS found that the “duration of
steady partnerships” was one and a half years.{18} In a study
of male homosexuality in reported in Western Sexuality:
Practice and Precept in Past and Present Times, Pollak found
that “few homosexual relationships last longer than two years,
with many men reporting hundreds of lifetime partners.”{19}

Another key difference is “monogamy versus promiscuity.”
Married heterosexual couples are more monogamous than the
popular culture and media would have you believe. A national
survey published in the Journal of Sex Research found that 77%
of married men and 88% of married women had remained faithful
to their marriage vows.{20} A national survey in The Social
Organization of Sexuality: Sexual Practices in the United
States came to essentially the same conclusions (75% of
husbands and 85% of wives).{21}

By contrast, homosexuals were much less monogamous and much
more promiscuous. In the classic study by Bell and Weinberg,
they found that 43% of white male homosexuals had sex with 500
or more partners, with 28% having 1,000 or more sex
partners.{22} And a Dutch study of partnered homosexuals,
published in the journal AIDS, found that men with a steady
partner nevertheless had an average of eight sexual partners

per year.{23}

The authors of The Male Couple reported that in their study of
156 males in homosexual relationships lasting from 1 to 37
years, “Only seven couples have a totally exclusive sexual
relationship, and these men all have been together for less
than five years. Stated another way, all couples with a
relationship lasting more than five years have incorporated
some provision for outside sexual activity in their
relationships.” {24} They also found that most homosexual men
understood sexual relations outside the relationship to be the
norm, and usually viewed standards of monogamy as an act of



oppression.

A third difference between heterosexual and homosexual couples
is “level of commitment.” Timothy Dailey argues: “If
homosexuals and lesbians truly desired the same kind of
commitment signified by marriage, then one would expect them
to take advantage of the opportunity to enter into civil
unions or registered partnerships.”{25} This would provide
them with legal recognition as well as legal rights. However,
it is clear that few homosexuals and lesbians have chosen to
take advantage of these various unions (same-sex marriage,
civil unions, domestic partnerships), suggesting a difference
in commitment compared with married couples.

These three differences (along with others detailed by Timothy
Dailey) demonstrate a significant difference between
heterosexual and homosexual relationships. Gay and lesbian
couples appear less likely to commit themselves to the type of
monogamous relationship found in traditional marriage.

Is It Natural?

Many in the homosexual movement say that their feelings are
natural. Often they even say that their feelings are God-
given. So how could they be wrong? Years ago Debbie Boone sang
a song with the lyrics, “How can it be so wrong when it feels
so right?” That is the argument from many in the homosexual
movement. It feels natural, so it must be natural.

But God’'s character as revealed in the Bible should be our
standard. There are many sinful acts that feel natural, but
that does not mean they are moral. Romans 1:26-27 makes it
very clear that these passions are unnatural:

For this reason God gave them over to degrading passions;
for their women exchanged the natural function for that
which is unnatural, and in the same way also the men
abandoned the natural function of the woman and burned in



their desire toward one another, men with men committing
indecent acts and receiving in their own persons the due
penalty of their error.

Homosexual desires and temptations may feel natural to some
people, but they are not what God intends for human beings.
Any sexual encounter outside of marriage is immoral. The Bible
refers to the sin of sexual immorality nearly four dozen
times. Homosexuality, along with fornication and adultery, are
all examples of sexual immorality.

Although God created a perfect world (Genesis 1-2), it was
spoiled by sin. The effects of sin impact us physically,
emotionally, and spiritually. Homosexual temptation, 1like
other sexual temptations, is a result of the fall (Genesis 3).
When Jesus was confronted by the Pharisees, He reminded them
that God “created them from the beginning made them male and
female, and said, ‘for this reason a man shall leave his
father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall
become one flesh'” (Matthew 19:4-5).

Although there is a concerted effort to push for homosexual
marriage within our society, we have seen in this article that
there are fundamental differences between heterosexual
marriage and homosexual marriage. For more information on this
topic, visit the Probe website and read many of our other
articles on homosexuality. And you might pick up a copy of my
book, A Biblical Point of View on Homosexuality.

Notes

1. Kerby Anderson, A Biblical Point of View on Homosexuality
(Eugene, OR: Harvest House Publishers, 2008).

2. New York: Doubleday, 2000.

3. Linda J. Waite, The Ties that Bind: Perspectives on
Marriage and Cohabitation, (New York: Aldine de Gruyter 2000),
368-391.

4. Scott Christopher, “Sexuality in Marriage, Dating, and


https://probe.org/category/faith-and-sexuality/homosexuality/

Other Relationships: A Decade Review,” Journal of Marriage and
Family 62, no. 4, November 2000: 999-1017.

5. Peggy McDonough, “Chronic Stress and the Social Patterning
of Women’s Health in Canada,” Social Science and Medicine,
2002: 767-782.

6. Allan Horwitz, “Becoming Married and Mental Health: A
Longitudinal Study of a Cohort of Young Adults,” Journal of
Marriage and the Family, November 1996: 895-907.

7. Patrick Fagan, et. al., “The Positive Effects of Marriage:
Economic Effects of Marriage,” The Heritage Foundation,
www.heritage.org/Research/Features/Marriage/economic.cfm.

8. Patrick Fagan, et. al., “The Positive Effects of Marriage:
The Effects of Marriage on Welfare,” The Heritage Foundation,
www.heritage.org/research/features/marriage/welfare.cfm.

9. Patrick Fagan, et. al., “The Positive Effects of Marriage:
The Effects of Marriage on Adults,” The Heritage Foundation,
www.heritage.org/research/features/marriage/adults.cfm.

10. Patrick Fagan, et. al., “The Positive Effects of Marriage:
The Effects of Marriage on Children,” The Heritage Foundation,
www.heritage.org/research/features/marriage/children.cfm.

11. See the U.S. Department of Labor for the various
longitudinal studies, www.bls.gov/nls/home.htm.

12. James Dobson, Marriage Under Fire (Sisters, OR: Multnomah,
2004), 54.

13. See J. D. Unwin, Sexual Regulations and Human Behavior
(London: Williams & Norgate, 1933).

14. Robert Gebeloff and Mary Jo Patterson, “Married and gay
couples are not all that different,” Times-Picayune, 22
November 2003.

15. Timothy J. Dailey, “Comparing the lifestyles of homosexual
couples to married couples,” Family Research Council Insight,
www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=I504C02.

16. Matthew Bramlett and William Mosher, “First marriage
dissolution, divorce and remarriage: United States,” National
Center for Health Statistics, 31 May 2001: 1.

17. “Largest gay study examines 2004 relationships,” GayWire
Latest Breaking Releases, www.glcensus.org.



http://www.heritage.org/Research/Features/Marriage/economic.cfm
http://www.heritage.org/research/features/marriage/welfare.cfm
http://www.heritage.org/research/features/marriage/adults.cfm
http://www.heritage.org/research/features/marriage/children.cfm
https://probe.org/www.bls.gov/nls/home.htm
http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=IS04C02
http://www.glcensus.org

18. Maria Xiridou, et. al., “The contribution of steady and
casual partnership to the incidence of HIV infection among
homosexual men in Amsterdam,” AIDS, 17 (2003): 1031.

19. M. Pollack, “Male Homosexuality,” in Western Sexuality:
Practice and Precept in Past and Present Times, ed. Philippe
Aries and Andre Bejin, trans. A. Forster (New York: Blackwell,
1985), 40-01l.

20. Michael Wiederman, “Extramarital sex: prevalence and
correlates in a national survey,” Journal of Sex Research, 34
(1997): 170.

21. E. 0. Laumann, et. al. The Social Organization of
Sexuality: Sexual Practices in the United States (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1994), 216.

22. A. P. Bell and M.S. Weinberg, Homosexualities: A Study of
Diversity Among Men and Women (New York: Simon and Schuster,
1978), 308-309.

23. Xiridou, “The contribution of steady and casual
partnership,” 1031.

24. David McWhirter and Andrew Mattison, The Male Couple: How
Relationships Develop (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1984),
252-253.

25. Dailey, “Comparing.”

© 2008 Probe Ministries

Verbal Abuse: A Biblical
Perspective

Kerby Anderson offers a distinctly Christian view of this
important topic. Taking a biblical perspective moves this
problem from strictly emotional to its full implications for
our spiritual lives.
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=] This article is also available in Spanish.

I would like to address the subject of verbal abuse for two
important reasons. First, our behavior is often a great
indicator of our worldview. Proverbs 23:7 says, “For as he
thinks within himself, so he is.” What a person thinks in his
or her mind and heart will be reflected in his or her words
and actions. Verbal abuse and physical abuse result from a
worldview that is clearly not biblical.

Second, I want to deal with verbal abuse because
of the incredible need for Christians to address
the subject. Ten years ago I did a week of radio
programs on this topic, and I have received more e-
mails from men and women who read that transcript
than any other article. They were grateful that I addressed
the subject. Since there are some new books and web sites, I
wanted to update the original article.

Most of us know someone who has been verbally abused. Perhaps
you are involved in a verbally abusive relationship. It 1is
also possible that no one even knows your circumstances.
Verbal abuse is a kind of battering which doesn’t leave
evidence comparable to the bruises of physical battering. You
(or your friend) may be suffering in silence and isolation.

I want to tackle this very important issue in an effort to
understand this phenomenon and provide answers. First, we
should acknowledge that verbal abuse is often more difficult
to see since there are rarely any visible scars unless
physical abuse has also taken place. It is often less visible
simply because the abuse may always take place in private. The
victim of verbal abuse lives in a gradually more confusing
realm. In public, the victim is with one person. While 1in
private, the abuser may become a completely different person.

Frequently, the perpetrator of verbal abuse is male and the
victim is female, but not always. There are many examples of
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women who are quite verbally abusive. But for the sake of
simplicity of pronouns in this program, I will often identify
the abuser as male and the victim as female.

One of the first books to describe verbal
abuse in adults was Patricia Evan’'s book

The Verbally Abusive Relationship.{1l} She
VERBALLY interviewed forty verbally abused women
ABUSIVE who ranged in age from 21 to 66. Most of
the women had left a verbally abusive
RELAT ONSH]P relationship. We will use some of the

e characteristics and categories of verbal

mwﬂfﬁwmﬁmﬂmtﬁ abuse these women describe in this book.
and How to Respond

TR R r.lln"\i

Patnc:.la Evans

Years later, she wrote a second book, The Verbally Abusive
Man: Can He Change?{2} In that book she makes the claim the
some men can change under certain circumstances. That led to
the subtitle of her book, “A Woman’s Guide to Deciding Whether
to Stay or Go.”

Is there hope that some abusers can
change? Yes, but the key to healing is for

From fhe afiar of fhe bestoflr
HE VERBALLT ARUSFVE RELATTOASHT

the person being abused to recognize THE
verbal abuse for what it is and to begin v HB llv
to take deliberate steps to stop it and AB“ I"E

bring healing. Since the abuser is usually
in denial, the responsibility for Mn ('anHe?
recognizing verbal abuse often rests with (ha”ge'

the pa rtner. A Woman's Guide to
Deciding Whether to Stay or Go

Patricia Evans
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Characteristics of Verbal Abuse

What are some of the characteristics of verbal abuse? Here 1is
a list as outlined in The Verbally Abusive Relationship.{3}

1. Verbal abuse is hurtful and usually attacks the nature and
abilities of the partner. Over time, the partner may begin to
believe that there is something wrong with her or her
abilities. She may come to feel that she is the problem,
rather than her partner.

2. Verbal abuse may be overt (through angry outbursts and
name-calling) or covert (involving very subtle comments, even
something that approaches brainwashing). Overt verbal abuse is
usually blaming and accusatory, and consequently confusing to
the partner. Covert verbal abuse, which is hidden aggression,
is even more confusing to the partner. Its aim is to control
her without her knowing.

3. Verbal abuse 1is manipulative and controlling. Even
disparaging comments may be voiced in an extremely sincere and
concerned way. But the goal is to control and manipulate.

4. Verbal abuse is insidious. The partner’s self-esteem
gradually diminishes, usually without her realizing it. She
may consciously or unconsciously try to change her behavior so
as not to upset the abuser.

5. Verbal abuse is unpredictable. In fact, unpredictability is
one of the most significant characteristics of verbal abuse.
The partner is stunned, shocked, and thrown off balance by her
mate’s sarcasm, angry jab, put-down, or hurtful comment.

6. Verbal abuse is not a side issue. It is the issue in the
relationship. When a couple is having an argument about a real
issue, the issue can be resolved. In a verbally abusive
relationship, there is no specific conflict. The issue is the
abuse, and this issue is not resolved. There is no closure.



7. Verbal abuse expresses a double message. There 1is
incongruence between the way the abuser speaks and her real
feelings. For example, she may sound very sincere and honest
while she is telling her partner what is wrong with him.

8. Verbal abuse usually escalates, increasing in intensity,
frequency, and variety. The verbal abuse may begin with put-
downs disguised as jokes. Later other forms might surface.
Sometimes the verbal abuse may escalate into physical abuse,
starting with “accidental” shoves, pushes, and bumps.

Categories of Verbal Abuse

What are some of the categories of verbal abuse? Here is a
list as outlined in The Verbally Abusive Relationship.{4}

The first category of verbal abuse is withholding. A marriage
requires intimacy, and intimacy requires empathy. If one
partner withholds information and feelings, then the marriage
bond weakens. The abuser who refuses to listen to his partner
denies her experience and leaves her isolated.

The second is countering. This is the dominant response of the
verbal abuser who sees his partner as an adversary. He 1is
constantly countering and correcting everything she says and
does. Internally he may even be thinking, “How dare she have a
different view!”

Countering is very destructive to a relationship because it
prevents the partner from knowing what his mate thinks about
anything. Sometimes the verbal abuser will cut off discussion
in mid-sentence before he can finish his thought. In many
ways, she cannot even allow him to have his own thoughts.

A third category of verbal abuse is discounting. This 1s like
taking a one hundred-dollar item and reducing its price to one
cent. Discounting denies the reality and experience of the
partner and is extremely destructive. It can be a most



insidious form of verbal abuse because it denies and distorts
the partner’s actual perception of the abuse.

Sometimes verbal abuse is disguised as jokes. Although his
comments may masquerade as humor, they cut the partner to the
quick. The verbal jabs may be delivered crassly or with great
skill, but they all have the same effect of diminishing the
partner and throwing her off balance.

A fifth form of verbal abuse is blocking and diverting. The
verbal abuser refuses to communicate, establishes what can be
discussed, or withholds information. He can prevent any
possibility of resolving conflicts by blocking and diverting.

Accusing and blaming is another form. A verbal abuser will
accuse his partner of some wrongdoing or some breach of the
basic agreement of the relationship. This has the effect of
diverting the conversation and putting the other partner on
the defensive.

Another form of verbal abuse is judging and criticizing. The
verbal abuser may judge her partner and then express her
judgment in a critical way. If he objects, she may tell him
that she is just pointing something out to be helpful, but in
reality she is expressing her lack of acceptance of him.

These are just a few of the categories of verbal abuse. Next
we will look at a number of other forms of verbal abuse.

Other Forms of Verbal Abuse

Trivializing can also be a form of verbal abuse. I discuss
this in more detail in my article on why marriages fail.{5} It
is an attempt to take something that is said or done and make
it insignificant. Often the partner becomes confused and
believes she hasn’t effectively explained to her mate how
important certain things are to her.
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Undermining is also verbal abuse. The abuser not only
withholds emotional support, but also erodes confidence and
determination. The abuser often will squelch an idea or
suggestion just by a single comment.

Threatening is a classic form of verbal abuse. He manipulates
his partner by bringing up her biggest fears. This may include
threatening to leave or threatening to get a divorce. In some
cases, the threat may be to escalate the abuse.

Name-calling can also be verbal abuse. Continually calling
someone “stupid” because she isn’t as intelligent as you or
calling her a “klutz” because she is not as coordinated can
have a devastating effect on the partner’s self esteenm.

Verbal abuse may also involve forgetting. This may involve
both overt and covert manipulation. Everyone forgets things
from time to time, but the verbal abuser consistently does so.
After the partner collects himself, subsequent to being yelled
at, he may confront his mate only to find that she has
“forgotten” about the incident. Some abusers consistently
forget about the promises they have made which are most
important to their partners.

Ordering is another classic form of verbal abuse. It denies
the equality and autonomy of the partner. When an abuser gives
orders instead of asking, he treats her like a slave or
subordinate.

Denial is the last category of verbal abuse. Although all
forms of verbal abuse have serious consequences, denial can be
very insidious because it denies the reality of the partner.
In fact, a verbal abuser could read over this 1list of
categories and insist that he 1is not abusive.

That is why it is so important for the partner to recognize
these characteristics and categories since the abuser 1is
usually in denial. Thus, the responsibility for recognizing
verbal abuse and doing something about it often rests with the



partner.

We have described various characteristics of verbal abuse and
have even discussed the various categories of verbal abuse.
Finally, I would like to provide a biblical perspective.

A Biblical Perspective of Verbal Abuse

The Bible clearly warns us about the dangers of an angry
person. Proverbs 22:24 says, “Do not associate with a man
given to anger; or go with a hot-tempered man.” And Proverbs
29:22 says, “An angry man stirs up strife, and a hot-tempered
man abounds in transgression.”

It is not God’'s will for you (or your friend) to be in a
verbally abusive relationship. Those angry and critical words
will destroy your confidence and self-esteem. Being submissive
in a marriage relationship (Ephesians 5:22) does not mean
allowing yourself to be verbally beaten by your partner. 1
Peter 3:1 does teach that wives, by being submissive to their
husbands, may win them to Christ by their behavior. But it
does not teach that they must allow themselves to be verbally
or physically abused.

Here are some key biblical principles. First, know that God
loves you. The Bible teaches, “The LORD is close to the
brokenhearted and saves those who are crushed in spirit”
(Psalm 34:18).

Second, deal with your feelings of guilt. You may be feeling
that the problems in your marriage are your fault. “If only I
would do better, he wouldn’t be so angry with me.” The Bible
teaches in Psalm 51:6 that “Surely You desire truth in the
inner parts; You teach me wisdom in the inmost place.” Even
though you may have feelings of guilt, you may not be the
guilty party. I would recommend you read my article on the
subject of false guilt.{6}
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A related issue 1is shame. You may feel that something is wrong
with you. You may feel that you are a bad person. But God
declares you His cherished creation. Psalms 139:14 says, “I
praise you because I am fearfully and wonderfully made; your
works are wonderful, I know that full well.”

A key element in this area of verbal abuse will no doubt be
confrontation of the abuser. It’'s important for you to realize
that confrontation is a biblical principle. Jesus taught about
this in Matthew 18:15-20. I would recommend that you seek help
from a pastor or counselor. But I would also recommend that
you gather godly men and women together who can lovingly
confront the person who is verbally abusing you. Their goal
should be to break through their denial and lovingly restore
them with a spirit of gentleness (Galatians 6:1).

But whether you confront the abuser or not, I do recommend
that you seek out others who can encourage you and support
you. If the abuser is willing to confront his sin and get
help, that is good. But even if he will not, your hope is in
the Lord and in those who should surround you and encourage
you.
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Divorce - A Biblical
Christian Perspective

Kerby Anderson examines the epidemic of divorce from a
Christian, biblical worldview perspective. He presents data
on its impact on families and society and compares the trend
with biblical teaching on the subject.

Families are experiencing many problems today, but the role of
divorce in this picture has been frequently overlooked because
its destructive effects have been subtle, yet insidious. When
the divorce rate increased in the 1960s, few would have
predicted its dire consequences three decades later. Yet
divorce has changed both the structure and the impact of the
family.

This is not just the conclusion of Christians, but also the
conclusion of non-Christian researchers working in the field.
Clinical psychologist Diane Medved set out to write a book to
help couples facing transitions due to divorce. She begins her
book with this startling statement:

I have to start with a confession: This isn’t the book I set
out to write. I planned to write something consistent with
my previous professional experience helping people with
decision making. . . . For example, I started this project
believing that people who suffer over an extended period in
unhappy marriages ought to get out...I thought that striking
down taboos about divorce was another part of the ongoing
enlightenment of the women’s, civil- rights, and human
potential movements of the last twenty-five years...To my
utter befuddlement, the extensive research I conducted for
this book brought me to one inescapable and irrefutable
conclusion: I had been wrong.” (1)
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She titled her book The Case Against Divorce.

Until the 1960s, divorce has been a relatively rare
phenomenon. Certainly there have always been some couples who
have considered divorce an option. But fundamental changes in
our society in the last few decades have changed divorce from
being rare to routine.

During the 1970s, the divorce rate doubled (and the number of
divorces tripled from 400,000 in 1962 to 1.2 million 1in
1981).(2) The increase in the divorce rate came not from older
couples but from the baby boom generation. One sociologist at
Stanford University calculated that while men and women in
their twenties comprised only about 20 percent of the
population, they contributed 60 percent of the growth in the
divorce rate in the 1960s and early 1970s.(3)

This increase was due to at least two major factors: attitude
and opportunity. The baby boom generation’s attitude toward
such issues as fidelity, chastity, and commitment were
strikingly different from their parents’. Their parents would
stay in a marriage in order to make it work. Baby boomers,
however, were less committed to the ideal of marriage and
quite willing to end what they felt was a bad marriage and
move on with their lives. While their parents might keep a
marriage going “for the sake of the kids,” the baby boom
generation as a whole was much less concerned about such
issues.

Economic opportunities also seem to be a significant factor in
divorce. The rise in divorce closely parallels the increase in
the number of women working. Women with a paycheck were less
likely to stay in a marriage that wasn’'t fulfilling to them.
Armed with a measure of economic power, many women had less
incentive to stay in a marriage and work out their differences
with their husbands. A study of mature women done at Ohio
State University found that the higher a woman’s income in
relation to the total income of her family, the more likely



she was to seek a divorce. (4)

Divorce and Children

Divorce 1is having a devastating impact on both adults and
children. Every year, parents of over 1 million children
divorce. These divorces effectively cut one generation off
from another. Children are reared without the presence of
their father or mother. Children are often forced to take
sides in the conflict. And, children often carry the scars of
the conflict and frequently blame themselves for the divorce.

So what is the impact? Well, one demographer looking at this
ominous trend of divorce and reflecting on 1its impact,
acknowledged:

No one knows what effect divorce and remarriage will have on
the children of the baby boom. A few decades ago, children
of divorced parents were an oddity. Today they are the
majority. The fact that divorce is the norm may make it
easier for children to accept their parents’ divorce. But
what will it do to their marriages in the decades ahead? No
one will know until it’s too late to do anything about
it. (5)

What little we do know about the long-term impact of divorce
is disturbing. In 1971, Judith Wallerstein began a study of
sixty middle-class families in the midst of divorce. Her
ongoing research has provided a longitudinal study of the
long-term effects of divorce on parents and children.

Like Diane Medved, Judith Wallerstein had to revise her
previous assumptions. According to the prevailing view at the
time, divorce was seen as a brief crisis that would resolve
itself. Her book, Second Chances: Men, Women and Children a
Decade After Divorce, vividly illustrates the 1long-term
psychological devastation wrought not only on the children but
the adults.(6) Here are just a few of her findings in her



study of the aftershocks of divorce:

» Three out of five children felt rejected by at least
one parent.

 Five years after their parent’s divorce, more than one-
third of the children were doing markedly worse than
they had been before the divorce.

»Half grew up in settings in which the parents were
warring with each other even after the divorce.

 One-third of the women and one-quarter of the men felt
that life had been unfair, disappointing and lonely.

In essence, Wallerstein found that the emotional tremors
register on the psychological Richter scale many years after
the divorce.

In addition to the emotional impact is the educational impact.
Children growing up in broken homes do not do as well 1in
school as children from stable families. One national study
found an overall average of one lost year of education for
children in single-parent families. (7)

Divorce and remarriage adds another additional twist to modern
families. Nearly half of all marriages in 1990 involved at
least one person who had been down the aisle before, up from
31 percent in 1970.(8)

These changing family structures complicate relationships.
Divorce and remarriage shuffle family members together in
foreign and awkward ways. Clear lines of authority and
communication get blurred and confused in these newly revised
families. One commentator trying to get a linguistic handle on
these arrangements called them “neo-nuclear” families.(9) The
rules for these neo- nukes are complex and ever-changing.
Children 1looking for stability are often insecure and
frustrated. One futuristic commentator imagined this possible
scenario:



On a spring afternoon, half a century from today, the
Joneses are gathered to sing “Happy Birthday” to Junior.
There’s Dad and his third wife, Mom and her second husband,
Junior’s two half brothers from his father’s first marriage,
his six stepsisters from his mother’s spouse’s previous
unions, 100-year- old Great Grandpa, all eight of Junior’s
current “grandparents,” assorted aunts, uncles- in-law and
step-cousins. While one robot scoops up the gift wrappings
and another blows out the candles, Junior makes a wish ..that
he didn’t have so many relatives. (10)

The stress on remarried couples is difficult enough, but it
intensifies when step-children are involved. Conflict between
a stepparent and stepchild is inevitable and can be enough to
threaten the stability of a remarriage. According to one
study, remarriages that involve stepchildren are more likely
to end in divorce than those that don’t.(11) Fully 17 percent
of marriages that are remarriages for both husband and wife
and that involve stepchildren break up within three years. (12)

No Fault Divorce

Historically the laws governing marriage were based upon the
traditional, Judeo-Christian belief that marriage was for
life. Marriage was intended to be a permanent institution.
Thus, the desire for divorce was not held to be self-
justifying. Legally the grounds for divorce had to be
circumstances that justified making an exemption to the
assumption of marital permanence. The spouse seeking a divorce
had to prove that the other spouse had committed one of the
“faults” recognized as justifying the dissolution of the
marriage. In most states, the classic grounds for divorce were
cruelty, desertion, and adultery.

This legal foundation changed when California enacted a
statute in 1969 which allowed for no-fault divorce. This
experiment has effectively led to what could now be called
“divorce-on-demand.” One by one, various state legislatures



enacted no-fault divorce laws so that today, this concept has
become the de facto legal principle in every state.

The fault-based system of divorce law had its roots in the
view that marriage was a sacrament and indissoluble. The
current no- fault provisions changed this perception. Marriage
is no longer viewed as a covenant; it’s a contract. But it’s
an even less reliable contract than a standard business
contract.

Classic contract law holds that a specific promise is binding
and cannot be broken merely because the promisor changes
his/her mind. In fact, the concept of “fault” in divorce
proceedings is more like tort law than contract law in that it
implies an binding obligation between two parties which has
been breached, thus leading to a divorce. When state
legislatures implemented no-fault divorce provisions, they
could have replaced the fault-based protections with contract-
like protections. Unfortunately, they did not. In just a few
decades we have moved from a position where divorce was
permitted for a few reasons to a position in which divorce 1is
permitted for any reason, or no reason at all.

The impact on the institution of marriage has been
devastating. Marginal marriages are much easier to dissolve,
and couples who may have tried to stick it out and work out
their problems instead opt for a no-fault divorce.

But all marriages (not just marginal marriages) are at risk.
After all, marriages do not start out marginal. Most marriages
start out on a solid footing. But after the honeymoon, comes
the more difficult process of learning to live together
harmoniously. The success of the process is affected by both
internal factors (willingness to meet each other’s needs,
etc.) and external factors (such as the availability of
divorce). But even these factors are interrelated. If the law
gives more protection to the marriage contract, a partner may
be more likely to love sacrificially and invest effort in the



marriage. If the law gives less protection, a partner may be
more likely to adopt a “looking out for number one” attitude.

Biblical Perspective

The Bible speaks to the issue of divorce in both the 0ld
Testament and the New Testament. The most important O0Old
Testament passage on divorce 1is Deuteronomy 24:1-4.

If a man marries a woman who becomes displeasing to him
because he finds something indecent about her, and he writes
her a certificate of divorce, gives it to her and sends her
from his house, and if after she leaves his house she
becomes the wife of another man, and her second husband
dislikes her and writes her a certificate of divorce, gives
it to her and sends her from his house, or if he dies, then
her first husband, who divorced her, is not allowed to marry
her again after she has been defiled. That would be
detestable in the eyes of the LORD. Do not bring sin upon
the land the LORD your God is giving you as an inheritance.

These verses were not intended to endorse divorce; just the
contrary. The intention was to regulate the existing custom of
divorce, not to put forth God’s ideal for marriage. Divorce
was allowed in certain instances because of human sinfulness
(Matt. 19:8).

Divorce was widespread in the ancient Near East. The
certificate of divorce apparently was intended to protect the
reputation of the woman and provided her with the right to
remarry. This public declaration protected her from charges of
adultery. The Mishnah, for example, stated that a divorce
certificate was not valid unless the husband explicitly said,
“Thou art free to marry any man."” (13)

Key to understanding this passage 1is the definition of
“something indecent.” It probably did not mean adultery since
that was subject to the penalty of death (22:22), nor did it



probably mean premarital intercourse with another man
(22:20-21) since that carried the same penalty. The precise
meaning of the phrase is unknown.

In fact, the meaning of this phrase was subject to some debate
even during the time of Christ. The conservative school of
Shammai understood it to mean a major sexual offense. The
liberal school of Hillel taught that it referred to anything
displeasing to the husband (including something as trivial as
spoiling his food). The apparent purpose of this law was to
prevent frivolous divorce and to protect a woman who was
divorced by her husband. The passage in no way encourages
divorce but regulates the consequences of divorce.

Another significant 0ld Testament passage is Malachi 2:10-16.

Have we not all one Father ? Did not one God create us? Why
do we profane the covenant of our fathers by breaking faith
with one another?..Has not the LORD made them one? In flesh
and spirit they are his. And why one? Because he was seeking
godly offspring. So guard yourself in your spirit, and do
not break faith with the wife of your youth. “I hate
divorce,” says the LORD God of Israel.

This passage deals with breaking a prior agreement or
covenant. It specifically addresses the issue of illegal
intermarriage and the issue of divorce. Malachi specifically
teaches that husbands and wives are to be faithful to one
another because they have God as their Father. The marriage
relationship is built upon a solemn covenant. While God may
tolerate divorce under some of the circumstances described in
Deuteronomy 24, the instructions were given to protect the
woman if a divorce should occur. This passage in Malachi
reminds us that God hates divorce.

In the New Testament book of Matthew, we have the clearest
teachings by Jesus on the subject of divorce.

It has been said, ‘Anyone who divorces his wife must give



’

her a certificate of divorce.’ But I tell you that anyone
who divorces his wife, except for marital unfaithfulness,
causes her to commit adultery, and anyone who marries a
woman so divorced commits adultery. (Matthew 5:31 32) I tell
you that anyone who divorces his wife, except for marital
unfaithfulness, and marries another woman commits adultery.
(Matthew 19:9)

In these two passages, Jesus challenges the views of the two
schools of Jewish thought (Shammai, Hillel). He teaches that
marriage is for life and should not be dissolved by divorce.

Defining the word porneia (which is translated marital
unfaithfulness) is a key element in trying to understanding
these passages. While some commentators teach that this word
refers to incestuous relationships or sexual promiscuity
during the betrothal period, most scholars believe the word
applies to relentless, persistent, and unrepentant adultery.
Among those holding to this exception clause for adultery,
some believe remarriage is possible while others do not.

The other significant section of teaching on divorce in the
New Testament can be found in Paul’s teaching on divorce in 1
Corinthians 7:10-15.

To the married I give this command (not I, but the Lord): A
wife must not separate from her husband. But if she does,
she must remain unmarried or else be reconciled to her
husband. And a husband must not divorce his wife. To the
rest I say this (I, not the Lord): If any brother has a wife
who is not a believer and she is willing to live with him,
he must not divorce her. And if a woman has a husband who 1is
not a believer and he is willing to live with her, she must
not divorce him. For the unbelieving husband has been
sanctified through his wife, and the unbelieving wife has
been sanctified through her believing husband. Otherwise
your children would be unclean, but as it is, they are holy.
But if the unbeliever leaves, let him do so. A believing man



or woman 1s not bound in such circumstances; God has called
us to live in peace.

In the first section, Paul addresses Christians married to one
another. Paul was obviously aware of the prevalence of divorce
in the Greek world and of the legal right that a wife has to
initiate a divorce. He gives the command for believers to stay
married.

In the next section, Paul addresses the issue of mixed
marriages. He says that even 1in spite of religious
incompatibility in such a marriage, Paul teaches that the
believing spouse is not to seek divorce. Some divorces may
have been initiated because of the command of Ezra to the
Israelites in Jerusalem after the exile (Ezra 10:11) to
divorce themselves from pagan spouses. Paul affirms the same
biblical principle: do not seek divorce. However, if the
unbelieving spouse insists on divorce, the believer may have
to concede to those proceedings and is not bound in such
circumstances.

Based on the preceding verses, we can therefore conclude that
a Christian can acquiesce to divorce in cases of marital
infidelity by the other spouse or in cases of desertion by an
unbelieving spouse. Yet even in these cases, the church should
not encourage divorce. Certainly in very troubling cases which
involve mental, sexual, and/or physical abuse, legal
separation is available as a remedy to protect the abused
spouse. God hates divorce; therefore Christians should never
be in the position of encouraging or promoting divorce.
Instead they should be encouraging reconciliation.

One final question is whether a divorced person is eligible
for a leadership position within the church. The key passage
is 1 Timothy 3:2 which calls for a church leader to be above
reproach and “the husband of one wife.” Rather than
prohibiting a divorced person from serving in leadership, the
language of this verse actually focuses on practicing



polygamists. Polygamy was practiced in the first century and
found among Jewish and Christian groups. The passage could be
translated “a one-woman man.” If Paul intended to prohibit a
divorced person from leadership, he could have used a much
less ambiguous term.

As Christians in a society where divorce 1is rampant, I believe
we must come back to these important biblical principles
concerning marriage. Christians should work to build strong
marriages. Pastors must frequently preach and teach about the
importance of marriage. We should encourage fellow Christians
to attend various marriage enrichment seminars and ministries
in our community.

As Christians I also believe we should reach out to those who
have been through divorce. We must communicate Christ’s
forgiveness to them in the midst of their shattered lives.
They need counseling and support groups. Many times they also
need financial help and direction as they begin to put
together the shattered pieces of their lives.

But as we reach out to those whose lives are shattered by
divorce, we must be careful that our ministry does not
compromise our theology. We must reach out with both biblical
convictions and biblical compassion. Marriage for life 1is
God’s ideal (Genesis 2), nevertheless, millions of people have
been devastated by divorce and need to feel care and
compassion from Christians. Churches have unfortunately erred
on one side or another. Most churches have maintained a strong
stand on marriage and divorce. While this strong biblical
stand is admirable, it should also be balanced with compassion
towards those caught in the throes of divorce. Strong
convictions without compassionate outreach often seems to
communicate that divorce is the unforgivable sin.

On the other hand, some churches in their desire to minister
to divorced people have compromised their theological
convictions. By starting without biblically-based convictions



about marriage and divorce, they have let their congregation’s
circumstances influence their theology.

Christians must simultaneously reach out with conviction and
compassion. Marriage for life is God’s ideal, but divorce is a
reality in our society. Christians should reach out with
Christ’s forgiveness to those whose lives have been shattered
by divorce.
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Arguments Against Abortion

Kerby Anderson helps us understand that concerns about
abortion are more than just a fundamentalist backlash. He
reviews arquments from a Christian, biblical perspective and
then 1introduces arguments from medical, legal and
philosophical points of views as well. He concludes, “The
Bible and logic are on the side of the Christian who wants to
stand for the sanctity of human life.”

Biblical Arguments Against Abortion

In this essay we will be discussing arguments against
abortion. The first set of arguments we will consider are
biblical arguments.

That being said, we must begin by acknowledging that the Bible
doesn’t say anything about abortion directly. Why the silence
of the Bible on abortion? The answer is simple. Abortion was
so unthinkable to an Israelite woman that there was no need to
even mention it in the criminal code. Why was abortion an
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unthinkable act? First, children were viewed as a gift or
heritage from the Lord. Second, the Scriptures state—and the
Jews concurred-that God opens and closes the womb and 1is
sovereign over conception. Third, childlessness was seen as a
curse.

One of the key verses to understand in developing a biblical
view of the sanctity of human life is Psalm 139. This psalm is
the inspired record of David’s praise for God’s sovereignty 1in
his life. He begins by acknowledging that God is omniscient
and knows what David is doing at any given point in time. He
goes on to acknowledge that God is aware of David’s thoughts
before he expresses them. David adds that wherever he might
go, he cannot escape from God, whether he travels to heaven or
ventures into Sheol. God is in the remotest part of the sea
and even in the darkness. Finally David contemplates the
origin of his life and confesses that God was there forming
him in the womb:

For you created my inmost being; you knit me together in my
mother’s womb. I praise you because I am fearfully and
wonderfully made; your works are wonderful, I know that full
well. My frame was not hidden from you when I was made in
the secret place. When I was woven together in the depths of
the earth, your eyes saw my unformed body. All the days
ordained for me were written in your book before one of them
came to be (vv. 13-16).

Here David speaks of God’s relationship with him while he was
growing and developing before birth. Notice that the Bible
doesn’t speak of fetal life as mere biochemistry. The
description here is not of a piece of protoplasm that becomes
David: this is David already being cared for by God while in
the womb.

In verse 13, we see that God is the Master Craftsman
fashioning David into a living person. In verses 14 and 15,
David reflects on the fact that he is a product of God’s



creative work within his mother’s womb, and he praises God for
how wonderfully God has woven him together.

David draws a parallel between his development in the womb and
Adam’s creation from the earth. Using figurative language in
verse 15, he refers to his life before birth when “I was made
in secret, and skillfully wrought in the depths of the earth.”
This poetic allusion harkens back to Genesis 2:7 which says
that Adam was made from the dust of the earth.

David also notes that “Thine eyes have seen my unformed
substance.” This shows that God knew David even before he was
known to others. The term translated unformed substance is a
noun derivative of a verb meaning “to roll up.” When David was
just forming as a fetus, God’s care and compassion already
extended to him. The reference to “God’s eyes” is an 01ld
Testament term used to connotate divine oversight of God 1in
the life of an individual or group of people.

Next, we will consider additional 0ld Testament passages that
provide a biblical argument against abortion.

Additional Old Testament Arguments
Against Abortion

Now that we’ve looked at Psalm 139, the most popular argument
against abortion, let’s look at two other 0ld Testament
passages.

Another significant passage is Psalm 51. It was written by
David after his sin of adultery with Bathsheba and records his
repentance. David confesses that his sinful act demonstrated
the original sin that was within him, “Surely I have been a
sinner from birth, sinful from the time my mother conceived
me” (Ps. 51:5). David concludes that from his time of
conception, he had a sin nature. This would imply that he
carried the image of God from the moment of conception,
including the marred image scarred from sin.



Human beings are created in the image and likeness of God
(Gen. 1:26-27; 5:1; 9:6). Bearing the image of God is the
essence of humanness. And though God’s image in man was marred
at the Fall, it was not erased (cf. 1 Cor. 11:7; James 3:9).
Thus, the unborn baby is made in the image of God and
therefore fully human in God'’'s sight.

This verse also provides support for what is called the
traducian view of the origin of the soul. According to this
perspective, human beings were potentially in Adam (Rom. 5:12,
Heb. 7:9-10) and thus participated in his original sin. The
“soulish” part of humans is transferred through conception.
Therefore, an unborn baby is morally accountable and thus
fully human.

Another argument against abortion can be found in the 0ld
Testament legal code, specifically Exodus 21:22-25.

If men who are fighting hit a pregnant woman and she gives
birth prematurely but there is no serious injury, the
offender must be fined whatever the woman’s husband demands
and the court allows. But if there is serious injury, you
are to take life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth,
hand for hand, foot for foot, burn for burn, wound for
wound, bruise for bruise.

The verses appear to teach that if a woman gives birth
prematurely, but the baby is not injured, then only a fine is
appropriate. However, if the child dies then the law of
retaliation (lex talionis) should be applied. In other words,
killing an unborn baby would carry the same penalty as killing
a born baby. A baby inside the womb has the same legal status
as a baby outside the womb.

Some commentators have come to a different conclusion because
they believe the first verses only refer to a case of
accidental miscarriage. Since only a fine 1is levied, they
argue that an unborn baby is merely potential life and does



not carry the same legal status as a baby that has been born.

There are at least two problems with this interpretation.
First, the normal Hebrew word for miscarry is not used in this
passage (cf. Gen. 31:38; Exod. 23:26; Job 2:10; Hos. 9:14).
Most commentators now believe that the action described in
verse 22 1s a premature birth, not an accidental miscarriage.
Second, even if the verses do describe a miscarriage, the
passage cannot be used to justify abortion. The injury was
accidental, not intentional (as abortion would be). Also, the
action was a criminal offense and punishable by law.

Medical Arguments Against Abortion

Thus far in our discussion we have looked at biblical
arguments against abortion. But what if someone doesn’t
believe in the Bible? Are there other arguments we can use?
Yes, there are: medical arguments, for example. Let’s look,
then, at some of the medical arguments against abortion.

The medical arguments against abortion are compelling. For
example, at conception the embryo is genetically distinct from
the mother. To say that the developing baby is no different
from the mother’s appendix is scientifically inaccurate. A
developing embryo is genetically different from the mother. A
developing embryo is also genetically different from the sperm
and egg that created it. A human being has 46 chromosomes
(sometimes 47 chromosomes). Sperm and egg have 23 chromosomes.
A trained geneticist can distinguish between the DNA of an
embryo and that of a sperm and egg. But that same geneticist
could not distinguish between the DNA of a developing embryo
and a full-grown human being.

Another set of medical arguments against abortion surround the
definition of life and death. If one set of criteria have been
used to define death, could they also be used to define life?
Death used to be defined by the cessation of heartbeat. A
stopped heart was a clear sign of death. If the cessation of



heartbeat could define death, could the onset of a heartbeat
define life? The heart is formed by the 18th day in the womb.
If heartbeat was used to define life, then nearly all
abortions would be outlawed.

Physicians now use a more rigorous criterion for death: brain
wave activity. A flat EEG (electroencephalograph) is one of
the most important criteria used to determine death. If the
cessation of brain wave activity can define death, could the
onset of brain wave activity define life? Individual brain
waves are detected in the fetus in about 40-43 days. Using
brain wave activity to define life would outlaw at least a
majority of abortions.

Opponents to abortion also raise the controversial issue of
fetal pain. Does the fetus feel pain during abortion? The
evidence seems fairly clear and consistent. Consider this
statement made in a British medical journal: “Try sticking an
infant with a pin and you know what happens. She opens her
mouth to cry and also pulls away. Try sticking an 8-week-old
human fetus in the palm of his hand. He opens his mouth and
pulls his hand away. A more technical description would add
that changes in heart rate and fetal movement also suggest
that intrauterine manipulations are painful to the fetus.”{1}

Obviously, other medical criteria could be used. For example,
the developing fetus has a unique set of fingerprints as well
as genetic patterns that make it unique. The development of
sonography has provided us with a “window to the womb” showing
us that a person is growing and developing in the mother’s
womb. We can discern eyes, ears, fingers, a nose, and a mouth.
Our visual senses tell us this is a baby growing and maturing.
This is not a piece of protoplasm; this is a baby inside the
womb .

The point 1is simple. Medical science leads to a pro-life
perspective rather than a pro-choice perspective. If medical
science can be used at all to draw a line, the clearest line



is at the moment of conception. Medical arguments provide a
strong case against abortion and for life.

Legal Arguments Against Abortion

At this point in our discussion, we need to look at legal
arguments against abortion.

The best legal argument against abortion can be seen in the
case of Roe v. Wade. It violated standard legal reasoning. The
Supreme Court decided not to decide when life begins and then
turned around and overturned the laws of 50 different states.

Most of the Supreme Court’s verdict rested upon two sentences.
“We need not resolve the difficult question of when life
begins. When those trained in the respective disciplines of
medicine, philosophy, and theology are unable to arrive at any
consensus, the judiciary, at this point in the development of
man’s knowledge, is not in a position to speculate as to an
answer.”

Although the sentences sounded both innocuous and
unpretentious, they were neither. The Supreme Court’s non-
decision was not innocuous. It overturned state laws that
protected the unborn and has resulted in over 30 million
abortions (roughly the population of Canada) in the United
States.

The decision also seems unpretentious by acknowledging that it
did not know when life begins. But if the Court did not know,
then it should have acted "“as if” life was in the womb. A
crucial role of government is to protect life. Government
cannot remove a segment of the human population from 1its
protection without adequate justification.

The burden of proof should lie with the life-taker, and the
benefit of the doubt should be with the life-saver. Put
another way: “when in doubt, don’t.” A hunter who hears
rustling in the bushes shouldn’t fire until he knows what is



in the bushes. Likewise, a Court which doesn’t know when life
begins, should not declare open season on the unborn.

The burden of proof in law is on the prosecution. The benefit
of doubt is with the defense. This is also known as a
presumption of innocence. The defendant is assumed to be
innocent unless proven guilty. Again the burden of proof is on
the entity that would take away life or liberty. The benefit
of the doubt lies with the defense.

The Supreme Court clearly stated that it does not know when
life begins and then violated the very spirit of this legal
principle by acting as if it just proved that no life existed
in the womb. Even more curious was the fact that to do so, it
had to ignore the religious community and international
community on the subject of the unborn.

Had the religious community really failed to reach a
consensus? Although there were some intramural disagreements,
certainly the weight of evidence indicated that a Western
culture founded on Judeo-Christian values held abortion to be
morally wrong. People with widely divergent theological
perspectives (Jewish, Catholic, evangelical and fundamental
Protestants) shared a common agreement about the humanity of
the unborn.

The same could be said about the international 1legal
community. Physicians around the world subscribed to the
Hippocratic Oath (“I will not give a woman a pessary to
produce abortion”). The unborn were protected by various
international documents like the Declaration of Geneva and the
U.N. Declaration of the Rights of the Child.

Just as there are solid medical arguments against abortion, so
also there are legal arguments against abortion. Roe vs. Wade
was a bad decision that needs to be overturned.



Philosophical Arguments Against Abortion

Finally, we will conclude our discussion by looking at
philosophical arguments against abortion.

A third set of arguments against abortion would be
philosophical arguments. A key philosophical question is where
do you draw the line? Put another way, when does a human being
become a person?

The Supreme Court’s decision of Roe v. Wade separated
personhood from humanity. In other words, the judges argued
that a developing fetus was a human (i.e., a member of the
species Homo sapiens) but not a person. Since only persons are
given 14th Amendment protection under the Constitution, the
Court argued that abortion could be legal at certain times.
This left to doctors, parents, or even other judges the
responsibility of arbitrarily deciding when personhood should
be awarded to human beings.

The Supreme Court’s cleavage of personhood and humanity made
the ethical slide down society’s slippery slope inevitable.
Once the Court allowed people to start drawing lines, some
drew them in unexpected ways and effectively opened the door
for infanticide and euthanasia.

The Court, in the tradition of previous line-drawers, opted
for biological criteria in their definition of a “person” in
Roe v. Wade. In the past, such criteria as implantation or
quickening had been suggested. The Court chose the idea of
viability and allowed for the possibility that states could
outlaw abortions performed after a child was viable. But
viability was an arbitrary criterion, and there was no
biological reason why the line had to be drawn near the early
stages of development. The line, for example, could be drawn
much later.

Ethicist Paul Ramsey frequently warned that any argument for



abortion could logically be also used as an argument for
infanticide. As if to illustrate this, Dr. Francis Crick, of
DNA fame, demonstrated that he was less concerned about the
ethics of such logical extensions and proposed a more radical
definition of personhood. He suggested in the British journal
Nature that if “a child were considered to be legally born
when two days old, it could be examined to see whether it was
an ‘acceptable member of human society.'” Obviously this 1is
not only an argument for abortion; 1it’s an argument for
infanticide.

Other line-drawers have suggested a cultural criterion for
personhood. Ashley Montagu, for example, stated, “A newborn
baby is not truly human until he or she is molded by cultural
influences later.” Again, this is more than just an argument
for abortion. It is also an argument for infanticide.

More recently some line-drawers have focused on a mental
criterion for personhood. Dr. Joseph Fletcher argues in his
book Humanhood that “Humans without some minimum of
intelligence or mental capacity are not persons, no matter how
many of these organs are active, no matter how spontaneous
their living processes are.” This is not only an argument for
abortion and infanticide; it’s adequate justification for
euthanasia and the potential elimination of those who do not
possess a certain IQ. In other writings, Joseph Fletcher
suggested that an “individual” was not truly a “person” unless
he has an IQ of at least 40.

In conclusion, we can see that there are many good arguments
against abortion. Obviously there are a number of biblical
arguments against abortion. But there are also medical, legal,
and philosophical arguments against abortion. The Bible and
logic are on the side of the Christian who wants to stand for
the sanctity of human life.

Endnote
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Note from Kerby Anderson:
So many people ask for more information on abortion; I suggest
you check out the Abortion Facts Web site at
www.abortionfacts.com.

Capital Punishment: A
Christian View and Biblical
Perspective

Kerby Anderson provides a biblical worldview perspective on
capital punishment. He explores the biblical teaching to help
us understand how to consider this controversial topic apply
Christian love and biblical principles.

Should Christians support the death penalty? The answer to
that question is controversial. Many Christians feel that the
Bible has spoken to the issue, but others believe that the New
Testament ethic of love replaces the 0ld Testament law.

Old Testament Examples

Throughout the 0ld Testament we find many cases in which God
commands the use of capital punishment. We see this first with
the acts of God Himself. God was involved, either directly or
indirectly, in the taking of life as a punishment for the
nation of Israel or for those who threatened or harmed Israel.

One example is the flood of Noah in Genesis 6-8. God destroyed
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all human and animal life except that which was on the ark.
Another example is Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen. 18-19), where God
destroyed the two cities because of the heinous sin of the
inhabitants. In the time of Moses, God took the lives of the
Egyptians’ first-born sons (Exod. 11) and destroyed the
Egyptian army in the Red Sea (Exod. 14). There were also
punishments such as the punishment at Kadesh-Barnea (Num.
13-14) or the rebellion of Korah (Num. 16) against the Jews
wandering in the wilderness.

The 0ld Testament is replete with references and examples of
God taking life. In a sense, God used capital punishment to
deal with Israel’s sins and the sins of the nations
surrounding Israel.

The 0ld Testament also teaches that God instituted capital
punishment in the Jewish law code. In fact, the principle of
capital punishment even precedes the 0ld Testament law code.
According to Genesis 9:6, capital punishment is based upon a
belief in the sanctity of life. It says, “Whoever sheds man’s
blood by man his blood shall be shed, for in the image of God,
He made man.”

The Mosaic Law set forth numerous offenses that were
punishable by death. The first was murder. In Exodus 21, God
commanded capital punishment for murderers. Premeditated
murder (or what the 0ld Testament described as “lying in
wait”) was punishable by death. A second offense punishable by
death was involvement in the occult (Exod. 22; Lev. 20; Deut
18-19). This included sorcery, divination, acting as a medium,
and sacrificing to false gods. Third, capital punishment was
to be used against perpetrators of sexual sins such as rape,
incest, or homosexual practice.

Within this Old Testament theocracy, capital punishment was
extended beyond murder to cover various offenses. While the
death penalty for these offenses was limited to this
particular dispensation of revelation, notice that the



principle in Genesis 9:6 is not tied to the theocracy.
Instead, the principle of Lex Talionis (a life for a life) 1is
tied to the creation order. Capital punishment is warranted
due to the sanctity of life. Even before we turn to the New
Testament, we find this universally binding principle that
precedes the 0ld Testament law code.

New Testament Principles

Some Christians believe that capital punishment does not apply
to the New Testament and church age.

First we must acknowledge that God gave the principle of
capital punishment even before the institution of the 0ld
Testament law code. In Genesis 9:6 we read that “Whoever sheds
man’s blood by man his blood shall be shed, for in the image
of God, He made man.” Capital punishment was instituted by God
because humans are created in the image of God. The principle
is not rooted in the 0ld Testament theocracy, but rather in
the creation order. It is a much broader biblical principle
that carries into the New Testament.

Even so, some Christians argue that in the Sermon on the Mount
Jesus seems to be arguing against capital punishment. But 1is
He?

In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus is not arguing against the
principle of a life for a life. Rather He 1is speaking to the
issue of our personal desire for vengeance. He is not denying
the power and responsibility of the government. In the Sermon
on the Mount, Jesus is speaking to individual Christians. He
is telling Christians that they should not try to replace the
power of the government. Jesus does not deny the power and
authority of government, but rather He calls individual
Christians to love their enemies and turn the other cheek.

Some have said that Jesus set aside capital punishment in John
8 when He did not call for the woman caught in adultery to be



stoned. But remember the context. The Pharisees were trying to
trap Jesus between the Roman law and the Mosaic law. If He
said that they should stone her, He would break the Roman law.
If He refused to allow them to stone her, He would break the
Mosaic law (Lev. 20:10; Deut. 22:22). Jesus’ answer avoided
the conflict: He said that he who was without sin should cast
the first stone. Since He did teach that a stone be thrown
(John 8:7), this is not an abolition of the death penalty.

In other places in the New Testament we see the principle of
capital punishment being reinforced. Romans 13:1-7, for
example, teaches that human government is ordained by God and
that the civil magistrate is a minister of God. We are to obey
government for we are taught that government does not bear the
sword in vain. The fact that the Apostle Paul used the image
of the sword further supports the idea that capital punishment
was to be used by government in the New Testament age as well.
Rather than abolish the idea of the death penalty, Paul uses
the emblem of the Roman sword to reinforce the idea of capital
punishment. The New Testament did not abolish the death
penalty; it reinforced the principle of capital punishment.

Capital Punishment and Deterrence

Is capital punishment a deterrent to crime? At the outset, we
should acknowledge that the answer to this question should not
change our perspective on this issue. Although it 1is an
important question, it should not be the basis for our belief.
A Christian’s belief in capital punishment should be based
upon what the Bible teaches not on a pragmatic assessment of
whether or not capital punishment deters crime.

That being said, however, we should try to assess the
effectiveness of capital punishment. Opponents of capital
punishment argue that it is not a deterrent, because in some
states where capital punishment is allowed the crime rate goes
up. Should we therefore conclude that capital punishment is
not a deterrent?



First, we should recognize that crime rates have been
increasing for some time. The United States is becoming a
violent society as its social and moral fabric breaks down. So
the increase in the crime rate is most likely due to many
other factors and cannot be correlated with a death penalty
that has been implemented sparingly and sporadically.

Second, there is some evidence that capital punishment is a
deterrent. And even if we are not absolutely sure of its
deterrent effect, the death penalty should be implemented. If
it is a deterrent, then implementing capital punishment
certainly will save lives. If it is not, then we still will
have followed biblical injunctions and put convicted murderers
to death.

In a sense, opponents of capital punishment who argue that it
is not a deterrent are willing to give the benefit of the
doubt to the criminal rather than to the victim. The poet
Hyman Barshay put it this way:

The death penalty 1is a warning, just like a lighthouse
throwing its beams out to sea. We hear about shipwrecks, but
we do not hear about the ships the lighthouse guides safely
on their way. We do not have proof of the number of ships it
saves, but we do not tear the lighthouse down."” (1)

If capital punishment is even a potential deterrent, that is a
significant enough social reason to implement it.

Statistical analysis by Dr. Isaac Ehrlich at the University of
Chicago suggests that capital punishment is a deterrent. (2)
Although his conclusions were vigorously challenged, further
cross- sectional analysis has confirmed his conclusions. (3)
His research has shown that if the death penalty is used in a
consistent way, 1t may deter as many as eight murders for
every execution carried out. If these numbers are indeed
accurate, it demonstrates that capital punishment could be a
significant deterrent to crime in our society.



Certainly capital punishment will not deter all crime.
Psychotic and deranged killers, members of organized crime,
and street gangs will no doubt kill whether capital punishment
is implemented or not. A person who is irrational or wants to
commit a murder will do so whether capital punishment exists
or not. But social statistics as well as logic suggest that
rational people will be deterred from murder because capital
punishment is part of the criminal code.

Capital Punishment and Discrimination

Many people oppose capital punishment because they feel it is
discriminatory. The charge is somewhat curious since most of
the criminals that have been executed in the last decade are
white rather than black. Nevertheless, a higher percentage of
ethnic minorities (African-American, Hispanic-American) are on
death row. So is this a significant argument against capital
punishment?

First, we should note that much of the evidence for
discrimination 1is circumstantial. Just because there 1is a
higher percentage of a particular ethnic group does not, in
and of itself, constitute discrimination. A high percentage of
whites playing professional ice hockey or a high percentage of
blacks playing professional basketball does not necessarily
mean that discrimination has taken place. We need to look
beneath the allegation and see if true discrimination 1is
taking place.

Second, we can and should acknowledge that some discrimination
does take place in the criminal justice system. Discrimination
takes place not only on the basis of race, but on the basis of
wealth. Wealthy defendants can hire a battery of legal experts
to defend themselves, while poor defendants must relay on a
court- appointed public attorney.

Even if we acknowledge that there is some evidence of
discrimination in the criminal justice system, does it



likewise hold that there 1is discrimination with regard to
capital punishment? The U.S. Solicitor General, in his amicus
brief for the case Gregg vs. Georgia, argued that
sophisticated sociological studies demonstrated that capital
punishment showed no evidence of racial discrimination. (4)
These studies compared the number of crimes committed with the
number that went to trial and the number of guilty verdicts
rendered and found that guilty verdicts were consistent across
racial boundaries.

But even if we find evidence for discrimination in the
criminal justice system, notice that this is not really an
argument against capital punishment. It is a compelling
argument for reform of the criminal justice system. It is an
argument for implementing capital punishment carefully.

We may conclude that we will only use the death penalty in
cases where certainty exists (e.g., eyewitness accounts,
videotape evidence). But discrimination in the criminal
justice system is not truly an argument against capital
punishment. At its best, it is an argument for its careful
implementation.

In fact, most of the social and philosophical arguments
against capital punishment are really not arguments against it
at all. These arguments are really arguments for improving the
criminal justice system. If discrimination is taking place and
guilty people are escaping penalty, then that is an argument
for extending the penalty, not doing away with 1it.
Furthermore, opponents of capital punishment candidly admit
that they would oppose the death penalty even if it were an
effective deterrent.(5) So while these are important social
and political issues to consider, they are not sufficient
justification for the abolition of the death penalty.

Objections to Capital Punishment

One objection to capital punishment is that the government 1is



itself committing murder. Put in theological terms, doesn’t
the death penalty violate the sixth commandment, which teaches
“Thou shalt not kill?”

First, we must understand the context of this verse. The verb
used in Exodus 20:13 is best translated “to murder.” It 1is
used 49 times in the 0ld Testament, and it is always used to
describe premeditated murder. It is never used of animals,
God, angels, or enemies in battle. So the commandment is not
teaching that all killing is wrong; it is teaching that murder
is wrong.

Second, the penalty for breaking the commandment was death
(Ex.21:12; Num. 35:16-21). We can conclude therefore that when
the government took the life of a murderer, the government was
not itself guilty of murder. Opponents of capital punishment
who accuse the government of committing murder by implementing
the death penalty fail to see the irony of using Exodus 20 to
define murder but ignoring Exodus 21, which specifically
teaches that government is to punish the murderer.

A second objection to capital punishment questions the
validity of applying the 0ld Testament law code to today’s
society. After all, wasn’t the Mosaic Law only for the 0ld
Testament theocracy? There are a number of ways to answer this
objection.

First, we must question the premise. There is and should be a
relationship between 0ld Testament laws and modern laws. We
may no longer be subject to Old Testament ceremonial law, but
that does not invalidate God’s moral principles set down in
the 0ld Testament. Murder is still wrong. Thus, since murder
is wrong, the penalty for murder must still be implemented.

Second, even if we accept the premise that the 0ld Testament
law code was specifically and uniquely for the 0ld Testament
theocracy, this still does not abolish the death penalty.
Genesis 9:6 precedes the 0ld Testament theocracy, and its



principle is tied to the creation order. Capital punishment 1is
to be implemented because of the sanctity of human life. We
are created in God’s image. When a murder occurs, the murderer
must be put to death. This is a universally binding principle
not confined merely to the 0ld Testament theocracy.

Third, it is not just the 0ld Testament that teaches capital
punishment. Romans 13:1-7 specifically teaches that human
government is ordained by God and that we are to obey
government because government does not bear the sword in vain.
Human governments are given the responsibility to punish
wrongdoers, and this includes murderers who are to be given
the death penalty.

Finally, capital punishment is never specifically removed or
replaced in the Bible. While some would argue that the New
Testament ethic replaces the 0ld Testament ethic, there is no
instance in which a replacement ethic 1is introduced. As we
have already seen, Jesus and the disciples never disturb the
Old Testament standard of capital punishment. The Apostle Paul
teaches that we are to live by grace with one another, but
also teaches that we are to obey human government that bears
the sword. Capital punishment is taught in both the 01ld
Testament and the New Testament.
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One Christian Perspective on
the Immigration Reform Debate

Steve Cable takes a look at the immigration issue from a
biblical point of view. Setting aside all the political
rhetoric, what does the Bible really have to say about this
topic and how should the church respond with an authenic
Christian perspective.

Introduction

Immigration issues have garnered a lot of headlines in recent
weeks. Is there a clear biblical position on immigration laws
and on how Christians should respond to immigrants?

A January 2006 Gallup poll indicated that “immigration reform”
ranked at the bottom of seven national issues behind the war
in Iraq, healthcare, and the economy.{1l} However, after the
large rallies in April, it had moved up into the number two
spot behind the war in Iraq. While more Americans are
concerned about improving control of our borders than
developing a comprehensive strategy for illegal immigrants,
over seventy-five percent of those polled consider such a
comprehensive strategy “extremely important” or “very
important.” In part, this is due to a heightened awareness of
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the approximately twelve million illegal aliens in our country
and to the intense interest in the Hispanic community. The
concern also feeds on the conflicting desires for low cost
labor on the one hand and protection from terrorist
infiltration on the other.

At a time when the American public is becoming sensitized to
the illegal immigrant issue, the evangelical community has not
presented a unified front. As reported in the April 28 (2006)
edition of the Dallas Morning News, “At a forum . . .,
conservative and liberal religious leaders 1lobbed Bible
verses, unable to agree on what Jesus would do about the
nation’s nearly 12 million illegal immigrants.”{2} Three
general positions have emerged among the evangelical
community.

One position promotes honoring God through obeying the law,
focusing on the responsibility of the government to provide
for the security of its people.

A second position focuses on our responsibility to care for
the needy, particularly the alien and the stranger.

The third position assumes this is an amoral political and
economic issue that the church is wise to stay clear of.

The conundrum was aptly summarized by Dr. Richard Land,
president of the Southern Baptist Convention’s Ethics and
Religious Liberty Commission:

“We have a right to expect the government to fulfill 1its
divinely ordained mandate to punish those who break the laws
and reward those who do not. Romans 13. We also have a divine
mandate to act redemptively and compassionately toward those
who are in need.”{3}

Since we are all created in the image of God, should nations
place any restrictions upon our ability to move about and take



up residence where we will? Certainly, if we were all
Christians, Colossians 3:11 might apply, stating, “there is no
distinction between Greek and Jew, circumcised and
uncircumcised, barbarian, Scythian, slave and freeman, but
Christ is all, and in all.” From this verse and others like
it, we might argue that we should not make any distinctions
between citizens and non-citizens. Yet, the Bible clearly
indicates that there will be distinct nations until Jesus
returns.

Reasons for Restricted Immigration Policy

As noted above, a simple Christian perspective would welcome
everyone to settle in our nation at any time. However, the
Bible clearly supports the concept of national sovereignty as
a means through which God works in this fallen world. In 1
Timothy 2:1-2, we are called to pray for government officials,
not that they would cease to exist, but that they would
facilitate a society where we can follow God and share Christ
in a secure, peaceful environment. Three common reasons a
government may choose to control traffic across its borders
and limit citizenship opportunities are as follows:

1. National security-A nation with enemies has a need to know
that those enemies are not dwelling within their land. In
Deut. 31:12-13, the foreigners dwelling among the people of
Israel were required to enter into the covenant to obey God.
Those that did not support God’s leadership were not allowed
to enter the land. Today, like never before, America must be
concerned about enemies attacking from inside her border. The
government has a responsibility to protect the security of
her people by taking reasonable means to keep threats outside
of our borders.

2. Economic prosperity—-A perception of limited resources may
cause a nation to curtail immigration in order to reserve a
greater share of those resources for the existing citizens.



They may say, “We have the sturdiest and most well stocked
lifeboat, but if everyone abandons their inferior lifeboats
and flocks to this one, we will go from prosperity and
security to sinking and perishing.” Under the same
motivation, it 1s common for nations to import foreign
workers to perform low paid, menial tasks. There 1is biblical
support for property ownership and rewards for ones labor. It
1s balanced by the clear teaching to proactively minister to
the needy and to beware of being motivated by greed.{4}

3. Cultural integrity-A people group may want restrictions on
immigration to protect the integrity of their historic
traditions and society. Certainly, God directed the nation of
Israel to ensure that all members of society worshiped the
God of Abraham and did not introduce other forms of worship
into society. In Exodus 12:43-49, foreigners are prohibited
from participating in the Passover unless their entire
household 1is circumcised and they covenant to obey God.
America has thrived with a cultural and religious diversity,
while enforcing a uniform acceptance of the Constitution and
the principles of democracy, freedom, and equality.

Although the Bible does not mandate that nations should have
laws to control their borders and manage immigration, it is
clear that there are biblically acceptable reasons for a
national policy in this area. The two that are the clearest
are national security from known enemies and protecting common
cultural ideals. Greed often plays a role in establishing
immigration policies, an attitude clearly prohibited by our
Lord.

The Case for Law and Order

Conflicting positions on immigration policy stake their claim
on respect for authority at one end and on compassion for the
needy at the other. Let’s consider the matter of law and



order.
Romans 13 states:

Every person 1is to be 1in subjection to the governing
authorities. For there 1is no authority except from God, and
those which exist are established by God. Therefore whoever
resists authority has opposed the ordinance of God. . . . But
1f you do what is evil, be afraid, for it does not bear the
sword for nothing,; for it is a minister of God, an avenger
who brings wrath on the one who practices evil. Therefore it
1s necessary to be in subjection, not only because of wrath,
but also for conscience’ sake (vv. 1,2,4,5).{5}

Christians are to be in subjection to governing authorities
not only to avoid punishment, but also to be able to minister
with a clear conscience. Peter expands on the motivation in 1
Peter 2:13-15 where he writes, “Submit yourselves for the
Lord’s sake to every human institution, whether to a king as
the one in authority, or to governors as sent by him for the
punishment of evildoers and the praise of those who do right.
For such is the will of God that by doing right you may
silence the ignorance of foolish men.”

Thus, for Christians, obeying the law is one way honor God.
God ordains authority with the responsibility to punish “the
one who practices evil.” For those who take the law-and-order
position, these verses are a clear biblical mandate for
dealing with illegal immigration. Not only should we
personally obey the law, we should support our governing
authorities in enforcing it.

However, those who take a different position argue our
imperative to follow Christ’s example takes precedence over
any laws. Certainly, Jesus and the apostles did not always
obey the strict direction of the ruling authorities. One
notable example is found in Acts 4:19-20. When commanded not
“to speak or teach at all in the name of Jesus,” Peter



replied, “Whether it is right in the sight of God to give heed
to you rather than to God, you be the judge; for we cannot
stop speaking about what we have seen and heard.” Not only did
they refuse to submit to the command, they encouraged others
to follow their example. However, one should be careful about
using these examples as a trump card to justify ignoring any
laws that one believes are contrary to the teaching of Christ.
Both Jesus and Paul direct us to pay our taxes, knowing full
well that some of those tax dollars may be spent in ways that
do not honor Christ.

As believers, we are called to obey laws that do not require
us to directly disobey God.

The Case for Compassion

Another important consideration is whether Christ’s directive
to show compassion to the needy should be our primary concern
in establishing and enforcing immigration policy. Those who
promote this case point to two primary principles in the
Scriptures:

1. Treat the alien in our midst with fairness, remembering
that we too are aliens.

2. Minister to the least of these as unto Jesus Himself.

Deuteronomy 10:18-19 states, “He . . . shows His love for the
alien by giving him food and clothing. So show your love for
the alien, for you were aliens in the land of Egypt.”
Remembering their history as aliens dwelling in Egypt, the
children of Israel were to show love for the aliens in their
midst. We, too, should remember that most of us did nothing to
deserve being born in America. We could just as easily be the
person seeking a better life by becoming an alien in America.

Does this passage mean that we have a responsibility to care



for any person who is able to cross our borders?

The Hebrew word most often translated as “alien” 1is ger.
According to Vines, a ger “was not simply a foreigner or a
stranger. He was a permanent resident, once a citizen of
another land, who had moved into his new residence.”{6} The
Jewish law was clear that these aliens should be afforded
equitable treatment under the law (e.g., Num. 15:16, Deut.
1:16). However, special provisions were also in place for the
alien. Not being a member of one of the twelve tribes, the
alien could not own land. Consequently, the alien was grouped
together with widows and orphans to receive a portion of the
tithe (Deut. 14:28-29), access to the gleanings in the field
(Deut. 24:19-22) and justice (Deut. 24:17-18). However, these
provisions did not apply to the foreigner temporarily in the
country for work or other purposes. These temporary visitors
did not receive a food allotment and were not allowed to fully
participate in society.

We know that God wants us to treat aliens fairly, but the
biblical example shows a greater responsibility to those who
meet the requirements to become residents.

Compassion 1is a emphasized in Jesus’ command to “do unto
others as you would have them do unto you,” in the parable of
the Good Samaritan, and in us observation in Matt 25:40, “to
the extent that you did it to one of these brothers of Mine,
even the least of them, you did it to Me.” We are called to
demonstrate sacrificial love in meeting the needs of both
friends and strangers. Each person we meet is created in the
image of God, worthy of our love and our concern for their
spiritual and physical needs. Whatever our position on
immigration policy and enforcement, Christians should be at
the forefront of ministering to people far from home.



Responding to Our Current Situation

Is it possible within our current immigration laws to be
compassionate and to be subject to ruling authorities at the
same time? One way to answer that question is to apply the
biblical guidelines reviewed earlier to the different roles 1in
the immigration debate.

First, let’s consider a potential immigrant. Barring a direct
threat upon your life, abide by the laws of your current
country and America. If you have a desire to work in America,
apply through appropriate channels and use all legal means to
expedite the process. Desiring more opportunity for your
family is commendable. However, choosing to break the law to
achieve that goal is telling God that He cannot be trusted to
provide.

Now assume you were an illegal immigrant. Report yourself to
the appropriate authorities to obtain a hearing and abide by
the results. Some argue that it is cruel to separate families.
Current laws do not normally force families to be separated.
Separation is the result of family members choosing to stay in
the U.S. when a person is required to leave the country.

What attitude should be taken by an employer? Obey the
employment laws. Do not knowingly hire illegal aliens and take
steps to prevent accidentally hiring illegal aliens.

Finally, consider a Christian citizen. Reach out in love to
all people regardless of their immigration status. Help them
find help in dealing with the process and caring for their
family. Counsel those in your flock to come into compliance
with any laws they are breaking. Ask your representatives to
support legislation which balances security with generosity
and compassion. Most Americans desire to protect or improve
their standard of living. Doing this at the expense of others
is clearly contrary to biblical teaching. At the same time,
lowering our standard of living by being less productive is



not good stewardship either. We should promote policies that
reflect a willingness to reduce our consumption to benefit
others while promoting improvements across the board. What
might this look like?

= Increased legal immigration for a variety of skill and
educational levels, believing that we have the ingenuity
to utilize these additional resources productively.

Fair pay for all jobs with strong penalties for
employers who break the laws.

» Requiring immigrants to maintain a record of gainful
employment.

 Rapid deportation for those who enter illegally.

While there is a real terrorist threat, making it
difficult to enter our country surreptitiously.

» Pressuring other countries not to exploit their labor
force.

Although there is no simple scriptural prescription to “fix”
the immigration issue, Christians can model how to reach out
in compassion and submit to authority at the same time.
Prayerfully consider how God wants you to respond in this
area.

Notes

1. “Halting the Flow is American’s Illegal Immigration
Priority”, Lydia Saad, Gallup News Service, April 13, 2006

2. Todd J. Gillman, “Christians ask: Can you love thy neighbor
but deport him, too?” Dallas Morning News, April 28, 2006.

3. Ibid.

4. Luke 12:15

5. All Scripture references from the New American Standard
Bible, 1995.

6. Vine's Expository Dictionary of biblical Words, Copyright
(c)1985, Thomas Nelson Publishers

© 2006 Probe Ministries



Gambling - Is It Good for
Soclety? A Christian
Perspective

Kerby Anderson looks at the harmful effects of both legal and
illegal gambling. He considers the negative 1impacts on
society, government policy, and the economy when gambling is
prevalent 1in a culture. From a Christian worldview
perspective, he considers how gambling introduces problems
such as covetousness, poor work ethics, and destroyed family
units.

This article is also available in Spanish.

Gambling used to be what a few unscrupulous people did with
the aid of organized crime. But gambling fever now seems to
affect nearly everyone as more and more states are legalizing
various forms of it.

Thirty years ago, gambling was a relatively rare phenomenon
with casinos operating only in the distant Nevada desert and a
few states with lotteries or pari-mutuel betting. Today,
legalized gambling is permitted in forty-seven states and the
District of Columbia. More Americans are gambling than ever
before, and they are also gambling more money.{1}

The momentum seems to be on the side of those who want
legalized gambling as a way to supplement state revenues. But
these states and their citizens often ignore the costs that
are associated with legalized gambling.
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Types of Gambling

Gambling comes in many forms. Perhaps the most popular type of
gambling is state-sponsored lotteries. This would include the
weekly lottery games, as well as the daily lottery numbers and
scratch-off ticket games.

A second type of gambling would be casinos. Gambling in this
venue would include jackpot slot machines, video card game
machines, various casino card games such as poker and
blackjack, and other casino games such as roulette.

Sports betting is a third type of gambling. Someone can bet on
the outcome of a sporting event or a particular part of a
sporting event. Usually, bets are placed on a bookmaker’s odds
so that the actual bet is against the point spread. Sports
betting would also include illegal office pools and even
weekend golfers who bet dollars or cokes for each hole.

Pari-mutuel betting (horse racing, dog racing, and jai alai)
is another form of sports gambling. Horse racing is legal in
43 states with over 150 racetracks in the United States.

Convenience gambling (also called retail gambling) includes
stand-alone slot machines, video poker, video keno, and other
games. These are usually found in bars, truck stops, and
convenience stores.

Online gambling represents a new frontier in the spread of
gambling. The availability and accessibility of Internet
gambling appears to have greatly increased the number of
people gambling on a regular basis.

Bad Social Policy

Legalized gambling is bad social policy. At a time when
Gamblers Anonymous estimates that there are at least 12
million compulsive gamblers, it does not make a lot of sense



to have the state promoting gambling. State sponsorship of
gambling makes it harder, not easier, for the compulsive
gambler to reform. Since about 96 percent of those gamblers
began gambling before the age of fourteen, {2} we should be
especially concerned about the message such a policy sends to
young people.

The economic costs that gamblers themselves incur are
significant. The average compulsive gambler has debts
exceeding $80,000.{3} And this figure pales in comparison with
other social costs that surface because of family neglect,
embezzlement, theft, and involvement in organized crime.
Compulsive gamblers affect the lives of family, friends, and
business associates. Some of the consequences of gambling are
marital disharmony, divorce, child abuse, substance abuse, and
suicide attempts.

Proponents argue that state lotteries are an effective way to
raise taxes painlessly. But the evidence shows that legalized
gambling often hurts those who are poor and disadvantaged. A
national task force on gambling found that those in the lowest
income bracket lost more than three times as much money to
gambling (as a percentage of income) as those at the
wealthiest end of the spectrum.{4} One New York lottery agent
reports that “seventy percent of those who buy my tickets are
poor, black, or Hispanic.”{5} And a National Bureau of
Economic Research “shows that the poor bet a much larger share
of their income.”{6} The study also found that “the less
education a person has, the more likely he is to play the

lottery.”{7}

A major study on the effect of the California lottery came to
the same conclusions. The Field Institute’s California poll
found that 18 percent of the state’s adults bought 71 percent
of the tickets. These heavy lottery players (who bought more
than twenty tickets in the contest’s first forty-five days)
are “more likely than others to be black, poorer and less
educated than the average Californian.”{8}



Studies also indicate that gambling increases when economic
times are uncertain and people are concerned about their
future. Joseph Dunn, director of the National Council on
Compulsive Gambling, says, “People who are worried about the
factory closing take a chance on making it big. Once they win
anything, they’re hooked.”{9}

The social impact of gambling is often hidden from the
citizens who decide to legalize gambling. But later these
costs show up in the shattered lives of individuals and their
families. One study in The Journal of Social Issues found that
as gambling increases, there is an increase in “(a) proportion
of divorce and separation; (b) disagreement about money
matters with one’s spouse; (c) lack of understanding between
marital partners; and (d) more reported problems among
children of gamblers.”{10}

Psychologist Julian Taber warns, “No one knows the social
costs of gambling or how many players will become addicted

the states are experimenting with the minds of the people on
a massive scale.”{1l1l} Families are torn apart by strife,
divorce, and bankruptcy. Boydon Cole and Sidney Margolius in
their book, When You Gamble-You Risk More Than Your Money,
conclude, “There is no doubt of the destructive effect of
gambling on the family life. The corrosive effects of gambling
attack both the white-collar and blue-collar families with

equal vigor."”{12}

The impact on crime is also significant. The crime rate in
gambling communities 1s nearly double the national
average.{13} Researchers calculate that for every dollar the
state received in gambling revenues, it costs the state at
least three dollars in increased social costs (for criminal
justice and social welfare).{14}



Bad Governmental Policy

Legalized gambling is also bad governmental policy. Government
should promote public virtue, not seduce its citizens to
gamble in state-sponsored vice. Government is supposed to be
servant of God according to Romans 13, but its moral stance is
compromised when it enters into a gambling enterprise.

Citizens would be outraged if their state government began
enticing its citizens to engage in potentially destructive
behavior (such as taking drugs). But those same citizens see
no contradiction when government legalizes and even promotes
gambling. Instead of being a positive moral force in society,
government contributes to the corruption of society.

Ross Wilhelm, professor of business economics at the
University of Michigan, says,

State lotteries and gambling games are essentially a “rip-
off” and widespread legalization of gambling is one of the
worst changes in public policy to have occurred in recent
years. . . . The viciousness of the state-run games 1s
compounded beyond belief by the fact that state governments
actively advertise and promote the games and winners.{15}

The corrosive effect legalized gambling has on government
itself is also a cause for concern. As one editorial in New
York Times noted, “Gambling is a business so rich, so fast, so
powerful and perhaps inevitably so unsavory that it cannot
help but undermine government.”{16}

Legal and Illegal Gambling

One of the standard clichés used by proponents of legalized
gambling 1is that by instituting legal gambling, illegal
gambling will be driven out. This argument makes a number of
faulty assumptions. First, it assumes that people are going to
gamble anyway; and so the state might as well get a piece of



the action. Second, it assumes that given the choice, people
would rather gamble in a state-sponsored program because it
will be regulated. The state will make sure that the program
is fair and that each participant has an equal chance of
winning. Third, it assumes that if the state enters the
gambling arena, it will drive out illegal gambling because it
will be a more efficient competitor for gamblers’ dollars.

While the arguments seem sound, they are not. Although some
people do gamble illegally, most citizens do not. Legalized
gambling entices people to gamble who normally would not
gamble at all. Duke University researchers have found that the
lottery is a “powerful recruiting device” because one-fourth
of those who otherwise would not gamble at all do bet on
lotteries. {17}

Second, legal gambling does not drive out illegal gambling. If
anything, just the opposite is true. As legalized gambling
comes into a state, it provides additional momentum for
illegal gambling. The Organized Crime Section of the
Department of Justice found that “the rate of illegal gambling
in those states which have some legalized form of gambling was
three times as high as those states where there was not a
legalized form of gambling.”{18} And one national review found
that

In states with different numbers of games, participation
rates increase steadily and sharply as the number of legal
types of gambling increases. Social betting more than doubles
from 35 percent in states with no legal games to 72 percent
in states with three legal types; the illegal gambling rate
more than doubles from nine percent to 22 percent; and
commercial gambling increases by 43 percent, from 24 to 67

percent. {19}

Legalized gambling in various states has been a stimulator of
illegal gambling, not a competitor to it.



The reasons for the growth of illegal gambling in areas where
legalized gambling exists are simple. First, organized crime
syndicates often use the free publicity of state lotteries and
pari-mutuel betting to run their own numbers games. The state
actually saves them money by providing publicity for events
involving gambling. Second, many gamblers would rather bet
illegally than legally. When they work with a bookie, they can
bet on credit and do not have to report their winnings to the
government, two things they cannot do if they bet on state-
sponsored games. This explains why illegal gambling thrives in
states with legalized gambling.

Another important issue is the corrupting influence legalized
gambling can have on society. First, legalized gambling can
have a very corrupting influence on state government. In the
last few years there have been numerous news reports of
corruption and fraud in state lotteries. Second, there is the
corrupting influence on the citizens themselves. Gambling
breeds greed. Research has shown that the number of compulsive
gamblers increases between 100 and 550 percent when legalized
gambling is brought into an area.{20} Every day, otherwise
sane people bet large amounts of money in state lotteries
because they hope they will win the jackpot. Moreover, states
and various gambling establishments produce glitzy ads that
appeal to people’s greed in order to entice them to risk even
more than they can afford.

Government should be promoting positive social values such as
thrift and integrity rather than negative ones such as greed
and avarice. They should be promoting the public welfare
rather than seducing citizens to engage in state-sponsored
vice.

Economic Costs

Legalized forms of gambling (state lotteries, pari-mutuel
betting, and casinos) are often promoted as good economic



policy. Proponents say they are painless ways of increasing
billions of dollars in state revenue. But there is another
economic side to legalized gambling.

First, the gross income statistics for legalized gambling are
much higher than the net income. State lotteries are one
example. Although about half the states have lotteries and the
figures vary from state to state, we can work with some
average figures. Generally, the cost of management,
advertising, and promotion 1is approximately sixty cents of
each dollar. In other words, for every dollar raised in a
lottery, only forty cents goes to the state budget. By
contrast, direct taxation of the citizens costs only about one
cent on the dollar, so that for every dollar raised by taxes,
ninety-nine cents goes to the state.

Second, gambling adversely affects a state economy. Legalized
gambling depresses businesses because it diverts money that
could have been spent in the capital economy into gambling
that does not stimulate the economy. Boarded-up businesses
surrounding casinos are a visible reminder of this, but the
effect on the entire economy is even more devastating than may
be at first apparent. Money that could be invested, loaned,
and recycled through the economy is instead risked in a
legalized gambling scheme.

Legalized gambling siphons off a lot of money from the
economy. More money is wagered on gambling than is spent on
elementary and secondary education ($286 billion versus $213
billion in 1990).{21} Historian John Ezel concludes in his
book, Fortune’s Merry Wheel, “If history teaches us anything,
a study of over 1,300 legal lotteries held in the United
States proves . . . they cost more than they brought in if
their total impact on society is reckoned.”{22}



Biblical Perspective

Even though the Bible does not directly address gambling, a
number of principles can be derived from Scripture. First, the
Bible emphasizes a number of truths that conflict with
gambling. The Bible, for example, emphasizes the sovereignty
of God (Matt. 10:29-30). Gambling, however, 1is based on
chance. The Bible admonishes people to work creatively and for
the benefit of others (Eph. 4:28), while gambling fosters a
something-for-nothing attitude. The Bible condemns materialism
(Matt. 6:24-25) while gambling promotes 1it.

Gambling breeds a form of covetousness, whereas the tenth
commandment (Exod. 20:17) admonishes people not to covet.
Coveting, greed, and selfishness are the base emotions that
entice individuals to gamble. Christians should be concerned
about gambling if for no other reason than the effect it has
on the “weaker brother” and how it will affect the compulsive
gambler. State-sponsored gambling makes it more difficult for
compulsive gamblers to reform. Legalized gambling becomes an
institutionalized form of greed.

Second, gambling destroys the work ethic. Two key biblical
passages deal with the work ethic. In Colossians 3:23-24 the
apostle Paul wrote, “Whatever you do, work at it with all your
heart, as working for the Lord, not for men, since you know
that you will receive an inheritance from the Lord as a
reward. It is the Lord Christ you are serving.” And in 2
Thessalonians 3:7,10, he stated, “For you yourselves know how
you ought to follow our example. . . . For even when we were
with you, we gave you this rule: If a man will not work, he
shall not eat.”

The Twentieth Century Fund research group commented,
“Gambling’s get-rich-quick appeal appears to mock capitalism’s
core values: disciplined work habits, thrift, prudence,
adherence to routine, and the relationship between effort and
reward.”{23} These core values of the work ethic are all part



of the free enterprise system and are part of the Christian
life. Gambling corrupts these values, and replaces them with
greed and selfishness. Rather than depending on hard work,
gamblers depend on luck and chance.

Third, gambling destroys families. Gambling is a major cause
of family neglect. Many of the social costs associated with
gambling come from a get-rich-quick mindset. As people get
caught up in a gambling frenzy, they begin to neglect their
families. Money spent on lottery tickets or at racetracks 1is
frequently not risk capital but is income that should be spent
on family needs. According to 1 Timothy 5:8, a person who
refuses to care for his family is worse than an unbeliever.
Parents must provide for their children (2 Cor. 12:14) and eat
the bread of their labors (2 Thess. 3:12). When gambling is
legalized, it causes people to neglect their God-mandated
responsibility to care for their families, and many of those
families then often end up on welfare.

Fourth, gambling is a form of state-sponsored greed. Romans
13:4 teaches that government is to be a servant of God,
providing order in society and promoting public virtue.
Legalized gambling undercuts government’s role and subverts
the moral fabric of society through greed and selfishness
promoted by a state-sponsored vice.

Since gambling undermines the moral foundations of society and
invites corruption in government, Christians must stand
against attempts to legalize gambling.
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The Dark Underside of
Abortion: A Christian
Worldview Perspective

Sue Bohlin looks at the common effects of an abortion on the
women who choose it. From a biblical worldview perspective, it
1s not surprising that many women experience guilt, shame and
denial. Christ can bring forgiveness and healing for those who
have taken this brutally wrong path in their past.

Laura’s Story

No matter how many times Laura{l} took the home pregnancy
test, it kept showing up positive. She was pregnant, and
seventeen years old. She’d gotten an A on her paper against
abortion in school. Her parents would never understand,
especially since her mother volunteered at the crisis
pregnancy center! Her boyfriend was hot, but hardly husband
material. He was more committed to skateboarding than to her.
Laura had never felt more confused in her life.

When she called her boyfriend to tell him she was pregnant, he
just said, “That stinks. Well, I gotta go,” and he was gone.
She carried her horrible secret for three weeks before finally
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telling her parents. Her father exploded: “What did I ever do
to deserve this? Well, we’ll just have to get rid of it. It's
the best thing for everybody. You’'re too young to be a
mother.” When Laura’s eyes flooded with tears, he said, “You
may hate me for a while, but I'm willing to take that risk.
You'll get over it. You're young. You can have a real life
with a real future this way.”

Her mother, visibly shaken, said, “How could you do this to
us? What would people think of us, to have a pregnant
daughter? You’'ve really gone and done it now, Laura.” Two days
later, her mother took her to a Planned Parenthood clinic.
Laura cried the whole way there: “Please, no! Don’t make me do
this, don’t make me do this!” Nobody listened, nobody cared
that she didn’t want the abortion. When a counselor asked if
she was sure, she just shrugged her shoulders, beaten and
defeated.

As soon as it was over, everyone seemed to forget about it.
Her parents never brought it up again. All her relationships
fell apart. Laura was deeply depressed, not knowing how to
handle her feelings. She was too ashamed to talk about the
abortion with her friends, and her parents made her promise
not to tell anyone.

She didn’'t get over it. She was stuck in a place filled with
anger and hurt. She couldn’t overcome the loss of her baby,
and she didn’t even have words for that. Anything related to
babies made her cry: new baby announcements at church, diaper
commercials, even driving by Babies-R-Us. Everything triggered
relentless heartache. There was a wound in her soul that would
not stop bleeding.

Abortion is not the cure to a problem pregnancy. It is what
counselor Theresa Burke calls an “emotionally draining and
physically ugly experience.”{2} The majority of those who have
an abortion experience a variety of problems afterwards. One
post-abortal woman described it as “emotional torture.”



In what follows, we’re going to explore the ugly underside of
abortion.

Why Women Choose Abortion

The banner of the pro-choice movement is, “Every woman has the
right to choose.” But why do women choose to have an abortion?
Many women report that they didn’t want one. Various studies
have found that sixty-five to seventy percent of women who get
abortions also believe it’s morally wrong.{3} When women
violate their conscience or betray their maternal instincts,
that’s going to cause a lot of stress.

Years after their abortion, women will often say that they
didn’t want to have one but they felt forced to. They thought
it was wrong, but they did it anyway because they felt
pressure—from circumstances, or from one or more key people in
their lives. Often it’s boyfriends, sometimes husbands. When a
boyfriend threatens to leave unless a girl has an abortion,
most of the time they break up anyway. Then she has lost both
her baby and her boyfriend. Crisis pregnancy counselor Dr.
Julie Parton says that almost as often, the pressure comes
from parents, especially Christian parents.{4} She says that
there are three main factors influencing Christian mothers to
push their daughters toward abortion: selfishness, shame, and

fear.{5}

But the bottom line reason for abortion is spiritual. Even
though they’re usually not aware of it, people are listening
to the voice of the enemy, who Jesus said came to steal, Kkill,
and destroy.{6} Satan hates women, and he hates the image of
God in the unborn baby. Abortion hurts women and destroys
babies.

And for every woman who has had an abortion, there is a man
whose baby has died. Whether he pushed for the abortion or
fought it,{7} God’s design of his masculine heart to protect



and provide has been violated as well. Dr. Parton points out
that over forty-five million men have bottled-up feelings
about their abortions, and wonders if there is a connection
with the heightened amount of violence in our culture of
death. Could road rage be the boiling over of deep-seated
anger in some of these men?

We need to talk more about the ways that abortion steals,
kills and destroys. But it is crucial that you know that
abortion is not the unpardonable sin. Jesus Christ died to pay
for all sins, including abortion. He extends cleansing and
forgiveness to every man and woman who has been wounded by
abortion. He offers reconciliation with God and the grace to
forgive ourselves. No sin is greater than His love or His
sacrifice to pay for that sin. There is peace and joy waiting
for those who have received Christ’s gift of forgiveness and
cleansing from guilt.{8}

Post-Abortion Syndrome: Self-destruction,
Guilt and Anger

Abortion 1is deeply troubling because it touches on three
central issues of a woman’s self-concept: her sexuality, her
morality, and her maternal identity. She also has to deal with
the loss of a child. This loss must be confronted, processed,
and grieved in order for a woman to resolve her experience.{9}

Many women find themselves troubled after their abortion
because they don’t think through these issues before their
abortion. The fact that they experience relief immediately
after the abortion is no guarantee that problems won’t surface
later. Unresolved emotions will demand our attention sooner or
later.

For millions of women, Post-Abortion Syndrome is an ugly
after-effect of abortion, consisting of a number of powerful
emotions that can erupt in dangerous and destructive



behaviors. Far from being “no big deal,” which is how abortion
is often minimized in our culture, abortion is a traumatic
event in the life of most women who have one. Life becomes
divided into “before the abortion” and “after the abortion.”
So it is no surprise that so many experience some degree of
post-traumatic stress disorder. They used to call this “shell
shock” after World War II. PTSD is a collection of negative,
destructive behaviors and ways of thinking.

In many women with a history of abortion there is an alarming
increase of self-destructive behavior. Many women are consumed
with self-hatred, expressing it in drug and/or alcohol abuse.
Millions of women battle depression and suicidal thoughts.{10}
One woman said, “I became a tramp and slept with anyone and
everyone. I engaged in unprotected sex and each month when I
wasn’'t pregnant I would go into a deep depression. I was
rebellious. I wanted my parents to see what I had become. I
dropped out of college. I tried suicide, but I didn’t have the
guts to slit my wrists or blow my brains out. I couldn’t get
my hands on sleeping pills, so I resorted to over the counter
sleep aids and booze.”{11}

The majority of post-abortive women are plagued by gquilt.{12}
As one woman put it, “I hated myself. I felt abandoned and
lost. There was no one’s shoulder to cry on, and I wanted to
cry like hell. And I felt guilty about killing something. I
couldn’t get it out of my head that I'd just killed a
baby.”{13} This high guilt rate is unique to abortion compared
to any other medical procedure. There are no support groups
for those who had their appendix or gall bladder removed, and
people don’t seek counseling after orthopedic surgery. Guilt
is a painful aftereffect of abortion.

Some women react with anger and rage. They feel deeply
isolated and angry at anyone who hurt them and their baby.
They are irritated by everyone and everything, and no one can
do anything right. They can fly into rages with the slightest
provocation. Often, they are not aware of the connection



between their abortion and a constantly simmering heart full
of anger, especially since most women feel pressured to have
the abortion in the first place.

Post Abortion Syndrome: Shame and Denial

A huge aspect of Post-Abortion Syndrome is shame. Post-abortal
women often feel like second-class citizens. They live in fear
of others finding out their terrible dark secret. One woman
told me that whenever she would walk into a room, she was
constantly scanning the faces: Do they know? Can they tell by
looking at me? Some women are afraid to attend an abortion
recovery group where anyone would know them, even though
everyone is there for the same reason. When a Christian has an
abortion, she often goes into one of two directions; she
either cuts herself off from God because she’s so ashamed of
herself, or she tries to become the ultimate “Martha,” wearing
herself out in service to try and earn her way to back to
God's approval and blessing. The shame of abortion drives many
women to perfectionism because they feel so deeply flawed and
sinful.

Denial — Many women spend huge amounts of mental energy trying
not to think about their abortion. Romans 1 calls this
“suppressing the truth in unrighteousness.” The horror of
participating in the death of one’s child is too painful to
face, and many women work hard at maintaining denial for five
to ten years.{14} But eventually reality usually comes to the
surface.

Some women find themselves falling apart when their youngest
child 1leaves home, or at menopause. Others become
uncontrollably sad when they hold their first grandchild. One
woman’s denial system shattered when she saw a museum exhibit
of pre-born babies and saw what her baby looked like when she
aborted him. Another woman almost lost it in nursing school
when she learned about prenatal development. The abortion



counselor had told her it was just a blob of tissue. Even
those who deny their unborn child was a human being and not a
clump of cells admit they have to work at maintaining denial.
One woman said, “I didn’t think of it as a baby. I just didn’t
want to think of it that way.”{15}

Child abuse — As the number of abortions continues to rise, so
does the incidence of child abuse.{16} Unresolved post-
abortion feelings are tied to patterns of emotional or
physical abuse of living children. One mother erupted in
intense rage whenever her newborn baby cried. She came to
realize that she hated her daughter for being able to do all
the things that her aborted baby could never do.{17} One woman
beat her three year old son to death shortly after an abortion
which triggered a “psychotic episode” of grief, guilt, and

anger.{18}

Healing After Abortion

Post-Abortion Syndrome is a dark, ugly underside of abortion.
Researchers have reported over a hundred psychological effects
of abortion stress, including depression, flashbacks, sleep
and eating disorders, anxiety attacks, a diminished capacity
for bonding with later children, increased tendency toward
violent outbursts, chronic problems in maintaining intimate
relationships, and difficulty concentrating.{20}

Death — Women who abort are approximately four times more
likely to die in the following year than women who carry their
pregnancies to term.{21}

Breast Cancer — The risk of breast cancer almost doubles after
one abortion, and rises even further with two or more
abortions. {22}

Cervical, Ovarian and Liver Cancer — Women with one abortion
face a 2.3 relative risk of cervical cancer, compared to non-
aborted women, and women with two or more abortions face a



4.92 relative risk. Similar elevated risks of ovarian and
liver cancer have also been linked to single and multiple
abortions. These increased cancer rates for post-aborted women
are apparently linked to the unnatural disruption of the
hormonal changes which accompany pregnancy and untreated
cervical damage.{23}

Damage to Cervix and Uterus — This causes problems with
subsequent deliveries, and can result in handicaps in
subsequent newborns. {24}

Increased Risks for Teenagers — Teenagers, who account for
about thirty percent of all abortions, are also at much higher
risk of suffering many abortion related complications. This is
true of both immediate complications and of long-term
reproductive damage.{25}

What do you say to someone who's experienced the trauma of
abortion? It’'s a terrible loss. How do you help someone
grieve? What do you say? Perhaps something like, “I'm so
sorry. It must be very difficult for you. Do you want to tell
me about it?” We can offer a listening ear, full of compassion
and grace: “What was the abortion like? What has it been like
to live with it?” Seek to validate the woman or man’s grief
with honor and respect so they can get to a place of healing
peace.

What if you’re the one who's had an abortion? You need to
grieve. Grief is a natural and necessary response to loss.
It'’s more than a single emotion of sadness. It includes
feelings of loss, confusion, loneliness, anger, despair, and
more. It can’t be turned on and off at will. Working through
your grief means confronting your loss, admitting it, grieving
it with tears and other expressions of sadness.

The pain and grief of abortion is complicated by the fact that
it is also sin. But it is not the unpardonable sin. Confess
it, and receive the cleansing and forgiveness that Jesus



offers. He paid for your abortion on the Cross. He offers you
the healing that allows you to be at peace with God and with
yourself. He offers you the courage to tell your story with
someone safe, which transforms your pain into something
redemptive. He offers you the stability that means you don’t
fall apart if someone else is talking about abortion, or
pregnancy, or babies in general.

Dr. Parton suggests three steps toward healing. First,
acknowledge the wound that needs to be healed. It may take ten
to fifteen years before a woman may be willing to take this
step. Second, reach out for help. The Bible tells us, “Confess
your sins to one another and pray for one another that you may
be healed.”{26} Find others who have walked the same path,
either in person or online.{27} Dr. Parton says there is an
unusual strength of emotional bonding in post-abortive groups.
Receive God’'s forgiveness and cleansing in community; that'’s
His plan. Third, get into God'’s Word. It’'s a supernatural
source of comfort and encouragement.

There is a dark and ugly underside to abortion, but it’s not
too dark for God to redeem. Praise the Lord!

Notes

1. This account 1is based on a true story, with the name
changed, found in Theresa Burke and David C. Reardon,
Forbidden Grief: The Unspoken Pain of Abortion (Springfield,
IL: Acorn Books, 2002), 23-25.

2. Ibid., 41.

3. Ibid., xx.

4. Personal conversation with the author, Sept. 21, 2007.

5. Selfishness — because she had all these dreams, plans,

hopes, and ambitions for her daughter. When the daughter turns
up pregnant, mom has to grieve the loss of all her dreams for
her precious daughter. She’ll say things like, “I just can’t
stand by and watch you throw your life away” or “If you have a
baby right now you’re just going to be stuck for the next



eighteen years.”

Shame — Mom feels that if her daughter’s pregnancy becomes
public knowledge, everyone will know she was not a good
mother. She failed at teaching her daughter morality and
purity and the things a good Christian mother should have
taught her.

Fear — of rejection. She fears that her Christian friends will
judge and reject her. So she thinks, or says, “How could you
do this to me?” The mom can be so focused on her own stuff,
her selfishness and shame and fear, that she can’t or doesn’t
step up to the plate and help her daughter do what they both
know is right, because these other factors are overwhelming
her.

6. John 10:10.

7. I am aware that many men never know about the abortion of
their child. Some find out later and they often experience
deep grief and anger, not only at the loss of their child’s
life, but the unilateral decision to keep them in the dark
about their own child’s life or death.

8. Come to our website at Probe.org for help with that. “The
Most Important Decision of Your Life” and “How to Handle the
Things You Hate But Can’t Change”.

9. Burke and Reardon, Forbidden Grief, 33.

10. Sixty-three percent of women who have had an abortion seek
mental health care. There is a one hundred and fifty-four
percent increase in suicide. The suicide rate within one year
after an abortion was three times higher than for all women,
seven times higher than for women carrying to term, and nearly
twice as high as for women who suffered a miscarriage. Suicide
attempts appear to be especially prevalent among post-abortion
teenagers. Afterabortion.org,
www.afterabortion.info/psychol.html (accessed Feb. 23, 2008).
11. “Before I Had Time to Think,” Afterabortion.org,
www.afterabortion.org (accessed Feb. 23, 2008).

12. A poll by the LA Times revealed that fifty-six percent of
those who admitted to an abortion felt guilty. But since
another poll showed that seventy-four percent of those who



http://www.probe.org/founders-corner/jimmys-essays/the-most-important-decision-of-your-life.html
http://www.probe.org/founders-corner/jimmys-essays/the-most-important-decision-of-your-life.html
http://www.probe.org/content/view/819/72/
http://www.probe.org/content/view/819/72/
http://www.afterabortion.info/psychol.html
http://www.afterabortion.org

admitted to having an abortion believe it’s morally wrong, I
believe that number is way too low. See Burke and Reardon,
Forbidden Grief, 47.

13. Linda Bird Francke, The Ambivalence of Abortion (New York:
Random House, 1978), 61. Cited in
www.abortionfacts.com/reardon/women who abortion and their vie
.asp (accessed February 23, 2008).

14. David Reardon, Aborted Women-Silent No More (Chicago:
Loyola University Press, 1987).

15. Francke, Ambivalence, 63.

16. Psychologist Philip Ney has studied the connection. He
sees several effects of abortion:

1) Failure to bond with subsequent children. One mother
admitted, “We had our first daughter and I never felt the deep
love for her I should have. For several reasons, I guess. The
first is that I had never grieved over the loss of the child I
had aborted. I was also afraid to love her too much. I felt
that God was just going to take her away from me to punish me
for killing my first child.”

2) The weakening of maternal instincts. Killing one’s own
child violates the God-given instinct to nurture and protect.
It can result in a hardened heart as a way of protecting
herself from the truth of her action.

3) Reduced inhibitions against violence, particularly toward
children. (Theresa Karminiski Burke and David C. Reardon,
“Abortion Trauma and Child Abuse,” Afterabortion.org,
www.afterabortion.orqg.)

17. Reardon, Aborted Women, 129-30.

18. Ibid.

19. R.F. Badgley, et al., Report of the Committee on the
Operation of the Abortion Law, Minister of Supply and
Services, Ottawa, Canada, 1977, 313-3109.

20. The following citations are found in “A List of Major
Physical Sequelae Related to Abortion” at Afterabortion.org,
www.afterabortion.org (accessed Feb. 23, 2008).

21. Gissler, M., et al., “Pregnancy-associated deaths 1in
Finland 1987-1994 — definition problems and benefits of record



http://www.abortionfacts.com/reardon/women_who_abortion_and_their_vie.asp
http://www.abortionfacts.com/reardon/women_who_abortion_and_their_vie.asp
http://www.afterabortion.org
http://www.afterabortion.org/

linkage,” Acta Obstetricia et Gynecolgica Scandinavica 76
(1997): 651-657

22. H.L. Howe, et al., “Early Abortion and Breast Cancer Risk
Among Women Under Age 40,"” International Journal of
Epidemiology 18, no. 2 (1989): 300-304; L.I. Remennick,
“Induced Abortion as A Cancer Risk Factor: A Review of
Epidemiological Evidence,” Journal of Epidemiological
Community Health (1990); M.C. Pike, “Oral Contraceptive Use
and Early Abortion as Risk Factors for Breast Cancer in Young
Women,” British Journal of Cancer 43 (1981): 72.

23. M-G, Le, et al., “Oral Contraceptive Use and Breast or
Cervical Cancer: Preliminary Results of a French Case- Control
Study, Hormones and Sexual Factors in Human Cancer Etiology,”
ed. JP Wolff, et al., Excerpta Medica: New York (1984),
139-147; F. Parazzini, et al., “Reproductive Factors and the
Risk of Invasive and Intraepithelial Cervical Neoplasia,”
British Journal of Cancer, 59 (1989): 805-809; H.L. Stewart,
et al., “Epidemiology of Cancers of the Uterine Cervix and
Corpus, Breast and Ovary in Israel and New York City,” Journal
of the National Cancer Institute 37, no. 1, 1-96; I. Fujimoto,
et al., “Epidemiologic Study of Carcinoma in Situ of the
Cervix,” Journal of Reproductive Medicine 30, no. 7 (July
1985) :535; N. Weiss, “Events of Reproductive Life and the
Incidence of Epithelial Ovarian Cancer,” Am. J. of
Epidemiology 117, no. 2 (1983): 128-139; V. Beral, et al.,
“Does Pregnancy Protect Against Ovarian Cancer,” The Lancet
(May 20, 1978), 1083-1087; C. LaVecchia, et al., “Reproductive
Factors and the Risk of Hepatocellular Carcinoma in Women,”
International Journal of Cancer 52 (1992): 351.

24. K. Schulz, et al., “Measures to Prevent Cervical Injuries
During Suction Curettage Abortion,” The Lancet (May 28, 1983):
1182-1184; W. Cates, “The Risks Associated with Teenage
Abortion,” New England Journal of Medicine 309 no. 11:
612-624; R. Castadot, “Pregnancy Termination: Techniques,
Risks, and Complications and Their Management,” Fertility and
Sterility 45, no. 1 (1986): 5-16. Barrett, et al., “Induced
Abortion: A Risk Factor for Placenta Previa,” American Journal



of 0b&Gyn 141 (1981): 7. Hogue, Cates and Tietze, “Impact of
Vacuum Aspiration Abortion on Future Childbearing: A Review,”
Family Planning Perspectives 15, no. 3 (May-June 1983).

25. Wadhera, “Legal Abortion Among Teens, 1974-1978,” Canadian
Medical Association Journal 122 (June 1980):1386-1389.

26. James 5:16

27. Her Choice to Heal;
www.abortionrecovery.org/messageboards/tabid/210/Default.aspx

© 2008 Probe Ministries


https://herchoicetoheal.com/
http://www.abortionrecovery.org/messageboards/tabid/210/Default.aspx

