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These three pages, we have here in the handout, "Is it lawful to resist authority?" This is 
the question you've all been waiting for for all these weeks, right? I went over the history 
of it, I went over the Bible texts on submission and the like, and now we're finally here. 
You all get to hear the answer. Of course, you already had hints of the answer earlier and 
we saw a little more of those answers the last two weeks when I've gone over various and
sundry works. You see some of these on the board by Theodore Beza, Rutherford and 
others, and they've written books and pamphlets and there were sermons, even, about the 
limits of authority and resistance to the government and the grounds thereof. So now we 
go a little more in detail here with the Bible text and some reasoning. You got a lot of the 
reasoning before. You can combine the last two weeks, I gave you, I don't know, 15 
pages of sheets, I think, 12 pages, summarizing all the works that I have read and liked 
there. Now you have this in particular. 

So the first thing to go over, of course is, "Is it lawful to resist authority," and we have to 
clarify the question. You'd be surprised the number of times people talk past each other 
and there's lots of confusion in life. Maybe you're not surprised, you have children, you 
have a wife, you have a husband, and you can be confused using the same language 
thinking you're asking the same question. "Is it lawful to resist unlawful authority?" 
That's the better question. That's the more precise question. Not just authority in general 
but specifically unlawful. We know we're not supposed to resist lawful authority. That's a
given. It should be a given in Christian circles. Now the question is, "What do you do 
with unlawful authority?" And of course, then the question is, "What is unlawful 
authority?" Unlawful authority can be defined as tyrannical authority. "Okay, what's 
tyrannical authority?" Aquinas defines tyrannical authority as when the ruler or the 
magistrate, is the old language they would use, is not ruling for the good of the people but
for personal gain. 

Who had the extra sheets? Were there extra sheets? There were 15, so...

That's Aquinas' definition. There have been similar definitions amongst these authors and
the like, of course, over time. When sufficient harm is done to the good of the people, 
you have to be a little more precise and say that because not just harm in general. We see,
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for instance, I believe it was Beza, Theodore Beza that said there was a difference 
between "doing occasional harm in a restricted number of cases and abandonment to evil 
as a way of life." You see, we're not looking for a perfect magistrate, right? Then of 
course, more than that, we're not supposed to resist the magistrate who's doing some evil 
and some sin but when it's a way of life. Most of us who think historically will recognize 
tyrants when you hear them and see them: Stalin, Hitler. When you're in the midst of it 
you see it and you know it, so I'm not going to go down that bunny trail which, of course,
you could go down a whole other several classes to try to precisely narrow down the 
definition of tyrant. Again, if you have scenarios, questions, please write them down and 
we'll cover them beginning next week and the week after. If I have some time, I'll try to 
cover a few questions at the end here, we'll start going down that path.

So we have the question narrowed down to unlawful authority, specifically tyrannical 
authority. "Can one resist tyrannical authority?" Well, part of the answer to that is can 
you resist things in general? Can you resist people? Can you go to war? Can you use 
violence? That's what really we're talking about is resistance. Many people don't have a 
problem with resistance of fleeing because that is resistance if the authority is saying, 
"Come. Send all your kids to public school so they can be indoctrinated and forced to go 
to Muslim worship." Anybody hear about that in England recently? Yeah, they were 
telling the kids and sent a letter to the parents and, "Your kids have to go to this Muslim 
worship so they can learn diversity." I mean, if there's no absolute truth, you can find 
truth in everything and you're going to help the kids learn truth because we're all required
to help each other. It's human nature. In this case, you're going to require them to help 
them learn heresies and dangerous things and go to a mosque, and if you don't, we will 
permanently mark on your child's record that they are discriminatory. You know, that's 
the big sin in Western civilization, apparently.

So it is not an imaginary problem. All you need is more people who think that way and 
then we're in trouble. These little things, these little brush fires can be stomped out and 
it's probably going to be stamped out over there. But what happens when you have a 
whole generation that thinks that way? Then you're going to go, "Oh, maybe this course 
on resistance of authority was very useful." It's not that far in many ways, but at the same 
time it could be further than we think.

Well, these texts here in the New Testament, the first thing I need to point out, we've 
gone over them earlier on, the default position for Christians is to submit. It's the default 
position of all humans. We're born in submission to our parents, to the country we're 
under, to our bosses and the like. That's the nature of it or you end up with chaos. So the 
point of these texts, then, is not to define the limits of authority as such, but to remind the 
Christian audience in Romans and 1 Peter and Titus and elsewhere submission, their duty
to submit. These are not case laws. They give us specifics how to do things. We have to 
remember that's the point, that's the purpose of the text, just like the purpose of your letter
you write to your mother or your child is to instruct them how to be good children or give
them your will or something like that. You can't make it be what it's not. That's not the 
purpose of those letters and everything else. The same with these and we've gone over 
those and hopefully good Christians can see those texts and understand that's the point of 
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the text, and that will be highlighted here. Although that's the point of the text, you can 
see in the language used in these texts, even of 1 Peter where it says "even if you're 
buffeted by your master, you should submit to him," it's in the context of how they define
what a magistrate or a leader is and the goal of those leaders and magistrates. 

Romans 13:1-7, the classical text on submission to authority over us in due proportion to 
where we are in life, it argues that all earthly authority – so I'm on 1C, 1A, okay? Argues 
that all authority, earthly authority, it has to be earthly authority. Paul didn't use the word 
earthly in that text, did he? He just says all authority comes from God. Well, he's, of 
course, emphasizing earthly. He's not talking about angelic authority. He's not saying 
you're supposed to submit to angels, is he? That's the nature of language. I'm highlighting
this because that's the nature of language. What's his intent? What's his purpose? How 
precise does he have to write for us to get a point across now? Does he have to write like 
a scientific journal, you have to sit there and go, "What is this man saying? It took him a 
page just to describe the word 'authority.'" And you could do that in a good philosophy 
class. Don't forget that.

So therefore all earthly authority is bound to obey God because all earthly authority 
comes from God. He's the source and he defines, therefore, what he is giving them 
authority wise. That, again, is another given in Christian circles, or it should be. I mean, 
Christians all think that way because the sovereignty of God, how it's described and 
explained in a lot of Christian churches is very much watered down.

2. It argues not to resist and I'll give you the Greek word for those who are interested, 
that's a particular word. Fryburg's Lexicon points out that it's always used in the participle
there, excuse me, in the middle sense of the participle. All that to say it is: set in array 
against; to oppose; to refuse to yield. It's just general.

Under that definition when the magistrate comes and says, "You must send your kids to 
public school so they can learn about homosexuality," let's pick a more close one to home
today, "because they have to learn diversity and they don't understand diversity, they 
don't have experience because truth comes from experience and this will help them have 
good experiences as we define good." It's not a hard rational process, brothers and sisters,
because the unbeliever is very inconsistent. 

Most Christians say, "Flee." That's resisting, isn't it, because you're saying you're 
supposed to submit. You can't flee from me. Do you expect your child when he runs 
away from home and you say, "You can't run away from home." Well, I'm not resisting 
you, I'm just fleeing. You don't put up with that kind of verbiage, do you, that little word 
game? They're resisting you, they're just resisting by fleeing. That's an important point. 
This word has no specificity to it. It's simply to set in array against or oppose or refuse to 
yield. In that case, running away is refusing to yield.

This means, of course, one could resist or refuse to yield or set array against verbally. 
That same word, to resist, is used in a number of cases in the New Testament. I give you 
a case here in Acts 18:6, that they resist the Gospel verbally. They're saying, "Paul, you're
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just a nutjob. You don't know what you're talking about. There is no Messiah. It's about 
Judaism." They're resisting him. It's the same thing to do it verbally, it doesn't have to be 
physical.

If "resist," put the word in quotes there, is taken as an absolute sense, then one cannot 
resist a ruler who becomes a devil because a lot of people were arguing in the past, as 
these authors are resisting them in their writings, and people, Christians, can argue that 
today. "Hey, it says resist." It says don't resist in Romans 13, do not resist the authorities 
over you. Paul didn't say, "Don't resist the authorities over you in general." He didn't say 
in general, he said, "Don't resist." So they take it, what? As an absolute, but of course, if 
you're wise to how language works, you say, "Well, Paul never said never resist, he just 
said don't resist. It's just kind of a general word without a lot of modifiers." 

But even if you take it absolutely, it's reduced to absurdity as it is and there are counter 
examples to that. One counter example is James 4:7 and you've heard of this before, 
where it says you're supposed to resist the devil, right? It's the same word, resist. It's the 
same word in Greek. Resist the devil, not his person, of course. He's not saying, "Hey, the
devil uses agents, the devil uses this world and he's the prince and the power of the air, he
has all kinds of influence outside of Christ upon you, right, the world of the flesh and the 
devil, and you're only supposed to resist the devil when he comes and meets you at night. 
"Oh, there's the devil. Resist him. Everything else you don't have to resist." Is that what 
it's saying? I mean, we're back to what is the intent of the language, not being hung up on 
the language. The intended language isn't the devil per se, no one's ever met the devil 
except Christ Jesus and perhaps someone else, I don't know, especially those in hell. It's 
saying that all that this associated, his influence, right? His instruments. His temptations 
upon you, right? That's what it's saying and that's why I was careful to say if one takes 
resist in the absolute sense, then one cannot resist the devil who becomes a devil, a 
magistrate who becomes a devil, that is, he's following the ways of the devil. Of course if
you can resist the devil, you can resist his agents. Okay? That's important. We have to 
think logically and carefully on these things.

So, therefore, resist, Romans 13. From this example, see others. It's not absolute but a 
relative resisting. In general, you shouldn't resist. That's how we would say it today. We 
in many ways speak more precisely because we have a very scientific age. It's how we're 
taught at school. You've got to write down things very carefully, now at least in general 
when it comes to the media and they tend to be very sloppy, so maybe I'm wrong.

Resist. Again that word, same word, number 4. Resistance could be done against the sin 
of a righteous man. Did you know that? You can resist a righteous man. I used the word, 
of course, righteous man not, what? In an absolute sense, who is righteous but God and 
Christ, but in a relative sense, Christians. What's my proof of that? Oh, I don't know, 
Galatians 2:11, Paul withstood Peter and said, "You're acting like a hypocrite." 
Remember that? That's the same word, it's translated "withstood," it's the same word in 
Greek for "resist," opposed against him. And if you can do it against a righteous man, 
how much more can you do it against an unrighteous man?
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Resistance in suffering. I want to get this out of the way. We talked about this before. 
Resistance against somebody or something, some idea, can coexist with the command to 
suffer. Think about it because one of the things people argue is, "Well, it says turn the 
cheek." You're supposed to suffer. The book of Peter is about that, suffering Christians, 
and if you're supposed to suffer, that means you can't resist. That's the argument. You're 
supposed to suffer, just sit there and get slaughtered. Again, most Christians don't believe
that. They'll actually, what? Resist and how? By fleeing. That's why it's important to 
know what the Greek word was there. We typically think of resist as active opposition. It 
just simply means I'm against you whether that means actively or passively. I'm against 
you. I'm not going to yield to you. You can resist to yield, is one of the translations for it.

So resistance and suffering can coincide. That's why I'm bringing that up. People try to 
say you can't have the two together, is what's implied in that argument. 1 Peter 5:8-9, you
don't need to go there but that also talks about resisting the devil even while he's talking 
about suffering. The same thing in those verses there. Of course you're not going to sit 
there and just let the devil do what he wants with you, but some people have this weird 
idea, "Well, I'm not going to let the devil do it, but I'll let humans do it. They can do what
they want with me." Well, you know, if you're not in a position to do much, you're going 
to suffer. I mean, that's all there is to it. The Christians, again we have to remember the 
context in the New Testament, what is the historical context in the New Testament? They
are a nonexistent entity as far as the Roman Empire is concerned. "Who are you, some 
sect of the Jews?" And later on it turns out they realize they're not a sect of the Jews. 
They allowed Judaism, they never allowed Christianity and ultimately persecuted them. 
They were outnumbered, outgunned. They had nobody in civil authority to help protect 
them and Paul said, "If that's where you are, you've got to suffer, where God put you 
providentially. The devil is going to try to make you suffer. At the same time, don't give 
into temptation, don't give in to all these approaches to you to sin and the like." 

So one can resist and while one can suffer and war is a good example of that. War, itself, 
as our founding fathers, you read some of their stuff, in the Continental Congress, for 
instance, they recognized and prayed out to God for deliverance for war. But they're in 
war, why don't they just stop warring? Because they thought they were doing the right 
thing. But you do the right thing, sometimes you suffer. We don't make these categories 
absolute and watertight, they overlap. If you do the right thing, you can suffer for it and 
resistance at times can be the right thing and you can still suffer for it, it doesn't make it 
wrong. You don't have to find the rightness of wrongness of something by suffering. 
That's the point of 1 Peter, right? Now if you suffer because you did something bad, how 
is that any good to you? I mean, you're supposed to suffer for doing something, you're 
going to get beaten by your master. Ah, but if you suffer for doing good, it's the point of 
suffering, the point is you did something good and the magistrate or your boss didn't 
acknowledge it and he still made you look bad or whatever the case may be, then you 
suffer, you're going to suffer for it but you're doing the right thing. You're suffering for 
Christ for obeying him.

The magistrate, 6 on the backside on page 2, the magistrate is directed by God to reward 
the good and punish the evil. That's why I pointed out that 1 Peter as well as Romans 13 
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actually defines for us what a magistrate is and people forget this. We have to, again, read
carefully.

"Let us all be subject to the governing authorities for there is no authority except from 
God and the authorities that exist are appointed by God, therefore, whoever resists the 
authority, resists the ordinance of God and those who resist will bring judgment upon 
themselves for rulers are not a terror to good works but to evil." Verse 4, "for he is a 
minister," God's minister, right, God's servant, God set him up, "to you for good," 
presumably for your good as well as the good of society, and if you do evil, he will 
punish and then, therefore, do the same. In other words, he's defining a magistrate as one 
who is a servant of God and as a servant of God he's supposed to do, what? Obey the 
devil? Obey man? Obey God. Again, it's not his point to go into the details of it, but he's 
making a lot of assumptions when he's writing this, isn't he? Now his focus is on, 
"Remember, you're supposed to submit. This is your default position as a Christian. Let 
me explain why: because the authorities are ordained by God, they're supposed to be 
under him, they're his servants and they're supposed to do good, reward the good and 
punish the evil," it says in that text. That's how he defines a magistrate. He doesn't talk 
about, "Well, you know, I didn't bring out the point what if you have a magistrate who 
doesn't reward the good and doesn't punish the evil, in fact, does the opposite?" He 
doesn't it here explicitly because that's not his point, but I believe the answer is there 
implicitly by goodness and consequences as well as the rest of the Bible in the light of 
nature, and we've seen some of that reasoning if you pay attention carefully and go 
through it. 

That's the purpose of a magistrate, reward the good and punish the evil. A good 
magistrate. Christians are not to resist this magistrate, not supposed to resist the 
magistrates. That is, a magistrate as defined by Paul. How did he define a magistrate? 
Reward the good and punish the evil. It's there in the text, not to resist the magistrate who
rewards the good and punishes the evil, but Christians are, we will argue later, supposed 
to resist under certain conditions, the magistrate who is not rewarding the good and 
punishing and rewarding the evil instead. Nothing is stated about not resisting magistrates
who do not reward good or evil is my highlight there. Rutherford pointed that out. So 
that's the whole question that has to be debated, not just quoting this text. It's not 
sufficient for those who don't believe in resisting government to quote Romans 13 as the 
point of it because it doesn't answer their question and, in fact, if read carefully, I would 
argue it answers against them because it says they're supposed to be servants of God and, 
therefore, obeying God, and aren't we supposed to obey God rather than man if the two 
are in conflict? Of course. Is a magistrate a special kind of man that we have to obey him 
and we can disobey everyone else? Of course not. So, again, there are different ways of 
going through and paying attention to the arguments.

Larger Catechism Question 99, you know I like that Catechism question. I wasn't the 
only one to come up with this but I found out later that Rutherford made this connection 
as well. What is forbidden applies what is required and what is forbidden is resisting a 
good magistrate, right? What is required, therefore, is to resist a bad magistrate by parity 
of reasoning. Just as much as it says, "You shall not murder," it also means, what? You 
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should preserve life and can you not conceive of a time where it may be required to resist 
the civil magistrate to preserve life? I dare say if you know any history, you can.

If the magistrate has a sword to defend the nation, then the sword can defend against 
enemies within and enemies without, correct? I think all Christians would agree with that.
They say, "We're supposed to submit to the government and the government has the 
sword," and you can use the sword for what we called war with another nation coming 
after us and defending ourselves, or internally, if you have terrorists and people come 
after you. I think you want the magistrate to defend you, don't you? And if within, you 
can use the sword within the country, then against the magistrate himself if he becomes 
evil, someone else can pick up the sword, as it were. Okay?

So those are some thoughts out of Romans 13. I believe you can get more out of that. We 
touched upon different arguments from these different authors as well. I won't go over 
those right now as I have 15-25 minutes left. 

1 Peter 2:11-17. That's the longer one there. That also reminds us to submit to our 
authorities and the like. The point there is to remind Christians that they are not in a 
position to influence society beyond submitting to even bad masters. Bad masters are not 
given a blank check, of course. Again, if people when they give certain arguments, I've 
read some of these arguments, older arguments they're arguing against, just go to these 
texts and say, "See, you're supposed to submit to all kinds of bad masters," and of course,
the question you ask is, "Oh, even if they're going to rape and pillage you? You're not 
supposed to resist them. Hey, if you're going to read the text that way." Again, we have to
be careful of how we read Bible texts. What's the point of the text? We're supposed to 
submit in general and when there's some question in mind, submit. Of course if your life's
in danger, you don't have to submit. You might want to, we read that, I think it was 
Buchanan who pointed out, "Hey, if between you and God you think this will glorify God
by dying, then do that." But that's between you and God. You don't get a special reward 
in heaven for being a martyr, is the point, another way of looking at that.

You're supposed to put up with a lot. 1 Peter 2 points that out. That word "buffet" it says 
is a word that means "strike." If your master strikes you and, again, we're talking about a 
culture which you had a master and you're likely a slave. I think at one time I remember 
the number as 60% of Rome was under slavery. They're just slaves. There's not much you
can do as a slave. Why make life harder for yourself if you can't escape and go anywhere,
right? Think about it. You have to balance, as it were, what's going to happen if I rise up 
and attack my master for attacking me. Now, it just says "buffet," it doesn't say 
"slaughter." Being smacked in the face is different than being stabbed in the guts. It 
makes all the difference in the world and everyone knows that.

So verse 14, however, again hems it in, 1 Peter does, the way Paul hems in how he 
defines a leader or a magistrate. He says, "as to those," you are supposed to submit, "as to
those," verse 14, "who are sent by him for," that is the purpose of, "the punishment of 
evildoers and for the praise of those who do good." That is the purpose of leaders in 
society and verse 14 was a general clause. You're supposed to submit to these leaders. 
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Why? For they are sent by God for, this is the purpose, "the punishment of evildoers and 
the praise of those who do good." That's how he defines a magistrate. He does not define 
a magistrate or a leader or a king or a governor as one who praises evil and punishes the 
good, does he? That's what the text says. Now, he's not answering it directly. That's not 
his point. His point here is, "Look, this is where we are. You honor all of these 
unbelievers." They were all pagan in the old traditional sense, right? They weren't 
Christian, they weren't Jews, they were pagan. Not as a derogatory, they just had other 
gods or polytheistic. But many of them were at least sufficiently good enough, these 
aren't absolute categories, right? Paul isn't saying, neither is Peter saying, "Hey, the only 
thing you have is a magistrate who is absolutely good and does absolutely good in all 
things." Is that what he's saying? Of course not, sufficiently good. There is enough peace 
in society, enough goodness going on that we'll just leave it alone.

When I'm saying this stuff, I hope you're all realizing isn't that the question? Where is 
that boundary marker? That is the question, isn't it? And hopefully as we go through 
some more text here and flush out with the questions you have in the future, we'll see 
some better clearer answers, but we're narrowing down the options here, I believe.

So you can look at the rest of the argumentation in Romans 13, use that kind of reasoning
again in 1 Peter. Now we have examples in the New Testament from godly men that we 
know did godly things in certain context. Remember, just because someone did 
something in the Bible and it's recorded in the Bible, doesn't make it de facto good. There
are recordings of what the devil did in the Bible and that was clearly bad. Abraham did 
some things that were bad. There was no commentary given because that's not the point 
of the text in the Old Testament, it's to give us a long commentary of the morality of the 
patriarchs. It's more a history of redemption and how God worked through wicked men 
for his praise and his good and their own good because they're still sinners. 

We have to remember that so we've got to be careful of our examples but I think 
especially in the case of Christ and Paul, we can say that what they did was a perfectly 
good example showing us one can, as it were, submit and suffer as Christ and Paul did. 
Last I checked, they did. They were beaten and certainly Christ was crucified, although 
he was especially called by God and had been told that. But John, do you recall, 
reprimands Herod for marrying the wrong kind of person, relative, right? He said, "You 
can't do that," and he lost his head for it, didn't he? Christ called Herod a fox,  "You go 
back and tell that old fox." That's verbally resisting, isn't it? We looked at that word, the 
Greek word "resist" is very broad and the example I gave was, "Hey, the Jews resisted in 
Acts 18, the Gospel of Jesus Christ, and they didn't resist by swords, they resisted 
verbally. They rejected him." 

So you can even say Christ and Herod and Paul were violating Romans 13 or, as we went
over some of the logic of it, Paul is not saying, "You must absolutely submit to all 
authority, that is, you must never resist." He never uses the word "never." He never uses 
the word "sometimes." He just uses the word "resist." You have to find out elsewhere 
what he means.
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Paul reprimands the Roman soldiers in Acts 16. I looked at this one, this is pretty good 
here. Acts 16:36 and following. Paul gets captured and I think he got beaten here. I know 
he got beaten elsewhere by Romans. "So the keeper of the prison reported these words to 
Paul, saying, 'The magistrates have sent to let you go. Now therefore depart, and go in 
peace.'" Because a magistrate has found out, what? He was a Roman citizen and they're 
like, "Hey, um, gatekeeper, go down there and tell Paul he can go. It's okay." It's like 
nothing happened.

"Now therefore depart, and go in peace." What does Paul say? Does Paul become mealy-
mouthed and say, "You know, I have this naive absolutist approach to turning the other 
cheek. I can never do anything to resist. Never, ever, ever, ever, ever." "But Paul said to 
them, 'They have beaten us openly,'" before everybody, right? "'Uncondemned Romans, 
and have thrown us into prison.'" And let me tell you, brothers and sisters, those prisons 
back then would not pass OSHA standards. "'And now do they put us out secretly? No 
indeed! Let them come themselves and get us out.'" You read every sentence he says and 
he just bam, bam, bam, humiliating them and embarrassing them, not for the sake of 
humiliation and embarrassing, what is he saying? "I'm asserting my right as a Roman 
citizen and then I'm going to make them come back publicly and you need to go and say, 
'I'm sorry,' the fact that you are guiding me out of the prison." You know, the head boss, 
the boss doesn't do that, he sends his servants to do it. Now the head boss comes and does
it, he's showing a little humiliation there, public humiliation.

"And the officers told these words to the magistrates, and they were afraid." Why were 
they afraid? "When they heard that they were Romans. Then they came and pleaded with 
them and brought them out, and asked them to depart from the city." Please, please, 
please, don't turn us in! And Paul didn't. He had the right to, he could have, though again,
just because you have a right, we talked about this before, doesn't mean you always have 
to exercise it. Many times out of love you just won't do it. But Paul exercised enough 
here. He was not turning the other cheek. Do you call that turning the other cheek? "Ah, 
let me stay in prison a few more days, please, so I can walk the extra mile," right? No. I 
dare say not.

Luke 22:36. These are all the possible texts you could go over. I think these are important
texts in the New Testament here in particular. Luke 22:36, then Christ said to them, his 
disciples, "But now, he who has a money bag, let him take it, and likewise a knapsack." 
Be prepared, you're going to go and travel as my disciples and do my duty. "And he who 
has no sword, let him sell his garment and buy one." It's interesting when you go on the 
internet and you see a lot of people who really don't do their homework but they have 
access to a blog and they spout off things like Christ is all about love, and how many of 
these lovey-dovey people own a gun do you think? No, no, that's evil. We don't want to 
go to war. We want love and everything else. Well sure, if we were in heaven that would 
be great. We're all for that. 

But Christ said, "Buy a sword." Now here's the reason behind that. That's why, again, 
although his point isn't to say as such, "I'm saying this so that 2,000 years from now the 
social class can realize it's okay to use a sword," but he's making an assumption making 
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that statement, isn't he? I mean, the point of his statement is, "You here now need to buy 
a sword." Apparently he thinks they need to defend themselves. Of course, because what 
does he know about the future? He's going to die, this is near the end of his ministry, he's 
going to die, his disciples are going to be scattered. Isn't it kind of interesting that Peter 
happened to have a sword that night and cut off that servant's ear? Where did he get that 
sword? Christ. Christ said, "Go and get a sword." They said, "We have two." And he 
said, "That's enough. Two's enough." When you've got someone like Peter wielding it, 
you only need one apparently.

Here's the reasoning: if an instrument of violence is allowable, then the purpose of the 
instrument is allowable. Everyone get that? That's the reasoning, thus violence is 
allowable because the purpose of the sword is violence. It's not to chop onions. There is 
no equivocation about a sword. One could perhaps equivocate on a gun and say, "Well, I 
could use it for hunting. I don't have to kill people." That's true. You know, I'll tell you, 
you don't use a sword to hunt a lion. You might use a sword to defend yourself because 
you turn around and there it is, I mean, but you don't go after a lion with a sword. It 
doesn't have the reach. A lion has a reach over you, it can jump. You use an arrow, a bow
and arrow, don't you? The point of a sword is to kill. It's for violence and if the 
instrument of violence is allowable, then the violence itself is allowable. That's the 
reasoning.

Old Testament texts. Genesis 14:12. Abraham, of course, goes to war, he even prepares 
for war. He has warriors in his, what I like to call, Abraham Incorporated. What was it, 
315 fighters? That means they were probably men over age 21, which most likely meant 
they were married so he had a huge household, as it were. These are men working for 
him so don't think you had to be an entrepreneur, I have to put this dig in, what we call 
the hyper-patriarchal crowd. You've got to have your home base, economics and all this 
kind of stuff, which might be fine but that's kind of a 315 to 1 ratio, wasn't it? One 
entrepreneur and everyone else working for him. 

But as it was, he had men working for him, even fighting for him, and we know in 
Hebrews 11:33 in that text, Hebrews 11:33, those "who through faith subdued 
kingdoms." How does one subdue kingdoms? What's this Hall of Faith? Everyone in the 
Old Testament. They were fighting. They were going to war.  "Worked righteousness, 
obtained promises, stopped the mouths of lions, quenched the violence of fire, escaped 
the edge of the sword, out of weakness were made strong, became valiant in battle, turned
to flight the armies of the aliens." They did these things through faith, okay?

Now God commends faith that trusted him enough to fight in battle. Isn't that what that's 
saying? Because again, faith is not an abstract thing, it exercises itself in truth, right, truth
in obedience. He's saying they were obedient. "I'm commending them for their actions." 
Will God commend you if you said, "You know, through faith I committed adultery. 
Through faith I stole my blind neighbor blind. Through faith I burned down his house. 
But God, don't you commend my faith?" What's he commending? The faith working 
through good works, isn't he? Think about the implications, then, when it says they went 
to war and God commended them because I can see someone already arguing, "Well, he's
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just commending their faith, not their activity." No, he said through faith they did these 
activities. They go together, brothers and sisters. That's the Christian life. Peter M. 
brought this text out and I think it was a very powerful text. He didn't flesh out the details
of the argument the way I did. But faith, in other words faith is not commended in sinful 
actions, is it? Then you say you're not being faithful. You didn't trust God enough to 
obey. You were fearful so you sinned. That's not faith in action, that's unbelief in action.

Judges 3:1-2. It was a good thing that they had their enemies still there. Remember, they 
did not flush out the land of Canaan from all their enemies, they were given that land by 
God's divine positive right, and God said he left the enemies there so that the next 
generation could learn more. The Spirit did that. That's interesting, so they could learn to 
do more wickedness? Is that how you interpret that? Or is there a time in which war is a 
good thing? That's what you have to ask yourself out of that text, isn't it?

Pardon? War purges, yeah, but the point being here there is a time and place for war. 

1 Samuel 14:44. The leaders of the army of Saul defended Jonathan against Saul when 
he's running around saying, "You can't even have a drop of honey. We're going to fight 
even on an empty stomach," and Jonathan didn't even know about it. Remember that 
incident? That's the incident there. And they resisted Saul. They said, "You're not going 
to touch a hair on this man." Do you think they're resisting just verbally or do you think 
they had their hands on their swords? They stood between him and Jonathan.

Nehemiah 4:8-14. Nehemiah's defense of the wall is not, "Hey, I'm a godly man who 
believes God, works wondrous things all the time and bypasses ordinary means. So put 
down your swords and spears and while you build the wall, put your back to the enemy 
and it's okay because God will defend you because you have faith." Really? No, no, no, 
what did he say? "One of you build the wall," the other guy, he has his sword ready. He 
has his spear ready, "because we heard how our neighbors want to take us out." That kind
of seems prudent, doesn't it? God, I believe, commended them for that, for that wisdom 
and he said, in fact Nehemiah said, "God will defend us." So he believed he had God's 
blessings upon him and I believe that as well.

Esther 9, of course, when Haman was finally killed and they find out about the plot, they 
were all given access by the king. The king said, "Go ahead," and they defended 
themselves. They went out and took out their enemies when they were in a foreign land.

2 Kings 6:32. Elisha rejects the king's messenger and, of course, to reject the king's 
messenger in that oriental society is to, what? Reject the king. Don't forget that. We're 
Americans, we live in a Republic, we don't understand that concept. We reject 
ambassadors and government officials all the time. We're rejecting the President and 
they're not coming after us. No, no, and that word there is the same word when it says 
"rebuffed them or pushed at the doors." He says, "Hold him back at the door," in which 
Baalim and his leg was crushed against the wall by the donkey. The same word in the 
Hebrew. So it wasn't just kind of shut the door on them, they were resisting him and 
pushing against him.
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Deuteronomy 20, of course. Those passages in Deuteronomy talk about sieging in war, 
marriage in war and the like. If defensive war against enemies without is allowable and I 
think even most Christians believe that except for pacifists, of course. Of course, by now 
I hope they would be convinced that you cannot get pacifism out of natural law nor the 
Bible. So defensive war against enemies within.

Proverbs 24:6, "For by wise counsel you will wage your own war, And in a multitude of 
counselors there is safety." It's saying it's a good thing to be prepared for war and get 
counseling. Of course, the emphasis here is counseling, not war as such. But if we were 
to give a sinful example, "Hey, it's good to get counseling before you commit adultery, 
and so that's a good example I want to use." No, I think he's using a good example, the 
good example being, "It's okay to wage war," in this case when you wage war, you're got 
to have counselors, although that's the point, counselors, his illustration would still be a 
godly illustration, war.

Ecclesiastes 3:3. I wonder if anybody will get this before I even read it. Ecclesiastes 3:3, 
what does Ecclesiastes say. The famous pardon of chapter 3, "There is a time and a place 
even to kill," 3:3 says "even to kill."

"Lex, Rex," he argues, that is Samuel Rutherford, quote, "When the Lord's prophets 
complain that the people execute not judgment, relieve not the oppressed, help not and 
rescue not those that are drawn to death unjustly by the king, they expressly cry out 
against the sin of non-resistance." Because they were saying, "We don't believe in 
resistance. We believe in non-resistance," a lot of the leaders in England, of course, those 
who were in control and the bishops and those who were in authority at the time didn't 
want resistance to them and so they argued what they called the doctrine of non-
resistance and he counters, "Hey, in Jeremiah 22, in Jeremiah 5 and Isaiah 58, the 
prophets cry out to the people for not protecting those being under the heel of a wicked 
king." They cried out against non-resistance and, in fact, one can go further and he does 
elsewhere in his book saying, in fact, they actually have a command to resist. So the 
thesis of this class isn't there is a time in which one can resist, there are times in which 
one must resist.

Proverbs 24, which leads us to Proverbs 24:11-12. "Deliver those who are drawn toward 
death, And hold back those stumbling to the slaughter. If you say, 'Surely we did not 
know this,' Does not He who weighs the hearts consider it? He who keeps your soul, does
He not know it? And will He not render to each man according to his deeds?" There is a 
time in which you are commanded to protect those from being slaughtered.

The sixth commandment in general, "Thou shalt not kill," also means, as we know per 
Larger Catechism question, you're all quiet. Yes, 99. I had that earlier. It also means thou 
shalt preserve life and for those who are watching this and aren't convinced of that, I have
a three part series on the Larger Catechism Question 99. I did a sermon on it through the 
texts, the moral reasoning they have. I'm not going to go through that right now.
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The means causes occasions, is another thing. The means causes occasions to, what? Not 
only not murder but to preserve life. And whose life? Even your own life. Samuel 
Rutherford uses an argument I haven't seen the other authors here, self murder is wrong. 
Suicide, and we talked about that last week. And not only active suicide, we want to start 
making distinctions, you can make distinctions, that's fine. Distinctions are a good thing  
a lot of times. The passive suicide. What's that called in America? Assisted suicide 
because you're not doing it yourself directly but you're allowing someone else to do it. 
Does that make it okay? Cause means the occasions thereof. So when people run around 
saying, "I'm not going to commit suicide, I'll just let them kill me." No, that's suicide. 
You're supposed to preserve your life in general.

That leads us to this one, Larger Catechism Question 99, 5, What God forbids is to at no 
time to be done. You shall not murder. Not kill, you shall not murder. What he 
commands, to preserve life, is always your duty but they want to explain what "always" 
means and not every particular duty is to be done at all times. We talked about truth. I 
like that illustration, children don't understand this concept. I'm supposed to tell the truth. 
You're not supposed to lie. You're never supposed to lie, never a time, but you're 
supposed to tell the truth but not always. What do I mean by that? That sounds kind of 
strange from a pastor, doesn't it? Do you want your little child shooting off the mouth 
about everything you did this morning? That's what it means, but not every particular 
duty at all times. The same with preserving life. How many conflicts and world wars are 
going on right now, that is, wars and civil wars and conflict? I recall 20 years ago in the 
military reading it was 123 at any given time. I'm sure it's probably the same right now, 
more or less. Look at all that opportunity for America to stop people from dying. What? 
To preserve life and, therefore, fulfill the sixth commandment. Is that their duty, then? 
No, because not every particular duty is to be done at all times. You have other 
considerations. I don't know, like your own people. Protecting your own people. Using 
the monies from the military to help the poor, perhaps, instead of spending – this is my 
biased opinion obviously – spending billions of dollars and sending a boat to Syria, 
threatening them and leaving it, you know, not doing anything about it. It's a billion 
dollars to move one of those babies sometimes.

So there are other considerations. That's why you cannot, like I heard recently from a 
gentleman who's a conservative big gun rights, he's a pastor and I just got an email about 
him going through the roof because, hey, these pastors aren't preaching. He said, leave 
those churches, I think he said. Correct me if I'm wrong, George. If they're not preaching 
some kind of resistance or at least preaching against restrictions on gun rights. Is there a 
time and a place for everything? There is a time and place for everything, it doesn't mean 
you should always preach on those things but I think it's a pressing matter right now and I
think shame on him for encouraging people to leave churches under an issue like that.

Then Larger Catechism Question 99, 7 and 8, and I've given you text there you can look 
at at the end here. What is forbidden or commanded to ourselves? And what is 
commanded to ourselves but preserve life. We are bound according to our places, that is 
your position in society, how much influence you have in life and in your business and 
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your church, to endeavor that it may be avoided or performed by others, that is, you help 
other people preserve life as well. You don't live as an island. 

Then Larger Catechism Question 99, 8, that what is commanded to others, what is 
commanded to the President? To preserve life. We are bound according to our places and 
callings as, what? Citizens who can do, what? Vote. To be helpful to them. Now how can
we help the President preserve life through our voting? Anybody have a suggestion for 
that?

Pardon? Yeah, vote for someone who will if he's not going to do it. Or you could write a 
letter to the President. I mean, there are a number of different things you can do. Do a 
YouTube video or something. But of course, this late in the game, he's not changing his 
mind. The best way you can help him is not to vote for him.

To partake with others what is forbidden to them. What is forbidden to him is murdering 
and even encouraging murdering, right? Means, causes, occasion. Anyone who 
encourages murder, it's called abortion. Even the worst kind. And drones, that's right. So 
we are to take heed of partaking with him in those simple things and so is his Cabinet. If 
we thought this way, if we taught these kind of specifications of the law of God in society
to speak as a man, it is always the Spirit of God that, of course, we need regeneration 
first. There would be a big difference today, wouldn't it? I think people would be jumping
the ship left and right. And the Congress, of course, should resist him in those kind of 
wicked laws and they do, some parts of Congress do and judges. It's all of a mess right 
now because we really need a lot of repentance and the Gospel today.

So I'm going to finish off here and if you have any questions next week, bring your 
scenarios and I'll flush out a little more here and I haven't gotten anymore questions from 
you guys so if you have a question and I'm not prepared, I'll tell you, I won't answer it. So
write it down, please and send it to me.

Let's pray.

Heavenly Father above, we are thankful for your word, we are thankful for giving us a 
mind that knows how to use logical reasoning, giving us the light of nature, Lord, which 
is not contrary to the word of God, that is, what we like to call in Christian circles 
sanctified common sense. So Lord, as we come to these texts, may we evaluate ourselves 
if we have confusion in the matter and even if we don't agree in all particulars, Lord, 
may we know that it is appropriate and acceptable in your word and in your moral law 
and as we teach it in our own Christian tradition to defend against unrighteous rulers 
when time is sufficient when it's bad enough. And Lord, give us wisdom to know when it 
is bad enough and to teach our children that accordingly, God. In your name we pray. 
Amen.
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I. Arguments from Forefathers 

A. A Short Treatise on Political Power, Ponet 

1. “By this ordinance [given to Noah] and law He instituted political power 
and gave authority to men to make more laws.” 

2. Decisions to die, flee or fight are issues of the conscience. 

B. How Superior Powers Ought to be Obeyed, Goodman 

1. You ought to obey God rather than man. God commands you to follow His 
commandments first. 

2. We are to help the ox in the ditch, how much more our neighbors being 
oppressed by tyrants? 

C. Vindiciae Contra Tyrannos 

1. Two types of covenants: between God, magistrate and people; and 
between the magistrate and the people.  [cp. 2 Sam. 5:3; 2 kg. 11:17; 2 Chr. 23:16]” 

D. On the Rights of Magistrates, Beza: “peoples were not created for the 
sake of rulers, but on the contrary the rulers for the sake of the people” 

1. If in lesser contractual law, the one violating the contract can be repulsed 
to save one’s life, how much more against a nation? 

2. Just resistance when: overt tyranny “thoroughly obvious”; if no recourse 
save arms; carefully thought through to avoid making things worse. 

E. Lex, Rex, Rutherford: “Every man by nature is a freeborn man…” 

1. “What is warranted by the direction of nature’s light is warranted by the 
law of nature, and consequently by a divine law; for who can deny the law of 
nature to be a divine law?” 

2. Not defending oneself can be a form of suicide 

3. Prophets complained about the lack of help: “they expressly cry out 
against the sin of non-resistence [Jer. 22:2, 3; 5:31; Is. 58:6] ” 

II. Arguments from Bible 

A. Romans 13:1-7: Only describes lawful authority (not tyrants) 

Summary of Limits of Submission to Authority 
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1. The magistrate is directed to reward good and punish evil only; nothing is 
stated about resisting magistrates who do not punish evil; therefore, “resist” is 
only forbidden against lawful authority 

2. If “resistance” is absolutely forbidden (instead of relatively), then when a 
magistrate becomes like a devil, he cannot be resisted. But James 4:7 commands 
resistance to the devil (his works not his person as such); therefore, some 
resistance is allowed and submission is relative not absolute. 

3. If one can “resist” a righteous man (Gal. 2:11), then one can resist a wicked 
man on certain occasions (like tyranny) 

B. 1 Peter 2:11-17: similar reasoning as Romans 

1. Submission is the default position; much can be bore (see Matt. 5) 

2. v.14 (like Romans 13) gives the definition of the magistrate as an office for 
punishing evildoers.  

C. Luke 22:36: Christ commands disciples to purchase a sword. If an 
instrument of violence is allowed, then the purpose of the instrument is 
allowed: violence.  

D. Hebrew 11:33, 34: “who through faith subdued kingdoms… became 
valiant in battle, turned to flight the armies of the aliens.” [That act which is 
from faith is pleasing to God; war was from faith; therefore it is pleasing] 

E. Old Testament 

1. Defensive: Gen. 14:12 1 Sam. 14:44: Jonathan protected by army from 
Saul; Neh. 4:8-14: Jews defend wall while trusting God; Est. 9: Jews defend 
themselves 

2. Deut. 20:10-20 (war laws); Prov. 24:6; Ecc. 3:3; Proverbs 24:11–12 
“Deliver those who are drawn toward death, And hold back those stumbling to the 
slaughter. If you say, ‘Surely we did not know this,’ Does not He who weighs the hearts 
consider it? He who keeps your soul, does He not know it? And will He not render to 
each man according to his deeds?” 

F. Sixth Commandment: Thou shalt not kill; thou shalt preserve life 

1. Large Catechism Question 99: How to apply the Law. Especially 99:7, 8. 

2. LCQ 99.5: what is forbidden is always forbidden (suicide, even by indirect 
means); what is commanded is not always done all the time: when to fight and die 
and flee is circumstantial: the people, their ability, opportunity and potential 
outcomes.  


