Foreword
The delegates who elected the present Military Service Committee in 1981 agreed that our remit should embrace a study of the question of jury service with a view to our being able to offer useful advice. Our thorough discussions revealed various shades of opinions amongst us and enabled members to clarify their positions, bringing us closer together, but without achieving absolute unanimity on every aspect of the matter. All agree, however, that this study of the problem represents an acceptable synthesis, which it is hoped may guide others in forming their own views.
J. H. morris (Secretary)
THE DISCIPLE AND JURY SERVICE
THERE is no mention of juries in the Bible; the jury system was a much later development in the history of human law. A kind of jury was introduced into Britain by the Normans but there have been many changes in both function and nomenclature since then. There are still variations of detail in the different English-speaking countries where juries play a part in the dispensing of justice but in all of them their duty is similarly conceived: ordinary men and women, chosen at random, swear, as the word "juror" implies, that they will truly and faithfully try the cases before the court. They then listen to the speeches of counsel, the evidence of witnesses and the judge's summing-up, retire to discuss it all in private and at length return to announce their verdict—"Guilty" or "Not Guilty". The requirement that the verdict should be unanimous still obtains in the U.S.A., but in England it has been relaxed in recent years and a 10-2 majority is accepted, if unanimity proves unattainable.
It follows from the Bible's silence on this matter that no clear-cut divine ruling can be expected, of the kind which Christadelphians agree in accepting in relation to military service. In that matter we can appeal to many relevant passages of Scripture, but as regards jury service we have the more difficult task of applying general Scrip​tural principles to a modern situation never actually referred to in our guide-book.
It is not surprising, therefore, that differing views have often been expressed in our community. Whilst few, doubtless, would have aligned themselves with one well-known brother, who said many years ago that he considered it a privilege to serve as a juror, some of our most highly-respected brethren have felt unable to claim that their acute distaste for the duty could properly be called a conscien​tious objection. Others, though, have had no such hesitation and have sometimes strongly urged that a clearer lead should be given against complying with this requirement of the state. Actual experience of the task made some readier than before to defend participation, one correspondent even claiming that it gave an opportunity to witness for the Gospel; in other cases it has produced the opposite result, summed up in two words: "Never again." A similar range of views still exists, though a certain stiffening of attitudes seems to have developed.
Decisions like these must be made by each disciple for himself; conscientious objection in any context must be our own; it cannot be borrowed from another. Where military service is concerned, we would all pray for strength to be able to prove the sincerity of our conscience, whatever penalty we might have to pay: and in some cir​cumstances the penalty could be severe indeed; the fact that refusal to serve as a juror is unlikely to entail very harsh punishment should not affect our decision either way. Similarly, personal convenience should not be allowed to cloud the issue. Jury service is an inconve​nience for many people, and for some causes financial loss: that might be true for us too, but such considerations have no bearing on whether our objection is a conscientious one or not. It we conform to the state's requirement, it must be with a pure conscience; if we do not, we must not be justly chargeable with having a conveniently selective conscience.
It is right that sincere believers should search the Scriptures for analogies and examples to guide their decision or support their con​tention, but we must be on our guard against using any passages which are only superficially relevant. Sometimes the setting of a passage makes it unsuitable for application in our own times. Even the direct moral teaching of our Lord or his apostles needs to be carefully examined in its context. Occasionally two words of Jesus, taken out of their context, are quoted as settling the matter without further need for debate, when, in fact, the Master's very next phrase shows that such a use of Scripture is unsound. We shall look later at this and other examples of the need for care in our handling of the Scriptures. We shall also try to examine fairly the chief reasons ad​vanced in favour of accepting this civic responsibility. The present writer's conclusion is against participation. The most forceful arguments, as he sees them, will be found towards the end of this essay. The weaker ones that are sometimes used are considered first, in an attempt to clear the ground for a better appreciation of those which can be adopted with greater confidence.
Life in Old Testament Times
It is a precious truth that "whatsoever things were written aforetime were written for our learning; that we through patience and comfort of the scriptures might have hope" (Romans 15:4). The Old Testament abounds in moral guidance and examples of faith: some of its characters are to be emulated; from others we should learn what not to do; but references to patriarchal times, the Law of Moses or the conduct of Israel's kings and prophets, are unlikely to answer such a distinctively modern question as this.
Lot's experiences can certainly teach us helpful lessons about the disastrous spiritual effects of selfish choices and the unwisdom of involvement in the affairs of a godless society (Genesis 13:10-13; 14:1-2,11-12; 18:20-22; 19). He had created for himself a quite untenable position, as the wicked Sodomites were quick to point out: "This one fellow came in to sojourn, and he will needs be a judge" (Genesis 19:9). His mistakes can be a powerful warning to us, prompting searching questions about the kind of life we choose to lead in "this present evil world" (Galatians 1:4); but for precise guidance about our response to legal requirements we need to look elsewhere in Scripture. In discussion with authorities it could be embarrassing to provoke an argument about how just "just Lot" was (2 Peter 2:7).
God's dealings with Abraham's natural seed allowed, indeed or​dained, Joseph to be grand vizier of Egypt and some prophets to play a rSle not unlike that of a prime minister or foreign secretary in our days. Between the Exodus and the Babylonian captivity life bore little resemblance to that of Christ's disciples, scattered throughout the kingdoms of men. In their wilderness wanderings and after their settlement in the Land the nation's laws were God's laws. Provision was made for disputes between individuals to be brought to Moses or his delegates, and later to Samuel, Solomon and others. For the furtherance of God's purpose Daniel could with divine approval be made third ruler even in an alien land (Daniel 5:29); but any attempt to deduce our duty in the matter of jury service from such examples as these could provoke questions as to why we are unwilling to serve the state in a humble capacity, seeing that godly characters had been willing to do so in prominent posts. Our answer would stress the differences between their dispensation and ours, but that would require more time than we should be likely to be granted.
The spirit of some of these men of old can often suitably guide our own, as, for instance, David, who in his protracted conflict with Saul was able to say: "The Lord judge between me and thee" (1 Samuel 24:12). This was a dispute in which he was an interested party, and right was on his side, but he was content to leave the final judgement to God. His spirit is worthy of imitation in any dispute involving ourselves personally but his situation then was quite unlike that of jurors, who have to deal with other people's quarrels.
The New Testament will give us clearer counsel, since it is the record "of all that Jesus began both to do and teach" and, after his ascension, continued to perform through his apostles for the establishment and guidance of the new Israel "in Jerusalem, and in all Judaea, and in Samaria, and unto the uttermost part of the earth" (Acts 1:1,8). Even here, however, care is needed to make sure that the evidence we use is really relevant to our need.
"Gallio cared for none of these things" (Acts 18:17)
These words might seem to express that spirit of unworldly detachment which should be the mark of a true disciple's life and to point us in the direction of avoiding involvement in the world's judicial processes. But Luke is not setting Gallio before us as a model of Christian behaviour: he was "the proconsul of Achaia", a pagan administrator, brother to Seneca, the Stoic philosopher, a "bright, popular and affectionate man", according to secular sources. The Jews had "made a united attack upon Paul and brought him before the tribunal", seeking to have him condemned. Gallio shrewdly ap​plied the usual Roman policy, refusing to interfere in a religious dispute of a subject people and trying to defuse a potentially riotous situation with the words: "Since it is a matter of questions about words and names and your own law, see to it yourselves; I refuse to be a judge of these things." When violence followed, "Gallio cared for none of those things" or "paid no attention to this".
As a result of his dismissal of the case the apostle, who had not even needed to open his mouth, was able to stay in Corinth "many days longer" but we may be sure that he would never have taken the proconsul's conduct as a pattern for his own (Acts 18:12-18, R.S.V.).
"Who made me a judge or a divider over you?" (Luke 12:14)
We, like Paul, have a far better pattern to follow, that of our Master himself. By precept and example he shows us the true mean​ing of other-worldliness. He does not supply us with ready-made, black-and-white judgements on matters like jury service but by teaching which is too searching for our comfort he often puts such questions in their proper perspective, as in the case that follows. Two brothers ask him to settle their dispute about a will and he refuses to do so. However, Luke does not round off his account with the words he was later to use about Gallio: he does not say: "Jesus cared for none of these things", for that would have been contrary to the whole purpose of the record.
The Master's reason for not intervening was that he knew that no verdict would really solve their problem or restore harmony between them. Instead, he went to the root of their problem, and of many of ours too: "Take heed, and beware of covetousness: for a man's life consisteth not in the abundance of the things which he possesseth." He then drives the lesson home by the parable of the prosperous farmer, whose optimistic planning of what sounds like a self-indulgent retirement is interrupted by God's warning of immediate death: if that happened, all he had provided would be left to others, probably to quarrel about, as those disputants were doing before Jesus now. The chief lesson which the episode is intended to teach us is that we need to develop a spiritual outlook on worldly possessions; that will help us to avoid selfish conflict. We can properly cite the refusal of Jesus to adjudicate as evidence that he was not a social reformer who would have his disciples in these days participate in political action to right social wrongs; but we must not suggest that his aim in refusing was to teach his disciples never to try to help in other people's quarrels. Whether we should agree to act as jurors must be decided on other grounds.
It is interesting to look more closely at the words with which the Lord refused the brother's request. They are almost a quotation of those with which Moses' attempt to reconcile two of his fellow Hebrews had been resentfully rejected. Moses, grieving for the burdens of his people in Egypt, had already killed an Egyptian, who had assaulted one of them, and now he volunteered his help as two of
his own folk fought each other. His offer was spurned. He "that did the wrong said: Who made thee a prince and a judge over us?" (Exodus 2:11-14; Acts 7:25-29,35). Now, many centuries later, Luke tells us, the prophet like unto Moses, but greater than Moses, was here. His help is invited and, in declining to give it, he changes "thee" to "me": "Who made me a judge or a divider over you?" He knew the state of the human heart and perhaps he hoped to teach them that they would be just as unlikely to be reconciled by any decision he might make as those who had resented Moses' interference. This extremely important moral teaching should not be obscured by reading into the account a purpose it did not have.
"Be ye separate" (2 Corinthians 6:17)
It is sometimes suggested that merely to remember this injunction of the apostle should be enough to remove any hesitation we may have on the subject of jury service. In fact, the teaching of Scripture about our separateness from the world is less precise than that—and far deeper. The need for separation is not in doubt but the mere piling up of quotations about it does not solve the practical problems of how to achieve it in the actual circumstances of our lives.
Just after the parable of The Rich Fool we read a beautiful discourse by the Master which can serve to test the quality of our separateness. He speaks of the ravens which "neither sow nor reap, which neither have storehouse nor barn" and therefore no headaches about building bigger ones. He tells of the lilies that neither toil nor spin and yet are arrayed more gloriously than Solomon. Both these appealing examples of the Father's loving care should direct us to the secret of true unworldliness, making us who are "of little faith" no longer "of doubtful mind", but eager to "seek the kingdom of God" before all else (Luke 12:22-31).
There are other places in the teaching of the Master which present us with a searching standard, which will brook no humbug. "I have given them thy word", Jesus could say of his earliest disciples, "and the world hath hated them, because they are not of the world, even as I am not of the world. I pray not that thou shouldest take them out of the world, but that thou shouldest keep them from the evil. They are not of the world, even as I am not of the world. Sanctify them
through thy truth: thy word is truth" (John 17:14-17). His teaching is here a prayer. His separateness is the model for ours. Its moral quality is positive. Its demands are not satisfied simply by rejecting those calls upon us which we find inconvenient or dangerous. We are not to be content to be "in the world" for all that ministers to our pleasure, comfort or status, whilst opting out when self-sacrifice is called for. Our motives and our private lives need honest scrutiny, with the injunction constantly before our eyes to "do good unto all men, especially unto them who are of the household of faith" (Galatians 6:10). The command not to be of the world must, indeed, have a bearing on our decision about jury service, as on many other questions of conduct which are not created by the claims of the state upon us. Our decisions about what is allowed and what forbidden must be made with utter sincerity and explained and defended with the humility of those for whom true separateness is something they are reaching for, not something they can smugly claim to have achieved.
Nor will a true appreciation of the Biblical meaning of holiness allow us to argue that we are too ignorant of sordid human behaviour and the words used to describe it to be able to understand what goes on in the court. However sincere our revulsion from the evil things often brought to light there, we must beware of a 'holier-than-thou' attitude, out of keeping with the Master's spirit. The best jurors are not necessarily devotees of the gutter press. If we sought to be excused on such grounds, whilst at the same time welcoming into our homes the exposure of the same evils in the popular papers and other communications media, our argument could not bear the scrutiny of our own hearts, whether others were swayed by it or not.
Equally unhelpful is the argument sometimes heard that our very sinfulness would make us unfit to be jurors. Sinfulness is the con​dition of all men; no responsible official could accept it as unfitting us for service. The whole system is imperfect, but sinners, he might say, must try to do their best. He might very well contend that serious-minded, religious people should make better jurors than others.
Judging and Judging
We now turn to consider the sayings of Jesus and the apostles about judging, to see how they may affect our decision about jury
service. At first sight some of these sayings seem to contradict each other but the difficulties are resolved, if we appreciate that, when speaking of his own judgements, Jesus is sometimes referring to his first advent and sometimes to his second. That is, perhaps, too simple of way of putting it, for in one sense it is impossible to separate from the final judgement the present critical effect of the sacrificial ministry of God's Son on all who come to know of it. By our reaction to it now we judge ourselves already and the coming day will set the seal on that judgement. For our present purpose, however, the distinction between the Lord's two advents can be helpful. "I came not to judge the world but to save the world." Therefore, "if any man hear my words and believe not, I judge him not ... He that rejecteth me and receiveth not my words, hath one that judgeth him: the word that I have spoken, the same shall judge him in the last day" (John 12:47-48). "The Father hath committed all judgement unto the Son" (5:22).
In other sayings of Jesus about his judging or not judging we see
that the word is not always being used with the same sense, or, more
accurately, that it bears within it senses which merge into each other
and tie the present and the future closely together. The day of final
judgement had not yet come, so that he could rightly say: "I judge
no man" (John 8:15). Yet, what would qualify him to sit as judge at
the last was already true of him as he made those assessments of
other people which are unavoidable in all social intercourse: "As I
hear, I judge" (John 5:30). And both the negative and the positive
statements are followed by the same claim, which lifts the Lord's
judgements then and in the future high above the level attainable by
unregenerate men, who judge "after the flesh". It becomes clear that
there is no conflict between the positive and the negative, when we
set the verses out side by side:
As I hear, I JUDGE:
and my judgement is just,
because
I seek not mine own will,
but the will of the Father
which hath sent me.
I am not alonjp.ftvfes gfR1 but I and the father '#yc, that sent me.
"Judge not" (Matthew 7:1)
>
That glance at the various ways in which Jesus speaks of himself judging or not judging was in no way a digression from our main en​quiry; brief as it was, it should warn us of the need for care in inter​preting the commands the disciples received about their own judging or not judging. Again we find what look like contradictions. "Judge not, that ye be not judged" and yet "Judge righteous judgement" (Matthew 7:1; John 7:24). In neither case is the Master talking about proceedings in a court of law; in both he is teaching us to control and purify our reactions to the people we meet in the course of our daily life. "Judge not" are the two words of Jesus, referred to on page 2. They do not by themselves solve our problem. They do not mean: "Refrain from forming opinions", for his next words show that we must form and often express them; life in any community is un​thinkable without them. Jesus is saying that we must not be censorious in judgement or delight in condemning: "for with what judgement ye judge, ye shall be judged". The prohibition in the Sermon on the Mount—"Judge not"—is not in conflict with the positive command to judge in John 7:24; indeed, that very verse begins with the same prohibition, but goes on to state quite clearly what kinds of judgement are forbidden: "Judge not according to the appearance, but judge righteous judgement." It is hasty, superficial, ill-considered judgements he is warning us against. In both places what we are given is moral teaching of the highest order, not a legalistic ruling about when and where we may exercise our powers of judgement. His words will rightly play a part in helping us to decide this issue, but it was not our problem that Jesus had in mind.
Apostolic Counsel
These sayings of Jesus prepare us to understand the Apostle Paul's exhortation to the Corinthians: "Judge nothing before the time" and his reproof of them two chapters later for failing to judge: "Are ye unworthy to judge the smallest matters? ... Is it so, that there isx not a wise man amongst you? no, not one that shall be able to judge between his brethren?" (1 Corinthians 4:5; 6:2,5). On the one hand, some of them were showing themselves too ready to "pronounce judgement" (R.S.V.), even on the motives and conduct of the apostles: such judgement, he tells them, must await the coming of the Lord, who "will bring to light the hidden things of darkness".
On the other hand, they were neglecting to settle within the com​munity grievances which should never have been taken to the secular courts. Like them, we must face the fact that life, whether in the ecclesia or outside, constantly presents us with situations about which we have to make up our minds. That responsibility must not be shirked. It must be discharged to the best of our limited ability, humbly and prayerfully and with the guidance of the Word of God.
Paul, like Jesus, is giving us moral counsel to make us more conscientious, but also more merciful and less censorious, in our dealings with each other. He is not defining circumstances in which we might quite refuse to give an opinion, though the general tenor of his advice must influence our whole approach to such a question.
The following passages have sometimes been quoted as if they referred to believers officially judging men in the world:
"Who art thou that judgest another man's servant? to his ^
own master he standeth or falleth" (Romans 14:4).
•-^
"Who art thou that judgest another?" (James 4:12).
'£
In fact, both passages refer to relationships between disciples. It is our brother who is "another man's servant": we are not his masters: God is; and God is ours also: "To his own master he standeth or falleth. Yea, he shall be holden up: for God is able to make him stand." So "Why dost thou judge thy brother? or why dost thou set at nought thy brother? for we shall all stand before the judgement seat of Christ ... So then every one of us shall give account of himself to God. Let us not therefore judge one another any more" (Romans 14:10,12-13). And James makes exactly the same point. The "another" whom we must not judge is our brother: "He that speaketh evil of his brother, and judgeth his brother, speaketh evil of the law and judgeth the law: but if thou judge the law, thou art not a doer of the law, but a judge. There is one lawgiver, who is able to save and to destroy: who art thou, that judgest another?" (James 4:11-12). Neither Paul nor James is saying, of course, that we have licence to judge non-believers; they are not discussing that subject at all.
In the first century world believers did not have to face our kind of problem, so that when, after reproving the Corinthians for their attitude towards the case of incest in the ecclesia, Paul asks them:
"What have I to do to judge them that are without?" (1 Corinthians 5:12), he was not implying that anybody had actually thought he might be or should be engaged in the world's legal proceedings. What he means is that the Corinthians were behaving as if his earlier counsel to them had simply concerned their social contacts with unbelieving sinners, leaving them free to be complacent about their own conduct. This is still his emphasis in 1 Corinthians 6, where it is the aggressive, satisfaction-demanding spirit between brethren that he is deploring: "Why do ye not rather take wrong? Why do ye not rather suffer yourselves to be defrauded?" He realises, however, that, human nature being what it is, "it must needs be that offences will come" (Matthew 18:7). Therefore he urges them at least to settle their disputes privately or within the community: they must not wash their dirty linen in public, still less get professionals to wash it. He is evidently horrified by their behaviour: "Brother goeth to law with brother and that before the unbelievers" (1 Corinthians 6:1-8). It may well be thought to follow that, if the apostle so sadly deplored their readiness to take one another to court "before the unjust", he would also have disapproved of them taking an official part in the courts' proceedings, had that been possible at the time.
This insistence that we should "suffer ourselves to be defrauded", echoing, as it does, our Master's repeated emphasis on our duty to forgive and not to avenge personal injuries, by whomsoever inflicted, could very well make us feel uncomfortable when asked to form a detached judgement about strangers and their disputes; we might well feel that we ought not to be encouraging them to demand justice. Similarly, our keen awareness of our own dependence on the mercy of God, both now and in the day of judgement, might perhaps make us feel more tender towards the guilty defendant than the strict application of the law would require. Of course, we would all accept that in our daily life, whether as parents, teachers, employers or even as employees—"under authority", we constantly have to apply the rules conscientiously and at times to punish those who break them; we should be failing in our duty if we did not. Few of us, therefore, would go so far as to say that we are rendered incompetent to act as jurors by our sense of God's forgiveness and our aspiration to be "merciful, even as our Father ... is merciful" (Luke 6:36), but the uneasiness of the more sensitive ones among us is entirely understandable.
So far the Scriptural examples and precepts we have considered have been arranged more or less chronologically but also in what seems to be an order of increasing relevance to the decision we have to make. We have tried to avoid claiming more force for an argument than the text and its context will allow it to have, not through any desire to weaken the sincere conviction of objectors but rather to ensure that conviction is thoroughly well grounded. Now we must turn our attention to some very important passages in the Epistles, which are often used by those who defend acceptance of jury service. In seeking to show that they cannot rightly be held to support that view, we shall also maintain that they combine with other aspects of Bible teaching about the state to provide us with by far the most cogent reasons for refusing that service.
>*#
What does   "subjection  to the higher powers'?
entail?
•'
Ci
The three chief passages are these:
,
1.      "Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there
'/
is no power but of God: the powers that be are ordained of
?
God. Whosoever therefore resisteth the power, resisteth the
'
ordinance  of God:  and  they that  resist  shall  receive  to
themselves damnation. For rulers are not a terror to good

works, but to the evil. Wilt thou then not be afraid of the

power? do that which is good, and thou shall have praise of

>•  the same: For he is the minister of God to thee for good. But if

•   thou do that which is evil, be afraid; for he beareth not the

sword in vain: for he is the minister of God, a revenger to

execute wrath upon him that doeth evil. Wherefore ye must

needs be subject, not only for wrath, but also for conscience

sake. For for this cause pay ye tribute also: for they are God's

ministers, attending continually upon this very thing. Render

therefore to all their dues: tribute to whom tribute is due;

custom to whom custom: fear to whom fear; honour to whom

honour. Owe no man any thing, but to love one another: for

he that loveth another hath fulfilled the law. For this, Thou

shall not commit adultery, Thou shalt not kill, Thou shall not

steal, Thou shalt not bear false witness, Thou shalt not covet;

and if there be any olher commandmenl, it is briefly compre-

hended in this saying, namely, Thou shall love Ihy neighbour
•.»
as ihyself. Love workelh no ill lo his neighbour: Iherefore love
*     is the fulfilling of the law" (Romans 13:1-10).
:2.      "Put them in mind to be subject lo principalilies and
powers, lo obey magislrates, to be ready to every good work,
"•    lo speak evil of no man, lo be no brawlers, bul genlle, shewing
*    all  meekness  unlo  all  men.   For  we  ourselves  also  were
somelimes foolish, disobedienl, deceived, serving divers lusls
and pleasures, living in malice and envy, haleful, and haling
'•    one another. But after thai the kindness and love of God our
'•    Saviour loward man appeared, nol by works of righteousness  ;.
which we have done, but according to his mercy he saved us,
by the washing of regeneralion, and renewing of the Holy   [
1    Spirit; which he shed on us abundantly Ihrough Jesus Chrisl   f
1    our Saviour" (Tilus 3:1-6).
'j
jj.
"Dearly beloved, I beseech you as strangers and pilgrims,    ,
*
abslain from fleshly lusls, which war againsl Ihe soul; having
i
your conversalion honesl among Ihe Genliles: lhal, whereas   '
*
ihey speak againsl you as evildoers, they may by your good   •
*
works, which they shall behold, glorify God in Ihe day of   (
^
visitation. Submit yourselves to every ordinance of man for   I
<
the Lord's sake: whelher il be lo Ihe king, as supreme; or unlo   •
i
governors, as unlo Ihem that are sent by him for the punish-   I
,
ment of evildoers, and for Ihe praise of them thai do well.   !
i
For so is the will of God, lhal with well doing ye may put lo
i
silence Ihe ignorance of foolish men: as free, and not using   ;
^
your liberty for a cloke of maliciousness, bul as the servanls
,
of God. Honour all men. Love Ihe brotherhood. Fear God.    ,
'jj
Honour the king" (1 Peter 2:11-17).                                          .'
Some believers have genuinely laken Ihe view lhal in our changed circumslances Ihe injunclion lo obey magislrales and to keep every ordinance of man musl be laken lo include serving as jurors. Nobody, of course, suggests lhal laws requiring jury servive were in Ihe aposlles' minds when ihese words were penned. Nor would anyone deny lhal Ihe word "every" does allow exceplions: Ihere are limes now, as there were then, when "we must obey God rather lhan men" (Acls 5:29). The decision, Iherefore, as lo which ordinances we musl obey depends finally on whal Ihey require us to do and on whether lhal is compalible wilh our primary allegiance lo our Masler.
Clearly, it is the over-all intention of these passages that must guide us. It cannot be denied that their chief aim is to raise the stan​dard of behaviour among believers, as judged by God, so that in the process, almost without noticing it, they would keep the laws of the state. The apostles are not warning the disciples of the risk of being evil spoken of for refusing to sign on the dotted line and accept a particular administrative regulation laid down by the rulers; what would bring them into disrepute would be dishonest, immoral con​duct. If they showed "kindness and love" to others, as God had shown to them, they would fulfil the law: well-doing would silence foolish ignorance. If their moral sights were set high enough, they would be found not only to be obeying the law of the land but also to be purifying the springs of human conduct, which no policeman can inspect but which are open to God's eyes. Brawling can never start if malice, envy and hatred are rooted out of our hearts.
Both Paul and Peter are teaching us the true nature of our freedom in Christ. We are free to be like him. We are not free to break any human law which does not run counter to God's law. We are not free to disregard those regulations, which may seem to us a mere nuisance, involving no moral principle—which is how some speak of speed limits, for instance. Our liberty is not lawlessness: we submit to every ordinance of man for the Lord's sake, whenever we can obey it with a good conscience.
All such counsel is directed at disciples as subjects, as potential law-keepers or law-breakers, not as potential participators in the magistracy or the ruling process. Such a function for the saints was never envisaged by the apostles. It has often been pointed out that whilst advice is given to believers as husbands and wives, parents and children, masters and servants, none is given to guide them in the exercise of the power of the state, for it was rightly assumed that they would never need it. They very much needed to know how to con​duct themselves as strangers and pilgrims in a secular society. In a world where Caesar would sometimes be a ruthless tyrant such counsel was urgently necessary. Life for those early believers was often more perilous than ours but it was also more simple. Modern democracies, by associating the ruled with some of the rulers' func​tions, present us with more complex problems. The bearing of the passages we have just considered upon these problems has been rightly perceived by some expositors besides ourselves, as witness the
comment of one of them on Romans 13: "The Christian takes no part in a retributive system, but insofar as it serves moral ends he must submit to it."
Bible Teaching on the Nature of the State
If one gives due weight to this evident intention of the apostolic counsel, any nice definition of the juror's function becomes less important than the teaching of Scripture about the nature of the state. We find that it is viewed from two different angles, both of which must be kept in mind if we are to avoid indefensible opposite extremes.
On the one hand, "the powers that be are ordained of God" and therefore "whosoever . . . resisteth the power" can be said to resist "the ordinance of God". Such words, if they stood alone, would require us to do unquestioningly whatever the ruling power told us to do. But that cannot be right: we must "render unto Caesar the things which be Caesar's, and unto God the things which be God's" (Luke 20:25). Paul's words do not equate any human government's dictates with divine wisdom or assert that they are always a vehicle for divine justice. God rules "in the kingdom of men", sometimes setting "up over it the basest of men" (Daniel 4:17). Faithful believers will at times be bound in conscience to disobey; they will follow the example of Daniel's friends, who refused to "fall down and worship the golden image" which Nebuchadnezzar had set up (Daniel 3:5). Nevertheless it remains true that in a general kind of way govern​ments do protect the law-abiding by restraining the law-breakers: "Rulers are not a terror to good works, but to the evil" (Romans 13:3). Unrestricted licence and unregulated human passions would produce chaos: the order essential to every nation's life is provided by "the powers . . . ordained of God", however ungodly they themselves may be.
In view of that the true believer, who is called to "lead a quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and honesty", has reason to be thankful and is instructed, indeed, to pray to God for the con​tinuance of the blessing (1 Timothy 2:2). Certainly the truculent refusal of some sects to recognise the authority of the state in any sense is quite ruled out by such words, as is also the strange notion that an action which may be right if done voluntarily becomes wrong if done under compulsion.
The first aspect of Bible teaching about the state shows that our submission is to be motivated not simply by fear of consequences but rather by a grateful recognition that the present state of things is always of God's provision or by His permission: we obey "not only for wrath, but also for conscience sake" (Romans 13:5).
That is how we are taught to regard the state from the angle of our present sojourn in an earthly kingdom. But our true citizenship'"is in heaven" (Philippians 3:20), and our first allegiance to Christ. From that point of view we are taught to see all human states in a different light. God's providence is in control but the world which is being controlled is sinful. "The whole world lieth in wickedness" (1 John 5:19). "We wrestle not against flesh and blood but against ... the rulers of the darkness of this world, against spiritual wickedness in high places" (Ephesians 6:12). "Your adversary the devil, as a roaring lion, walketh about, seeking whom he may devour" (1 Peter 5:8). "The devil shall cast some of you into prison ..." (Revelation 2:10).
In both Old and New Testaments human empires are portrayed as wild beasts. Some of these descriptions may strike us as more appropriate in times of persecution or in states ruled by violence—which are far from rare in our days; in some states it is much easier to see that the ruler or "power is the minister of God ... for good". Certainly in the West we have reason to be grateful for the increased humanity in recent centuries of many national systems, the result in part of the spread of Bible teaching. Even so, the best state can rise no higher than the sinful human beings it consists of. That is why Scripture represents nations or their governments as the embodiment of human sinfulness. Moreover, when faced with rebellion at home or threat from abroad, the state will use force to defend itself against its enemies: its very existence is seen to depend ultimately on the strength of its arms. We acknowledge this to be a fact in line with the divine revelation that wars will continue until the time of the end. Because of that we rightly insist that we are not called to be pacifists: we do not expect states to adopt the Sermon on the Mount as their home or foreign policy, neither do we seek to persuade individuals to share our conscientious objection to military service in isolation from belief in the full Christian Gospel.
The Power Behind the Courts
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This essential nature of all human states is the foundation of their legal systems. In some lands the judiciary is held to be independent of the government, in others it is not: in all cases "the sword" hangs in the background — and, says Paul, "not in vain" (Romans 13:4); not, that is, without divine sanction. However humane their pro​ceedings may often be, the courts can only function because of their authority finally to compel obedience. In the western world this inescapable reality is not brutally asserted but rather discreetly assumed; all concerned are expected to accept it, and they usually do. All who appear in court know that its rulings can be enforced: fines have to be paid; the prison door has to be shut behind the convicted criminal; in some countries, for some crimes, his life will be taken
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With these two aspects of the state in mind — its assurance of order under divine providence and its powerful embodiment of human sinfulness — we may decide that the submission enjoined upon us because of the first should not allow us in any way to take part in the dispensing of a justice, whose final sanction is force, a force which we ourselves would be unwilling to apply. Because we should refuse to execute the sentence, pronounce it, make the laws that require it, or even to vote for those who make the laws, we may find it im​possible to detach from this chain of responsibility one particular link, and view the juror's r61e merely as the objective assessment of facts, as if in a judicial vacuum. Jurors do not simply decide whether the action took place, but whether the defendant did it. "The jury alone decide whether the defendant has been proved guilty or not": that is a statement of the position taken from a leaflet published by the Lord Chancellor's Department. The fact that the jury can also make a recommendation to mercy indicates that in some cases they may also influence the severity of the sentence to be pronounced.*
*An inquest coroner's jury may seem to have a special and more narrowly defined function, charged, as it is, with pronouncing the cause of death only. Even there, however, that decision depends on the jury's judgement of the reliability of expert witnesses and may itself result in criminal proceedings being taken.
It is interesting to note that as long ago as February 7th, 1828, in his speech on 'The Present State of the Law', Lord Brougham saw the jury system as inextricably bound up with all the organised expressions of the nation's power, even as its chief focus: "All we see about us, Kings, Lords and Commons, the whole machinery of the state, all the apparatus of the system and its varied workings, end in simply bringing twelve good men into a box." Such a non-religious view of the matter may help us to sharpen our own perception of the implications of jury service; it serves to underline the difficulty of separating this particular institution from all those through which the state brings its power to bear on its members. The same point has been expressed in homelier terms by one of our brethren: "The plain fact (to me) is that the jury, judge and court are all parts of the State's legal system. They are as necessary to the State as its army, navy and air force, and its police. Our position opts out of them all. Full stop." Then with characteristic honesty he added: "However, this is an isolated pronouncement of a view on one aspect of life. I do not for a second pretend to be equally emphatic in rebutting all the fundamentally offensive temptations that happen to attract me! But I don't think that weakens the case against jury service."
It is, of course, agreed that in all matters of conscience a line must be drawn somewhere and in some of them not all believers can be expected to draw it in exactly the same place. In all the daily contacts of our professional, financial and social lives each must make his own decisions prayerfully, honestly and realistically. Total isolation from the world is neither possible nor what our Master requires of us. Sometimes our very separation from the world's activities prevents us from drawing the line on particular issues where sincere members of some other communities would draw it: we have not, for instance, thought it right to register moral disapproval of a govern​ment's policies by withholding part of our taxes. In rendering "to Caesar the things which be Caesar's" we have left Caesar to decide how he spends the money, since to do otherwise would involve us in political activity, which our hope in Christ does not allow us to undertake. In war-time, on the other hand, when even staying alive involves some participation in the nation's efforts to survive, our individual consciences have not always drawn the line at precisely the same point: most of us, but not all, would stop short of making the munitions which we should all decline to use. In this technological
age even peace-time industry presents many of our members with very difficult problems of a similar kind.
As far as the legal system is concerned, our decisions will tend to be affected by the extent to which our daily occupation has involved us in the operation of the organs of the state and the degree to which our conscience has been troubled, if at all, in the discharge of our duties. Many of us are involved in administering the law—as govern​ment employees or lo al government officials. Some may even choose to work in the egal profession; some have been clerks or servants of the Court. Those engaged in such employment see a clear distinction between their duties and those of politicians or members of the judiciary, who are engaged in the decision-making process of formulating and executing the law. In the later stages of that process jurors play a subordinate, non-professional but important part. It is for each individual believer to decide whether he can consistently serve as a juror whilst refusing to participate in politics or to serve in the forces of the State.
"Let every man be fully persuaded in his own mind."
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(Romans 14:5)
WHAT TO DO, IF YOU DECIDE THAT YOU SHOULD NOT SER VE AS A JUROR
1. NOTHING, if you have reached your 66th birthday: you are exempt from service, as the law stands at present.
2. NOTHING at the preliminary stage, when you simply supply the details about yourself that are necessary for the marking on the electoral register of those eligible to serve.
3. When you receive the actual notice to serve,
WRITE briefly but courteously to the Jury Summoning Officer, asking to be excused service. Explain that you are a Christadel-phian with a conscientious objection to military service, which closely affects your attitude to jury service. Whether you call your objection a conscientious one or not is for you individually to decide, having regard, amongst other things, to what course you would take if your request were turned down: you could either consent to serve or use your right of appeal or simply fail to attend. This last course would be held to be contempt of court and could incur a fine not exceeding £100 (Section 20 of the Juries Act, 1974).
If your written request to be excused is turned down, it can be repeated orally, when the jury is empanelled.
4. You may, of course, be stone deaf or have some other serious physical disability which would make it impossible for you to fulfil a juror's duties properly. In that case, you could mention it at the end of your letter. Your attendance might still be insisted on but on seeing your impediment, the appropriate officer would certainly excuse you.
