Greetings all,�>[Edgar said]: One lurker alerted me to the fact that this post was never addressed. IF any Witness on this list has the time or ressoures to reply to Harold's post, I would appreciate it. If not, I might try to make a response. Thanks, Edgar<��>[HH]:"Harold R. Holmyard III" <hholmyard@o... </group/greektheology/post?protectID=180015253078038028169061004248176208071048>> wrote: Dear Ron,<�>>[RR]: Harold, I don't think you have been responding to the specific points presented. The context of the OT law as first given to Noah definitely did include human blood.<<�>[HH]: God expanded what man could eat after the flood. He included animals. God was talking about eating animals, not eating humans. When people ate animals, they were to drain the blood. It is that simple.<�You are viewing it as a simple dietary law. If it were simply a dietary law you would have an argument. But, the basis for the law and the further expansion of the uses of blood in atonement sacrifices show that it was a moral matter, it concerned what was sacred to God, not a dietary safeguard. It is obvious that what is true of animal blood and its uses is even more true concerning human blood.�I believe that you are simply focusing on the law while ignoring the governing principle stated by God as the basis for that law. The fundamental principle is that “blood is life” and is thus held sacred to God. The result of this principle is: a. You don’t eat blood. b. You don’t kill humans (Gen.9:4-6). You are just looking at the resultant laws and ignoring the more important universal basis for those laws. Witnesses look to obey the God-given principle which governs any and all use of blood. “Blood is life and is sacred,” i.e., only for God’s use.�Further laws based on this fundamental truth make it clear that there is only one valid use of blood that has been removed from the body. It is for atoning sacrifice, otherwise it was to be poured out on the ground (Lev.17:11,14). Regardless of what situation or application we are talking about, the root law is that blood is the same as life in God’s view and must be treated as such.�It is true, God was talking about man eating animals. But, the basis for his statements was the sacredness of blood. The reason for not eating animal blood was the sacredness of life and it’s blood. Not eating animal blood was just one way of recognizing the sacredness of blood. The mandate concerning the sacredness of blood went beyond animals and explicitly included the taking of human life/blood.�There are specifically two things understood here. Animal and human blood was sacred. Animal blood explicitly could not be eaten, thus the same would be understood of the more sacred human blood.�>>[RR]: Human blood was also sacred to God–actually more sacred than animal blood.<�>[HH]: Nobody doubts this fact.<�But, do you see the significance of this fact? The principle which governs the use of animal blood also govern the use of human blood!�>>[RR]: With this in mind I don't think that "the blood of any sorts of flesh" would have excluded human blood.<<�>[HH]: But this was not what God was talking about. Note the context of Genesis 9:4 in verses 2-3: ... Every moving thing that liveth shall be food for you. As the green herb have I given you all. Gen. 9:4 But flesh with the life thereof, which is the blood thereof, shall ye not eat. What was given into man's hand was the beasts of the earth, the birds of the heaven, and the fish of the sea. These moving things were given to man for food. it was their blood that man was not to eat. God was not even talking about eating humans.<�You have simply distracted from the point. As you admit, human blood is more sacred than animal blood. Human blood is human life. Therefore, the universal law applies to human blood even more so than to animal blood: It is sacred and only to be used for one purpose, atonement or it must be poured on the ground. “The blood of all sorts of flesh must not be eaten.” The point left unaddressed is that, medically and logically, transfusions are the same as eating. Blood transfusions are eating human blood. �>>[RR]: Certainly, David understood that the sacredness of blood applied to humans (1 Chron. 11:16-19; 2 Sam. 23:15-17).<<�>[HH]: Of course he did.<�The account shows that David applied the Noachian universal law concerning the sacredness of blood to the use of human blood/life. He equates drinking the water gained at the threat of human life with drinking human blood. On the basis of the sacredness of blood he refuses.�>>[RR]: >As I already pointed out, the first century apostles and Christians did not exclude human blood from their Decree in Acts 15, since they worded it as "abstain from blood," without restriction.<<�>[HH]: The decree in Acts 15 looked back to the decree in Genesis 9 and so reflected the same subject of that decree.< 


This is correct. The primary subject was that blood was sacred and must not be misused by ingesting it.�The Apostle in Acts was not simply repeating the Law against eating blood, but was presenting the universal principle, one that would be applicable to all times and cultures: “abstain from blood.” Showing that this was not just addressing food restrictions the Apostle included the mandate against blood next to fornication and idolatry. The apostolic decree set out, not dietary restrictions, but fundamental ethical rules given by God to humans.�>>[RR]: Your repeated view that transfusion is not the same as eating is without foundation in fact. That alcoholic is begging for a valid reason to infuse that Bud! :)<< �>[HH]: The average person will not agree with you, because in fact the actions are quite different.<�But, other than personal opinion, you have given nothing to support this view. I gave scientific fact and a simple illustration that proves that transfusion is exactly the same as eating. High tech eating is still eating.�>>>[RR said]: The real issue is whether there is really a difference between ingesting something by "eating/drinking" or ingesting the same thing intravenously. Modern science doesn't call it "intravenous *feeding*" for nothing. I think the point is solidly driven home by the well used illustration of a doctor telling the drunk not to "drink" any more alcohol or he will die. Now, if the man were to hook himself up to an IV and directly infuse the alcohol to his veins, would he be obedient to the doctor's mandate? Regardless of the alcoholic's technical argument concerning the mechanics, he still would be arbitrarily sidestepping the doctor's order. Is there really any difference between this use of alcohol and that of blood? Obedience to God is far more important than obeying a doctor!<<<�>>>[RR]: Could you please explain how *drinking* alcohol and *transfusing* alcohol are different for someone who was told to "abstain" from alcohol?<<<�It would be unreasonable for the alcoholic to claim that “the actions are quite different.” It is just as unreasonable to claim that the act of transfusing is different than eating. This would also be ignoring the governing principle stated by God as the reason for not eating blood. If human blood is more sacred than animal blood, then God’s universal principle applies. If God’s universal principle applies then transfusions/eating of blood is forbidden. There is only one permissible use of human blood: atonement. Proper respect for human blood shows appreciation for Christ’s ransom. Any other use of blood shows disrespect for Christ’s blood and for God’s view of blood’s sacredness.�>>>[HH]: Of course, human blood for transfusions does not normally result from loss of life anyway. Ordinarily nobody dies to provide blood for transfusions. The OT decree had to do with improper exploitation of the loss of life. Transfusions on the other hand are about saving life. With transfusions one cannot supposedly eat the life of the animal, for there is no animal killed or involved.< �>>[RR]: This is an arbitrary distinction that ignores the very reason God gives for abstaining from blood. The "soul/life is in the blood." Now, is "life in blood” only when it is removed from a *dead* body?<<�>[HH]: God said, "You shall not eat meat that has its lifeblood still in it." God is speaking in the context of a loss of life, a loss of life where the flesh is eaten.< �Harold, you have here twice distracted from and failed to answer the main point. Is “life in blood” only when it is removed from a *dead* body? Is blood only sacred to God if it is removed from a dead body? You are still focusing on just the resultant law concerning eating animals and failing to note the underlying sacred principle stipulating God’s view.�The reason the law was applied to eating animals and killing humans is because blood is sacred! Period! Blood is still sacred in a living body or removed from a living body.�Considering the foundation idea was that blood was sacred, is it reasonable to believe that if the animal was not killed then Noah would feel it was OK to eat it’s blood?�IMO, it would be unreasonable to imagine that God’s people, properly understanding the universal principle God gave, would think it OK to eat blood if it happened to be removed from a *live* animal (or human). The important principle is that blood is sacred and is used for only one sacred purpose.�It would be equally unreasonable to assume that human blood was not at least as important as animal blood and thus falls under the exact same governing principle.�>>[RR]: Blood is sacred whether it is in a living body or obtained from a dead one.<< �>[HH]: Of course it is.<�If you really agreed with this then you would recognize that, according to God, blood is only to be used in sacred atonement or poured on the ground. It matters not whether the donor continues to live. Would Noah reason that it was OK to drink blood derived from living animals as many cultures have done? Because of the underlying sacred principle I believe that this would be unbelievable. It was not a principle that only applied to animals that had been killed.�>>[RR]: As I previously pointed out, it also ignores God's specific statement as to what ONLY could be done with blood. It was to be poured out on the ground or used for atonement. There was no other use for blood outside of what is stated. Just because the person or animal is still living makes no difference in the sacredness of the blood. Outside of the body there was ONLY two uses for it.<�>[HH]: Ron, the context in Leviticus 17 is nearly the same as in Genesis, one of eating animal meat and dealing with animal blood. Let's look at it for a second ...**The concern is the killing of an animal.** ... Lev. 17:10 And whatsoever man ...that eateth any manner of blood, I will ... cut him off from among his people. Lev. 17:11 For the life of the flesh is in the blood; and I have given it to you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls: for it is the blood that maketh atonement by reason of the life.<�>[HH]: **God gave the blood for the altar. He gave animal blood for the altar, not human blood. The topic is the treatment of animal blood, for it was never in God's mind that people should offer human sacrifice to Him.**<�You have simply distracted from the point. The laws in Leviticus were given on the basis of the primary principle that blood is sacred to God. What is true of animal blood is also true of human blood: it is sacred and there are only two uses to be made of it. For atonement or poured on the ground. Any other use meant death. Animal blood typified Christ’s blood. Obeying God’s laws concerning blood shows respect for God’s arrangement for man’s salvation.�>>[RR]: Lev. 17:12 Therefore I said unto the children of Israel, No soul of you shall eat blood, neither shall any stranger that sojourneth among you eat blood. Lev. 17:13 And whatsoever man there be of the children of Israel, or of the strangers that sojourn among them, who taketh in hunting any beast or bird that may be eaten; he shall pour out the blood thereof, and cover it with dust.<<�>[HH]: **The topic is still animal blood.**<�The principle underlying the law is still the same: All blood is sacred. What is true of animal blood is more true of human blood. The punishment for misuse is death.�Especially is this abstinence from blood important for true Christians. The mandates forbidding man's use of blood are inexorably linked to our salvation by Christ's blood. God's people did not use blood to sustain their life because it symbolized life that belonged only to God, and was to be used only by God to ransom mankind. "The soul [or, life] of the flesh is in the blood, and I myself have put it upon the altar for you to make atonement for your souls, because it is the blood that makes atonement by the soul in it. That is why I have said to the sons of Israel: 'No soul of you must eat blood.'"-Leviticus 17:11, 12.�A major teaching in the Bible is that God would eventually provide one perfect sacrifice that could fully atone for the sins of all believers. This is called the ransom, and it focuses on the sacrifice of Christ. The Bible compares the Messiah's role to what was done on Atonement Day (Heb.9:11, 12, 22).�It thus becomes plain why we need to have God's view of blood. In accord with his right as Creator, he has determined its exclusive usefulness. "By means of Christ we have the release by ransom through the blood of that one, yes, the forgiveness of our trespasses, according to the riches of his undeserved kindness." (Eph. 1:7; Heb.9:24) The Bible emphasizes that we must avoid any course that would amount to 'trampling on the Son of God and esteeming his blood as of ordinary value.' Only thus may we keep a good relationship and peace with God.�>>[RR]: The taking in of blood does not become more acceptable because the donor is human instead of animal nor because the donor continues living instead of dying.<<�>[HH]: This sort of thinking is irrelevant to the original laws, and to their reaffirmation in Acts 15:29.<�I disagree. You are still thinking only in terms of the resultant laws. My thinking is extremely relevant to the basis for those laws, that underlying basic principle: Life and its symbol, blood, is sacred to Jehovah whether it be in a living body or a dead one. It is not to be used for any purpose except that stated by God. There is no allowance for the removal and use of blood from a living creature.�This thinking is also directly relevant when it come to the reaffirmation in Acts 15:29. In listing the abstaining from blood alongside fornication and idolatry the Apostolic Decree emphasized the underlying moral principle. The terminology used in Acts stresses the sacredness of all blood. It doesn’t apply to only blood from dead animals, but all blood. As stated, the Christians would have extended the mandate to those types of taking in blood common to their day, including drinking human blood. Christians today recognize that transfusions are simply a high tech method of eating, as admitted by medical scientists. As such, they are directly in violation of the laws against eating blood and the law to “abstain from blood.” In his speech James does not limit his prohibition to just "eating" or "drinking," but simply to all blood. It is the responsibility of individual Christians to recognize what modern practices fall under Scriptural mandates and then abide by those regulations.�Hope that helps,�Ron Rhoades


-------


Greetings Roy (and All),�>[Edgar wrote]: I know that I officially stopped the blood transfusion thread because it was becoming unproductive and emotional with no real light being shed on the issues at hand. I am allowing this message to be sent to the board and, to be fair, I will give the Witnesses on the list a chance to respond to this post.<�I wanted to respond to this post but I’ve been hampered by three+ feet of snow and 4 days without electricity here. I haven’t seen anyone respond to this post so here’s my input. Let me also state that these are my personal reasonings and as such are open to correction or refinement.�>>>[Roy]: It is the presented theology, and not myself that makes such distinctions about blood. It is this theology that asserts that certain blood components are no longer blood after they are extracted from blood, not me.<<<�A slight correction here. No one has (officially) asserted that certain blood components “are no longer blood.” What has been determined is that it is the decision of each individual to determine for themselves if blood fractions may be used. The Scriptures simply state that “blood” belongs to Jehovah and must be considered sacred as representing life. When the Scriptures were written this would be understood to include any part of the blood recognizable at that time. They did not have the scientific means to recognize fractions and microscopic particles known today. They also were not able to identify major components that might have been present in other substances. To Israelites and Christians, if it visibly came from blood it was to be held sacred and avoided.�The parts that they were able to separate by cooking, drying, filtering and etc. would still be recognized as blood by first century Christians, IMHO.�I believe any *personal* theological conclusion that it’s acceptable to use fractional components derived from blood can be supported by examining the use God himself has made of these fractions, passing them directly from one person’s blood to another person’s blood, i.e., mother to fetus. (At the same time, whether to use blood fractions at all must be a personal decision made by the individual.)�>>[Heinz]: And you have totally ignored the context of the biblical directive against blood, as it is synonymous to fornication in the same context/cotext. (Acts 15:28, 29).<<�>[Roy]: This is what is done by your theological group for the blood argument. Whole blood is forbidden for transfusions because it is 'blood'. When 'blood' is fractionated it is no longer considered by your group to be 'blood' and may be administered directly to a patient.<�Roy, you have ignored the Scripture. But, Jehovah’s Witnesses do not believe that our decisions are arbitrary. We believe that we should do our best to determine *God’s view* on what is included in the mandate to “avoid blood.” Again, it is up to the individual to decide for themselves if “*blood*” fractions fall under the mandate, since fractions are not mentioned in Scripture.�>[Roy]: For example, red blood cells are forbidden for transfusion because they are deemed 'blood'. When the membrane is removed, they are called 'hemoglobin' and may now be administered, because they are no longer regarded to be 'blood', though the membrane accounts for only about 3% of the mass of red blood cells.< 


I believe your statement here is misleading. As far as I can tell, Hemoglobin is a protein within the red blood cell. It makes up only 35 percent of the cell.�>[Roy]: Various blood fractions once removed from plasma may be administered as permitted by your theology, including albumin, globulin, certain plasma proteins, clotting factors for hemophiliacs, among others. It is reasoned by your group that all of these fractions while in blood ARE 'blood'. When separated from plasma, they are regarded not to be 'blood' and may be administered without violating the 'abstain' sanction as your group defines it.<�(Again, give me a quote where WE do not call these “blood.”) We should try to define the “abstain sanction” as Jehovah God does. It is interesting to note that Jehovah allows plasma proteins (fractions) to be passed *from a pregnant woman’s blood* to the separate blood system of a fetus. Another one of these fractions is bilirubin which comes from the fetus’ oxygen carrying part (hemoglobin) of red blood cells. If God did not include these fractions in the mandate against using blood, why should we be criticized for doing the same?�With this in mind, keeping free from primary components and accepting fractions is not an arbitrary definition. It is a reasonable and defensible decision based on God’s own actions and a desire to stay obedient to His clearly stated mandates.�>[Roy]: White blood cells (leukocytes), when appearing in water beside red blood cells, are called 'blood'. White blood cells (leukocytes), when appearing in water beside milk molecules, are called 'milk'. Same leukocyte, in same solution of water, judged by the company it keeps as to whether it is 'blood' or not. Babies are permitted to drink huge quantities of white blood cells in breast milk, but the same cells are forbidden in tranfusion. Moreover, any time you drink cows milk you are 'eating' huge volumes of white blood cells (leukocytes), forbidden when the same cells appear beside red blood cells.<�God’s command was to abstain from *blood* not milk! Leukocytes are also found in animal meat, but there was no mandate against meat either.�Though we also can use reason to help us understand our theology, Christian theology should be primarily based on the Scriptures. The mandate against blood was a *sacred directive,* not a scientific or medical exercise. The Scriptures explicitly state that we should “abstain” from blood just as we would from fornication (PORNEIA) and idolatry. We must obey this sacred directive, under all circumstances, in order to be pleasing to God. The real reason for abstaining from all these actions is not a medical one based on communicative disease, mental health or scientific classification. It is simply that God said these areas are out of bounds for *spiritual* reasons and purposes.�At the same time, just because modern scientists can identify various components of blood that also occur in other substances, there is no requirement to take this mandate to the impossible extreme and avoid every minor substance in these other things that is incorporated in blood. Conversely, modern scientists may identify certain blood components as naturally occurring in other food sources. But, this is no excuse for us to ignore the command to abstain from these components when they are part of blood itself. To some, this may appear contradictory if examined scientifically, but God was not giving us a scientific observation. Rather it was a religious mandate dealing with a particular substance.�This may not be the best illustration, but let’s use a grape. If God said to avoid grapes what does that mean? I think it would definitely include the primary parts of the grape; skin, pulp and juice. But what happens when we start separating fractions of the primary parts? Does that mean we must avoid the use of molecular particles that grapes have in common with other berries? How unreasonable! IMO. What IF we were to identify plum juice as chemically identical with grape juice, would that mean that we could ignore the sacred command and drink grape juice? Not on my life! The command was to abstain from grapes not plums!�Blood is the same. It’s reasonable to conclude that the mandate includes the primary components, and so these should be avoided *when derived from blood.* When it comes to fractions, which were historically unknown, each can use his own Bible based knowledge and reasoning in order to maintain a clear conscience before God. Since God allowed these fractions to pass directly from one person’s blood to another person’s blood we cannot condemn those who medically make use of similar fractions today. �>[Roy]: All of these distinctions as to what constitutes 'blood' or not are made by those of your very own theology, not mine. I make no such distinctions to govern what I may have administered to myself or not.<�Jehovah’s Witnesses do not feel that they have carte blanche say over what is administered to their bodies. Unlike others who use human reasoning to sidestep God’s laws we feel a serious responsibility to do our best at following God’s laws. Especially is this true when it has to do with the sacredness of blood with it’s connection to Christ’s ransom.�>[Roy]: I do not judge the character of anyone deciding to use words the way they do in matters such as these. I am merely concerned with the use of words affecting the formulation of beliefs as an empirical matter.<�I believe that you have gone beyond simply examining the way words are used in the above post. You have favored what seems to be a personal view that Witnesses’ individual decisions on blood components are without sound basis. As Heinz has stated, in this you ignored the Scriptural context of the law for True Christians to abstain from blood. The Scriptural facts remain: Blood is considered sacred by God. Abstaining from its use is equated with the mandate to abstain from fornication and idolatry.�Especially is this abstinence from blood important for true Christians. The mandates forbidding man’s use of blood are inexorably linked to our salvation by Christ’s blood. God’s people did not use blood to sustain their life because it symbolized life that belonged only to God, and was to be used only by God to ransom mankind. "The soul [or, life] of the flesh is in the blood, and I myself have put it upon the altar for you to make atonement for your souls, because it is the blood that makes atonement by the soul in it. That is why I have said to the sons of Israel: 'No soul of you must eat blood.'"-Leviticus 17:11, 12.�A major teaching in the Bible is that God would eventually provide one perfect sacrifice that could fully atone for the sins of all believers. This is called the ransom, and it focuses on the sacrifice of Christ. The Bible compares the Messiah's role to what was done on Atonement Day (Heb.9:11, 12, 22).�It thus becomes plain why we need to have God's view of blood. In accord with his right as Creator, he has determined its exclusive usefulness. "By means of Christ we have the release by ransom through the blood of that one, yes, the forgiveness of our trespasses, according to the riches of his undeserved kindness." (Eph. 1:7; Heb.9:24) The Bible emphasizes that we must avoid any course that would amount to 'trampling on the Son of God and esteeming his blood as of ordinary value.' Only thus may we keep a good relationship and peace with God.-Heb.10:29; Col.1:20. For more on this download the brochure at: <A HREF=”””<http://www.watchtower.org/library/hb/index.htm>> 


Hope this helps.�Yours,�Ron Rhoades�


--------


Greetings Harold and All,�I must say that having this discussion is particularly timely for me. Having just underwent shoulder surgery this past Friday meant that I had to renew and update my Advance Medical Directive. This called on me to review all the facts and issues of blood transfusions. So it was nice to have “fun” coincide with “necessity.”�Also, it prepared me for a very productive and pleasant discussion with the surgeon. And a very “intense” and “animated” pre-surgery “discussion” with the anesthesiologist!! (Hard to keep a “scholarly” composure when you’re laying there in one of those “open-at-the-back-show-all” hospital gowns! ;)�The surgeon was very religious and the anesthesiologist was pretty much anti-religion and, IMO, sort of a dinosaur when it came to blood management. Both desired to further correspond via e-mail and accepted the offer of more information. Ought to be interesting.�Anyway, Harold wrote:�>>[Ron]: Especially is this abstinence from blood important for true Christians. The mandates forbidding man’s use of blood are inexorably linked to our salvation by Christ’s blood.<<�>[HH]: Abstention from blood transfusions may be important for Jehovah's Witnesses, but most Christians understand that Scripture was talking about eating blood....I just remind you what many believers understand by the prohibitions.<�Yes, I am well aware that most religions have made a distinction between “eating” blood and transfusing blood. However, I believe that this distinction is arbitrary. Is there really any objective basis for this distinction? I consider it on the same level as the specious argument that killing someone with a *gun* does not break God’s law against murder, since the original law was only talking about stabbing, cutting or smashing, etc.�>[HH]: Ron, the command to abstain from blood was in a context of eating blood, not one of receiving medical transfusions.< �Of course, you are correct. Since intravenous feeding and blood transfusion (and guns) were unknown in Bible times it is obvious that we would not have a specific reference to such modern medical practices. However, since God would have foreseen such modern usage he would have been able to inspire the command to be written in such a way that it would be possible for modern Christians to understand how to apply it to modern practices. I believe that we can draw some pretty definite conclusions from the Greek phraseology used in the mandate to Christians. In addition we can use reason, not only regarding the sacred reason for avoiding blood in the mandates given from the time of the flood, but also from what transfusion really is.�I have already mentioned some things within the Apostolic Decree which indicate that the mandate against blood was not limited in it’s application. One such point mentioned, was the equating of it with abstinence from fornication and idols. Another was the God-given reason that humans were to abstain from taking in blood i.e.; it meant the life that belonged only to God and it was only to be used for atonement. Both would strongly indicate that it was an ethical and moral issue, not just a dietary or limited injunction.�Specific to your objection, I would like to point out that the Scriptures read “TOU APEXESQAI...TOU hAIMATOS.” It doesn’t say “Abstain from *eating* or *drinking* blood.” It doesn’t contain a verb specifying a particular way to “abstain” (an infinitive). I do believe the way the injunction was worded at Acts 15:20,29; 21:25 is a definite method that the Holy Spirit caused modern day Christians to recognize the all encompassing restriction on the use of blood, including modern day methods of taking blood into one’s system. (Greg Stafford’s book “JW’s Defended” has a whole section thoroughly examining the Apostolic Decree’s restriction of Blood!) �The Apostolic Decree went back beyond the Law of Moses given to the Israelites to God’s laws given to all mankind at the “rainbow covenant.” (Genesis 9:3, 4; 19:1-25; 34:31; 35:2-4). There was no exception as to how God’s people could “ingest” blood.�Incidentally, I ran across an examination of the Greek words used in the Apostolic Decree by Solomon Landers that I had saved to my hard disk. I think that it would perfectly fit into the GreekTheology forum if Solomon wished to re-post it here, and if Edgar wanted to continue this thread a little further. Unless we come up with new facts or responses to the specific evidence I already have presented this will probably be my last post. �>[HH]:The abstinence from eating blood may be of significance to Christians, but the rejection of blood transfusions seems different from what the Bible was talking about...You do not need to respond that eating is for the purpose of sustaining life, and blood transfusions are for the purpose of sustaining life and that therefore they are equivalent. I think that God was talking about the act of eating.< �Well, since you obviously see the argument, I do think that we should consider if there is in fact any difference. I feel that the point about “sustaining life” to be an unnecessary distraction. The real issue is whether there is really a difference between ingesting something by “eating/drinking” or ingesting the same thing intravenously. Modern science doesn’t call it “intravenous *feeding*” for nothing. I think the point is solidly driven home by the well used illustration of a doctor telling the drunk not to “drink” any more alcohol or he will die. Now, if the man were to hook himself up to an IV and directly infuse the alcohol to his veins, would he be obedient to the doctor’s mandate?�Regardless of the alcoholic’s technical argument concerning the mechanics, he still would be arbitrarily sidestepping the doctor’s order. Is there really any difference between this use of alcohol and that of blood? Obedience to God is far more important than obeying a doctor!�>[HH]: I do not want to argue about it, though.<�Harold, I have always appreciated your non-quarrelsome manner. Although I tend to be argumentative, I have always considered our conversations to be a logical and full examination of the facts and views concerning the topic at hand. I feel that a logical (verses emotive) “argument” such as this can only serve a beneficial purpose. It reveals where evidence supporting our belief is weak or strong. It enlightens us to contrary evidence. It reveals whether the basis for our belief is emotive or based on facts and reveals any personal presuppositions, bias or other self-serving reasoning. All of this can only serve to fortify true Christians in what is “correct doctrine” as taught by Scripture (2Tim.3:16).�>[HH]: Rom. 14:1 Him that is weak in the faith receive ye, but not to doubtful disputations....Rom. 14:4 Who art thou that judgest another man's servant? to his own master he standeth or falleth. Yea, he shall be holden up: for God is able to make him stand.<�The discussion in Rom.14 is dealing with a controversy of “weakness” over vegetables verses meat as *food.* The Apostolic Decree makes no such limitation to “foods,” but refers to God’s ancient sanction against fornication, idolatry and the use of blood except in atonement.�The Apostolic mandate against the use of blood for Christians was given in the context of what was necessary for *salvation* (15:2, 28).�More applicable to the issue would be Scriptures concerning correcting doctrine, such as: Eph.5:10-11; 2Tim.2:24-25; 3:16; 4:1-4; Titus 1:13.� �Hope this helps,�Ron (one wing) Rhoades�


-------





Dear Harold,�>[You wrote]: Since Acts 15:29 was a reference to the laws established in the OT, it seems that the place for God to have made the kind of programmatic statement you seek was in the original statement of the laws. If He had wanted a wider application to the laws about consuming blood, then He could have expressed the original laws more broadly. As it is, He spoke only of eating blood. So perhaps that is all He meant. It seems improper, in my opinion, to look for an expansion of the original law in Acts 15:29, since all Acts 15:29 does is hark back to the original law.<�This is a reasonable course of examination. But, the way I view the law as given in the Apostolic Decree is not really an expansion at all. I think many are focusing on only half of the mandate given in the laws of the OT and ignoring the part that explicitly states what was the ONLY proper use of blood. “You must not eat the blood of any sort of flesh. Upon the earth you should pour it out as water.” God’s people were not to eat blood *and* they were ONLY to pour it out on the ground or used on the alter as atonement! (Lev.17:10-15; Deut.12:16,17, 23-27; 15:23).�If we consider the whole law against blood given in the OT, IHO that even then the Israelites would understand it as prohibiting far more than just “eating” blood! It also would exclude other uses. �As Solomon Landers has cogently pointed out, both Christ and the apostles reasonably expanded many laws of the OT to apply to things that only came about in the first century and were not in existence in OT times. The apostles’ statement in Acts 15 did not include a limitation to “eating,” but seems to be an all encompassing command to “avoid blood.” They properly drew a conclusion based on the whole OT command concerning the ONLY uses for blood and thus gave an *all inclusive* command against Christians *using* blood in any way common in the first century. In the same manner we can draw the same conclusion that the apostles did: blood was to be completely “avoided,” not to be used by humans in any way except in that specifically stated by God!�I don’t think the Apostles “expanded” the original law by stating the mandate in such a way that it could be applied to uses of blood current to their time. Similarly, I do not feel that it is an expansion of the original law or the Apostolic Decree to include modern uses of blood by Christians today.�Yours, 


Ron Rhoades�


-------


Greetings Steven,�>[You wrote]: Only if one assumes that the Bible is some sort of magic book were one can find secret and esoteric information, otherwise the Bible cannot seriously refer to things which did not exist during the 1st century. When the Bible states: "You shall not murder" (Ex 20:13 NRSV), it makes little difference if the murder is committed with a knife or a gun, both can be used to commit murder.<�You seem to be breaking your own standard here. If the Scriptures can only be referring to things in existence at the time it was written, how can the law against murder apply to using a gun? Certainly, according to your method, Moses did not “intend” to prohibit the use of a *gun* since this is “factually a historical impossibility.” You are simply doing the same thing here as those of us who say that the end result is the same whether you use a spoon or a needle to ingest blood. The law was against murder in any form and similarly the law was against using blood for any purpose outside of sacred sacrifices.�>[SM]: But if one looks at the text of Acts 15:29 in its historical context, then one can state categorically and absolutely that it is impossible for this Jerusalem council to have considered this statement at Acts 15:29 to have been a prohibition against blood transfusions.<�No one has said differently. Blood transfusions were not in existence in the first century. However, you obviously miss the fact that this has no bearing on whether the prohibition includes using blood intravenously in the twentieth century. Just because ALL the OT commands only had “historical” application to *eating* animal blood, would that logically prevent the first century Christians from applying the same commands to include drinking human blood in the arena? To deny this further application would be arbitrary and unreasonable!�>[SM]: It is simply impossible for the prohibition at Acts 15:29 to be a prohibition against blood transfusions.<�It’s surprising that you can make such categorical and absolute statements without addressing the evidence previously presented in this thread. You also have added no relevant evidence contrary to the application of the apostolic prohibition to modern day blood transfusions.�>[SM]: ...But for someone to suggest that a blood transfusion is the same thing as eating blood is simply irrational and nonsense. The two are not the same...<�Really? Could you please explain how *drinking* alcohol and *transfusing* alcohol are different for someone who was told to “abstain” from alcohol? Instead of dogmatically giving your personal views, perhaps you could interact with the previous evidence given. Or perhaps share some insight on the Greek text that supports your contentions?�Yours,�Ron Rhoades��------


Dear Craig,�Of course we weren't talking about just using a gun. We were talking about the use of a gun to murder. If you had a valid point or reasonable response, it shouldn't be necessary for me to repeat the context and pertinent points in each post. You have simply chosen to ignore the main point and attack some insignificant ellipsis.�Your distractive response still leaves the questions for you to answer.�>Steven Craig Miller wrote: ... the prohibition against murder DOES NOT prohibit the use of a gun! It doesn't any more than it does the use of a knife.It is not the means which is at issue here, rather it is the end result, "murder."<�Which is exactly the point of my original post! >>I wrote: You are simply doing the same thing here as those of us who say that the end result is the same whether you use a spoon or a needle to ingest blood. The law was against murder in any form and similarly the law was against using blood for any purpose outside of sacred sacrifices.�I have as yet not seen you respond directly to any opposing argument.�Ron Rhoades





-------


Dear Harold,�>>[Ron]: But, the way I view the law as given in the Apostolic Decree is not really an expansion at all. I think many are focusing on only half of the mandate given in the laws of the OT and ignoring the part that explicitly states what was the ONLY proper use of blood. “You must not eat the blood of any sort of flesh. Upon the earth you should pour it out as water.” God’s people were not to eat blood *and* they were ONLY to pour it out on the ground or used on the alter as atonement! (Lev.17:10-15; Deut.12:16,17, 23-27; 15:23).<<�>[HH]: We do not get blood for transfusions by killing animals and then drinking their blood.<�I’m sorry Harold, but I don’t get the relevancy of your response. ? Are you claiming that *human* blood was not included in the OT prohibition or the Apostles’ Decree in Acts?�First, I don’t think it matters where the blood was derived. The Scripture simply tates “abstain from blood.” Also the Hebrew Scriptures do not exclude human blood. By stating “the blood of *any sort* of flesh” they include human blood also.�Yours,�Ron Rhoades�


----------





Hello Steve,�>[SM]: Actually, the eating of blood was allowed by both Jews and Christians in the 1st century, since they allowed the eating of meat and meat will almost always contain some blood in it.<�Your argument has no bearing on the issue. Blood that could be removed from the body was to be poured out on the ground, blood that inadvertently remained was not included in God’s prohibition and thus is of no concern to Christians. The mandate was not a scientific or medical determination of a harmful substance, but a sacred one: showing respect for what belongs only to God.�The law was a sacred mandate showing respect for life which belonged to God. Bleeding the animal as best as possible fulfilled the sacred requirement. God is the one that set the standard and He did not demand taking fanatical measures to drain the blood. By taking reasonable steps of drainage, his people would manifest respect for the significance of blood. (Deut.12:15, 16, 21-25)�Understanding this, the Apostles did not write that Christians had to stop eating meat. They did state that eating a strangled animal that had not been bled was forbidden. And, of course, they gave the command that all Christians strictly obey: “abstain from blood.”�Yours,�Ron Rhoades��-----





Greetings Harold,�>>>[Ron]: But, the way I view the law as given in the Apostolic Decree is not really an expansion at all. I think many are focusing on only half of the mandate given in the laws of the OT and ignoring the part that explicitly states what was the ONLY proper use of blood. “You must not eat the blood of any sort of flesh. Upon the earth you should pour it out as water.” God’s people were not to eat blood *and* they were ONLY to pour it out on the ground or used on the alter as atonement! (Lev.17:10-15; Deut.12:16,17, 23-27; 15:23).<<<�>>[Ron]: Are you claiming that *human* blood was not included in the OT prohibition or the Apostles’ Decree in Acts? First, I don’t think it matters where the blood was derived. The Scripture simply states “abstain from blood.” Also the Hebrew Scriptures do not exclude human blood. By stating “the blood of *any sort* of flesh” they include human blood also.<<�>[HH]: The OT law was talking about killing animals to eat them. One was not to eat the blood along with the flesh. That is what the OT was talking about. Your inclusion of human blood, which was not in view, and transfusions, which is not eating blood, seems inappropriate.<�Harold, I don’t think you have been responding to the specific points presented. The context of the OT law as first given to Noah definitely did include human blood. Human blood was also sacred to God–actually more sacred than animal blood. With this in mind I don’t think that “the blood of any sorts of flesh” would have excluded human blood. Certainly, David understood that the sacredness of blood applied to humans (1 Chron. 11:16-19; 2 Sam. 23:15-17). As I already pointed out, the first century apostles and Christians did not exclude human blood from their Decree in Acts 15, since they worded it as “abstain from blood,” without restriction. Tertullian in his apology showed that Christians viewed human blood as more sacred than animal blood (Apology, chapter 9).�Your repeated view that transfusion is not the same as eating is without foundation in fact. That alcoholic is begging for a valid reason to infuse that Bud! :)��>[HH]: Of course, human blood for transfusions does not normally result from loss of life anyway. Ordinarily nobody dies to provide blood for transfusions. The OT decree had to do with improper exploitation of the loss of life. Transfusions on the other hand are about saving life. With transfusions one cannot supposedly eat the life of the animal, for there is no animal killed or involved.<�This is an arbitrary distinction that ignores the very reason God gives for abstaining from blood. The “soul/life is in the blood.” Now, is “life in blood only when it is removed from a *dead* body? Blood is sacred whether it is in a living body or obtained from a dead one. As I previously pointed out, it also ignores God’s specific statement as to what ONLY could be done with blood. It was to be poured out on the ground or used for atonement. There was no other use for blood outside of what is stated. Just because the person or animal is still living makes no difference in the sacredness of the blood. Out side of the body there was ONLY two uses for it.�The taking in of blood does not become more acceptable because the donor is human instead of animal nor because the donor continues living instead of dying.�Blood-letting used to be considered “life-saving” but with better knowledge it was abandoned. Now, with better knowledge transfusing blood has been identified as the culprit in innumerable deaths. Whether it even saves lives at all is outside this lists purpose.�What we can point out, is that even when obeying the Apostolic Decree against blood meant losing their lives, first century Christians refused blood because of uncompromising obedience to God’s laws. Not eating blood meant being thrown to the lions for them!�"We do not even have the blood of animals at our meals . . . when you are testing Christians, you offer them sausages full of blood; you are thoroughly well aware, of course, that among them it is forbidden; but you want to make them transgress."–Tertullian�Consider the implication: Rather than take in blood, which represented life, early Christians were willing to risk death.�


Yours,�Ron Rhoades





--------


Hello John,�>[John]: Here is an example of a tradition of man disguised as a tradition of God frozen in time in the bible. No blood transfusions because this is the same as eating blood.<�John, you are wrong on several counts. The Bible does not give us a “tradition” of avoiding blood. It gives us a mandatory law. This law does not just include “eating” blood, but states that we should “abstain from” (APEXESQAI TWN) blood as much as from Fornication and idolatry (Ac.15:20, 29).�Now, transfusions of blood were not known in the first century any more than guns, x-rated movies or heroin. But, this does not excuse us from recognizing the application of the Scriptural laws against murder, fornication or proper use of our bodies to these modern uses.�In his speech James does not limit his prohibition to just “eating” or “drinking,” but simply to all blood. It is the responsibility of individual Christians to recognize what modern practices fall under Scriptural mandates and then abide by those regulations. It has nothing to do with tradition.�Sincerely,�Ron Rhoades





-----


--- Philip Blosser <blosser@l... </group/greektheology/post?protectID=014128253112099198218218001148062208177100163>> wrote:�>Here's another couple of new topics I'd like to  toss into the hopper for anyone's consideration who might be interested: �(1) the question whether the prohibition of blood  transfusions is an explicit Bible teaching<�Dear Philip,�Since your other question is already being fervently discussed, I'll try and deal with your second question.�First off I think its important to note that while abstention from blood transfusions is not an explicit Bible prohibition, the principle upon which abstention from blood transfusions is based is very clear. The primary text JWs use to show that it is totally inappropriate to take blood is Acts 15:29. This verse is interesting because it contains a present middle imperative--APEXESQAI--followed by EIDWLOQUTWN KAI hAIMATOS. The grammatical structure indicates that the decision of the first century council recorded in the book of Acts is a perpetually, binding one. The context of this passage does not indicate that a time limit is placed on the stricture formulated by the apostles and older men in Jerusalem.�So what does all of this have to do with blood transfusions? While the Bible contains no direct prohibition against blood transfusions, it surely cannot contain such counsel since modern technology was not around when this passage was written, there is good reason to believe that the decision recorded in Acts 15:29 applies to the modern-day practice of blood tranfusions. If one objects to the JW line of reasoning based on Acts 15:29, I would have to ask--do you object to applying the Biblical command "do not murder" to modern day guns? After all, gunpowder was not around when Exodus was written. And what about using one's car to do doughnuts in the yard of one's neighbor? Hey, cars were not around in Biblical times; yet this does not mean that Paul's words at Rom. 13:10ff cannot be applied to the modern custom of making "doughnuts." Sorry for the simplistic answer, but sometimes analogies say more than hi-falutin language can.�These are my preliminary thoughts,�Edgar �===�Edgar Foster�Classics Major 
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