Jensen

24 Running Deer Road
Phenix City, AL 36870

Ofice: CrimYovaey

Home: (X2
February 16, 1998

Waltchtower Bible & Tract Society
25 Columbia Heights
Brooklyn, New York 11201

Re: Blood and upholding righteous standards

Dear Brothers

1 am an elder in the QgD congregation in (GREE=BAlabama. What | write about in
this Ictter has nothing to'do with any past, present or foreseeable judicial activity in our
congregation. The contents are concerning my own activity in the ministry with persons in the
health carc industry. The letter is quite long and | appreciate your perseverance in both reading
and responding. L

In my secular employment | have nced for somewhat close association with a few
physicians and insurance claims examiners related especially to workers compensation issues.
These individuals have heard expressions of my faith on opportune occasions, and beliefs of
Jehovah's Witnesses have been the subject of friendly and reeaningful conversation; Our
discussions rcgarding Jchovah’s Witnesscs have ncver been a point of contention between us,
and indirect benefits have been reported by one physician regarding local publishers, On
occasion some of these physicians or insurance claims examiners will call me with questions
about Jchovah's Witnesses and the medical use of blood, usually they are quite simple questions.
In the last few months questions have heen presented tor which [have no answer, itis these
yuestions about which I write. Before petting to the meut of this issue I can tell you | huve
spoken with tour (4) dilYercnt elders and our current circuit overseer brother WEEEDSkogsberg.
none could provide answers for the panicular questions asked. Before writing this lever or
speaking Lo those brotkers, I studied and reconsidered many scnptures on this issue. and
countless articles in our publications. It was suggested by some that I call our assigned lospital
livison committee, but I reully don't want (v bother them and that is not their intended
assignment, to answer questions from the field ministry, L was encouraged by all ta write the

Socicly, so | am wnting.

On this subject the two type parties have different perspectives on this issue. Inswrance
claims cxamincrs arc intcrested in reducing the ¢laims for their respective companics. Physicians
are more intérested in knowing how to deal with patients who happen ta be Jehovah's Wilnesses
All parties gencrally enjoy scriptural discussion. | have told both that our organization hos a
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hospital liaison commintee that would likely be glad to address their concerns in person. Each
insist they are more comfortable with the informal setting of our personal onc-on-one discussions
(our meclings are rarcly formal, usually it happens that a physician or claims examiner simply
drops by my office for a visit or we may have a business lunch together).

Of interest to the physicians is how our organization dcals with persons who decide to
accept blood components, They undcerstand and respect elements of our judicial process, that of
assisting those who have fallen into grave sin and protecting the spiritual interests of our
brotherhood. They begin baving the questions about which I write when we discuss how
Jehovah's Wilnesses deal with publishers differently due to particular blood components
accepted. | have relayed to them what is stated in many publications (we spent considerable time
in the w90 6/1 30-1). Specifically they question why we do nof deal judicially with publishers
accepting injections of blood componcnts as long as they are from the fractions of protein,
hormone, salts or enzyme components of blood, when we do deal judicially with publishers
accepting any components of red cells, white cells, platelets or plasma (even if these have been
accepled in their component form and not as whole blood). The most direct difference these
pliys:cians see between the two is in the relatively small measure of some blood components
compared to other blood components and the amounts usually administered (Lhey see all ns being
of blood), and that it appears our organizational lolerance (referring to actions left to canscicnce
and not dcalt with judicially) is somehow determined by individual conscience. They thus
wonder why the entire matter is not lef to personal conscience by our organization.

Regarding conscicnee | reminded them that all among Jehovah's Witnesses are free to do
whatever they wish as individuals, our brotherhood simply establishes with seripture what
practlices we permil umonf ourselves and who we thus recognize as fellow worshippers, It was
made plain that while acceptance of some blaod components is lefi 10 publisher’s individual
conscience, Jchovah's Witnesses do not endorse the use of any hlood products. Further, |
reminded them as pliysicians they are not spinitual shepherds and should concentrate on treating
the whole person, respecting personal religious convictions of individual patients.

They ask the following:
Regarding judicial / non-judicial status:

Is it the amount of blood or the particular components of biood one accepts that
mcasures when we deal judicially with someone?

I i°s the amount. what is the amoun(?

Ifit’s not the amount is it simply left up 10 the conscience of the individual as 10
which component they are willing to accept and which they declinz, or are there
arbitrary reasons for the selection of some blood coniponents for medical use
requinng judicial action and others rquiring no judicial action?

Regarding our understanding of the prohibition in Acts 15:29.

What is Jechovah's Witnesses® definition of blood?
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Arc all parts of blood “blood" or are there certain components of blood we do not
define as “blood™ as prohibited in Acts 15:29? (For example: Scripturally what
makes red cells coming from whole blood different from proteins coming from
whule blood, making one a matter of interest judicially and the other of no judicial
interest?)

1f certain components in blood are not “blood™ as prohibited at Acts 15:29, how is
this determined?

Are components of blood no longer viewed as “blood” once they are of small
enough proportion, if so what is thc amount?

Is it the particular component binding the relation to Acts 15:29°s prohibition? If
so what are the seriptural reasons for allowing these components as a matter of
conscience by our organization while upholding God's requirements judicially in
response 10 acceptance of other components?

[ understand there is some overlapping in the questions above. | have catzgorized the
questions in an altempt (0 provide the different contexts in which they were asked. Also,
regarding Acts 15:29, there was discussion about the passage of antibodices and proteins via the
placenta. This did not seem to satisfy their questions from a scripfural position and there was
reluctance to accept that only antibodies and/or proteins passcd through the placenta. One asked:
“How do you think water is delivered to an unborn child if not from the mothers blood,
specifically from the plasma?” He added: “Even though their blood systems do not actually
intermingle, the sonrce of nourishment for the unborn /s from the mothers blood.™ It scemed
unlikely to them that God's Law stated to Noah had anything to do with the inner workings
benwveen fetus/placenta/mother.

In the course of conversation I used the illustration of the alcoholic being advised by his
physician to abstain from alcohol and how this prohibition would certainly include intravenous
acceptance of alcohol. In response onc physician asked: “If, as your doctor, [ said ““abstain from
cating meat™, should I object to your ecceptance of an organ transplant which could scrve to
sustain your life?” Further he asked: “If [ told you to abstain from alcohol, docs that mean |
should objcct to some medical use of alcoho) to preserve your life?” 1explained that my
illustration was intended only 10 show that drinking or eating is similar to intravenous transfusion
into the body, reminding him that intentional eating of blood is prohibited by Ged. Otherwise |
had no response 10 his illustrated questions except by reminding him in this case itis not a
physician requiring abstinence but our Creator, and since his standards call for abstention from
hlood, Christians should obey. He agreed, and then said “that’s all well and good except for this,
it seems Jehovah's Witnesses are selective an how to obey this command and how to uphold it in
your congregations, either you should abstain from medical use of blood or pol, it seemns that
“some blood” is allowed while “other blood™ is not.™

We also discussed how Jehovih's Wilnesses view misuse of bloud in other ways, and
how blood should be disposed of when ne longer part of the individual or creature. Regarding
geperal misuse of blood, I was asked if I had any idea howv much blood had to be “misused” (by
Jehovah’s Witnesses’ standards) to producc the blood componcents which our organization lcaves
1o conscience, | had no idea (and still dont). e said it is a considerable amount, and that {f |
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thought a single unit of blood being trunsfused was vbjectionsble and considered misused 1
should go 1o a lacility where blood is separated and processed and just look at the amount of
bluud being misused in order to gain the “accepted” fractions. Deing ignorant of this particular
process 1 did not have a response, but it scems reasonable that misuse of blaad wonld be an
important factor rcgardicss of whether transfusion or injection into humans occurs, because we

consider any misuse of blood to be serious as descnibed in the October 15"\ 1981 Watchtower and
clsewhere. (w81 10/15 30) One commcot made in this \Watchtower is “such commercialization
of blood would not bc in accord with decp respect for the life-representing value of blood.” 1s
not the handling and processing of bload for medical products (which are bought and sold for
profits) considered a commercialization ofbload? \Wouldn’t this commercialization then be just
as reprchensible as accepling whole blood truns(usivns, especially if it is true that large volumes
of blood must be processed tor the intended purpose of commerce? Could a brother be
acceptable spiritual association if he owned and operated an cstablishment which specialized in
the handling of large volumes of bload in onder ta separate for ale and use ecrtain blood
fractions which arc l¢ft 10 individual conscicnce as to their use? It seems that the voluntary
aceepiance of blond fractions elearly and dircctly contributes to the wholesule misuse of bloud
because of the obtaining, storage and handling ot"the blood. (W75 page 216)

These men have asked questions not simply because they work in the field of health care,
they ulsv seem (o have interest in Uie Bible. They have not indicated to me any attempt to thwart
our association, the subject of heath care buppens (o be (heir interest and naturally because of our
position vn blood tey are inquisitive. Obviously numerous questions have anisen from
worthwhile conversations with these individuals. 1 have attempted to simplify this letter, bt
much is being compressed into these fow paragraphs. Plcasc respond 1o cach point as there is
potential of advancing thdse discussinne to higher ground, possibly starting a Rible study with at
lcast onc of these individuals upon clarification of the aforementioned.

1 100 desire a better understanding of how we can determine Scripturally that elders
should deal judicially with publishers because of a particular compunent vl blood accepted, while
not dealing with publishers accepting other components. Especially confusing is a statement
made in the June 1% 1990 Watchiower un page 31, it says: “Others have felt thal a serum
(antitoxin), such as immune globulin. containirg only a tiny fruction of a donor’s blood plasma
and used to bolster their detense against discase, is not the same as a life-sustaining blood
transfusion. So their consciences may not forbid them to take immune globulin or similar
fractions. They may conclude that for them the decision will rest primarily on whether they are
willing 10 accept any health risks involved in an injection made from others® hload ™ (finlies
addcd) There arc two things puzzling about this quote.

First: Doctors will admit that transtusion of plasma or red cells may save someane’s
life, but so does fucior VI Botk save lives, both are life susluining. Without
factor VIII hemophiliacs would be certain candidates for extremely short life.
Since both suve lives how can une be singled out fur judicial sction and the
other ignored. Also there is the usz of albumin lor bum victims, this
adininistered blood coinponent cenainly saves fives.

Sceond.  The italicized portion also indicates that individual consciences play a
determining role in our decision about what we tolerate morally. \Vhatif
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someone's conscience allowed acceptance of components like plasma,
concluding that their decision rests primarily with sccepting health risks?

With this information how can elders show individuals Scripturally why we tolerate
acceptance of some blood componcnts while dealing judicially with acceptance of other
components? [ have read countless articles on these issues and find no answer, nor could the

elders | asked.

Additionally there is another area I have questions about (bricfly mentioned above). The
w89 3/1 30 comments that Jehovah's Witnesses “DO NOT accepl” certain autologous
procedures. The reason for this is well stated: “We have long appreciated that such stored blood
certainly is no longer part of the person. It has been completely removed from him, so it should
be disposed of in line with God's Law: *“You should pour it out upon the ground as water.”"—
Deutervnomy 12:24." This bottom line reasoning can be found several times throughout the
same article. With this boltom line scriptural law in mind it scems of importance that all blood
Jractions for medical use come from whole blood which hus been inenrionally: donated (or
¢ven sold), stored, processed, sold for commercial prolit, and linally introduced into another
person. {{ow can it be Scripturally reasoned that all of this misuse of blood, explicitly to sell,
buy or use blood fractions, can possibly be accepted by any Christian conscience? 1 can
undcrstand that cven properly bled meat is going to have some blood remaining which is eaten
together with the flesh, however, this cating of blood is not intentional, reasonable efforts have
been made to “pour out’ the blood at the onset according to God’s Law. My question ariscs
because in the case of blood fractions administered medically there must first have occur several
procedures which we “DO NOT accept™, leading intentlonally and directly 1o the product
offercd. Would not acceptance (and purchase) of the intentional end product be directly
supportive of the process when there is no obligation on our part to accept such? Is the deseribed
process acceplable? (reference: wE)1 10/15 30, w90 6/1 30)

Incidentally, regarding one insurance claims examiner (for workers compensalion claims)
who scemed initially concemed about the cost of nonblood medical management, | reminded
him that many times workers compensation claims are astronomical, not because of the real
needs of the individual but beeause of unscrupulous persons who are content to *milk the
system'. Some do this by feigning a work related injury when in fact the injury had occurred
away form work, others by lazily manipulating somc form of pcrmanent total disability
(*disability retirement’ so-to-speak) on an othenwise resolvable though bonafide claim. Afer
hearing how Jehovah's Witnesses teach good ethical and honest tchavior in these areas he
seemed convinced that these would not be issuss with claimants who happened o be Jehovah's
Witnesses and that in fact these claims likely would be easier to manage. Further | reminded the
examiner that often cluiros can be resolved positively and more readily for all panties when the
injurcd person knows and [eels they are understood, appreciated and well looked afier. He
agreed arnd was glad to know more about Jehovah's Witnesses beliels to that endl.

I look fonward to reading your reply. 1 kave understood and appreciated the Christian
directive to abstain from blood tor most of my life, and as an elder have severul times assisted
friends under stressful and even life threatening circumstances. Reading and studying further
into this subject has only strengthened my resolve to abstain from blood. consequentially I lock
forward to your response. My personal questions are not intended as quibbling over the
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dircction to allow mature Christians use of their own conscience in dctermining acceptance of
ccrtain blood products, | seek only understanding.,

You brothers are very busy up there, and we all surely appreciate your efforts. It is not
my desire to burden you with additional work, I just can't nail down the scriptural answers to the
questions above and need your assistance. | thank you in advance for your kind spiritual aid in
this matter. Also I wish to thank all for the wonderful (though exhausting) Kingdom Ministry
School we artended in November/December 97°. 1 enjoyed the positive nature of the program, all
assignments were handled with excellence. Keep up the gnod work!

Your brather in Jehovah’s service,

2/16/98
Pageé6 )
Blood & Upholding Righteous Standards




WATCHTOWER

BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC.

WRITING DEPARTMENT M OONE (718) 625-3000
25 COL.VBIA HEIQHTA BRAOOKAYN, NEW YONK 11201-2083, V9A
ECC:ECO March 23, 1998

REXT JENSEN

24 RUNNING DEER DR
PHENIX CITY AL 36B70

Dear Brother Jensen:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your letter of February 186,
1998. You ask ahout tha propriety of a Christian acecepting blnod
fractions for medical purposes. You say you have been discussirng
this matter with various mecdical doctors and have found it diffi-
cult to answer some of their guestions.

Ve note you have consicerec what the Society has published on
this subject, especially comments under °"Questions Frcm Reacers*® in
the June 1, 1990, issue of The Watchtower. As indicated, the Scci-
ety has lefrt it to the individual Christian to decide whether ne or
she can accept blood fractlons such as proteins found in the blood-
stream, believing this to be in a gray area and thus not the sare
as accepting a life-sustainirng transfusion of whole blocod or a ma-
jor component for the same purpose.

Some take the strict position that since a serum injection or
another medical substance is rade from something that formerly was
in the bloodstream, even though a minor fraction, it would not Le
right to accept it in fighting against disease or to heal a wound.
And 1lf a Christian’s conscience will not allow him to accept a so-
rum, we would cncourago him to xespcct the dictates of his con-
science. However, as you xnow, when we say "fraction," it is not
meant that a few drops or even a drop of whole blood is invalves,
Rather, whole bloed ia broken dawn irto ita various parts and cor-
tain protecins or other nminute substarces arc taken from zke break-
down product, called irmunogiobulins (a very miror frection) in
which antibodies are known to reside, and thes= are 1solated for
use i1n fighting against disease.

It might be arqued that if blood was properly dicposed of. it
would not be possible to rake serum injectiaons, thus removing any
yeason for a4 queszion to come up on this matter. But as to dispos-
ing of blood (apart frcm its use in sacrifice), iastructions in the
Bible parrain to the slaughtering of animrals for food. It {is men-
tiored thaat tha blood of the animal shrould be poured out on the
ground as water and covered over. (Leviticus 17:13; Deuteronomy
12:15, 16, 2&) Why was this done? Veculd it not be done in ovrder
to ‘show that the one slaughtering the animal did not wish to cat
tho blood? It was, irn offoct, given back to Jehovah by pouring it
out on the grourd and covering it over. But if blood ie taken from
a body and, before it is disposed of, is broken dowm by a medical
procedure and in the process a small fraction ils extraczed, noft rto
eat or to nourish the bhody, but taea immunize against a discasc,
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could it be said that there is a clear violation of God‘s law not
to eat blood?

Jehovah is reasonable concerning his laws and their applica-
tion. <Tor instance, the Mosaic law clearly stipulated that no Is-
raclite was to "do any work" on the Sabbath. (Exodus 20:13) Yet,
Jesus recognized that there was a diffcrence between "workeres who
harvested [others’] fields®" and *plucking and eating the heads of
grain"” in such fields. (James S:4; Luke 6:1-5) C(Certainly, to har-
vest & whole fieid or a major portion of it would clearly violate
the law of not working on the Sabbath. Hcwever, plucking anrd eat-
ing some of the heads of grain that made up a very minor fraction
of the ficld was not prohibited by the Law. Such plucking was not
ro be considered “*work" tLat was prohibited.

So, too, the blond derivative is only a small Zraction of
bzood, as mentioned above. 3Such can be distinguishe¢ from the ma-
jor components of the blood, such as the red cells. For instance,
if a person is tcld to discard a bushel of potatoes and no%t to eat
them, would this command be violated if the potatoes were cooked
and in the process the starch from the potatoes was isolated and
used for madical .purposes? First of all, could the ingestinc of
the isolated starch for medical reasons be said to be eating pota-
toes? Taking a transfusion of blood is clearly contrary to God's
law. But what about accepting a esmall injection, not of whole
blood or even a primary component of bdloed, bu:z of a breakdown
product, whether it be s3alt taken from blood, sugar taken from
blood, iron, calcium, a hormone, or another fractionalized part?

You also ask why one can be disfellowshipped for <taking a
blood transfusion but not for taking blood fracticns. While Dboth
ray affect the 1life of an individual, the expression "life-
ceustaining®” in connection with blcocod transfusions 1is synonvmcus
with the idea of taking in food for nourishment. In zhis regarcdé
both whole bloed and major components of it carry nutrients, oxy-
gen, and other nourishment to thc body. It is this aspect of tak-
ing in blood, cthat 1is, tc praovide nourishment, that links blcod
transfusions with the Piblical prohibition. Note that "Cuesticas
From Reacers"” of the July 1, 1975, issue of The Watchtower stated:
"“The 3ible specifically forbics the taking of blood to 2o0urisn tiae
body.—Gen 9:4; Lewv. 17:1-14; Acts 15:28, 29." Th2 motiwve or reason
for taking a serum is significartly diZferent. It is not o fezad
the body, as woulé be the case 1f there was an ealiue of whoule
blood (or a major component thercof) by mouth vz by havinag it
transfused intravenously. Rather, cthe antibodies that have been
separated out are administered for the purpose of immunizinyg the
body against a certain disease. While blood fractions in cerrtain
situations can be lifesaving, thev do not operate to feed and nour-
isa tre body and in this way sustain life but, rather, autilize
other mechanisms.

. We trust the above comrents will be helpful to you ir reasorn-
ing on this matter from the Scriptures We take :this o=casien =2
send our warm love and Christian groorlngr-

With you in Jehovah'’s sarvice,

OP NEW YORK INC i



J ensen

Offiee:
Home: Ry

24 Runnin’g Deer Road
Phenix City, AL 36870

July 31, 1998

Watchtower Bible & Tract Society
Desk: ECC: ECO

25 Columbia IHeights

Brooklyn, New York 1120]

Re:  Bload and upholding righteous standards

Dear Brothers

1 appreciate your letter dated March 23, 1998 in response to questions regarding blood and upholding
righteous standards. Having read your response months ago, and meditated on it for some time, ['m impelled
to ask addirtional questions. I do this in the spinit of our brothers in ancicnt Beroca who were ‘examining the

scriptures daily.” (Acts 17:10,1 l?
In your letter the following statement is made:

“It might be argued that if blood was properly disposed of, it would not be possible (v muke
scrum injections™

This argument is precisely at the heat of one of my questions. 1 had asked:

How can it be Scripturally reasoned that all of this misuse of blood, explicitly to sell, buy or
use blood fractions, can possibly ke accepted by any Christian conscience? Would not
acceplance (and purchase) of the intentional end product be dircctly supportive of the process
when there is no obligation on our part to accept such? Is the described process acceptable?
(Please sce my letter dated 2/16/98 page 5)

As informed persons we all know tha: injections derived from blood would be impussible (o
manufacture commercially if blood was disposed of properly, just as your quoted words suggest. Thus
Christians know that usc of any blood deavative is dependent on blood not being poured out as commanded
by God. In your response | found no answer to my questions (stated above) relative to this issue. Again, can
it possibly be scripturally reasoned away that our intentional buying of products having blood componcnts as
a critical clement does not support the wholesale abuse of blood? Should we view processing of blood for
commercial gain as acceptable, that is, since we support it by voluntarily purchasing some ol its ¢nd
products? [ feel an answer should be possible and that it would.likely have a direct bearing on Christian
conduct.
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Further, you statc:

“But if blood is taken from a body and, before it is disposed of,, is broken down by a medical
procedure and in the process a small fraction is extracted, not to eat or to nourish the body, but
to immunize against a discase, could it be said that there is a clear violation of God's law not
to eat blood?”

From infancy I’ve been taught that transfusion of material intravenously is similar to eating, at Icast
as far as abstention goes. As one of Jehovah's Witnesses I've ofien used the illustration of a doctor telling
his patient to abstain from alcohol whether this be ingestion by mouth ar intravenous transfusion, either way
the patient must abstain from alcohol. In harmony with this thought, I must conclude that ingestion of a
blood fraction, intravenously or othenwise would be ¢ating. Whal il the sume medical blood denvative could
be given orally? It's still being given for immunization, would this then be eating?

[t seems the crux of the above quoted rcasoning is that blood denivatives are *not eaten to nourish the
body.” Docs the administering of blood components like white cclls nounish the body like a meal? Would
they even be administered as a meal, or viould they only be administered for medical purposes? Someone
starving could be saved if provided with food for ingestian, whether this be pravided intravenously or by
mouth. Would someone starving survive by having a blood component like white cells transtused into their
veins? It secems white cells are used only for medicul purposes, not to provide nutrition like a meal, but to
increase the bodies ability to fight certain conditions. Isn’t this similar to why other aceeptable components
arc uscd? I undcrstand from your letter that major components of blood carry some type of nourishiment, but
is it the same as eating a meal? Again, would white cells provide rnonrishing sustenance il given
intravenously similar to its goihg through the human digestive track? Also, I'm quite sure that the 5% of
blood which we tolcrate aceeptance of could he eaten for nourishment just as red ¢ells or white cells could.
Why docs it become acceptable if this same material is ingested intravenously? Isn't this similar to eating?
After ull, some vl these components arc prescribed and administered in substantial amounts, especially

" when they are intusad regularly,

Foud we cat does more than provide encrgy and mass, it nourishes us  ebsters New World
Dictivrary of 1he Americun Language defines nourish as *10 feed or sustein with substunces necessary to
life and growth.™ Food we eat nourishes us for lile in more than one way, it not crly provides for growth,
but our bodics also gain necessary elements enabling it to light against disease and thus live. Nourishing
food. just like taking medicine. helps us fight oft disease. In [uct u well balanced dizt is probably more
responsiblc for cnatling our bodies to fight Jisease than medicine we may be prescribed. An example o this
is & mothers milk, components therein provide immunization for the child aguinst certain diseascs. Are the
immunization componcnts of a mothers milk not considzred nutrition, is it not food? Cven zmong aduls it
is a good dict that helps maintain our bady’s immune syslem. in fact. natural immunity vanishes with poor
dict. Persons may take injections containing blood componcrits or vitamin supplements to bolster their
immune syslem against discase. Certainly taking vitamin or mincral supplements is eating, even though the
actual amounts ingested with cach dose may be relatively minute. Immunization injections containing blood
components likewise serve to bolster the immune system, why is this not ulso considered eating? By
definition medical use of blood components is life suslaining nourishment whether they be strctly for
immunization vor nol.

Your lcttcr contains two illustrations. Below ] quote excerpts of what seem to be key phrases from the
first illustration followed by comments and questions:
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“Jehovah is rcasonable conceming his laws and their application... plucking and eating some
of the heads of grain that made up a very minor fraction of the (icld was not prohibited by the
law. Such plucking was not to be considered “work™ that was prohibited.”

For Israclites eating was a nonnal daily practice. God didn’t proliibit cating on the Sabbath. (Exodus
16:29) Plucking grains from a ficld for immediate and personal consumption was nothing more than eating a
mecal. The effort involved in plucking those heads of grain was no morc labor intensive than getting dishes
off the shelf and serving an already preparcd meal to a family. Your comment though seems to reason that
size or amount somehow enters into the picturc with the command to abstain [rom blood. I don’t see the
instance above as a matter of amount, bul rather a matter ol activity. They weren't *working” as prohibited in
God's Sabbath law, they were eating their meal, an activity not prohibited on the Sabbath.

Itis truc that God allowed certain activities on the Sabbath, though these did require exertion. But
things God explicitly prohbited were not tolerated, not even when infringed upon in some minor way. Could
Eve had eaten just minor components from the forbidden tree and been acceptable to God? Would Achan
have lived had he only intentionally taken minar components of spoil? In these cases God gave explicir
prohibitions, and amount had nothing whatsoever o do with the prohibition. God has said “ubstain (rom
blood.™ Is there something in this command se¢parating blood components? This prohibition is quite
explicit, just as His commands to take no spoils from Jericho and not 1o cat from that one tree in the garden
of Eden. If we view acceplance of blood for medical purposes as breaking God's command to abstain from
blood. how can wc justify acceptance of 5% of it’s components based on amount or nutritional value?

The second illustration stated in part:
\
“For instance, if a person is told to discard a bushcl of potatocs and not to cat them, would this
command be violated if the potatoes were cooked and in the process the starch from the
potatoes was isolated and used for medical purposes? First of all, could the ingestion of the
isolated starch for medical reasons be said to be eating potatoes?™”

When a child, if my mother had said, “Randy, dump those potatoes out, Don’t eat them.”, and 1
tumed around and cooked the starch out and ingested it, you can be sure I'd have been disciplined. Her
instructions were ¢clear, dump them out and don’t even think about eating rthvse potatoes, meaning anything I
had been told to throw out. Yes, cooking the starch out and ingesting it would be eating something we had

been told to discand.

You asked: “Could ta¢ inzestion of the isolated starch for medical reasons be said to be eating
potatoes?” In the illustration we've been told two things, *dump the potatocs and don’t cat them.” Can you
imagine God making this command and one of us replying, ‘Okay, as soon as | cook out the stazch | want for
ingestion, I'll dump what's left over’? We were told to dump thase potatoes, not what's left afier 1aking
what we want, Cooking the starch out and disposing of the remnants would not be discarding the pouatoes, it
would be throwing out leftovers. In the illustration we were 10ld to ““discard... potatoes™, can you have a
pouta without starch? If God had given this command you can be sure he was well aware of each
component - not just stazch - making up the potaro. Plus, in the matter of bload, we're dealing with God's
chosen and sacred symbol of life, something that belongs to him. If God communded “Retum those sucred
potatoes to me, they belong to nie, do not eal them™, and we subsequently cooked he starch oul for personal
consumption then returned what's left, wouldn’t that be stealing? Your reasoning above would allow the
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disscction of potatocs into individual clements and ingestion of the same individually, none of which would
he “cating potatacs™, and so doing would be tampering with another’s property.

What il you gave a team use of your baseball for the duration of their game, requesting the ball be
retumed to you at the games end and that your bull not be played for additional games? Of course you know
some incidental damage and loss will occur to this ball while being played, thus you don’t expect to have the
exact or entire ball returned. it will have some obvious use in that minor bits of leather will be missing and
perhaps cven the cover thread may be severed in a spot or two, both of which are normal losses incurred
while playing ball. At games end, if one of the players intentionally scparates the threads off your ball - a
minor, yct significant, component — intending 10 use them to repair the teams old ball, would this be
acceplable? Or, what if this sume player, afler the game ended, infentionally picked pieces of sound lcather
ofT with a pocket knile, hoping lo use these bits of leather for his own purposes? The player could reason,
‘Well we did give back your ball, just without this one small componcnt, and you said not to play additional
games with it, and we're not, we only have the threads from your ball. not the windings necessary for play.®
Would you fecl you'd been dealt with in an upright manncr? When we pour out our blood, we do more than
simply pour out blood, we in cffect give it back to Jehovah to whom it belongs. Are we faithfully doing this
il we Intentionally reimove the minor “threads™ and use them?

Jehovah has explicilly forbidden humans to eat blood since the duys of Noah. Laler God's law on
blood included directions on its proper disposal. Since blood is sacred and eating it is forbidden., it seems
reasonable 1o apply Bible examples where sacred objects belonging to Jehovah were prohibited from
personal consumption. Such an examplc can be found in the account of Jericho's destruction. Upon
ottacking, Joshua said: *““Shout; for Jehovah has given YOU the city. And the city must become a thing
devoted to destruction; it with everyrhing that is in it belongs to Jehovah. .. As for YOU people, only keep
away fram the thing devated ta destructlon, for fear YOU may get a desire and YOU do take some of the thing
devated to destruction and do constitute the camp of Isra¢l a thing devoted to destruction and bring ostracism
upon it. But all the silver and the gold and the articles of copper and iron are something holy 1o Jehovar.
Into the treasure of Jehovah it should go.” (Joshua 6:16-19)

WVith his words Joshua made God's direction clear, everything in Jericho belonged to Jehovah,
nothing was to be taken for personal consumption. Everything was 1o be destroyed by means of fire. After
the bumning, metal objects - gold. silver, copper and iron — were to be tumned over to the treasury at God's
tabernacle. We all know the fate of Achan. In modern tenns, he had aken several thousand dollars worth ol
God's belongings resulting in his and his family's death. Additionally, the Israelite nation suftered the death
of thirty six men along with humiliating defeat at Ai. (Joshua 7:4.5) Would it have been acceptable if Achan
had intentionally only salvaged some minor fraction of the booty? If Achan bad found an inexpensive bottle
of oil prior to the destnuction by fire, would it have been acceptable for him to take home for his owa use
because of its medicinal valee? God's direction was clear, if an Isreclite were to “take some of the thing
devoted to destruction™ it would “bring ostrocism upon™ Israel. What if the feadership of [smz| had tolerared
individuals separating otn minor components ol booty for their own usc?

Another sicmlar example is ol “the tree of the knowledge of good and bad.™ This tree represented
something helonging ro God, it was his propenty, It was sucred, and humans were forbidden to “car” from it.
ICit had been possible to take something [rom this (ree and *break it down by a medical procedure thereby
abtaining some fraction component able to fight discase’, would it have been acceptable fur ingestion?
Could wz possibly conclude that this would not be eating from the tree?
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Are we 10 understand that some compaonents of blood belong to Jehavah and some do not, allowing
Christian tolcrance of intentional ingestion of some blood fractions? When it comes (o blood - God's sacred
symhal of life — are we to understund thut Christians can distinguish and separate off the parts they want
before giving the rest back to God”

One summation in your letier is that the aspect of 1aking in bland which is seriprurally ohjectionabla
is it’s providing of nourishment. You are specific that whole blood and major components earry nourishment
10 the body. Does this mean that the 1olcrated 5% of components crry no oounislueent? If persons ute these
components outright would they gain no nourishment {rom them” Aren’t the immunization elfects
themselves nourishment just os the immunizing components of a mothers milk are to her infant child? Is it
the major components themsclves or the nutrition they carry which makes them objectionable? We have
used the transference of antibodies and proteins via the placenta as rcason thst some might conscicntiously
accept these componeats of blood. However, when it come 10 naurishment carried by 1he hland, doesn’t a
fetus reccive cvery bit of it’s nutrition — including water from the plasma  from the blood of the mother?
How do we explain this seeming contradiction in deduction?

By now I'm sure you can see my reluctunce (o0 contnue bluod specilic conversativns willi individuals
in the healthcare field. [ have found it diftficult — il'not impossible — to express scniptural reasons for our
tolcrance of some blood components and intolerance of viher blood components, One physician has recently
raised the subject but | quickly changed the topic for want of scriplural answer.

ln view of the Bible's explicit directive to abstain from blood. and our governing its use among
oursclves, it would seem that cither we should tolerate no intentional acceptance of blood repardless of the
component, or thal we view acceprance of bload for purcly medical reasons differently from eating blood as a
mcal. Our current teaching seerhs impossible to explain scripiurally, \caving arbltrary reasoning as our
ANSWCr.

Unlil now [ huve cliosen not Lo slhiwe the information above with those to whom it was intended
because | don’t understand your response as it is. | would ask your re-examinalion of my initial letter together
with this reply. | express my decpest appreciation for your earnest etforts. Thanks in advance,

Recently we enjoyed our district convention program carrying the thenmc “God's Way of Lifc”, It
provided refreshment and instilled enthusiasm for living God's way. The book entitled Js There a Crearor
Who Cares 4bout Vou? along with the brochure Whar happens 1o Us When Ve Die? I have found most
strengihening. 1 wish lo express my appreciation for such provisions. Keep vp the good work®

enclosure: Copy of my original lettee dated 271643
Copy of your lerter dazed 3723:98
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WATCHTOWER

BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC.

29 COLUMBIA HEIGHTS BROOKLYN, NEW YORK 11261-2443 US A PHCNE | ¥16) 022-0600

ETC;ECM August 24, 1994

REX=) JENSEN
24 RUNNING DEER DR
PHENIX CITY AL 36870

Dear Brothler Jensen:

Your letter of July 31, 1998, Las been received, ar.d we note
ycur yecpence ta cur recent corresporndence to you in conneclion

with the Biblical view of blood fractions.

This is a matter that you have obviously given much thought to
and we appreciate your corncern in this recard. However, it scems
that it would be appropriate at this time to let the matter rest.
0f course, you are free to make your own personal decision 1n such
mazters, while at the same time allowing others to exercise their
own freedom in making a persor.al choice.

It is a pleadure to be associated with you ard our krothers
worldwide in the grand work Jehovah is having done in the earth to-
day. Please accept arn expression of our Christian love and hest

wishes.

Your brothers,

,;/W/'*Mf A WM

OF NMEW YORK, INGC,




R Jensen

24 Running Deer Road
Phenix City, Alabama “56870

Office: CETINND
Home: (aaiam®

November 15, 1999

Watchtower Bible & Tract Society
25 Columbia llelghts
Brooklyn, New York 11201

Re: Blood aad upholding righteous standards

Dear Brothers

Back In 1998 1 wrote you with questions regarding faccets of our teaching and stance on use of blood. (Sce my
letrers dated 2/16/98 and 7/31/98) Those letters made clcar my difficulty in teaching our present stance regarding
medical use of blood. On this topic your last correspondence to me dated 8/24/98 said, “...it would be appropriate at this
time (o let the matter rest.”

| fully realized the gravity of what | had addressed 1o you and understood that you perhaps needed some time to
consider what [ had said. In that respect | agreed that letting the marter rest was a good idea and thus | was content to
wait for a future consideration of the subject. In light of that, | confidently expected some forthcoming explanation to my
questions in a Watchtower article or else personal correspandence. | do not expect that letting a matter rest means letting
it die nor do I think that was your intention. For that reason | have patiently waited. At this time I again ask for your
consideration of my questions in those Icttcrs. My reasons for being concemed about this topic are many and varied.

As 2n elder I am expected to teach with conviction and to impart understanding. Such teaching is required from
elders in scveral circumstances. Those circumstances can be in our public ministry, one on one with publishers, publicly
from our K.ingdom Hall platform, in judicial hearings, etc.... [n each case elders have a responsibility to tzach with
conviction and to impart understanding. While all will not accepl our convictions or undcrstandings we should
nonetheless have sound explanations for them, We should have, know snd understand the reusons for our 2nswers, In
this case we should have scriptural reasons for answers from our existing scriptural stance. How can I teach with
conviclion and impart understanding without reasons for the answers.

Besides responsibilitics as an elder | am also a husband and father. Asa teacher my foremust respensibility is to
my family. When questions are considered serious and worthy of an answer how can | so answer when [ cannot explain
itmysclf? Inthe case of my questions on medical use of blood, what do 1 say when | must admit that | do not have
reasons for my answen? \Wlat will my wife and child think? How can [ build within them conviction for somcthing thal
| cannot explain?

Circumstances have already put me in the difticult position.of avoiding situations where my questions asked ure
likely 10 arise. 1 do not want circumstances where someonc could be hurt or stumblcd because of my truthtul admis<lon
that | see no explanation for certain of our stances on what is or is not tolerated. Since my last correspondence | have
been asked twice to help with serious medical issues involving blood. In each case 1 had to defer publishers 10 another
clder by asking that they be contacted for help instead of me. 1 explained that | was unable to assist them as needed at the
time and that the other elder could. What I did not tell them was what made me unable to help. Onz uf these
circumstar.ces was an emergency and it was crushing to fee| unable 10 help directly. Circumstances such as that have
caused me much distress. \Vhen my brothers needed me the most | feared being there vul of concem for slumbling them
with my inability ta answer legitimate though likely questions for which I sce no scriptural answers. The potential is
there to cause stumbling, or discouragement at least, when they are already in a vulnerable position,
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Then there is the matter of my family. Our daughter is now 16 months old. My wife and | have taken time to
discuss whal we should do in the case of a medical emergency involving blood. | must 1¢ll vou that those conversations |
find very stressful because I do not want to stumble my wife by admitting that | have serious concems about not being
able 10 explain with scriptures our stance of tolcrance toward some blood components versus intolerance of other blood
components. Then there is the discussion with our family physicians, which is likewise problematic.

Besides those circumstances there remains my initial problem causing me 1o write you in the first place, that of
being able to address this topic in our public ministry. Particularly is this problematic when the recipient is a healthcare
professional fully aware of aspects of blood, medical procedures involving It and solutions derived from or utilizing
components of it.

My conscience dictates that [ not lay a stumbling block before my brothers, family or anyone else if | can help it.
Again that puts mc in a stressful position of limiting who | can tumn to for answers to all that | have asked in my former
carrespondence 1o you, Who can I turn to for scriptural answers regarding an cxisting scriptural stance if not to you
brothers? Once back in 1980 (or it could have been 1981) | was told that brother Albert Schroeder was in the same hotel
in which I was lodging for the convention in Jacksonville, Florida. At the time I had what was then 10 me a serious
question for which [ need=d an answer. | was encouraged (o just go knock on his door and ask. 1 did so and was warmly
welcomed in and pruvided with an answer from the Bible. Well, I am again knocking at the door in need of an answer.

\Vhile patiently awaiting answers to my questions | have continued to pray and ponder over our stance of
tolerance toward some blood componcnts and intolemnce toward other blood componcnts as well as our overall teaching
regording medical infusion of blood. That prayerful pondering has led me to the idea that it is not proper to make or
impose distinctions or applications if they are not so specified in the Bible. It is inconsistent that we tolerate some
componcnts ol blood for medical purposes while being intolérant of the very donation making that possible. It is
contradictory that we denounce it when blood is stored for later consumption and then tum around and use blcod
components requiring massive amounts of blood stored as denounced. Without scriptural distinctions it is inconsistent
thm we tolerate some components of blood when every component from blood is egually of blood. As far as [ can scc,
making such scriptural distinctions i$ impassihle. Considcring that medical science will continue inventing various
tachniques for manipulating blocd and dividing and using components of blood, it seems that we shouid apply the :ame
cnus toward all components of blood, either that of tolerating individual conscicntious choice or that of intolerance of

any blood components.

1 hope the 1enor of my letter is understoed. Iam not seeking lo cause you bruthers any distress. Indeed we 21l
expericnce distress in these days and need for endurance. | support my entire association of brothers and am willing 10
give my lifc rather then needlessly stumble one of them. The Watchtower of June the 6", 1982 on page 20 states, ~Al
times, some bring to the attention of the “slave’ class various doctrinal or organizational matters that they fecl ought to be
revised Certainly, suggestions for improvement ere proper, as are inquiries for clarification.™ It is in harmony with that
statement that my letter should be undersicod.

Your las! comrespondence to me on this topic advised it was appropriate at that tims 10 let matters 125t Hepefully
you will see observanze of that advice in my patience. Likewise | hope that vou will see my requess as genuine and
wornthy of serious consideration for an answer at this time, whether that be in personal correspondence or some future
Watchtower anicle. 1have enclosed my earlier lenters for that purpose and your convenience. If you rieed any
clarificaticns regarding my questions or suggestions feel free to write or call and | will clarify all that ) can,

Please be assured ol my love for you and accept my appreciation for all your hard work in behaltf' of aur
neighbors, our brothers, my family and myself.

anl.

Your fel
7/

: R
Enclosure:  Copy of my letter dated 2/16/98
Copy of my letter dared 7/31/98
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WATCHTOWER

BIBLE AND TRACYT SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC.

WHTING DEPAATVERT PHONE (718) H0-4000
5 COUARTA MEIGHTS, ARDONLYN NEW YORK |1X12481 USA

ECA:ECN February 21, 2000

JENSEN
24 RUNNING DEER DR
PHENIX CITY AL 36870

Dear Brother Jensen:

We acknowledge your letter of January 18, 2000, in which you
sent us a copy of your letter of November 15, 1999. 1In azdd:ition
to considering these two most recent letters from you, we have re-
viewed your two letters of February 16, 1998, and July 31, 19938,
and our replies to you dated Marca 23, 1998, and July 24, 1998.
Your concern is why the accepting of some fractions of blood for
medical trcatment has been left as a matter of conscicnce.

Likely you will recall that at 1last week’s study of The
wWatchtower, at the close of paragraph 18 on page 10 of the January
1, 2000, issue of The Watchtower, the point was made that *“if a
Christian does nof fully understand a new explanation of a scrip-
ture, he does well hurbly to eccho the words of the propaet Micah:
I will show a waiting attitude for the God of my salvation.’—Mi-
cah 7:7." Vvie would like to encourage you sinmilarly with respect
to your questions on the matter of blood fractions. This is the

wisae and safe course.

You state that you have difficulty *"in teaching our present
stance regarding medical use of bload.” You recognize as an elder
you arc expected to teach with canvlcecion and to impart under-
standing. You express concern that you felt unable in the past to
assist in cases of your brothers where there was an issue invelv-
ing blooda. Properly, you are concerr.ed about making decisions onn
this matter that will have Jehcvaa's blessing as to yourse’f ang
your family, anrd as to waat you teaczh publicly. You alsco again
brirg into the picture your discussions »n this subject with
health-care professionals with whom you have cuvatacz and theirs ra-
actions. Desiring to act conscienticusly in all these respects 1is

cortainly commendable.

However, care needs to be exercised, Brother Jensen, that vou
not sgseek to impose yocur deductions ané conscience on others. For
sonc decades now, “‘the feithful and discreet slave® has been giv-
ing the matter of blood usage in medical procedures careful and
prayverful consideration in the light of the Scriptures, (Matthew
24:45-147) As blood began to be broken down into sraller and
smaller component ‘parts, arquments pro and con as to the vse ol
these were considered. The conslstent position of °the faitaful
ané discreet slave”™ has been as expressed urder "Questions Zron
Readers" in the June 1, 1974, issue of The Patcchtower: "Wnile re-
fraining from approving or condemnirg in such areas where we be-
lieve the decision must bhe lefz to individual conscience, we do,
nevertheless, urge all to seek to raintain their conscience clear
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before God, never showing deliberate disrespect for his word."
And you will see this same balance reflected also in answers to a
series of questions under "Questions From Readers® in the June 15,
1978, and March 1, 1989, issues of The Watchtower.

Thus, acceptance or nonacceptance of small fractions of blood
is left for each one to decide conscientiously after weighing all
factors having a bearing. In your case, if you find no basis for
accepting any component from blood, no matter how small or for
what purpose, in treating a medical condition, then that would be
your decision before Jehovah. In deciding matters this way, you
could go ahead with your service to Jehovah with a clear con-
science. Others, after also carefully and prayerfully considering
all factors having a bearirg, have concluded that they could ac-
cept certain minor cormponents. Should they not be allowed to ac-
cept the responsibility before Jehovah for their dceision, just as
you are allowed tos do thc zame regarding your deciszion?

Moreover, whatever one’s decision is, this should not preveat
him from helping others to understand what has been published by
*"the faithful and discree:z slave®" on the subject in the light of
the Scriptures. Then those iadividuals can make their own in-
formed decision. ' Ard this decision need not be, and should not
be, because responsible brothers influenced them either way. As
to this, we are aware that some elders, including some on Hospital
Liaison Committees, have conscientiously decided that they person-
ally do not wish ,to have certain minor blood components used in
treating them, or fione at all. But this position does not prevent
them from being of help to their brothers and sisters, according
to the need, when they need help understanding some aspect of what
has been published on the use of minor blood fractions or some me-
chanical process that involves extracorporeal circulation of one's

blood.

Regarding those in the health-care field who do not always
understand our position, we are sure you will agree that this is
not unexpected. Even as to our rejectior. of whole bloodé or major
components of blocd, many feel we are being unreasonable. How-
ever, as to those who ask sincere questions, we migh= say tha:
those brothers who make presentations hefore doctors end receive
questions from health-care professionals often fird it suffices ta
say that while individuals may not se= the logic of a particula:
position or agree with our reasoning, we ask thal they respect ou:
reliclous position on Lhis matter, which includes letting each one
decide whether or not to accept a minor fraction of blood. This
almost invariably absorbs any implicit demand that we expilain what
appecar to be inconsi!stencles or why sneme of Jehovah’s Witnesses
feel they can conscientiocusly accept certain small fractions while

others do not,

Ye trust the additional comments above will be helpful. We
take this occasion to send warm Christian love and best wishes.

Your brothers,

/{/’ﬂ", 5 l«,l\ 7 -
A Z’j/{ﬁﬂyﬂ‘m Coondsss,
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24 Running Deer Road
Plienix City, Alabama 36870

March 1,2000

Watchtower Bible & Tract Socicty
Writing Dcpartment

25 Columbia Heights

Drooklyn, New York 11201

Re: Blood and upholding righteous standards

Dear Brothers

| appreciate your February 21, 2000 reply in consideration of my letters dated February 16, 1998, July
31,1998 and November 15, 1999 (ogether with your previous replies dated March 23, 1998 and August 24,
1998. However, | fear that yoy brothers do not understand the full measure—indeed specific requests—of my
concemn. (Compare 2 John 12) For this reason and fearing that others carefully considering our stance on blood
may realize similar difficultics | will make one more artempt to spell out more exactly those difficulties. Before
doing so, as follows let me first case your minds about concerns raised in your February 21, 2000 response.

I am not seeking to inip%u anything on anyone, indced I try hard to avoid such, nor am I inclined to do
s0. At this point | am not'sure [ could impose arything regarding medical use of blood componenis because |
am unable to do so, which is part of my problem. For example, if a local fricnd chose to accepr white
corpuscles to bolster their immune system then as an elder [ would be expected to impose our stance, which
prohibits acceptance of white corpuscles. Since I cannot explain scripturally the distinctions of our stance [
could not impose that stance—I would be forced to recuse myself as incompetent (o hear the case.

[ am not seeking ways of convincing everyone that we are correct; such is unrealistic and contrary to
Jesus® utterance that most are on the road to destruction. (Compare 2 Timothy 3:7) Regarding physicians or
anyone clsc, I am not looking for way's of “absorb[ing] implicit demand(s]” but rather gaining needed
conviction for reaching whether that be to physicians, my (amily, congregation publishers or anyone else. (See
your letter dated February 21, 2000 page 2, par.3)

I am not secking scriptural clarifications regording a “new" teaching, but rather one that has existed for
decades. Your letter of February 21, 2000 wisely admonishes that each of us should have or gain the waiting
attitude of Micah. Regarding thot attitude, s you noted The Watchtower of January |, 2000 on page 10 makes
the following cuinment:

“If a Christicn does not fully understand a new explanation of u scripture, he
does well humbly to echo the words of the prophet Micah: *1 will show a
waiting attitude for the God of my salvation,"”

That comment is regarding how we should deal persunally with *pew™ views, not how we explain
views long held. My questions are not concerning something “new™ but rather views held for decades. Is it
unrcasonable to request clarification of reasons/views olTercd reganding teachings decades old? Us it
unreasonable that someone asked to teach asks for an understanding of the “reasons behind [1he] answers™ or
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“the Scriptural reasons for [the] explanations™? (Sce Organized To Accamplish Qur Ministry page 44; Our
Kingdom Ministry, February 2000 page 8) My concems have existed for some time now, they are not new or
short lived. 1 bave asked you for scriptural clarifications. I have also waited, allowing time for your thorough
consideration of my requesL Regarding “new” views, we usually do give corresponding scriptural rcasons for
them. Whether we understand or not has more to do with our understanding of those scriprural reasons not just
a “new” idea itself. In this case our stance is pretty clear—though 1 think dynamic details and their
conscquences are very much missed by many, including many of our brothers. What | have asked is for
corresponding scriptural explanations regarding ccrtain pertinent details of our stance.

Now to clarnifying issues of concem.

Our stance on mcdical use of blood makes distinctions berween components of blood. Naturally the
question arises, If we tolerate intentional acceptance of one component of blood then why forbid intentional
acceptance of other components of blood? Since we represent our stance as scriptural, in order to adequately
defend distinctions made we must provide scriptural reasons for them, otherwise distinctions made become
indefensible either way, the tolerance or the intolerance. Our literature and your previous replies indicate one
possible scriptarnl distinction and one possible distinction as a matter of reasonableness.

The one possible scriptural distinction is the element of nutrition, that is whether a blood component
provides nutrition versus “utilize[ing) other mechanisms” thereby “immunizing the body from a certain
disease.” (Sco your letter dated March 23, 1998 page 2, par. 3) Hlowever, as previously expressed there arc
terrible flaws regarding the distinction of nuririon. ltemized below are three (laws in that distinction, two of
which | enumerated earlier plus an additional one.

. Components considered “a matter of conscicnee™ are nutrition to the body, thus saying that
nutrition is the distinction is indelcnsible. (Seo my Ietter dated July 31, 1998 page 2, par.
3,4) 1\

2. Confounding the distinction of nulrition is the following paragraph from Insight On The
Scriptures Volume | page 629 under the heading Disease and Treatment:

However, if a person were 10 take blood into his body for the treatment
of disease, this would violate the law of God —Ge 9:3, 4; Ac 15:28,
29; see BLOOD.

Clearly that comment above has to do with affects of blood orher than nutrition.
Specifically that comment is contrary 10 the notion that utilizing components of blood for
“immunizing the body from a certain disease™ is okay, which confounds the “nutrition™
distinction.

3. Confusing the distinction of nutrition is our published comments comparing the
»significant” transfer from mother to fctus via the placenta. (See Questions From Readers,
The Watchtower of June 1, 1990 page 31, par. 11-14) Since a fetus gains every bir of its
nurrition from its mother’s blood via the placenta then our use of that as an example, apin,
goes contrary to the distinction of “nutrition”™. (Sce my letter dated July 31, 1998 page §,

par. 1)

The offered scriptural distinction as a matter of reasonableness has ta do with whether we should
consider parts of a substance ths same as the whole. (Sec your letter dated March 23, 1998 page 2, par. 2) Such
a distinction must be somehow defined (iLe., by uniquencss, size, smount, common recognition, elc.). Even
then, since our stance is represented as scriptural, we must show scripturally that our distinztion based upon
reasonableness is proper (e.g. We could never say that reasonably certain minor aspects’camponents of pomeia
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are tolerable because without exception the Bible says “abstain from fomication"—see 1 Thess. 4:3). However,
as jtemized below there are at least three terrible flaws regarding the idea of distinctions based upon

reasonableness.

1. Components considered “a matter of conscience™ are just as unique to blood as forbidden
components thus no reasonable distinction can be made based upon uniqueness (i.c., white
corpuscles are as unique o blood as clotting factors.). Also, classifying companents of
blood as “major™ or “minor™ components is meaningless unless “major” and “minor” is
effectively defined.

2. Consistently components considered “a matter ol conscicnce™ do not make up less of blood
by volume, thus no reasonable distinction can be made based upon size or amount. (l.e.,
forbidden while corpuscles makes up less volume of blood than tolerated albumin.)

3. Medical practitioners commonly refer to red corpuscles, while corpuscles, platelets and
plasma as components of blood. Taking the stance that “abstain from blood™ applies lo
medical transfusion then the Bible offers no proper exceptions from abstaining from blood
based upon components. In that case the phrase “abstain... from blood™ is just as
categarical as “abstain from fornication™. (Acts 15:20, | Thess. 4:3) There is no indication
in scripture that God commonly recognizes one component of blood as more oc less
unique/important/common than another component, Designations and divisions of red
corpuscles, white corpuscles, platelets and plasma are purely manmade, Modem medicine
divides, recognizes and names components of blood as they discover and undersiand them.
God has recognized from the beginning the various components of blood and their purpose.
Thus no reasonable distinclion can be made based upon common recognition.

Additionally our stancet on bloud exhibits cenain other contradictions/inconsistencies that appear
indefensible. For example:

1. The contradiction of our utilizing donated and stored blood while simultaneously
condemning the donation and storage of blood for medical use.

2. Saying thal we abstain from blood when in fact our stance tolerates acceptance of some
components of blood. Physicians or anyone els¢ can simply say, “Jehovah's Witnesses
abstain from some parts of blood and but not all parts of blood.”

In your February 21, 2000 reply you stated, “Your concem is why the accepting of some fractions of
blood for medical treatment has been left as a matter of conscience.”™ Actually, regarding fractions, more
accurately my concemn is “\Why is accepting certain fractions considered *a matter of conscience’ while
acceptance of other fractions is not considered *a matter of conscience*™? | see no such distinction that can be
made scripturally and my specific concems—detailed above—are not addressed in your February 21, 2000
response.

Like other brothers, T am able to relf our stance on medical use of blood and direct interested persons to
where our publications nddress it. Alterward, as you say, each must decide for themselves, uncoerced,
according to their conscience. But, what I am interested in is having scriptural annwers to critical aspects of our
position. Such answers allow that | can reach—and that with conviction—rather than just rell, Teaching with
conviction requires knowing and understanding the reasons for answers or cxplanations, in this casc scripturs!
reasons for a scriptural stance. My difficulty is with explaining and teaching our published “scriptural™ stance
with scriptures and sound reasoning, not informing persons what our stance is. (Compare The Watchtower of
March 15, 1998 page 19, par, 4)
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| fear now that my concemns and questions raised about our present stance have no scriptural answers. If
they existed | fccl you brothers would have already shared them with me. This is very disheartening.
Nevenheless, | will do my level best in serving Jehovah and trust that you brothers will continue pondering
issucs raised townrd resolution. In the meantime if issues such as those expressed are raised to me | will show
persons where our publications address them. [f pressed for scriptural answers to issues about which [ have
questions myself then 1 must honestly reply that I do ot know them. [n some instances [ may have to decline

being used.

In my November 15, 1999 lcner I stated, “While patiently awailing answers 1o my questions [ have
continued 10 pray and ponder over our stance of tolerance toward some blood components and intolcrance
toward other blood components as well as our overall teaching regarding medical infusion of blood.™ That
pondering has included the idea that maybe my questions are irrelevant because perhaps our stance requires
more than inlended hased upon scriptures, that perhaps “abstain from blood™ does not address medical blood
transfusion as we know it today, thus mooting my questians. So, regarding our overall teaching about medical
infusion of blood versus the decree to “'abstain from blood™ and in hannony with admonitions in The
Watchtower of June 1, 1982 pagc 20, par. 15, | submit a suggestion for an improved view of the decre= 1o

“abstain from blood™.

My suggestion is the result of long, hard, intense and sometimes distressful and prayerful consideration.
I expect no response 1a it. I anly submit it for your consideration. I assure you that my suggestion has only the
loftiest of intentions to better understand, respect and obey our I'ather, Jehovah and His requircments. My
motivation is genuine and not at all toward sccking ways of diluting God's express will. Seeking 10 dilute God's
word Is counterproductive toward pleasing vur Maker and gaining His rich rewards. If you have any questiona
or wish 10 communicale regarding it you should fecl free to do so but again, | have no need for a reply t it |
belicve that my suggested view is already fundamentally realized in our publications yet without elaharation as
they apply to the decree “abstain from blond™ versus medical transfusion of blood as practiced today, | must
admit that thuugh | have always enjoyed reading and studying the Bible along with vigorously rescarching our
publications that | had to dig hardcr and deeper than ever to realize what tumed out to be simple elements as
presented in my suggested impraved view. My suggestion is encloscd as a scparate document. Though
somewbhat long it contains basic and simple elements strongly favoring the view presented.

Finally, I know this is now my fourth lctier to you brothers on the same subject of blood and upholding
righteous standards. I am reminded of Abraham's questioning toward that one whom Jekovah was using. (Ger.
18:22-33) | hope you brothers will not cha(T but rather that you will see 2 way to clarify my inquiries if
possible. [f need be [ am more than willing te travel and meet you in person, face to lace, so that with a full
measure my questions, responses or suggestions can be understood and put to rest or ta the test. (2 Ichn 12} |
Want (o express my appreciation to you brothers for responding at all to my letters regarding blood and
upholding righteous standards. As | said earlier, considering the nature of my questions, | really hac no one ¢lse
to turn for dialogue. | realize thal tny letters bave been somewhat long and tedious but that is the natuze o7
corresponding by letter on such subjecis as this, which [ have tried 10 address objectively toward benter
understanding God's will. Again, I appreciate your time and responding.

Please be assured of my love and respect for you and accept my appreciation tor all your hard work in
behalf of cur neighbars, our brothers, my family and myself.

Your fellow servant of Jehovah,

Enclosure: Suggested View Of The Apostolic Decree “Absuain from blood™ (6 pages)
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Suggested View of The
Apostollc Decree “Abstain From Blood™

Acts chapter 15 contains an apostolic decree that is binding upon Christians. Part of that decree requires
that we abstain from blood and things strangled. (Acts 15:20, 29; see also 21:25) Faithfulness to Jehovah
requires that we observe that decree by obeying it. Obedience to that decree is not optional for Christians.

Questions arising in considering our stance on medical use of blood has led to reconsidering the basis
for, import and application of the apo'sxolic decree “to keep abstaining... from blood and from things strangled™
and everything we have published conceming it. (Acts 15:29) Clearly that decree was instituted based upon the
law God gave to Noah recorded at Genesis 9:1-16. Regarding the apostolic decree we teach that “there was not
an imposing on Gentile Christians of a responsibility to conform to the Mosaic Law or some portion of it bue,
rather, there was a confirming of standards recognized prior to Moses.” (See United In Worship of The Only
True God, page 149) In short, we teach adherence to the apostolic decree as defined by what God said to Noah,
not the Mosaic Law. Yet, we also wilize aspects of the Mosaic Law as spplied to Israel to teach God's
intentions regarding the prohibition decreed to Noah. In‘cffect we teach that the law given to Noah as defined
by application of the Mosaic Law to Israel defines the apostolic decree, Delining of the apostolic decree by
prohibitions given to Noah is easily demonstrated scripturally. On the other hand, the extension of defining the
spostolic decree by the Mosaic Law applied to Isracl is more tedious and perhaps unwarranted.

Before discussing whether the Mosaic Law applied to Israel should d=finc aspects of God's prohibition
regarding blood to Noah and by extension the apostolic decree, 1 want to first state the following premises:

I. The apostdlic decree defined only by the law God gave to mankind through
Noabh is insyfficicnt basis to conclude that God condemns medical blood
transfusions as practiced today.

2. The aposto'ic decree defined as the Mosaic Law applied to Israel is
1yfficiem basis to conclude that God condemns medical blood transfusions

as practiced today.

If the first statement is (rue then it becomes critical to ascertain whether the Mosaic Law applied to
Israel clarifies God's law to Noah. However, first we will takc up whether the law to Noah nezessarily prohibits

mzdical blood transfusion as practiced today.

As recorded at Genesis 9:3,4 God said (0 Noah, “*Every moving animal that is alive may serve as food
foe YOU. As in the case of green vegetation, | do give it all to YOU. Only flesh with its soul—its blocd— yOU
must not eat.” Do those words provide a basis for abselutely prohibiting medicul blood transfusion as practiced

teday?

Prior 1o the lood Noah and his family witnessed extreme and growirig degradation amor.g thair
fellowman. inctuding the wemon taking of human life—and probably animal litc 1o, (Genesis 6:4,5; compare
The Watchtower ol'hnmr) 1, 1986 page 11, par, 6) During the flood Noah and his tamily witnessed the most
devastating event in mankind’s existense up to that time. So, besides the wanton disregard for life manifest
prior to the fload, during the floed Nozk's family witnessed animal and human life being taken on an
unprecedented scale. In fact the mXing of human life nearly to extinction was the specific intention of the flood
with catastrophic loss of animal life being consequential, yet it was not wanton. Afterward, considering what
Noah's family kad witnessed, Ged spoke to Noah regarding His valuation of life, the sacredness oflufe making

it clear, \»hnch is.the context of Genzsis 9:1-16,

* Though mankind had never been prohibited [rom taking animal life, according to Gznesis 9:3.4
Noah/mankind was for the first tims allowed to take animal life for foed, he was permiticd to kill ard ent
animal (lesh. (Genesis 3:2() Alsa, through Noah, mankind was for the first tine permitted te Nill hutmankind,
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Suggesied View of The
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but only as recompense for committing murder, (Compare Romans 13:4) Though Noah was permitied (o eat
killed animal flesh he/mankind was prohibited from cating blood from such flesh. Out of regard for life,
speceificatly Neah was prohibited from eating blood from life laken unilaterally thuugh with God's permission.
Out of respect for Jehovah's word Noah was to obey. Along with His decree to fill the earth and His unilazeral -
rainbow cavenant, Jehovah's decrecs prohibiting cating the blood of slain animals and murder instilled a high
regard for life. Germane to our subject is that Gencesis 9:3,4 prohibits no more than cating bload obtained from
the 10king of life, from killing. That conclusion is certainly narrower than our present eluborured teaching. (See
foolnote 1) Is there scriptural confirmation of this narrower conclicinn? Yes.

A fundamental difference between the law given to Noah and the Law of Moses is that God's
prohibition to Noah applies to all nankind whereas the Mosaic Law applicd uniquely to the nation of Isracl or
proselytes 10 that nation. However, in the Law of Moses I8 found the curious text of Deuteronomy 14:21.
Pertinent to our subject fs Jehovah's decree to Isracl, “YOU must not eat uny body (already] dead. To the alien
resident who is inside your gates you may give it, and he must eat it; or there may be a selling of itto'a
foreigner, because yuu are 3 holy people to Jehoval vour God.” With those words God stated that Israelites
could appropriately provide unbled meal for purposes of eating fa thase wham the iaw nf Nooh applled. Since
God has never revoked his law for mankind given to Noah we then must ask, WWould Jehoveh have suggested en
act that would have facilitated, encouraged or aided in the breaking of 1lis own law, His own cxpressed will?
At Jehovah qays, ¥ have not changed.” (Malachi 3:6) Additionally, under Inspirtion the disciple Jumes stated,
“with evil things God cannot be tried ncr does he himsell try anyone.” (James 1:13) God certainly has never
facilitated, cncouraged or aidcd in breaking His own Iaw to mankind.

Since 1) Gud would nut facilitate, encourage or aid humans in breaking his own law and since 2)
Deuleranamy 14:21 containt fehavah’s decreed permission 1o give already dead and thus unbled m.eat for
purposes of eating to those outside the Mosaic Law yet under the law to Noah then that text stands as
confirmation of the conclusion that Genesis 9:3,4 prohibits ro more than eating blood obtained from the taking
of life, from hilling. (Compare fnsight On The Scriptures Volume 1 page 345, par. 6; Sce footnote 2) Therefors
Deuteronomy 14:21 demonnstrates that God does not hald hlood as more tacred than life leself. [t dzmonscates
that it was not blood itself or nccessarily the eating of blood that God was so inierested in when addressing
Noah. Rather, Jehovah was interested in instilling a high rcgard for life. Prohibiting mankind from eating the
blavd of animals slain by man for food and decreeing Biat murderers are subject to death acted as strong
reminders of God < high valuation of life, the anctity of life, which i< the context of Jehavah's post-flood
decree to Noah, Afer that catastrophic luss of life God warted W remind mankind that hife is precious. Jehovah
did not want mankind's previous degradztion or presumptions based upon His own action of the flaad 1o
mininiize life’s value thus He made His views plain by decree.

Now we get 10 the guestion ef whether the Mosaic Lass applied to Isracl clanifizs God's L 1o Nozk,
We wilt see that between the hwo laws in question thata very relevant difference SMiits in the appl cation ond
gcope of the Law of Moses as well 03 God's reasons for a specificalls more resiriclive tecree it tespect 1o
prelibittons vu blood, Liat rebayant dulference effectively prevents using the Mosaic Law tar elariRing
prohibitions an usz uf bloed deereed 10 Nooh

(Iae large abstacle 1 appfving specitics of the Mosale Law to Christians Is texts such as Ephesians
3.13, Romans 7:6; 10:5, and 2 Cerinthians 3:14, a!l ol which indicute quite clearly that Christians are nat bound
by provisions of the Mosaic Law. Besides that considerable obstacle we have another in God’s stated reason tor
“why™ His specille prohibitiony on use of blwod were mure restrictive witliin the Mosaic Law, which we reason
can find at Leviticus 17:10-12. It ceads:

**As for any man of the housc of Isracl or some elicn resident whia is eesiding
ns an alicn in YOUR mids) who eats amy soel of blood, | shall certainly set oy
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face against the soul that is eating the blood, and I shall indeed cut him off
from among his people. For the soul of the flesh is in the blood, and | 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 ts why | have said
to the sons of Israel: “No soul of YOU must cat blood and no slien resident who
is residing as an alien in YOUR midst should eat blood.” (Itzlics added)

God's reason lor applying to “the sons of Israel™ more restrictive prohibitions regarding use of blood
consisted of two elements. (See footnote 3) Please not that Jehovah had a single rcason “why”, which was
composed of two separate elements. Togerher those elements constituted the reason “why™ Jehovalv's specific
prohibitions on usc of blood were more restrictive within the Mosaic [.aw far “the sons of Isracl”, Regarding
blood, Jehovah had incorporated inio the Mosaic Law the law given to Noah, which law uses blood
illustratively of life. Additionally Jehovah pointed out how for “the sons of Israel” he had made blood part of
theic atonement sacrifices. Considering that blood was already used illustratively of life and that, as of the
Mosaic Law, blood was by decree uniquely important to the sacred atonement sacrifices outlined by God for
Isrnel, Jehovish then set forth more restriciive laws goveniing use of blood for Israel than lor anyone else.

Consequentially, defining the law to Noah regarding blood by means of the Mosaic Law es it applied to
Israel is unworkable and unjustified because Jchovah's bloed prohibitions to Isracl and reasons for those
prohibitions were relevantly different than those to Noah and all mankind outside the Law of Moses, tkey were
more restriciive. Though the Mosaic Law incorporated the decree given to Noah it nevertheless instituted
prohibitions regarding blood thaz went beyord and were Internal and unique 10 that law, specifically that having
to do with atonement sacrifices. Since Christians definitely are not obligated to atonement sacrifices of the
Mosaic Law then the very reason for that law’s more restrictive prohibition on use of blood disappears—indeed
It never existed at all for anyond other than those under the Mosaic Law.

Inherent to this suggested view of the apostolic decree is that, in God's view, life itself is not secondary
(o blood, that is, Jehovah does not consider blocd as more sacred than life. Regarding that idea is the question,
Is it okay to donate our life that another might gain temporary life from that donation? Jesus said, “No one has
love greater than this, that someone should surrender his soul in behalf of his friends.” (John 15:13) Actually
Jesus encouraged that Christians be willing to donate their life that another might gain temporary life from that
act, Unless blood is considered more sacted than life Jesus' expression allows that we donate blood 2!s0 for the
pumpose of saving life, even if that life is just a temporary gain. (See footnote 4)

Likewise, Biblical personages like David and Abishai were willing to endanger/donate their lives in
behall ol others, Such men willingly imperiled and sometimes lost their lives fizhting 1srazl's encinies &nd in
defense of fellow [sraciites. True. molives had to du with varmying out God's wili, nevesthelzss they als0 knew
that lsraelite fallaws benetited from their selfless acts and those selfless acts wers grotefully acknowledead ar?
accepred. (2 Sanuel 21, 15-17. cvinpare Acts 9.24.25) (See (voloute 5)

Iz suggested viaw above achnow ledes and advocates deep respecr end obedience 1o the aposiolic
deceze 1o “abstain from blisad™ Dzing so requires that Christians hold lifz in high estecnt just as God does.
Adherence to the apastolic decree obligates Christians to a kigh degree af respect for life, God s view of life. It
requires that Chnstians respact and regard life such as God instilled with his words to Noah rather thaa
harboring the discounted view of life manitested prior to the flood. It requires 1) abstaining from eating ary
blood from pnimals slain for purposes of Icod and 2) abstaining [rom taking human life if at all possible,
Considenng the Christian requirement to make disciples by preaching and teaching the good news of God's
hingdom and the results of not accepting that message, the apostolic decree also obligates 3) that we wars
whale-sauled 2t following that mandate. (Compare Matthew 24:14 and 28:19,20 with 2 Thessalorians |:8)
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Suggested View of The
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However, the apostolic decree does not require abstaining from medical transfusions of blood as practiced
today because such docs not require any taking of life.

In conclusion | would like to address a peripheral reasoning in our present elaborated comments
regarding blood transfusion,

We have imputed wisdom to refraining from medical transfusion of blood based upon dangers inkerent
to Ihe practice. However, considering that God's permission 1a eat flesh |ikewise poses significant health nisks,
such reasoning becomes problematic. Like blood, if Nesh is exposed to virulent organisms or is not prepared or
selected correctly it can—and has—caused significant lass of health and even death. Today even in developed
lands thousands die annually from food poisoning. Since food poisoning victimizes health and causes deaih just
as can medical usc of blood then we cannot impute any unique wisdom associated with abstention of one versus
the other based upon risk to health. Someone may contend that blood is rather unique from person to person and
that that uniqueness poses inherent health risk besides any induced health risks from contamination of blood.
However, the same can be said of animal flesh and some vegetation in that some are inherently poisonous 1a
man it 2aten. Il not properly prepared and selected some animal tlesh poses inherent and significant sk to
human health and life. | dare say that more people aze adversely affected by food poisoning from eating flesh

than from medical blood transfusion.

In harmony with direction from “1he faithful slave™ [ leave this suggesied improved view of the
aposolic decree to *‘abstain from blood" in the hands of you brothers. For me, the matter is now in Jehovah's

hands. (See The Watchtower of June 1, 1982 page 20, par. IS)

e
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Suggested View of The
Apostolic Decree “Abstala From Blood™

A careful comparison of the following quotations from our publications acknowledges the
fundamenta) and simple elements establishirg the accuracy of my suggested narrower view
elaborated:

United In Worship Of The Only True Gad page 149, par. 8 states:
“When the issue involving application of the Mosaic Law to Gertile Christians was presented

1o the goveming body in Jerusalem in the first century, their decision was in harmony with
these facts. They recognized that Jehovah was not requiring Gentile believers to perform works
in obedience to the Mosaic Law before holy spirit was poured out on them. The decision of that
governing body did list as “nccessary things™ certain prohibitions that were in harmony with
that Law, but these were based on the Bible record conceming events that predated the Law, So
there was not an impasing on Gentile Christians of a responsihility to conform to the
Maosalc Law or some portion of it but, rather, there was a conflirming of standards
recognized prior to Moses.—Acts 15:28, 29; compare Genesis 9:3, 4; 34:2-7; 35:2-5.” (Bold

added)

Insight On The Scriptures Volume | pagze 345, par. 6 states:

“At Deuteronomy 14:21 allowance was made for sclling to an alicn residcnt or a forcigner an
animal that had dicd of itself or that had been torm by a beast. Thus a distinction was made
between the blood of such animals and that of animals that a person slaughtered for food.
(Compare Le 17:14-16.) The Israclites, as well as zlien residents who took up true worship and
came under the Law covenant, were obligaed to live up to the lofty requirements of that Law.
Pcoplc of all nations were bound by the requirement at Genesis 9:3, 4, but those under the
Law were held by God to a higher standard in adhering to that requirement than were -
foreigners and alien residents who had not hecome worshipers of Jechovah.” (Bold added)

The Watchtower of April 15, 1983 contains a Questions From Readcrs article dealing with
Deuteronomy 14:21. It addresses the question, “Might the Bible’s prohibition abou: blood
apply only to blood from a victim killed by man, not to unbled mcat of an animal that dicd of
itself'or blood from a live animal or human?” The conclusion ofTered is, “No.”™ However that
article formed conclusions based upon “the religious standing™ of the reople invoived rather
than the applicable laws of God. The applicabls laws of God were as tollows: To Israel the
Masaic |.aw applied, which incorporated the law to Noah. To everyone clse tha law of Ncak
applied. (Sce lt-1 page 343, par. 2; It-2 page 5U7, par. 7) Religious pn-llrcme or practice is
irrelevant (9 the question of what God requires. [n the case of Deuteronomy 14:21 there is o
indication that those recciving unbled mzat lor purposes ¢l vating were considered by God
exempt from His law ta mankind as provided throuzh Noah. Additionally, Jehavah was not a2
ell addressing those ourside the Mesaic Law but rather those under that law, Addressing those
under law (non-Israclites.zroselyzes) God would not havz facilitated, encouraged or aided in
brzaXing his specific law conceening blood consumption any more than he would have done so
with His law (o Noah regacding murder. Such an act on God's part would undermin2 the very
appeal of law, that of respect and otedience. Conseguentially Deuteronomy 14:21 presents a
unique difficulty if we try harmonizing it with God’s law to Noah, that is nrless Geresis 9:3 4
prohibits #9 rrore than eating blaod obtained from the raking of life, from Killing. Significart!y,
our publication Insight On The Scriptures Volume | (published in 1988) on page 343, par. 6
acknowledzes that Deutercnomy 14:21 does make a distinction between the blood of already
Jead animals versus the blood of unimals that a person slaughtered for food, It azrecs that «!f
people arc bound by God's requirements recarded at Genesis 95,4, yet those under that law 1o
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Noah could appropriatcly receive and eat unbled meat that had not been slaugktered for food.
Again, Jehovah making that distinction regarding those outside the Mosaic Law yet under the
law 10 Noah clarifies the intention of His words recorded at Genesis 9:3,4.

That the Mosaiz Low was “more restrictive™ regarding prohibitions on use of blood is evident.
For example, the Mosaic Law restricted blood use to purposes of atonement sacrifices only;
othenwise it required that blood te poured out onto the ground. (Lev. 16:15; 17:13) Noah had
no such restriction. The law given to Noah may have been incorporated into the Mosaic Law
but that does not mean that the more restrictive Mosaic Law clarifies the law given to Noah.
Significantly, our publication Insight On The Scriptures Volume | on page 345, par. 6
cknowledges that, regarding use of blood, even though all people were bound by the

“requirements of Genesis 9:3,4, the “sons of Israz|™ were keld by God to a “higher standard™, a

difterent standard, contained in the Mosaic Law. The fact that the laws to Noah and the Law of
Moses havc different standards and applicability illustrates why the one cannot be used to’
clarify the other—admirtediy they are different, one is more restrictive than the other is.

The Watchtower of July 1, 1951 contains a Questions From Readers article dealing with John
15:13. It addresses the question, “If the transfusion does good, perhaps even saves a life, is it
not a Christlike service rendered? Did not Jesus say, ‘Greater love hath no man than this, that a
man lay dow n his life for his friends’?"™ The conclusion ofTered is, “No.” However that article
formed concluuons as if Jesus was samehow suggesting that his followers could not
mc.mmgrully donate their life since their life lecked the atoning benefits as his did, Such
reasoning is flawed because Jesus certainly realized the lesser benefits from life sacrifice of his
disciples and that they would be temporary, yet he encouraged it anyway. Since 1951 our
publications indicate awareness of this fact but in print it has not been considered in relation to
the issne of donating bload for medical use, whether that be for whole blood transfusion or for
utilization of cerzain components. (See It-2 page 275, par. 6) In answer to the question asked
the article also argues circularly with comments such as *And (any saving of lif¢ accomplished
by transfusions) in disobedience of God’s commands could cost one eternal life™ and, *no good
comes of violating God's law, regardless of the array of worldly wisdom brought forwasd to
Justify it before men.” If true such abstract principles are correctly stated, however they become
circular in this instance because they utilize a conclusion to the questicn asked as an argument

in favor of the same conclusion.

Significant is David's renction to his solders endangering their lives relrizving water from the
cistern of R2thichem’s gat2 as racorded at 2 Samuel 23:13-15 In response to his men’s
needless endangerment of life David said, It is unthinkable on my pan. OJehovah, that |
should do this! [Shall | drinK] tl:c blood of the men going at 1/ rick of their sauls?™ (Ialics
added) The record stazes that David did not consent to drink that water, Lazerestinzly David
considered drinking that water as d-inking the blcod of his men. | lowever, David was not
objacting to the |dca of drirking the blood of Lis men but rather the needless risk of life; their
neadless risk was his objection. On other occasions David did nccept benefits pained from his
men’s risk of life. In fact, on other occasions when circumstances were more deserving David

astually directed that his men engage Isencl’s enemies, even at risk of their lite. As a good king
even David was willing to endanger his lifz in Israel’s battles. (See 2 Samuel 21:15-17) Sinze
through no fault of their own each Israzlite soldier krew they could be Killed in battle they
exhibited courage and a self-sacrificing spirit when engaging in combat, (Joshua 7:5: compare
Deut. 20:3) Such actions were indicative of Jesus® dircction that his followers have a
willingness to donzte their life so that others may live. (John 15:12)
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Re: Blood and upholding righteous standands - ADDENDUM
Dear Drothers

Enclosed is an addendum to my letter dated March |, 2000. Please forward this cover lerter and its
enclosure to whomever has my March 1, 2000 letter.

Thanks for giving this matter your prompt attention. | 1ake this occasion 10 again send my love and
grectings (o you all.

Enclosure: Suggested View Of The Apostolic Decree “Abstain from blood™ ADDENDUM (3 pages)
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Suggested View of The
Apostolic Deeree “Abstaln From Blood™

ADDENDUM

Realizing I neglected to address the aposiolic decree as recorded and whethier it agrees with my
supgested view I have supplied this addendum 1o correct the oversighL

In respect to blood my suggestion dated March 1, 2000 concluded the following about the apostolis
decree as defined by the law fo Noalr,

I. Ntrequires abdention from eating blood of animals slain foe purposes of food.

2. ltrequires abstaining from wanton taking of human life,

3. ltrequires that we wark whale-souled at following the mandate to preach and teach the good news off
God's Kingdoin. ’

2 Itdocs not require abstaining from medical transfusions of blood as practicad taday because snch docs
not require any taking of life.

Are thosc conclusions compatible with the apostolic decree as recorded? Does the apostolis decree
support those conclusions? Those are the two questions this addendum will addrcss,

In regards to blaod the apostalic decree rects firmly on the law God gave ta Noah. Acts 15:19-21 states:

“Hence my decision is not to trouble those trom the nations who are tuming to God, but
to writc them (9 abstain [rom things polluted by idols and from fornication and from
what is strangled ard from blood. For fromn ancient times Mosas has had in city after city
those who preach him, because he is read aloud in the synagogues on every sabbath.”

Sirce the Bible elsewhere makss plain that Christians are not under the Mosaic Law and since
rcasoning found Bt Acts chapzer 15 considers the experience ol genliles nlready eccepted by God as His true
worshipers —who did not conform to the Mosaic Law nor bound to it—then the refercnce to the reading of
Maoses a3 associated with he apostalic decree can only refer to writings of Moases orther 1iian The Law 1o Isracl.
The only reading of Moses outside The Law (o Isracl yet containing explicit comments rcgarding prohibitions
on blond is the 1ext of Genesis chapter 9. making thut law (v Noah the only hasis (or prohibitions on bloed
found in the apusiolic decrec.

I'er the first century goveming body the question builed down to whit was mevessuny (o impose upu
those becoming Christlans, including themselves nf course. The account at Acts chapter |3 demonsirates tha
(the law to Noah was considered for such necessities and rightly so because it was a law ypplicadle 1o wll
manxind not just lseacl. (Besides the law to Naah, other of Moses® writings were used to establish parts of the
apostolic decree aside (rom that hiaving 1o ¢o with blood oc the Law o Isracl) As far as decreed requircments go
the Inw ta Nonh cantained threa fur mznkind.

1. God’s command that mankird “Re fruitful and become many.” (Genesis 9:1; Compare It- 1 page 238,
par |)

2. His ecommand geahibitin2 mankind from cating blood of animals slain tor food.

3." His commnnd prahibitingz the taking of human life except as recompense 1o wanton taking of life
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Suggested View of The
Apostolic Decree “Abstain From Blood™

ADDENDUM

Of those three commands the apostolic decree does not reaffirm the command for Christians to “Be
fruitful and become many™ in regard to marriage and childbearing. Since the law to Noah was for all mankind
why would that command to Noah not be considcred a necessity for Christians? For the most part the need for
population growth was not by then an issue. That command was given on (wo separate occasions, both of which
saw mankind with extremely limited populations, which necessitated childbearing. (Compare Genesis 1:28)
Howcver, Bnd more importantly, Jesus had indicated that that decree was no longer necessary and therefore no
longer required. He said, “For there are eunuchs that were born such from their mother’s womb, and there are
cunuchs that were made eunuchs by men, ard there are eunuchs that have made themselves eunuchs on account
of the kingdom of the heavens. Let him that can make room for it make room for it.” (Matthew 19:12; [talics
added) Being fully aware of Jesus® statement, “Let him that can make room for it make room for if* and being
influenced by holy spirit the [irst century governing body could easily see negated the command regarding
childbearing. After that time childbearing or not was up to individuals rathce than a command to follow; it was
not deemed a mecessiry. (See also 1 Corinthians 7:8)

We will now jump to the third command to Noah prohibiting the taking of human lile (shedding man’s
blood) except as recompense to wanton taking of life. Abstaining from wanton taking of lifc is ccrtainly
necessary for Christians. Since the apostolic decree to “abstain from things strangled” covers the prohibition
against eating blood of animals slain for food then the decree 1o “abstain from blood™ stands as rcaffirmation
that wanton taking of lile remains as a decreed prohibition and a necessury requirement for Christians, Is that
rcally what the first century goveming body had in mind with the expression “abstain from blood™? Consider

the following:

I Asrecorded at Act chapter 15 issues before the govemning body were in part decided based upon
(iod's acceptance ofgcnulcs as Christians, as “people for his name™. (Acts 15:14) The very first
gentile Christian was Comelius, an army officer of the Italian band. (Acts 10:1, 41-18) Army
officers are charged with Killing enemies of the State and tcaching subordinates to do likewise.
Could those like Comelius remain as such and please God? Hardly. Which is one reason making
the deerce “abstain from blood™ a necessiry as applied to wanton taking of human life.

(]

It was commonplace for persons living in that e to carry personal weapons designed to Kill
humans, people were prepared 1o kill people, including somne of Jesus' disciples. (Luke 22:38; See
It-1 page 169, par 4) Being armed with such weaponry created a distinct danger that Christians
might “shed man’s blood™ in violation of God's |aw to a// mankind through Noah. Mary back then
willingly persecuted fellow humens to death over mere ideological differences and with impunity.
Saul did it and he was also subject to such murdervus brutality. (Acts 8:1: 14:19) Persons lcaming
of Jesus and God's Kingdom had to leamn that such behavior and dispasition is completely
inappropriate lor followers ol Christ. (Ephesians 4:20-24) Again, a clear ard present need existed
that ~gbstain from blond™ eamy the prohibition against unlawful killing of humans. lt was a
necessity,

3. Contrary to the decree to be fruitful with childbearing—which Jesus® words ellectively abolished -~
Jesas had earlier reaftirmed the law 10 Noah regarding wanton taking of human life, He said to
Pcter and those present. “For all those who take the sword will perish by the sword.”

In the case of the first century goveming body it is easy to sce why their decree to =abstain from blood™
was aclually reaffirmation of the law to mankind through Noah prohibiting the wanton taking of human life.
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Suggested View of The
Apostolic Decree “Abstain From Blood”

ADDENDUM

Finally we go back to the second prohibition decreed to Noah for mankind, that of prohibiting mankind
from eating blond of animals slain for food. Each record of the apastolic decree requires abstention from blood
“and” from rhings strangled. (Acts 15:20, 29, 21:25) Considering that the law (o Noah was rthe basis for those
decrees and that the law to Noah prohibited mwa actions regarding blooad then we must conclude that the decree
to abstain from “blood™ is onc of those prohibitions to Noah and the decree to abstain from “things strangled” is
the other of the two prohibitions to Noah. Otherwise the decree redundantly repeats the same prohibition twice
when both are necessary for Christians.

What docs the foregoing suggest regarding the apostolic decree? Beyond just being compatible with
suggestions/conclusions ofTercd in this letter the apostolic decree actually agrees with and supports those
conclusions. The cenjunction “and™ between blood prohibitions evidences that both such laws to Noah were
being reaffirmed, but no more than that. The circumstances of the meeting, the reasoning toward the decree and
the necds of thosc brothcers coincided at the point that two of those three laws to Noah needed reallirmation and
one not, Two of thein were necessities and one was not, Of those two Liws reafTirmed neither is sufficiznt basis
to ahsolutely conclude that medical blood transfusion as practiced 1oday is prohibited to Christians.

My suggcstion also draws the conclusion that “abstain from blood™ requires that we work whole-
souled at following the mandate to preach and teach the good news of God's Kingdom. Why such a conclusion?
Virst of all, we must remember that Noah was also a preacher of rightcousness. His preaching had the direct
affect of saving those who listened to him; his fellow humans. Secondly, it was Paul who said, “And now, look!
| know that all of YOU among whom I went preaching the kingdom will sce my face no more. Hence | call YOU
to witness this very day that | am clean from the blood of all men, for | have not held back from telling You all
the counscl of God,” (Acts 20:25-28, italics addcd) Had Paul not been active in preaching and teaching the good
news of God's Kingdom, by his vwn admission he would have been guilty before God of shedding human
blood, which is precisely one of the prohibitions laid down ta mankind through Noah. Noah's example and
Paul's deduction combine to evidence that “abstain from blood™ requires that we work whole-souled at
following the mandate to preach and teach the good news of God'’s Kingdom.

As | said before, it is harmony with dircction from “the faithful slave™ that | leave this suggested
improved view ol the apostolic decree (0 “2bstain [rom blood™ in the hands of you brothers. For me, the matter
is naw in Jehovah's hands. (See The Watckiower of June 1, 1982 page 20, par. 1S5)
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REZEED) Jensen

24 Running Decr Road
o . Phenix City, Alabama 36870
Officc. aNipammg®
Home: GPESSIED

January 3, 2001

Walchtower Bible & Tract Society
Writing Department
2S5 Columbia Heights

Brooklyn, New York 11201
Re: Blood and upholding rightcous standards

Dear Brothers

This lenter follows up on correspondence [ sent to you dated March 1, 2000 and an addendum dated March
3, 2000. Both letlers contained enclosures.

The March 1, 2000 letter clearly expressed particular difficultics of our prescnt slance on using donatcd
blood for medicul purposes. Alsy tiat letter und the subsequent one of March 3, 2000 contained a sepaiate
document affering the suggesli:t that we change our stance on blood and that suggestion included scriptural
reasoning lor why the sugyested change is fitting and proper. Tlus follow up is lo draw your attention 10 my
suggestion for cheange and the evident difficulties of our present stance and 10 ask for a scriptural answer.

My March 2000 lerters Indicated that, at the time, no reply was necessary regarding iy suggestion for
change in our teaching. However | was expecting 8 reply {0 my letter describing the concerns about vur present
stancc. When you did not reply 1 chosc to wait and watch for those serious concemns to be thoroughly addressed
und resulved inone of our publications. Initially 1 thought the June 15, 2000 Questions From Readsrs article
contained a respanse 10 the inherent and internal difficulties of aur stance on the subject but afier reading it 1 found
na resolution er answer 1o those problems as outlined in my letter ol March 1, 2000, To the contrary | {ound that
that anticle actually increased the difficultics because it indicated that our stancc is simplc when in fact it is not so
simple. The question asked was, “Do Jehovuh's Witnesses uccept any medical products derived from blood?* Thie
opening remark in that article states, “The fundamental answer is that Jchovah’s Witesses do not accept blood
But, based upon what the article gnes en 10 say, a more precise fundamental answer is that Jehavah’s Witnesses
accept some parts of bloed but reject other parts of blood.

Severa! times the June 15 article tlks about eatracts and/or fractions from a companent of biood as if that
is somehow significant, Calling a substance an ‘extract from blood components® docs not change the fact that some
of those extracts are as unique o blood as other farbidden parts of blood. (\What makcs a tolcrated whole protcin
component [like human albumin or factor VIII} inferior to a forbidden whole platelet componem?) Calling

-something an ‘extract of bleod components’ does not recognize that some of the talerated ‘extracis’ amonnt ta a
larger volume than other forbidden parts of blood. The June 15* article speaks of “extracts from blood
components™ only in respect to an arbitrary division of componcnts namely whitc cclls, red cclls, platelets, and
plasma. Thosc divisions are arbiwrary because the Bible makes no such distinction of blovd components as if an
extract from one of them is less than a part of bleod, a lesser part of blood ar of lesser Riblical significance.
Finally, calling something an ‘extract from blood' in tho context of that anticle avoids the fact thal every single part
of blood is intermingled with plasma, That means that forbidden componcnts likc platclcts must be extracted from
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blood plasma as must other tolerated parts of blaod if they are going to be administered or used scparatcly. For that
reason it is meaningless 10 call something an “extract ofplasma as if that action is a unique sccondax) extraction
for certain companents but not for others. Because the above issues are not dealt with in the June 15 article theo
the significance ol “extracts f[rom blood components” is wanting and is left as an arbitrary distinction.

As indicated here and in my letter of March 1, 2000, our stance of accepting some parts of blood and
rejecting other parts of blood is inherently flawed and so far as [ can tell has no support in scripture. | have also
repeatedly asked lor guidance to where such a stance can be reasaned from the seriptures yet nonc has boen
provided. The idea conveyed in the June 15" article that our stance is simplc confounds the senses of persons who
want to understand our stance from a scriptural perspective, including me (and I am certainly working hard and
faithfully on this subject), As I wrote before, we teach that we abstain from blood yet more preciscly stated our
stance is that we abstain from same parts of bleod but we do not abstain from other parts of blood. 1 cannot in good
conscience tell a physician or anyone else that we abstain from al/l medical use of donated and stored blood and
that is whol is implied when we tell persons that we abstain from blood.

As of the June 15" Watchtower I assumed that more would be forthcoming on the subject of medical use
of bluod and for that reason | decided to continue waiting patiently without writing you. I was initially dclighted to
sce the subject again addressed in the October 15, 2000 Questions From Readers article, but niy delight soon sank
to greater concern that we are ignoring key elements of the difTicultics raiscd, difficulties that anyone can see upon
examining the details of our position.

Particularly confusing/disturhing is a comparison between how the June 15 and October 15 articles treal
the idea of pouring blood out on the ground. The June 15® article refers directly to that idca as a point of reasoning
to refuse compancnts of hlood yct the same atticle states that “other Christians decide differently.™ So, according
to that article, our stance does not hold that the idea of pouring blood out on the ground as stipulated in the Mosaic
Law is somecthing that Christians must hold to as an absolute standard. If our stanze were to hold that standard as
ubsolute then we would reject all medical use of donated and stored blood because all of it must lhcn be pourcd
out on the gmund as far as we are concemed. Different from the Junc 15% anticle, the October 15% article treats Ui
idea of pouring blood on the ground as an absulute standard. The October 15% article statcs, “we do not donate
blood, nor do we store for transfusion our blood that ‘hould be ‘pourcd out® Thal pmcucc conflicts with God's
law.” So, a comparison of the Junc 15® and October 15® articles indicates that one treats *pour blood out® as less
than an absolute standard and the other treats ‘pour blood out’ as an absalute standard. The two articles represent a
contradiction on a fundamental point of reason.

Also, though the October 15™ asticle states, “we do not donate blood, nor da we stare for transfusion our
blood that should be ‘poured out,’” it does not directly address or explain scripturally our correlative action v’
using from the donated and stored blood supply. Our stance is inherently conflicting since we arc willing to usc
from the donated and storcd blood supply but are unwilling to replenish the same thing that we are using from, In
speaking with my (ather (also an clder) about this topic I ashed him if he would be appreciative if one of his
children's lives were saved as a result of utilizing certain acceptable components of blood. He indicated that he
would be appreciative that the therapy saved their life. When [ asked him if he would have donated that component
of blood himself to save their life he said, “No." So, it was good and fine that that life saving act was accomplished
by means of somcone ¢lse’s donation of blood bul not that we make that donation ourselves. This is not criticism
of my father or anyone clsc, it scrves only to illustrate one of the confusing and cantradictive aspects of our present
stance. [ cannot be the only one realizing this significant disparity and the need to remedy it.

As it turns out neither the June 15% nor the October 15 anticles dealt at all with diflicultics raised in my
letters to yYou on the subject of blood and upholding righteous standards. A morc precisc deseription of those
difficulties raised can be found in my letter to you dated March 1, 2000 and at this time [ request an answer from
you on those concermns. You may also want to review past letters between us on this same subjcct. For that reason
and for your convenience | have enclosed copies of all our correspondence on this subject.
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Besides addressing various difficulties of our present stance on blood, my Ictter of March 1, 2000
indicated my feelings that our stance is overall in error and that a significant chunge is in vrder. That conclusion
was oullined in a separate hut enclased document ac a fupgestion for change and It spelled out factual, fundamental
and simple scriptural points of reason in support. Since our publications do not refute those points of reason and 1
have not othcrwisc r¢ad or heard anything refining them then | remain steady in my feeling that our stanco is in
vverull enror and that significant change is in order, My feclings are actually madc stronger becausc fundamental
point< of reatan in my supgestion are emphatically supported by teachings espoustd in our lilerature. Please
understand that ] have conscicnliously and faithfully dug into the scriptures and our publications while trying 10
rcsolve things on the subject of medical use of donor blood.

While waiting to hear from you or sce these issucs addressed in our publications I have conlinued
considering the scripturcs and our publications togelher willi praying and meditating on the subject. Reyond being
troublcd by our stance's inherent and unresolved difficulties thase deliberations have only intensified my fecling
that our present stance is in overall ervor and in need of change. Without taking up 100 much of your time, 1 would
like 10 share bits of my meditation and findings on the subject since my letier of Murch 1, 2000.

The October 15* Questions From Readers anticle citcd Watchtower comments from July 1, 1951 as
containing answers to certain key questions on the subject of medical usc of blocd. Perhaps the most fundamental
statement found there on this subject is the following one:

Since Christians are nnt under the Law of Moses that emphnsizes these restrictions on blood, why be
bound by such ordinaneccs?

The resirictions on blood cxisted before the Mosaic Law, being given centuries earlier, as recorded at Genesis
9:4. They were carried over for Christisn obsarvence, even afier the Mosaic Law was ended by being nailed
to Christ’s torture stakc. Thc first answer in this group of questions and anawers showed thal this restriction
on blood is basic for Christiany, for when instructions on the barc minimum requircments were sent out this
position on blood was included as one of “these necessary things”. So this principle regarding blood cxisted
before and afier the Mosaic Law, yet was so vital that it was also therein incorporated and cmphasized.

My ongoing consideration of this subject has manifested signilicant error in thal reply given above. For
instance, it is truc that a rcstriction was issucd to Noah regarding blood but it is not true thot that restriction was the
same as those later impused under the Mosaic Law as i/ Uie Musaic Law’s blood restrictions already “existed.” In
fact there is a_fimdamental difference hehveen requirements of the two laws. Noah was prohibited from doing only
one thing with the blood of animals he killed for a mcal whereas the Mosaic Law prohibited doing anything at all
with any sort of blood except using it for sacrificial purposcs and that sacrificial usc was required. That difference
Is readily seen in the idea of pouring blood vut on the ground. Though Nuah was tuld not to eat blood of animals
killed for food he was not required to waste blood out onto the ground. Naah could have nsed hinad far all sarts of
things without breaking Gnd"s law that he ahstain from eating the blood of animals he killed for food. Pondering
ull he ways Noah could have utilized blood it is obvious that Jehovah had not restricted him from using it for
many, many things regardless of whether those uscs were for a sacred purposc or nol. For instance, since Genesis
9:4 only speaks ol'a prohibition for humans then notlung in God's recorded statement to Noah would have
prohibited Noah from intentionally using bload for animal feed (which animals do anyway), but clearly the Mosaic
Law forbade that type of intentional use by those under the Mosaic Law: Nosh could have also uscd blood's
narural pigmentazion by using blood as some sort of painting material yet thzt would not have conficted with wliat
God said 1o lum, but clearly such a use of blood was forbidden under the Mosaic 1. aw In thase wham Giod held tn
it. S, readily it is seen that thero exists a fimdamental difference between the prohibition issued to Noah and the
later and more extensive prohibitions given under the Mosaic Law for thosc God held to it. One contains a single
ecstrietion reparding blood of slaughtered animals whereas the viher contains ull encumpansing multifuceted
restrictions- Furthermore, one strictly sets blood aside for sacred use and the other does nat ser hland aclde for
sacred usc. Noah was not required 10 treat blood as sacred and lsraelites were.

That 195] anticle also states, “So this principle regarding blood existed before and after the Mosaic Law,
yet was so vital that it was also therein incorporated and emphasized.™ 1hal stalement is not altogether a sound
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one. The Masaic Law did more than emphasize v principle God gave to Noah, it added to it. Adding to is more
and difTerent than emphasizing. That the Mosale I.aw “added 10™ mther than simply “emphasize” is evidenl w thal
it contained an absolute prohibition on use ot blood with the sole exception of sacrificial uses (which was required)
whercas tho law to Noah had no requirement whatsocver for sacred or sacrificial usc of blood and it only
prohibitcd a single use of blood, that mankind could not eat the bluwd uf animals whose life had been taken for a
meal. The real question is, in respect to blcod why did the Mogaic | aw eonlain additional prohibitions compared
with the Iaw Jehovah gave to Ncah? That question is answered in my correspondence of March 1, 2000 but it boils
down to the fact that with the Mosaic Law Jchovah for the first time instituted sacred atonement sacrifices with the
central part of those sacred sacrifices being blood (fat was also included under the Mosaic Law), (See Leviticus
17:6, 10-12) Thercfore the Mosaic Law added tw the law o Noah regiirding prohibition on blood becausc it added
blood as & required and central feature of sacred sacrifices. Since Christians are not held (o the Mosaic Law’s
provisions for sacred blood sacnilices then that addisional (and unique) basis for the more encompassing
prohibitions on blood use does nat exist for Christians. (Acts 15:7-11) This is preciscly why in respect 1o
abstaining from blood our obligation today is no more and nu less than Ure ubligation lived up 10 by rightcous
Nouh, (The simple language of Acts 15:28, 29 reflects the simple restriction given to Noah miher than the additional and
extensive restrictions of the Mnuaie Law that inclided setting blood aside as sacred by restricting its use 1o required sacred
sacrilices.) And. as indicted in reasoning found in my March 2000 correspondance, God’s word 10 Nooh is
insuffficient for us to conclude that medical usc of donatcd blood is forbidden by I1im for Christians.

With these thoughts in mind, at this time | request that you reply also to my suggestion for change dated
March ), 2000 and its addendum dated March 3, 2000. If my prosentation is not clear enough or if you have
questions about |t needing clarification pleasc fecl free 1o ask specific questions of me so that { cai answer. If you
find substantial ervor in ny 1easouing within st suggestion then 1 would like 10 have your wrinen reasons o that |
can meditate upon them. In that event | also would request an appointinent Lo later sit down with you brothers in
your offices sl Bethel Lo theroughly discuss this subject.

Asindicated in my letteds of March 2000, please be assured that my faithfulness 18 intact and that | will
remaln paticnt on this subject. Tt while patiently waiting 1 would appreciate your replying to my questions,
concerns and reasoning. Please accept my thanks for giving this request your aitention.

Respecttully,
Your fellow servant of Jehovah

Enclosure: My previous 12ncrs dated: 31300 ard enclocure
32100 and enclnsure
AV
7731/98
2716:98

Your letters of reply dated: 2R1/00
372498
372398
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R Jensen

24 Running Decer Road
B P}_wpix City. Alfh‘)a}mq ;6870
Office. CRE=SIED = | »
Home: IS IED
April 6,2001
Watchtower Bible & Tract Society
Writing Department
25 Columbia Heights

RBrooklyn, New York 11201
Re: Blood and upholding rightevus standards
Dear Brothcrs

It has been tiree montls since 1 last wrote you on the subject of blovd whore [ again addressed serious concemns
and suggested a course that is scripturally reasoned. (Ref: my letter of January 3, 2001 and enclosures)

On February 23, 2001 1 called Brooklyn Bethel and asked to speak with someone in the Writing Department
about my letter. | was transferved to the Wniting Correspondence Department at Patterson. The brother taking the call
said my lotter had been received and that someone was “working on it.™ To date | have not heard back from you. That
hurts, and it Icaves me bewildered. My sinccre concerns aro very scrious ones, and your replies have not resolved them
with the Bible. I have expressed that [ bave no one ¢lse other than you men with whom to discuss these concerns with
undcerstanding. 1n light of that, It hurts that 1 now fecl practically ignored. It sccms completely finting and reasonable that
I ask for your answers to questions—and a suggestion—that 1 have patiently waited over a year for. Afier allowing that
length of time for your considcration, if ] cannol talk back and forth with you brothers about these concerns then who
should | go to?

The hurt and bewilderment is acerbated because | have offered 1o answer any questions you may have; yct nonc
have been asked of me. I have even offcred to visit you brothers in person if that would help. That you have made no
inquires to me leads to the belief that my concerns and suggestion are understood by you, or al least that you do not
believe you misunderstand them, or me. The result is that my confidence is eroding. My faith and confidence in Jehovah
and his holy word, the Bible feels strong, What is suffering is my confidcnce that brothers who 1 1ook to for help will give
a scripturelly reasoned answer to the details of my concerns and suggestion; and | do not understand that because it goes
contrary to my experience. This is very hurting and disconcenting.

This letter is not sent to aggravate or discourage anyonie. Il 1 thought my questions could be resolved another way
1 would do that instead of asking for your time and attention. Formerly | tried discussing thc same concems with
knowledgcable and experienced local elders and even one circuit overseer, but none of them had answers; they all
suggested writing you. In view of my pleas for help, only you men know why 1 have not alrcady received scriptural
answers from you on specifics, A« a spiritual man | work hard at helping all those asking for it, and do not understand
why [ am being made to fee| as [ do. In any cvent, | think you brothers would want to know what efTect your actions are
having, and %0 | wrote to let you know. For all the reasons given in the past, I continue to welcome any questions or
concerns you may have on this matter. | need some resolution on this subject, and it is hard to believe that need is unique
to me. Surely all our brothers would benefit from secing addressed the same scrious and specific concerns 1 have raised.

Respectfully,
r and fellow servaat of Jchovah
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WATCHTOWER

BIBLE AND TRACT SOCIETY OF NEW YORK, INC.

WRITW] DEFARTMF NT PHONME 718 600-500C
28 COLUMRLA HRXONTS, BROCKLYN, NCW YDIK 112012484 USA

ECEZX= May 30, 2001

RET= JENSEN
24 RUNNING DEER RD
PHENIX CITY AL 36870

Dcar Brother Jensen:

This letter follows a telephone conversation with you on May 17, 2001. We acknowledge
receiving your lenters dated April 6, 2001, January 3, 2001, and March 3, 2000. We also reccived
your March 1. 2000, letter, which was a reply (o our letter to you dated February 21, 2000. .

When you first wrote und shared your observations with us, you did not ask for a reply.
Nevertheless, whit you wrote was not ignored. All of your letters have been carefully considered.
You present your reasons for concluding, since the Mosai¢c Law had been canceled, that the decision
of the firstcenmury governing body “to keep abstaining . . . from blood and from things strangled”
would be limited only 10 a reaffirmation of what you feel are the meaning and scope of the com-
mands givea by God to Noah in Genesis chapter 9 regarding respect for blood and life, (Acts 15:27)
You claim that Noah had no reason to view blood as sacred as was required of the Israelites under
the Law, even stating that he could have made any practical.use of blood {rom sluin animals other
than eating it. You further claim thal the prohubition aguinst cating blood at Genesis 9:4 pertained
only to shed blood from animals that had %ccn killed for [ood, since only this blood is specifically
mentioned. You feel that this is rellected at Deuteronomy 14:21 where Jehovah made provision for
foreigners to buy and eut an animal that had died of itself, as if cating blood with the flesh of an
animal that had oot been killed by man was something already allowed by God for non-Jews. Your
reasoning has led you to conclude that the medical use of blood from live donors would not be pro-
hibited. But docs such deductive rcasoning harmonize with the intent of the Scriptures?

Tt is clear from what James said at Acts 15:21 that the first<catury goveming body consid-
cred all of what Moses wrote under the direction of God's holy spirit, including what was written by
him in the book of Genesis. However, neither the account in Acts chapter 15 nor any other part of
the Bible record shows that thesc older men limitcd themselves only 1o whal was wrtien by Moses
in the book of Gencesis in armiving at the “nccessary things™ that required abstinence from fomica-
tion, idolatry, and blood, or that these brothers interpreted what was written at Genesis 9:3-6 in the
restrictive way you describe in specifically directing that Christians should *keep abstaining . . .
from blood and (rom things strangled.”

While the command not to eat 1he blood with the flesh of animals admittedly was given 1o
Noah in relation ta his killing animals for food, he would have no hasis for assuming that he could
eat blood vtherwise. Why? Becuuse of the underlying principle reflected in the command: “Only
Oesh with its soul—its blood—you must not eat.” Tlere the animal’s life or “its soul” is directly
cquated with “its blood,” and that would beé true whether the animal was living or had died, whetlicr
the blood was still coursing within its circulatory system and serving its vital role in keeping Lhe
creature alive or it had been poured out. And if the blood of an animal was considered sacred, be-
longing to Jehovah, how much more so that of a buman, as reflected in Jehovah’s further command
al Genesis 9:5, 6.—See Lhe enclosed photocapy of page 204 from A Handbook on Genesis, a trans-
lators guide, by Reybum and Fry, as well as the extensive discussion under “Questions From Rcad-
crs” in the Apnl 15, 1983, issue-of The Warchtower. '

This underlying principlc—that blood represents “soul” or life—would rule out eating blond
undcr any and all circumstances because blood, like life, belongs to Jehovah and thus is sacred.
Therefore, Noah would have no basis to conclude, for example, that blood might be eaten as long as
he did not cat the flesh along with it. Or, for that matter, that he could eat the flesh of an animal that
had died of itself because he did not kill it; or that he could eat blood taken from an animal still liv-
ing. since it had not been slain. Otlkerwise, it could be ussumed that a servant of Jehovah even now
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might cal an anima that bad died of itself or do as some Masai people in Africa do today in opening
an artery of a living cow to drain out some of its blood for food. And while the brief command to
Naah did not specify that shed blaod of slain animals should be poured on the ground and covered,
as later stated in the Law, it would be reasonable to conclude that Noah would dispose of shed
blood in some respectful way, not making any usc of it but vicwing it as sacred, belonging to Jeho-
vah.

Moreover, we need nol read into the provision in the Law for a Jew to sell 10 u foreigner an
unbled animal that had died of itself any more than that Jehovah evidently did not sce fit at the time
ta strictly enforce his rcciuircmems upon thase who did nut know him, even as the apostle Paul indi-
cates at Acts 14:16 and 17:30, and us reflected at Psalms 147:20, Romans 2:14, 15, and 1 Corinthi-
ans 9:21. In a similar way, Jchovah did not hold the Jews under the Law to his onginal standard ol
marriage that permirted only one wife and allowed for no divorce. (Genesis 2:24) Jesus acknowl-
edged that it was becauce of existing human factors that divorce was permitted (even on grounds
other than fomication), but God made specific provisions in the Law to govern divorce as well as
polygamy. (Matthew 19:3-9) Under Christian law, standards for marriage were elevated, and that
was true also with other aspects of Christian conduct and worship.—Matthew 5:17-18; Romans
33l

While the Grsl-century governing body would obviously take Into consideration God’s
commands (0 Noah in directing that Gentile Christians ‘abstain from blood,’ these older men had
before them what the Hebrew Scriptures as a whole had to say in principle about the sacredness of
life and blood. This was implicit in the first prophecy, as the unfolding of the “sacred secret” re-
vealed (Genesis 3:15; Ephesians 1:8-10; 1 Peter 1:19-21) Thereaflcr, Jchovah progressively laid the
groundwork for understanding his grand purpose to send his dcar son to pour oul his life’s blood far
sinful mankind. (Romans 5:9) By faith Abel perccived that “animals, not bloodless vegetables,
would be acceptable to Jehovah in sacrificc, as did Noah and Abraham. (Genesis 4:2-5:; 8:20, 21;
l15:9, 10; 22:29~13; Hebrews: 11:4) It was Abcl’s “blood” that cried oul to Jehovah.—Genesis 4:10;

Iebrews 12:24,

God's vicw of the sacredness of life and blood continued to be reflecied consistently in his
Law (o Isracl whilc also making specific provision within the Law fur blowd to be used typically in
atonement fur sins. Anyone who ate “any sort of blood™ was to be cut off. Why? Jehovah answers;
“For the soul of the Oesh is in the blood. and 1 méself huve put it upon the altar for you to make
atonement.” In parallel with his words to Noah at Genesis 9:4, Jchovah further stated: “The soul of
cvery sort of flesh is its blood by the soul in it." (Leviticus 17:10-14) Ohviously, this shows that the
whole living person or creature—ihe “soul”—is represcnted by its blood because the life or “soul”
is considered 1o be in that blood, whether the crearure is alive or dead. The Jewish Publication Soci-
ety's Tanakh version translates this verse: “For the life of all flesh—its blood is its life."—Sce (he
enclosed photocopies of pages 267 and 268, from A Handbook on Leviticus, by Peter-Conlesse and
Ellington

Hence, it would not be correct to conclude that God's view of bloocd would he any different
if the soul from which a volume of blood came continued to live. To funher illustrate this, consider
God's Jaw prohibiting the eating of fut of unimals. ‘I'he fatty tail of a sheep could conceivably be cut
off without causing the death of the animal. Would an [sraclite be able to eat this fatty tail, sincc it
was detached [rom the animal that was still alive? No, because the fat would continue to carry the
symbolism Jchovah assigned to it under the Law. The Law stated: “All the fat belongs to Jehovah
. . . You must not cat any fat or any blood at all.” (Leviticus 3:3-17) Would the symbolism of life
that Jchovah had assigned to the blood be any the Icss rcal when its owner was not dead?—See /n-
sight, Volume 1, under the subjcct “Fat.”

It is evident, tben, that God’s basic view of life and blood has continued to be the same at all
umes and under all circumstances. Blood could be shed by man only under special circumstances
and conditions. As Hebrew Christians, the first-century govemning body knew that the canceling of
the Law would not cancel how God vicwed life and blond in principle. If the life of a creature is sa-
cred, then that which represents the life of the creature, its blood, 1s also sacred, whether the crea-
lure is living or dead. This proper view of and bandling of blood would be a reminder that ‘all souls
belong to Jehovah.' (Ezekiel 18:4) So, while their decree left no doubt that it was not “necessary™
for Gentiles 10 get circumcised and be obligated to keep the Luw that had been canceled, it still
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would be nccessary “to keep abstaining from . . . blood,” since thereby Christians would keep
showing respect for the sacredness of life.

Relruining [rom blood also would outstandingly reflect appreciation that God only approved
the use of hlood sacrificially in alonement {or sins, since the typical sacnifices of animals under the
Law pointed to the sacrifice of Christ in behalf of muankind. So, these vlder men certainly did not
ignore “those things that arc a shadow .ol the things to come™ contained in the Law that had given
truc worshipers of Jehovah increased insight and understanding about Jehovah's requircments and
purposes until the arrival of “the reality fthat] belongs to the Christ."” (Romans 15:4; Colossians
2:172; 2 Timothy 3:16; Hcbrews 9:11-14) The entire historical background on the sacredness of life
and blood reflected in the [lebrew Scriptures and so far in the Christian cxpcricoce, including what
Jesus did outstandingly in shedding his blood in behalf of believing mankind, would certainly have
been considered by these alder men as holy spirit led them to list the “necessary things™ for believ-
ing Geniile Christians, having in mind the progressive revelation of truth and the unfolding of
God's purposes.

Morcover, the principles set forth in the Law would still provide guidance to Christiuns.
Quite frequently Jesus and the Christian Greek Scripture writers make refereace o the Mosaic Law
in providing Jehavah's view on matrters in principle. Note Paul’s references to the Law to support in
principle the Foints being made at Ephesians 6:1-3, | Corinthiang 9:8-10, 2 Corinthians 13:1, and
1 Timothy 5:19. Similacly, we properly can Jook to the Law to provide additional insight as to Jeho-
vah’s thinking on matters pertaining to blood, for example on properly slaughtering animals for
food and in disposing of blood that has been shed. It also deals with an animal that has died of itself
or has been |(orn by another animal.—Exodus 22:31; Leviticus 7:26; 17:10-15; Deuteronomy 12:16,
20-25; 14:21,

It is of interest that the governing body determingd that Genlile Chastans should “keep ab-
staining” from the things listed. Most unbelieving Gentiles would not be conscious of and certainly
not doing what was required as to idolatry, blood, and fomication, including the keeping of the
commands given to Nosah regarding blood. But helicving Gentiles in the first century would have
begun to conform their lives 10 Jechovah's requirements for salvation by means of Christ Jesus in
being taught the principles of true worship. Clearly, such instruction would not have been limited to
what was in the book of Genesis. They would certainly have gained a basic knowledge of the He-
brew Scriptures, including the features of the Mosaic Law, especially since some Ilebrew Christians
claimcd salvation was not possible unless these Gentile Christians got circumcised and kept the
Law. Some Gentile converts may cven have been conscientiously trying to keep the Law. Now,
with the issuing of this dccrce, of the things thesc belicvers from the nations were alrcady doing ac-
cording to their then understanding, likely being influenced by the Law, what should they keep do-
ing as “necessary things”? While the decree showed it was not necessary to get circumcised and
keep the many [eatures of the Law, the older men directed that they should “keep abstaining” [rom
the things listed. The decree, therefore, did not invalidate the principles of the Law but rather
showed respect for these enduring principles. Hence, when the govening body issued its unquali-
fied decree “10 keep wbstaining . . . from blood,” it is evident that they meant all blood, human or
animal, from whatever source or in whatever circumstuance because it represented the life or “soul™
of a crearure. They did not limit application to kecping free from imputed bloodguilt because of
failing to preach. There would be no hasis for concluding that God would apprave remaving a por-
tion of a creature’s blood (which he decreed symbolized the creature’s life) and using this to sustain
the life of another, as long as the donor creature continued to live. Of course, they did see fit to add
that Christians should abstain *“from things strangled” to prevent any doubt about a common prac-
tice of the duy, since ¢aling such strungled animals was considered a delicacy by Gentiles, (Sce The
Warchtawer, June 15, 1990, page 13, paragraph 16.) Incidentally, this restriction, as was true with
some other details on handling blood that became clearer under the Law, was not reflected specifi-
cally in the command to Noah.

For that pcriod of the Christian congregation, the first<cntury governing body acted as Je-
hovah's agency in providing guidance that was timely and appropriate, laking all applicable factors
into consideration. Understandably, with the advance of medical technology. new questions would
arise as to the application of Bible principles that pertained to the handling of blood. How would
Jehovah provide additional guidance for his pcople according to the need? Just as he did when
questions arose in the first century. (Acts 15:6) Obviously, lie continues to use his divinely inspired
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Word to instruct his people and his holy spirit is still active, but he also uses to give guidance “the
faithful and discreet slave™ that Jesus said ‘on his arrival’ would be uppointed “over all his belong-
ings.” This slave class would supply to the spintual household “lood at the proper time.” (Matthew
24:45-47) Accordingly, Jehovah rms used “the faithful and discreet slave™ to provide guidance on
sitnations that confront Christians today as to the medical use of blood and fractions thereof, just as
he uscd the first-century goverming body to clarify matters related to blood at that time.

For some decades now “the faithful and discrect slave” has been giving the matter of blood
usagc in medical proccdurcs carcful and praycrful consideration in the light of the Scriptures. Each
time this matter has corue up for review by the “slave™ class, taking all pertinent factors inlo consid-
eration, including those discussed in your letters, the basic conclusion has been the same, that ac-
cepting a transfusion of whole blooX, or of its four recognized primary components—red cells,
white cells, platelets, or whole plasina—would clearly be contrury ta the Seriprures. As to accepting
minor frectuns of blood, “Questions From Readers™ in the June 1, 1974, issue of The Warchtower,
states: “While refruining from approving or condemning in such areas where we believe the deci-
sion must be left to individual conseience, we do, nevertheless, urge all to scek to maintain their
conscience clear before God, never showing deliberate disrespect tor his Word.” This consistent
position is reflected also in answers 10 vanous questions on the subject under “Queslions From
Readers” in subsequent issucs of The Watchtower, including what appearcd most recently in the
June 1S, and October 1S, 2000, issues.

You contend that using even a small extract of a blood componcent would be tantamount to
using whole blood. Some Chnsuuns draw this conclusion conscientiously and we cncourage them
to decide matters in accord with the diclates of their conscicnces. Others teason differently, feeling
beyond a certain point a blood fraction does not remain a significant part of one’s life blood. “The
[aithful and discreet slave™ bas not felt that it can be dogmatic on this point but has left that as
something each Christian must decide for himself before God.—Galatians 6:5.

[]

While we have not dealt with all the details discussed in your Ictters, we trust that these ad-
ditional comments will be helpful. It is evident that matters pertaining to blood have caused you
much concern. You have come to the point where you question seriously whether the position of
Jehovah's Witnesses is correct. You have prescnted your reasoning for consideration. When we
have questions on maltcrs thal arc not immediately resolved after doing research and seeking an-
swers, the wisc course is to wait humbly upon Jehovah. In our previous letter, we encouraged you o
do that, as you continuc to scrve Jehovah conscientiously.

Procceding in this way, in some respects. will put to the test your faith and trust in Jechovah
and the way he is directing his organization today through “the faithful and discrect slave.” Faithful
servants of Jehovah down through the centuries have been willing to wait upon Jchovah for direc-
tion when they had concemns or questions and were richly blessed as a result. In handling maners
this way, we may find as time goes along that we peed to lcan mare heavily upon Jehovah in seek-
ing better 10 understand the direction he has already provided in his Word and through his organi-
2atian. (Proverbs 2:1-9) Nevertheless, if further direction, clarification, or adjustment is needed, we
can have confidence that Jehavah will provide such according to the need and in his duc time and
way. So, we need to show patence, not letling any cause for concern become such a preoccupation
that it disturbs our spiritual balance and joy in Jehovah's service,

We Lrust the above comments will be helpful to you. With our letier we would again like to
send our warm Chrislian love and best wishes.

Your brothers in Jehovah's scrvice,

m,d'

OF NEW YORK, Inc.
Encloswe
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RETE) Jensen

24 Running Deer Road
_ Plenix City, Alabama 36870
Office: CE=E==D
Home ey
Junc 9, 2001
Watchtower Bible & Tract Society
Writing Department

25 Columbia Heights
Brooklyn, New York 11201

Re: Blood and upholding righteous standards

Dear Brothers

1 appreciate your lctter of May 30, 2001//and the telephone conversation of May 17" where some time
was spent talking about two concemns, of many, raiscd in my correspondence on this subject of bleed and
upholding righteous standards. This i8 my final lcttcr on the subject. It will express some thoughts regarding
your latest comments, thoughts ‘that arc sincere and honest before God, and oul of respect for Him and you
brothers. 1 do not expeci a personal reply.

Your letter states, “You present your rcasons for concluding, since the Mosaic Law had been canceled,
that the decision of the [firstcentury governing body ‘to keep abstaining... from btlood and from things
strangled’ would be limited only to.a reaflirmation of what you feel are the meaning and scope of the commands
given by God to Noah in Genesis €hapter 9 regarding respect for blood and life.”

One of my rcasons for concluding the decision to abstain from blood is Jimited to a reaffirmation of what
God said to Nouh is because our publications say, “So, there was not an imposing on Gentile Christians of a
responsibility to conform to the Mosuic Law or some portion of it bul, rather, there was a eonfirming of
standards recognized prior (o Moses.” (Unitcd Worship page 149) If, in respect 1o blood, the decision of the
firstcentury governing body was “a confirming of standards recognized prior to Moses™ and “not an imposing
on Genlile Christians of a responsibility to conform to the Mosaic Law or some portion of it,” then we must be
able to prove our present application in accord with “stindards recognized prior to Moses.” 1n respect to bloed,
the only such statcd biblical standard js, as indicated on the same page of the United Worship boek, the law
Jehavah gave to Noah as recorded at Genesis chapter 9. This is why purt of my focus was so concentrated on

what can be affirmed as recognized requirements from what was said to Noah.

As for what I feel is the meaning and scope of the commands given by God to Noah, scrupulously I have
avoided reading my own ideas into the text of Genesis 9 in the way of deductions. Instcad I have diligently
looked at what God actually addressed and achually required without adding deductions to that. My comments
about how Noah could have used blood without violating what he was told by God do not assert that Noah did
use blood one way or another, or that God guve specific permission for that use. Those comments only assert
what we know, that Noah could have used blood in other ways without violating what God reguired of him as
recorded in the inspired Scriptures. In the main, there is no disagreement about what Uod addressed to Noah
and what He required of Noah. We agree that, lo Noah, Jehovah’s command was given in relation to his killing
animals for fvod. We also agree that Noah was told he could not eat blood from animals he slaughtcred for food.
Did Jehovah require more than He addressed or stated?
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In our conversation of May 17, 2001 much was said about what Noah may or may have not have
deduced from what he was told by God in respect to blood. Nevertheless, what Naah might or might nat have
thought about what Jehovah said to him is just that, deduction. All we know for sure is what God suid to Noah,
which included what He required of Noah in light of His speaking and using of blood metaphorically for life.
We need not try to deduce what Jchovah required of Nouh in this respect. What God required was not left
unstated, as though Noah would have to wonder or deduce what was expected. What did Jehovah address in his

decree to Noah?

Your letter of May 30, 2001 agrees that God's command in Genesis chapter 9 “not to eat the blood with
the flesh admittedly was given to Noah in relation to his killing animals for food.”™ This is cxactly what God
addressed in his decree to Noah, and it agrees with what we have published in our litcrature on the subject.
Though your letter goes on to say, “[Noah] would have no basis for assuming that he could eat blood
otherwise,” it is also lrue that God did not address to Noah how he should otherwise use blood or whether be
could or could not otherwise use blood, or cat unbled carcasses he had not killed. It is true that Noah might have
had a basis for deducing that he should treat blood special, bul it is also true that God did not require this of him.
Furthermore, it is also true that, prior to the flood, Noah could already have been using blood for some purpose
as were animals skins and, perhaps, other parts such as ligaments. Jebovah himself set the standard of man using
animal carcasses by providing clothing of animal skins to Adam and Eve, Accordingly, since God had not
forbidden other uses of blood, Noah might also have had basis for dcducing that if God did not want blood used
in this fashion then e would have said so. You raise the question of whether Noah could eat blood tnken from
an animal still living, such as some Masai people do. God gave animals to Noah to serve as food. (Gen. 9:2,3)
But Noah was prohibited from eating living animals because ¢xplicitly God prohibited him from eating animals
with nephesh. (Gen. 9:4) Animals ecaten in the manner described conflicts with God's law to Noah because they
were yet living. Quite literully, they have nephesh. Since Noah was prohibited from ealing animals yet with
nephesh, then God's requirements to Noah forbade the practice you questioned®. Did Jehovzh require more of
Noah than He stated explicitly?

Centain deductions are made in your lctter from the fact that Jchovah spoke of blood illustratively for
life. But should we deduce what prohibitions Jchovah expects of us from this illustradve use of blood or should
we ask ourselves, “As a result of God’s illustrative language, what did He require?”™ Knowing what God
rcquircs as a result does not need deduction because God stated His requircments. On the other hand,
concluding that Jehovah intended more than He stated demands deductions on our part. As a congregalion,
should we insist on what God stated as His requiremeats or what we deduce beyond that? This is at the crux of
one of my oconcerns, and it deals with “a confirming of standards recognized prior to Moses.” Should we

understand this confirmation from explicit requircmeats recognized prior to Moses, or otherwise?

Your letter addresses the idea of accepting ccnain principles from the Mosaic Law as a means of
providing guidance in thc matler of abstaining from blood. I fully appreciate what Jehovah required of Jews and
Jewish prosclytes. Adminedly, early Jewish Christians probubly kepl many provisions of the Mosaic Law,
including probably those oa blood too, whether doing so was required or not. Though I appreciate this, there
remains the text of Deuteronomy 14:21, also part of the Mosaic Law, and how it harmonizes or not with our
conclusions. Your letter's address of this text does not contain reasoning demonstrating that it is contrary to
what God required of Noah. The assertion is made that “Jehovah evidently did not see fit at the time to strictly
enforce his requirements upon those who did not know him.” But this assertion assumes that the provision of
giving unbled carcasses as food was contrary to Jehovah's requirements for non-Jews as given to Noah. Since,

! Eating excretions like milk is different than eaing blood of a living animal. Milk is excreted by designation; blood is not. Esting
blood or flesh of a Living animal is an assault whereas eating a natural excretion is not. Under the Noachian decree when an animal is
assaalted for (ood it must be killed and its blood not eazen.
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adminedly, God only addressed eating bloud of slaughtered animals to Noah, then concluding that cating unblcd
and ynslaughtered carcasses was a violation of what God required to Noah is a deduction rather than a direct
reading of God's eguiretients for Noah's offspring. [ would ask: If Dcutcronomy 14:21 is in harmony with
God's requirements to Noah, what then? How would that afTect onr understanding and teuching? And, 1 would

certuinly (hink we should assume that cach portion of the Dible reflects God’s will in harmony with his
fundamental standards, unless it can be conclusively demonsirated otherwise®, (Malachi 3:6; James 1:17) So,
whilc I agree with the idea that principles sct torth in the Mosaic Law do provide us with guidance, the question
is, If Deuteronomy 14:21 is, in principle, harmonious with Genesis 9, then what guidance does that give us in
relation to the Christian standard to abstain from bland? Nacs God require us 1o ubswin frum blovd us Noah was
reyuired to abstain from blood, or as Jews were required to abstain from blood? 'This too gets buck to the
important question: what standard was recogmize prior (0 Muses?

[ agree that early Cliristians were influenced by what they Icarned about and from the Mosaic Law. But,
in respect to hlood, it what was required of Jews under the Law was mot¢ than what God required nf Naah, and
since Gud's spirit reyuired abstention from blood without further cxplanation, should we then deduce the more
stringent requircruents of the Mosaic Law, which requircments were part und parcel with wlonement sucrifices
that are no longer requircd? This question remains because our reasoning so far has not proved, or evidenced,
that Deuteronomy 14:21 (< anything less thun hurmouious with Genesis chapter 9. [f it is harmonious then Noah
and his offspring were not requircd to abstain Irom blood (o the sams extent that Jews had to abstain from
blood. Also, if Deuteronomy 14:21 is hanmonious with Genesis chapter 9 that would not make God's
requirement to Noah contrary (o the Law of Moses, as if the two would become disbarmonious. The Law of
Moses would nut disagree with requirements given to Noah, the Law of Moscs would simply rcquirc more
because of its addilional requirements of sacred sacrifices,

An ancillary illustration Was raised regarding the farty tails of sheep. Your letter asks: “Would un
Israclitc be ablc to cat this fatty tail, since it was detached from the animal that was still alive’7™ Unlike what was
said 10 Noah abour blood, the Law of Muses addressed fat—and blood—aside from whether its original host
had been killed or not. That is, beyond addressing fat of animals slaughtered for sacrifice, the Law of Moses
explivitly iddresses [at ju the abstract, as a substance 10 abstain from eating rcgardlcss of circumstances. The
very lext cited of Levilicus 3:17 unequivocally states, “[t is a stature to time Indefinite far your generations, in
all your dwclling placcs: You must not cat anv fat or any blood at all."” As with bload, Israclites were not ta eat
any fat, period. Context of these requirements allows no room for distipction between whether the fat—or
blood—was taken from a living or dead creature, or one slaughtered or unslaughirered. For this reason | do nol
see relevance in your illusmration for our subjecl In respect to blood, what was said 1o Noah was not as
restrictive as what was later said and imposcd on Jews under the Law of Moses. Jusl as Noah was not told to
waste blood out vnto e ground as was Jater required of Israel, he was also not told unequivocally that he could

2 God allowing and, in same cases, providing for palygamy is nat evidence thar Deutcronoray 14:21 contalns A similar deviaron on
Jehovah's part because they are nol the same subject. At mast Gind’s allowance and provisian far polygamy shaws that lle does
sometimes deviate from His norm, not that deviation is comman or that we mnd canchile it by default becante a text does not
otherwise accord with a particular conclusion of oury (such a cooclusion would be circular reasoning). In the case of polypamy we
have Biblical wexts demonstrating that this provision was & devistivn. We have the account in Geaesis of (jod's commenty regarding
the first marriage and we have Jesus' satement that those wards represent God's standurd. This is envugh lo establish that polygamy
providad for in the Mazaic Law was a deviation from God's norm. But such is not the case with Deuteronomy 14:21 and the subject of
blood becawse Deuteronomy 141:21 speaks of eating unbled flesh of ypslaughtersd animals, not eating unbled flesh of slaughtered
animals as forbidden 10 Noah. So there is no obvious discord between the two texts, Also, unlike the subject of polygamy, there is po
defiring text in the Christian scriptures specifying that Deuteronomy 14:21 15 8 deviation from God's nonm for humankind apart from
the l.aw of Masez Christian texts such as Acts 15:28,29 do not provids this definition because those texws cannot be understood by
thems¢lves, that is without definition from elsewhere in the Bible—and thas is the whole question, that is, what texts are applicable and
do thc dcfining.
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not ecat any blood. Ile was told not to cat the blood of animals whose life he had taken in order to sustiin his
own with a meal. Of course, what we deduce from that is another maitcr.

Interestingly, God’s spirit did not inspire the firstcentury governing body to say ‘abstain from any sort
of blood® or, ‘abstain from all blood,’ just as it did not inspire ‘abstain from fccling of blood’ or, *abstain from
looking at blood.' The spirit moved those brothers to say “abstain from... bload,” which, though indicating an
abstention and a subject of abstcntion, docs not by itself indicate exactly what is required. The decree is not
absolute in that it cannot hc undersiood by itself, It lacks defining elements like the extent or type of abstention
and what blood should be abstained from. Again, this is why the decree requires definition from elsewhere in
the Bible, and is another reason for my inquiries. If the decree were absolute then it would not rcquire this
external definition, that is external of the three texts in the Christian Scriptures where it is mentioned.

Finally, [ noticed that your letter does not comment on the conflicting matter addressed in my letter, and
discussed on the telephone, ahout us using from the donated and stored blood supply but forbidding the
replenishing of the very same thing we deplete. In conversation it was stated to me that it is a personal
conscience matier whether 8 Christian decides to donate blood that will be used in fractionated forms, the same
fractionated forms that we likewise leave to personal conscicnce as to acceptance. [ was told thnt this act being
l¢R up to each Christian’s conscience naturally follows from what we have already published about decisions to
accept fractions of blood. If put on the spot and asked about this issue, [ will repeat the same thing told me, that
each one must decide this matter for themsclves before. God as a matter of personal conscience. If asked for
verification on this point, [ can only show what aur publications have stated, and what naturally lollows from
that.

I appreciate the forbearance of you brothers, and your willingness to reply (o a few of my questions
asked. Please do not feel [ am pitting my views against those of our governing body. | am merely trying to use
iny mental and spiritual faculties as reasonably, objcctively and conscicntiously as possible, and that with
Jehovaly’s written word the Bible in full and prayerful view. (Prov. 3:5,6; Acts 17:2,3,11; 1 John 4:1) If [ was
content to lean on my own understanding, as if pitting my personal vicws against anyonc clse's, my cfforts
would not be so intensely focuscd on rcasoning from the Scriptures and requesting assistance from you brothers.
[ agree that “logically, to enjoy God's hacking, onc must teach only what God reveals in his Word and reject
teachings based on human wisdom or wradition.” (The Watchtower, June 1, 2001 page 14) Rest assured that my
faith in God and His wonderful promises has not subsided. I continue is ILis service.

Respectfully,
Your f; ;. scrvant of Jehovah

= —
Jenscn
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Rﬂ I J ensen

24 Running Deer Road
Phenix City, Alabama 36870

Office: )
Home: T

Watchtower Bible & Tract Society, and
Christian Congregation of Jehovah’s Witnesses
25 Cotumbia Heights

Brooklvn, New York 11201

January 10, 2003

Re: Request to resign
Decar Brothers,

By now you know this letter is about my resignation as an elder. This letter gets straight to the
point because I think you brothers want to understand my request to resign and hopefully this will help
avoid other men from feeling the hurt, disappointment and exasperation I have been made to experience.
My request and reasons for it intend no disrespect.

Starting in February 1998 1 expressed specific and important questions to you brothers about
important aspects of what we teach on blood. After a few letters my correspondence dated March 1, 2000
explained in painstaking detail why my questions had not been soundly answered. In spite of this letter
and future pleas begging for help and answers to important questions neither was forthcoming beyond
mere recognition by sentences like “Each time this matter comes up for review by the “slave” class,
taking pertinent factors into consideration, including those discussed in your letters, the basic conclusion
has been the same, that accepting a transfusion of whole blood, or of its four recognized primary
components—red cells, white cells, platelets, or whole plasma—would be contrary to scripture.” Replies
like this from you brothers do not answer important requests for detailed and sound scriptural reasons for
what we teach, nor does saying that some feel one way and others feel differently provide a biblical
answer for imposing what we do. Statements such as that only say what 1 already know, that we teach
what we teach, that our stance is what our stance is. I know what our religious position is. My questions
have asked for sound biblical reasons for important details of what we teach and impose. Alluding to
pertinent factors without identification and logical construction of those factors to a sound conclusion is
no answer,

Given the time, attention and patience I have afforded this subject and you brothers, the inherent
importance of the subject, and my sincere and pleading expression of need on the subject, being given no
better replies until now has simply exasperated me on this very important subject, one that has often had
life sacrificing consequences. Resulting disappointment is something unfamiliar to me given the source,
but this only intensifies the distress.

On top of all this is the ambush I was faced with last winter when people started calling and
writing me about my letters to you brothers. This caused considerable stress for me, and still does. One
day Jehovah will root out whatever or whoever is responsible for this.

There is no way for me to know why things have happened as they have. I only know my
questions and concerns are sincere and were presented honestly and out of loyalty to Jehovah. With one
important exception circumstances now remain the same as when I wrote of my inability to teach without
knowing reasons for answers. The exception is that the continued absence of sound scriptural answers to
questions asked has begun hurting my conscience as an elder since publishers expect us to have reasons
for our answers, and teachers should know the reasons for answers to the same detail they teach them, and
certainly to the extent they impose them. I do not know those reasons on very important and telling
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aspects of our stance on blood though I have sought very hard for them. It is my conviction that today we
should have reasons for answers we teach today. Furthermore, we should have reasons for those answers
to the same detail that we teach and impose them. Otherwise we should wait before we teach those
answers or details. This is waiting on Jehovah. It is inappropriate to ask people to wait for reasons to
answers we are already teaching.'! This circumstance has so seriously affected my health to the point
where I feel I must resign as an elder.

My previous letters go into detail of why my feelings are what they are on the subject of medical
use of donor blood. I will close my letter with two final questions, one of which is drawn from page 30 of
The Watchtower of June 15, 2000 in the paragraph providing the stated reason for why we do not impose
anything regarding some parts from blood. After saying “we cannot say” whether Christians should
accept fractions from parts like platelets or plasma taken from blood, the reason stated is, “The Bible does
not give details, so a Christian must make his own conscientious decision before God.” In line with this
stated reason, the question begging for an answer is, where does the Bible give details on white cells, red
cells, platelets or plasma as independent parts from blood so that we can say what Christians must do
regarding them? What scriptural details exist for those forms of parts from blood that do not exist for
other forms of parts from blood? They are all equally from blood.?

My second question is more basic but perhaps the answer, whatever it is, is more profound in
relation to our stance on blood. Since the Bible speaks of blood representatively of soul, the question is,
how do we reconcile our reasoning on what constitutes soul with our reasoning on what constitutes
blood? Soul has two major components, physical body and breath of life. Together those two major
components constitute soul. Apart neither constitutes soul.’> We teach exactly the opposite about “major”

! Some Bible teachings we cannot exhaustively explairn, but we can nevertheless solidly prove them as biblical to the same detail
we teach them. One example is Jehovah's infiniteness. We cannot fully understand or explain God’s infinity, yet we can teach it
as scriptural because it is explicitly stated in the Bible. (Ps. 90:2; Job 36:26) In cases such as this we have no choice but to wait
on Jehovah for further understanding beyond the basic fact of a matter. But when it is our own deductions and conclusions in
question, and practices thereof, then we cannot reasonably assert that anyone must wait on Jehovah for an explanation. We must
have an explanation for our own deductions and conclusions to the same detail that we teach and practice them. To think or assert
otherwise would be illogicat and unreasonable.

? The following rendition of 1 Corinthians 12:14-26 illustrates this and offers guidance regarding indepentant members.

14 For the blood, indeed, is not one member, but many. ** If the water [of blood) should say: “Because 1 am not
hemoglobin, I am no part of the blood,” it is not for this reason no part of the blood. '® And if the platelets should say:
“Because I am not a white cell, I am no part of the blood,” it is not for this reason no part of the blood. " If the whole
blood were white cells, where would the platelets be? If it were all platelets, where would the protein factors be? ¥ But
now God has set the members in the blood, each one of them, just as he Pleased. 19 If they were all one member, where
would the blood be? 2° But now they are many members, yet one blood. 2! The white cells cannot say to the hemoglobin:
“T have no need of you™; or, again, the red cells [cannot say] to the water: “I have no need of YOU.”  But much rather is
it the case that the members of the blood which seem to be weaker are necessary, 2 and the parts of the blood which we
think to be less honorable, these we surround with more abundant honor, and so blood’s unseemly parts have the more
abundant comeliness, 2! whereas blood’s comely parts do not need anything. Nevertheless, God compounded the blood,
giving honor more abundant to the part which had a lack, * so that there should be no division in the blood, but that its
members should have the same care for one another. % And if one member suffers, all the other members suffer with it;
or if a member is glorified, all the other members rejoice with it.

Just as a fleshly body consists of members functioning together to make a body, so too blood consists of members that function
together to make blood. The rendering above therefore demonstrates how no member of blood equals blood just as no member of
the body equals a body. Verse 19 even asks the question, “If they were all one member, where would the blood be?” In view of
verse 14 the answer is, if there was only one of the many necessary members then there would be no body, or in this case no
blood. There would be only an independent member, not a body, or blood in this case. Just as each member of the body is
necessary to the functioning of the body as Jehovah intended likewise each member of blood is necessary for blood to be what it
is. Just as with the body, no matter the size or distinction of members of blood, all of them are just as much part of the blood as

every other part.

3 Page 72 of our book You Can Live Forever In Paradise On Earth says, ‘“Notice, however, that the Bible does not say that God
gave man a soul. Rather, it says that after God started man breathing “the man came to be a living soul.” So the man was a soul,
just as a man who becomes a doctor is a doctor. (1 Corinthians 15:45) The “dust from the ground,” from which the physical body
is formed, is not the soul. Nor does the Bible say that the “breath of life” is the soul. Rather, the Bible shows that the putting
together of these two things is what resulted in ‘man's becoming a living soul. ™ (Underlining added)—See also the article Soul
in Insight on the Scriptures Volume 2, pages 1005 and 1006
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components of blood. In effect we teach that “major” components of blood are blood even when they are
apart from or independent of whole blood. How do we reconcile these two contrasting lines of thought as
logical, and more importantly as biblical? This quandary goes to the very heart of one of my first
questions—scripturally, what is blood?

It is imperative to maintain a tender yet not oversensitive conscience as we go about living up to
our dedication and loyalty to Jehovah. In the future it might be possible that I again serve as an appointed
elder, only time will tell. The choice to resign is not something I want. It is something I feel compelled to
do in consideration of my health and after much careful and prayerful thought. The decision was a very
difficult one, and it intends no disrespect to you brothers. Thankfully my devotion to Jehovah and faith in
His wonderful promises has not subsided or been sidetracked in all this. In fact it is that devotion and the
strength I gain from it that leads me to this hard decision to request that you let me resign as an appointed
elder. I hope you brothers understand my dilemma and that my action stems from this brother’s Bible
trained conscience.

Respectfully,
Your fellow servant of Jehovah

ensen
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