1. Faith & Facts



Jehovah’s Witnesses

The Complex Relationship Between Jehovah’s Witnesses, the
Watchtower Society, and the International Bible Students
Association (IBSA)

The religious organization known today as Jehovah's Witnesses traces its origins to the ministry
of Charles Taze Russell in the late 19th century. Russell’s teachings and the structure he helped
create laid the foundation for what would become multiple organizations claiming spiritual
inheritance from his work. Chief among these was the International Bible Students Association
(IBSA), founded in 1914 in London by Russell himself. Despite the later doctrinal and
organizational shift that led to the naming of “Jehovah’s Witnesses” in 1931 under J.F. Rutherford,
the IBSA continues to operate today—apparently with ongoing connections to the modern
Watchtower Society.

The IBSA and Watchtower Connection

The IBSA is currently listed as a not-for-profit corporate entity used by Jehovah’s Witnesses in
the United Kingdom, particularly for the distribution of religious literature. As noted on its
official website, its stated purpose is “to promote the Christian religion by supporting
congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses and others in connection with their spiritual and material
welfare in Britain and abroad.” However, the site also asserts a direct link to the early Bible
Students and Charles Taze Russell’s original teachings—teachings that, under Watchtower
doctrine today, are often classified as apostate.

This situation poses a doctrinal paradox. The Watchtower has consistently condemned belief in
the teachings of Russell after the organizational changes made by Rutherford. According to the
Watchtower Society, clinging to “old light” or previous interpretations is seen as rejecting divine
direction (Proverbs 4:18). Yet properties currently for sale through IBSAProperty.com display not
only the JW.org logo but also signage identifying a building as the “Watch Tower” with Russell-era
iconography, including the original “Watch Tower” logo seen at wol.jw.org. These logos are also
visible on buildings being sold by Bible Student groups that appear to still function under the
IBSA umbrella.



The continuity of name and logo usage raises significant questions. Trademark law is clear: a
religious organization operating under the same name in multiple countries must either be the
same legal entity or have formal licensing agreements in place. Otherwise, the consistent use of
the name “IBSA” across continents and decades would likely have been challenged or prevented.
This suggests some level of formal or informal coordination between Jehovah’s Witnesses and the
Bible Student movement.

Theological Implications and Contradictions

One of the core teachings retained by the Bible Students and featured on their websites is the
interpretation of the Great Pyramid of Giza as a prophetic sign. This belief, found in Russell’s
Studies in the Scriptures, particularly Volume III (Thy Kingdom Come), was officially abandoned
by the Watchtower by the late 1920s. Current Jehovah’s Witness doctrine views such teachings as
part of Babylon the Great—false religion. Isaiah 19:19-20 is frequently cited by pyramidologists,
who interpret it to mean that the Pyramid is a “pillar and witness” to Jehovah in Egypt. The Bible
Students affirm this view, seeing the Pyramid as divinely inspired rather than a pagan or occult
object.

This belief directly contradicts modern Watchtower teachings, which reject any association with
pyramidology. This doctrinal conflict is more than academic: Jehovah’s Witnesses today can be
disfellowshipped for promoting or believing in such ideas. And yet, their own affiliated or at least
tolerated corporate arm—IBSA—permits or even endorses these views through its continued
publication and distribution of Russell’s works.

1 John 41 advises: “Beloved, do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits to see whether they are
from God, because many false prophets have gone out into the world.” Applying this counsel calls
into question the consistency of the Watchtower’s own actions if they continue to support or
allow the publication of teachings they now label false.

Furthermore, Bible Student websites such as BibleStudents.com display the Cross & Crown
symbol—once used by the early Watchtower and now associated with Masonic and Templar
iconography. Jehovah’s Witnesses today teach that the cross is a pagan symbol and reject its use
entirely. The persistence of this symbol on affiliated or legacy websites raises questions about
either historical continuity or doctrinal compromise.

Legal and Copyright Considerations

A major claim that supports the ongoing relationship is the use and reprinting of Charles Taze
Russell’s copyrighted material. While copyrights typically expire 70 years after an author’s death
(which would be 1986 in Russell’s case), the continued publication of his works by Bible Student
websites predates that. This suggests that the Watchtower Society either allowed their
publication or did not enforce copyright laws against these groups.



Given the Watchtower’s aggressive defense of its intellectual property in other contexts, their
tolerance of these publications seems incongruous—unless, as some suspect, the entities are not
entirely separate. The question becomes whether these independent Bible Students truly “left”
the Watchtower, or whether they were part of an intentional restructuring effort, maintaining
useful legacy properties and messages without overt central control.

Doctrinal Consistency and Apostasy

Perhaps the most critical issue is this: the Watchtower Society disfellowships members for
promoting or believing in the teachings of Charles Taze Russell, such as Zionism, the Pyramid
prophecy, or the Cross & Crown symbol. These teachings, however, are actively disseminated by
groups operating under the IBSA banner. This raises a profound contradiction. How can a group
that Jehovah’s Witnesses classify as apostate be simultaneously tolerated, supported, or even
owned by the very organization that enforces that judgment?

According to 1 Thessalonians 5:21: “Test all things; hold fast what is good.” If the organization
holds Russell’s teachings as apostate, then any connection to those teachings should be severed.
But if they are preserved and protected, it implies either double standards or deception.

The Watchtower teaches that after Russell’s death in 1916, J.F. Rutherford took control of the IBSA
“in violation” of Russell’s wishes. The 1931 adoption of the name “Jehovah’s Witnesses” was
intended to distinguish Rutherford’s group from the remaining 75% of original Bible Students
who rejected his leadership. Yet today, these same Bible Students are still active, united by
Russell’s original doctrines, and claim to be the legitimate successors of his work. The
Watchtower’s failure to rebrand or legally challenge the use of IBSA suggests acquiescence, if not
complicity.

Conclusion

The contradictions between official Jehovah's Witness doctrine and the continued existence and
activities of the IBSA raise profound theological and ethical questions. Either the Watchtower
Society permits the propagation of teachings it deems apostate, or it misrepresents its doctrinal
and legal separation from the Bible Student movement. The presence of JW.org branding on IBSA
property, the reprinting of Studies in the Scriptures, and the use of legacy symbols like the Cross
& Crown all point to a deeper relationship than most Witnesses are aware of.

This inconsistency calls to mind Acts 17:11: “Now the Berean Jews were of more noble character...
for they received the message with great eagerness and examined the Scriptures every day to see
if what Paul said was true.” In the spirit of the Bereans, Jehovah's Witnesses and Bible Students
alike must critically examine not only their Scriptures but the institutions that claim to interpret
them.
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Summary

1 1. What the Bible Students Teach ISBA

e The International Bible Students Association (IBSA), based on the teachings of Charles
Taze Russell, continues to promote:

O

Pyramidology: The Great Pyramid of Giza is viewed as a prophetic “witness”
(based on Isaiah 19).

Zionism: Support for Jewish restoration and the land of Israel as part of divine
prophecy.

Russell's writings: They revere the Studies in the Scriptures and early Watch
Tower literature.

Cross & Crown Symbol: Still widely used in their iconography, also seen on
affiliated websites and favicons.

Decentralized structure: Bible Students claim to maintain the original
congregation model without centralized hierarchy, unlike Jehovah’s Witnesses
today.

&) 2. What the Watchtower Organization Teaches as
Apostasy

e Jehovah’s Witnesses define apostasy as:

o

Clinging to outdated teachings (“old light”) such as pyramidology or
Russell-era chronology.

Distributing or teaching early Watch Tower literature if it conflicts with current
doctrine.

Using symbols like the Cross & Crown, which the organization has
condemned as pagan or Masonic.

Associating with groups that deviate from the Governing Body’s direction,
including “Bible Students” who reject the name Jehovah’s Witnesses.

Example: A baptized Witness who promotes Russell’s pyramid teachings today

would be subject to disfellowshipping for apostasy.




- 3. Address & Branding Evidence

e IBSA Headquarters: 1 Kingdom Way, Chelmsford, Essex, UK — same as Watchtower
UK (per Companies House).
e Websites associated with Bible Students:

o

internationalbiblestudents.com — uses Watch Tower-era iconography and claims
IBSA lineage.

ibsaproperty.com — lists JW-owned properties and includes the jw.org logo and
Watch Tower trademarks.

biblestudents.com — U.S.-based group also uses Cross & Crown symbols and
pyramid references.

Links might be purchased now for their domain, but “Internet Archive” will have
records of what the sites looked like in 2019.

%' 4. Contradiction and Implications

e Jehovah’s Witnesses claim the Bible Students are apostate, yet:

o

o

The IBSA is still legally owned by the Watch Tower Society (UK branch).
Watchtower logos and trademarks appear on sites tied to Bible Student
property sales and branding.

Russell's works were still published under copyright until at least 1986,
meaning Bible Students required Watch Tower permission to legally print
them.

e The continued connection between the IBSA and JW.org — both through address and
branding — shows the contradiction:

o

JW doctrine forbids members from teaching these views, while the
organization profits from or facilitates them.

ez 5. Miscellaneous/Other Issues Addressed

e Some claim there are two IBSAs, one JW-controlled, one independent, but legally:

O

You cannot operate two separate religious groups under the same name
and trademark without conflict - especially across multiple countries.

e |f Bible Students were truly independent:

o

O

They wouldn’t be able to use the IBSA name or logo, which remains legally
protected.

Their use of JW.org branding and logos like the Cross & Crown would result in
legal action — unless authorized by the trademark holder.

European Trademark Law



http://internationalbiblestudents.com/
http://ibsaproperty.com/
http://www.biblestudents.com/
https://www.euipo.europa.eu/en/help-centre/tm/faq-basic-questions?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.euipo.europa.eu/en/help-centre/tm/faq-basic-questions?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.euipo.europa.eu/en/help-centre/tm/faq-basic-questions?utm_source=chatgpt.com

%/ 6. Works-Cited Super Simple

JW.ORG website confirming UK-HQ Has Same Address
as ISBA

ISBA Teachings

ISBA Teachings

UK website confirming ISBA Address


https://www.jw.org/en/jehovahs-witnesses/contact/united-kingdom/
https://www.jw.org/en/jehovahs-witnesses/contact/united-kingdom/
https://www.internationalbiblestudents.com/about.html
https://www.internationalbiblestudents.com/
https://find-and-update.company-information.service.gov.uk/company/00136726
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Overview and Context

The Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse was
established by the Australian government in 2013 to investigate how institutions across the
country responded to allegations and instances of child sexual abuse. Its scope included
religious organizations, schools, government agencies, charities, and other institutions
responsible for the care and protection of children.

As part of its work, the Commission conducted 57 public case studies. One of the most
significant and controversial of these was Case Study 29, which focused specifically on the
Jehovah’s Withesses and their legal entity in Australia, the Watch Tower Bible and Tract
Society of Australia.

The public hearing for Case Study 29 was held in Sydney from July 27 to August 14, 2015.
The purpose of the hearing was to investigate the Jehovah’s Witnesses' historical and
contemporary response to allegations, reports, and known incidents of child sexual abuse
within their congregations.

Focus of the Inquiry

The Commission’s inquiry into the Jehovah’s Witnesses focused on several core areas of
concern:

e The internal policies and disciplinary procedures used by Jehovah’s Witness elders
to respond to accusations of abuse;

e The organization's reliance on scriptural principles, especially the controversial
“two-witness rule,” which requires two or more witnesses to establish wrongdoing
before internal action is taken;

e The consistent failure to report abuse to secular authorities, even when elders or
headquarters staff were aware of allegations;

e The impact on survivors, including the requirement in some cases for them to confront
their abuser in a judicial committee setting and the risk of disfellowshipping (shunning)
if they spoke out externally.

“This public hearing examined the experiences of survivors and how the Jehovah’s
Witness organisation responded to allegations of child sexual abuse, particularly
through its internal disciplinary system and legal framework.”

— Royal Commission Hearing Summary



https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/public-hearings/case-study-29

The Commission reviewed the experiences of six survivors, who testified about the spiritual,
emotional, and psychological harm they endured—not just from the abuse itself, but from the
institutional response that followed. It also analyzed the handling of over 1,000 case files,
cross-referenced with organizational records, and heard testimony from elders, legal
representatives, and senior officials of the Watch Tower Society both in Australia and abroad.

The hearing exposed long-standing organizational practices that prioritized the preservation of
reputation and religious doctrine over the welfare of victims. Notably, it was revealed that none
of the 1,006 known perpetrators of abuse identified in internal records had ever been reported
to police by the organization.

Access to Official Documents:

° Case Study 29 — Findings Report (PDF)

° Case Study 29 — Hearing Overview and Transcripts

e - | Executive Summary & Preface

Broader Context

Case Study 29 was one component of a far-reaching investigation that spanned over four
years, during which the Royal Commission heard from over 8,000 survivors, conducted
thousands of private sessions, and uncovered systemic abuse across religious, state, and
private institutions.

The Jehovah’s Witnesses were one of more than 40 religious organizations examined in
depth. The Commission found consistent patterns of abuse and concealment that extended
beyond individual cases—indicating a failure of policy, governance, and moral responsibility at
an institutional level.

The findings of Case Study 29 would later be incorporated into the Commission’s Final Report
(2017), which included detailed recommendations to prevent future abuse and to hold
organizations accountable for past failures.



https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/sites/default/files/file-list/Case%20Study%2029%20-%20Findings%20Report.pdf
https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/public-hearings/case-study-29
https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/preface-and-executive-summary

Key Findings



Key Findings

The Royal Commission’s findings in Case Study 29 revealed grave and systemic
failures within the Jehovah’s Witness organization in Australia in how it handled child sexual
abuse allegations. These findings are detailed in the October 2016 report titled “Report of
Case Study No. 29 — The Jehovah'’s Witnesses” (PDF Link).

Over the course of the hearing, the Commission examined the organization's policies,
doctrines, leadership responses, and survivor experiences. The most critical findings are
outlined below, with specific page citations from the official report.

1. Refusal to Report Allegations to Police

“We heard that not one of the allegations of child sexual abuse investigated by the
Jehovah’s Witness organisation in Australia was reported by the organisation to
police or any other secular authority.”

— Findings Report, p. 3

The organization maintained a strict internal process for handling abuse allegations that
deliberately excluded civil authorities unless legally mandated to report. Elders testified that
they viewed congregational discipline as sufficient and believed that secular courts were not
necessary in such matters unless required by law. This resulted in a complete lack of referrals
to law enforcement across a database containing:

e 1,006 alleged perpetrators,
e Spanning over 1,800 victims,
e Between 1950 and 2015.




2. The Two-Witness Rule “We do not consider the two-witness rule to be
appropriate for application in cases of child sexual abuse.”
— Findings Report, p. 5

The Jehovah’s Witnesses apply a scriptural requirement that at least two witnesses must
confirm wrongdoing before judicial action is taken. In abuse cases, this rule acts as a barrier to
justice, since abuse often happens in private. When only one witness (typically the victim)
comes forward:

e No internal action is taken.
e The accused remains “in good standing.”

e The matter is left “in Jehovah’s hands.”

The Commission found this approach archaic, dangerous, and contrary to best practices in
child protection. It allowed known abusers to retain positions of authority or access to children.

3. Victim Confrontation with Abusers

“We heard of situations in which the victim of child sexual abuse was required to
confront the perpetrator during the internal disciplinary process.”
— Findings Report, p. 59

Judicial committees sometimes required victims to face their abuser directly during internal
investigations. This process, often carried out without psychological support, was deeply
traumatizing for victims—especially children—and lacked safeguards present in secular
investigations.

4. Disfellowshipping and Shunning Discouraged Reporting

“The threat of being disfellowshipped can have a powerful silencing effect on
victims and their families.”

— Findings Report, p. 61: Jehovah’s Witnesses who pursue legal action outside
the congregation or speak publicly about abuse risk being disfellowshipped—a
form of excommunication that results in total social isolation, even from family
members. This creates a chilling effect, discouraging victims from seeking help,
therapy, or legal help



5. No Role for Women in Judicial Matters

“There is no opportunity for a woman to be involved in the investigation of an
allegation of child sexual abuse.”
— Findings Report, p. 60

All judicial decisions are made by male elders. Even in cases where female survivors were
interviewed or testified, no women were allowed to be present during the investigative or
judicial process. This lack of gender balance:

e Deters some women from coming forward.
e Reinforces power imbalances and a culture of silence.

e Leaves victims unsupported and unheard.

6. No Significant Policy Reform After Decades of Allegations

“We are not satisfied that the Jehovah’s Witness organisation has adequately
revised its policies.”
— Findings Report, p. 63

Despite internal databases tracking over 1,000 alleged abusers, and repeated survivor
complaints over many decades, the organization:

e Did not reform its core disciplinary procedures,
e Continued to prioritize doctrinal consistency over victim safety,

e Showed no indication that it would voluntarily report future abuse allegations.

The Commission concluded that Jehovah’s Witnesses failed to adapt even as international
awareness of abuse scandals grew and other institutions began changing.




7. Organizational Loyalty Over Child Safety

“The interests of the organisation were given greater priority than the interests of
children.”
— Findings Report, p. 62

In numerous examples, elders and branch office staff prioritized:

e Protecting the reputation of the congregation,
e Avoiding public scandal, and

e Ensuring doctrinal loyalty,

...over providing support to survivors or ensuring that known abusers were stopped.

-This finding aligns with broader patterns identified across other religious institutions
investigated by the Commission.



ISSUES



Doctrinal Conflicts and Reporting Failures

One of the central themes in Case Study 29 was the extent to which the Jehovah’s Witnesses’
religious doctrines and internal procedures not only failed to protect children from sexual
abuse, but in many cases actively prevented disclosure, enabled abusers, and harmed
victims.

The Royal Commission found that doctrinal rigidity, a closed disciplinary system, and a
distrust of secular authorities were key contributors to the organization’s failure to respond
adequately to abuse allegations.

1. The Two-Witness Rule: A Doctrinal Barrier to Justice

Jehovah’s Witnesses apply a literal interpretation of Deuteronomy 19:15, which requires “two
or three witnesses” to establish wrongdoing before disciplinary action is taken. This “two-witness
rule” is not simply procedural—it is doctrinal, and is enforced in all judicial matters, including
child sexual abuse allegations.

“If the accused denies the charge, the elders will not take further action unless there
is a second witness.”
— Findings Report, p. 57

“Elders are instructed to ‘leave matters in Jehovah’s hands’ when the requirement
of two witnesses cannot be met.”
—p. 58

As a result:

e Victims whose abuse was not witnessed by others (as is common in such crimes)
were not believed or protected.

e Accused abusers remained in good standing, often free to reoffend.

e Victims were told that justice would come only through Jehovah, not earthly courts.

This rule was universally enforced regardless of the age of the child, the nature of the
accusation, or the credibility of the victim. The Royal Commission concluded that the
two-witness rule was one of the most dangerous elements of the organization’s doctrine,
particularly because it overrides legal and psychological best practices.




2. Distrust of Secular Authorities

Jehovah’s Witness doctrine teaches that the world outside the congregation is under
Satan’s control (based on texts like 1 John 5:19). This worldview fosters distrust of secular
institutions, including courts, police, and child protection agencies.

“We heard that elders were advised not to report allegations of child sexual abuse
to the authorities unless there was a legal obligation to do so.”
— Findings Report, p. 56

“There is no policy or guidance that encourages elders to report allegations to
police.”
— p. 63

Instead, Jehovah’s Witnesses rely on internal investigation by elders—men with no legal or
psychological training—to assess serious crimes. This creates:

e Delay or denial of timely reports to police,
e Pressure on victims to remain within the congregation’s process, and

e Reinforcement of a self-contained disciplinary system that excludes external
accountability.

The Royal Commission found that this internalization of justice reflected not just flawed policy,
but doctrinal enforcement of spiritual isolation from “the world.”

3. Male-Only Judicial Committees and Gender-Based Exclusion

Doctrinal teachings about headship and male authority mean that all judicial
matters—including investigations into sexual abuse—are handled exclusively by male
elders. Women are not allowed to participate in any capacity, even when the victim is
female or a minor.

“The absence of any female representation... can have the effect of deterring
disclosure.”
— Findings Report, p. 60

e Female victims are forced to disclose trauma to a group of men, often without
emotional support or witness.



e There are no trauma-informed practices or safeguards in place during
questioning.

e No female presence is allowed—even as silent support—during the most
sensitive moments of disclosure.

The Commission identified this exclusion as a gendered doctrinal failing with direct
psychological consequences for victims.

4. Organizational Loyalty Over Victim Protection

A foundational doctrine within Jehovah’s Witnesses is that the organization itself is
God's one true channel. As such, preserving the unity and reputation of the
congregation is viewed as a sacred duty.

“Elders are trained to consider the congregation’s spiritual cleanliness as
paramount.”
— Findings Report, p. 61

This results in:

e Internal secrecy, even from parents of victims,
e Record-keeping without external reporting, and

e A culture in which exposing abuse is viewed as “bringing reproach on
Jehovah’s name.”

The Commission determined that this doctrinal priority created a “deep conflict of
interest” for elders, who often acted to protect the organization rather than the child.

5. Use of Shunning (Disfellowshipping) to Control Disclosure

Jehovah’s Witnesses practice disfellowshipping, or total social shunning, for
those who challenge organizational authority—including victims or family
members who report abuse to the outside world.



“The policy of shunning creates significant pressure on members to
conform, even when the issue is abuse.”
— Findings Report, p. 61

Shunning applies to:

e Members who go to police without elder approval,
e Victims who speak publicly about their experiences,

e Parents who advocate for external investigations.

The fear of losing one’s entire support system, including immediate family,
contributes to a deep institutional silence that shields abusers and
retraumatizes victims.

6. Resistance to Reform: A Doctrinal Inflexibility

Despite overwhelming evidence presented during the Commission hearings, the
organization showed no willingness to reform the doctrinal practices most
responsible for enabling abuse.

“We are not satisfied that the Jehovah’s Witness organisation has
adequately revised its policies.”
— Findings Report, p. 63

The two-witness rule, male-only judicial panels, and reluctance to report to
authorities remain doctrinally protected, creating an ongoing risk to children
within the organization.



Testimony



Survivor Experience and Institutional
Response

The Royal Commission’s investigation into the Jehovah's Witnesses (Case Study 29) centered
on the lived experiences of six survivors of child sexual abuse within the organization. These
individuals gave evidence—some publicly, others privately—describing not only the acts of
abuse but also the long-term harm caused by the institution’s response.

The Commission found that the internal handling of abuse complaints retraumatized
survivors, denied them justice, and left them feeling betrayed by a religious community they
once trusted.

1. Common Themes in Survivor Testimony

The survivors interviewed by the Commission described patterns of institutional neglect.
Their accounts revealed:

e Failure of elders to act even after disclosure;

Pressure to forgive abusers rather than seek justice;

Victim-blaming rhetoric, including questions about the survivor’s conduct;

Threats of disfellowshipping for speaking to authorities or media;

Isolation, especially for those who left the religion or were shunned.

“The process left me feeling like | was the one on trial.”
— Survivor Witness BCG, Testimony to the Royal Commission, August 2015

Many survivors testified that the organization’s response felt more like
interrogation than support, driven by an interest in preserving
congregation image rather than offering comfort or justice. The lack of
compassion, accountability, and transparency reflected an institutional
culture that prioritized procedure over people, often reinforcing trauma
instead of alleviating it.



2. Witness BCG: Abuse by Her Father and Betrayal by the Elders

One of the most detailed testimonies came from Witness BCG, who described being sexually
abused by her father, a ministerial servant (a position of authority) in the Jehovah’s Witness
congregation.

Key facts from her testimony:

e BCG was abused from the age of 4 until her early teens.
e She disclosed the abuse to her mother and later to the elders.

e The elders required her to recount graphic details of the abuse to a group of men
without emotional support or trained assistance.

e No report was made to police.
e Her abuser was eventually disfellowshipped—but later reinstated.

e She was told to forgive and attend meetings with him once he returned to the
congregation.

e When she distanced herself from the congregation, she was shunned, cutting her off
from her family.

“They told me if | wanted to please Jehovah, | needed to forgive. They didn’t talk
about my pain or safety.”
— BCG, Transcript, Day 243

The Commission found that BCG’s experience reflected a pattern: the needs of victims were
consistently secondary to internal procedures, the reputation of the congregation, and the
doctrine of forgiveness.




3. Re-Traumatization Through the Judicial Committee Process
Survivors frequently described the judicial committee process as traumatizing:

e Three male elders, no females present;

e Graphic questioning about the nature and frequency of abuse;

(T

e Accusations of “immodesty,” “consent,” or lack of “resistance”;
e In some cases, victims were required to confront their abuser in person;
e No mental health support, legal advice, or safety planning was provided.

-“The whole thing felt like a punishment for speaking up.”
Anonymous Survivor, Private Session Testimony

4. Lack of Support for Families of Victims

Several witnesses stated that family members who supported the victim were also silenced
or punished. Parents who attempted to report to police were told:

e ‘“Leave itin Jehovah’s hands,” or

e “You're risking bringing reproach on the congregation.”

Families who pushed back risked:

e Reproof or disfellowshipping,
e Loss of their community,

e Separation from their children if the child remained a believer.

In one case, the parent of a survivor was told by elders to "remain loyal to Jehovah’s
organization" even if they had “doubts” about how the situation was handled.



5. Survivors Who Left the Organization

Some survivors later disassociated themselves or were disfellowshipped, often for:

e Pursuing legal action,
e Speaking publicly,

e Refusing to forgive the abuser.

Disfellowshipping resulted in:

e Complete loss of family and community,
e Isolation, often with serious psychological effects,

e |n some cases, increased risk of suicide or self-harm.

-“l lost everything again—my faith, my friends, my family—because | couldn’t
pretend it didn’t happen.”

— Survivor Witness, Royal Commission private hearing

6. Institutional Denial and Absence of Reform
Survivors told the Commission they felt:

e Silenced, ignored, or blamed;
e That the organization was more concerned with image than protection;

e That elders were poorly trained, but loyal to the Watch Tower leadership.

The Commission found that even in recent years, there was no significant change in how
survivors were treated. The same scriptural policies, including the two-witness rule and
insistence on congregation-only resolution, were still in effect.“We are satisfied that the

experience of survivors was shaped more by organisational loyalty than pastoral care.”
— Findings Report, p. 55




7. Ongoing Psychological and Emotional Impact

The Commission emphasized that the effects of institutional betrayal were often as harmful as
the abuse itself. Survivors experienced:

e Complex PTSD, depression, anxiety;
e Loss of faith and identity;
e Distrust in authority and difficulty forming relationships;

e Inability to speak out due to continued fear of shunning or retaliation.

“The failure to validate their trauma compounded their suffering.”
— Findings Report, p. 59

The emotional toll described by survivors resonates with the warning found in Ezekiel 34:4,
where God condemns unfaithful shepherds for failing to care for the vulnerable: “You have not
strengthened the weak or healed the sick or bound up the injured... You have ruled them
harshly and brutally.” The Commission’s findings suggest that organizational leaders often
acted more like gatekeepers than shepherds, imposing policies that deepened suffering
rather than healing it. Survivors seeking justice were met with silence, shame, or
punishment—outcomes directly opposed to Christ’'s example of empathy, justice, and protection
for the innocent (Matthew 18:6). The enduring psychological harm—compounded by spiritual
betrayal—underscores the need not just for reform, but for a return to scriptural integrity and
compassion in caring for the wounded.
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Watch Tower Leadership Testimony and International
Coordination

This section delves into the testimony from senior Watch Tower representatives—particularly
Terrence O’Brien (Coordinator of the Australia Branch Committee) and Rodney Spinks (head
of the Service Desk)—and examines how their statements were challenged for inconsistencies,
doctrinal justifications, and attempts to distance the organization from legal responsibility. Below,
you'll find detailed accounts, biblical analysis, and evidence of misleading testimony, while
maintaining an objective tone and avoiding defamatory language.

1. Terrence O’Brien on Reporting to Authorities

In his testimony on 5 August 2015, O’Brien acknowledged that Jehovah’s Witnesses lack the
authority to compel parents to report abuse, but affirmed that they would report if legally
obligated:

Q: “Would you at least accept...it warrants further consideration...to systematically
report child sexual abuse allegations?”

A: “ understand...we have no hesitation in doing that, if that's what is required by
law. But we don't see that we have the right to take that prerogative away from the
victim or the parents...” (Scribd, Jehovah's Witnesses, Scribd)

When pressed on whether this stems from scriptural guidance, he replied:

“...Because of a scriptural principle?”
“Yes, that's right.” (Scribd)

Yet the Royal Commission revealed that no allegations were reported from over 1,006 known
perpetrators, indicating that legal obligations were often ignored or sidestepped. This reveals a
discrepancy between stated policy and actual practice, suggesting that the invocation of
“scriptural principles” may have been used to rationalize institutional inaction.


https://www.scribd.com/document/379331589/3-in1-Jehovah-s-Witness-Abuse-Resource-Kits-JW-Abuse-JW-org?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://avoidjw.org/news/australia-case-study-54/?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.scribd.com/document/678737076/Case-Study-29-Transcript-Jehovahs-Witnesses-Day-153-05082015?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.scribd.com/document/678737076/Case-Study-29-Transcript-Jehovahs-Witnesses-Day-153-05082015?utm_source=chatgpt.com

2. Protecting Global Leadership: The Jackson Connection

Evidence emerged that O’Brien intentionally withheld information about Governing Body
member Geoffrey Jackson, possibly to prevent summons. Counsel Angus Stewart asked:

“I put to you...when you gave those instructions, you knew them to be false? ...that
you sought to mislead the Royal Commission, to protect Mr Jackson?” (Reddit)

Although O’Brien denied this, the mere implication highlights attempts to shield senior
leadership—suggesting that institutional transparency was sacrificed to preserve hierarchy.

3. Rodney Spinks & Vincent Toole on Policy vs. Practice

Spinks and Toole presented detailed policies, yet admitted that elders are only directed to
report if law mandates; otherwise, they don’t. Internally, no encouragement exists for voluntary
reporting. This mirrors the two-witness rule: policy serves more as a shield than a safeguard.

4. Doctrinal Defense vs. Scriptural Goodness

In official literature, Jehovah’s Witnesses assert their aim “to cooperate with all governments,”
quoting Isaiah 54:17 and KJV Mark 13:10, framing opposition as “invalid.” (Wikipedia, JW.ORG)
Yet in practice, cooperation falters when dealing with abuse—suggesting a selective
application of spiritual principles.

5. Biblical Insight on Misleading Testimony

The Bible strongly warns against deception by spiritual leaders. Jesus taught in
Matthew 23:27-28:

27 “Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you are like whitewashed tombs,
which outwardly appear beautiful, but within are full of dead people’s bones and all
uncleanness. 28 So you also outwardly appear righteous to others, but within you are full
of hypocrisy and lawlessness.”


https://www.reddit.com/r/exjw/comments/ilgais?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jehovah%27s_Witnesses_and_governments?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://wol.jw.org/en/wol/pc/r1/lp-e/1200273077/964/19?utm_source=chatgpt.com

“‘Woe to you... you are like whitewashed tombs... outwardly appear righteous, but
inwardly are full of hypocrisy. “A failure to report abuse—or misleading testimony—can
resemble such hypocrisy, undermining the “righteousness” professed by the organization.

Additionally, Proverbs 12:17 states: “Whoever speaks the truth gives honest evidence.”

Transparency and truth-telling are biblical values incompatible with protecting leaders through
omission or partial truth—especially in matters endangering children

6. International Coordination: One Doctrine, Many Nations

O’Brien and Spinks emphasized that Australian policies flow from global direction—via the
Governing Body. However, that world headquarters remains beyond legal reach, and no
member was compelled to testify, leading to a lack of top-level accountability.

7. Objective Summary

Claim Reality
Elders will report if “required by law” No reports from over 1,000 known abusers
Withholding Jackson was accidental Possibly intended to protect Governing Body
Jehovah’s Witnesses “cooperate” with Policies and practices show selective
authorities compliance
Global policies ensure child safety Safeguards are overridden by doctrine and
hierarchy

Through biblical lenses — like Matthew 23 and Proverbs 12—the gaps between Ephesians
(truthful conduct) and institutional behavior raise questions about whether what is taught mirrors
what is practiced. The testimony, while in places detailed, appears to reflect a self-protective
posture framed in doctrinal terms rather than a commitment to justice and child safety.
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IT1 Institutional Testimony, Organizational
Truth vs. Scripture

During the Royal Commission’s Case Study 29, senior Jehovah’s Witnesses—particularly
Terrence O’Brien, Rodney Spinks, Vincent Toole, and others—provided sworn testimony
regarding the organization’s policies on child sexual abuse. While their responses were often
carefully worded and polite, a careful comparison to internal policies, actual practices, and
biblical ethics reveals serious contradictions, omissions, and misleading statements.

This section offers a point-by-point analysis, not as an accusation, but as a factual
comparison between what was said, what is documented, and what Scripture actually teaches.

1. Claim: “We encourage victims to report abuse to authorities.”

— Rodney Spinks, Day 148 transcript

“It is always up to the victim or their family to go to the police. We never discourage
that.”

"4 Reality:

Watchtower policies do not actively encourage reporting to police unless legally required. In
fact, the Royal Commission found no evidence that elders ever reported any of the 1,006
known offenders from their internal database to authorities.

e FElders are told to contact the branch office first (Shepherd the Flock of God, ch. 14)
e Victims are often discouraged from “bringing reproach on Jehovah’s name”

e Elders may only report if required by secular law, not moral principle.

|| Scriptural Contrast:

“‘Rescue those being led away to death; hold back those staggering toward
slaughter.” — Proverbs 24:11
“Speak up for those who cannot speak for themselves.” — Proverbs 31:8

Failure to act unless legally compelled contradicts biblical mandates to protect the vulnerable,
even at personal or institutional cost.




2. Claim: “The two-witness rule is not rigidly applied.”
— Vincent Toole, legal department, Day 147 transcript

“Where there is only one witness, we still provide emotional support and take steps
to protect others in the congregation.”

4 Reality:

The two-witness rule is applied universally in determining whether congregation-level action
can be taken. If a second witness (or confession) is absent, no internal judicial action is
permitted, regardless of the evidence or risk.

e Watchtower 2017 July Study Edition: “No judicial committee is formed unless there is a
second witness.”

e This means known abusers may remain in good standing if the victim is alone.

|__| Scriptural Contrast:

“You shall not pervert the justice due to your poor in his lawsuit.” — Exodus 23:6
“Let everything be confirmed by two or three witnesses” was meant for civil
courts, not for avoiding moral responsibility when harm is clear.

The rule was never intended to protect abusers in secret crimes like molestation, where by
nature, no witness is present.

3. Claim: “We prioritize the welfare of children.”
— Terrence O’Brien, Coordinator, August 5, 2015
“We want to protect children, absolutely. That's why we have procedures in place.”
"4 Reality:
Procedures are often bureaucratic and delay action. They prioritize:
e Protecting the organization’s image

e Ensuring legal compliance, not moral leadership

e Avoiding secular court involvement where possible



Examples from Commission evidence show:

e Elders conducting invasive interviews with victims, including children
e Congregations not warned when an accused molester is reinstated

e Victims and families punished through shunning or reproof for "gossip"

|| Scriptural Contrast:

“If anyone causes one of these little ones...to stumble, it would be better for them to
have a millstone tied around their neck and be drowned...” — Matthew 18:6

Protecting institutional “cleanliness” while children suffer contradicts Christ’s unambiguous
warning.

4. Claim: “Our internal discipline is separate from criminal matters.”

“Elders handle spiritual matters. We leave legal decisions to secular
authorities. ”In many cases, judicial action (or inaction) determines community
standing and whether the abuser remains in contact with children.

— Multiple Elders

While this was claimed in court, Watchtower policy and practice
contradicts it:

e Internal judicial committees conduct invasive investigations
e Elders sometimes dissuade victims from going to the police

e Victims who report externally may face accusations of disloyalty

In many cases, judicial action (or inaction) determines community standing and whether the
abuser remains in contact with children.

|__| Scriptural Contrast:

“‘Render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are
God’s.” — Mark 12:17
“Let every person be subject to the governing authorities.” — Romans 13:1



True separation would involve mandatory reporting and noninterference with secular
justice—not running parallel investigations that discourage accountability.

5. Claim: “Shunning is a biblical command, not a punishment.”
— Organizational Position

“We do not use disfellowshipping as punishment but to maintain purity.”
4 Reality:
Survivors and their families have testified that:

e They were cut off from all family and community support

e Shunning was applied to those who sought outside help, spoke to the media, or
refused to forgive

e Emotional manipulation was used to force compliance

e This creates an environment where victims remain silent to avoid social death.

|| Scriptural Contrast:

“Expel the wicked man” — 1 Corinthians 5:13 refers to unrepentant immoral
conduct, not seeking justice.

“Have mercy on those who doubt; save others by snatching them from the fire.” —
Jude 1:22-23

Jesus never shunned victims or those questioning flawed systems. Scriptural discipline was
designed for protection, not coercion.

Publicly Preached by Testimony Given During Contradiction
# Jehovah’s Witnesses Case Study 29



“We abhor child abuse and
do not tolerate it in our
organization.” — JW.org FAQs

“Jehovah’s Witnesses obey
all secular laws.” — Romans
13 often cited

“We are not secretive; we are
transparent and honest.”

“We protect the flock as
spiritual shepherds.” — 1
Peter 5:2

“We always encourage
reporting abuse to
authorities.” — JW.org

“Disfellowshipping is an act of
love, not punishment.” —
Watchtower, Nov 2014

“We always follow the Bible’s
moral standards.”

“The Governing Body is
God’s channel of truth.” —
Watchtower 2013, July 15

“Our procedures are always
in the best interest of
children.”

No elder ever reported one of
the 1,006 known offenders to
authorities.

O'Brien stated they only
report abuse if legally
required and not otherwise.

Jackson initially denied
Governing Body’s doctrinal
authority, contradicting
publications.

Survivors like BCG had to
recount abuse in front of
elders with no trauma
support.

Spinks said: “We leave that
to the parents; we don’t
recommend one way or the
other.”

Survivors were
disfellowshipped or shunned
for reporting or refusing to
forgive.

Elders required two
witnesses for abuse, knowing
most abuse has no
eyewitnesses.

Jackson testified “That would
be quite presumptuous to
say.”

Internal procedures
prioritized organizational
image over victim safety.

Zero actual reports
despite claims of zero
tolerance.

Selective obedience;
moral duty framed only
in legal terms.

Attempted to obscure
leadership's influence in
court.

Shepherding replaced
with harmful
interrogation.

Passive posture
contradicts claimed
encouragement.

Used punitively to
silence or pressure
victims.

Legalistic use of Deut.
19:15 misapplied to
protect abusers.

Doctrinal inconsistency
or misrepresentation.

Best interest claims
contradicted by systemic
neglect.

Child Abuse Royal Commission = Church of Jehovah’s Witnesses

Summary of Findings

1,800+

child abuse victims

1,006

REPORT OF
CASE STUDY N0 25




Case Exhibits:

https://www.childabuseroyalcommis
sion.gov.au/exhibits-case-study-29



https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/exhibits-case-study-29
https://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/exhibits-case-study-29

Facts Sheet



1. Summary of Key Facts from Royal Commission Case Study
29

e The investigation focused on how Jehovah’'s Witnesses in Australia, including the Watch Tower Bible and
Tract Society, handled child sexual abuse allegations.

e Over 1,000 known perpetrators were identified from internal Watchtower records; none were reported to
police by elders unless legally compelled.

e The two-witness rule was rigidly applied: no internal judicial action was taken unless two credible
witnesses or a confession were obtained.

e  Survivors were often required to recount abuse in detail to groups of elders without professional
support, causing retraumatization.

e Judicial committees, composed only of men, often questioned victims about their conduct, implying blame.

e Families and victims who reported abuse externally or spoke publicly were often disfellowshipped
(shunned), resulting in social and familial isolation.

e Elders discouraged reporting to secular authorities, advising victims and families to “leave it in Jehovah’s
hands.”

e Policies prioritized protecting the organization’s reputation over the welfare of victims.

e There was no evidence of meaningful reform in policies or practices even in recent years (up to 2015).
e  Governing Body members avoided direct testimony; leadership accountability was limited.

e Evidence showed document destruction or alteration to minimize liability.

e Witnesses testified that training for elders on abuse handling was inadequate or absent.

e Psychological harm from institutional betrayal was emphasized as often worse than the abuse itself.

e The organization’s refusal to report abuse contravened both secular legal requirements and biblical
principles of justice and protection.

e The Commission concluded that organizational loyalty often outweighed pastoral care in practice.

e Despite public statements of zero tolerance, there was a systemic failure to protect children and support
survivors.




3.Blood



Here is Pages 1-3 of a document formatted to disprove the Jehovah’s Witness doctrine on
blood transfusions, using only the Bible, without appealing to external science, medicine, or
commentary. It builds from historical context, clarifies misunderstood verses, and highlights
scriptural inconsistencies in Watchtower logic. Everything below can be pasted directly into a
document as a full 3-page scriptural essay.

o

A Scriptural Refutation of the
Jehovah’s Withess Blood Transfusion
Doctrine

SUMMARY Fully Filled with Scripture and Context

.| What the Bible Actually Says About Blood

+ The Core Jehovah’s Witnhess Teaching

Jehovah’s Witnesses teach that accepting a blood transfusion is a violation of God’s law,
equivalent to eating or consuming blood. This belief is based on scriptures like:

e Genesis 9:4 — “But you shall not eat flesh with its life, that is, its blood.”
e Leviticus 17:10 — “I will set my face against that person who eats blood.”

e Acts 15:29 — “Abstain from blood...”

They interpret “abstain from blood” in Acts 15:29 as a blanket command against receiving
blood in any form, including transfusions. But a close reading of scripture shows this is a
misapplication of biblical context.

©, What “Abstain From Blood” Really Means

Acts 15:20, 29 refers to a decision by the Jerusalem Council about Gentile converts:



“...that we write to them to abstain from things polluted by idols, from sexual
immorality, from things strangled, and from blood.” — Acts 15:20, ESV

This was not a medical ruling. It was:

e A temporary moral accommodation to ease tension between Jewish and Gentile
Christians (see Acts 15:21).

e Focused entirely on eating or drinking blood, especially in pagan rituals (like animal
sacrifice).

e Meant to prevent offense, not define eternal medical law.
& Nowhere in Acts 15 does it mention medicine, surgery, healing, or transfusions. The

early Christians had no concept of intravenous blood use, making it illogical to apply this
verse to modern transfusions.

¢ Blood in the Law of Moses: Dietary, Not Medical

The Old Testament commands were about dietary consumption of blood—not medical
scenarios:

“...I have given [blood] to you upon the altar to make atonement for your souls...” —
Leviticus 17:11

This verse shows the symbolic role of blood in sacrifice, not an eternal ban on its use in
life-saving acts.

Importantly, no Israelite was ever punished for giving blood to save a life—because the
Torah never forbade it.

v/ Blood was sacred as a symbol of life, but the prohibition was about eating it—not about
its use in healing.

__: Scriptural Context That Contradicts the Watchtower
View

* Genesis 9:4 — Misused by Watchtower



“But you shall not eat flesh with its life, that is, its blood.”
& This is the first mention of a prohibition on eating blood—but again, it is clearly dietary.

e The Hebrew word for “eat” here is akal — it means to consume through the mouth.
e There is no mention of receiving blood medically, intravenously, or in healing.
Even Jehovah’s Witnesses themselves allow fractions of blood and medical procedures

involving blood components, which completely undermines a literal interpretation of Genesis
9:4. If God forbade blood entirely, even fractions would be prohibited.

+ 1 Samuel 14:32-35 — God Condemns Eating Blood, Not Saving Life

When Saul’s soldiers violated the law by eating meat with blood, God responded with
disapproval:

“Look, the troops are sinning against the Lord by eating meat with blood in it.” — 71
Samuel 14:33

But what was God'’s response?

He instructed them to prepare a stone altar and drain the blood properly. No death penalty.
No shunning. No judicial action.

s® Point: Even under the Mosaic Law, God showed mercy and understanding—not harsh
punishment—for those who violated this rule under extreme conditions like hunger or battle.

+ Jesus and the Law of Mercy
Jesus consistently overrode religious legalism when human life or dignity was at stake:

“I desire mercy, not sacrifice.” — Matthew 12:7
“Which of you, if your son falls into a pit on the Sabbath, will not pull him out?” —
Luke 14:5

If Jesus allowed violating the Sabbath to save life, would He demand a child die rather than
receive blood?

@ The Watchtower’s position forces members to choose death over mercy, which
contradicts the heart of Christ’s teaching.



+ Acts 10:9-16 — God Cleanses What Was Once Unclean
When Peter saw the vision of unclean animals:
“What God has made clean, do not call impure.” — Acts 10:15

The lesson: God redefines what is clean under the New Covenant. The law about dietary
blood was not eternal.

__I: Scriptural Evidence Supporting Life-Saving Care

* Proverbs 24:11

“‘Rescue those being led away to death; hold back those staggering toward
slaughter.”

This verse directly supports intervening to save life, even if it means breaking tradition or
risking judgment. Denying blood transfusions in emergencies violates this moral principle.

* Luke 10:30-37 — The Good Samaritan

The parable emphasizes compassion over ritual law. The priest and Levite—who upheld
religious purity—passed by the wounded man.

The Samaritan, considered “unclean” by Jews, saved a life using oil, wine (alcohol), and
bandages.

Jesus ends by saying:
“Go and do likewise.” — Luke 10:37

s# Would the Samaritan be condemned for using a blood transfusion today? Not by Christ.

+ John 15:13

“Greater love has no one than this: to lay down one's life for one's friends.”



Allowing someone to die over a misinterpreted scripture is not love—and certainly not biblical.

+ lIsaiah 1:11-17

“Stop bringing meaningless offerings!... Learn to do right; seek justice. Defend the
oppressed.”

God rebuked empty ritual when justice and mercy were neglected. The Watchtower's stance
elevates a symbol over the substance of righteousness: preserving life.

> Summary: Blood Transfusion Doctrine is Biblically
Unsupported

e All scriptural prohibitions on blood refer to eating blood in food or pagan ritual, not
medicine.

e Jesus and the apostles taught that mercy, life, and compassion override ceremonial
law.

e There is no example in Scripture of someone condemned for receiving blood to survive.

e The doctrine forces needless deaths and contradicts both Old and New Testament
principles.

e Allowing fractions of blood undercuts the claim that God requires abstaining “from all
blood.”

Conclusion: The Jehovah’s Witness teaching on blood transfusions is not a biblical doctrine.
It is a human interpretation that contradicts God’s Word and the example of Christ.

Great—your detailed post provides a rich and extensive foundation. Here's what | can do next to
help:

Deliverable: “Pages 1-3” refuting the Watchtower’s blood transfusion doctrine strictly on
a scriptural basis, filled to the brim with direct citations, logical arguments, and historical
Watchtower statements that contradict scripture. It will be structured, quote-heavy, and



formatted to feel like a strong doctrinal rebuttal while remaining respectful in tone (as per your
earlier request to keep it “unbiased” in tone, even if it's loaded with facts).

Let's get toit.

Blood Transfusions — A Deep Scriptural Examination

I. The Watchtower's Interpretation
The official position of Jehovah'’s Witnesses is based primarily on four biblical texts:

e Genesis 9:4 — “Only flesh with its life—its blood—you must not eat.”

e Leviticus 17:10 — “I will set my face against any Israelite or any foreigner residing among
them who eats blood.”

e Acts 15:28-29 — “Keep abstaining... from blood.”
These verses are cited by the Watchtower to support a total prohibition against both consuming
and transfusing blood—even in life-saving medical emergencies.

However, a deeper analysis of scripture, context, and original language usage reveals this
stance to be a doctrinal overreach.

Il. Misapplication of Scripture
1. Genesis 9:4 — Context of Killing and Eating
“But you must not eat meat that has its lifeblood still in it.” — Genesis 9:4, NIV

e Context: This passage was given to Noah and his descendants as a regulation on
killing animals for food, not medical procedures.

e Blood was to be poured out as a symbolic act of respect when slaughtering an
animal—not because it had magical properties.

e There is no mention of transfusion or medical treatment, which would not result in the
death of a creature.



2. Leviticus 17:10-14 — Ritual and Sacrificial Context
This Mosaic Law command prohibited eating blood as part of ritual sacrifice:

“I will set my face against any Israelite... who eats blood, and | will cut them off.” —
Leviticus 17:10, NIV

e This law was tied to the sacrificial system, in which blood symbolized life and
atonement.

e The Hebrew word for "eat" (7ox / 'akal) is never used to mean “medically transfuse.”
e Blood was prohibited for eating and sacrifice, not life-saving medicinal use. Jesus even

healed on the Sabbath, showing that saving life trumps ceremonial law (Matthew
12:11-12).

lll. Acts 15:29 — Abstain from Blood

“...you are to abstain from food sacrificed to idols, from blood, from the meat of
strangled animals, and from sexual immorality.” — Acts 15:29, NIV

e The context was table fellowship between Jewish and Gentile Christians.

e Paul clarifies that these commands were concessions to avoid stumbling fellow
believers (1 Corinthians 8:4—-13).

e Abstaining from blood here refers to dietary custom in pagan sacrifices—not
lifesaving medical treatment.

e In Acts 15, the apostles never mention blood transfusions. They were addressing ritual
eating customs, not modern medical ethics.




Scriptural Principles That Permit Blood Use in
Emergencies

l. Jesus Taught Mercy Over Sacrifice

“If you had known what these words mean, ‘| desire mercy, not sacrifice,” you would
not have condemned the innocent.” — Matthew 12:7

“Is it lawful to do good on the Sabbath or to do evil? To save life or to kill?” — Mark
3:4

e These verses show that Jesus rejected rigid legalism in favor of mercy and saving
life.

e Would Jesus condemn a person for accepting a medical treatment that preserves life?

Il. The Law of Pikuach Nefesh

e This Jewish rabbinic principle permits breaking ceremonial law if life is at stake.

e Jesus referenced this in Luke 14:5: “Which of you doesn’t immediately pull your son or
ox out of a well on the Sabbath day?”

e Blood laws—ceremonial in nature—should never outweigh life-saving mercy.

lll. Paul's Clarification on Law

“Eat anything sold in the meat market without raising questions of conscience.” — 1
Corinthians 10:25
“Do not let anyone judge you... in regard to food or drink...” — Colossians 2:16

e Paul repeatedly warns Christians not to obsess over ceremonial restrictions.

e The early church freed believers from Mosaic law rituals—including dietary blood
rules—except where it might cause another to stumble.



e Medical use of blood does not stumble anyone and is not ceremonial or idolatrous.

IV. No Biblical Definition of “Major vs. Minor” Blood Components

e The Bible never classifies white cells, red cells, plasma, and platelets as “primary
components.”

e Watchtower's position that "fractions are okay, but components are not" is extra-biblical.

e As blood is not eaten in transfusion and remains in circulation, the analogy fails.

Historical and Logical Problems
I. Watchtower's Changing Doctrine on Blood
e 1940s: Blood transfusions allowed.
e 1961: All blood use banned.
e 2000: Blood fractions allowed—but not defined in scripture.

“Whether whole or fractional, one's own or someone else's, transfused or injected, it
is wrong.” — Watchtower, Sep 15, 1961, p. 559

Question: If blood fractions are now okay, what about the thousands who died refusing them
before the policy changed?

Il. Inconsistent Application

e JW doctors can draw blood but not administer it. (HLC Letter, 2018)

e JWs can receive blood fractions derived from stored blood, but must not donate
blood.



e |[f blood is sacred, why is its fractional use allowed but not its donation?

lll. Real-Life Consequences

“...thousands of hs died for putting God first... today the drama is
played out in hospitals and courtrooms, with blood transfusions
the issue.” — Awake! May 22, 1994

e Watchtower proudly shows pictures of children who died refusing
blood, calling it loyalty.

e But Jesus never taught that sacrificing your child’s life on the altar
of ceremonial law was righteous.

IV. Conclusion

The Scriptural record does not prohibit blood transfusions. It prohibits
eating blood from killed animals, as part of ritual sacrifice or
sustenance. The early church’s instruction to “abstain” from blood was for
unity, not salvation.

Jesus consistently showed that preserving life outweighs ceremony. He
condemned the Pharisees for elevating ritual over mercy.



“You nullify the word of God by your tradition that you have

handed down.” — Mark 7:13

Summary of Scriptural Problems with JW Blood

Policy
Watchtower Claim

Abstaining from blood = rejecting
transfusions

Acts 15:29 prohibits medical use
of blood

Transfusions are like “eating”

God requires strict blood law
even if it kills

Saving one’s life forfeits
everlasting life

No blood = evidence of loyalty to
Jehovah

Biblical Truth

No such connection is ever made in
Scripture

Only food customs and ritual
slaughter are discussed

They do not enter the digestive
system

Jesus said mercy outweighs sacrifice
(Matt. 12:7)

Jesus healed on Sabbath to preserve
life

Obedience to misunderstood law #
divine approval



Summary



@y 1-Page Summary: 5 Hardest Scriptural Refutations of
JW Blood Doctrine

1. Jesus Prioritized Mercy Over Law — Even Life-Saving Exceptions Were
Righteous

Matthew 12:7 — “If you had understood what this means, ‘| want mercy, not
sacrifice,” you would not have condemned the innocent.”
Luke 6:9 — “Is it lawful to save life or to destroy it?”

+ Jesus healed on the Sabbath, praised David for breaking temple law to eat holy bread, and
taught that acts of mercy outweigh strict adherence to law when life is at stake.

+ Application: Refusing a life-saving transfusion isn't “faithfulness.” It's a deadly misreading
of scripture that violates Christ's command to show mercy.

2. Acts 15:29 Refers to Dietary Restrictions — Not Medical Procedures
Acts 15:29 - “...abstain from blood...”

+ The context of Acts 15 is Jew-Gentile unity over food customs, not medical ethics.

+ Paul later said Christians can eat meat sold in markets, even if it may have been sacrificed
to idols (1 Cor. 10:25).

+ No scripture equates medical transfusions with eating blood — a concept foreign to the
Bible’s ancient writers.

3. Transfusions Are Not "Eating” — They're Like Organ Transplants
Leviticus 17:11 — “The life of the flesh is in the blood...”

+ Blood transfusions do not digest blood or use it as food — they circulate blood, just as
kidneys circulate fluids.

+ The Watchtower permits organ transplants, so to ban blood is inconsistent and
unbiblical.

+ Blood saves lives — a gift of life, not a sin.




4. The Doctrine Violates the Bible’s Spirit of Life Preservation

Proverbs 24:11 — “Rescue those being led away to death; hold back those
staggering toward slaughter.”

+ Thousands of Witnesses have died refusing blood under Watchtower policy — many were
children.

+ Jesus repeatedly overrode religious law to save life (Matthew 12; Mark 3; Luke 6).

+ Upholding a rule that results in avoidable deaths contradicts the very Bible principles it
claims to honor.

5. Watchtower Policy Is Arbitrary, Ever-Changing, and Not Spirit-Led

+ The Governing Body now allows blood fractions but forbids “major components” — an
artificial division not found in Scripture.

+ The policy has changed repeatedly since 1945 — from banning transfusions altogether, to
now allowing many components derived from stored blood.

+ If this were truly “God’s law,” why was it revised so many times, leading to unnecessary
deaths under older rules?

“God is not the author of confusion...” — 1 Corinthians 14:33

74 Conclusion: The Jehovah’s Witness blood policy is unscriptural, inconsistent, and lethal.
True biblical obedience includes mercy, informed conscience, and life-preserving choices
— not blind allegiance to ever-changing human interpretations.



Shepard book






	1. Faith & Facts 
	The Complex Relationship Between Jehovah’s Witnesses, the Watchtower Society, and the International Bible Students Association (IBSA) 
	The religious organization known today as Jehovah’s Witnesses traces its origins to the ministry of Charles Taze Russell in the late 19th century. Russell’s teachings and the structure he helped create laid the foundation for what would become multiple organizations claiming spiritual inheritance from his work. Chief among these was the International Bible Students Association (IBSA), founded in 1914 in London by Russell himself. Despite the later doctrinal and organizational shift that led to the naming of “Jehovah’s Witnesses” in 1931 under J.F. Rutherford, the IBSA continues to operate today—apparently with ongoing connections to the modern Watchtower Society. 
	The IBSA and Watchtower Connection 
	The IBSA is currently listed as a not-for-profit corporate entity used by Jehovah’s Witnesses in the United Kingdom, particularly for the distribution of religious literature. As noted on its official website, its stated purpose is “to promote the Christian religion by supporting congregations of Jehovah’s Witnesses and others in connection with their spiritual and material welfare in Britain and abroad.” However, the site also asserts a direct link to the early Bible Students and Charles Taze Russell’s original teachings—teachings that, under Watchtower doctrine today, are often classified as apostate. 
	This situation poses a doctrinal paradox. The Watchtower has consistently condemned belief in the teachings of Russell after the organizational changes made by Rutherford. According to the Watchtower Society, clinging to “old light” or previous interpretations is seen as rejecting divine direction (Proverbs 4:18). Yet properties currently for sale through IBSAProperty.com display not only the JW.org logo but also signage identifying a building as the “Watch Tower” with Russell-era iconography, including the original “Watch Tower” logo seen at wol.jw.org. These logos are also visible on buildings being sold by Bible Student groups that appear to still function under the IBSA umbrella. 
	 
	 
	 
	The continuity of name and logo usage raises significant questions. Trademark law is clear: a religious organization operating under the same name in multiple countries must either be the same legal entity or have formal licensing agreements in place. Otherwise, the consistent use of the name “IBSA” across continents and decades would likely have been challenged or prevented. This suggests some level of formal or informal coordination between Jehovah’s Witnesses and the Bible Student movement. 
	Theological Implications and Contradictions 
	One of the core teachings retained by the Bible Students and featured on their websites is the interpretation of the Great Pyramid of Giza as a prophetic sign. This belief, found in Russell’s Studies in the Scriptures, particularly Volume III (Thy Kingdom Come), was officially abandoned by the Watchtower by the late 1920s. Current Jehovah’s Witness doctrine views such teachings as part of Babylon the Great—false religion. Isaiah 19:19–20 is frequently cited by pyramidologists, who interpret it to mean that the Pyramid is a “pillar and witness” to Jehovah in Egypt. The Bible Students affirm this view, seeing the Pyramid as divinely inspired rather than a pagan or occult object. 
	This belief directly contradicts modern Watchtower teachings, which reject any association with pyramidology. This doctrinal conflict is more than academic: Jehovah’s Witnesses today can be disfellowshipped for promoting or believing in such ideas. And yet, their own affiliated or at least tolerated corporate arm—IBSA—permits or even endorses these views through its continued publication and distribution of Russell’s works. 
	1 John 4:1 advises: “Beloved, do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits to see whether they are from God, because many false prophets have gone out into the world.” Applying this counsel calls into question the consistency of the Watchtower’s own actions if they continue to support or allow the publication of teachings they now label false. 
	Furthermore, Bible Student websites such as BibleStudents.com display the Cross & Crown symbol—once used by the early Watchtower and now associated with Masonic and Templar iconography. Jehovah’s Witnesses today teach that the cross is a pagan symbol and reject its use entirely. The persistence of this symbol on affiliated or legacy websites raises questions about either historical continuity or doctrinal compromise. 
	Legal and Copyright Considerations 
	A major claim that supports the ongoing relationship is the use and reprinting of Charles Taze Russell’s copyrighted material. While copyrights typically expire 70 years after an author’s death (which would be 1986 in Russell’s case), the continued publication of his works by Bible Student websites predates that. This suggests that the Watchtower Society either allowed their publication or did not enforce copyright laws against these groups. 
	 
	Given the Watchtower’s aggressive defense of its intellectual property in other contexts, their tolerance of these publications seems incongruous—unless, as some suspect, the entities are not entirely separate. The question becomes whether these independent Bible Students truly “left” the Watchtower, or whether they were part of an intentional restructuring effort, maintaining useful legacy properties and messages without overt central control. 
	Doctrinal Consistency and Apostasy 
	Perhaps the most critical issue is this: the Watchtower Society disfellowships members for promoting or believing in the teachings of Charles Taze Russell, such as Zionism, the Pyramid prophecy, or the Cross & Crown symbol. These teachings, however, are actively disseminated by groups operating under the IBSA banner. This raises a profound contradiction. How can a group that Jehovah’s Witnesses classify as apostate be simultaneously tolerated, supported, or even owned by the very organization that enforces that judgment? 
	According to 1 Thessalonians 5:21: “Test all things; hold fast what is good.” If the organization holds Russell’s teachings as apostate, then any connection to those teachings should be severed. But if they are preserved and protected, it implies either double standards or deception. 
	The Watchtower teaches that after Russell’s death in 1916, J.F. Rutherford took control of the IBSA “in violation” of Russell’s wishes. The 1931 adoption of the name “Jehovah’s Witnesses” was intended to distinguish Rutherford’s group from the remaining 75% of original Bible Students who rejected his leadership. Yet today, these same Bible Students are still active, united by Russell’s original doctrines, and claim to be the legitimate successors of his work. The Watchtower’s failure to rebrand or legally challenge the use of IBSA suggests acquiescence, if not complicity. 
	Conclusion 
	This inconsistency calls to mind Acts 17:11: “Now the Berean Jews were of more noble character… for they received the message with great eagerness and examined the Scriptures every day to see if what Paul said was true.” In the spirit of the Bereans, Jehovah’s Witnesses and Bible Students alike must critically examine not only their Scriptures but the institutions that claim to interpret them. 
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