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I was saddened to see the heavy hand and forced removals from the Abolitionism page, but I was not 
shocked or surprised. I have seen this coming for some time. There has existed within AHA, for some 
time now, a key fault line that would inevitably force some such decision to be made. It was inevitable, 
inescapable. It is also permanent. It is a division that cannot be healed, but which also has important 
consequences with which we must all now live. 

I am not sure any movement—but certainly not any movement based upon foundational Christian 
ethics, like the protection of the most vulnerable—could long exist in which two sides develop opposing 
applications of one of its foundational ethics. You cannot have one side that upholds certain strict forms 
of patriarchalism, forbids divorce for any reason, and imposes strict forms of sexuality and gender roles 
(including more extreme dress codes) on the weaker vessel, sometimes explicitly on behalf of the 
stronger; while on the other side have a view that sees these as extremes which in some cases protect 
physical and sexual abuse, and in general oppress the weaker vessel. Both sides see themselves as 
biblical truth, and each, in both expression and application of that biblical truth, are in fundamental 
conflict over one of the fundamental ethics for which the movement exists. That cannot be held 
together. 

Let’s be clear, too: it does not matter which side is right. Taking sides is not the point here, though I have 
one in general. My point is that when this circumstance arises, THAT MOVEMENT CANNOT BE HELD 
TOGETHER NO MATTER WHAT. Trying to appeal to “the main thing”—i.e., that abortion is murder, our 
nation’s and churches’ greatest sin, and must be abolished—while obviously true, is only to ignore the 
deep fault line running beneath, and to which that main thing is inevitably connected. The split will 
come, with both sides still opposing abortion, but now also opposing each other more forcefully and 
openly. 

If these sides, whose respective positions MUST see the other as heresy, COULD be held together in this 
process, then the only tie holding the whole thing together is surface opposition to abortion. If, 
however, we are to tolerate those we necessarily view as heretical, there is no reason not to allow in 
Roman Catholics, Mormons, and Muslims as well. But we all know this will not do. We all know the 
larger mission and ethic are tied to a larger worldview that itself cannot be compromised as a whole. 

That larger worldview either supports the one side or the other side in this debate as well. They could 
not coexist together while one side sees necessary actions to be taken, and the other side sees those 
views and actions as heresy and evil. Abolitionism is not just an abstract ideology regarding abortion. It 
is part of a full-orbed worldview, and that has necessary consequences. 

When faced with those consequences, the question must be, does that worldview accord with position 
A or position B? Does the worldview in which abolition is true also entail that women must submit, even 
in some ways, even to abuse and adultery (according to some), procreation without limit, or that divorce 
is not permitted for any reason? Does that worldview entail that people who disagree with these 
positions, or who see a more expanded purview for women’s rights, are “heretics”? Or does the 
worldview in which abolitionism is true entail that an abused wife should be protected under the same 



principle of protecting the weakest as would an unborn child? While hardly attempting to be exhaustive 
in these representative examples, the point is that both sides cannot be right, and also, more 
importantly, that neither side can coexist in one movement with the other. They are conflicting 
purported applications of the same principle. 

Let us be clear that a choice between the two had to be made, and let us also be clear that in making 
that choice, no one is merely getting rid of unnecessary division or moving beyond “tribalism and 
competitive strife.” It is necessarily choosing to side with one and excluding the other. It is making a 
positive statement in favor of one side and a negative statement about the other. It is adopting one side 
in a necessary division over a fundamental fault line—a fault line so serious that each such can only view 
the other as heresy and evil. 

This truth is clearly seen in the fact that one side early on openly declared the other “heretics,” among 
other defamatory names. Terms were used in return that marked disfellowship. These are besides all 
the general insult and accusations back and forth. Terms of heresy mean, inevitably, that a divide must 
take place. These terms were used early on, and neither side could back off because both were 
committed to their views of fundamentals, right or wrong. Compromise on these views would 
necessarily entail compromise on the main thing as well. 

I knew from the first surfacing of these arguments that it would probably lead to a split. I purposefully 
stayed out of the debates, for one, because I have never tried to assert any leadership position or 
appearance of aspiration to such within AHA, but mostly hoping that the decentralized spirit of AHA—its 
original spirit and genius—may possibly prevail in a more peaceable settlement. But the more the 
debates grew, the more I saw a hostile and irreparable split as inevitable.  

When the debates bubbled to a head surrounding a recent conference, while there is almost certainly 
much more to the overall discussion, the reality is that the decision would have to be made NOW not 
later. It would either be, in my view, the original genius and principle of AHA: a radically decentralized 
movement committed to the radical application of these principles:  

***Abolitionism also stands or falls on the truth of two interrelated theological propositions derived 
from the Bible and nowhere else. 

1. Human beings are created in the image of God and reflect His image. 

2. The Creator Himself became a man in order to rescue mankind from sin, self-destruction, death, and 
eternal separation from God. 

Historically, these two propositions have laid the foundations for all human rights movements and 
campaigns for human equality. They have been a bulwark standing between humanity and the 
monstrous inhumanities of history. Slavery abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison called the belief that God 
created man in his own image “A DEATH-BLOW TO ALL CLAIMS OF SUPERIORITY, TO ALL CHARGES OF 
INFERIORITY, TO ALL USURPATION, TO ALL OPPRESSIVE DOMINION.”*** 

Or else, it would be a drift from these principles toward older forms of patriarchalism and other forms of 
organizational hierarchy, against which these principles are (and Garrison himself would have been) 
adamantly opposed. 



I was afraid the principles would lose in this choice, but I held out hope because of my admiration for 
certain persons of the leadership whose fearlessness to stand for principle and to remain consistent no 
matter what may come has been remarkable in the past. For some reason that has not held as true in 
this case. 

This saddening declaration (and its attendant rambling justifications) marks a strong blow against the 
original genius and principle of AHA. It may hereafter have the same old principles on the surface, and it 
may talk itself blue persuading you nothing has changed and that these decisions were necessary and 
right, but it is no longer animated by the same spirit, and no longer driven to extenuate its principles 
consistently in general, let alone with the same fire and resolve. Its resolve has shifted from mission to 
management. Because of these shortcomings, AHA is compromised, #RepentWithUs will ring hollow, 
and #ChurchRepent is truncated in a particularly self-convenient way. I can no longer say that the 
movement maintains the same promise. 

This saddening move in particular represents a departure in methodology and approach as well, from 
the original decentralized, spirit-driven, radical no-compromise model, to an all-too familiar resort to 
heavy-handed tactics of power and manipulation. These removals and the discussion surrounding them, 
including one-sided judgments and double-standards, resemble the same tyrannical tactics and rhetoric 
to which AHA and its leadership have routinely, and even too recently, themselves been subjected, but 
apparently not acutely enough to enliven the awareness needed to prevent them from becoming 
practitioners of it themselves.  

Finally, these consequences will be permanent barring a major act of repentance. Such repentance at 
this point, however, would unfortunately call into question credibility for leadership to a severe, 
probably crippling, degree. It must now not look back, but march ahead with its new stripes and regalia. 
Thus, again, the split is permanent, and so are the consequences regarding the nature and composition 
of AHA going forward. Siding with strong patriarchalism and more centralized organizationalism (even 
just the beginnings of such) means AHA has thrown its more visionary and consistent adherents under 
the bus to accommodate a persuasion, worldview, and tactics antithetical to its original vision. 

Why this decision seemed the necessary one to leadership is not clear. It is possible that a sizeable 
number of the adherents were in fact already of the stricter persuasion, having been recruited from it or 
grown up in it. It could be that merely enough of the decision-making leadership are of such 
composition, and thus the debate was swung at some level by some barely enlightened, but not yet fully 
self-conscious and consistent, former members of those older groups. Whatever the case, it has 
adopted that form, and with this move, AHA appears from a bird’s eye to have been little more than a 
recruiting arm for OSA and MTP, only with better artwork. 

It would have been costly for AHA to avoid this choice, but the alternative has cost the original AHA its 
soul. The latter is a far worse position, but it is currently the path that has been chosen. 

That is a path I will no longer walk or support. 

I have never sought to lead or “take over” AHA. I merely saw its potential and wished to support it. I no 
longer do. I merely gave it my support. I no longer will. I defended AHA activists when other evangelical 
leaders and even some dear friends trashed them mercilessly, unfairly, and dishonestly. I don’t believe 
they were ever right, but this new direction and tactic will be used by them as proof I was wrong for 



defending AHA all along. (Ironically, this new direction may make way for rejoining old enemies as new 
bedfellows, for they now appear to have in common things that once divided them.) I can defend it no 
longer. This is not out of any spirit of retaliation or revenge, for I am not beset by those feelings, at least 
not here and now. I withdraw because I now see a different movement, a different potential, the very 
type of compromise which AHA formerly existed to defy, and an unhappy direction that will lead 
backward rather than forward. 

In general, I know my support will not be too missed (a few will even cheer). I was always the least of 
the abolitionists, and still am. I still support abolitionISM, too; just not this new incarnation of its labels 
and symbols, after this poor decision. But I did see that such a decision would be faced. Sadly, the choice 
made was a bad one—the wrong one. 

Now I see something different, and in that new vision, what happens to the AHA/OSA/MTP complex 
does not appear to be any of my business, at least for the time being. Soli Deo Gloria. 

 


